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A% AW & YEA e A L WEE WA Hz 270 1% 1 %@a’a Azl A ¢
Mg 24 A AL A4 dA? FAPAE 2AL %9 2AE FFE AGAE 2a

2o ot AZjE AFeldUty HolA AAAS obd F gt 17&% =2 7t o F5
o] v Aze] § Ao 2A @A E 1950WHE A ok DA g 4
PRIk £3le AHEREEEE (ordinary language philosopher)Eofl o4& wrug 49
TEES FAGE 2 2R 259 £E2 Ao A FEA FAE F oy &
A, Aol AAY #A, g/t AoA el A3 g 5 ALA AT ATl Jf
ASg kol AgE Aoy

olAl e o] qt HAHATY A FolA AV €8 Ao EA AR A=Y
g 2@%nA T Aot ze} = vk 44 EE £AU BREBY 49 559 ¥
Yo A g 2ESA ] Ae AQIZME $41 obe Yol o d A vt kst 2
T gAY 24E 58 W v R 2AY 9 43 959 ¥4" SO 4 A 27 A
Tolth. 2B BE Faes oA HF o8 A Fdo] o) Add A& FA2LA
g n

AR Faold ol vl HARN AFY WL 1947 ¢ Fkg FI AN Ha
g 4L 97 A skoh. welAl Hegeld] ®1%¢ A v &A1 (H. Lotze)E9 o] &

1) 924 £49 ¢ sy 98 AAN F2 A2 9 3AqE dgs 2o
H. Kuhn & K. Gilbert, “A History of Esthetics”(Indiana Univ. Press, 1954), esp. chs.17-19.
M C Beardsley, “Aesthetics from Classical Greece to the Present”, (Macmillan, 1966), esp.
ch. 12
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S SOl A% EREHENG Sas ANH T = 29 A3 e A5 o6 vz
2 AR} Sz 9| s, kR A A TS A AAE HAE TR T
3}6] 2 (Schopenhauer) 9] HE2 L Fdio 2 dtodd 2 2229 BHg QUAAA F7]4
olzgd Aok, &AL © vort 2A0] ol F ol Ro] Fod 1AL Fdw=AES
o] Sto| o Anloz whesta A AR A BXERM 7 FelE (R. Zimmermann)
9 g% WEor FPEA v Fge 1A =elA HAx, webA A dxs oF
o AeJeo ZeAA AU Aeleh. FAEA T oy WE, BE 2z FAY
rAEL AT 2AY Hazs En 276 2w Aot

ol gl Eze Qake Fx e sl & Aoz FARTE LEEY wets 29 v

oz AL 2T F7 Avh oA HzIE JAFFY ol 3FA v Fol el YH]
EHog FLHVE shiA At 2 2229 wFo]R G4 AHII ] ]3]
&3 ‘Qozdee uE L Aed Th. Fechner?] (REAF)1876)L 42184 ql 97
A 2eq G4 AAR

A=Al Ae Andel (T Ad H¥Y ABL AY 2L Y FL 2F ol
Wrel A vebuA e, ArEsy 3. Spencer), EEEH) A (Guyaw), &4
By ) A (Groos), ABEEN 4 A4MHirn) 59 w34 AL 5& Folv F5344 FJ= A
olch. Hwb ofvel 2AL AAA AU EAL AFo] WA TAH ATE FAAH L Bl
g8 T4l AolA Hegel f9 olgAtdtg B9t WaE 24 A7 7= Yt o g2
A2E BFFH ZA el v oA AR Wil ke AFAA G 7t ot o &
A5 AAZ AT AL aF3se] olz28 BT (allgemene Kunstwissenschaft) < A
A=A HA| Aok, zev oled APARA WPLRE Kt B FERS ¥
g w7 dee T4 vetvAE feh wEtA #EAiRE £ B. Croced 22 A
2to] 1}, H. Cohen 59 #iZt=ststo] A FAFol &Jste] o] FeHAQl n| Fo]&o] A &q
g 2 Ao zey oo A A2 F A vEvA HgleY, st 91 A
A FAGH v F o2 2o dEiA A A AFH A AT W R A A2 A
ol A Fga e BN & & F7F 43, o e v Y EAE A8 2
FA AT dAqAA T4« FAAZ] Dewey @2 o] A £/ e dolth

ol A& T 2w 20417 Hubr19) w2 AR AHEAFAH ALY ALY A5
Aol A A" AET o] o]ojkel WAz Yl FHEEH FEB (scientific aesthetics) =}
a0l FolAgA Aojd AYFFAAL Aold EHE =34 s AT HEEH £
B (philosophical aesthetics)?] ofd] Aoz =9 F7 . #E o=gd & 58
A @A AFE b Q& HHH RB(analytica ] aesthetic)o] A= PP EAE
Az F4 244 2047 29 0% dle Bk ¥ Aged gz gE
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Folth? 2 Fel® Aeql w Gl Ao FAFH A 5 A H¥A 9 g
s EA4H4l wEe] #EF Tk 212 A el A5F AdeA AA 4
Z3 =83 FeAel FzEE AFH nxE 2ot Adear & 471 e, #F
Al m Fol A molx Ly M2 AAL W Te] A gt o] F Felo HHH v ol Ro] A
Uz 98l AdA sAel A viste fldelee ¥ 4 Yo, £4H- v 28 E
v gt o] oA AHEHE I e v dEEH & JEAYe dd A HAEE I 1E o
29 =g ATE AH FuA g S48 Aol #Eolrt.

