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counter examples go back to the earliest times. The late paleolithic and neolithic sym-
bolism, which deviated from an earlier naturalistic tradition, cannot be taken as the result
of ineptitude on the part of the artists. At their best, however, counter examples might
show that realism is a false theory, and not even that on the more flexible approaches to
theory building which are characteristic of Hilary Putnam’s recent work. The main point
is that realist theory of art cannot stand on its own. It cannot be satisfied with generali-
zing on the limited sphere of artistic meaning. Putnam has recommended an approach to
philosophy (which I will use here for aesthetics and theory of art) which attempts to
show that various methods that seem to be opposed are in fact not.

A problem of aesthetics is that conceptual analyses of art and psychological theories
of art have not come to reflect a genetic or evolutionary account of cultural history and
change. Therefore, few, if any of these analyses reflect changes in artistic practice. For
example, we may choose to analyze Giotto’s ’Massacre of the Innocents” in terms of the
immediate constituents of the work: the biblical story depicted, spatial and expressive
components, the vertical and horizontal relations of form, symbolism, etc. And in each
case we may still want to know which of these analyses is most adequate; or, if they are
all equally interesting, what ties them together, or which account is most important in
understanding the work. We must ask what is the best general theory of art (as a human
activity or social enterprise) to introduce to get answers to the questions above.”®

A full account of the Giotto mentioned which invokes a general theory of art with-
out eradicating significant sub-theories” is given by Hanna Deinhard in Meaning and
Expression (Bedeutung und Ausdruck): *...] the pictorial structure fully corresponds to
that ’spirit’, or that mentality which authors of diverse persuasions have called variously
’market oriented rationality’ (Max Weber), ’substantial’ rationality (Karl Mannheim), or
'merchants mentality’ (A. von Martin). No matter how far apart these authors may be in
terms of methods, they all are in agreement in one respect, namely, in seeing this menta-
lity, 'new’ when compared to that of the Middle Ages, as a consequence of the change in
social and economic structure whose origins are traceable to the twelfth century, but
whose most distinctive and earliest manifestation occurred in Florence in the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries — the rise of capitalism and the development of an economically
and politically independent middle class.”’

What 1 am suggesting is that there are interesting and informative accounts (sub-
theories) of art ranging from strict formalism to psychoanalysis, but that these had best
be registered and tested against more general scientific theories of human society and
culture. When this is done, the imminent meaning or content of the work of art can be
related to aesthetic vocabularies which are consistent with, translatable into, and expli-
cable by means of a scientific, realistic, and empirical theory of culture and society.®

6Compare H. Putnam, Is Semantics Possible? originally in H. Kiefer,
M. Munitz (eds), Language, Belief and Metaphysics, Vol. 1, Contemporary Philosophic
Thought: International Philosophy Year Conference at Brockport, State University of New York
. Press, 1970. See also Putnam: Mind, Language and Reality, "Philosophical Papers”, Vol. 2,
Cambridge 1975, p. 144.

"H. Deinhard: Meaning and Expression, Beacon Press, Boston 1970, p. 34. (USA)

8 Compare Putnam: op. cit, p. 146.
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tics even if that is their effect, for each and every theoretical departure from classical
realism simply reflects artistic developments which resist explanation under the old
realistic categories. The question, why did Western artistic representation depart from
realism, its most enduring tradition, now becomes the more important. This would not be
so only if aesthetic theories are not devised to explain the meaning and importance of art.
And I believe we are interested in doing just this.

If we take the array of sub-theory types mentioned above as being ""limiting cases” of
a more general theory that supersedes them, then it would seem highly desirable that such
a general theory be realistic unless we are willing to accept a radically mind-dependent
(Kantian) interpretation of the subject matter of aesthetics. This being so, the limited
application, sub-theories of art tend to converge on realist theory of art,! 3 the scientific
and empirical basis of which is (on this interpretation) historical and dialectical materia-
lism. By convergence I mean that it will be possible to assign a referent in the general
theory (e.g. an ideological or social structural description) to areferent in the realist
theory of art (e.g. a reflection term) which in turn can be assigned to a referent in the
sub-theory (e.g. a stylistic term)."® This kind of procedure is necessary precisely because
we abdicate the job of figuring out what makes aesthetic sub-theories good when we
relegate our assessment of explanations to mere psychological or formalistic considera-
tions.!® And since “why’’ questions and their explanations presuppose interests, we need
not apologize for our interest in giving the richest and of the values expressed in art.

