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The attempt to define “art” by specifying its nec-
essary and sufficient conditions is an old endeavor.
The first definition ~ the imitation theory -
despite what now seem like obvious difficulties,
more or less satisfied everyone until some time
in the nineteenth century. After the éxpression
theory of art broke the domination of the imita-
tion theory, many definitions purporting to
reveal the necessary and sufficient conditions of
art appeared. In the mid-1950s, several philoso-
phers, inspired by Wittgenstein’s talk about con-
cepts, began arguing that there are no necessary
and sufficient conditions for art. Until recently,
this argument had persuaded so many philoso-
phers of the futility of trying to define art that the
flow of definitions had all but ceased. Although I
will ultimately try to show that “art” can be
defined, the denial of that possibility has had the
very great value of forcing us to look deeper into
the concept of “art.” The parade of dreary and
superficial definitions that had been presented
was, for a variety of reasons, eminently rejectable.
The traditional attempts to define “art,” from the
imitation theory on, may be thought of as Phase
] and the contention that “art” cannot be defined
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as Phase I1. I want to supply Phase 111 by defining
“art” in such a way as to avoid the difficulties of
the traditional definitions and to incorporate the
insights of the later analysis. I should note that
the imitation theory of the fine arts seems to have
been adopted by those who held it without much
serious thought and perhaps cannot be consid-
ered as a self-conscious theory of art in the way
that the later theories can be.

The traditional attempts at definition have
sometimes failed to see beyond prominent but
accidental features of works of art, features that
have characterized art at a.particular stage in its
historical development. For example, until quite
recently the works of art clearly recognizable as
such were cither obviously representational or
assumed to be representational. Paintings and
sculptures were obviously so, and music was
widely assumed in some sense also to be repre-
sentational. Literature was representational in
that it described familiar scenes of life. It was,
then, easy enough to think that imitation must
be the essence of art. The imitation theory
focused on a readily evident relational property
of works of art, namely, art’s relation to subject
matter. The development of nonobjective art
showed that imitation is not even an always-
accompanying property of art, much less an
essential one.

The theory of art as the expression of emotion
has focused on another relational property of
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works of art, the relation of a work to its creator.
The expression thecry also has proved inade-
quate, and no other subsequent definition has
been satisfactory. Although not fully satisfying as
definitions, the imitation and expression theories
do provide a clue: both singled out relational
properties of arv as essential. As T shall try to
show, the two defining characteristics of art are
indeed relational properties, and one of them
turns out to be exceedingly complex.

The best-known denial that “art” can be defined
occurs in Morris Weitz's article “The Role of
Theory in Aesthetics.” Weitz's conclusion
depends upon two arguments which may be
called his “generalization argument” and his
“classification argument.” In stating the “gener-
alization argument” Weitz distinguishes, quite
correctly, between the generic conception of “art”
and the various subconcepts of art such as tragedy,
the novel, painting, and the like. He then goes on
to give an argument purporting to show that the
subconcept “novel” is open, that is, that the
members of the class of novels do not share any
essential or defining characteristics, He then
asserts without further argument that what is true
of novels is true of all other subconcepts of art.
The generalization from one subconcept to all
subconcepts may or may not be justified, but
I am not questioning it here. I do question,
however, Weitz’s additional contention, also
asserted without argument, that the generic con-
ception of “art” is open. The best that can be said
of his conclusion about the generic sense is that
it is unsupported. All or some of the subconcepts
of art may be open and the generic conception of
art still be closed. That is, it is possible that all or
some of the subconcepts of art, such as novel,
tragedy, sculpture, and painting, may lack neces-
sary and sufficient conditions and at the same
time that “work of art,” which is the genus of all
the subconcepts, can be defined in terms of nec-
essary and sufficient conditions. Tragedies may
not have any characteristics in common which
would distinguish them from, say, comedies
within the domain of art, but it may be that
there are common characteristics that works
of art have which distinguish them from nonart.

Nothing prevents a “closed genus/open species”
relationship. Weitz himself has recently cited
what he takes to be a similar (although reversed)
example of genus-species relationship. He argues
that “game” (the genus) is open but that “major
league baseball” (a species) is closed.”

His second argument, “the classification argu-
ment,” claims to show that not even the charac-
teristic of artifactuality is a necessary feature of
art. Weitz's conclusion here is something of a
surprise, because it has been widely assumed by
philosophers and nonphilosophers alike that a
work of art is necessarily an artifact. His argu-
ment is ‘simply that we sometimes utter such
statements as “This piece of driftwood is a lovely
piece of sculpture,” and since such utterances are
perfectly intelligible, it follows that some nonar-
tifacts such as certain pieces of driftwood are
works of art (sculptures). In other words, some-
thing need not be an artifact in order to be cor-
rectly classified as a work of art. [ will try to rebut
this argument shortly.

