AESTHETIC EXPLORATION, JUST RELATIONS, AND THE VALUE
OF BODILY BEAUTY

Joshua Brecka
University of Toronto

Sherri Irvin (2026, 2017) argues that, in light of various relational aesthetic injus-
tices, the practice of celebrating human bodily beauty should be replaced with a
practice she calls aesthetic exploration. This new practice is an aesthetic one—it
involves open-mindedly seeking out positive aesthetic experiences afforded by the
qualities of human bodies in the here and now. But the practice of aesthetic explo-
ration is also, I argue, a political one—or at least, it has political goals. This short
response assesses how aesthetic exploration fares at achieving its political aims.
I argue that adopting the practice of aesthetic exploration will not necessarily
address looks-based discrimination or unjust aesthetic relations. I also consider
whether the practice of aesthetic exploration risks dehumanizing its subjects. Fi-
nally, I gesture towards another way of addressing aesthetic injustice that would
allow us to continue celebrating a distinctively human form of bodily beauty.
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Introduction

Some values and properties deserve esteem. Intelligence, courage, and
lovingness all seem like candidates. All else being equal, it is appropri-
ate to praise the intelligent, reward the courageous, and to aspire to be
loving. However, some practices of esteeming have harmful effects. The
wealthy are esteemed in ways unconnected to their wealth, while the
poor often face stigma and material harm. So, while we should esteem
some things, certain ways of esteeming are harmful and unjust.

Unfortunately, human bodily beauty—beauty of the human body
conforming to socially recognized standards often expressed through
comparative judgements—falls into both categories. Bodily beauty
seems valuable. We praise the beautiful, derive pleasure from experi-
ences of bodily beauty, and often aspire to be beautiful ourselves. But
the practice of celebrating bodily beauty has harmful consequences.
Beautiful people often receive undeserved preferential treatment, and
those deemed ugly are discriminated against in a myriad of ways.' Look-
ism, as this phenomenon is often called, is an unfortunate reality that
must be addressed by any project seeking to develop more just aesthetic
relations.

Sherri Irvin (2026, 2017) argues that, to combat lookism and establish
more just aesthetic relations, we should replace our current aesthetic
practice of celebrating human bodily beauty with a practice she calls
aesthetic exploration. While there is much to admire about the serious-
ness with which Irvin treats the problem of lookism, this short response
piece critically reflects on Irvin’s proposal. After outlining Irvin’s view in
more detail, I argue that aesthetic exploration will not necessarily elim-
inate lookism or unjust aesthetic relations. Then, I consider whether

1 While there is a great deal of empirical support for the social reality of these claims,
for the sake of space, | will not recount it here. For some surveys of the empirical litera-
ture, see Irvin (2017: 2-6), Parsons (2016: 112-14), Ravasio (2022: 999-1000), and Rhode
(2010: Ch. 2).
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adopting the practice of aesthetic exploration is morally impermissible
because it involves a kind of dehumanization. Finally, I argue that we
can address the harms of lookism and establish more egalitarian aes-
thetic relations without abandoning or radically revising the concept
of human bodily beauty. Charting this course, I suggest, requires under-
standing the value of bodily beauty and clarifying what just aesthetic
relations would look like.

Aesthetic Exploration

Irvin (2026) writes that engaging in aesthetic exploration requires
attending to “what is before us with interest and curiosity, with the
specific aim of seeking out aesthetic qualities that afford positive aes-
thetic experiences” (11). As a practice, aesthetic exploration does seek
pleasure. However, in contrast with more traditional aesthetic practices,
aesthetic exploration is not particularly interested in beauty or ugliness.
Rather, the practice seeks aesthetic pleasure in things that are inter-
esting, unfamiliar, captivating, and perplexing (2017: 10-11; 2026: 11-12).
When we engage in aesthetic exploration, we are meant to approach an
object with openness and a sense of adventure such that we will per-
severe through uncomfortable experiences. So, according to Irvin, the
practice of aesthetic exploration is one that involves a high degree of
attention to the object of investigation, a spirit of curiosity or adventure,
and the aim of finding aesthetic pleasure and positive aesthetic value

in the affordances of that very object during that particular encounter
(2026:18).

