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’  -  
To stimulate and congratulate, PJA will award an annual essay prize
of £250 to the best article published in the preceding volume. And
because the tenth volume of PJA (2013-2014) has proved to be a store-
house of an abundant harvest, we decided to award the first edition of
the prize straight away, reviewing the last three issues.

The winner of the 2014 essay prize is Lewis Coyne, for the paper
‘Heidegger and the problem of the sublime’ (PJA 10:1). The article is
an excellently researched and well-argued treatment of sublimity in
Heidegger. Coyne manages to lay out complicated Heideggerian con-
cepts with great lucidity, and defends an original, controversial way to
concert Heidegger and Kant.

The articles we reviewed were without exception of outstanding
quality, but two papers deserve special mention. Autumn Sharky’s
‘Not lost in translation’ (10:3) and Daniel Abrahams ‘Defining satire’
(10:2) stood out for the originality and subtlety of their arguments.

Back to the present. Our eleventh year of publication starts with
an interview with Bence Nanay, who explains his emphasis on per-
ception, and his interest in twentieth century cinema. Regina-Nino
Kurg’s article ‘Seeing-in as three-fold experience’ shows that it may
be fruitful to read Wollheim and Husserl alongside each other. Kurg
argues that such a reading suggests that experience of figurative pic-
tures will typically have a ‘three-fold’ phenomenology. For the first
time, book reviews can be found in the pages of PJA. Giulia Martina
reviewed Dominic Gregory’s recent monograph on sensory represen-
tation, and Vítor Guerreiro discusses James O. Young’s latest defence
of anti-formalism about music.

Al Baker
University of Sheffield

Maarten Steenhagen
University College London
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An interview with Bence Nanay

MarkWindsor and Shelby Moser
University of Kent

1 Film

mark windsor: Before you started your academic career you
worked for several years as a film critic, and served as a jury member
for a number of international film festivals. What sparked your inter-
est in film?

bencenanay: I grewup inHungary, in Budapest. Budapest was kind
of culture-obsessed at the time, in the nineties. There weremore than
ahundred cinemas—most of themhave closeddownsince then. They
were showing these old films, old black and white films, so you could
really get an education in film history just by going to the cinema—it
was really great. It was the ideal milieu for starting a career as a film
critic. And therewere a lot of culturalmonthlies andquarterlieswhere
you could publish stuff on film. So I was not forced to do weekly film
criticism, which invariablymeanswriting about films one doesn’t like.

Eventually I got into this organisation called FIPRESCI,1 which is
the International Federation of Film Critics, and one things they do is
nominate film critics for the critics’ jury of variousmajor international
film festivals. The film festival pays for your costs, so it’s a good gig,

1http://www.fipresci.org/
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an interview with bence nanay

especially as a graduate student, going from festival to festival.

shelby moser: What kind of films do you like?

bn: I like, you know, really boring films, like ‘dead tree bad weather.’

sm: ‘Dead tree bad weather’? [laughs]

bn: In the States there used to be a commercial for the Sundance
Channel. There were these students in film school, and this professor
with a thickRussian ormaybeFrench accentwho asks, ‘sowhat is pho-
togenic?’ And someone says, ‘sunsets?’ ‘Ah, what kind of Hollywood
bullshit is that?’ And someone else says, ‘dead tree bad weather?’
‘Yeah, that’s exactly it, that’s what’s photogenic!’ I like films by An-
tonioni and Godard, that kind of thing. That’s the way I got into film.
As a teenager I went to crappy Hollywood films with my friends, and
then I found out about this Antonioni retrospective. I went there for
reasons that had nothing to do with aesthetics, but started watching
them; they were amazing pictures, amazing images. I went to see
other sixties Italian stuff, sixties French stuff, and silent films, and it
grew from there. Most of my film criticism I did was while I was in
graduate school in California, to the utter dismay of my advisors.

mw: What made you decide to pursue a career in academia as op-
posed to being a film critic?

bn: I think I went into film criticism because I wanted to figure out
whatmakes one film better than another, whatmakes one image blow
my mind and the other not very interesting. It was good to go to film
festivals because I saw a lot of great films that would have been diffi-
cult to see otherwise, but it didn’t really getme closer tounderstanding
what the difference was. I guess that’s the reason why I went into aes-
thetics, to understand how our mind works differently when we look
at an amazing film and when we look at a really crappy film.
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sm: Do you still do film criticism?

bn: Maybe I’ll get back to it eventually. Itwas a good life, being on the
‘festival circuit,’ as they say: fancy hotels and restaurants and meeting
famous directors, actors, actresses. But it was also interesting from a
philosophical point of view. Being on a jury of three or five or however
many people—all critics, but clearly not ‘ideal critics’—and having
to decide on the best film is an odd process from an aesthetics angle.
A lot has been written about aesthetic agreement and disagreement,
and it was good to experience that in real-life scenarios, to see how
different people can have completely different aesthetic judgements.
One thing I noticed more and more is that if two people grew up lik-
ing certain kinds of films, then it’s more likely that in a selection of
contemporary films at a festival, they’re going to like the same films.
It was interesting to see how agreement and disagreement about taste
actually works, when we had to make a decision by midnight, and to
figure out how to settle aesthetic disagreements.

Most aestheticians are realists when it comes to aesthetic judge-
ments. But my jury work at film festivals made me a little suspicious
of that. In many ways I think what’s important is previous exposure
to other artworks. As I said, if there are two critics who were exposed
to very similar films during their formative years then they’re going to
like the same kind of films. If they are exposed to very different films,
they will probably like very different films. I’m not ready to come out
of the closet as a full-fledged anti-realist and say that beauty is all in
the eye of the beholder, but at least it seems like there are ways of ex-
plaining aesthetic disagreements in an anti-realist way if you appeal
to previous personal history or exposure to certain kinds of artworks.

mw: Does this relate to ‘mere exposure effect’?

bn: I think a lot of people are extremely suspicious of that concept,
so I try to avoid it. James Cutting did some interesting studies on this.2

