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’ 
In this summer issue we publish three outstanding articles, submis-
sions that jointly signal the diversity and resourcefulness of current
research in the eld. Hetty Blades brings in ‘Scoring Dance’ to light
that notation in dance—producing “scores”—is more than just a use-
ful tool for preservation andmetaphysical book-keeping; notation can
actually become an integral part of the work of dance itself. In the ar-
ticle ‘De ning Satire,’ Daniel Abrahams asks what it is to satirise some-
one or some thing. Developing Gregory Currie’s theory of interpreta-
tion and Berys Gaut’s work on amusement, Abrahams comes up with
a de nition that places criticism and misrepresentation at the core
of the satirical device. And far from satirical, Mojca Kuplen o fers a
critical evaluation of Paul Guyer’s reading of Immanuel Kant’s Third
Critique. In ‘Guyer’s Interpretation of Free Harmony in Kant,’ Kuplen
develops four objections to Guyer’s suggestion that we should under-
stand the idea of a ‘free play’ of the faculties alongmetacognitive lines.

We proudly continue our series of interviews with an insight into
the intellectual biography of professor Peter Lamarque from the Uni-
versity of York. Helen Bradley has questioned him, and probed his
long-standing history with the work of Quine, his collaborations with
Stein Olsen, and his crusade for the autonomous value of art—a quest
that up to today seduces some to voice that haunting complaint, the
charge of being a ‘formalist.’

Al Baker
University of She eld

Maarten Steenhagen
University College London
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An Interview with Peter Lamarque

Helen Bradley
University of York

1 Work & object

: Peter, it’s very di cult to know where to start with
a career as illustrious as yours so perhaps the best way to begin is by
asking about your most recent book Work and Object, for which you
won the ‘Outstanding Monograph Prize’ from the ASA in 2010. Con-
gratulations!

: Thank you very much!

: As you say in the introduction, the book explores the idea of
work. Could you tell us a little about what got you thinking about this
topic?

: Okay, let’s start with the title. ‘Work and Object’ obviously al-
ludes to Quine’s famous book Word and Object, and that’s no coinci-
dence. I wrotemy BPhil thesis at Oxford onQuine—in fact onQuine’s
theory of ontological commitment—and this is a book on ontology.
The second book I publishedwas also a collection of essays, called Fic-
tional Points of View, which again has an echo of Quine and his book

Lamarque 2010.
Lamarque 1996.
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From a Logical Point of View. In fact I was going to call the book ‘From
a Fictional Point of View’ [laughing]. So we’ve got that Quine reso-
nance with the new book too even though it’s not really about Quine
at all. But it is about ontology! Work and Object is a collection of some
of my papers, and it started with a paper of the same name, which
I gave to the Aristotelian Society in 2002. That paper was me break-
ing away fromwriting on ction and literature, which of course I have
been pursuing for some time. I was, to some extent, going into new
territory with the ontology of art. What I did in that rst paper was
look at the distinction between work and object.

: Could you tell us a bit about this distinction?

: Very brie y the idea is that for every work of art there is a con-
stituting object, which, at least partially, makes it the work it is, but
which is not identical with the work. That’s my view, and it is by no
means original—other people have come up with it before. So, as an
example, take a painting: there is an object, namely the canvas, the
pigment, the colour, and so on. Now, my claim is that that object is
not identical to the work. Obviously it’s necessary to the work, but
it’s not identical to it. The work is something di ferent. Lots of meta-
physicians have talked about sculpture—and I do as well—because
they take it as paradigmatic of this distinction. So the question is: is
the statue identical to the piece of bronze or the piece of marble of
which it is made? Many people take di ferent views on this but my
view is that it is not. We’ve in e fect got two objects here; we’ve got
the physical object which is the bronze or the marble, and the work,
which is a di ferent kind of object—it’s a cultural object, it’s got di fer-
ent kinds of properties. Although, of course, they are embodied in the
same material form, they aren’t actually the same.

: So is the thought that ‘works’ and ‘objects’ call for di ferent kinds
of descriptions?

Lamarque 2002.
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: Absolutely. They call for di ferent kinds of descriptions picking
out di ferent kinds of properties. And some of the properties that in-
terestedmeaboutworks rather than objects are intentional properties
and relational properties. So a work, for example, has a meaning, or a
point, whereas an object probably doesn’t have that. The distinction
also relates to the responses that people have to a work, and I have
the view, which I develop through the book and especially in that rst
paper, that without the possibility of people responding in an appro-
priate way to the work the work doesn’t exist. So a work as a cultural
object is embedded in a cultural world such that if that world changed
radically, then the work would cease to exist, even though the physi-
cal object—the paint, the marble, the bronze—would go on existing.
The idea of a distinction between just a ‘thing’, with its purely physical
properties, and works, with their work-related properties, is essential
if we are to get a good grip on understanding what art is.

: So thinking about this distinction between work and object, I’m
interested to hear about the case of literature, especially as you’ve
spent much time discussing it in your other work. What, in your view,
is the ‘object’ that we contrast the ‘work’ of literature with? Is it just
bare sounds or marks on a page?

: Well the basic distinction is between what I call a ‘text’ and a
‘work.’ A text is just made up of words and sentences. It’s not quite
the same, of course, as the bronze of the statue or the paint of the
painting. Even so, a text is still, in a very loose sense, a kind of object,
distinct from the work that is related to it very closely but again not
identical to it. A text will have purely linguistic properties but a work
will have meaning of a very speci c kind and, in the end, it will have
cultural properties, like being in a genre or being part of a tradition.
Now a literary work, for example, holds more than just the meaning
of its constitutive sentences. Those meanings could be given through
a dictionary or through the resources of a language. In a literary work
there are bigger meanings, themes that are being developed. So when
you approach a text as a literary work, you’re on the lookout for these
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other kinds of properties—the intentional and relational properties
‘kick in’ in virtue of it’s being a work. And then you are responding to
it as a work of literature, and not just as a text.

: I notice that your, by now familiar, conception of practice crops
up in your discussion ofwhat constraints wemight apply to the theory
of a work. Could you tell us a bit more about that conception more
generally and the role it plays in your theory?

: That was a very important notion in my earlier book, Truth, Fic-
tion and Literature, which I wrote with Stein Haugom Olsen. But it’s
not that I’ve lost that concept—I still think it’s absolutely central to
all the arts. The idea of a practice goes back to Wittgenstein and the
idea of a language game, or a game associated with particular kinds of
discourses. I think the idea is very useful and very powerful, because it
connects with the idea of rules. For a practice there are certain rules,
which are both constitutive and regulative of the practice. So there
are some rules that actually de ne the practice. For example, there
are constitutive rules of ction such that the very possibility of ction
depends on them. Only if those rules are in place can anything count
as a work of ction.

You’re quite right that the idea of a practice comes up in all of my
work, so it connects to many of the themes I discuss in Work and Ob-
ject. There it’s an idea of works being embedded in cultural practices,
and there are practices associated, for example, withmaking and look-
ing at paintings, or with making and reading poems, or with making
music and responding to music. Those practices are related but very
di ferent, and there are di ferent sorts of rules for each. Interestingly
there’s also a kind of overarching practice, the art practice, which they
all fall into. So there are commonalities across all the arts that can be
explained in terms of what being a work of art is, and I think again the
idea of a practice is illuminating here—in the idea of rules governing
what it is to produce a work, what it is to respond to it as a work, how
di ferent kinds of works relate to each other, and how one practice re-

Lamarque and Olsen 1994.
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lates to other practices. Part of the job of the philosopher is to identify
what these rules are—that’s one of the key aims in exploring aesthet-
ics. In this bookWork and Object I am looking at the rules that govern
these practices.

2 Truth, ction, and value

: You’ve already mentioned the book you wrote with Stein Olsen,
Truth, Fiction, and Literature. Could you tell us a bit more about how
that partnership came about?

: Well there’s an amusing story. I reviewed Stein Olsen’s rst book,
TheStructure of LiteraryUnderstanding, soon after it cameout in 1978,
and actually I had never heard of him! [laughing] The review was for
The Philosophical Review, and I said what a brilliant book I thought it
was. The only thing I disagreed with, somewhat to my amusement
now, is his chapter on truth and literature. Because in those days I
thought that literature had a close connection with truth and with
knowledge, and that it was a way of expanding our understanding of
the world and of ourselves, and so on. Stein, in his book, had been
sceptical of that, and so I said ‘well, I have some reservations on that
point.’ I think after that, if I remember correctly, he wrote tome thank-
ing me for the review. We stayed in touch and we corresponded for
a while. I was in Scotland at the time and he came over from Nor-
way with his family, partly to work with me and partly, you know, for
something to do! So he and I got to know each other very well. I was
teaching then, a course on literature, and he would come and sit in
and contribute.

So that was the beginning of a friendship and an intellectual part-
nership. We realized the stu f he was doing on literature and some of
the stu f Iwasdoingon ctionwere connected, sowecameupwith the
idea of writing a book together, on ction and literature. The idea was
that I would write the parts on ction and he would write the parts on

Olsen 1978.
Lamarque 1979.
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literature. But of course hewas for themost part in a di ferent country,
and this was before the days of email. So it was much more di cult
to communicate! But gradually the book took shape and it took shape
round the point I was making earlier about the idea of a practice. In
his earlier book The Structure of Literary Understanding, Stein devel-
oped an idea of practice, but he called it an ‘institution.’ This was the
idea that there is an institution of literature, and in order to under-
stand what literary works are you have to understand that institution.
Although Iwas unsure aboutwhether this could illuminate the case of
ction, I started to think that it might. So I was very much in uenced

by Stein. I hope that, in the end, it gelled together!

: It’s very interesting to hear you say that originally youwere quite
impressed by the idea of literature and its connection to truth and its
teaching function. But along came Stein Olsen and he changed your
mind, and you end up developing a ‘no-truth’ conception of literary
value. How did he draw you over to his way of thinking?

: Actually the di ference was not all that great between my
thinking that literature could contribute in some way to a self-
understanding of human beings, and so on, and the view that we de-
velop in the book. It might seem a narrow point, especially now I look
back. What we’re saying is that neither the notion of truth or the no-
tion of knowledge are the key to understanding the value of literature.
That doesn’t mean to say, of course, that literary works don’t engage
humanly interesting themes: the big themes that occupy human be-
ings and have always done so. Themes of life and love, despair, hope
and duty, and so on; of course, the great works of literature explore,
and I use that word advisedly, these themes in original, powerful, and
engaging ways. It’s obviously important to see that one value of liter-
ature is that it should do that.

What I learned from Stein is that literary works explore the big hu-
man themes in their ownway, in the sense that they’re not competing
with philosophy. The way that philosophy tackles those big themes is
largely through developing theories, which they put forward as true,
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defensible, and reasoned. Philosophy is to do with reason and argu-
ment and truth, but literary works such as novels, plays, and poems
are not in the business of producing theories. They are exploring these
big ideas but in a di ferent way. That had come out in Stein’s original
book andmaybe Imisread him as saying that literature had nothing to
do with exploring these big ideas — but in fact he wasn’t saying that
at all. So I hope what comes across in Truth, Fiction and Literature is
that literature has huge value in the realm of ideas and human self-
understanding, and so on. In any narrow sense of truth, however, and
by ‘narrow’ I mean the philosophical sense of truth, iIt’s not an aspira-
tion of literature to give us truth in the way that a scienti c theory or
a philosophical theory aims at truth.