Recently, Maurice Mandelbaurn has raised a
question about Wittgenstein’s famous conten-
tion that “game” cannot be defined and Weitz’s
thesis about “art.” His challenge to both is based
on the charge that they have been concerned
only with what Mandelbaum calls “exhibited”
characteristics and that consequently each has
failed to take account of the nonexhibited, rela-
tional aspects of games and art. By “exhibited”
characteristics Mandelbaum means easily per-
ceived properties such as the fact that a ball is
used in a certain kind of game, that a painting
has a triangular composition, that an area in a
painting is red, or that the plot of a tragedy con-
tains a reversal of fortune. Mandelbaum con-
cludes that when we consider the nonexhibited
properties of games, we see that they have in
cormmon “the potentiality of . . . [an] .. . absorb-
ing non-practical interest to either participants
or spectators.” Mandelbaum may or may not be
right about “game,” but what interests me is the
application of his suggestion about nonexhibited
properties to the discussion of the definition of
art. Although he does not attempt a definition
of “art,” Mandelbaum does suggest that feature(s)
common to all works of art may perhaps be dis-
covered that will be a basis for the definition of
“art,” if the nonexhibited features of art are
attended to.
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Having noted Mandelbaum’s invaluable sug-
gestion about definition, [ now return to W eitz’s
argument concerning artifactuality. In an earlier
attempt to show Weitz wrong, 1 thought it suf-
ficient to point out that there are two senses of
“work of art,” an evaluative sense and a classifica-
tory one; Weitz himself distinguishes these in his
article as the evaluative and the descriptive senses
of art. My earlier argument was that if there is
more than one sense of “work of art,” then the
fact that “This piece of driftwood is a lovely piece
of sculpture” is intelligible does not prove what
Weitz wants it to prove: Weitz would have to
show that “sculpture” is being used in the sen-
tence in question in the classificatory sense, and
this he makes no attempt to do. My argument
assumed that once the distinction is made, it is
obvious that “sculpture” is here being used in the
evaluative sense. Richard Sclafani has subse-
quently noted that my argument shows only that
Weitz's argument is inconclusive and that Weitz
might still be right, even though his argument
does not prove his conclusion. Sclafani, however,
has constructed a stronger argument against
Weitz on this point.®

Sclafani shows that there is a third sense of
“work of art” and that “driftwood cases” (the
nonartifact. cases) fall under it. He begins by
comparing a paradigm work of art, Brancusi’s
Bird in Space, with a plece of drittwood which
looks very much like it. Sclafani says that it seems
natural to say of the piece of driftwood that it is
a work of art and that we do so because it has so
many properties in common with the Brancusi
piece. He then asks us to reflect on our charac-
terization of the driftwood and the direction it
has taken. We say the driftwood is art because of
its resemblance to some paradigm work of art or
because the driftwood shares properties with
several paradigm works of art. The paradigm
work or works are of course always artifacts; the
direction of our move is from paradigmatic
(artifactual) works of art to nonartifactual “art.”
Sclafani quite correctly takes this to indicate that
there is a primary, paradigmatic sense of “work
of art” (my classificatory sense) and a derivative
or secondary sense into which the “driftwood
cases” fall. Weitz is right in a way in saying that
the driftwood is art, but wrong in concluding
that artifactuality is unnecessary for (the primary
sense of) art.

There are then at least three distinct senses of
“work of art”: the primary or classificatory sense,
the secondary or derivative, and the evaluative,
Perhaps in most uses of Weitz's driftwood sen-
tence example, both the derivative and the evalu-
ative senses would be involved: the derivative
sense if the driftwood shared a number of prop-
erties with some paradigm work of art and the
evaluative sense if the shared properties were
found to be valuable by the speaker. Sclafani gives
a case in which only the evaluative sense func-
tions, when someone says, “Sally’s cake is a work
of art.” In most uses of such a sentence “work of
art” would simply mean that its referent has valu-
able qualities. Admittedly, one can imagine con-
texts in which the derivative sense would apply to
cakes. (Given the situation in art today, one can
easily imagine cakes to which the primary sense
of art could be applied.) If, however, someone
were to say, “This Rembrandt is a work of art,”
both the classificatory and the evaluative senses
would be functioning. The expression “this Rem-
brandt” would convey the information that its
referent is a work of art in the classificatory sense,
and “is a work of art” could then only reasonably
be understood in the evaluative sense. Finally,
someone might say of a sea shell or other natural
object which resembles a man’s face but is other-
wise uninteresting, “This shell (or other natural
object) is a work of art.” In this case, only the
derivative sense would be used.

We utter sentences in which the expression
“waork of art” has the evaluative sense with con-
siderable frequency, applying it to both natural
objects and artifacts. We speak of works of artin
the derived sense with somewhat less frequency.
The classificatory sense of “work of art,” which
indicates simply that a thing belongs to a certain
category of artifacts, occurs, however, very infre-
quently in our discourse. We rarely utter sen-
tences in which we use the classificatory sense,
because it is such a basic notion: we generally
know immediately whether an object is a work of
art, so that generally no one needs to say, by way
of classification, “That is a work ot art,” although
recent developments in art such as junk sculpture
and found art may occasionally force such
remarks. Even if we do not often talk about art
in this classificatory sense, however, it is a basic
concept that structures and guides our thinking
about our world and its contents.
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It is now clear that artifactuality is a necessary
condition (call it the genus) of the primary sense
of art. This fact, however, does not seem very
surprising and would not even be very interesting
except that Weitz and others have denied it. Arti-
factuality alone, however, is not the whole story
and another necessary condition (the differentia)
has to be specified in order to have a satisfactory
definition of “art.” Like artifactuality, the second
condition is a nonexhibited property, which
turns out to be as complicated as artifactuality is
simple. The attempt to discover and specify the
second condition of art will involve an examina-
tion of the intricate complexities of the “art-
world.” W. E. Kennick, defending a view similar
to Weitz’s, contends that the kind of approach to
be employed here, following Mandelbaum’s lead,
is futile. He concludes that “the attempt to define
Art in terms of what we do with certain objects
is us doomed as any other.” He tries to support
this conclusion by referring to such things as the
fact that the ancient Egyptians sealed up paint-
ings and sculptures in tombs. There are two dif-
ficulties with Kennick’s argument. First, that the
Egyptians sealed up paintings and sculptures in
tombs does not show that they regarded them
differently from the way in which we regard
them. They might have put them there for the
dead to appreciate or simply because they
belonged to the dead person. The Egyptian prac-
tice does not establish so radical a difference
between their conception of art and ours that a
definition subsuming both is impossible. Second,
one need not assume that we and the ancient
Egyptians share 0 common conception of art. It
would be enough to be able to specify the neces-
sary and sufficient conditions for the concept of
art which we have (we present-day Americans, we
present-day Westerners, we Westerners since the
organization of the system of the arts in or about
the eighteenth century ~ 1 am not sure of the
exact limits of the “we™). Kennick notwithstand-
ing, we are most likely to discover the differentia
of art by considering “what we do with certain
objects.” Of course, no thing guarantees that any
given thing we might do or an ancient Egyptian
might have done with a work of art will throw
light on the concept of art. Not every “doing” will
reveal what is required.