22 BHAe v el AlE W ol Rol vt dled 2 P AGHE e FEH
ql $o] 59 AL AAHetn =z FB0] EHFHLE AR HAY ghEIE WeH &
A AA 7t AFH A Aol obdAE AR FE d& BT lj}yrgﬁ(aestetm usage
analyst) 2419 v dAt2 A 2E0] & F e e Lotz FAstxn Y. 2HEER
¢ AT FEAT 5L dsoly v #d HAAH A AA HAs ok
= A A G v FAEQ Aotk zEel i g 4L HTe] o]
od F7b Qe AelA =g FAAEAY ARAL AVEY &ALl oz
L og ol A9 S Aok eke BAS 2 AR vlE o] g4 71wte] A
g8 & ddv) gty #HuLeld g TEA BAIE ke AslE AEo|A

£

o

T

II.

v o] Eo| v}t n|Fol A AFGE L Qe fold HE o] EY FAHAd HEHA AQL &
Aok A& 1050w & B3 AAF At ol aZE AL s & £ owiE J2E
25-& Wittgenstein®] #£3] ALgAql <& Hi7E) (1963)e] 5 29 olo] AdteA +
sz vk 2 osA HHE 2 Qs 29 ddefd A AL il AdA A GRE—
EERTO (192D vrebd At A=3] dolgt Aol Hx vk, ZAL HiliFdA oo 7}
Aol ¥frE 2 Awel® BliEd A FFd =R SR 27 vRE a2 gled
AAE &5 Y& do|rh¥

o] ¥lf& F8] Wittgensteino] 72 3txAl Jud AL AASG 5o e g =75

2) 714 goul e £5L FAY drga A& A ZE) =438 g o] F A
o] o},
Wi k25 H Cohen, B Croce, B Bosanguel, R G Collingwood, S Alexa-
D WK R { ndet, J Maritain, P Weiss, Heidegger.
B X #AY ¢ Santayana, Dewey, Gotshalk, Pepper, Langet
) BEY R 3 33994 BBHSHS 94 M Dessorr, Th Munro, E Souriau
ui) S %28 .V C Aldnch, Jr Stolnitz, M C Beardsley, G Dickie.
3) “Tractatus Logico-philosophicus,” 4 05, 2.2
4) “Philosophical Investigations”, Pt. I, 11,23



Hgd o] AALY 3E AAFEAE B2 Y Ao
Ry £ 2 A s o= AFEEY AA W g el
ofw AL Heted AAR o] 85w 2

= o FAEL o A E A Asked o] &3 x rvka $usk WL YA Gk
WS- R 5 722w Witigensteind]] 2] 3w o
dg 48 oldH 2 e 2E dod £AES vl
A A A AN A gom A=A FHAvh oA AL vlely dols A A7 #
A et o EF o4 AMem Y g F& Bl Ao Yk
A qlele] v E qkebe AL 2] ofwA <& g 3=

3 GAo k. olAe] ol&ul 19| TAAA FHelA FEMEERCE e ool Aol
® e mE 2o QoA “g wele] ulE olojd] olAY =] ALY o]ty H gl
il R

o] gl ol §3% o wXr] Wittgenstein 1o & ‘A9’ (game)ol] nlaLdts ¢t
HaE A QA o] elojgk 2Rl alolrl Hrl A o I HEME 2 3
B Aol ohvE g LM 2z & Folgs AME #II] A% Ael ek HE
= e 13114' A Az zklE o
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dolel Wk o] gL AL AnziE delF ol Lo ARE
o W% Aze At 1950»4%4 ] ol A 2 le—% 1~-7ﬂ P37 B BEEL W

A wale ootz Deh I gFeA

L.
o
Folols, d4A 2, wd 2ea 94 =

5) Ibid, Pt.1, 43

6) “Don’t say “There must be something common,or they would not be called‘games’”—but look
and see whether thete 1s anything common to all —For 1f you look at them you will not see
something that 1s common to all, but similarities, relationships, and a whole series of them at
that” (Phil Inv Pt 1 66)

7) “I can think of no better expression to characterize these similarities than ‘family resemblan
ces’ for the various resemblances between members of a family: build, featuies, colour of
eyes, gait, temperament, etc etc. over lap and criss-cross in the same way —And 1 shall say.
‘games’ form a family” (phal Inv, Pt1 67)
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Jgel FAeE B 94 25 $44EE $UE] 22 ded Aol A8 2
&

o274 =99 FeE A=
A 2 22L& ISl glelo] o] o] |23 w]¥o].E (semiotic aesthetics)o] ) q o]
E A7 e guE vt o] HelA s AAE ra, FAE A oo 2
“discursive symbol’# of] 47} 78 ‘presentational symbol’Z & &, oS ol7k9] 73
% alol A o glo] 2o fd wEA AAR Ldss FFolx oA g% A
e deeE Awstaa gl S.K.Langer?] o g A4 Fo] wake] Aol A 5 R0E
< Fd dolth? eksby e o] B AT ol (fEM) S AlA GRIF) <o kR
(correspondence theory)e] &labe] 7] &3tz Y& Aol 47 wFo|ch 19 deo g A
Alstel Folzl A Fo g AL AAAL v FHol & AuH o A P2 wAd
=8 E & 71 ok & RE dEEe] MR e FTAA9 WEE 4% de A
A =5t Aol Ay dolrt dh= FAE 2 ojrf. W.G. Gallie,'V J. Passmore!?
28z 53 M. Macdonald® 58] =% oA A2 J& 232 ZE dees d4
W ‘g 28 (Croce), ‘e v 47 (C. BelDG3 22 o]BEL TEHOE
AEHFS BB (essentiahst fallacy) & A2 ks Aok, F ‘ol o2tz Wl
sA . she] AR S A A sk wel AAY AP E 2 Yeks Aol o] g7le] m ¥ I
Bgojge] A& AoE AA G 2o ALE gle EYFdAY 2 £ & HHE
NE2E v ‘dEt ol ‘g AE I L LelEdw FaEz g AL ot
J.Hospers’®® ¢ O.K. Bousma®%+ ‘¥3°¢] 3], M. Weitz!" & ‘g4 Lo o4, =
glx AKaplan® 2 ‘oju]’ 9] Algo] Hd EA4E 44 B F3 g Aol
2 AlgolEel g AYE Frete WAl ool AdE HTseE 44
el AYE s e i TA QoA mnek vl g Ak S L

8 M Weltz,“Aesthetlcs in English-Speaking Countries” i Raymond Klibansky,ed, “Philosophy
m Mid Century” (1958), Vol.3, M Podro, “The Aits and recent English Philosophy” (Jahrbuch
fur Aesthetik und allgemeine Kunstwissenschaft, Bd 9, 1964), Jr. Stolnitz, “Notes on Analytic
Philosophy and Aesthetics” (British Journal of Aesthetics 3, 1961)

9) M. Weitz, “Symbolism and Art” (Review of Metaphysics 7, 1954), M. Macdonald, “Critical
Notice Feeling and Form” (Mind 64, 1955)

10) Feeling and Form” (Scribner’s 1953) ‘ p 27 “Music 1s a tonal analogue of emotive Life”

11) “The function of Philosophical Aesthetics” (Mind 57, 1948)

12) “The Dreariness of Aesthetics” (Mind 60, 1951)

13) “Art and Imagimnation” (Proc. Arist Soc. 53, 1952/3)

14) W Elton, ed “Aesthetics and Language” (Blackwell, 1954), Introduction.