: With all these di ferent kinds of truths and uses of the predi-
cates ‘true’ and ‘false’, it seems very di cult to pin down exactly how
the term is being used by the ‘pro-truth’ camps, concerning literary
value. Do you think when these theorists talk of ‘truth’ they really
mean something quite di ferent? If so, is it something you and Olsen
would necessarily disregard as integral to literary value?

: Well actually, when you look at the way that literary people talk
about truth it does often turn out to be something quite di ferent from
the philosophical notion of truth. Philosophical truth is largely propo-
sitional truth; it’s a proposition that sets itself up as either true or false,
and one that can be defended or argued for. However, most defenders
of literary truth, evenphilosophical defenders, say that that’s not really
what theymean by truth. What theymean is something like ‘sincerity’
or ‘authenticity, or ‘truthfulness.’ They don’t mean truth in this nar-
row philosophical or scienti c sense. At this point the whole debate
changes, because Stein and I can just say ‘well, we’re not really talking
about the same thing.’ When we say literature is not principally to do
with truth, we’re talking about philosophical or scienti c truth—but
you’re not. You’re talking about a di ferent kind of truth, and perhaps
if we talk about truth in your sense, using notions like ‘sincerity’ and
‘authenticity’, we can agree with you that they are indeed literary val-
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ues. Though I think it’s misleading to call that ‘truth.’ Partly because
as a philosopher I come from a tradition of talking about truth where
it doesn’t mean ‘sincerity’, and so on.

The main point I take issue with, and actually many philosophers
have said this about literature, is that somehow a work of literature
is only of value if it’s good for you in some way—notably if you learn
something. It goes back to Plato’s demand that the arts justify them-
selves as useful in some way. That tradition has gone on, in a variety
of ways, to defend literature in terms of what it can teach us.

: That tradition is very interesting. Cognitivism about literary
value has many supporters and has developed into many strands,
which harks back to that olive branch that Plato o fered the arts.

: Yes, ‘show it’s useful and we’ll let you back into the Republic’!

: But do you still disagree with those who say that literary value
has less to do with truth and more to do with an education of sorts,
perhaps an emotional or a moral education?

: It’s important to get the dialectic right here because what I’m not
denying, and I take it Olsen is not denying either, is that you can learn
something from literature. Of course you can—you can learn things
of many di ferent kinds. You can learn lots of practical things from
reading literature, you could learn about geography or etiquette, and
of course you can learn about ctional characters. That can be impor-
tant actually, because some ctional characters like Oedipus or Ham-
let are utterly iconic; they are part of what de nes our culture, they
kind of embody it. If people are going to understandWestern culture,
or even certain human ideas, it’s very important that they know some-
thing about these iconic ctional characters. So I’m not saying that
you can’t learn from literature. What I resist is only the claim that all
literary value is invested in this learning outcome, particularly when
it’s expressed in terms of truth. That is the claim that literature is only
valuable to the extent that it tells us something true about human be-
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ings and thereby contributes to our understanding of human beings. I
don’t think that’s the way to look at literature. Yes we can learn things,
and we can learn things about ourselves, and some of what we learn
about ourselves could be expressed in propositions that have truth-
value. So the dialectic is di cult since I’m not dismissing the idea
that some true propositions could be acquired from or can arise out
of reading literature. I just don’t think that’s the principal value of lit-
erature.

: And is this idea still something youwant to defend? Or have your
views about cognitivism changed over the years?

: You mention an emotional education and that’s an interesting
case. Jenefer Robinson puts a lot of store on emotion, and you get the
same inMarthaNussbaumand Susan Feagin. That has slightly shifted
the terms of the debate about cognitivism because it is no longer fo-
cusing on truth and knowledge. It’s focusing on the emotional expe-
riences we have when we engage with literary works and the value
attributed to that emotional experience. I am not denying that litera-
ture can giveus aheightenedemotional experience—it’swhat tragedy
does, or sentimental literature—and we value them for that reason.
But this is where I disagree with these thinkers: I don’t think that
that is what makes great literature great. I don’t think that inducing
a heightened emotional experience is the mark of great literature, al-
though I do think that awork’s ability to express emotion is sometimes
important.

: You’ve been emphatic about what isn’t the mark of great litera-
ture, but that raises the question of what, in your view, is great litera-
ture. What makes great literature great?

: Well, here I’m sort of ying a kite in away. I suppose I have a view
that really great works of art somehow transcend individual di fer-
ences, cultural di ferences, and even temporal di ferences. We could

Robinson 2005; Nussbaum 2003; Nussbaum 1992; Feagin 1996.
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be reading them now or they could have been written 2,000 years ago,
but somehow great works of literature speak to our human nature
rather than just to our narrower cultural and individual natures, which
of course are real and important. Still somehow, and this is the as-
piration, great works transcend cultural di ferences. Hume believed
something like this. The valueswe have been talking about so far, such
as truth, knowledge, or a teaching function, are sometimes called in-
strumental values in art. This is the idea that art’s value is explicable in
termsof its consequences orwhat it brings about. So therehas been an
interesting shift from truth to, say, emotion. As I say, I don’t deny that
these consequences exist or that they are valuable, but I don’t think
they are at the heart of what makes the arts valuable. I did, perhaps
rather provocatively I suppose, publish a paper entitled ‘The Useless-
ness of Art.’ The idea owes its origin to Oscar Wilde, who said that all
art is quite useless, and I thought ‘there’s something in that!’ In a way
it kind of epitomizes my reaction to the claim that art is only good if
it’s useful, particularly if it’s useful in teaching us something or stirs
our emotions. What I wanted to pursue there, and is related really to
everything that we’ve been talking about, is the thought that art has a
kind of value in itself—anautonomous value—that is not reducible to
any of these other instrumental values—political values, or cognitive
values, and so on. That art has value for itself. And of course people
say ‘well that’s just art for art’s sake’, and that view was totally discred-
ited, and is connected with a crude kind of formalism. So I do need
to defend my view against that charge. I don’t think I’m a formalist,
nor am I saying art is valuable just in virtue of its form, whatever that
might mean.

: You gave the keynote paper at the Understanding Value confer-
ence at She eld in 2012, whichwas entitled ‘OnNotBeingTooFormal-
istic About Literary Value’, so it seems that this charge of formalism is
something you’re keen to address.

: Well that was developing, in a way, the uselessness point. I
wanted to show that you can defend art for art’s sake without defend-
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ing or being committed to formalism. I think that’s right because I
think pure formalism, which sometimes says that all that matters in
a work is its form, is a non-starter. However I think you can hold this
non-instrumental uselessness viewwithout that commitment, and re-
tain the idea of art for art’s sake without formalism.

3 The future of aesthetics

: From your work it’s clear that you think reading literature de-
mands a di ferent kind of attention from the way in which we read,
say, philosophy. You seem to take literary criticism very seriously as
a source for insights and intuitions about how novels should be read.
Do you think more aestheticians should follow your lead?

: Well one always hopes that! I think that if you’ve got a set of
ideas that you think are right then you always hope that other people
will follow. For what it’s worth I don’t want to associate myself with
the New Critics because I think they had too much of a hermetically-
sealed vision of the literary work as a verbal icon, completely free-
standing and cut o f from its origins and other connections. But do
I think people should take my line? Of course! My highest aspira-
tion, intellectually speaking, and as someone writing about literature,
is that literary peoplewould readmy stu f and come to sharemy views.
Actually until very recently we’ve had literary theorists in their depart-
ment, doing their own thing, and us literary aesthetics people in phi-
losophy departments, doing our thing, and there’s no connection. To
some extent we read their work, but they think we just parody what
they do andwedon’t really understand it—so they don’t read ourwork
at all. That’s very disillusioning for someone like me who is interested
in literature, and of course interested in literary criticism.

But thankfully I think that’s breaking down now. I’m very happy
to say I have a lot of correspondence with people in literature depart-
ments these days. People who have perhaps read my work and got
in touch. And of course, people like to nd out that their work is be-
ing read. Don’t be afraid to write to people and express an interest in
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their work. So I think my and other people’s work on literary aesthet-
ics is getting out into the literary community. I was pleased to see,
although it was a double-edged pleasure, that Terry Eagleton engages
substantially with both Stein Olsen and me in his recent book. He
of course has criticisms but here’s a very well-known literary theorist
who has never before engaged with or taken seriously what analytic
philosophers have to say, writing a whole book that is largely focused
on the themes in my book The Philosophy of Literature and the book
with Olsen. Anyway that’s very heartening and I hope it will continue
to happen. I’ve got a certain level of readership in the philosophy com-
munity and in the aesthetics community but I’ve got a very small read-
ership in the literary community. But I hope that it’s growing.

: In your most recent work you turn your attention to the meta-
physics and ontology of artworks. Do you think that by answering
metaphysical questions regarding artworks, aesthetics has a signi -
cant contribution to make towards metaphysics more generally, and
perhaps to other areas of philosophy?

: I hope so and yes, I think so. One interesting case in point is Ju-
lianDodd, who haswritten a very good book on the ontology ofmusic.
But he came to that from having no interest in aesthetics at all. I like
to think that I had something to dowith it because I gave a paper at his
university very many years ago on the ontology of art, which struck a
chordwith him. We corresponded and he startedwriting on the topic,
and indeed I published one or two papers of his in the British Jour-
nal of Aesthetics (BJA). Then he developed his ideas in the book, and
nowhe’s a key gure in aesthetics. So here is someonewho hasmoved
from metaphysics, is still doing metaphysics, but now doing aesthet-
ics as well. That’s good because it exempli es this two-way process.
Aesthetics is learning from and being in uenced bymetaphysics from
the outside, but people in metaphysics are looking at the work that’s
being done, for example on music, and that’s helping to shape what’s
going on in metaphysics. So it’s a two-way interaction. But there is a

Eagleton 2012.
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danger in all these sorts of borrowings from other areas that you lose
sight of what’s distinctive about art, so one must be careful. However,
it can be, and has been, very fruitful in many ways.

: You spent many years as the editor of the BJA. Could you o fer
any advice to early career aestheticians hoping to get published?

: Well, I really hope postgraduates send work to the BJA and get it
published—because it’s a very good journal, alongwith others, and it’s
a great launch-pad for a career. The truth is that if young people and
people starting out in philosophy were not publishing in journals like
the BJA, such journals would just disappear. It’s kept going and gets
its life from new people coming in and saying new things and push-
ing it forward. When I was the editor I was conscious of the fact that,
although it’s always nice to get papers from well-known people, you
can’t only have that kind of work in the journal. You’ve got to get new
people. They have to start somewhere and it’s the responsibility of an
editor to give them opportunities. That doesn’t mean lowering stan-
dards, because the standard of postgraduate students in aesthetics is
high across the board. And I know that the current editor, John Hy-
man, is aware of this idea and is sensitive to it. Besides, if we did just
publish well-known authors the journal would become very stale, be-
cause these people often (and I know this is true inmy own case) stick
to the same lines of argument. What they’re doing is just recycling
what they’ve said before and a journal can’t live o f that. A journal has
to keep at the cutting edge and has to keep pushing things forward.
That’s got to come from younger people. The rest of us just want to
know what’s going on, and what they’re thinking. So of course send
work to the BJA, and it will certainly be looked at sympathetically and
attentively.