Irvin offers a variety of examples of what engaging in the practice of
exploration might look like.” For instance, Irvin suggests that aesthetic
exploration is similar to how we might approach an unfamiliar land-
scape. While we may spend some time fixating on and enjoying famil-

2 The examples are important for more than just exposition. As | will later make clear, |
think Irvin's go-to examples indicate that the practice of aesthetic exploration may not be
a distinctly human aesthetic practice.
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iarly beautiful vistas, we inevitably move on to the “gnarly, craggy bits,

where the surprises are” (2026: 11). For it is those ‘craggy bits’ that often
ignite our fascination and help us derive new, exciting, and sometimes
strange kinds of aesthetic pleasure.

While any object can be aesthetically explored in this way, Irvin argues
we should adopt this practice when experiencing human bodies, both
our own and the bodies of others. Indeed, Irvin argues that we ought
to replace comparative practices of celebrating human bodily beauty
with this new practice. For the practice of celebrating bodily beauty is
one that rewards the beautiful in ways separate from their beauty and
punishes, harms, and wrongs those deemed ugly. When encountering
another’s body that is ugly according to the beauty standard, aesthetic
explorers are to move past the ways in which that body violates our
normative expectations (2017: 12-13). Instead, aesthetic explorers are
to focus on how that body presents in that moment. There is aesthetic
pleasure to be enjoyed in the unique lines of facial scars and the inter-
esting textures of wrinkly skin. However, aesthetic explorers are to
approach conventionally beautiful bodies in the same way:.

Ultimately, the goal of engaging in the practice of aesthetic exploration
as applied to human bodies is to become adept at “appreciating the spe-
cific aesthetic affordances of bodies we encounter— all bodies, whether
they seem typical to us or not” (13). Not only does the aesthetic explorer
seek out positive aesthetic experiences not triggered by conformity to
conventional beauty standards, they do so as a way of rejecting such
standards (13). Aesthetic exploration and the practice of attending to
and celebrating human bodily beauty are, at least to some extent, in
tension.

Does Aesthetic Exploration Meet Its Goals?

Aesthetic exploration is, clearly, an aesthetic practice. However, the
project of adopting this practice at the expense of conventional beauty
practices is a political one. Moreover, the goals of this political project
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seem wider than addressing the harms associated with lookism. For
instance, Irvin suggests that one aim of her new practice is to “establish
more just relations with others’ embodiment” (2026: 22). So, I think it

is fair to consider whether aesthetic exploration would eliminate look-
ism and whether it addresses these wider issues of relational justice. I
suggest that the answer here is not obviously ‘yes’. For it seems to me
that harmful aesthetic social hierarchies can arise even in a society of
aesthetic explorers.

To see the worry, notice that while the practice of aesthetic exploration
actively eschews comparative judgements, the practice does not, as

far as I can tell, prohibit esteeming others for the aesthetic properties
of their bodies (c.f. Irvin, 2026:18).3 For instance, after carefully (and
consensually) attending to the shape and line of another’s body, and
finding some positive aesthetic value therein, an aesthetic explorer
may permissibly praise the other for these properties. This praise might

be expressed by a statement like “I really appreciate the shape of your
body”.

Now, notice another fact: human bodies admit of a wide degree of
difference. Each body will have different features that one might experi-
ence as intriguing, interesting, or aesthetically pleasing. These features
will elicit pleasurable aesthetic experiences to varying degrees. But
surely our praising and esteeming of bodies will be connected in some
regular way to the properties of the body being praised. Plausibly, the
magnitude of esteem one offers will correspond in some regular way to
the magnitude of the (positive) aesthetic experience afforded by that
body. For example, we might more highly esteem bodies that are more
intriguing or that offer more unique aesthetic experiences.