15) “The Concept of Artistic Expression” (Proc Arist Soc 55, 1954/55)

16) “The Expression theory of Art” in M Black, ed “Philosophical Analysis” (Ithace, 1950).

17) “Philosophy of the Arts,” (Cambridge, 1950), ch III.

18) “Referential Meaning in the Arts” (Journal of Aesthetics and Art-Criticism 12, 1954).

T

ol A3 &
4= vle] 9l
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<ol Fostas s Adgel T4 AgE de dFe

o
A% 5 Q% BE ofeA wokE wHEelA o] AEelTh o AAE Fitel 1

QoA

@ g T bEeze W9A 59¢ . MR FHEE T2E CL. Stevenson'®
S oegA FRe ded ol Tz g 4B Azt gE Ao ohiH 288 23
gl HEY EAL Flal = A FEE 2¢olFe § Macdonald® & F 4}
gom, dATtes g Fddos WP AL B4 4ES FuI AL 3% @
S ol HA g s gl u]

4 4 4 E F e W
W A AHom A e & 9 ol AAEE INAA FE dolztx
Z A48 Alsenberg® 7} ]},

L8l o)A 7= Witlgenstein®] Z7] «dsko & 1950 ] o] & u] o] A= o] A
Hee 2709 #4& 2493 4y gk AF3E F AR 25 =oE ded 4% 4
Al Fst ohls 2 F oo W =97 Hxz & 4ol V.C. Aldriche] 23}
w ool BAA R Fojls) g AFeR Hy g’ olgk oA AdE .z et

;‘é’ﬁ"’zz"ﬂ 29 o]FE olgo] T FFo B E AT A EHEAolzx #A] H,
2z gt AAR ol g P48 w ey = A% wAEdte] ‘Metaenticasm’ol B2 &
2E #ze #FHE(philosophy of criticism)S ¥z, =83 A& ¢85+ M.C.Beardsley?:
9} Jr.Stolnitz? 22 oo AlA g Frb ek ol#ld WA A Awel 1 EA,
22 729 Je 432 ov A HJX BE "ﬂ%{?q uhX 2 ke FEA el AdE 2
2 Y AA" AF s 2A40] Fe ke Fo2x ool AYE TIkx A ke

-
T

&

A= FI% ol EAelG oA rax}f AR ol B olA 2AH ]
249 gl Fol F2 Y& o £F FARE 4% nxw 3§ Aol

FAAL Mg G £AE FUA FAE AL AR nAE AL hzg A,
o g7hzol ol A RE A7 A5 FE Qe Qs AL 44 AAH R 9
e Al FEE o nad A ole, W% 2o AT LAY A4 A"
Aoleh ABAL Ve FHNA L o A% 2Ae] A d&e AR 2P AN
7 Ex QE Aole Smar o E ddel BE QUHA 2o% v o g =% A
A $F20 FAHAE QA2A AF Faw A Fe) 2 4o Q3o ARl

19) “Interpretation and Evaluation in Aesthetics,” in M. Black, ed. “Philosophical Analysis ”

20) “Some distinctive Features of Arguments used in Criticism of the Arts” (Proc  Arist. Soc,
Supp. 23, 1949)

21) “Critical Communication” (Phil Review. 58, 1949)

22) V C. Aldrich, “The Philosophy of Art” (Prentice Hall, 1963), p 83.

23) “Aesthetics' Problems in the philosophy of Criticism®” (Harcourt, Brace & World, 1958)

24) “Aesthetics and the Philosophy of Art Criticism” (Houghton Miffimn, 1960)
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11,

A9 BB AR TAH =5 M. WeitziEgte] ojval P.Ziff*, Stevenson2®, W.
Kennick® 58] =g SlAE A%gez A= vt 22y} 4E $A4F 1 =
T2z o] TAE 52 Y& Weitze] <m| el glojAle] o]ge) 43)(1956)¢ et =
T8 TR A9d & Aoleh, Wetzd] otul ojA7A9 F7 AL 59 £
o] FAE BYstnA st JEEE oA fvtm ok 29 FANE v F o] BE

AAZ dEd AeEA FAATE LB FAd 5T 224 4A%%H FRT =

7

g 71eo Uoke AL Adold e W $Esk ge] FRAAAE BEd &
%ol 71 o] 28 440 FAANE REHR S dee F99 FeY
A $Hol 24 FAAA 2F Aolm FL ofd FE] GHF o FAA Fod of o
& A4Fnd $5% AANE 2T 5 97 fdx 5471 W)k, WA v ol g
ANE SAANA kol elyst g B4t ol % ¥l :
ook Yk 2HEE A% AARE o WBAE
W o] BAEL shbdel ek ulde] olm TEAQ EAS Ak 1AL A B2
o % olEolelol Yk Al Ao B4 we) £ Agleh  ze} ool o
A4 498 Asm 29F FYtelA oW AAE FH ok s oot YulolA
Bolzt st AFRATHE GEE 22 AFAA A W HA JTo A% wAHY
Ade wEaA 94 ol T Wetz 9ok e} A5sixs groke ebad o e 2Ae
e el 9AAE £A5E Ate AL AN e 47 9 2 aow. sk
du AAAA F @el Be ol Qo SEAE LFehx $eE BAE Ade] Yol
neh 29 FEe ZRE sbhE LA Eehn Yk 47l HH-rOM 2HAE o
2ol W@ 0Bl A AAH BAT =% AAA T FQol I Aol Au v
F4 2ol FFHT dE ALEY $944 AN AAY HNE mAAL & A4
o= Aol ek