Maybe I’m speaking to all postgraduates here, but along with try-
ing to get published you should also get yourself known as someone
working in a particular eld. Go to conferences, o fer papers, don’t be
afraid of writing to people who have published something that inter-
ests youand followup somepointswith them—then respond to them.
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The job climate is tough now, but it always has been. But people are
getting jobs in aesthetics, so there is no need to despair. Another piece
of general advice is to try not to be too narrowly focused, really sell
yourself to an employer by showing that you know about or can teach
other things. You don’t want to give the impression that all you know
anything about is some narrow area in aesthetics. Of course writing a
PhD is ‘narrowness’ exempli ed, but try to keep your interests broad.
Find out what’s going on and keep up with what’s happening in other
elds so you can say sincerely in an interview that you have other in-

terests. It’s toughwriting a PhD and it’s tough looking for a job. But the
jobs are there and my goodness the talent is there—I do know that.

: Since 2000, Peter Lamarque has been Professor of
Philosophy at the University of York. Before that, he was Ferens Professor of Philos-
ophy and Head of the Philosophy Department at the University of Hull (1995-2000),
and taught in the PhilosophyDepartment of theUniversity of Stirling, rst as Lecturer
(1972-1993) and then as Senior Lecturer (1993-95). He has held visiting positions at the
Institute of Philosophy, University of Tsukuba, Japan (1983-84), Cornell University as
Visiting Associate Professor (1985, 1987, 1993), the Humanities Research Centre, Aus-
tralianNationalUniversity as Visiting Fellow (1994), and the Programmeof the Theory
of Literature, University of Lisbon, as Visiting Professor (2009).

: Helen Bradley is a doctoral candidate at the
University of York. She has a BA in Philosophy from the University of Reading, and
an MA Philosophy of Art and Literature from York.
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Kant’s task in the Critique of the Power of Judgment was to give an ac-
count of how genuine judgments of taste, that is, judgments about the
beautiful (and the ugly), are possible. His objective was to resolve
an apparent contradiction between two characteristics pertaining to
judgments of taste, that is, its subjectivity and universality. However,
some interpreters have pointed out that Kant’s resolution seems to
be incompatible with his own epistemological views. Accordingly,
Paul Guyer has recently defended a ‘metacognitive’ reading of Kant’s
claims. My aim in this paper is to examine and reevaluate Guyer’s in-
terpretative suggestion, and to point out the main di culties with his
approach. I will argue that his reading does not o fer a full and satis-
factory account of Kant’s aesthetics, because it cannot accommodate
three of Kant’s core commitments.

1 Perception of the Beautiful

Which apparently contradictory ideasmotivated Kant in his third Cri-
tique? The rst idea is that judgments of taste are subjective, that is,

Kant de nes taste as “ . . . the faculty for judging an object or a kind of representation through a
satisfaction or dissatisfaction without any interest. The object of such a satisfaction is called beautiful”
(§5, 5:211. Emphasis added). Citations not otherwise identi ed refer to Kant’s Critique of the Power of
Judgment (2000). Citations to theCritiqueof PureReason (1996) utilize the customary rst (A) and second
(B) edition format.
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their determining ground can be nothing else but the subject’s expe-
rience of the feeling of pleasure or displeasure. That one aesthetically
likes (or dislikes) an object must necessarily result from one’s feeling
of being delighted or pleased (or displeased) by that object, which
cannot be imputed to someone by means of rational consideration.
Beauty and ugliness are not objective properties of things in them-
selves, but merely represent the way in which we respond to objects.
Kant claims accordingly that judgments of taste are not based on a
concept of the object. Rather, judgments of taste are contrasted with
cognitive judgments. Whereas the truth or falsity of cognitive judg-
ments, such as ‘x is a chair,’ can be proven by rational consideration,
and the judgment ‘this x is a chair’ is true if it satis es the necessary
conditions for the application of the concept of a chair, no such truth
veri cation is possible in the case of judgments of taste. A judgment
of taste is non-conceptual, Kant claims, whichmeans that it is not de-
termined by a concept of the object, but merely by a feeling: “If one
judges objects merely in accordance with concepts, then all represen-
tation of beauty is lost. Thus there can also be no rule in accordance
with which someone could be compelled to acknowledge something
as beautiful” (§8, 5:216). Whether an object is beautiful is not dis-
cerned by whether it satis es the properties of a concept. That is, a
given object may be a perfect example of the kind it belongs to, yet
still be ugly. If judgments of taste depend solely on the feeling of plea-
sure (or displeasure), and because feelings are not corrigible—that is,
one cannot be wrong about one’s own feelings—then judgments of
taste have merely subjective validity.

Yet while Kant observes that judgments of taste are grounded in
the subjective feeling of pleasure (or displeasure), he also acknowl-
edges that they have some form of universal validity. We argue about
matters of taste, which suggests that judgments of taste contain an im-
plicit demand that others ought to agreewith us and that someuniver-
sal agreement canbe established. Yet the validity of judgments of taste
cannot be objective (as in cognitive judgments), since beauty is not a
property of objects. Beauty resides in the subject’s feeling of pleasure,
and so the validity of judgments of taste is a ‘subjective universal’ va-
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lidity. The universal validity of judgments of taste is grounded in the
universal validity of a subject’s feeling of pleasure:

. . . universality that does not rest on concepts of objects
(even if only empirical ones) is not logical at all, but aes-
thetic, i.e., it does not contain an objective quantity of
judgment, but only a subjective one, for which I also use
the expression common validity, which does not desig-
nate the validity for every subject of the relation of a rep-
resentation to the faculty of cognition but rather to the
feeling of pleasure and displeasure. (§8, 5:214)

A reconciliation of these seemingly incompatible characteristics
of judgments of taste, that is, of subjectivity and universality, is the
main objective of Kant’s Critique of the Power of Judgment. He asks,

How is a judgment possible which, merely fromone’s own
feeling of pleasure in an object, independent of its con-
cept, judges this pleasure, as attached to the representa-
tion of the same object in every other subject, a priori,
i.e., without having to wait for the assent of others? (§36,
5:288)

Kant nds the solution in a concept of harmony of the cognitive
faculties in their free play. His argument can be roughly summarized
in the following way: the universal validity of pleasure can be justi ed
by claiming that the feeling of pleasure depends ona state ofmind that
we all share. But what we all share is a state of mind in which there
is harmony between imagination and understanding. Kant claims
that cognition is necessitated by the mental activities of imagination,
whose function is to synthesize the manifold of intuition, and by the
understanding, which uni es this manifold under the concept of the
object. This harmony between the imagination and understanding
is required for cognition, and is universally communicable, because
without it “human beings could not communicate their representa-
tions and even cognition itself” (§38, 5:290). Pleasure in judgments of
taste is based on such a harmonious relation of cognitive powers, and
it must therefore be universally communicable.
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On the other hand, Kant claims that the perception of the beauti-
ful is di ferent from cognition. He draws a distinction by claiming that
in judgments of taste the harmonious relation of cognitive powers is in
free play because “no determinate concept restricts them to a particu-
lar rule of cognition” (§9, 5:217). This relation ismerely subjective, Kant
claims, since it refers only to the mutual relation between cognitive
powers in the subject, without any relation to the object. Accordingly,
while the relation between cognitive powers in cognitive judgments
is not merely subjective but ends in the application of the concept to
the object and therefore in a cognitive judgment, the relation between
cognitive powers in judgments of taste ismerely subjective (it does not
apply concepts) and results in a feeling of pleasure alone.

2 Interpretations of Kant’s solution

Contemporary scholars have major di culties with Kant’s argument.
In particular, as Paul Guyer has pointed out, Kant’s conception of free
harmony is incompatible with his epistemological theory. Kant ex-
plains in the Critique of Pure Reason that concepts are not merely ap-
plied to the synthesis of imagination, but theydetermine the process of
that synthesis. A concept, Kant says, is a rule for the synthesis of the
manifold (A106). The imagination combines sense impressions and
produces a perceptual image according to the concept. Imagination
and understanding must be in harmony in order to present an object
of perceptual experience, and this harmony is governed by concepts.
Furthermore, Kant seems to claim that it is not only pure concepts
(categories) that govern the synthesis of the manifold, but empirical
concepts as well. The reasoning is the following:

(1) Categories (such as substance, cause and e fect etc.) are rules
that govern the synthetic unity of all appearances, that is, they
are conditions for the possibility of all experience (A128).

(2) Categories do not have their own images: “Pure concepts of un-
derstanding, on the other hand, are quite heterogeneous from
empirical intuitions (indeed, from sensible intuitions generally)
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and can never be encountered in any intuition” (A137/B176).
That is, there is no image of a category of substance or an im-
age of the category of cause and e fect. All the images and laws
we encounter in the empirical world are merely particular de-
terminations of the categories (A128). For example, an image of
a house is only a particular determination of the category of a
substance, and the law that ‘the sun is the cause of the warm-
ness of the stone’ is a particular determination of the category
of cause and e fect.

(3) But if categories must be applied to the sensible manifold (in
order to have perceptual experience), and if categories do not
distinguish between particular images and laws, thismeans that
in order to have an experience of a particular image, my sense
impressions must be guided, not only by the categories, but by
particular empirical concepts aswell. That is, in order to have an
image, say of a dog, the manifold of sense impressions must be
guidednot only by the category of a substance, but by the empir-
ical concept of a dog as well. Accordingly, in order for categories
to function as rules for the synthesis of any manifold of sensible
impressions, they require the assistance of empirical concepts.
Empirical concepts are necessary for the experience of objects,
because only through them can the categories, required for the
unity of consciousness, be applied to the sensible manifold.

(4) But this in turnmeans that the apprehension of the form in aes-
thetic perception is not guided solely by the categories, but is
also guided by the application of empirical concepts.

Accordingly, we are presented with a di culty. How can we under-
stand the concept of free play, constitutive of judgments of taste, if
such a play is not constituted by the complete absence of empirical
concepts? A variety of interpretations of the concept of free play have
emerged in order to reconcile the following contradictory theses that
Kant seems to hold:

This view has also been defended by Ginsborg (1997, p. 56).
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(i) Judgments of taste do not depend on the (empirical) concept of
theobject, but on themere formof theobject, or onpresentation
through the free play of imagination and understanding.

(ii) Judgments of taste have the perception of the form of the object
as their subject.

(iii) The perception of the form of the object depends on an (empir-
ical) concept.

Guyer classi es these interpretations into three main classes: pre-
cognitive, multicognitive, andmetacognitive interpretations. The last
one is argued for by Guyer. In a nutshell, themain strategy of the pre-
cognitive approach is to hold premises (i) and (ii), but deny premise
(iii). It claims that the imagination has the ability to combine sense
impressions and to produce a perceptual image without being gov-
erned by empirical concepts. Accordingly, free harmony is achieved
prior (temporally) to the actual conceptualization of the intuition. A
multicognitive approach instead holds premises (ii) and (iii), with a
revision of (i). It claims that the free play of cognitive powers is at-
tained by the application of a multiplicity of concepts. A judgment of
taste is similar to an ordinary cognitive judgment, because it employs
concepts, but while cognitive judgments subsume the manifold un-
der one concept, judgments of taste do not apply a de nite concept
but rather play with a multitude of them, o fering therefore a variety
of di ferent perceptions of a form. Themetacognitive approach holds

Guyer 2005, p. 147.
The most advanced and established version of this approach has been given by Hannah Ginsborg.

Ginsborg claims that the synthesis of sense impressions, by which we come to form a perceptual image,
is not guided by empirical concepts, but is rather a natural process of combining sense impressions into
forms and patterns. This process, she writes, has an inherent awareness of the appropriateness of the
synthesis. Ginsborg calls such awareness a ‘perceptual normativity’, and states that it is required for
both empirical concept formation and judgments of taste. Perceptual normativity or free harmony is
universally communicable, because it carries its own normativity, that is, there is an implicit awareness
that one way of perceiving of an object is appropriate, and that everyone else ought to perceive that
object in the same way. But this means that pleasure in judgments of the beautiful, resulting from free
harmony, is universally communicable (Ginsborg 1997, p. 65).