2Cutting 2003.
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He showed pictures of artworks to students during lectures in a com-
pletely value-neutral way; he just showed the slides without any com-
ment. At the end of the semester he made the students rate the pic-
tures that he had previously shown, and there was a correlation be-
tween how many times a picture was shown in class and how much
the students liked it. That was supposed to show that mere expo-
sure to an artwork makes it more probable that people will make a
positive aesthetic assessment of that work. Cutting says that certain
works are in the canon because the canon is self-reinforcing: because
we encounter works that are in the canon more often, we’re going to
evaluate them more positively than works outside of the canon. Cut-
ting is really flirting with some kind of anti-realist conclusion here—
that there is no fact of the matter about whether something is beau-
tiful or not; all there is for aesthetic judgment is that we like things
more themore we encounter them. This is something that AaronMe-
skin andMatthewKieran and others were not very happy about. They
thought, well maybe that’s because the artworks that Cutting showed
were good artworks, maybe it wouldn’t work for bad artworks.3

One methodological problem I see in both the Cutting experi-
ments and the Meskin et al. experiment is that they were only look-
ing at individual artworks. Mere exposure to one token object will in-
fluence the aesthetic assessment of that particular token object, but
that’s not enough for aesthetic anti-realism. I think what would be
more interestingwould be to talk about objects of a certain type rather
than single token objects. So if you presented seventeen early Impres-
sionist paintings, and found that an eighteenth, unseen early Impres-
sionist painting also elicited amorepositive aesthetic assessment, that
may be enough to establish some kind of anti-realism, or to help ex-
plain aesthetic disagreement in an anti-realist way. The other thing is
that our exposure to works of art is very rarely ‘mere’; most of the time
it’s very value-laden. Way more work needs to be done.

sm: This is sort of a miscellaneous question, but one that people will
be interested in. Seeing as youwere one of the last students of Richard

3Meskin et al. 2013.
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Wollheim, is there anything you’d like to say about what it was like to
work with him, or about his continuing influence on your work?

bn: I know that he was not universally liked, but frankly that bewil-
ders me. I guess I met him during a tough period of his life, but he
did not seem arrogant or anything like what some of the older aes-
theticians tend to say about him. He became a really good friend, be-
sides being my teacher. We spent a lot of time sitting on the terrace
of Café Roma, in Berkeley, sipping wine and talking about everything:
art, music, literature, philosophy, love-life stuff, everything. I think
that inmanyways what I’m doing in aesthetics is a continuation of his
project. Sometimes it shocksme that in someways I’m really a disciple
ofWollheim’s, because he was the least likely person to have disciples.
But I have to say that on some topics I had no idea what hewas talking
about. He was intoMelanie Klein, and this whole psychoanalysis stuff
is completely alien tome. But I think what you are really askingme to
tell you is how I think I’m continuing his heritage. Should I talk about
that?

sm/mw: Sure

bn: I think he took the whole idea of perception very seriously in the
domain of aesthetics. He was probably the first one, in this tradition,
who really saw that questions about aesthetics have a lot to do with
perception, and obviously I’m trying to continue that. And I think
he was basically right about twofoldness. Although that’s one place
where I think I probably should have detached myself more from his
rhetoric in my publications on picture perception. But I really think
that he was right. He was right both about picture perception and the
aesthetic appreciation of pictures, but it was not very helpful that he
didn’t make a clear distinction between these two questions.

What he said was that twofoldness is necessary for pictorial see-
ing. There were really two things that he meant by this: there are two
problems and two concepts of twofoldness that he used, completely
interchangeably. So one problem he wanted to understand is what it
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is to see something in a picture. Most of the time when we see things
in a picture there’s nothing aesthetic about it, right? When I’mwatch-
ing a sitcomorwhen I’mwatching a commercial on television orwhen
I walk in the street and I see posters, I’m very unlikely to have an aes-
thetic appreciation of these pictures. So there’s these two very differ-
ent questions, one of them is picture perception, which has nothing
to do with the domain of aesthetic appreciation at all, it’s really a phi-
losophy of perception question: what happens when you see some-
thing in a picture, regardless of anything aesthetic. The other ques-
tion is what happens when you’re aesthetically appreciating a picture.
Wollheim slid back and forth between these two questions. I think
Gombrich was doing the same thing. One may wonder why that was.
Were they just so elitist that they could only see things aesthetically?
[laughs] They admire the slightly asymmetric triangular compositions
of Friends or something? It’s very unlikely.

WhenWollheim discussed twofoldness, which is the idea that you
simultaneously see the picture surface and the three dimensional ob-
ject, he sometimes clearly used it as a necessary feature for picture per-
ception, andhe sometimes clearly used it as a necessary feature for the
aesthetic appreciation of pictures.4 How is that possible? I think that,
if you want to be charitable—and I guess I want to be charitable—
then what we could say is that he really used two different concepts
of twofoldness. One concept of twofoldness, the one that’s necessary
for picture perception, has nothing to dowith awareness. It just has to
do with perceptions. You perceive, consciously or unconsciously, both
the picture surface and the depicted object. For the appreciation of
pictures, you have to somehow simultaneously be aware of them, to
have a conscious perception of both. When you’re looking at a pic-
ture, most of the time you’re not at all attending to the surface, you’re
only attending to the depicted scene. When you’re watching a sitcom
you’re not attending to the surface properties, you’re only attending to
Ross and Rachel . . . or Joey [laughs]

mw: . . . or Chandler [laughs]

4e.g. Wollheim 1987.
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bn: . . . or Chandler [laughs]. But when you’re aesthetically appreci-
ating a picture, you attend both to the picture’s surface and to the de-
picted object, and to the interrelation between the two. Having said
that I have a new idea that it’s not actually twofoldness but threefold-
ness.

sm: Could you say more about threefoldness?

bn: The idea is that you’re actually aware of three things—that three
things showup in your experience. Not just thepicture surface and the
depicted object, but the picture surface, the object that’s visually en-
coded in the picture surface, and the depicted object. So if you’re look-
ing at a caricature of Mick Jagger, then the picture surface is just the
picture surface, the three dimensional object that’s visually encoded
in the picture is, you know, a three dimensional dude with very . . .

mw: . . . big lips? [laughs]

bn: . . . big lips, exactly [laughs]. And then the depicted person is
Mick Jagger himself. So there are these three things. Obviously, the
second, the three dimensional person that’s visually encoded in the
picture is different from the actual depicted object, because one of
them has larger lips than the other. There’s these three things that
you’re aware of, but they are all different. And you can attend to any
one of these three. And also to the various relations between them.
To the relation between the first and the second if you’re interested in
depictive techniques. Or to the relation between the second and the
third if you’re interested in hownaturalistic the picture is, or how good
a caricature it is.

mw: And do we imagine the real Mick Jagger?

bn: There’s twoways of going about it. You could say that’s somehow
part of the perceptual phenomenology. I don’t want to endorse that.
I think it’s possible that you have some kind of visual imagery of him:
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some kind of representation of the realMick Jagger influences your ex-
perience of the picture. So you see this picture of a grossly thick-lipped
person, and suddenly you realise it’s a caricature ofMick Jagger. You’re
going to see it differently; there’s a phenomenal change. It’s going to
be relevant in your perceptual phenomenology, but the representa-
tion of Mick Jagger himself doesn’t have to be a perceptual one: it’s
some kind of mental, visual imagery.