Weitzi w2 o] 9 AEH3 =% mBo] Qlnbgolrt 019 AAHE WA Fu
9 Aol & ABAL gelzA A ol %e] GG deiAe] FA% AAE Forng
s ol Bold A% AAE 5 2 AoldE A AALA ¢ Aelgw 2ok oA @
F3¢ 3 A AR TAZE 24 AR AR g4 Aol 4@ Vel A

é

25) “The Task of Defining a Work of Art” (Phil. Review 62, 1953)
26) “On What 1s a Poem” (Phil. Review 66, 1957)
27) “Does Treaditional Aesthetics Rest on a Mistake®” (Mind 67, 1958)
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& Zolghe AdelA dolats Aol AV g wHE TEHE AT st =
wrsts 9ly] wlEoleta webs gl g =48] u To|BEo] oEe A =
78 24 e by e AL i £ ? AL dEold AW oud dHE
ol®st #H A9 IuielAeinl £ Fd 7 givk e Aok 2HE B o
EEE A9 50 9 Ag A m¥n o] A 28FE FE Az g
= Zold,

Weitz7l ol 2 g 4¢3 = 9&

s
o Eolgleh A ol B2 A4

K3
L 4
;&
;j
o
N
P
O

HYeh® oAl glelA] AlkE Aol F 4EAA F v 2AT) THE F
netd ok g Adds ek ool A s Aol e 4842 T
HAaste] 8 2450 dAH F Ue AYge Z8ch & ded 2T ATE Ay

Ao] Weitze] Fsgolel, o go] Aol date] Al AYH L gle A& El7
Al A2y ool Z]lalel HAE fx = der® a#y AoHes AMlde 949
Az 7 et B2 2R deEE AFHA A2g d4E BE Aon AR 2584

o7 Zold. mepA g’ o ge %e 48A4E It

oel g YFelA & A W s Eel ATH Fz Qi gl dE A & AL

28) o171 A @3l ‘open-textured concept’-& A& o & Fr Waismann®] =% “Verifiability” (1945)
oA AE&H3x Y soleha R Sclafanis A9gsts 9leh(cf “At, Wittgenstein, and Open-
Textured Concepts,” J A A C 29, 1971)



A2 g Adg o 548 A 447 52 Y34 22058 €48 2 2
Bolztx A Ao 2y 28 @ dEEEY JEE d& A9 77 fle A
st F AdE Adad AE slde A Aoz ARetn et Jloe SEAR
T AL e Ao, 2= AYst gle F dvx debd 2 AL <
R

o
o
lo

A o
N ¥ 14 )
7k e AdAom oldF LA ABAL W FY 42 AT AREA He A4
3tz wgkoy], Wetze] Al gle]A “mldhy] 7B A= o] B 73t o] of
Yt & &9 AdE gy ¥ ﬁlf(elumdate)qg_”%)o] g 2o w FAFe] u s o &

VI,

v EL ol Ao HrkRe] A wiwty moEe] dFHz Uk A B A
o 7L Ao EARAELE Wetzg vl 38 4 slolFade] §3ts ZA4MERA dso]
AR BAL 98 2 whia s 2E Wittgenstein®] 743 §A449 o] EL wel=g
EAZE oldlvh e R 2Ee] Ad v Ag 2Fe] EYF AF /‘VJ«] o] 4]
W ol 58 2ol AR AdYoE ¥ IAE wEsz g 2AF AEE 2
Fz Y Agte g A prrctsE M. Mandelbaumo] (715 fAMA = o wel a4l
$ABDFE £EE T 7 Ak

Mandelbaume] ¢ 3lwl o] ] o] EE0] w4 AP 71E GAFA & (family resemblances)

g 23 H4 A% §44° (o family resemblance) & 2 YA @A WEel AAA
oz wFolge] FAH f7b gl 49 FAdE oA AFA A dekw @t o]
9 g A% Wittgenstein o A4 v sl QobdA o3 2ol A9 st g
7Y AA AN AFS Aol a Ak e F 2R nG A 237
FAAA gz et 2YA Ao FAA AFelt adEe] ATl e obF H S A
o] WARE BF-sn %ot AQelghm BAAA FEvhs A& FAT FEA7] 99

2,
X
i

THE FAAE e RE FEA 7 @2 olwiAe] Add e Aol ot
ule] g9l dolch. o]Fo]A Mandelbaume 4%t A dEe] TEH7 A
.01’ (something further)o] m&l g 75 ojol otz F34q Ao
Aol HAA o] ola Wl Ay BBk o =AY fehvy J1E

r_|1:,i(
e
o
i
ot
¥
i

By
2,
rir
2,
sic
it

[
i

29) M Weitz, “The Role of Theory in Aesthetics”(J A AC 15, 1956), p 30; cf “Philosophy aims
at logical clarification of thoughts Philosophy is not a theory but an activity A philosophical
work consists essentially of elucidations” (Tractatus, Pt I. 4 112)
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A0 Qolek gk Aol g
kinship) 22 A& APg A @A #l=
sense)el AR o AolA, A 2zel oo (literal sens)2AL FAHA 7 4
= Aoltl, BB E § J1E9 AL Wittgenstemo] wh3l= ‘yb&E $-A14E° Hlulo] o}
ek 25 A ] dE 7459 fFARES TEE FoF A S te AR R
(genetic connection) -2 Z & Zx gli= Aoz Audx gon] ¢gidodE Aolgch =
Ao = Witigenstein-& o] -2 #3214 ujz 49 ‘a family resemblance’ 9} u] §-4 2]
249 ‘family resemblances’ zbe] F¥ g =93] EX S dgkrta ok g7d Witte-
enstemol Al 91 o FAH FAAS] ZA A BuA FEHe] el AFFAL
AVz gz He ZE dAdsd o4 FE5ded §4, 449 F5x
2 e W AR 22 Fol 2w Fel EAG: Yddx A9EE Aok
Mandelbaum] <] o] o},

olel g Aty & dtedd By (exhubited) At R (unexhibited) 3 A&
A stz ek st B5RAY S AT ol BeEAY st skEfAt
g0l ok dawl 2AL 433 AF FAE FY o= s 7‘1"4 i
EF5eA Aoz gtold F7) & AN

g} 9A e Aolohe Anlol A MAARY Aol olf Mol agunm, BE
5

)