In a word, it is perfectly possible to have two or more explanations of a work of art
(resulting from the different perspectives and interests of investigators) that are
compatible with realist theory. The convergence of such explanations, or their subsump-
tion, can be expected to enrich and extend realist theory of art. Most sub-theories,
whether they employ illusion, metaphor, sublimation, empathy, etc., as basic interpretive
terms, presuppose a realist vocabulary and therefore a realist theory as a regulative ideal.
If, on the other hand, a sub-theory or explanation attempts an entirely subjective account
of its object, an account which is irreducible (untranslatable), then that account is false, it
is mystification.! ®

The most important thing to notice is that what I have written so far is the beginning
of genetic theory about art and about theories of art, or about artistic representation and
how people have thought about it. However, for a theory of art to be genetic does not
make it distinctive. Many non-cognitivist and ideographic theories are genetic in that they
purport to discover and trace the genesis of the creative process from the imagination,
repressed desires and emotions, etc. Perhaps historical materialism (the theory of art of
socialist realism as opposed to its artistic practice) is distinctive inasmuch as it traces the
development of theories about art as well as the development of art itself. But even that

l3Again compare Putnam Meaning and the Moral Sicences, Part, Routledge and Kegan P,
London 1978.

19The best examples of this kind of terminological correspondence are to be found in
M. Raphael's works, especially The Demands of Art, Bollingen Series, Princeton University Press,
1968.

Sputnam: op. cit.

18 1bid,
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does the drive to expand the horizons of subject matter reflect fundamental changes in
social relations, social needs, and social values and objectives. For both or these kinds of
changes, the technical and the social, are the sources of the new experiences and perspec-
tives that require articulation. It is exactly this reflective process which leads historical
and dialectical materialists to assert the priority of content over form. It should also be
clear that this relationship corresponds to the assertion of the priority of material produc-
tion over superstructure and ideology in society in general. But it should also be noted
that the claim that new content seeks new form does not impugn formal analysis of
artistic structures. Indeed, formal analysis can lead to remarkable insight. But for histo-
rical materialism it can never lead to an understanding of the genesis of content and form
because formalism, as an explanation, is not genetic. To contrast one method against the
other is methodologically inappropriate and misleading. Furthermore, that all explana-
tions may be interest-relative does not mean that some interest-relative explanations are
not true. Or, to put it another way, I agree with Marx’s conclusion that the interest and
values of the proletariat have no inherent tendency to one-sidedness or deception.

A few more points need to be made. First, realist theory of art does not demand
a copy theory of expression exclusively any more than realist epistemology demands
a correspondence theory of truth exclusively.2® What is required in both is the ability to
translate terms in a limiting sub-theory into the vocabulary of scientific realism. Pure,
epistemological realism which rests exclusively on passive observation is inconsistent with
scientific practice. Scientific realism which incorporates practice as well as observation
into its operation is consistent with scientific practice. Likewise, an aesthetic realism,
which is formulated as a copy theory, is inconsistent with artistic practice, whereas, an
aesthetic realism which combines historical, dialectical and programmatic methods is
consistent with artistic practice. Secondly, what 1| have argued is that all substantive
aesthetic sub-theories converge on realism. But what of the ordinary language accounts of
aesthetics given by philosophers like Wittgenstein and his followers? [ think the answer
to this question is that the adequacy of the language of realist theory and of historical
and dialectical materialism will ultimately be determined in their success in explanation
and in their success as a guide to practice; in their capacity to describe and explain the
social world including the fields of culture and the arts. Inasmuch as a “use-meaning”
critique of the language of historical materialism and realist theory can only recommend
the substitution of another vocabulary by showing that more language users are habitu-
ated to its use, it (such a critique) cannot offer substantive objections. And this is for the
simple reason that it rejects referential criteria, correspondence method, and truth claims
altogether for a kind of linguistic Kantianism.?!

Retuming to the question of art and social change, there seems to be at least one
recurring confusion among bourgeois aestheticians that requires clarification. It has to do
with “socialist” realism. Whenever the term socialist realism is used it ought to be under-
stood as the name of a policy and not an explanatory theory about the development of
contemporary and past art. The explanatory theory that is the basis for socialist realist

20Comparc Putnam: op. cit, Part lIl, Reference and Understanding.

21 for further elaboration of my views on this problem see my paper Theories of Meaning, “Indian
Research Journal of Philosophy”, Ranchi University, Ranchi, India, 1976.
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policy is historical and dialectical materialism. Historical and dialectical materialism does,
indeed, give a realist account of the arts. But a great deal of unnecessary confusion is
caused by equating the realistic analysis of historical und dialectical materialism with
socialist realism as a policy or an artistic manifesto.

It might be supposed, then, that historical and dialectical materialism as an explana-
tion of art historical development is entirely unrelated to socialist realism and that it has
nothing to do with socialism. This is false. There is an important connection between the
two. In Marxism there is always a direct connection between the theoretical and the
programmatic, between theory and practice. This unity of theory and practice in aesthet-
ics exists because historical and dialectical materialism is the basis for programmatic
socialist realism. As a theoretical basis it guides practice by providing principles for
distinguishing decadent and reactionary art works from progressive ones. As theory it
suggests that works which distort, or depart from, accurate reflection (not exact, natura-
listic imitation) of reality (nature and society) are forms of false consciousness and should
be criticized as such. Therefore, it is argued, all future development of art in the transi-
tion from capitalism to socialism and communism, the last two of which are understood
as more rational and advanced stages of society, should accurately reflect reality.