2 Perception

mw: You’ve recently been working on two books, one of which was
published last year, on philosophy of perception, and another, which
is forthcoming, in which you use philosophy of perception as ameans
of approaching aesthetics. Let’s startwith the recently published book
Between Perception and Action.5 Could you say something about what
got you started on this project?

bn: It was very long ago when I started working on this. The general
idea is that many of our perceptual states are really geared towards
action, and you can’t fully characterise these perceptual stateswithout
talking about action. In some ways, this topic has to do with my work
in aesthetics, although the book has very little aesthetics in it.

One intuition about aesthetic experience, one that’s very Kantian,
is that it’s free from pragmatic or practical outlooks, free from seeing
something as a means. I think that a version of that is right, that aes-
thetic experience is disinterested in some sense. In order to under-
stand what’s missing from those experiences, I wanted to understand
what’s there normally. When you’re running to catch a bus, or look-
ing for your umbrella, you’re really parsing the visual scene in terms
of two properties only: is there an umbrella, is there not an umbrella?
All that you perceive is geared towards your action. I wanted to under-
stand what’s going on there in order to understand what’s going on in
our aesthetic experience when that kind of stuff is missing.

5Nanay 2013.
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Having said that, I think action-oriented experiences very impor-
tant for understanding some important aesthetic phenomena, such as
character engagement or identification. What goes onwhen you go to
the theatre and you identify with Hamlet, or you go to the cinema and
you identifywith James Bond is something that I call vicarious percep-
tion. What youdo is see certain things around JamesBond as affording
an action to James Bond. Very often we see things as being relevant to
us, emotionally relevant, or relevant for our actions. But we also often
see things as relevant, emotionally or in terms of action, to someone
else. If I see you spilling some coffee on yourself then I tend to see that
as affording an action to you, or as being relevant to your actions, or as
being emotionally relevant. That is what I call vicarious perception. I
think it’s really important for our engagement with artworks, not just
for identification, but also for our engagement with narratives.

mw: You talked about the way perception can be emotionally
charged. Do you think this can help explain our emotional engage-
ment with fiction?

bn: I think to see something as emotionally relevant to another per-
son is extremely important for our engagement with fiction. If I see
a rat running around my feet then I’m somehow going to see it or ex-
perience it as disgusting. That’s an emotionally charged experience,
but it’s a self-centred emotionally charged experience; I attribute self-
centred emotionally charged properties to the rat. If I see a rat sniff-
ing around your feet, then I’m going to attribute other-centred emo-
tionally charged properties to the rat; I’m going to see it as disgusting
for you, not for me. I think that attributing these other-centred emo-
tional properties clearly works very strongly in our engagement with
artworks. I haven’t really worked out the details of it, but that may be
a good way of getting into the whole paradox of fiction stuff.

mw: If I see a rat as being disgusting to you, does thatmean I also feel
disgust?

10
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bn: No it doesn’t have to. I may love rats but know you find them
disgusting. And vice versa: if I engage with a fictional character who
loves rats, say, Charlie from It’s Always Sunny in Philadelphia, even if
I have a very different reaction to rats, I see rats as being emotionally
relevant in a very different way for him than they would be for me.

mw: I’m trying to see how it would be useful for approaching the
paradox of fiction.

bn: [groans] You want me to solve the paradox of fiction?

sm: [laughs] Right now . . .

mw: [laughs] 5 minutes . . .

bn: [laughs]

mw: . . . or at least indicate how it might be useful.

bn: In the paradox of fiction literature, peoplemake a distinction be-
tween real fear and imagined fear or quasi-fear. I think that’s a simpli-
fied way of thinking about emotions because it ignores the distinction
between self-centred and other-centred emotions. I make a distinc-
tion between self-centred fear and vicarious fear. So self-centred fear
is when the lion is running towards me. Other-centred fear is when
the lion is running towards you—that’s vicarious fear. I want to say
that our engagement with fictional characters is a version of vicarious
fear. Every emotion has vicarious equivalents—pity would be the vi-
carious equivalent of sadness. What you feel in response to fiction is
vicarious fear.

That would be an elegant way of solving the paradox: to say that
although there’s the same term in these three claims, they don’t mean
the same. So here’s the paradox of fiction: you do feel genuine emo-
tions towards fictional characters; you know that they don’t exist; and
it’s irrational to feel emotions towards non-existent things. I want to

11
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say that it is vicarious fear, vicarious emotion, in the first of these three
claims, so you do feel emotions towards fictional characters, those
are vicarious emotions, and in the third claim it’s actually self-centred
fear, self-centred emotion. It’s irrational to feel self-centred emotions
towards things that don’t exist. It’s not irrational to feel other-centred
emotions towards things that don’t exist. So there’s no paradox re-
ally because what is meant by emotion in the first claim—vicarious
emotion—is different from what is meant by emotion in the third—
self-centred emotion.

3 Aesthetics

sm: You recently gave the keynote talk at the Kent Postgraduate Con-
ference in Aesthetics, entitled ‘Aesthetics as Philosophy of Perception,’
in which you presented material from your forthcoming book of the
same name.6 You’ve already talked about your approach in Between
Perception andAction but before talking about the current book, could
you explain a littlemore aboutwhat led you to approach aesthetics us-
ing philosophy of perception?

bn: The book is based on a really simple idea: a lot of questions in
aesthetics seem to be about perception, so I use philosophy of per-
ception as an apparatus for addressing questions in aesthetics. Now, I
should say something so that I don’t getmisunderstood. I’mnot saying
that all aesthetic experiences are perceptual experiences, or that all
aesthetic properties are perceptual properties. I alsomake a sharp dis-
tinction between aesthetics and philosophy of art: it would be crazy
to argue that philosophy of art would benefit verymuch from a philos-
ophy of perception approach. But I think it’s not at all crazy to think
that aesthetics would.