B 2 fAGES SBel R (bological
3

I)'

Aule 2alz 9 u$3 o v (metaphorical

1L

%Y

AQEL Adel e FEA % Asnt g% 2957 TFAL 4AE 2=
e Aol o A A% FA4 e 27 Yz Wittgenstemo] BHE # 1AL
Aol Az g A0z AAD 4AE 0g =AW QPolA etz BE. 44
8 2ob $EEelA RE AFEe]l FEAY oW Aol g AF Zoluelw Pg A
2 AR AAEE R F2 Aqe AL BAF Lol e RE A4
Fol AqHez AR dAE @ert 2edy 2% BE 4750 ARHT g WA

it
fle

AAel A slAdAetd AYEL 258 24l Aol ddte] AA" oW HAHz
Ael gote] 2g BFA ofd FEA Aol FolA v Ad T U

A2 Mandelbaume 233 Aol “Fedshe RFolt A7 At 41 EFd]
A A ¢l =4 (non-practical intercst)e] E4l7 st R 2L Arle AR "0 AL Ao

E A 44t s AAsd e A Fas gleh

fd
ok
3
z‘ué

e

Tk 9] Aol om Al frhm Rod dlgol Bd YV AAR H9) 2dm
24 AAAe o2 el B B EEL FUT F08 ANE AL FE Ao
AN 2E 2 FAAA F2 gt Aol agdd oHg sed ITL

30) M Mandelbaum, “Family Resemblances and Generalization Concerning the Arts” (The Am.
Phil Quatly 2, 1965) p.220.
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Wittgensteino] o}l A :=1ks & Aolw}t, 2} o6 984 Mandelbaum vl F44
Q HE9 HAL medFm Ak & 29 A He] st AR AA YA B e
W AYES AFFAYEDRE 22 AE ALE THLA Pg B JRE YD
F etz & AL oAt B Aolvh. =¥ bl Wittgensteino] Al A A A&
Aol A WA g ] Weitzgh& Apgte]AlA ol A 2

= 9lt}. Mandelbaum®] AEo] wtawl 2AL Weitzzt
o A% FE PAL G20 4R FEAL 49 e T3 9k R 2AT AL
A49 oz ¥ FUE ez Y& Aol Eo A5AQ WG| 2 EelH AFE o
9E AAY BolnA S e A% FA49 B8g ¢4 $AAY Yoz

(A

o) § Mandelbaume] A F4 ¢ &3] &2 A9 M54 A2 o7 & G. Dickie
otk ool A Adelr] HEel BE Uk vk & Weitz9] AdE wldA Al
AAE 73487 dFol gtz vlggro 2 Dickier A9 7188 F5E ¢ Ar FAE
wpE Al sk Qleh, 2oh CEE) Q9T Bl kel 2D A9THY F AAE 58l
AAtz v B HERS R 2948 dAERE =z ey rh. 2ddd
27k FAE Qe AEE deiel g3tdl dgd ogA Aok st AL T

Dickier A7]7} staal stE Aole AAE B3] 37 Jste] ‘&’ FL ‘g AF
o] 2l wo] ALLE I YE FIkA 9w, F 56y (classificatory) & u] & FE{EMY (evaluative)
el & A w2 vk EF4 uiEk o= A do] oF FH FL& HFel F3tx e A
AE AA 7] H5te ASHE A weeh o e EAY ‘de FFelE
O AL o= G AL dEFE] obd A T 2AE deAELE ERE ¥
Aol FAS ek 2HEE o= qAE g FEF2LE LH37] A8 AL d% &
Folot" etz g #9 o] ‘ol AF oty LY AEE 2A o F2 FAFolE 1A §
x onle Agd Ade A8 e gz AeHn JE Ao+,

2y Al FAEolele EE 3 A 2ER de AFol Hxm tE 9 AY o
L Zox] d AL dE FEom BRI A e 2 9§ AL 8 94 A
L3715 @t 22 448 TES2A & A Y REFAA A 2701w B 2 A
AEo] oW A u2A Y EFELE K v dola F9 de FEF Hge

G& FohH el A #AHd G Ade Bibe AR TEHe old H ook @, Dickieo]

>

e o
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Rl o] AZE T dulE £33 TR Fu 4L A A9E A A5
TLF AeA Y o] ek, ke WA o Aleal o] ALt
Hed FE A =g 2AL HAA Y BRA du2AL GE A FH o
AL Aol A AL Aa ohr] s Eolt. dlwe EAo] FAot e A
i 5he T3nAt & o Dickier} Alx3ta e A= 01?4% R HumAe dg
of HajAeleh F e oqx HAe] de FFEo2 BFE7 A% ey FPE 24
of FolelvkE g ste A A AAE Fihma s

o714 e ol W o] ol AFel Hr] A% BoF 2A02A ABM(artifactuality)
S T8k et o= H Aol £ whef 1A o] 011% EN Mui 2L B4 (natural object)
of ol aliA A AHE(artifac)®] ZAE WE=A BF3 glejop At Aok, ey
oA AH A AME Weatzel A= A%Hz = A4 ]%F}. sjukstd Weitz7l 2] 4
1R A AL degFelu gtn waks ASdA 1% fds FF ol B 9
AA<L Aol obd AdHql o Aol WA A A A g o] AgEz Arke A4 wEol Y
o 22y Dickied] o3t = aje] ‘el AE olebs W& FrA v]2A Az gl
B Ao EFH du At ol Wil Wetzrl Q94 2AuAE AXss gl
AL Cdedd o 259 I 9b9 oR g £5WA A ARelstn gk