Although he does not attempt to formulate
a definition, Arthur Danto in his provocative
article, “The Artworld,” has suggested the direc-
tion that must be tuken by an attempt to define
“art,” In reflecting on art and its history together
with such present-day developments as Warhol’s
Brillo Carton and Rauschenberg's Bed, Danto
writes, “To see something as art requires some-
thing the eye cannot descry — an atmosphere
of artistic theory, a knowledge of history of art:
an artworld™  Admittedly, this stimulating
comment is in need of elucidation, but it is clear
that in speaking of “something the eye cannot
descry” Danto is agreeing with Mandelbaum
that nonexhibited properties are of great impor-
tance in constituting something as art. In
speaking of atmosphere and history, however,
Danto's remark carries us a step further than
Mandelbaum’s analysis. Danto points to the rich
structure in which particular works of art are
ernbedded: he indicates the ifnstitutional nature
of art.”

I shall use Danto’s term “artworld” to refer to
the broad social institution in which works of art
have their place.” But is there such an institu-
tion? George Bernard Shaw speaks somewhere of
the apostolic line of succession stretching from
Aeschylus to himself. Shaw was no doubt speak-
ing for eftect and to draw attention to himself, as
he often did, but there is an important truth
implied by his remark. There is a long tradition
or conlinuing institution of the theater having its
origins in ancient Greek religion and other Greek
institutions. That tradition has run very thin at
times and perhaps even ceased to exist altogether
during some periods, only to be reborn out of its
memory and the need for art. The institutions
associated with the theater have varied from time
to time: in the beginning it was Greek religion
and the Greek state; in medieval times, the
church; more recently, private business and the
state (national theater). What has remained con-
stant with its own identity throughout its history
is the theater itself as an established way of doing
and behaving, what I shall call in Chapter 7 the
primary convention of the theater. This institu-
tionalized behavior occurs on both sides of the
“footlights™: both the players and the audience
are involved and go to make up the institution of
the theater. The roles of the actors and the audi-
ence are defined by the traditions of the theater.
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What the author, management, and players
present is art, and it is art because it is presented
within the theater-world framework. Plays are
written to have a place in the theater system and
they exist as plays, that is, as art, within that
system. Of course, I do not wish to deny that
plays also exist as literary works, that is, as art
within the literary system; the theater system and
the literary system overlap. Let me make clear
what I mean by speaking of the artworld as an
institution. Among the meanings of “institution”
in Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary are the fol-
lowing: “3. That which is instituted as: a. An
established practice, law, custom, etc. b. An
established society or corporation.” When 1 call.
the artworld an institution I'am saying that it is
an established practice. Some persons have
thought that an institution must be an estab-
lished society or corporation and, consequently,
have misunderstood my claim about the
artworld.

Theater is only one of the systems within the
artworld. Each of the systems has had its own
origins and historical development. We have
some information about the later stages of these
developments, but we have to guess about the
origins of the basic art systerns. 1 suppose that
we have comiplete knowledge of certain recently
developed subsystems or genres such as Dada and
happenings. Even if our knowledge is not as com-
plete as we wish it were, however, we do have
substantial information about the systems of the
artworld as they currently exist and as they have
existed for some time. One central feature all of
the systems have in common is that each is a
framework for the presenting of particular works
of art. Given the great variety of the systems of
the artworld it is not surprising that works of
art have no exhibited properties in common. 1If,
however, we step back and view the works in their
institutional setting, we will be able to see the
essential properties they share.

“Theater is a rich and instructive ilustration of
the institutional nature of art. But it is a develop-
ment within the domain of painting and sculp-
ture — Dadaism — that most easily reveals the
institutional essence of art. Duchamp and friends
conferred the status of art on “ready-mades”
(urinals, hatracks, snow shovels, and the like),
and when we reflect on their deeds we can take
note of a kind of human action which has until
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now gone unnoticed and unappreciated -~ the
action of conferring the status of art. Painters and
sculptors, of course, have been engaging all along
in the action of conferring this status on the
objects they create. As long, however, as the
created objects were conventional, given the par-
adigms of the times, the objects themselves and
their fascinating exhibited properties were the
focus of the attention of not only spectators and
critics but of philesophers of art as well. When
an artist of an earlier era painted a picture, he did
some or all of a number of things: depicted a
human being, portrayed a certain man, fulfilled
a cormmission, worked at his livelihood, and so
on. In addition He also acted as an agent of the
artworld and conferred the status of art on his
creation. Philosophers of art attended to only
some of the properties the created object acquired
from these various actions, for example, to the
representational or to the expressive features of
the objects. They entirely ignored the nonexhib-
ited property of status. When however, the objects
are bizarre, as those of the Dadaists are, our
attention is forced away from the objects’ obvious
properties to a consideration of the objects in
their social context. As works of art Duchamp's
“ready-mades” may not be worth much, but as
examples of art they are very valuable for art
theory. I am not claiming that Duchamp and
friends invented the conferring of the status of
art; they simply used an existing institutional
device in an unusual way. Duchamp did not
invent the artworld, because it was there all
along.

