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last three decades (A. Danto?, J. Margolis®, G. Dickie*, T. Binkley® and others). We may
recall that the reason why traditional aesthetics was regarded as unsuccessful in art theory
was not only its essentialism but also an almost universal tendency to treat art as a pri-
marily aesthetic phenomenon. Furthermore, art was described in terms of its perceptual
properties reduced as a rule to aesthetic qualities.

Both the general concept of fine arts and the view that beauty is a constitutive
feature and a distinguishing mark of art (production of beautiful objects is the main task
of art) were formulated as late as in the eighteenth century (Charles Batteau). Confronted
with the then dominant neo-classic art which drew from the classic ideals of beauty of the
ancient art, this conception appeared to be sound. In the same century the English
philosophers (Shaftesbury, Addison, Hutcheson, Hume, Burke and others) voiced and
justified the view that the theory of beauty (including also the category of the sublime)
should be primarily a theory of aesthetic experiences.

Since the eighteenth century most aestheticians have held and still do that it is
broadly-understood beauty and the aesthetic pleasure (satisfaction) evoked by beauty
that are the universal distinguishing marks of art. In other words, the main task of art is
the production of beautiful (aesthetically valuable) objects that give rise to specific satis-
faction (i.e. aesthetic experience).

This view was questioned in artistic practice by romantic art in the following century.
In all epochs that followed there appeared artistic trends (naturalism, expressionism,
cubism, surrealism, dadaism, Conceptual art etc.) which, in a different way and to
a different extent, systematically undermined the validity of the aesthetic conception of
art. However, aestheticians did not revise the essence of their theory, even though they
introduced some alterations. The category of beauty was replaced by the concepts of
aesthetic values and qualities, and a more general concept of aesthetic experience was
introduced instead of aesthetic pleasure or satisfaction. Aesthetic experience was inder-
stood so broadly that it lost its primary meaning that is still functioning in colloquial
speech. Yet this broadening of the way aesthetic phenomena were understood did not
essentially undermine the conviction about the aesthetic character of art.

In their defence of the conviction about the aesthetic nature of art, the aestheticians
defended not only the right of aesthetics to make general theories of art but also, they
were convinced, the autonomy of art. For art was also attributed with cognitive, moral,
religious and political values, and not-aesthetic criteria were accordingly applied to art.

2¢Cf. A, Danto: The artworld, “Journal of Philosophy”’, vol. 61, 1964, p. 571-584 and his:
The Transfiguration of the Commonplace, Cambridge Mass. 1981,

3G. Dickie: The myth of the aesthetic attitude, "American Philosophical Quarterly”,
vol. 1, 1964, p. 5666 and his: Aesthetics. An Introduction, Indianapolis 1971, and Art and Aesthe-
tics: An Institutional Analysis, Ithaca 1974,

). Mar golis: Art and Philosophy. Conceptual Issues in Aesthetics, Atlantic Highlands
1980.

5T. Binkley: Deciding about Art [in:] L. Aagaard-Mogensen (ed.): Culture and Art,
Nyborg and Atlantic Highlands 1976, p. 90-109, and his: Piece: contra aesthetics, “Journal of
Aesthetics and Art Criticism™, vol. 35, 1977, p. 265-277.
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practice aesthetics or axiology (G.Santayana,® D.W.Prall,” R.B.Perry? W.P. Tuga-
rinov,”) and of psychologists (W. Witwicki'®). If an author is not bound by the accepted
aesthetic definitions and he tries to characterize the specificity of aesthetic values or
aesthetic experiences in relation to non-aesthetic values and experiences, then in his
consideration there are, as a rule, at least some elements of aesthetic hedonism. If art
could be abstracted from, some aestheticians might possibly not reject this conception so
outright. For when we speak about experiences evoked by beautiful landscapes or by the
beauty of human body, or by other human beings and man-made products, we are
inclined to accept that this is a perceptual experience with a pleasurable emotional
colouring (although this pleasure is not always pure and simple) and the source of this
pleasant experience are looks perceived by the senses or, in other words, the structural
properties and sensuous qualities of the perceived object. If “aesthetic experiences are
experiences towards things directly given, responses to sights and sounds™ (as Wtadystaw
Tatarkiewicz' ! held), then the aesthetic experience in such anarrow sense is not an
experience evoked by literature. As early as in 1933 Tatarkiewicz wrote a paper Postawa
estetyczna, literacka i poetycka (Aesthetic, Literary and Poetic Attitudes), where he
contended that the main reason why the hitherto aesthetic theories had failed was that
they applied a too broad understanding of aesthetic phenomena. The concepts of exper-
iences of aesthetic objects and values are understood so broadly that they lose any
definiteness. For example, the concept of aesthetic experience comprises three entirely
different classes of experiences, which Tatarkiewicz calls aesthetic experience in the
narrow and strict sense and literary and aesthetic experience. We obtain an aesthetic
experience in the narrow sense while contemplating a given object, the source of the
pleasure felt being the appearance of the object. Experiences like that are evoked by
natural objects, by some products of craftsmanship or industry and only by some works
of art (pieces of sculpture, paintings, musical pieces or works of architecture). Other
works of art (literature, theatre, some musical pieces and works of fine arts) evoke
experiences that Tatarkiewicz proposes to call literary or poetic. Concluding his paper,
Tatarkiewicz emphasizes that the same “parcelling out” should be done with the remain-
der of the “pseudo-class” of phenomena that are named aesthetic because also objects
and values called aesthetic are not a homogeneous class of objects and values In the
theory of art we should therefore speak about literary and poetic values different from