The book is focused almost entirely on the role of attention, which
I take to be very much a part of philosophy of perception. It’s a hot
topic in philosophy of perception right now, and attention is super
important for aesthetics. If you’re paying attention to one property

6Nanay forthcoming.
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of an artwork you’re going to have a completely different experience
than if you’re paying attention to another property. If you’re attending
to the bass in a piece of music then it’s going to be a very different ex-
perience than if you’re listening to some other instrument. There’s an
abstract painting by Paul Kleewith lots of patches of colour. It is called
GreenXAbove Left and I saw it recently at TateModern. Once you read
the title it is impossible not to attend to that ‘X.’ It changes the entire
experience. Depending on what you’re attending to, your experience
will be very different. Because of that, it’s actually a really important
thing to figure out what properties of an artwork we should attend to
and what properties we should ignore. That could really change or
enhance your experience of the artwork.

I think attention is greatly underexplored in aesthetics; it should
be extremely important and this book aims to readdress that. The
main thread is about distributed attention: a way of attending to an
object whereby you are attending to a wide variety of its properties.
I think this way of attending is crucial for understanding a number
of important debates in aesthetics—aesthetic experience, formalism,
uniqueness, and so on.

mw: Could you say a bit about what you understand attention to
be—does it have to be conscious?

bn: No. In my philosophy of perception work I’m a big proponent
of unconscious attention. I think attention can be unconscious but I
think in aesthetics that’s less important.

I think for aesthetics purposes we can go along with an every-
day concept of attention, or attending. Attending is something you
do. Sometimes you don’t do it voluntarily because something grabs
your attention. Maybe there are cases where unconscious attention is
relevant for aesthetics. Here’s one possible example. There are ex-
periments about how your eyes move when you watch a film. Eye
movement is not the same as attention; you canmove your eyes with-
out changing your attention and you can shift your attention without
moving your eyes. If you move your eyes while shifting your attention

13
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then that’s an overt shift of attention. If you are keeping your eyes fix-
ated but you shift your attention—so, I am looking at you [Mark] but
am shifting my attention to you [Shelby]—you can do that. That’s a
covert shift in attention. Eyemovement is not the same thing as atten-
tion but very often eye movement is indicative of attention—at least
indicative of overt attention.

So there are these studies about how your eyes move when you
watch a film; there are certain systematic patterns. One thing that has
been found is that in Hitchcock films, everyone’s eye movement is al-
ways in the very same spot. Hitchcock very clearly directs your atten-
tion to the same spot. In my kind of films, it’s definitely not going to
be like that [laughs]. So, in Antonioni films when you have a long, half
a minute take with pretty compositions and no one is really visible—
you know, ‘dead tree bad weather’ films—then your eye movements
are going to be all over the place. It’s an interesting distinction and I
think that will be one place where unconscious attention can be im-
portant or interesting. In thedebates that Iwant to address in thebook
it’s mainly conscious attention that plays the important role.

sm: You acknowledge in the introduction to your book7 that you take
a liberal view on what counts as philosophy of perception, includ-
ing questions about attention, sensory imagination, and emotion, and
that those who find this use of the concept of perception too inclusive
can read the title of the book Aesthetics as Philosophy of Mind instead.
Why didn’t you choose that title?

bn: Well, I do think these questions belong to philosophy of percep-
tion. If you look at what kind of papers and books are published un-
der the heading of philosophy of perception there are going to be all
these things. The role of attention in perception, or what attention
does, or what attention is, the relation between mental imagery and
perception, what role emotions play in our perception—those are all
philosophy of perception questions. In philosophy of mind, there are
a lot of things that are just utterly useless for aesthetics. So, ques-

7Available on http://webh01.ua.ac.be/bence.nanay/
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tions about physicalism, or mind body identity—who cares? I think
it’s more specifically philosophy of perception that we can use for aes-
thetics.

mw: In your talk at Kent youmentioned that theremight be a poten-
tial marketing benefit in using philosophy of perception to help bring
aesthetics in from the cold of the philosophical fringes. Do you see
that as something that actually might work?

bn: No. [everyone laughs]

sm: We’re doomed?

bn: I think aesthetics is a little fringy, don’t you?

sm: Maybe we’re too isolated and on the fringe to tell.

bn: Yeah, so I think most philosophers don’t believe that the ques-
tions aesthetics asks or answers are really important philosophical
questions.

mw: It’s seen as a bit lightweight, perhaps.

bn: Yeah, and I don’t like that. I think aesthetics problems are gen-
uinely important and as important as whether properties are tropes
or universals, or the KK Principles of knowledge. I think it will start
to sink in when you’re out in the job market or trying to publish in
non-aesthetics journals. It’s very difficult to publish aesthetics in non-
aesthetics journals. Some people make a point of doing this. Some
aestheticians are very good at it. They have this ideology of how aes-
theticians should publish in non-aesthetics journals precisely to inte-
grate aesthetics back into philosophy. I fully agree with that. I think
we should try to reintegrate aesthetics into philosophy andmake non-
aestheticians see that aesthetics problems are genuinely important
and interesting problems.
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I’m trying to write this book in a way that will be accessible both
for philosophers of perception who have nothing to do with aesthet-
ics and for aestheticians who have nothing to do with philosophy of
perception. And it’s not easy. It’s a little complicated in terms of
what I can assume from the reader, but that could be a good thing for
an aesthetician to do—to try to genuinely convince non-aesthetician
philosophers that these are as important as, I don’t know, the three
versus four-dimensionalism debate. And maybe that’s also a way of
creating some hype. Let’s face it, philosophy is very much fashion-
driven. Some branches of philosophy are more successful than others
in setting the trend. Aesthetics has been incredibly unsuccessful so I
think we should try and change that. If we do consider some aesthet-
ics problems as things that have a lot to do with philosophy of percep-
tion, then the hope is that even non-aestheticians should really take
it seriously. I am really happy that there are a lot of philosophers of
perception who are acquiring a side interests in aesthetics.