The undesirable effects of politically administered art, for which Soviet cultural
policy has frequently been criticized, is related to this transition. Because if the transition
to socialism and the construction of a communist society is deflected, if it appears to be
harsh, enforced, sorrowful, and oppressive; instead of joyous, uplifting, liberating, and
creative, then what of the artist? Shall he or she be compelled to produce heroic
apologies and distortions? Or will it be the task of the artist to ruthlessly expose the real
conditions of life? For Marxists acceptance of the second alternative is imperative. Still
the issue is not always this easy because, for an artist whose values and consciousness is
drenched in bourgeois individualism, the task of building socialism will always appear
alienating and oppressive.

This very situation may help to explain why the Critical Theorists, and particularly
Adomo, became and remain confounded on the question of how “modemist” art could
be both a reflection of bourgeois decadence and hedonism and at once overcome and
negate that decadence. Lukacs was correct, [ think. Such art cannot. And in abandoning
the proletariat as the historical agent of social change, the Critical Theorists also surren-
dered the realist criteria that makes modern art intelligible as a social datum. For all their
talk of Marx, they are not Marxists, but impostors of the tradition.

STRESZCZENIE

Przeniesienie terminu ,warto$é” na przedmioty kultury, datujgce sie na przetom XVIII i XIX
wieku, $wiadczy o przenikaniu do sfery kultury poj¢é i kategorii ekonomiki rynkowej. Wobec tego,
wartoéci ujmowane s3 najlepiej w kategoriach intereséw, a w szczeg6lnosci klasowych intereséw eko-
nomicznych, czy to w rozwaZaniach etycznych czy teZ estetycznych.

Trwatej wartosci w catej historii sztuki nie da si¢ odr6zZnié¢ od jej realistycznego sktadnika
w przedstawianiu. Dlatego, wszystkie nierealistyczne teorie sztuki skupiaja si¢ woko? teorii realistycz-
nej jako regulujacego ideatu.
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Spoéréd realistycznych teorii sztuki tylko teoria zwigzana z materializmem historycznym i dia-
lektycznym dostarcza genetycznej, spotecznej i historycznej metodologii zdolnej w sposéb adekwatny
skontekstualizowaé i wyjasni¢ wytwory kultury. Tylko ta metoda zapewnia naukowe zrozumienie
proceséw krzewienia si¢ wartosci estetycznej w spoteczenstwach.

Na koniec, programowy realizm socjalistyczny jest naturalnym i logicznym nast¢pstwem marksis-
towskiej metody historyczno-dialektycznej.

PE3IOME

Ilepenecenne TepMmHa ,,UJeHHOCTH’ Ha MNpeAMeTbl KYJALTYDPbI, MDOUCXOJAUIME M3
nepesoMa XVIII u XIX BexkoB, CBUAETEJbCTBYIOT O IIPOHMKHOBEHMI0O B 006sacTb
KYJLTYPbl NOHATHMI M KaTeropwii DPBLIHOYHOM 3KOHOMMU. JITAaK, LEHHOCTH Oonpeje-
JAIOTCA B KaTeropMaAX MHTEPECOB, 0cobeHHO KJACCOBBLIX IKOHOMMYECKMX WHTEPECOB,
B 9TMYECKMX U ICTETUYECKUX PacCyKIEeHuAX.

IIpOYHYI0 LEHHOCTL BO BCEM MCTOPMM MCKYCCTBa He BO3MOXKHO OTIAEAUTL OT €e
PeaIMCTHUECKOT0 KOMIIOHeHTa. I[Io3ToOMy BCe HepeaJMCTUUEeCKME TeOpUM MUCKYCCTBa
0OCPEeJOTOYMBAIOTCA BOKDYI PeasyMCTHUYeCKO! TeOPMM KaK pPeryJMpyollero upaeana.

Cpeau peanmCTMUECKMX TEOPMIAI MCKYCCTBA, TOJIBKO TEOPUA CBA3aHA C MCTOPU-
YeCKMM M AMAJIEKTMUYECKMM MAaTepPHaJ3MOM J[OCTABJIAET [E€HETUUECKYIO, OobliecTBeH-
HYIO ¥ UCTOPMUIECKYIO0 METOJO0JIOTHIO, CNIOCOOHYI0 B afleKBaTHbLIN CIIOCO0 NpeACTaBJATDL
n O06ACHMTL INPOM3BEASHMA KyJIbTypbl TOJNBKO 3TOT MeTOoa obecneuMBaeT HaywHOE
IOHMMAaHMe IPOLECCOB PacCNpOCTPaHEHMA 3CTETHYECKMX LeHHOCTell B ofLuecTBax.

IIporpaMHbI COUMANIMCTUYECKMI PeasM3M ABJHETCA €CTeCTBeHHBIM M Jormuye-
CKMM NOCJIeACTBMEM MaPKCHMCTCKOINO MUCTOPHMKO-AMAJEKTUUECKOrO MeTOAa.






