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Aol ofth 2 E Aleldl: W@ BAZ doy. IRe WA ALEL EFF
Bazolete FAIT G d&el ©H o|d (appreciation) = A& TE 8
@ 71%5E olelste Wazdols] WEolth d&d AAR WAYE del AN B
Aoln wer oleh, d&d AUT FBH LA e A B YPANE
E7FE WA Folth, 120E ONAY nA £3FE 0F A§ER OE @
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19) Ibid., p. 164.
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20) Stolnitz, p. 46. (A, p. 52.)
21) Dickie, Aesthetics: An Introduction (N. Y.: Pegasus, 1971). pp.52-53 [€A]: ©]7], Toj&sd
o (2B - 8873 9, AFAE 1980), pp.76-77.1
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22) Stolnitz, p.58. (JA, p.63.)
23) Dickie, pp.54-55. (¥4}, pp.78-79.)
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24) Dickie, Evaluating Art, pp.78-80.
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Z1et o} w1 F3le] ASele EAZE @t ol EAE Ay ) W
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2t 3 (contextual) A= A& & A ot olgF Ao Sl o o] AFL FE A
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25) Goodman, Languages of Art (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1976), p.52.
26) Beardsley, “Languages of Art and Art Criticism,” Erkenntnis 12 (1978), pp.115-16.
27) Dickie, Evaluating Art, pp.108-10.
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SeE o)A d&FAEo HEPEAS HFHor TP}, wE 2 HAN IWRE o

wAo g dige AXA s1% S 49T & Yt WE(Arthur Danto)9] o] &S 3]
ARE F A HQT. REAA QoA deREL EIF A dYog. HEE
23z AzH oz FEE7M% 3 (perceptually indiscernible) A& zte id—A
Z Aol A (mere representions) —o] TEE vtz A we AP FFPL. 2
dEIETL FO2E TFEE F g 89 AV A e Relnh. whEbA st
o] WAL deFor @A £ W AdNE 2R GAF - A A FoA Y
AR 5T F ool s, ol &9 7t @akE dEA (the artworld)2? & Exn
AojekRt HE Aot

oAl d&aFo] Mo o A= HolFH, de HEHQ
g, 22z 28 WEE gdsr] galde 9 AEe HERT okl AR ¥
ARAAE olg @ Rol KFAT. E Eo w3l & AL HdIAxAdez FHFF
o, $2le &AEY WEROE Rl YeEhte B4 FEaE Zolth. dEd AHeH
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nE Za e Aotk A&7tEe] wWAE FAA Y (stylistic device) 22 ZFFEE,
olAl WAl AFL Wgel Uehde HHe deiFe BEFEE A=A de9 f4d

F2Q Aol "t F deAFES0 22 MY W& Aug: RS Yl ¥
o) Ed wat o2 oujE 7HE o, $EE AP HEET oy AR FHx
mhebet 4= glojopgt ok, WEe waw 3 giide] deFFEel € & de RE& HE o
Ade 4, & FArirt 2 gL B A4 gt AP EE ZolH.
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x4 23 a2ig FFo] ofgA JdH ok FAE Fu A e R AR
=M £93] #He e dsuFo o8] A4H FHS =NEE & 2Ae &
2 o]28d F fldke otk ol dA MEA dTFHE ded Fod WP B2 A=
Eo] HAtH - 3td w9 n2E IFFHoER IFITE AMAME &dE + 3§
. o2 mtde & (Joseph Margolis) = de&EFE &8 oz 785 u(physically
embodied) E3tx oz uhd (culturally emergent) €432 Mgdct e dezEd
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28) Danto, The Transfiguration of the Commonplace (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1981), pp.40-51, pp.120-22.

29) Ibid.,p. 135.

30) Margolis, Art and Philosophy (Atlantic Highlands, N. J.: Humanities Press, 1980), p.89.
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{Abstract)

The Cognitive Nature of Art Criticism Viewed from
Aesthetic Instrumentalism

Chong-hwan Oh

Why do we think that art in general and works of art are valuable? Because it provides
or causes our experiences which are pleasing or delightful. If this is the case, then the
value of works of art is instrumental. For they are means to a certain end, which is
causing a certain kind of experience. Usually we call such experience aesthetic experience.
Then, why is aesthetic experience valuable? There are two ways of explaining the value of
aesthetic experience. The one is aesthetic autonomy which asserts that aesthetic
experience has intrinsic value and the other is aesthetic instrumentalism which holds that
aesthetic experience has instrumental, i.e. extrinsic value. These two positions are usually
considered to be incompatible with each other. In this article I scrutinize the plausibility of
that assumption and try to find a way of defending the position of aesthetic
instrumentalism.

The traditional theory of aesthetic attitude holds that the value of aesthetic experience
is intrinsic because of the presupposition of disinterestedness. When we have no ulterior
purpose(s) except the purpose of just having the experience of an object, it is said that the
value of such a disinterested experience must be intrinsic, because it cannot be a means to
other end.

But could we say that the value of such an experience is really intrinsic, even when we
cannot find any pleasure or delight in it? This is the doubt where aesthetic instrument-
alism can get off the ground. If we do not say that something which is sometimes negative
has value in its own, then we must explain its value in terms of its subsequent effects. The
value of aesthetic experience, then, should be accounted for its unique consequences.
Whatever they are, now the value of aesthetic experience is instrumental.

I follow this way of reasoning according to Beardsley's account of instrumentalism, but
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this account seems incompatible with his assertion of an aesthetic object as phenomenal
object. Even though Beardsley does not accept the theory of aesthetic attitude, he holds
that aesthetic experience is detached from the rest of experience and that aesthetic object
is relationless to the actual object with which it is connected.

But, in art criticism it is inevitable to call for many factors besides the aesthetic viewpoint,
for example, cognitive and moral. In this article I argue that we cannot ignore the cognitive
factor of a work of art to appreciate and evaluate it properly. The instrumentalist can hold
that the aesthetic viewpoint is necessary to evaluate a work of art, because it is presupposed
to understand its content at first in order to tell its subsequent effect(s). The assumption of
this assertion is that there is no difference between interested and disinterested attitude, i.e.
that the disinterested attitude for aesthetic appreciation is a myth. Following Dickie, we can
argue that the alleged difference between disinterested and interested attitudes is in fact
just that between attention and inattention. When there is only one kind of attention with
different motives, there is no reason to exclude cognitive factor in the appreciation of a work
of art. For the appreciation must have every feature that the rest of our experience contains
to become an experience. And we know that the cognitive feature is most prominent in case
of literature.

Does the appreciation of art in general, however, have this feature? One possibility is
Goodman's theory that art is a system of symbols. But when we have non-objective
paintings or instrumental musical works, Goodman's explanation of exemplification seems
implausible, because it does presuppose the context which can tell a work of art from its
perceptually indiscernible counterpart. Danto's explanation of the status of a work of art
is much more plausible than Goodman's in such cases. Danto holds that the distinction
requires knowledge of the causal and the cultural context of a work of art, and that a work
of art is emerged from its ordinary counterpart through interpretation. The knowledge of
the artworld which enables someone to grasp the significance of the way of representation
is, then, necessarily contained in every criticism of a work of art. From this we can
conclude that there must be cognitive nature of art criticism. We can also find this feature
prominent in many contemporary theories, for example Margolis' theory of art. Some
people might criticise this position, because the cognitive feature is commented and
noticed only in the classificatory sense, but not in the evaluative sense. But, for an
instrumentalist there is no distinction between classification and evaluation of a work of

art, because the distinction itself presupposes the aesthetic autonomy.