aboutthe interviewee: BenceNanay is Professor of Philosophy andBOFRe-
search Professor at the University of Antwerp, and Senior Research Associate at the
University of Cambridge. He has published widely on topics in philosophy of mind,
philosophy of biology, and aesthetics. He edited Perceiving the World: New Essays on
Perception (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), and is the author of Between Per-
ceptionandAction (Oxford: OxfordUniversity Press, 2013) andAestheticsasPhilosophy
of Perception (Oxford: Oxford University Press, forthcoming).

about the interviewers: Mark Windsor and Shelby Moser are both PhD
candidates in History and Philosophy of Art at the University of Kent.
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It is generally agreed that Edmund Husserl’s theory of depiction
describes a three-fold experience of seeing something in pictures,
whereas RichardWollheim’s theory is a two-fold experience of seeing-
in. The aim of this article is to show that Wollheim’s theory can be
interpreted as a three-fold experience of seeing-in. I will first give an
overviewofWollheimandHusserl’s theories of seeing-in, andwill then
show how the concept of figuration inWollheim’s theory is analogous
to the concept of the image subject as the depicted object in Husserl’s
theory. I will claim that our experience of non-figurative pictures is
a two-fold seeing-in, while that of figurative pictures is a three-fold
seeing-in.

1

RichardWollheim calls seeing-in a special kind of experience that
is marked by a duality called two-foldness: We see

1. the marked surface, and

2. something in the surface.1

In other words, seeing-in permits simultaneous attention to the
medium and to the object.2 To understand the difference between

1Wollheim 1998, p. 21.
2Wollheim 1980, p. 212–213.
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ordinary visual experience and pictorial experience, Wollheim intro-
duces the terms configuration and representation. A picture that de-
picts something is both a two-dimensional configuration of lines and
strokes on the picture’s surface, as well as a three-dimensional rep-
resentation. The configuration is something physical and definitely
visible. However, it is wrong to compare our visual experience of an
object with that of a picture’s configuration: “it is only when we think
of our drawing as a flat configuration that we can talk of the unalike-
ness or dissimilarity of the thingwedrawand the thingwe see.”3 Seeing
the configurationmeans to attend towhatmight be called the physical
dimension of a picture, which must be differentiated from its pictorial
dimension. For example, when black paint is put on a white canvas,
our seeing of the paint on the canvas is the physical dimension, and
our seeing how the black is on the white is the pictorial dimension.4
The latter involves awareness of depth, which is also the minimal re-
quirement for representation.

Edmund Husserl describes the experience of seeing something in
a picture in his lecture course ‘Phantasy and Image Consciousness,’
of 1904/5. According to Husserl, depictive or image consciousness in-
volves three objects:

1. the physical image [das physische Bild];

2. the image object [Bildobjekt];

3. the image subject [Bildsujet].5

Husserl gives the example of a black and white photograph represent-
ing a child. In this case, the image as a physical thing is the imprinted
paper, which is a real object taken as such in perception. The physical
thing can be torn or warped, and even destroyed. The image object or
representing/depicting object, on the other hand, “has never existed
and never will exist.”6 It is a photographic image of a child that devi-
ates from the real child in many respects. The real child, that is, the

3Wollheim 1974, p. 22.
4Ibid., pp. 26-27.
5Husserl 2005, p. 21.
6Ibid., p. 21.
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image subject, has red cheeks and blond hair, for example, but the
photographic image of the child has none of these colours. It displays
photographic colours and deviates from the real child in size.

2

Until now, minimal attention has been paid to the similarities and
differences betweenHusserl andWollheim’s theories of seeing-in. But
from the few texts that have been published, a general view emerges,
which sees Husserl’s theory as providing two levels of seeing-in: we
see the image object in the physical image, and the image subject in
the image object; whereas Wollheim’s theory deals only with the first
level of seeing-in. Göran Sonesson, for instance, thinks that Husserl’s
explanations are more precise only in explaining the seeing-in of the
image subject in the image object, but, in his view, the question of
how to see the image object in the physical image is more important,
and this is the question with which Wollheim is concerned.7 In like
manner, JohnBrough thinks that there are two senses of seeing-in, and
this is why we should speak of three-foldness instead of two-foldness
in image consciousness. That is, 1) we are aware of the surface of the
physical support; 2) we see something in it (that gives us the image);
and 3) we see the subject in the image.8 Brough adds:

Seeing-in ismore complicated thanmight initially appear.
Husserl’s remarks about imaging suggest that it is possible
to distinguish two levels of seeing-in (Husserl 2005, pp. 21;
30). Wollheim does not seem to make this distinction, in-
stead focusing exclusively on what I take to be the first of
the two levels. In this first kind of seeing-in I see some-
thing in the images physical support [ . . . ]. The second
level of seeing-in involves seeing something in the image
rather than in its physical substratum. Here the subject of
the image comes into play: I see the subject in the image.9

7Sonesson 1989, p. 272.
8Brough 2012, p. 552.
9Ibid., p. 551.
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Brough thinks that the subject we see in a picture of Cartier-
Bresson’s photograph, for instance, is Simone de Beauvoir. Thismeans
that the subject is a specific person andnot, aswemightwant to claim,
a small grey figure of awoman. Inmy view, the fact that the image sub-
ject is a specific person or a thing plays an important role in under-
standing the three-foldness of the seeing-in experience. It becomes
evidentwhenwe compareHusserl’s earlier texts from 1904/5, inwhich
he defends the three-fold theory of image consciousness with his later
texts from 1918, in which he starts to doubt whether image conscious-
ness must always occur in the mode of depiction and claims that, in
some cases, the subject as a depicted object is not involved in image
consciousness. He thinks that in a theatrical performance an actor (in
most cases) creates an image of [Bild von] a character in the play or
some tragic event but not a depiction of [Abbild von] the character or
the tragic event. In this sense, the image subject is absent.10 To quote
Husserl:

The actor’s presentation is not a presentation in the sense
in which we say of an image object that an image subject
is presented in it. Neither the actor nor the image that
is his performance for us is an image object in which an-
other object, an actual or even fictive image subject, is de-
picted.11

In Brough’s view, we have the same kind of experience when we
look at nonfigurative art: the images do not represent any particular
subject or a subject of a particular kind.12 Accordingly, abstract paint-
ing is a two-fold image consciousness.13

10In Brough’s view, this does not mean that theatrical presentations do not have subjects in a more
general sense. A theatre play is definitely about something, although not depicting any particular person
or place or event (Brough 1997, p. 44).