See Crowther (2010) and Rush (2001) for their version of the multicognitive approach.
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premises (ii) and (iii), yet denies (i). It holds that aesthetic perception
is dependent on empirical concepts. The di culties with the rst two
approaches have already been tackled byGuyer, and as suchmy aim in
what follows is to point out themain problems with Guyer’s metacog-
nitive approach.

3 Guyer’s metacognitive interpretation

According to Guyer, free harmony is constituted by conceptual syn-
thesis exercised to a high degree. In order to experience free harmony
we must rst experience cognitive harmony, which is responsible for
the ordinary perceptual experience of an object. While all objects
have cognitive harmony in order to be represented to us, not all of
them have free harmony. Free harmony is a cognitive harmony exer-
cised to a high degree, that is, a harmony that exhibits order or unity
that extends beyond the unity necessary for the recognition of an ob-
ject “as it were, an excess of felt unity or harmony,” or a “further degree
of unity.” Guyer describes free harmony in the following way:

free andharmonious play of imagination andunderstand-
ing should be understood as a state of mind in which the
manifold of intuition induced by the perception of an ob-
ject and presented by the imagination to the understand-

In short, Guyer’s main objection against the precognitive and multicognitive approach is their in-
consistency with Kant’s epistemological theory. That is, they do not take into account that, according to
Kant’s theory of knowledge, the application of empirical concepts to themanifold of intuition is required
for the experience of the object in the rst place. Accordingly, there cannot be a harmony between cog-
nitive powers devoid of any determinate conceptual applicability (Guyer 2006, p. 180-181). Furthermore,
he points out that the most obvious di culty for the precognitive approach is that it leads to the ‘ev-
erything is beautiful’ problem. Namely, if free harmony is constituted by the satisfaction of the same
conditions that are required for ordinary cognition (yet, without the application of the concept), then it
follows that every object of cognitionmust be in principle beautiful (ibid., p. 172). On the other hand, he
writes that themain di culty with themulticognitive approach, in addition to being the approach least
supported by Kant’s text, is that this interpretation does not explain the connection between perceptual
shifting and pleasure. That is, this interpretation does not explain why a play between themanifold and
the multitude of concepts (shifting back and forth from one concept to another and not settling down
to any of them) should be pleasurable, rather than confusing and irritating (ibid., p. 177).

Guyer 2005, p. 149-150.
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ing is recognized to satisfy the rules for the organization of
thatmanifold dictatedby thedeterminate concept or con-
cepts on which our recognition and identi cation of the
object of this experience depends. It is also a state ofmind
in which it is felt that—or as if—the understanding’s un-
derlying objective or interest in unity is being satis ed in
a way that goes beyond anything required for or dictated
by satisfaction of the determinate concept or concepts on
which mere identi cation of the object depends.

Accordingly, in order for an object to induce aesthetic pleasure,
rst the necessary conditions of cognition must be satis ed. That is,

we must recognize the object under some speci c concept. Free har-
mony is produced only if this cognitive harmony, by which identi -
cation of an object takes place, exhibits an extra amount of unity, ex-
ceeding the basic unity that is required for ordinary cognition.

Guyer’s approach reconcilesKant’s theory of concepts as rules nec-
essary for perceptual experience and his theory of free harmony nec-
essary for judgments of the beautiful. Even though perception is gov-
erned by concepts, and to this extent it is not free, it can still attain
freedom by exhibiting unity to a high degree. Accordingly, not all ob-
jects are beautiful, only those that have this high degree of unity. This
explainswhy only someobjects belonging to a given kind (determined
by a given concept) are beautiful, while others are not. For example,
this chair is beautiful, but not the other, even though they apply the
same concept. Nonetheless, Guyer’s approach is not fully satisfactory.
Let me point out four main di culties that his interpretation faces.

3.1 Perfection

I want to argue that Guyer’s explanation of free harmony as a further
degree of cognitive harmony is not convincing in light of Kant’s views
about perfection. My reasoning is the following: according to Kant’s
theory of perception, cognitive agreement between imagination and
understanding is necessary for the recognition of an object to take

Guyer 2006, p. 182-183.

24



place. For example, my recognition of an object as a tree depends
on recognizing the common properties that all trees have in common
(they all have properties such as leaves, branches, and trunks as speci-
ed by the concept of a tree). Kantwrites that this agreement between

cognitive powers can be exercised in di ferent degrees or proportions
(§21).

Henry Allison gives a ne explanation as to what these degrees of
cognitive powers in perceptual experience amount to. Allison claims
that because imagination and understanding are characterized by dif-
ferent objectives, one by particularity and the other by universality re-
spectively, they pull in di ferent directions, and therefore friction be-
tween them often occurs. This happens, he writes, when the appre-
hension of the manifold is atypical and therefore subsumption under
the concept is more di cult to obtain. For example, it is more di -
cult to recognize an image of a three-legged dog as a dog than an im-
age of a dog that satis es all the prototypical features of a dog. This is
an example of perceptual experience with a low or minimal degree of
agreement between cognitive powers. On the other hand, an image
of a dog that satis es all of the prototypical properties of a dog is an
experience of cognitive powers being in a higher degree of agreement.
The object is immediately recognized as a dog. Accordingly, a low or
high degree of cognitive harmony amounts to the level of di culty of
perceptual recognition of an object. An image of a three-legged dog is
more di cult to recognize than the image of a four-legged dog.

But Guyer claims that a high degree of cognitive harmony is the
kind of free harmony that produces an experience of pleasure. If this
is true, then it follows that every object which represents a perfect in-
stance of the kind it belongs to must be experienced with pleasure.
But this seems wrong. I may recognize with ease an image that ex-
empli es all the essential conditions of, say, a turkey, or an equally
perfect instance of a dog, but it is not true that I nd them necessar-
ily beautiful. On the contrary, even the perfect instance of a turkey
is displeasing. Hence, despite the fact that there is a high cognitive
harmony between the imagination and understanding in these cases,

Allison 2001, p. 48-50.
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there is no pleasure.
The opposite is also the case. There are objects that are more dif-

cult to recognize under the concept, and therefore have a low de-
gree of cognitive harmony, yet they are pleasing. For example, iden-
tifying a ower called Ra lesia as a ower is more di cult, since it
does not have stems or leaves and therefore it does not satisfy all of
the prototypical conditions of the concept of a ower. Yet it still has
a pleasing appearance. This idea is in fact explicitly acknowledged
by Kant in §15, where he distinguishes between two di ferent kinds of
judgments: judgments of taste and judgments of qualitative perfec-
tion. Kant claims that even though judgments of qualitative perfec-
tion may be accompanied by a feeling of pleasure, as when we see an
object that exempli es all the essential features of the kind to which
it belongs, this is not, however, the pleasure of the beautiful. Judg-
ments of qualitative perfection are kinds of cognitive judgments, be-
cause they depend on the concept of the object; while judgments of
taste are aesthetic judgments, depending on the feeling of pleasure (or
displeasure) alone. Kant tells us that

the judgment of taste is an aesthetic judgment, i.e., one
that rests on subjective grounds, and its determining
ground cannot be a concept, and thus not a concept of
a determinate end. Thus by beauty, as a formal subjec-
tive purposiveness, there is not conceived any perfection
of the object. (§15, 5:228)

Accordingly, thismeans that perceiving an object as a perfect instance
of the kind to which it belongs does not mean that we nd it beauti-
ful, and nding an object beautiful does not suggest that this object
is a perfect instance of its kind. One can nd certain forms of ower
beautiful, even if they are awed examples of owers. Or, one can nd
certain owers displeasing, even though they represent a perfect ex-
ample of the ower. Therefore, high cognitive harmony cannot simply
be identi ed with free harmony and with beauty, as Guyer claims.
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3.2 Kind-speci c beauty

Guyer’s explanation of free harmony cannot explain the possibility
that there are multiple objects belonging to the same kind and that
each example of this kind could be pleasing. That is, Guyer’s account
requires that beautiful objects have certain properties that distinguish
them from aesthetically indi ferent members of their kind. Guyer
claims that an object is beautiful if it exceeds the minimal unity re-
quired for the recognition of the object as a member of its kind. Ac-
cordingly, a rose is beautiful if it has more unity than is needed for an
ordinary experience of a rose, while a rose that does not have this ad-
ditional harmony is an indi ferent rose. But there is at least a possibil-
ity that there are kinds whosemembers are all beautiful. For example,
one could make a strong case for the claim that all roses are beautiful.
Hence, nothing further is required to nd a rose beautiful than what
is minimally required to recognize that it is a member of its kind. An
ordinary experience of a rose is an experience of a beautiful rose. But
if this is even a possibility, then Guyer’s account is not fully successful.

3.3 Universal validity

Guyer’s reading does not fully meet Kant’s argument for the univer-
sal validity of judgments of taste. Kant derives the universal validity
of judgments of taste from the state of mind that underlies cognition,
because only this state of mind can be shared by all of us. But Guyer
identi es freeharmonywith cognitive harmonyexercised to ahighde-
gree. And this means that he distinguishes between di ferent degrees
of cognitive harmony. If what is required for cognition is some ba-
sic degree of harmony, then it does not strictly speaking follow that a
degree of harmony, which exceeds the basic organization of themani-
fold, will also attain universal validity. Guyer claims that free harmony
is a harmony that exceeds the normal requirement for cognition, and
this implies that free harmony is not a requirement for cognition. And
if this is so, then it does not necessarily follow that free harmony is uni-
versally communicable.

Guyer 2008, p. 232.
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3.4 Ugliness

Guyer’s metacognitive approach cannot accommodate pure judg-
ments about ugliness into the overall Kantian aesthetic picture. If
aesthetic harmony is a high degree of cognitive harmony, and if a
lower degree of cognitive harmony is su cient (given the basic degree
of harmony required for cognition) for the occurrence of aesthetically
indi ferent objects, then the only possibility left for ugliness is to de-
pend on a lack of cognitive harmony. But this is not possible according
toKant’s epistemological theory; anobjectwithout cognitiveharmony
would be an object of which we could not be conscious. Hence, judg-
ments of ugliness are impossible.

Accordingly, Guyer proposes that experience of ugliness depends
on some other source. He suggests three such sources. An object is
ugly because, either (i) its sensory elements are displeasing (such as
taste, touch, simple sound, or color), (ii) it is displeasurable because it
is in disagreementwith ourmoral standards, or (iii) an object’s form is
displeasurable because it is in disagreement with the concept of pur-
pose, that is, with the idea of how an object’s form should look. As an
example of the ugliness of types (i) and (ii), Guyer puts forward Kant’s
example of the devastations of war. Devastations of war are ugly be-
cause they cause physical pain and are therefore disagreeable to our

The impossibility of accommodating judgments of ugliness into the Kantian aesthetic picture is not
a problemmerely for Guyer’smetacognitive approach, but for Kant’s theory of taste aswell. AmongKant
scholars, there are twomainobjections to the idea that judgments of ugliness arepossiblewithinKantian
aesthetics. The rst objectionwasmade byDavid Shier, who claimed that accommodation of the state of
mind required for judgments of ugliness is inconsistent with Kant’s argument for the universal validity
of judgments of taste. In short, Shier claims that, according to Kant’s argument, the state of mind on
which judgments of taste depend can be nothing else but the free harmony of cognitive powers. But free
harmony produces pleasure. But this means that that the universal state of mind of judgments of taste
can only be the state of mind that produces pleasure. Consequently, judgments of taste are judgments
of the beautiful alone (Shier 1998, p. 416). The second objection was made by Guyer, who claimed that
the state of mind required for judgments of ugliness is inconsistent with Kant’s epistemological theory.
His argument is based on the premise that according to Kant’s theory a conceptual harmony between
imagination and understanding is required not only for cognition, but in order to have an experience of
the object in the rst place. The possibility of a state mind of sheer disharmony, required for judgments
of ugliness, is therefore epistemologically precluded (Guyer 2005, p. 145-147).