The artworld consists of a bundle of systems:
theater, painting, sculpture, literature, music,
and so on, each of which furnishes an institu-
tional background for the conferring of the status
on objects within its domain. No limit can be
placed on the number of systems that can be
brought under the generic conception of art. and
each of the major systems contains further sub-
systems. These features of the artworld provide
the elasticity whereby creativity of even the most
radical sort can be accommodated. A whole new
system comparable to the theater, for example,
could be added in one fell swoop. What is more
likely is that a new subsystem would be added
within a system. For example, junk sculpture
added within sculpture, happenings added within
‘theater. Such additions might in time develop
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into full-blown systems. Thus, the radical creativ-
ity, adventuresomeness, and exuberance of art of
which Weitz speaks is possible within the concept
of art, even though it is closed by the necessary
and sufficient conditions of artifactuality and
conferred status,

Having now briefly described the artworld, I
am in a position to specify a definition of “work
of art.” The definition will be given in terms of
artifactuality and the conferred status of art or,
more strictly speaking, the conferred status of
candidate for appreciation. Once the definition
has been stated, a great deal will still remain to be
said by way of clarification: A work of art in the
clussiﬂcatory sense is (1) an artifact (2) a set of
the aspects of which has had conferred upon it

the status of candidate for appreciation by some
person or persons acting on behalf of g certain
social institution (the artworld).
The second condition of the definition makes
use of four variously interconnected notions: (1)
acting on behalf of an institution, (2) conferring
of status, (3) being a candidate, and (4) appre-
ciation. The first two of these are so closely related
that they must be discussed together. 1 shall first
describe paradigm’ cases of conferring . status
outside the artworld and then show how similar
actions take place within the artworld. The most
clear-cut examples of the conferring of status are
certain legal actions of the state, A king’s con-
ferring of knighthood, a grand jury’s indicting
someone, the chairman of the election bouard cer-
tifying that someone s qualified to run for office,
or a minister’s Pronouncing a couple man and
wife are examples in which a person or persons
acting on behalf of a social institution (the state)
confer(s) legal status on persons. The congress
or a legally constituted commission may confer
the status of national park or monument on an
area or thing. The examples given suggest that
pomp and ceremony are required to establish
legal status, but this is not $0, although of course
a legal system is presupposed. For example, in
some jurisdictions common-law marriage Is pos-
sible - a legal status

acquired without ceremony,
The conferring of a

PhD degree on someone by
auniversity, the election of someone as president
of the Rotary, and the declaring of an object as a
relic of the church are examples in which a person
Or persons confer(s) nonlegal status on persons

O
or things. In such cases some social system or
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other must exist as the framework within which
the conferring takes place, but, as before, cere-
mony is not required to establish status: for
example, a person can acquire the status of wise
man or village idiot within a community without
ceremony.
Some may feel that the notion of conferring
status within the artworld js excessively vague.
Certainly this notion is not as clear-cut as the
conferring of status within the legal system, where
procedures and lines of authority are explicitly
defined and incorporated into lav. The counter-
parts in the artworld to specified procedures and
lines of authority are nowhere codified, and the
artworld carries on its business at the level of
customary practice. Still there is a practice and
this defines a social institution. A social institu-
tion need not have a formally established consti-
tution, officers, and bylaws in order to exist and
have the capacity to confer status — some social
institutions are formal and some are informal,
The artworld could become formalized, and
perhaps has been to some extent in certain polit-
ical contexts, but most people who are interested
in art would probably consider this a bad thing,
Such formality would threaten the freshness and
exuberance of art. The core personnel of the art-
wotld is a loosely organized, but nevertheless
related, set of persons including artists (under-
stood to refer to painters, writers, composers),
producers, museum directors; museum-goers,
theater-goers, reporters for newspapers, critics
for publications of all Sorts, art historians, art
theorists, philosophers of art, and others. These
are the people who keep the machinery of the
artworld working and thereby provide for its
continuing existence. In addition, every person
who sees himself as a member of the artworld s
thereby a member. Although I have called the
persons just listed the core personnel of the art-
world, there is a minimum core within that core
without which the artworld would not exist, This
essential core consists of artists who create the
works, “presenters” 1o present the works, and
“goers” who appreciate the works. This minimumn
core might be called “the presentation group,”
for it consists of artists whose activity is necessary
it anything is to be presented, the presenters
(actors, stage managers, and so on), and the goers
whose presence and cooperation is necessary in
order for anything to be presented. A given
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person might play more than one of these essen-
tial roles in the case of the presentation of a par-
ticular work. Critics, historians, and philosophers
of art become members of the artworld at some
time after the minimum core personnel of a par-
ticular art system get that system into operation,
All of these roles are institutionalized and must
be learned in one way or another by the parti-
cipants. For example, a theater-goer is not just
someone who happens to enter a theater; heisa
person who enters with certain expectations and
knowledge about what he will experience and an
understanding of how he should behave in the
face of what he will experience.