11Husserl 2005, p. 616.
12Brough 1997, p. 45.
13Ibid., p. 30.
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3

Now, if we agree with Brough that leaving out the image subject as
depicted object makes Husserl’s theory of image consciousness a two-
fold experience of seeing-in, thenWollheim’s distinction between the
representational content and the figurative content (that ismore than
just representational content) couldbe takenas awayof adding a third
fold to the seeing-in experience. According to Wollheim, figuration is
a specific form of representation: if we see in a marked surface things
that are three-dimensionally related, then we have representation; if
we can correctly identify those things, we have figuration.14 To quote
Wollheim:

The idea of representational content is much broader
than that of figurative content. The representational con-
tent of a painting derives fromwhat can be seen in it. The
figurative content derives fromwhat can be seen in it and
can be brought under non-abstract concepts, such as ta-
ble, map, window, woman.15

Accordingly, abstract paintings have representational content but
no figurative content. Abstract paintings are representations since the
minimal requirement of representation is that we experience depth
or “that we see in the marked surface things three-dimensionally re-
lated.”16 Very few abstract paintings lack representational content, like
Barnett Newman’s Vir Heroicus Sublimis.17 Thus, Hans Hofmann’s
Cathedral has representational content but Vermeer’s Officer and
Laughing Girl has representational and figurative content.18

14Wollheim 1998, p. 21.
15Wollheim 2001, p. 131.
16Wollheim 1998, p. 21.
17Wollheim 2001, p. 131. It has been pointed out that the requirement of depth is not always fulfilled

even in the cases of figurative pictures. For example, the stick figure drawing has no background. Paolo
Spinicci shows, however, that the requirement of apparent depth is nevertheless fulfilled, since the fig-
urative content constitutes a figurative space of its own (Spinicci 2012, p. 99).

18Wollheim 2001, p. 131.
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As an aside, wemay observe that Wollheim also thinks that repre-
sentations can be divided according to the particular or kind of object
they represent. That is, representation can either be of a particular ob-
ject or event, or it can be of an object or event that are merely of some
particular kind. For instance, a painting can represent aparticular per-
son, say Madame Moitessier in Ingre’s painting of the same name, or
it can represent awoman, like inManet’s La Prune.19Hence, it is inter-
esting to ask whether the particularity of the object depicted adds a
further, fourth level or fold to the experience of seeing-in though. This
is not a line we will pursue here.

At this point, I only want to emphasise that Wollheim’s view im-
plies two different kinds of experience: seeing non-figurative and fig-
urative pictures, where the first can be explained as two-fold and the
secondas three-fold seeing-in. In the case of thenon-figurativepicture
we experience the configuration of lines and strokes on the picture’s
surface and the representation. In the case of the figurative picture, we
also see figuration. Thus, the three folds of the seeing-in of a figurative
picture are: 1) configuration, 2) representation, and 3) figuration.

4

Now, one could argue that the “missing” third fold in Wollheim’s
theory of seeing-in is another experience that connects the experience
of seeing the picture and that of seeing something or someone in the
picture. This criticism is presented by Flint Schier:

So what we really require is (as it were) a three-fold expe-
rience: an experience as of seeing the canvas, an experi-
ence as of seeing you, and an experience as of there being
certain features of the canvas which make it ‘appropriate’
that I should be seeing you as having certain features.20

Schier thinks that Wollheim’s theory of seeing-in does not ade-
quately describe pictorial experience. He believes that Wollheim’s

19Wollheim 1998, pp. 67-68.
20Schier 1986, p. 201.
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double-experience model of the seeing-in only gives us two simulta-
neous experiences: an experience as of seeing the picture canvas (see-
ing S) and an experience as of seeing what is depicted on it (seeing O).
However, in Schier’s view, this does not explain how the experience of
S is related to the experience of O, for the simple coincidence of the
two experiences “cannot amount necessarily to an experience as of
their being related in a certain way.”21 In other words, what is missing
is the picture-relation: “The brute fact of a double experience of S and
of O [ . . . ] does not add up to seeing S as a picture of O.”22

In my view, there are at least two reasons to discredit Schier’s
account of Wollheim’s theory. First, Schier does not make a proper
distinction between seeing-as and seeing-in theories. Although he
refers to the second edition of Art and its Objects, in which Wollheim
makes the distinction, he is willing to admit that he does not see any
real change inWollheim’s account, instead claiming that allWollheim
does in the second edition is to make the account of seeing-as more
nuanced.23 Given this, it becomes clearer why Schier tries to find the
connection between an experience as of seeing the canvas and an ex-
perience as of seeing the (depicted) object. But in Wollheim’s words,
seeing-in ismarked by the duality of simply seeing themarked surface
and seeing something in the surface.24

Second, for Schier the main question seems to be how these sep-
arate (although simultaneous) experiences of seeing-in can be united
into one pictorial experience. He does not take the seeing-in expe-
rience to be one single experience with different aspects. But this is
not in accordancewithWollheim’s theory, especially not with his later
specifications about the two-foldness thesis. In the text “On Picto-
rial Representation,”Wollheimwrites that he originally identified two-
foldnesswith “two simultaneous perceptions: one of the pictorial sur-
face, the other of what it represents,” and says that he recently recon-
ceived the theory, now understanding it in terms of a single experience

21Schier 1986, p. 204.
22Ibid., p. 201.
23Ibid., p. 19. Moreover, Schier thinks that seeing-as is a stronger notion than seeing-in and “a better

basis for an analysis of pictorial experience” (ibid., pp. 203-204).
24Wollheim 1998, p. 21.
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with two aspects, which he calls, in this text, the configurational and
the recognitional.25

In my view, there is nothing “missing” in Wollheim’s theory of
seeing-in, and the three-foldness thesis emerges naturally from his
theory. It is coherent with Wollheim’s theory to claim that the three
folds of the single experience of seeing-in are configuration, represen-
tation, and figuration.