$G. Santa yana: SenseofBeauty, New York 1986.
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0w witwicki: Psychologia (Psychology), vol. 2, Lvov 1930, p. 130.

Mw Tatarkiewicz: Parerga, Warszawa 1978, p.72.

'






62 Bohdan Dziemidok

with the earlier, the contemporaneous and the following paintings. In the appraisal of the
artistic value of a work it is both important whether this is an original, a forgery or
a fake and whether the work offers novel solutions of the fundamental artistic problems
in a given realm of art. The aesthetic and artistic values of pictures do not necessarily have
to overlap. Technically perfect copies, masterly forgeries and fakes can have the same
aesthetic value like the originals by great masters, with a minimal or non-existent artistic
value. There were also cases in the art history when artistically great or significant works
had a minimal or non-existent aesthetic value (Picasso’s Demoiselles d’Avignon and
Conceptual art respectively).'®

Ideally, a picture should have the highest artistic and aesthetic values at the same
time as is the case with the pictures by Rembrandt or Mondrian. There are, however,
epochs when one of these two essential values in art tends to be largely neglected. The
academicism of the nineteenth century combined an emphasis on aesthetic perfection
with a neglect of artistic innovation. On the other hand, the contemporary avant-garde
absolutizes the value of innovation and originality, with a total indifference towards
aesthetic values. Kulka contends that at least a minimal presence of the two component
values is necessary for an object to qualify as a work of art.

A sui generis conclusion of comments, propositions and reflections of Kivy's and
Kulka’s has been made, precisely and systematically, by GOran Hermeren, who enlarged
them with his own observations and with a thorough analysis and an attempt to arrange
the problems and standpoints on the artistic and the aesthetic values and eveluations of
art.'® Similarly to M. C. Beardsley Hermeren reduces the aesthetic to the perceivable and,
after P_ Kivy, reserves the concept of aesthetic evaluation for the evaluation that pertains
to the sensuous™ and structural values of the work. Like Kivy (and unlike Beardsiey),
Hermeren also belives that it is necessary to distinguish the artistic values from the
aesthetic values of the work of art, In his view, it is extremely difficult to ascertain
a permanent relation between the aesthetic and the artistic values of art because the
concept of artistic value has constantly changed over the centuries. Aesthetic value was
regarded as a major criterion of artistic value, but not always and not by all. Besides
aesthetic value, the criteria included skill and craftsmanship, communication of feelings,
moral, political or religious relevance, and originality.

The possible relations between the aesthetic and the artistic values can be presented,
in Hermeren’s view, through a diagram which consists of two overlapping circles, one
symbolizing the aesthetic values, the other the artistic values.

aesthetic artistic
value value

As a result there are three possible groups (categories) of objects, two of which pertain to
the works of art. Category a comprises non-artistic objects (i.e. devoid of artistic value),
which are, however, characterized by aesthetic value e.g. bones, stones, landscapes and
animals. Group b covers objects possessing both the artistic and the aesthetic value e.g.

'8 K ulka: The Artistic and Aesthetic Value of Art, p. 336-350.