Assuming that the existence of the artworld
has been established or at least made plausible,
the problem is now to see how status is conferred
by this institution. My thesis is that, in a way
analogous to the way in which a person is certi-
fied as qualified for office, or two persons acquire
the status of common-law marriage within a legal
system, or a person is elected president of the
Rotary, or a person acquires the status of wise
man within a community, so an artifact can
acquire the status of candidate for appreciation
within the social system called “the artworld.”
How can one tell when the status has been con-
ferred? An artifact’s hanging in an art museum as
part of a show and a performance at a theater are
sure signs. There is, of course, no guarantee that
one can always know whether something is a can-
didate for appreciation, just as one cannot always
tell whether a given person is a knight or is
married. When an object’s status depends upon
nonexhibited characteristics, a simple look at the
object will not necessarily reveal that status. The
nonexhibited relation may be symbolized by
some badge, for example, by a wedding ring, in
which case a simple look will reveal the status.

The more important question is that of how

“the status of candidaté for appreciation is con-
ferred. The examples just mentioned, display in
a museum and a performance in a theater, seem
to suggest that a number of persons are required
for the actual conferring of the status. In- one
sense a number of persons are required but in
another sense only one person is required: a
number of persons are required to make up the
social institution of the artworld, but only one
person is required to act on behalf of the artworld
and to confer the status of candidate for appre-
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ciation. In fact, many works of art are seen only
by one person ~ the one whao creates them — but
they are still art. The status in question may be
acquired by a single person’s acting on behalf of
the.artworld and treating an artifact asa candidate
for appreciation. Of course, nothing prevents a
group of persons from conferring the status, but
it is usually conferred by a single person, the artist
who creates the artifact. It may be helpful to
compare and contrast the notion of conferring
the status of candidate for appreciation with a
case in which something is simply presented for
appreciation: hopefully this will throw light on
the notion of status of candidate. Consider the
case of a salesman of plumbing supplies whao
spreads his wares before us. “Placing before” and
“conferring the status of candidate for apprecia-
tion” are very different notions, and this differ-
ence can be brought out by comparing the
salesman’s action with the superficially similar
act of Duchamp in entering a urinal which he
christened Fouwutain in that now-famous art
show. The difference is that Duchamp’s action
took place within the institutional setting of the
artworld and the plumbing salesman’s action
took place outside of it. The salesman could do.
what Duchamp did, that is, convert 2 urinal into
a work of art, but such a thing probably would
not occur to him. Please remember that Foun-
tain’s being a work of art does not mean that it is
a good one, nor does this qualification insinuate
that it is a bad one either. The antics of a par-
ticular present-day artist serve 1o reinforce the
point of the Duchamp case and also to emphasize
a significance of the practice of naming works of
art. Walter de Maria has in the case of one of his
works even gone through the motions, no doubt
as a burlesque, of using a procedure used by
many legal and some nonlegal institutions — the
procedure of licensing. Flis High Energy Bar (a
stainless-steel bar) is accompanied by a certificate
bearing the name of the work and stating that the
bar is a work of art only when the certificate is
present. [n addition to highlighting the status of
art by “certifying” it on a document, this exam-
ple serves to suggest a significance of the act of
naming works of art. An object may acquire
the status of art without ever being named
but giving it a title makes clear to whomever is
interested that an object is a work of art. Specific
titles function in a variety of ways — as aids to
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understanding a work or as a convenient way of
identifying it, for example — bur any tite at all
{even Untitled) is a badge of status.”!

The third notion involved in the second con-
dition of ‘the definition is candidacy: a member
of the artworld confers the status of candidate for
appreciation. The definition does not require
that a work ol art actually be appreciated, even
by one person. The fact is that many, perhaps
most, works of art go unappreciated. It is impor-
tant not to build into the definition of the clas-
sificatory sense of “work of art™ value properties
such as actual appreciation: to do so would make
it impossible to speak of unappreciated works of
art. Building in value properties might even make
it awkward to speak of bad works of art. A theory
of art must preserve certain central features of
the way in which we talk about art, and we do
find it necessary sometimes to speak of un-
appreciated art and of bad art. Also, not every
aspect of a work is included in the candidacy for
appreciation; for example, the color of the back
of a painting is not ordinarily considered to be
something which someone might think it appro-
priate to appreciate. The problem of which
aspects of a work of art are to be included within
the candidacy for appreciation is a question [
shall pursue later in Chapter 7 in trying to give
an analysis of the notion of aesthetic object. The
definition of “work of art” should not, theretore,
be understood as asserting that every aspect
of a work is included within the candidacy for
appreciation.

The fourth notion involved in the second con-
dition of the definition is appreciation itself.
Some may assume that the definition is referring
to a special kind of aesthetic appreciation. I shall
argue later in Chapters 4, 5, and 6 that there is no
reason to think that there is a special kind of
aesthetic consciousness, attention, or perception.
Similarly, 1 do not think there is any reason to
think that there is a special kind of aesthetic
appreciation. All that is meant by “appreciation”
in the definition is something like “in experienc-
ing the qualities of a thing one finds them worthy
or valuable,” and this meaning applies quite gen-
erally both inside and outside the domain of art.
Several persons have felt that my account of the
institutional theory of art is incomplete because
of what they see as my insutficient analysis of
“appreciation.” They have, [ believe, thought that

there are different kinds of appreciation and that
the appreciation in the appreciation of art is
somehow typically ditferent from the apprecia-
tion in the appreciation of nonart. But the only
sense in which there is a difference between the
appreciation of art and the appreciation of nonart
is that the appreciations have different objects.
The institutional structure in which the art object
is embedded, not difterent kinds of appreciation,
makes the difference between the appreciation of
art and the appreciation of nonart.