5

In this paper I have not tried to claim that Wollheim’s theory is
identical to Husserl’s theory of seeing-in. Their theories differenti-
ate in many respects. For example, in Wollheim’s view representa-
tion requires the awareness of depth but, as Brough has shown, see-
ing depth is not a necessary condition for having an image, according
to Husserl.26 In addition, Wollheimwould not say that we see a photo-
graphic image of a child inminiature in a black andwhite photograph.
Instead, he would say that we see the real child. I have tried to show
that there is a similarity between Wollheim and Husserl’s theory in
the sense in which they differentiate the experience of figurative and
non-figurative pictures. Our experience of seeing-in a picture depends
upon whether the picture has the figurative content: only in the case
of figurative picture is seeing-in a three-fold experience.

reginanino@yahoo.com
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25Wollheim 2001, p. 221. It is another question, of course, whether Schier should be blamed for mis-
understanding Wollheim’s theory since the article ‘On Pictorial Representation’ (1998) was published
many years after Schier’s book Deeper into Pictures (1986).

26Brough 1996, pp. 49-50.
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Critique of Pure Music, by James O. Young
Oxford University Press, 2014. xi + 224 pp. £35.00 cloth.

Reviewed by Vítor Guerreiro

Ever since people have written about the idea that music has some
sort of extra-musical content (expressive or representational) it has
enjoyed wide acceptance. It was not until the publication, in 1854,
of On the Musically Beautiful, by the Viennese musical critic Eduard
Hanslick, that formalism arose as a serious alternative to this idea
that extra-musical content partly explains music’s value.1 Formalism
inmusic has perhaps beenmost eloquently stated in the words of one
of its present-day defenders, Nick Zangwill, who tells us that:

Listening to music is an isolated and lonely encounter
with another world, a disembodied world of beautiful
sound, far from the world of human life. . . . To humanize
music is to desecrate it. Music is inhuman, and awesome
because of it, like stars in the night sky.2

James Young defends anti-formalism about music (and art) in
works such as Art and Knowledge.3 Young’s position can be character-
ized as the conjunction of the following two theses:

1Hanslick 1986.
2Zangwill 2012, p. 389.
3Young 2001.
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1. Music can be (and some music in fact is) about extra-musical
reality, in particular human emotions.

2. Not all musical value is formal value, i.e., value that depends
solely on formal properties of the music.

In Art and Knowledge Young proposes that “a work of art can be beau-
tiful because it is a source of knowledge”.4 He defends the view
that there are two fundamentally different kinds of representation—
semantic and illustrative—and that the representation proper to the
arts is the latter, rather than the former, even when taking into ac-
count the literary arts. The main difference between these two kinds
of representation is that illustrative representations do not (in fact
cannot) make statements about reality; neither do they (nor can they)
present arguments, in the absence of which the ability to make state-
ments would not go a long way in improving artworks’ cognitive sig-
nificance. The knowledge we get from art is not propositional knowl-
edge. Instead, artistic (illustrative) representation puts one “in the po-
sition to recognize the rightness of a perspective”,5 or it provides in-
sight on what it is like to be in a certain situation.

Building onhis previous ideas, here inCritique of PureMusicYoung
holds thatmusic provides insight into emotional experience by arous-
ing emotions in the listener. This is a particular case of illustrative rep-
resentation.

The book is organized into five chapters. In the first chapter (Mu-
sic and Emotion) a resemblance theory is put forward (resemblance
between certain experienced features of music and human behaviour
expressive of emotion) as an explanation for why people persistently
describe music in emotion terms. The chapter includes a captivating
andempirically informeddiscussionof the role of convention indeter-
mining the expressive character of certain intervals, chords, and scales
(e.g. the familiar association between the minor mode and “negative”
emotions). Here Young holds that the role of convention, though sig-
nificant, is substantively less so than some writers (such as Kivy) sup-

4Young 2001, p. ix.
5Ibid., p. 69.
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pose. In the second chapter (Music and the Arousal of Emotions) he
defends the view that music arouses emotions in listeners in virtue of
the resemblance we perceive between our experience of music and
our experience of human behaviour expressive of emotions.

Neither the resemblance theory nor the idea that music arouses
emotions are defended solely with philosophical arguments. To de-
fend both, Young makes use of evidence afforded by empirical re-
search, since in his view the resemblance theory is an empirical theory
and, as such, it can’t be confirmed or disproved solely by way of a pri-
ori reasoning. In this respect, Young’s book strongly contrastsmuch of
the philosophical literature on the subject. Drawing on such evidence,
Young identifies fourmechanisms bywhichmusic arouses emotion: i)
automatic brain reflexes; ii) emotional contagion; iii) somatic effects;
and iv) frustration and realization of musical expectations.

According to Young, the resemblance between certain aspects of
music and human behaviour expressive of emotion is what gives mu-
sic its emotionally expressive character. The most common mecha-
nism through which this happens is “a pervasive feature of our expe-
rience of the world”, namely our ability to exploit cross-domain map-
pings, i.e., to enact a “transfer of concepts derived from one sensory
modality to experiences derived from another sensory modality” (p.
19). It is in virtue of this ability that we can hearmovement in the mu-
sic, and it is the experience of diverse kinds of movement (as well as
one ofmusic’smost notorious somatic effects: the urge it instills in lis-
teners to move along with it) that gives rise to similarities between ex-
periences of music and experiences of emotion. The fact that such re-
semblances found inmusic are the intentional result of the composer’s
actionmakes it the case that music counts as a representation of emo-
tionally expressive behaviour. The fact that the arousal of emotions by
music thus conceived is also the intentional result of the composer’s
action makes it the case that the music counts as a representation of
the phenomenology of expressed emotions, not just of emotionally ex-
pressive behaviour. These conclusions are sustained by a conception
of representation presented in Chapter Three (The Content ofMusic).
According to this conception, there are three conditions a thing must
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satisfy in order to be classed a representation:
the content condition: if R is a representation, then R is a source of

knowledge about the represented object;

the intentionality condition: if R is a representation, then someone
intended R to have cognitive significance (nothing is a represen-
tation by accident);

the accessibility condition: if R is a representation, then some audi-
encemembers, distinct from the person who intended R to be a
representation, must be able to recognize the cognitive signifi-
cance of R.

If the characterization of representation given by these conditions
is correct, and if both the resemblance theory and the idea that music
arouses emotion are true, we are but a step away, Young argues, from
acknowledging that (some) music represents emotion: by intention-
ally endowing music with properties that give rise to expression and
arousal of emotion, the composer intendsmusic to have cognitive sig-
nificance, satisfying the intentionality condition; if all goes well, the
content condition is also satisfied and, furthermore, if an audience
recognizes the expressive qualities ofmusic and, while listening to the
music, experiences the emotions the composer intends to arouse, the
accessibility condition is thus also satisfied.