3 Strictly speaking, aesthetic exploration may even be compatible with esteeming
bodies for their beauty, so long as the esteem is not expressed through a comparative
judgement, and so long as we are not primarily focused on bodily beauty. Though Irvin
(2026: 22-23) does argue that the bodily beauty practice and the exploratory practice
may compete with, rather than complement, one another.
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I worry that adopting the practice of aesthetic exploration may leave
open the door for a kind of lookism. Just as current beauty practices
favor the beautiful, aesthetic explorers may favor people with bodies
that produce the kinds of positive aesthetic experiences each explorer
happens to prefer. A society of aesthetic explorers could still be one in
which some people receive far greater esteem for the aesthetic affor-
dances of their bodies than others. So, adopting this new practice also
does not necessarily rule out unjust and inegalitarian aesthetic rela-
tions. Aesthetic exploration tells us how we should view or approach
human bodies. But the view does not explicitly tell us how we should
treat other people given how we might feel about them aesthetically.
It also does not specifically rule out harmful and unjust aesthetic hier-
archy.* This is why the two potential problems mentioned above are
possible.

Pointing out that aesthetic exploration is a non-comparative practice
does not necessarily help here. Statements that express aesthetic praise
or esteem need not be even implicitly comparative. Reflecting on the
differing aesthetic experiences that different bodies afford need not
take on a comparative form. We might simply explore a body and appre-
ciate the (positive) aesthetic experience it affords in a way that differs
from the way we appreciate the affordances of other bodies. Aesthetic
hierarchy may emerge even in a society of aesthetic explorers so long
as (i) bodies are aesthetically esteemed, (ii) there is variation among
human forms, and (iii) there are noticeable differences in the kind and
magnitude of aesthetic experiences these variations produce. We need
not compare bodies or the kinds of aesthetic experiences they afford.
We need only prefer certain experiences over others (even if all such
experiences are positive). Across a society of aesthetic explorations, it
may still be that certain people receive damaging deficits of aesthetic

4 | here assume that certain kinds of hierarchy are incompatible with egalitarian social
relations. See Anderson (2012: 42-3) for a taxonomy of hierarchies and an explanation of
why they are thought to impede relations of equality.
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esteem while others accrue large surpluses of aesthetic esteem. This
may be enough for inegalitarian, and thus unjust, aesthetic relations to
emerge.’

Perhaps aesthetic exploration can avoid this outcome because it is a
positive practice (Irvin, 2017: 7-9). I am not so sure. A positive aesthetics
of nature (e.g., Carlson, 1984, 2000: ch. 6) holds that all natural objects
have some positive aesthetic value. However, this claim is compatible
with large disparities of (positive) aesthetic value between objects
(trees, sunsets, and human bodies). So, to avoid the unwelcome possibil-
ity of a new kind of lookism and pernicious aesthetic hierarchy out-
lined above, aesthetic exploration would need to be a positive aesthetic
practice according to which all human bodies have exactly the same
positive aesthetic value. This strongly positive version of the view may
eliminate lookism and meet its political goals. However, it would also be
highly controversial.° Indeed, a society in which citizens assess or expe-
rience all human bodies as equally aesthetically valuable might strike
us as infeasibly utopian (Brecka, 2024: 6). The problem, I worry, is that
anything short of this maximalist approach will not necessarily address
lookism or guarantee just aesthetic relations.

Aesthetic Exploration and Attending to Human Bodies

So, it is not clear that adopting the practice of aesthetic exploration will
necessarily address lookism or establish just aesthetic relations. Still,
one might think that we ought to adopt the practice as part of an overall
strategy. However, [ will now argue that we may actually have a moral
reason not to adopt the practice of aesthetic exploration.