In a recent article” Ted Cohen has raised a
question concerning (1) candidacy for apprecia-
tion and (2) appreciation as these two were
treated in my original attempt to define “art.”"
He claims that in order for it to be possible for
candidacy for appreciation to be conferred on
something it must be possible for that thing to be
appreciated.-Perhaps he is right about this; in any
event, 1 cannot think of any reason to disagree
with him on this point. The possibility of ap-
preciation is one constraint on the definition:
if something cannot be appreciated, it cannot
become art. The question that now arises is: is
there anything which it is impossible to appreci-
ate? Cohen claims many things cannot be appre-
ciated; for example, “ordinary thumbtacks, cheap
white envelopes, the plastic forks given at some
drive-in restauranis.”” But more importantly,
he claims that Fountain cannot be appreciated.
He says that Fountain has a point which can be
appreciated, but that it is Duchamp’s gesture that
has significance (can be appreciated) and not
Fountain itself. I agree that Fountain has the sig-
nificance Cohen attributes to it, namely, that it
was a protest against the art of its day. But why
cannot the ordinary qualities of Fountain — its
gleaming white surface, the depth revealed when
it reflects images of surrounding objects, its pleas-
ing oval shape - be appreciated. It has qualities
similar to those of works by Brancusi and Moore
which many do not balk at saying they appreci-
ate. Similarly, thumbtacks, envelopes, and plastic
forks have qualities that can be appreciated if one
makes the effort to focus attention on them. One
of the values of photography is its ability to focus
on and bring out the qualities of quite ordinary
objects. And the same sort of thing can be done
without the benefit of photography by just
looking. In short, it seems unlikely to me thatany
object would not have some quality which is
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appreciatable and thus likely that the constraint
Cohen suggests may well be vacuous. But even if
there are some objects that cannot be appreci-
ated, Fountain and the other Dadaist creations
are not among them.

1 should note that in accepting Cohen’s claim
[ am saying that every work of art must have
some minimal potential value or worthiness. This
fact, however, does not collapse the distinction
between the evaluative sense and the classifica-
tory sense of “work of art.” The evaluative sense
is used when the object it is predicated of is
deemed fo be of substantial, actual value, and that
object may be a natural object. [ will further note
that the appreciatability of a work of art in the
classificatory sense is potential value which in a
given case may never be realized.”

The definition 1 have given contains a refer-
ence to the artworld. Consequently, some may
have the uncomfortable feeling that my defini-
tion is viciously circular. Admittedly, in a sense
the definition is circular, but it is not viciously
so. If I had said something like “A work of art is
an artifact on which a status has been conferred
by the artworld” and then said of the artworld
only that it confers the status of candidacy for
appreciation, then the definition would be
viciously circular because the circle would be so
small and-uninformative. [ have, however, devoted
a considerable amount of space in this chapter to
describing and analyzing the historical, organiza-
tional, and functional intricacies of the artworld,
and if this account is accurate the reader has
received a considerable amount of information
about the artworld. The circle [ have run is not
small and it is not uninformative. If, in the end,
the artworld cannot be described independently
of art, that is, if the description contains refer-
ences to art historians, art reporters, plays,
theaters, and so on, then the definition strictly
speaking is circular. It is not, however, viciously
50, because the whole account in which the defi-
nition is embedded contains a great deal of infor-
mation about the artworld. One must not focus
narrowly on the definition alone: for what is
important to see is that art is an institutional
concept and this requires seeing the definition in
the context of the whole account. I suspect that
the “problem” of circularity will arise frequently,
perhaps always, when institutional concepts are
dealt with.

Im

The instances of Dadaist art and similar present-
day developments which have served to bring the
institutional nature of art to our attention suggest
several questions. First, if Duchamp can convert
such artifacts as a urinal, a snow shovel, and a
hatrack into works of art, why can’t natural
objects such as driftwood also become works of
art in the classificatory sense? Perhaps they can if

. any one of a number of things is done to them.

One way in which this might happen would be
for someone to pick up a natural object, take it
home, and hang it on the wall. Another way
would be to pick up a natural object and enter it
in an exhibition. I was assuming earlier, by the
way, that the piece of driftwood referred to in
Weitz's sentence was in place on a beach and
untouched by human hand or at least untouched
by any human intention and therefore was art in
the evaluative or derivative sense. Natural objects
which become works of art in the classificatory
sense are artifactualized without the use of tools
- artifactuality is conferred on the object rather
than worked on it. This means that natural
objects which become works of art acquire their
artifactuality at the same time that the status of
candidate for appreciation-is conferred on them,
although the act that confers artifactuality is not

the same act that confers the status of candidate

for appreciation. But perhaps a similar thing
ordinarily happens with paintings and poems;
they come to exist as artifacts at the same time
that they have the status of candidate for appre-
ciation conferred on them. Of course, being an
artifact and being a candidate for appreciation
are not the same thing — they are two properties
which may be acquired at the same time. Many
may find the notion of artifactuality being con-
ferred rather than “worked” on an object too
strange to accept and admittedly it is an unusual
conception. It may be that a special account will
have to be worked out for exhibited driftwood
and similar cases.