AANA S FEH ok F A AAAl R vAAH Y AAole Holvh 2AL o
HOARES AR o] BAE L Y& 2E] A g ALE Aslstzelnl AHES Ao
et 279 22 4A4E A AAF Q' Ao] okr] AEelF oz o
AN o doll F-35=(worked on) 44 2] Ho|7 = 8= 5t o] 8= = (conferred on)
AAol7l = dstobe Apdoleh 3 oueh W oy = ohE 2Aq &3 Agd A &5
£ dg FFld e Aee FE A2 5 9T Ao] Dicked] §1Fol vk 2}

_e‘L
rO-
o,
ey
lo
e
Y

111

W o] m g 2ACTW FALA? olx Aol dl AE] Hr A ABH—1Ad
A4E Aold FAHE AoN—o] 24 Bo2E FET 47 &L Adelh Q

A4 AtEela A4 BFEIL g AEL FUF gld F2 UFE 9y goly] HEe]

714l ojx= AbEo] dlgAFe] Hr s TFulejol & o] ® & 24 T FET &4
£ #3l7] 99 Dickier ol g gte YotE Ade m=9lstw gk o £A 2 A. Dantor} =
o] =E (EAA%DE F3te] AN Aol uE 2 2xr dE8 FAE FolaA
otz Al A E 22y 29 gL AEs AYnA e AUeA o w weke Al A
28 F4E 1o F3x 9z Dickiel @z ¢ v}, Warhole] -3 o] 1} Rauchenberg
o o e FQY ASA4H WA AEH = A4 Qg uw%}% #2114 Danto.
o A g des 2de AL $99 ol £ FU e Fd—dsEY 97,

)

31) G. Dickie, “Art and the Aesthetic” (Cornell Univ Press, 1974), p 45



49 dAte) AT A4 T Bl R (art worl)E o2 F"Pelm
3 o] AFAQl dwd A9 23 Ao o] ¥ F gy FAAL TIwm QU
Aol A Dantos ol A& dwzA 74 s =d oA ¥ AAF
strha g%l Mandelbaums} QX sta g ZAolvh. zelv & A volrl Dantox o] |
AAZ ] 429 FAH v E971 % Gl fAA dFsz dE A 2o &
AR § oA ddE ANE sgste Uvtz Aol o= A& F-¥ Dantoo] Al glof
Ae g AFE0] BHx Y wEHd F7 T ol F&, od AAN Az A+
2 2 Abgke] Dickieo]th o] &g T2 F& A AL3ge 459 flE2A A& 5 U
o3 Fvby 28 22 Danto: o459 4R A'HE(nstitutional nature)g A st ek
3 g Aol

28] 8.2 Dickiex Dantod] o] o4 2l Rl & oz 88w grh. ey 24
AA o] w2 ogA nek JHE st FoiAz 7T Dickieo] glofA AL “dl -
AEEZ0] Bt Qe vl 3 w3l jiker 4@ (social institution)”s9 & x| Al et AFE
= = vt Dickiexpale] £33 watz 5] 919 dwd d<Ad A7t oe =
AL 29 A A g F3he] o]Fel Aol Ao=o] £ Aol glrh AL thul owl
g A EAY AA Y EAE AN A ol &H 2 e oY Eolth zohd &
As 28 e A T FEE] & 22 dE AR Ae7t she Aol @ Aojrh
a2} oo W AH-E A Aol AT PR AxkFolH e A H
el 22l g o714 Dickierl Hlld WAENS & 53 A¥stz e € A
24 A% nAToEA du FFo F8 A& 9FY AA R EA A5H AT
& REF S

A3 Aol z 2Fo o 2R Fglol W FE AFe] gt 2Rl A=
olztml gt olgdx o™ Alolatof ety A9 —Kiel HE (primary convention)e] 2]
T &2 28 A 7k BFolee duldA 2AL & HEE 18 $4ol % Dickie
B RSk ek o] ARl Aol ‘A A FFel oW AU FFe] AAH
Ae Aolgte FAtel & T old"ME BFolrh HER AV A AFL A=
Foll vt AFAEE T Y o4 (theater world)e] FFoletxn F. =& oHEY
AL oA qEo] AFAEY B Wt e FE YRC] 2F FFY €2 A
E g A, AR oE A9, A2 g 4759 A5 we AR 9E £ de IX
H) #%E (secondary convention)e] whe} &g FAE FE ot zzle] dFtelskw 7]

32) A Danto,, “The Art World” (Journal of Phil. 61, 1964) p 580.
33) G. Dickie, “Art and the Aesthetic,” p 29.
34) Ibid, p.174
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PHog Axgd g% Hx Jdaehe A8 AR o= A$ely §A dHel e
Aolch, ozl Foisk A4 G4 o] omeizl = FHHY 2 i
Aol g7l bl H& A4 F99 Aol Hx A ‘%}73_ 2RAL A5 o|zA
Aol F3e AEEA AR E 77 dov, e o= d=olenl ‘oF
Aell el FfE eoldl’ ol AT FEole]ok dvke A5 A=A AN FE T4 9
e Zeleh webA ofx e P4t W o] AL dArE mAFE Aot Ut Y
HE 87 2 AE it B ge tEe 2 A g7 AgE &Fe] o
Usl s Foletx o T FRAs d&A9 A7) A5t A A Aol dI(dE)e] ghx

e 239 434N E AT, F2 udmzE P JRhom aFAe

mlm =

lo
L

(theater-world framework)<rof A19] W3 o] 5z Q7] # Fol et A9 o]},

2V A2 deA W & A EAse Adde dF giE 27 deeled
i FE2E o AAEe] drh 2E = HdA £ A5AY 2E A9 =i 74
hAAE wHAE AR & AFelvh 28y 25 FohE AAEY A9 GoFd uby
Eo] $ERoz 7m e 3 EFo] grul 2AL 2F5 ) s mES T Ae
AR A2 “d44EEE AN A% £ ole Yolshx Dickies Bt o