See Guyer 2005, p. 146-147; Rind 2002, p. 28.
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senses, and because they violate our moral standards.
Ugliness of type (iii) is where an object’s formal qualities are in

disagreementwithour ideaof how it should look (category-dependent
ugliness). For example, Guyerwrites: “ . . . an asymmetry thatwemight
nd beautiful in an Art Nouveau home could strike us as hideous in a

Renaissance church, or a sequence of notes thatwemight accept in an
atonal piece by Schonbergmight be jarring in a sonata byHayden”. In
this case it is not formal qualities by themselves that causedispleasure,
but displeasure is caused because they fail to ful ll our preconceived
expectations of how an object should look.

Even though Guyer’s account of ugliness is at least plausible for
some cases of displeasure (and it is true that we do sometimes nd ob-
jects ugly because they deviate fromour established standards), it can-
not, however, account for all of them. In order for there to be category-
dependent ugliness of an object’s form, theremust in the rst place be
a standard for how an object should look. It is true, for example, that
regarding the human face we have a standard of how a face should
look. But this does not mean that for every object’s form that we nd
ugly we also have an idea of how it should look.

Even if we have a concept with which we can categorize an object,
this does not necessarily mean that a dependent aesthetic standard
can be derived from that concept, because the conceptmay simply be
too general. For example, in the case of dance, a dependent aesthetic
judgment can bemade according to some standard only if the concept
with which we are judging the bodily movements is su ciently con-
tentful. More speci cally, we can judge whether a speci c sequence
of bodily movements is a beautiful or ugly ballet on one hand, and
also whether the same sequence of movements is a beautiful or ugly
Polynesian war dance, because the standards are su ciently content-
ful in each case. That the aesthetic evaluations made on the basis of
the respective standards is likely to be di ferent even given the same
sequence ofmovements shows that these are indeed aesthetic evalua-
tions dependent on a standard. However, it is not the case that simply

Guyer 2005, p. 151.
Ibid., p. 151.
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because we can categorize an object under a concept that this nec-
essarily supplies us with a standard against with which a dependent
aesthetic judgment can be made. The concept of dance, for instance,
is not on its own contentful enough to supply us with such a standard.
If all that it is known about the sequence of bodily movements is that
it is a dance, we have no standard with which to make a dependent
aesthetic evaluation, but we can still judge it to be ugly.

The case is similar for paintings, because the objects belonging to
this category are so fundamentally various that the categorization of
an object as a painting is on its own again insu cient to supply us
with a standard, despite our being able to nd a painting ugly—even
though we categorize it no more speci cally than as a painting. The
case with paintings is especially clear in the case of abstract art, where
the freedom of form within the medium is so broad that no prior de-
terminate idea of what such a painting should look like can be given.
An abstract painting is just lines and colors, and it is not credible to
say that we have some idea of what lines and colors should look like.
However, we can nd some composition of lines and colors ugly even
thoughwe have no standard for it (for example, Karel Appel’sUntitled,
1957).

Furthermore, dependent ugliness, according to Guyer, comes
from an object not satisfying criteria speci ed by its concept, that is,
the idea of how it should look. But there can be cases where an ob-
ject is ugly even if it does satisfy our expectations as to how it should
look. For example, an animal called angler sh can satisfy completely
the criteria belonging to the concept of an angler sh, while neverthe-
less being ugly, because even the most perfect specimen of an angler-
sh is an ugly animal. The angler sh is judged to be one of the most

grotesque sea creatures, by virtue of its black body, disproportionately
large head, wide open jaw and long, sharp teeth. It is this distinctive
combination of features thatmakes the angler sh so displeasing, even
though these features are shared by all members of this natural kind.
Such cases of ugliness do not t into Guyer’s de nition of displeasure.
Moreover, it is also incorrect to say that we nd all displeasure of the
senses ugly. For example, if a violinist plays a tone wrongly, I do not
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necessarily nd such a tone ugly, but merely discomforting or uneasy
to my ear. Also, painful sensory stimuli are displeasurable, but few, if
any, of these could really be called ugly. Therefore not all displeasures
of the senses are ugly. Accordingly, Guyer’s metacognitive interpreta-
tion of free harmony fails to give an adequate explanation of ugliness
in Kant’s aesthetics and is, therefore, ultimately unsuccessful.

4 Conclusion

To conclude, Guyer’smetacognitive interpretation does not o fer a full
and satisfactory account of the notion of free play in Kant’s aesthetics,
because it cannot accommodate the following three beliefs that Kant
seems to hold.

First, that judgments of taste are not determined by the concept
of the object, and hence that they do not depend on the object’s sat-
isfaction of the essential conditions of the kind to which it belongs.
But one consequence of Guyer’s account of free harmony as a high de-
gree of cognitive harmony is that every object that represents a perfect
instance of its kindmust be beautiful. Hence, Guyer’s account is inad-
equate for a comprehensive interpretation of the notion of free play.

Second, that free play is similar enough to the play of cognitive
powers in cognition that it can attain universal validity, and it is dis-
similar enough that it does not necessarily accompany every object of
cognition. Some objects of cognition do not have free play. Guyer’s in-
terpretation satis es the latter criterion by claiming that free harmony
exceeds the minimal conditions required for ordinary cognition, and
therefore not all objects of cognition are beautiful. However, if free
harmony exceeds the normal conditions required for cognition, then
it follows that free harmony is not required for cognition, and there-
fore it cannot satisfy the requirement of universality.

Third, that there are pure judgments of ugliness. Even though ac-
commodating judgments of ugliness intoKant’s theory of taste is prob-
lematic, there is nevertheless implicit and explicit textual evidence
that Kant acknowledged judgments of ugliness as pure judgments of
taste. Guyer’s metacognitive interpretation, however, cannot accom-
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modate pure judgments about ugliness.
Taking all of these points together, a deeper examination and

reevaluation of Kant’s notion of free play is required than has been
given thus far.
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The purpose of this paper is to de ne satire in such a way that al-
lows for the work of art to be interpreted as, in part or whole, satirical.
To orient the philosophical project, I want to invoke Northrop Frye’s
understanding of satire from his Anatomy of Criticism. Frye identi-
es what I will take to be the two fundamental components of satire,

which are wit “founded on fantasy . . . or the absurd,” and an attack
against an object outside the text. My project, then, will be to draw
out a philosophical account of these two components, and create a
de nition that uni es them. This paper is formed of three sections.
The rst section will sketch an account of how satirical criticism func-
tions. The second sectionwill engage humour, and set out the place of
humour within satire. The third section will give a de nition of satire
in accordance with the previous two sections, and then test that de -
nition through applying it to a case study.

1 Interpretation, and how satire attacks its target

Figuring out the relationship between a satirical artwork and the ob-
ject that artwork is attacking might be a good starting point for work-
ing out a de nition of satire—because it forces the question not only
of how the target is being attacked, but also how the ‘ guring out’ hap-
pens. To this end, I will introduce Gregory Currie’s theory of interpre-
tation as laid out in Image andMind. Speci cally, Currie holds that to

Frye 1957, p. 222-3.
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interpret is “to hypothesize about the intentional causes of whatever it
is being interpreted.” Finding the intentions behind a work, however,
is not a straightforwardmatter. Quizzing the author herself is unhelp-
ful on two counts. The rst is that there is space between what the
author believes and what the author does, so that it is possible that
a belief can be expressed by a work without it either being believed
by the author or the author meaning to express it. The second is that
some works may have many authors, possibly with con icting inten-
tions . It is di cult to ask about the intentions underlying a lmic
scene when it displays the authority of dozens of people. There have,
for instance, been documented cases where an actor and director on
the same lm have had con icting intentions.

Currie’s solution to the problems surrounding the obscurity of in-
tentions begins with considering an artwork as the end result of in-
tentional behaviour. The process of interpretation, on his view, is
the reverse-engineering of the intentions that underlie an artwork by
looking at it in its nal state. Through this interpretive strategy, a new
idealized hypothetical author is thought to be ‘implied.’ In Currie’s
own words, implied author intentionalism is:

That the implied author intends P to be ctional means
just that the text can reasonablybe thought of as produced
by someone intending the reader to recognize that P is c-
tional.

The upshot of this strategy, with regard to the interpretation of a satir-
ical work, is that we can gure out what, if anything, is being attacked
by identifying evidence in the artwork itself.

The next task is to identify how the implied author, as constructed
from textual evidence, manages to attack something external to the

Currie 1995, p. 226.
Any given scene can, for example, show the work of the screenwriters, directors, actors, set design-

ers, and many others.
One case being Harrison Ford and Ridley Scott disagreeing over the nature of Ford’s character in

Blade Runner (Greenwald 2007).
Currie 1995, p. 239.
Ibid., p. 245.
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work. Since the thing outside of the work is being attacked in the
work, it must be represented in the work in some way. In identify-
ing how this representation functions, it helps to take up some ideas
of Gaut’s, speci cally relating to what he calls ‘double objects.’ A dou-
ble object is the target of satirical criticism, and ties the external ob-
ject of criticism to the text. There are two halves to a double object.
Within the work there is the ‘intentional object,’ which is the target
of attack purely within the work. External to the work there is the
‘model,’ which is both the ultimate target of attack and the basis of the
intentional object. Anything may be used as a model: individual per-
sons, political systems, or just clusters of ideas. The intentional object
is similarly open-ended in possibility, but must bring together those
elements of the model that are to be criticized. Accordingly, inten-
tional objects are often individual persons, since turning abstract in-
tellectual issues into character traits is a common literary device used
to make such abstract issues more concrete. What is needed, then,
is to explicate the relationship between the two—between the inten-
tional object and the model.

The intentional object cannot simply be themodel accurately and
completely inserted into ction, as that would reduce the work to
mere invective. As an example, the characters in An American Carol
(2008) taking turns to hit Michael Moore is not, as such, satirical. It
is, rather, just a depiction of abuse. For the work to be properly satir-
ical there has to be some sort of abstraction or misrepresentation in
moving from the model to the intentional object. For an example of
a satirical misrepresentation of Michael Moore, consider his appear-
ance in Team America: World Police (2004). Here he is exaggerated as
an America-hating terrorist, to the point where he suicide bombs the
heroes’ headquarters. Since there is a misrepresentation occurring,
there is more being displayed than a simple antipathy towards Moore
in this depiction. It is important to note that the misrepresentation

Gaut 2007, p. 248.
Ibid., p. 248.
Ibid., p. 248.
One good contemporary example of abstract ideas being represented in a single person is the char-

acter of Judge Dredd, who is a collation of technocratic and militaristic American ideals about policing.
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is related to what is being criticized, and that it is not satirical to sim-
ply present a cruel misrepresentation of the model. For an example
of a simply cruel misrepresentation, Michael Crichton, as an act of re-
venge against Michael Crowley, wrote a character into his novel Next
named Mick Crowley who was solely presented as a paedophile.