Another question arising with some frequency
in connection with discussions of the concept of
art and seeming especially relevant in the context
of the institutional theory is “How are we to con-
ceive of paintings done by individuals such as
Betsy the chimpanzee from the Baltimore Zoo?”
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Calling Betsy’s products paintings is not meant
to prejudge that they are works of art, it is just
that some word is needed to refer to them. The
question of whether Betsy’s paintings are art
depends upon what is done with them. For
example, a year or two ago the Field Museum of
Natural History in Chicago exhibited some chim-
panzee and gorilla paintings. We must say that
these paintings are not works of art. If, however,
they had been exhibited a few miles away at the
Chicago Art Institute they would have been works
of art - the paintings would have been art if the
director of the Art Institute had been willing to
go out on a limb for his fellow primates. A great
deal depends upon the institational setting: one
institutional setting is congenial to conferring the
status of art and the other is not, Please note that
although paintings such as Betsy’s would remain
her paintings even if exhibited at an art museum,
they would be the art of the person responsible
for their being exhibited. Betsy would not (I
assume) be able to conceive of herself in such a
way as to be a member of the artworld and, hence,
would not be able to confer the relevant status.
Artisa concept which necessarily involves human
intentionality. These last remarks are notintended
to denigrate the value (including beauty) of
the paintings of chimpanzees shown at natural
history museums or the creations of bower birds,
but as remarks about what falls under a particular
concept.

Danto in “Art Works and Real Things” dis-
cusses defeating conditions of the ascriptivity of
art.” He considers fake paintings, that is, copies
of original paintings which are attributed to the
creators of the original paintings. He argues that
a painting’s being a fake prevents it from being a
work of art, maintaining that originality is an
analytical requirement of being a work of art.
That a work is derivative or imitative does not,
however, he thinks, prevent it from beinga work
of art. I think Danto is right about fake paintings,
and [ can express this in terms of my own account
by saying that originality in paintings is an ante-
cedent requirement for the conferring of the can-
didacy for appreciation. Similar sorts of things
would have to be said for similar cases in the arts
other than painting. One consequence of this
requirement is that there are many works of
nonart which people take to be works of art,
namely, those fake paintings which are not known

to be fakes, When fakes are discovered to be
fakes, they do not lose that status of art because
they never had the status in the first place, despite
what almost everyone had thought. There is some
analogy here with patent law. Once an invention
has been patented, one exactly like it cannot
be patented ~ the patent for just that invention
has been “used up.” In the case of patenting, of
course, whether the second device is a copy or
independently derived is unimportant, but the
copying aspect is crucial in the artistic case. The
Van Meegeren painting that was not a copy of an
actual Vermeer but a painting done in the manner
of Vermeer with a forged signature is a somewhat
more complicated case. The painting with the
forged signature is not a work of art, but if Van
Meegeren had signed his own name the painting
would have been. '

Strictly speaking, since originality is an ana-
Iytic requirement for a painting to be a work of
art, an originality clause should be incorporated
into my definition of “work of art.” But since
I have not given any analysis of the originality
requirement with respect to works other than
paintings, I am not in a position to supplement
the definition in this way. All | can say at this time
is what I said just above, namely, that originality
in paintings is an antecedent requirement for the
conferring of the candidacy for appreciation and
that considerations of a similar sort probably
apply in the other arts.

Weitz charges that the defining of “art” or its
subconcepts forecloses on creativity. Some of the
traditional definitions of “art” may have and
some of the traditional definitions of its subcon-
cepts probably did foreclose on creativity, but this
danger is now past. At one time a playwright, for
example, may have conceived of and wished to
write a play with tragic features but lacking a
defining characteristic as specified by, say, Aris-
totle’s definition of “tragedy.” Faced with this
dilemma the playwright might have been intimi-
dated into abandoning his project. With the
present-day disregard for established genres,
however, and the clamor for novelty in art, this
obstacle to creativity no longer exists. Today, if a
new and unusual work is created and it is similar
to some members of an established type of art, it
will usually be accommodated within that type,

or if the new work is very unlike any existing

works then a new subconcept will probably be
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created. Artists today are not easily intimidated,
and they regard art genres as loose guidelines
rather than rigid specifications. Even if a philos-
opher’s remarks were to have an effect on what
artists do today, the institutional conception of
art would certainly not foreclose on creativity.
The requirement of artifactuality cannot prevent
creativity, since artifactuality is a necessary con-
dition of creativity. There cannot be an instance
of creativity without an artifact of some kind
being produced. The second requirement involy-
ing the conferring of status could not inhibit
creativity; in fact, it encourages it. Since under
the definition anything whatever may become
art, the definition imposes no restraints on
creativity.

The institutional theory of art may sound like
saying, “A work of art is an object of which
someone has said, ‘I christen this object a work
of art.”” And it is rather like that, although this
does not mean that the conferring of the status
of art is a simple matter. Just as the christening
of a child has as its background the history and
structure of the church, conferring the status of
art has as its background the Byzantine complex-
ity of the artworld. Some may find it strange that
in the nonart cases discussed, there are ways in
which the conferring can go wrong, while that
does not appear to be true in art. For example, an
indictment might be improperly drawn up and
the person charged would not actually beindicted,
but nothing parallel seems possible in the case of
art. This fact just reflects the differences between
the artworld and legal institutions: the legal
systemn deals with matters of grave personal con-
sequences and its procedures must reflect this;
the artworld deals with important matters also
but they are of a different sort entirely. The art-
world does not require rigid procedures; it admits
and even encourages frivolity and caprice without
losing its serious purpose. Please note that not all
“legal procedures are as rigid as court procedures
and that mistakes made in conferring certain
kinds of legal status are not fatal to that status. A
minister may make mistakes in reading the mar-
riage ceremony, but the couple that stands before
him will still acquire the status of being married.
If, however, a mistake cannot be made in confer-
ring the status of art, a mistake can be made by
conferring it. In conferring the status of arton an
object one assumes a certain kind of responsibil-
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ity for the object in its new status — presenting a
candidate for appreciation always allows the pos-
sibility that no one will appreciate it and that the
person who did the conferring will thereby lose
face. One can make a work of art out of a sow’s
ear, but that does not necessarily make it a silk
purse.