BE
LR

A o Dickiex RE EAAEY 5548 F52 741 93 ANAZZAY o
A9 2AE A G Gk zere ATa dow ALA9 AAE Toaz* &
g AEENA FEA AR oW 4AE RAR AT de] Yook AL =

wE AT o] ebAut 2y et & AF EHV 2E FEE AEA %"i—’él*] A}
QoA #ArpetA gl 2go] TR ' oW A4dE T8 FE QS Ao o=

= o] Dickies] g4l Aol

2y oz d go] dEAELE R 44 %"%—‘L‘li 23 Qe AL 2o A
A oojdA dusn 9ert? 9714 Dickier o]3 E
8 A& At Yok e o3 dd A =
=9 A=A 2AE 714 A =y 2o Fx gtz vk Duchampd W7, ¥ =27
5o 2 BERA w9 AA(status of art) & Fe 3t 17 AEeh ¢t 23
PAEL FF38] ks 2o olAAAE HE FEEH nx FPd qlde] oW 3
3 & o5 AAHL $oldt 32 (action of conferring the status of art) & % F7}
At Aoloh olAAAY g grtEolv 24VEE 2EC] F2T H Al e A
Ag Foidte P45 AF $EL R ‘4’. A A dlertgel g 29 H 2
< 294 4¢ A FPshe Aol Ak & AzE A e AoV = dha ofdl o]
E24E 29AE 3 Aor gdud 4% %Zf“?—f}*‘& A7 = st A E S5t A4

35) Ibid,, p 31
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gtk ze o] HEd AF AEHem
gzas Qi A0 ded A4E Fels
L AFRE AFAAA R YT 29 B
B Rolth 2FAE A4 ARAEE F24 A4 o
Jee oz aﬁ#ifm 4587 9 459 YAE F0A A3 A4 ALA 27
o)} BHA Folw £5g o §r) Aol AFE el A Y& AAAAL 42
EE EIA8 A7 webd 2R Aol o feid ARG Aolehe AL T
4 75k #9ivhe Ro) Dickied] Fgolvh, 2eu} 4401/“5“4 AENA A =
E gl A% Aol A W $E A4 2 el Yt BHY 4Ae FEOE 4iy
A A4 ATA Bl wohe G40 Aad A deke Aels 28
A gel gl AN gE AAAL Aol kst = o] FAHZ G W AA
4 #R4e Wl AoE Rl oA bt A2y Ee 259 AL A 9@
2% 549 ARd F A2z odgz Yk Brechtd] 5ol oM al FAel 014
AFAY AF¢ 189 F2 QAT 4T AR FHol YelAE AFAL o
T3 2FE GF 7 gEel, A2 94 1UEY B2 449 A4L FeldAE AL
AANAS AHBES 2FE dEo] gike Ao zHEz drelRd FEE] 27
9 A5 g el E 25 deAel a ofd AAo] felm o gelgE Aol o
A% @gol AA9 o Duchamps] A4 FEL F7hg ulol A A4 A7 f
£ Ao B4 BEAT £74 ool d4rd FAN AT Fag @t
Atz Aol S 2k AFAL A4 BFOY 235 dEel g, olv
Az 07 QT HEERY 99 ta oFR 2 PHoz dm Y8 Bl AvA @
eohm 97 Aotk adm e 4A R o) RE dlwd A el PAL ¥
ssht 229 GeolAute]l oy g}, AFE BE % waldA AgH gk

292z 2740 AEAY AW R)A AZE 99 Ao RE AAS BE G157
50 FEALE 27 9& o Aol Akl ZRAL 250 ARA MAY 2Tt
Aolw, zeiqt A=A Aol o8 e A4e] 7 9 gojehE Ae] Dickied] AE
Q1 Aol vk,

FNA A AS B el KRS TUHE WS ABHES R B S
Boshn 2245 26l Ja1e A4 47 Aok Aoz Ak ol@A A Dickie

g 5 dedEe] Agd Aol AEdl 44D 47 Aehehz FANR Weits
o A9 ¥AEE TR G4 A% 39 FanA 4d Aol A9 499 47
A 2E d&AEd A Best el FEAA B H= YoM AT AFE F)
28 AAY ARl dx g FALS GE G HBEH APE TAANA T2

_m—‘
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a2 9t

“A work of art in the classificatory sense is an artifact a set of the aspects of which has had
conferred upon it the status of condidate for appreciation by some person or persons acting on
behalf of a certain social institution(the artworld)”s®

®

o] 47} & Dickied] A =24 d&EY F4L& 2 222 AEE 4TF3n AX IA
< %32 YEE Adola o E g olANA L W o]Re] oA AL AANAA F
1= ek FAE AJA 2 BFE AEI}Y ] ok aF F44 M FeA A
= 478 2e AdA £2F v ax & Aotk 29 d% AREe] BEY dEEe]
B FAskmA deE] QoA ofrlE i ALY oHE 29 & A AR ER
WA W7 AHA He Adke Aeoleh. zelAdl oA g Aol FAokn &+
AL dgAe] fste] Aol ey Hdelgtn vt TR z¥ewl AT F
Aojif & w) ZAL ol A Ao 9 AAE et Aoga o5y 4] 4ol
Foll 28] o] A7 £3EA o] opvheki vlste] whEA H& Fed Yolvh. Dickie
A= AA s =4 gre] A7 F £33 2gont & Aolewd 2RL A9
&8s obF A% Gl FE vrt g @8 (circle) o Aty Aelwtm dta vk 2
2ol gt A7 E oAl Y qabe T2 - J%H Fue Rl SrE B8 2ol o
AR Y A4 E AT YER 29 s 2x e £3E 284 J4T A
= &K (uinformative)dl AR ol #a vk, wEAR w]E 27t %9 AYE S
3 Fol=al daAs At AT GAu dlEAl 2l we] A A (efer) st YlE 4F
9 AA xS FAE AAYL ¢ JAU7] wEol Ao s gt el A AV
o dlwe A B9t Aolgkm FAstz gl