To see the problem, first notice that aesthetic exploration will involve

5 However, this does not guarantee that hierarchies will form in exploratory societies.
| do not claim that a society of aesthetic explorers will necessarily be one with inegalitar-
ian aesthetic social relations, just that such a society could be.

6 For a forceful rejection of this strong kind of positive aesthetics in the case of nature,
and for a similar strong/weak distinction, see Godlovitch (1998).
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a lot of careful attending to human bodies. This is not so problematic
when that human body is one’s own.” Still, we might worry that adopt-
ing the new practice may involve unsolicited and prolonged ‘explora-
tions’ of others’ bodies. In short, aesthetic exploration might be creepy.
Irvin (2026: 14-15; 2017: 18-19) addresses this concern by arguing that
unconscious judgments of bodily beauty are at least as creepy and that
we can develop a respectful expression of the exploratory practice by
starting with our own bodies.

The problem of creepiness arises because of the amount, or intensity,
of attention aesthetic exploration calls us to direct towards other bod-
ies. A deeper moral concern arises, I think, from the kind of attention
aesthetic exploration calls us to direct. I worry that aesthetic explora-
tion fails to appreciate, or at least does not particularly care about, the
distinct ~umanness of other bodies and their aesthetic features. Thus, 1
worry that the practice of aesthetic exploration risks being dehumaniz-
ing. Let me explain.

When considering a strategy for addressing lookism that involves
attending less to the bodies of others, Irvin (2017) writes that:

Withdrawal of attention to another’s embodiment, then, is often
dehumanizing. A strategy that involves taking care not to attend
to the embodiment of people consistently judged unattractive
risks communicating a denial of their personhood. (7)

This seems right to me—we are embodied creatures and our relations
with others should reflect, or at least take note of, this fact. However,
merely attending to others’ embodiment does not suffice to avoid dehu-

7 Indeed, seeking out new positive aesthetic experiences afforded by one’s own body,
regardless of how one might fare with respect to socially recognized beauty standards,
strikes me as psychologically healthy and personally rewarding. This is a real strength of
Irvin's proposal. Aesthetically exploring one’s own body may, for some people, be one
morally permissible way to help address some of the effects of lookism.
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manizing them. For it also matters how we attend to their embodiment.?

The problem is that aesthetic exploration is a practice that seems to
treat human bodies as aesthetic objects like any other. We are to explore
human bodies as we would a strange landscape, or an artwork, or even
ordinary objects. However, to properly attend to the embodiment of
others, we must recognize and appreciate that what we are perceiving
is a human body, not simply a source of aesthetic experience. Indeed,
attending to another’s body in the right sort of way may require attend-
ing to their bodily beauty (at least: to a certain degree, in appropriate
moments, etc.).

Attending to the body of another in the same way we might attend to
a landscape replete with “gnarly, craggy bits, where the surprises are”
seems insufficient for recognizing their humanity. Moreover, to only
attend to their body in this way risks insulting them. Imagine: upon
meeting a stranger and finding the texture of their unkempt hair fas-
cinating, you say, “I appreciate your hair like I would appreciate a wild
Chokecherry thicket”. Or suppose you tell a lover that you attend to their
body in the same way you attend to a strange yet interesting scene of a
muddy bog. In both cases, it seems appropriate for the other to rebuff
your comment by saying something like “my hair is not a Chokecherry
thicket” or “my body is not a muddy bog”.

Thus, I worry that the practice of aesthetic exploration also risks being
dehumanizing. This is because aesthetic exploration seems to essen-
tially involve viewing human bodies as aesthetic objects.” That is, it

8 No doubt Irvin agrees with this point—the main point of aesthetic exploration is to
help us attend to human bodies in a particular way.