Since, in accordance with Currie’s theory of interpretation, the re-
lationship between the intentional object and model must be identi-
able in the work and, in cases of satire, the intentional object must

misrepresent the model in some relevant way, the attack against the
model must be conducted through the way in which it is misrepre-
sented. This means that it is not enough for the model to be misrep-
resented, but that the misrepresentation must also be central to the
criticism. For the misrepresentation to be central to the criticism, it
can be the case that either themisrepresentation constitutes the criti-
cism, or the criticism follows from themisrepresentation. An example
of the former would be political or economic leadership being rep-
resented as a fat pig wearing a crown, showing leaders as gluttonous
and ruling without concern for the broader population. Examples of
the latter are often found in dystopian ction, such as Aldous Huxley’s
Brave NewWorld, where Los Angeles’ consumerist hedonism is repre-
sented as a sterile society that has sti ed virtue andhuman excellence.
This explains why the Crowley case is not satire while the TeamAmer-
ica case is. With Crowley, none of his attitudes or attributes are be-
ing misrepresented; he is simply cast as a paedophile. No judgment is
manifested towards him beyond the evocation of a vague antipathy.
With Team America’s Moore, on the other hand, Moore’s criticism of
the United States is exaggerated into a deranged hatred, to the point
that Moore takes on the characteristics of what the authors take to be
the absolute enemies of America: Islamic terrorists. ThemodelMoore
is then not just being attacked, but being attacked for attitudes that
he holds and has really expressed, and in a way that makes use of an

Crowley, as editor of The New Republic, had written an editorial critical of Crichton’s writing on
global warming.

Lee 2006.
For a straightforward example of this, see the music video for Billy Talent’s ‘Surprise Surprise.’

36



exaggerated representation of those views. It is this kind of attack, in-
corporating a misrepresentation of actual features of the target, that
is the mark of the satirical.

2 Wit and humour in satire

If misrepresentation is the conduit between the model and the inten-
tional object, wit is how the conduit operates. To elaborate on the
function of wit, I want to use Gaut’s distinction between prescribed
and merited response. A prescribed response is one that an artwork
invites an audience to take. A merited response, on the other hand, is
the response that the audience ought to take. This distinction comes
to the fore in genres like horror or comedy, where a lmmay prescribe
terror or laughter in a situation that is not frightening or funny, respec-
tively. With respect to comedies, Gaut applies the distinction to hu-
mour to emphasize that for something to be properly amusing what
matters is not whether or not someone nds it funny, but whether or
not itmerits amusement. Requiring satirical misrepresentation to be
amusing serves as a guarantor of the connection between the inten-
tional object and the model: for the misrepresentation to be amusing
it must not just accurately connect the intentional object and model,
but it must do so in a way that accurately conveys a criticism of some
sort. Recalling TeamAmerica’s Moore, what is amusing is not just that
the character of Moore is a terrorist, but speci cally that it is Moore
who is being presented as a terrorist. The amusement relevant to the
satire derives in part from properties of the half of the double object
external to the work.

That the connection through the double object has to be amusing
does not mean that the work has to prescribe humour. It may be that
the misrepresentation occurs at such a point or in such a way that an-
other response, such as insight, awe, or admiration, crowds out any
humour—but this does not undermine the role of the double object.
Were someone to somehow fail to experience insight, awe, or admi-

Gaut 2007, p. 231.
Ibid., p. 246.
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ration and still experience humour their amusement would still be
merited. It could also be the case that the misrepresentation does not
become apparent without extended re ection. In this case it would
be possible to identify an element after the event as amusing without
ever actually experiencing amusement. For example, with Huxley’s
Brave NewWorld, the representation of early-century Los Angeles as a
futuristic dystopia may never prescribe amusement but still be amus-
ing after re ecting on the way that Los Angeles is misrepresented in
the book. Despite this, humour still plays two very important roles
in satire. The rst is that it can serve a palliative role in making fun-
damentally unpleasant insights or topics more bearable. Its second,
and arguably more important, role is to underscore to the audience
that the artwork is in fact satirical. Satirists always run the risk of their
satire being lost on the audience, so humour clari es that not every-
thing should be taken at face value. However, despite these two im-
portant roles of humour, neither plays to the question of whether or
not a work is satirical to begin with.

3 A de nition of satire, stated and applied

Combining the roles of misrepresentation (as facilitated by Currie’s
theory of interpretation) and wit (as facilitated by Gaut’s notion of
amusement), the following de nition of satire might be plausible:

Anartwork is satirical, in part or inwhole, if itmakes a crit-
icism through the use of a double object where the double
object operates through an amusing misrepresentation.

In interpreting a particular satirical work, we need to ask two ques-
tions. First, what are the intentional object and model of the double
object? And second, how is the model misrepresented and what crit-
icism does this misrepresentation convey? For example, consider the
character Stephen Colbert, anchor of the satirical news show The Col-
bert Report. Here, the character is the intentional object, where the

TheColbertReport is a particularly relevant piece of satire because of theway that audiences interact
with it. A 2009 study showed that viewers, regardless of their own political ideology, would project their
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model is Bill O’Reilly of Fox News’ The O’Reilly Factor. The misrepre-
sentation is one of exaggeration: Colbert seizes upon and ampli es
O’Reilly’s self-aggrandizement, nationalism, and aggressiveness. The
criticism of O’Reilly, and those similar to him, is conveyed through the
way that Colbert renders these characteristics ridiculous: for exam-
ple, before an interview, instead of having the interviewee walk out to
applause, Colbert will run out to the audience to pose and preen.

A trickier case is that of another comedy-news program, The Daily
Showwith Jon Stewart. Here, rather than a character playing the inten-
tional object to a particular model, di ferent segments will constitute
intentional objects that aremodeled on trends or styles of reporting by
‘serious’ news networks. The misrepresentations usually vary by seg-
ment, but they frequently serve the same purpose, which is to draw
attention to a particular foible of standard news reporting. As an ex-
ample, a piece of ridiculous trivia that is treated with the utmost se-
riousness works to criticize the way self-serious news networks create
stories out of irrelevancies. It is important to note that not everything
about the show is satirical. Stewart, the host, will sometimes go on
polemical rants that are not satirical, and where there is no double
object—he is simply o fering criticism. Similarly, the show will often
give the news with jokes. Since there is again no double object or mis-
representation, news-with-jokes is not satirical.

When interpreting works of art, it is important to distinguish be-
tween bad satire and failed satire. ‘Bad satire’ may refer to any piece
of satirical artwork where one or more of its constitutive elements are
particularly poor. ‘Failed satire,’ meanwhile, concerns the real creator
of an artwork and their failure as an artist in producing awork of satire.
Critically, bad satire is still satire, while failed satire is not. This dis-
tinction comes to the fore with cases of bad satire where an element
is so bad that the instinctive reactionmight be to consider the artwork
to be a case of failed satire. Two examples of bad and failed satire re-

personal ideology on to the show as the show’s underlying criticalmotivation (LaMarre, Landreville, and
Beam 2009).

It is arguable as to whether or not the show as a whole is satirical. Given that Stewart frequently
insists that the show is not political, it is reasonable to infer that he himself conceives of the show as
generally conforming to the news-with-jokes format.
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spectivelymight be as follows: rst, amisrepresentation is so spurious
that theputative intentional object appears to bear no similarity to the
model. Second, the criticism attempted by themisrepresentation is so
ill formed and o f-target that it appears to be no criticism at all.

Both cases may be solved, I propose, by appealing to the interpre-
tive processes proposed by hypothetical intentionalism. So, for cases
of the rst kind, if an artworkmay be reasonably interpreted such that
its creator intended the intentional object to be a misrepresentation
of the model, then the work may be considered a proper satire, albeit
a bad one. Cases of this type crop up most frequently in political car-
toons. Consider a cartoon of David Cameron, in a rabbit suit, holding
a sur oard. What the rabbit suit or sur oard represent is utterly un-
clear but, owing to the context of this being a political cartoon it is
fair to infer that they do represent something to do with current af-
fairs involving the Prime Minister. While the meaning of the rabbit
suit and sur oard may be obscure, it is still clear that Cameron is be-
ing misrepresented: the intentional object of the rabbit-suit-wearing
Cameron allows for the identi cation of the model object, which is
the real Cameron. It is important to emphasize that this cartoon only
works as a satire of David Cameron. Were the artist attempting to cre-
ate a satire of something else, and as such intended the rabbit suit and
sur oard to constitute the intentional object, then the work would
fail as satire because there is no way of identifying what would be the
model objects.

There is another way that misrepresentation can come apart,
which we saw above with the two Michael Moore examples. In An
American Carol, Moore is simply inserted into the story as a victim
of abuse. Here, instead of there being a spurious misrepresentation,
there is simply no misrepresentation. If the makers of the lm were
intending this part of the lm to satirize Moore, they failed. The mis-
representation of Moore in Team America, as a terrorist, may be trite
and simplistic but it is still a misrepresentation with identi able in-
tentional and model objects. It may be bad, but it is not a failure.

Cases of the second kind, that is, ill-formed or o f-target criticism,
are solved in much the same as cases of the rst kind, of spurious and
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dissimilar misrepresentation. Often, failures in cases of the second
kind will reduce to failures of the rst kind: if an artist did such a poor
job of articulating their would-be satirical criticism that the criticism
is not identi able in the nal artwork, then it is likely that the would-
be model object will not be identi able in the work. However, there
are times when double objects are identi able but no real criticism
is evident. The best examples of this might be Jason Friedberg and
Aaron Seltzer’s series of parody lms. One example, just one among
many, would be when a character in Disaster Movie, modeled on In-
diana Jones, is played by a black midget who proclaims “I am your fa-
ther,” a line famously belonging to the character Darth Vader in Star
Wars. By dress and by name the character is clearly identi able as the
intentional object of Indiana Jones, but there is no criticism of which
wecanmake sense. TheMickCrowley case is similar: Misrepresenting
Michael Crowley as a paedophile, while creating anun attering inten-
tional object, does not convey any actual criticism of the real person
Michael Crowley.

4 Concluding remarks

Thede nition of satire that I o fer here is friendly to both the critic and
audience-member, as it is primarily interested in the interpretation of
works of art. It is a largely intuitive de nition, I believe, as it concerns
itself with connecting two important aspects of satire: humour and
criticism. While aworking de nition of satirewill openup avenues for
future research, the test of such a de nition will ultimately be in how
easily and con dently it canbe appliedwhen interpretingworks of art.
To that end, I hope I have provided a useful tool for art interpretation
and appreciation.

DAbrahams@gmail.com
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It is often claimed that dance is a particularly ephemeral medium,
more so than its neighbouring forms of music and theatre. For ex-
ample, Marcia Siegel makes the oft-cited suggestion that “dance exists
at a perpetual vanishing point.” The claim for ephemerality is based
upon dance’s seemingly loose relationship to scores and other physi-
cal objects involved in production. Whilst theatre is traditionally cre-
ated through writing a script, and music composed on paper, dance
is not seen to share this feature. Choreography occurs in numerous
ways, and dance does not operate under a codi ed notational system.
This means that dance works are widely considered to physically ex-
ist only in performance. However, recent discourse and practice has
revealed many ways that dance is created and preserved through tan-
gible written or notated objects. Whilst the traditional view suggests
that scores do not provide access to the work, I question this claim
by examining the centrality of the score in the making and re-staging
of Allan Kaprow’s 18 Happenings in 6 Parts (1959), and by assessing the
relationship between digital score and performance work in the case
of William Forsythe’s website Synchronous Objects for One Flat Thing,
reproduced (2009). Further, I will examine each example in relation
to GrahamMcFee’s ‘Thesis of Notationality,’ in order to understand in

Siegel 1972.
Carr 1987; McFee 1992; McFee 2011.
Goodman 1968; Carr 1987; McFee 1992; McFee 2011.
McFee 1992, p. 99.
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more depth the role that notational forms play in current dance prac-
tice, to show that dance works are more than abstract structures of
bodily movement, and that they may include notational objects as an
integral aspect.