Y Hermeren: Aspect of Aesthetics, p. 58-72.
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aethetic experience the necessary and sufficient basis of artistic evaluation. Artistic
evaluation can be at least partly independent of aesthetic experience. This position is
represented by Kivy, Kulka or Wolterstorff. But they were not the first to voice it. The
first representative of this view was a Polish aesthetician and sociologist, Stanistaw
Ossowski, who first distinguished the artistic values of art from its aesthetic values in his
fundamental book Foundations of Aesthetics as early as 1933. He observed that objects
that aesthetics deals with are in some cases evaluated with regard to the experiences
involved in their perception, in others with regard to the creative effort which gave birth
to a given object. However, these two conceptions of value and evaluation are confused in
actual practice. In aesthetic evaluation the genetic aspect (creative effort) and the functio-
nal one (the effect on the perceivers) should be thus distinguished. Ossowski writes, "We
have two entirely different conceptions of value: we ascribe a value to objects, either in
view of how they arose or in view of what they give us™?3; we evaluate them in the light
of their causes (the creator’s activity) or their effects (the perceiver’s experiences). “These
two methods of evaluation in aesthetics might be called, briefly, valuation with respect to
beauty and valuation with respect to artistry.”** Consequently, we must assume the
existence of two basic varieties of what we call aesthetic value in the broad sense of the
term: the value of the aesthetic object, whose measure is to be found in the aesthetic
experiences of the perceiver (this value may characterize both natural phenomena and
man-made objects) and the artistic value, measured by the creator’s artistry (this value
can characterize only man’s activity). These two conceptions of value, however, are
distinguished neither in popular evaluations nor in theoretical considerations. As a result,
according to Ossowski, in contemporary European cultural milieux “aesthetic value™
functions as a “collage of concepts™ since important correlations exist between them. The
aesthetic experience of the recipient is often the test of the fruitfulness of creative effort,
and the appreciation of the craftsmanship may enrich and intensify, and sometimes even
stimulate, aesthetic experiences (admiration for artistry).

Thus, the realm of aesthetic values is neither uniform nor homogeneous. It is both
possible and necessary to distinguish two distinct types of values: 1.Those connected
only with art — artistic values; and 2. aesthetic values, proper to all objects, including
works of art, evoking aesthetic attitudes and aesthetic experiences. The former are in fact
objective in nature, since they are tested by such properties of the work of art as can be
established objectively (e.g., originality of conception, degree of technical difficulty,
perfection of performance, functionality, faithful reproduction of reality, etc.)*®. The
valuation of the work of art with regard to its artistic values does not have to depend on
aesthetic experience, though it requires competence and connoisseurship, which do not
characterize every recipient of art. Consequently, we can say, according do Ossowski that
artistic values are aristocratic, on the other hand, aesthetic values are democratic because
their only test is aesthetic experience®®. However, they are not objective but objective-

235 Ossowski: The Foundations of Aesthetics, Warszawa and Dordrecht 1978,
p. 301-302,

24 bid., p. 303.
25 Ibid., p. 322-23.
26 rbid., p. 303.
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Nie jest to jednak jedyna forma wartosciowania uprawniona wobec sztuki i dotyczqca jej auten-
tycznych i swoistych wartodci. Drugg forma wartoéciowania jest warto$ciowanie artystyczne, ktére
dotyczy nie tyle perceptualnych wiasnosci dzieta, co jego miejsca w historii sztuki, jego roli w rozwi-
janiu, przetamywaniu i tworzeniu nowych konwengji artystycznych. Przedmiotem oceny sg tu m.in.
takie zalelne od kontekstu historycznego i kulturowego walory dzieta jak jego: realizm, wiernosé
konwencji, oryginalno$é, nowatorstwo, kunszt wykonania itp., ktére moga byé dostrzeZone i doce-
nione w postawie czysto poznawczej, bez doznawania prielycia estetycznego. Odréznienie tych
dwéch sposobéw wartosciowania dziet sztuki jest konieczne nie tylko ze wzglgdu na tendencje deeste-
tyzacyjne w sztuce najnowszej (w szczegdinosci w plastyce i muzyce), lecz takle dlatego, Ze przelyé
wzbudzanych przez takie dziedziny sztuki jak literatura, teatr, film itp. nie moZna sprowadzié do
przely¢ estetycznych wasko rozumianych a autentycznych i swoistych wartosci tych dziedzin sztuki
do warto$d estetycznych w waskim i écistym tego stowa znaczeniu. Przyjgcie proponowanego rozré-
nienia pozwala réwnie? rozwiazaé takie trudne problemy estetyki jak status estetyczny kopii, fat-
szerstw, nasladownictw artystycznych oraz status artystyczny dziet sztuki pozbawionych waloréw
estetycznych i takich dziedzin sztuki, w ktérych przestaje istnie¢ przedmiot artystyczny (sztuka kon-
ceptualna).