B 27 Mad FE O EZ g LAV g A dlgo] AlEd Adels: 9
T4 4 &3 g 29 o] B2 n Ty o= AAL ol AA FUle # duti o
ol S vte A waA FE U avh betal 29 o] Rl A4 Y W Fdud
= U A Ee 2y R E ol AElEl M BEGR AA St =X A= oA
Ha gy A Folet, e ¢ slul &3] 184]7]1¢] Shallsburyy} ITutcheson% o g 3r] =2
AR 7190% kY ol Ewk ujal e o] B2 4IEMel 3] (institutional power)o]
ol g}t AR ¥ (individual power)$lo] 7257 Q& o]Folatm HAH 9l Al
el A2 AN AEE A FRESY opr|H & A& v A 5o E44& v
HE AFE oHT 554 74 (Hutcheson), 548 B4 o2 83t 453 & (Kant)

N

36) Ibid , p 34
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%< v1A 94 (Schopenhaver), 44 7 g (Bullough)z& A%el ¥ Fd& st 3
ofA 2AA 4EE gt s8] oA e Aotk FAd o HEEAE
& QuALE 2o% dEel g E d4oR el vA A AL JAe T
ME 4ot A Aer A F9ed, B sAdd dEE EEER A
& #EdA0 o2gde Aod. nE AA AL B4 AR AR A glelo &
Bz FFeold oleivke Aot

221} Dickie .4 =8 vlg HE59 A& Ralslz JA AEH =9 2fF
& Y ddola AHer AFete A AHn Ak EFA LR o]
A 2 L AP 49 AFH F2 etz bEE @0k vhE oHE AHelA 2
T ud EE /2 Ader &g AAs ¥ Jr. Stolnitze] A A58 W
A 1Ag AsA Hdwl Aolet oA WANESY A W) AHE AgelH=
A Ak 7237 wge] gHozA wg 3 A B oHA w2 F
7t 9&7 7 & Dickier o= Fslolz FEHQ A9 v ARl E 2FE ¥
AgolA] kEdl. wela V.C. Aldriche] (ol Aol A= upAolA HAd A
o] e},

of FolA 2t BlAYES AW FANAAS )} Aze 2A T BHY 49
(principles of distinctness)3? o} % 5842 4 ) (principles of direct perceptibility)?® of
Qdste] A A4 AL AAHL A2, E 22EE AN WIS HH (meta-criti-
cism)g Z4A7) s 9E=M.C. Beardsleyo] Al A ojw @A & 3= s o, vtz
7} Beardsley®] o] &e] 43 F9% Eelnx Pu AL 27t A= WA 2LA dul %
oy RERE o) WS Bhm EM HRolelE AEHQ $dE JFE s IsaA A dE
°]31# Beardsley?] w# W 48 2 AAE F837] ¢ AES ol Aoleh, 2@
Dickies] 1A 2l w4 o 42 ojulAl FAF ok sh= AAA? 22 44 AEZEH &
el Al olafs ook 3t Ao BA T3 oFA & AEE Fol 2ol HF FHo] oln] A

wH 3 g FE L 7 Ae delsith

37) °] 99 = BEHRE) L (intentionalist criticism)o] v]wj o] zH3 ol Aol o) 3 w50 opd &
et a2 v Ao o €ste gEE 2EAS 9T A

38) o] 9 E wA e §3E JEFEFY MBEH UL wA A4 F3A G dEFF
WER STAE2%Y e A e,
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On the problem of the definition ofthe term of art

Byung-nam Oh

This paper intended to show the main views against the possibility of the definition
of art under discussion (1949-1958), and, then, to explain the counter argument by G.
Dickie. However, as it seems necessary to add the required backgroud of such ways of
thinking in aesthetics, brief historical contexts were described ahead.

As is well known, the core notion around these discussions was ‘family resemblances’
which was raised by and in the post-Tractatus Wittgenstein. M.Weitz applied this notion
to the analyses of traditional aesthetic theories, most of which have attempted to define
the essential nature of art in general. This finally led him to say that ‘art’ was an
open concept refusing to be defined even in classificatory sense. But G.Dickie opposed to
him and suggested a possibility of defining art in terms of a certain social institution
(the artworld) if we must not focus narrowly on the definition alone. Thus, he comes
to the idea that ‘art’ can be closed by the necessary and sufficient conditions of
artifactuality and conferred status, and that ‘a work of art’ 1s an object with the
properties of artifactuality, whether it be conferred on or worked on, and the status
conferred by a person acting on behalf of the artworld. At first sight, his theory seems
strange but by a close examination the formulation of it is not so different from what
traditional art theories have availed. For it will be noticed that both properties are
relational ones like those of representational feature in imitation theory (work’s relation
to its subject-matter outside it) and of expiessive feature in expression theory (work’s
relation to its creator). In this sense, his inslitutional theory of art is an effort to
overcome the limitations of traditional theories, keeping in mind the practices of the
artworld, especially of the developments of the twentieth century in art such as dadaism,
pop art, and happenings.

If we accept the institutional nature of art in every works of art as he informs it to
us, it will be obvious that the notion of the aesthetic object of the so called aesthetic
attitude can hardly be maintained. According to him, aesthetic attitude is the notion
which was founded on individual powers derived from bodily (or mental) structnres
instead of social powers derived from social structures. Furthermore, it has been

pointed out in various ways that the notion is a kind of myth or a phantom in the
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sense that it is empirically unbelievable, The significant notion, ‘aesthetic attitude’,
contributed to establishing the notion of the peculiar aesthetic experience with its own
identity has, therefore, no place in his theory. In short, what he intended is that it
must be discarded as irrelevant, Taking this position, he wished to develope an
institutional theory of aesthetic object by examining M.C. Beardsley’s notion of it.

Our intention of introducing Dickie here is to discuss not the truth of his theory, but
the motives with which he had to suggest the institutional theory of art. It was by

pointing out and trying to overcome the structural limitations of traditional art theories
that he came to the theory, but it seems to us that his way of thinking is not the
only one to overcome the limitations. The more detailed analysis of the referents and
philosophical presuppositions, by which traditional art theories became structurally
limited, will show that the concept of performance could be the locus of a new aesthetic
theory, For performance, in my opinion, can be explained as an activity with the moment

into which work of art, perceiver and artist are to be integrated.