1 Notation and scores, works and performances: the tra-
ditional view

In Languages of Art, Nelson Goodman provides a detailed account of
the role and function of artistic scores, as well as stringent require-
ments for notational systems. Goodman claims that in the case of
performing arts such as music, a score is a tool for the performance
of a work, and is “no more intrinsic to the work than the sculptor’s
hammer or the painter’s easel.” However, he claims that scores have
an important theoretical role, as they can be used to identify a work
from performance to performance. Goodman views the relationship
between score and performance as crucial for work-identity, going as
far as to suggest that performances must fully comply with their rela-
tive scores, and that even one wrong note results in the performance
failing to be an instance of the work. This is theoretically possible,
as Goodman does not suggest a score should notate all of the fea-
tures that must be present in a performance, but rather that the score
records the essential features.

Goodman claims that, “the language in which a score is written
must be notational”, by which he means that it must meet his ve se-
mantic and syntactic requirements. According to Goodman, scores,
and therefore notation, di fer from a “drawing, study or sketch on the
one hand and from a verbal description, scenario or script on the
other.” On Goodman’s view, notation uses inscribed characters to de-
note components, with each inscription standing for only one char-
acter, hence avoiding the ambiguity associated with words, drawings,

Goodman 1968, p. 127.
Ibid., p. 127.
Ibid., p. 129.
Ibid., p. 178.
Ibid., p. 127.
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or even descriptions, which have the potential formultiple interpreta-
tions. It is evident that the notational requirements suit musical prac-
tice, yet in the case of dance there are only a few systems that meet
Goodman’s criteria. He points out that the method of Labanotation
passes the theoretical test for notation, as it allows for the essential
features of a dance work to be recorded.

Labanotation notates movement and is not speci c to dance. It
operates similarly tomusic notation, using symbols on a vertical stave
to denote body parts as opposed to notes. It o fers a highly detailed
description of the movement of the body. Labanotation scores record
the work as a structure of movement, rather than describing con-
cepts or scenography, for example. In Understanding Dance, McFee
stresses the potential that Labanotation holds for dance, believing it
has a helpful role in identifying and preserving works. Although not
used extensively at the time inwhich hewaswriting,McFee envisaged
an increase in the practice of notation. Dance works are particularly
uid entities; revisions, re-stagings and re-workings are commonprac-

tice, resulting in multiple versions of works, and subsequent work-
identity questions. Furthermore, danceworks are di cult to preserve.
Although recording has aided preservation: a recorded performance
depicts only one version of the work, hiding the essential feature of
variability from sight. Labanotation seems to be a logical solution to
these issues. However, for economic and practical reasons, use of La-
banotation has not increased since 1992, and no single system has be-
come universal. However, this does not mean that dance works are
non-notational. It means, rather, that notation takes numerous forms.

McFee proposes a ‘Thesis of Notationality,’ suggesting that:

Performance A and performance B were performances of
the same work of art (in any performing art) just in that
case where both satis ed or instantiated some particular
‘text’ in a notation agreed by the knowledgeable in the art

Ibid., p. 127.
McFee 1992, p. 99.
McFee 2011, p. 71.
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form to be an adequate notation for that form.

He further develops this thesis inThePhilosophicalAesthetics ofDance,
reiterating his claim that notation can o fer a way of resolving work-
identity questions for dance, despite Labanotationnot having become
commonplace indancepractice. It is important tonote that although
McFee’s thesis does not require a speci c form, likeGoodman, he does
require a notational language—as opposed to a written account.

Dance scores are created before, during, or after the work,
McFee explains, and therefore are intended as either records or
‘recipes’—although scores created as records can also be used as a
recipe to re-instance the work. Whilst it is theoretically possible to
compose a dance by writing a Labanotation score, this is unusual; the
score is usually created alongside or after the work, by a trained pro-
fessional—usually someone other than the choreographer. Therefore
a degree of interpretation is involved, and the score generally records
thework, as opposed to being a direct outcomeof the creative process.
This gives a Labanotation score a di ferent status to amusical score or
the script of a play, both of which are traditionally instructions for the
rst performance.

Following Goodman, McFee believes that, regardless of the way
in which the score is created, it does not provide access to the work.
This is what I refer to as the ‘traditional view,’ that is, that a dancework
is an abstract object only accessible through performance. This is a
view shared byDavid Carr, who suggests in ‘Thought andAction in the
Art of Dance,’ that whilst we can experience features of a play through
reading the script, “Choreography just is the making of dances (not
the mere ‘writing’ of them).” Following the model whereby a score is
used to record an existing dance, this claim seems logical, however
Carr’s suggestion does not allow for the many ways in which choreog-
raphy can occur, which may include writing. Choreography is often

McFee 1992, p. 97-98.
McFee 2011.
Ibid.
Goodman 1968, p. 127; McFee 1992, p. 88.
Carr 1987, p. 352.
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created on the page, albeit not through codi ed notational methods.
In fact, the word ‘choreography’ derives from the Greek words ‘khor-
eia,’ meaning ‘dance,’ and ‘graphein,’ meaning ‘to write.’ Dance has a
long tradition of being planned, composed, and written prior to being
embodied, and this practice goes as far back as the seventeenth cen-
tury, when some of the rst ballets were choreographed at a desk.

The planning, sketching, and writing of dance often takes linguis-
tic or idiosyncratic forms. These methods are often seen in current
dance research and practice. In the UK, over the past decade, chore-
ographic processes have increasingly been shared in various contexts
and forms. In the introduction to a recent issue of The International
Journal of Performance Art and Digital Media, Johannes Birringer sug-
gests that “we live in a changing world of dance, and the level of dis-
course regarding dance and choreographic practice has been raised
considerably compared to the mid or late 20th century.” There are
many possible reasons for this rise, including the development of
practice-as-research, which involves artistic practice as a method of
academic enquiry, and subsequently acknowledges choreography as
an epistemologically valuable activity. One of the outcomes of this
is that we are now privy to many of the notes, sketches, diagrams, and
lists that are the products of choreography. As a choreographical term,
‘score’ has become so broad that Birringer suggests that “there is al-
ways a score, in all artistic practices and in all contexts where art is
exhibited/performed.” Here Birringer is referring to a score as a set of
structures that determines how an artwork is performed or displayed.
This is in direct contradiction to Goodman, who claims that perma-
nent physical objects, such as paintings do not require scores. The
vast expansion of the concept of the score results in its referring to ob-
jects that do not inherit the ontological clarity of Labanotation. Devel-
oped with varied intentions, the status and function of these scores is

Laurenti 1994, p. 86.
See Anne Teresa de Keersmaeker and Bojana Cvejić’s A Choreographer’s Score (2012) and William

Forsythe’sMotion Bank (2010-2014) .
Birringer 2013, p. 8.
Ibid., p. 10.
Goodman 1968, p. 127.

47



harder to de ne and their relationship to the work di cult to estab-
lish.

2 18 Happenings in 6 Parts

I want to give two examples of recent scoring practices, both of which
reveal the nature of dance notation and shed light on the traditional
view of dance works. The rst is Alan Kaprow’s 18 Happenings in 6
Parts. Kaprow developed the work by writing a detailed score, con-
sisting of diagrams, sketches, and lists of instructions. 18 Happenings
was not initially created to be a dance; it was a performative event that
took place on 4thOctober 1959 at the RuebenGallery in NewYork. Je f
Kelley describes coloured lights, recorded sounds, odours, speech, and
routine-like actions.

The event did not t neatly into any existing category of perform-
ing or visual arts. According to Kelley, it became the rst ‘happen-
ing.’ Responsible for the coining of the term, it came to mark the sub-
sequent development of a new class of performance. Happenings
are considered dependent upon their one-o f nature, excluding them
from the category of ‘performables,’ which are de ned by their poten-
tial for repetition. This leaves happenings and dance works ontolog-
ically distinct. However, it is recent re-stagings of the work that are of
interest here. Re-performances of 18 Happenings have demonstrated
thework to be both performable and a dancework. Theworkwas rst
re-staged in 2006 by dance theorist and curator Andre Lepecki, atMu-
nich’s Haus de Kunst. In 2010 UK choreographer Rosemary Butcher
also re-staged 18 Happenings at the Haywood Gallery in London. Sig-
ni cantly, these re-stagings, and subsequent accounts of the process,
reveal the centrality of the score to the work as well as its ontological
instability.

During a discussion about the re-staging, Lepecki explains that
Kaprow created multiple scores, as well as over 400 pages of notes

Lepecki 2012.
Kelley 2012, p. 22.
Ibid., p. 22.
McFee 2011, p. 160.
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and instructions. Lepecki suggests that he was initially reluctant to
undertake the project due to the perceived singularity of happen-
ings; however, consulting Kaprow’s score encouraged him to take the
project on. The restaging of 18 Happenings has a number of poten-
tial outcomes for its status as a happening. Perhaps it suggests that,
despite the work’s name and its impact at the time of the rst perfor-
mance, the work was in fact a performable all along, and therefore is
not a happening. It is plausible that the re-performance of the work
reveals a feature (i.e., its performability), that was previously unrecog-
nised.

An alternative outcomewould be to suggest that thework remains
a happening, but that happenings are in fact repeatable. This is con-
tentious, as it challenges the de ning feature of this type of perfor-
mance. So what is the di ference between 18 Happenings, and sub-
sequent, legitimate happenings? The answer to this question lies in
the score. Were it not for the existence of the score, and Lepeki’s sub-
sequent ability to access the work through this score, the re-staging
would not have occurred, and 18 Happenings would have remained
a happening, with the potential for re-performance greatly dimin-
ished. Lepecki claims that consulting the score demonstrated the per-
formable nature of the work, and revealed Kaprow’s intention for the
work to be repeatable. He outlines a crucial sentence in Kaprow’s
notes, where Kaprow suggests that, “Each of these parts may be ar-
ranged inde nitely.” This clearly con rms the work’s status as an on-
going, repeatable entity, reiterating both the fundamental role of the
score in the work’s ontology as well as the work’s performability.

Indeed Kaprow agreed for a restaging to take place in 2006. This
suggests that 18 Happeningswas always intended to be a performable,
a feature revealed through the re-staging, and enabled by the score.
Nevertheless, it was not always a dance work. Re-stagings of 18 Hap-
penings by dance professionals has re-situated the work. Distinctions

Lepecki 2012.
Ibid.
Meyer-Hermann, Rosenthal, and Lepecki 2007, p. 45.
Lepecki 2012.
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between forms have become increasingly uid, and it is accepted that
performance works in particular might belong to multiple categories.
The work of physical theatre company DV8 provides a well-known ex-
ample of this uidity. Furthermore, conceptual choreographic prac-
tices, such as those of choreographer La Ribot, can be seen as belong-
ing equally to dance, performance art, and theatre. These ascriptions
to categories are not based on content or style, but rather on who cre-
ated the work, as well as where, when, and why the work was created.
To put it another way, the lack of de ning features, whether percep-
tible or intrinsic, of performing art forms means that we increasingly
rely upon context to categorise or de ne a work. This accounts for the
way inwhich the appropriation of 18 Happenings by dance profession-
als was enough to justify its status as a dance work.