PE3IOME

B paHHOi1 paboTe aBTOpP CTPEMHUTCA NPEOACTABMTH DPAa3HMIBL! BBICTYMAIOLUME MEXK-
Iy SCTETHMYECKMM a apPTUCTUNECKMM 3HAUYEHMeM MCKYCCTB3. OCTeTHeCcKoe 3naudeHue
OTHOCHUTCH HE TOJBKO K IIDOM3BENEHUAM MCKYCCTBA, HO TaKKe K €CTeCTBEHHBbIM npef-
ME€TaM M BHEAPTUCTUYECKUM TBODEHMAM dYesioBeKa. I[IpesMeTOM OLEHKU ABRJIAIOTCA
37lech 3aMeuyeHHble MU BoOOpazKeHHbie BUABLI IIpeAMeTa (€ro WyBCTBEHHbIE M CTPYK-
TypHble CBOMCTBA). JOCTOMHCTBO 9TOr0 THUIA HEPA3PHIBHO CBA3AaHO C BlIeYaTJeHWeM
eCTEeTUYECKOTO MepeXUBAaHMA, KOTOPOE SABJSETCA OCHOBOI M KpHUTepUeM 3Ha4eHuA.

OaHaKo 23T0 HE eAuHCTBeHHaA (opMma onpefeseHMA 3HA4YEHMA NpuMeHsAeMasd
B MCKyCCTBE M OTHOCHAIAsCA K €€ NOJJMHHBIM M CBOeoOpa3HbIM 3HadYeHuAM. Bropoi
dopMmCil onpeaenenduA 3HAYEHMA ABNSETCA apPTUCTHYECKOE 3HadeHMe, KOTOpoe Ka-
caeTCA He TOJBLKO BOCIPMHMMAIOUIMX CBOMCTB IMPOM3BENEHUA, HO M €ro MecTo B MCTO-
pPUM MCKYCCTBA, €ro pPOJY B Pa3BMUTHM, NPEOROJEHMM ¥ CO3AAHMM HOBBIX apTHMCTHU-
4eCKUX MaHep. IIpeaMeToM OLIeHKM ABIAIOTCA 37eChb B 4YaCTHOCTHM TakKue 3aBUCHALUME
OT MCTOPUYECKOTO M KYJIbTYPHOIO KOHTEKCTAa AOCTOMHCTBA MPOM3BEAEHUA, KaK: pea-
JIM3M, NPEefaHHOCTb MaHepe, OFUTMHAJNLHOCTh, HOBATOPCTBO, MACTEPCTBO M3TOTOBJE-
HUA WUTJH., KOTOPble MOTYT ObITb 3aMeueHbl M OLEHEHbl B YMUCTO NO3HABATEIbHOM
BMJE, He YUMTbIBAfg 3CTeTMYECKOro mnepexuBanma. OTanume I9TUX JABYX crnocobos
OLIeHKM TIpOM3BENEHMII MCKYCCTBa HEODXORMMO He TOJBKO §3-3a JeMCTBYIOUIMX
TeHJEHIMII B HOBeHIeM MCKyccTRe (0c00eHHO B M300pa3suTeIbHOM MCKYCCTBE M MYy-
3bIKe), HO ¥ [OTOMY, YTO NepPeXXMBaHMA BbI3BaHbl TAaKUMMM O0JaCTAMM MCKYCCTBA KakK
awrepaTypa, TeaTp, (MPUIbM MTA. He BO3MOMKHO CBECTM K I3CTETUYECKMM NepexuBa-
HMAM y3KO MOHATHIM, TAK KaK ayTeHTHuecKue M cpoeobpa3Hble KauecTBa ITUX 00ia-
CTelf MCKYCCTBA K 3CTETHUYECKOMY Ka4€CTBY B y3KOM M TOYHOM 3HA4YeHMMu cjosa. [Ipu-
HATHE NpPeAJlaraéMoro pasrpaHMyeHuA MO3BOJIAET PEIUUTL TaKue TPyAHble Mpobiemb!
ICTETUKM KaK ICTeTHMYECKMII CTaTyc Komuy, panbcuduKaumm, XyHOKECTBEHHbIX I10-
ApaxaTesbCTB, a TaKXkKe XYAOXKECTBEHHBbIA CTATyC IIPOM3BEJEeHMI UCKYCCTBA JMLIE-
HbIX 9CTeTUYECKMX JOCTOMHCTB B TaKMX OBJACTAX MCKYCCTBa, B KOTOPBIX MepecTacT
CYIIECTBOBATb aPTUCTHMUYECKMI MPEAMET.