v

Once the institutional nature of art is noted, the
roles that such “theories of art” as the imitation
and expression theories played in thinking about
art can be seen in an interesting perspective. For
example, as long as all art was imitative or thought
to be imitative, imitation was thought to be a
universal property of art. Not surprisingly, what
was thought to be the only universal property of
art was taken to be the defining property of art.
What happened was that an assumed always-
accompanying property was mistaken for an
essential property, and this mistake led to a mis-
taken theory of art. Once the imitation theory
was formulated, it tended to work in a normative
way to encourage artists to be imitative. Of
course, philosophical theories do not generally
have much effect on the practices of men. The
imitation theory in the past may, however, have
had more than the usual slight impact, because
it was based on a widespread feature of art and
therefore reinforced an emphasis on an easily
perceived characteristic and because the class of
artists was relatively small and contained lines of
communication.

The role played by the expression theory was
quite different from that of the imitation theory.
It was seen as a replacement for the imitation
theory and served as its correction. Develop-
ments in art had shown that the imitation theory
was incorrect and it was quite natural to seek a
substitute that focused on another exhibited
property of art, in this case its expressive quali-
ties, interpreting them as expressions of the
artists. [ suspect that the expression theory had a
normative role in a way that the imitation theory
did not. That is, the expression theory was on the
part of many of its proponents an attempt to
“reform” art. Whether the expression theorists
saw themselves as attempting to influence the
creation of art with a certain kind of content or
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to separate art from something which pretended
to be art, they aimzd at reform.

From the point of view of the institutional
theory, both the imitation theory and the expres-
sion theory are mistaken as theories of art, If,
however, they are approached as attempts to
focus attention on aspects of art {its representa-
tive and expressive qualities) which have been
and continue to be of great importance, then they
have served and continue to serve a valuable
function. The institutional definition of “art”
does not reveal everything that art can do. A great
deal remains to be said about the kinds of thing
that art can do, and the imitation and expression
theories indicate what some of these things are,
although not in a perfectly straightforward way.

Notes

1 Journal of Aesthetics and Arr Criticism, September
1956, pp. 27-35. See also Paul Ziff's “The Task of
Defining a Work of Art,” Philosophical Review,
January 1953, pp. 58-78; and W. E. Kennick’s
“Does Traditional Aesthetics Rest on a Mistake?”
Mind, July 1958, pp. 317-34,

“Wittgenstein’s Aesthetics,” in Language and Acs-
thetics, Benjamin R. Tilghman, ed. (Lawrence,
Kans., 1973), p. 14, This paper was read at a sym-
posium at Kansas State University in April 1970,
Monroe Beardsley has pointed out to me that the
relationship between “game™ and “major league
baseball” is one of class and member rather than
of genus and species.

3 “Family Resemblances and Generalizations Con-
cerning the Arts,” American Philosophical Quar-
terly, July 1965, pp. 219-28; reprinted in Problems
in Aesthetics, Morris Weitz, ed., 2d ed. (London,
1970), pp. 181-97.

Ibid., p. 185 in the Weitz anthology.

“*Art” and Artifactuality,” Soutlnwestern Journal of
Philosophy, Fall 1970, pp. 105-8.

[\ ]

e

(2

o

9

10

14

15

437

“Dwoes Traditional Aesthetics Rest on a Mistake?”
p. 330.

Journal of Philosoply, October 15, 1964, pp. 371—
S4.

Ibid., p. 580,

Danto does not develop an institutional account
of art in his article nor in a subsequent related
article entitled “Art Works and Real Things,”
Theoria, Parts 1-3, 1973, pp. 1-17. In both articles
Danto’s primary concern is to discuss what he
calls the Imitation Theory and the Real Theory of
Art. Many of the things he says in these two arti-
cles are consistent with and can be incorporated
into an institutional account, and his brief remarks
in the later article about the ascriptivity of art are
similar to the institutional theory. The institu-
tional theory is one possible version of the ascrip-
tivity theory.

This remark is not intended as a definition of the
term “artworld,” [ am merely indicating what the
expression is used to refer to. “Artworld” is
nowhere defined in this book, although the
referent of the expression is described in some
detail.

Recently in an article entitled “The Republic
of Art™ in British Journal of Aesthetics, April
1969, pp. 145-56, T. ]. Diffey has talked about
the status of art being conferred. He, however, is
attempting to give an account of something like
an evaluative sense of “work of art” rather than
the classificatory sense, and consequently the
scope of his theory is much narrower than
mine.

“The Possibility of Art: Remarks on a Proposal by
Dickie,”  Philosophical Review, January 1973,
pp. 69-82. ’

“Defining Art,” American Philosophical Quarterly,
July 1969, pp. 253~6.

“The Possibility of Art,” p. 78.

I realized that 1 must make the two points noted
in this paragraph as the result of a conversation
with Mark Venezia. [ wish to thank him for the
stimulation of his remarks.

Pages 12~14.