Young speaks of “cognitive significance” (or “content”) rather than
“meaning”, because of the clear distinction he makes between seman-
tic and illustrative representation. Sometimes we speak of the “mean-
ing” of a musical work or a painting, but this is for Young an impre-
cise use of the word (p. 91). Meaning is but one kind of cognitive
significance: the cognitive significance proper to semantic represen-
tations (e.g. a declarative sentence); but something can have cogni-
tive significance without having (semantic) meaning. This sets Young
against writers, such as Scruton, who conceive of representation in
terms of propositional content and infer music’s inability to represent
extra-musical reality from the premise that music does not express
propositions—unlike Young, Scruton thinks pictorial depictions ex-
press propositions.
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In the fourth chapter (Music and Lyrics) Young attacks the idea
thatmusic and literature are fundamentally different arts, based upon
the kind of representations they employ and how they relate to emo-
tions, or, in the phrase used by Kivy in the title of a recent book, “anti-
thetical arts”.6 The conviction that music and literature are “antitheti-
cal arts” results, according to Young, from the erroneous adoption of a
“propositional theory of literature”, together with a formalist view of
music. Briefly, the former sees literature as “a series of statements
whose only cognitive content is its semantic meaning” (p. 127); the
latter states that “music is contentless form and makes sense only in
purely musical terms” (p. 125). From the conjunction of these two
views comes the idea that the combination of music and words in a
hybrid artwork (in opera, for example) poses a problem: composers
can “compose music that is subservient to the text and enhances its
semantic content, or they can write music that is successful in purely
musical terms”. Young thinks this is a pseudo-problem: “music and
words can work together to arouse emotion in complementary ways.”
(p. 132). The problem dissolves, according to Young, if we eliminate
the confusion relating to how both music and literature represent
emotion. The author holds that in both literature and music the kind
of representation that prevails is illustrative, not semantic:

Works of literature do not make statements. Literary
works provide insight by changing how people see the
world. One way of doing this is to evoke emotions. (pp.
132–33)

And such insight cannot be condensed in a statement.
Though different, the ways literature and music represent also

partly overlap when we consider, Young suggests, that some literature
is designed to be read aloud (as well as, in some cases, sung). “Words
can, when uttered, have properties akin to those of music and the
sounds of words can have an emotional impact” (p. 135). In defence
of this idea the author, once more, draws not only on philosophical
argument, but also on empirical evidence.

6Kivy 2009.
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The book ends with a chapter on the value of music. Why do we
find the experience of music valuable? Young’s view is that the for-
malist gives us at best an incomplete answer to this question: as it was
mentioned, the anti-formalist accepts that part of music’s value is for-
mal, but he holds that not all musical value is.

Appealing to what he calls the heresy of substitutable experience,
Young employs against the formalist a well-known argument used
against the view that music is emotionally expressive, evocative, or
representational: if music were valuable in virtue of the fact that it
arouses emotions, we could substitute something else that has the
same emotional effect for themusic—adrug, for example. But nomu-
sic lover would be willing tomake such a trade. But Young argues that
the formalist, once committed to the idea that value inmusic is formal
value, owes us an explanation of why people find music aesthetically
gratifying, if the relevant musical experience is experience of formal
properties and relations. The hypothesis that, according to Young,
generates the heresy of substitutable experience is the idea that lis-
teners engage in intellectual games, such as cherchez le thème and the
“hypothesis game” (searching for the themes and forming hypotheses
about what will happen next): if music were valuable because it af-
fords listeners the opportunity to play a sort of “musical chess”, then
we could substitute it for something else that had the same effect (e.g.,
reading the score), without thereby losing anything. Even if “musical
chess” is in fact a source of pleasure—and the anti-formalist need not
deny this—it doesn’t offer us a complete explanation of the value peo-
ple ascribe to music.

Young also raises doubts about the way formalism appeals to
beauty in order to explain the value of musical experience. In par-
ticular, he attacks what seems to him a unanimous view among de-
fenders of formalism: the idea that the aesthetic properties of mu-
sic are ineffable (which supposedly makes the experience of beauty
an unexplained explainer). Some formalists hold that most descrip-
tions of music, especially those that employ emotion predicates, are
metaphorical; that musical experience can’t be described (or, if it can,
only in a very limited way) in literal terms. Zangwill calls this view
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“this-worldlymysticism” aboutmusic: musical experience has proper-
ties that are ineffable or not susceptible of literal description.7Against
this sort of approach, Young holds that the beauty of music is at least
partly explained by its cognitive value, that is, its capacity to represent
emotions. The view that aesthetic value incorporates both hedonic
and cognitive value echoes the remark made by Aristotle that plea-
sure taken in representations is an integral feature of human nature,
and thatwe contemplatewith pleasure even “reproductions of objects
which in real life it pains us to look upon” (Poet, 1448b3).

Young’s criticism of this aspect of the formalist doctrine is actually
one of the book’smost disputable claims, it seems tome. It is not clear
that such criticism is even remotely fair. In defence of the formalist
(and one should bear inmind that not all formalists accept the “essen-
tial metaphor thesis”) we can point out, first, that there is a difference
between beingmysterious or unexplainable and being ineffable in the
sense of being describable only in non-literal terms; second, that it is
not that aesthetic properties themselves are ineffable (we can speak
intelligibly about elegance, delicateness, graciousness and a host of
akin properties, for example), it just so happens that the experience
of music is alwaysmore fine-grained than any description we can give
of it; and third, that there is nothing particularly mysterious about the
relative ineffability of musical experience, since all perceptive expe-
rience shares this quality (how would you explain the smell of coffee
to someone who has never experienced it?). There is nothing here to
suggest that the experience of aesthetic properties is unexplainable,
even if some formalists adopt such stance. Here is an analogy: the dif-
ficulty in describing the visual experience of a shade of colour does not
imply an absence of explanations for the fact that we have colour ex-
periences. So at least this part of Young’s critique of formalism simply
moves too fast.

No less important than putting forward true propositions backed
upwith sound arguments (and it is up to the reader to decide whether
Young’s book succeeds in this task) is to prevent ideas from becoming
stale by force of being taken too often as the default view. In this sense,

7Zangwill 2009, p. 15.
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a passionate, clear, focused, and engaging defence of anti-formalism
was needed. Young’s book certainly succeeds in this task.
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