Accepting 18 Happenings as a dance work implies that the re-
staging can tell us something about choreographic practice. Lepecki
points out that Kaprow had a ‘deep investment in scripts,’ and that
working on paper allowed him to nd a way to organise movement.
This reiterates the textual nature of choreography; it also reiterates the
ontological importance of the score. Such is the importance of the
score of 18 Happenings that Lepecki makes a signi cant claim regard-
ing its role. Suggesting the work was created on paper, he claims that
the creationof theworkwasnot dependent uponembodiment, even if
the performative execution of this piece did exhibit this dependency.
This demonstrates how the act of choreography can occur without
the body, challenging Carr’s claim about its essentially embodied na-
ture. Whilst it seems safe to claim that dance scores are composed
in reference to the body, as is the case with Kaprow’s choreography
for 18 Happenings, the act of choreography sits apart from the act of
dancing. Choreography can (and does) take place without dancing.
This position does not represent all choreographic practices, some of
which are heavily dependent upon improvisation, for example, but it
demonstrates that choreography in itself does not necessarily require
a present, dancing body. This implication is that in cases where the

Lepecki 2012.
Ibid.
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work is created through writing a score, the work exists on the page
prior to instantiation, shifting dance ontology closer to theatre and
music and highlighting the ontological centrality of the score. As Carr
suggests in relation to theatre, we are able to access some of the fea-
tures of 18 Happenings through consulting the score; hence Lepecki’s
ability to re-stage the piece.

It is possible, however, that Kaprow’s score is not a score after all.
Lepecki refers to it as both score and script, anddraws a distinctionbe-
tween the score and other notes and instructions for the work. The
score does not take the form of a codi ed notational system; it con-
sists of instructions, drawn gures, often with arrows denoting move-
ment, and many written notes. The form certainly does not meet
Goodman’s strict requirements for being a notational system. Nei-
ther does it o fer a detailed account of the body, like Labanotation
might. But we might justify its status as a score simply by taking ref-
erences to the work in discourse, where it is considered to be a score,
seriously. Furthermore, although the language of the piece does not
meet Goodman’s requirements for a notational system, it does meet
McFee’s Thesis of Notationality: the form it is written in is accepted
and understood by dance practitioners. Furthermore, two separate
performances, each following the score, will both be instances of 18
Happenings, demonstrated by the re-staging of the work. The form
of the score is important: it di fers from usual Labanotation scores in
three key ways. First, it does not focus on the details of bodily move-
ment; second, itwas createdprior to thework; and third, itwas created
by the author of the work.

Signi cantly, these features aremade possible by the non-codi ed
formof thenotation. It is unusual for choreographers to alsobeprofes-
sional notators, and as such authorship of the score is usually distinct
from authorship of the work. This could be a key reason for the use
of idiosyncratic forms of notation in dance. Scoring is used by chore-
ographers to make sense of ideas, and to plan works, as opposed to
being used to record the details of speci c movements. This allows

Ibid.
Meyer-Hermann, Rosenthal, and Lepecki 2007, pp. 1-7.
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for choreography to occur on the page, for scores to exist prior to per-
formance, and therefore for features of works to be accessed through
the score.

3 Synchronous Objects

American choreographer William Forsythe is one of a growing num-
ber of artists turning their attention to the relationship between in-
scription, process, performance, and technology. In his essay ‘Chore-
ographic Objects,’ Forsythe distinguishes between choreography and
dance, asking, “is it possible for choreography to generate autonomous
expressions of its principles, a choreographic object, without the
body?” One of the rst outcomes of Forsythe’s exploration of this
question was the website Synchronous Objects (SO), created in 2009
in collaboration with Maria Palazzi and Norah Zuniga Shaw. The
site aims to examine the choreographic structures and systems of his
dance work One Flat Thing, reproduced (OFTR) (2000).

This exploration focuses on a lmed version of OFTR made in
2006. SO entails twenty ‘choreographic objects,’ comprising visuali-
sations, graphs, and diagrams, which demonstrate the structure and
operating systems of OFTR. The objects examine components such as
dynamics, counterpoint, cues, sound, architecture, and so on. One
example is the ‘Cue Score,’ which explains through graphs and dia-
grams the cueing system that triggers the performance activity. Other
tools include the ‘Alignment Annotator,’ which visualises the relation-
ship between the dancers through coloured shapes and lines, and the
‘Counterpoint Tool,’ which uses a pattern-generating algorithm to al-
low users to control performing ‘widgets,’ in order to experiment with
the possibilities of counterpoint.

Drawing a distinction between choreography and instances of em-
bodiment is not entirely new. It refers back to the traditional view of
dance works as abstract objects distinct from physical performances.
Although articulated di ferently, Forsythe’s unfastening of dancing

Forsythe 2008.
Documentation of these tools can be found on the SO website: http://synchronousobjects.osu.edu
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and choreography can be seen to follow a similar line of reasoning as
the philosopherswe have examined,McFee andGoodman, who claim
that dance works are essentially abstract movement structures. How-
ever, it is important to acknowledge that SO demonstrates the nota-
tionality of structures other than movement.

Some of the tools on SO appear to adopt codi ed notational lan-
guages, using symbols to denote components. However, the diagrams
donot describe themovement of body parts, as is the casewith Laban-
otation. Rather, the focus is on describing non-visual, relational fea-
tures, such as cueing, dynamics and counterpoint. Furthermore, SO
was not generated as a record or a recipe; it was developed to enhance
our understanding of the work, and to examine the complexities of
choreographic structure. How, then, does it relate to the concept of
a score, in either notational or non-notational form?

Unfortunately I donot have space here to analyse all of the tools on
SO against Goodman’s ve requirements for notation. Su ce it to say
that some toolswould be closer tomeeting the requirements than oth-
ers, which are perhaps better explained through Goodman’s discus-
sions of diagrams and models. Importantly, however, SO does seem
to ful l the requirements of the Thesis of Notationality. Although not
intended to function as a recipe, interpreting the ‘text’ would arguably
result in a performance of OFTR. It is important to remember that
McFee requires only that the notation be “agreed by the knowledge-
able in the art form to be an adequate notation for that form.” It may
seem that SO does notmeet this condition; it uses languages from var-
ious disciplines, which need to be decoded through written explana-
tion. However, althoughMcFee’s thesis calls for a notational language
that is distinct from writing, surely any non-universal system would
need some further linguistic explanation or translation. As such, there
is no reason to suppose that these forms are not a legitimateway of no-
tating choreography, despite not notating the body.

Claiming that the dynamic archive of the website is a choreo-

Forsythe 2009.
Goodman 1968, p. 170 f.
McFee 1992, p. 97-98.
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graphic score decentralisesmovement as theprimary feature of chore-
ography, due to the fact that the speci c behaviour of individual body
parts is simply not notated. Were thewhole site to function as a recipe
for performance, in terms of movement dancers would simply have to
copy the recording. This would not meet the requirements of McFee’s
thesis, as a recording is not a notational language. An alternative ap-
proach would be to use only the notational forms as a recipe, which
would result in an alternative expression of the choreographic princi-
ples of the work, thus highlighting a key feature of the project by re-
sponding to the primary research question: “What elsemight physical
thinking look like?”

It is unclear how SO relates to OFTR. The website annotates a
recorded version of the work. Signi cantly, it is not a recording of a
live performance. McFee suggests that, as with scores, we cannot ac-
cess dance works through recordings, but we can question this in re-
lation to dance performances made especially for lm, as is the case
here. The question of SO’s ontological status is mademore di cult by
the complex nature of dance on lm. Philip Auslander and Noel Car-
roll both provide arguments for the performative ontology of lm.
Like performances, lms are enacted temporarily. Furthermore, it is
possible to see digital information as ontologically similar to tradi-
tional performances—for example SO is not permanently physically
present, rather it is enacted by the user. For example, the appearance
and performance of the ‘widget’ is dependent upon user-activation.
Leaving aside the metaphysics of source codes, it would be fair to say
that the site exists in tangible form only temporarily. When activated,
the performances and structures on the site unfold in relation to time.
Although we can stop and replay, these subsequent actions are simi-
larly played out in the passing of time. The point is that, like a dance
work, SO is abstract until made concrete, for a limited time; its physi-
cal manifestation is merely temporal, while the score performs.

Forsythe 2009.
McFee 1992, p. 88.
See Blades 2011.
Auslander 1999; Carroll 2005.
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The parallel between performance and recording su fers from the
determined nature of recording. No matter how willing and able we
are to suspend our belief, the fact remains that the performance on
lm has already been resolved. The dancers know how the perfor-

mance ended, even if we, as spectators, do not. But while the lm of
OFTR possesses this determined nature, SO does not. The interactive
nature of some of the tools, such as the Counterpoint Tool, o fers po-
tentially in nite outcomes. The tool provides a framework through
which users can experiment with counterpoint, creating individual
choreographic expressions. This re ects some of the features of a no-
tated score. One of the reasons that McFee privileges notation over
recordings, for recording and preserving dance, is that notation allows
the key ontological feature of variability to remain intact. A notated
score will inevitably involve interpretation, and allow for individual
expression. This feature is similarly present in the interactive tools of-
fered on SO. Like a score, the site operates within a constrained form
whilst allowing for potentially in nite outcomes.

Perhaps we have reached a conclusion that SO is an interactive,
performative score. However, the website is not primarily intended
to function as a tool for re-instancing OFTR. SO provides information
about OFTR; it enhances our understanding and appreciation of the
work. If this is correct, is it possible to claim that the site does not
provide access to the work? Here we are again faced with a problem
surrounding the nature of recording. We are able to gain knowledge
about a work through pausing, rewinding, and replaying lms. But if
this is not experiencing thework, thenwhat does dance spectatorship
entail? While this question demonstrates the austere and potentially
problematic claim that we do not at all have access to OFTR through
SO, unfortunately I do not have space to go into the question here. But
this type of score provides uswithmuchmore than a solution towork-
identity questions; it enhances our knowledge both of thework and of
the complexities of choreographic structures.
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4 Conclusion

18 Happenings and Synchronous Objects o fer very di ferent examples
of dance scores. Kaprow’s score demonstrates the way that choreog-
raphy can follow a similar model to theatre, using language and draw-
ing to instigate a performance. This challenges the traditional view
by suggesting that a score can provide access to speci c features of
the work; a claim that is demonstrated through Lepecki’s re-staging of
18 Happenings. It is possible to see that ontological revelations facili-
tated by the re-staging are dependent upon the score, and therefore to
attribute the score a central role in the nature of the work. SO, on the
other hand, has amore complex relationship to the work it illustrates,
and ful ls the requirements of a score possibly accidentally. Neither
score follows a formal notationalmethod for dance, and both usewrit-
ten language to explain certain features.

Nonetheless, both examples ful l McFee’s Thesis of Notationality,
and furthermore demonstrate an expansion of this thesis. Scores are
not only created for preservation, nor are they simply useful for work-
identity; they also demonstrate choreography though forms other
than performance, revealing the multi-faceted nature of dance, and
its potential to exist in various ways. The way in which both examples
demonstrate the notationality of choreography, whilst avoiding notat-
ing details of speci c movements, decentralises the dancing body in
such works. This outcome suggests that dance works are more than
structures of movement. Rather, they consist of multiple conceptual,
relational, and organisational features that can described in linguistic,
performative, and visual notations, as well as in traditional forms.
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