9  Of course, contemporary beauty practices can also be objectifying and dehumaniz-
ing (e.g., see Friedell & Ransom (2025)). So, this criticism may cut both ways. However,

| argue that one could break this tie by showing that bodily beauty, and not the general
sort of aesthetic value sought by aesthetic exploration, is importantly human in some
valuable way. The next section offers some defence of this claim, though, for reasons of
space, a fuller defence will need to be left to future work.
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seems to me that one could engage in practice properly, at least to the
letter, and the dehumanization I allege could still arise. Now, perhaps
the concern I outline here is not, as I suggest, intrinsic to the practice
of aesthetic exploration. Perhaps one who attempts to aesthetically
explore another’s body and ends up dehumanizing them has failed

to properly engage in the practice. However, if this is right, it suggests
that the letter and the spirit of aesthetic exploration may not be totally
aligned.

This concern about dehumanization importantly leads us to think more
deeply about the importance of bodily beauty and its role in our lives as
social creatures. Indeed, to strip away appreciation of human beauty is
to ignore one aspect of another’s humanity. We are not embodied land-
scapes or human canvases. If available, we should prefer the solution to
lookism and aesthetic injustice that preserves the parts of our practice
celebrating bodily beauty worth keeping.

Just Aesthetic Relations and the Value of Bodily Beauty

Where does this leave us? Well, we wanted to address lookism and
establish more just aesthetic relations. These are political goals. So, I
suggest we look to political philosophy, rather than aesthetics, for a
solution.

We noted at the outset that human bodily beauty is a valued and
esteemed trait. In some ways, this is where the problem begins. If
beauty were not so esteemed or not particularly valuable, then inequal-
ities of beauty would not be a problem. Aesthetic exploration seeks to
disrupt these patterns of esteem by cutting off the practice of celebrat-
ing bodily beauty at the root. However, bodily beauty is not alone in
being valued and esteemed. We esteem many different things; some-
times this leads to imbalances of esteem that impede just and equal
relations between people. For example, we value and esteem wealth,
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and this leads to a variety of injustices.” But addressing economic injus-
tice does not require that everyone have exactly the same amount of
wealth (Scanlon, 2018: Ch. 9).

Or consider an analogy with intelligence. Human intelligence—a
comparative good that, let’s say, aims at knowing the truth and solving
practical problems—is valued and esteemed in our society. But we are
not all equally intelligent. So, some people receive surpluses of esteem
for their intelligence, yet the intellectually disadvantaged may be dis-
criminated against or penalized in ways distinct from their intelligence.
Perhaps the practice of celebrating human intelligence harms the less
intelligent. Must we replace it with a new, non-comparative practice

of ‘epistemic exploration’? I do not think so—such a practice may not
even be desirable.

Irvin (2026: 22) writes that “a focus on beauty...may undermine our
ability to fully apprehend and enjoy what’s there.” This is true, but our
analogy to intelligence is instructive. A focus on human intelligence
may lead us to miss what is there in terms of the particular epistemic
affordances offered by another. By focussing on human intelligence, I
might miss the subtly creative thinking of the QAnon conspiracy the-
orist, or the open-mindedness of the new-age crystal therapy patient.
Still, relational justice does not demand that we replace our practice of
celebrating human intelligence with an exploratory one that seeks to
find (perhaps equally) positive intellectual value in all humans. We do
not need epistemic exploration to establish egalitarian epistemic rela-
tions or to address intellectual discrimination.

Instead, we address these injustices in other ways. For instance, univer-
sal public education is a means by which we might help the intellectu-

10 T.M. Scanlon (2002: 43) notes that the impoverished are both materially harmed by
their poverty and relationally harmed by being made to feel “inferiority and shame at the
way they must live”.

11 Though it will likely require significant economic redistribution.
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ally disadvantaged. Importantly, we might revise, rather than replace,
our practices such that we recognize multiple forms and dimensions of
intelligence. The kind of everyday wisdom that comes from adapting to
a life of hardship is a form of intelligence worth celebrating. Widening
our concept of intelligence to recognize this fact is a good thing. But
doing so does not amount to adopting a practice like epistemic explora-
tion.

This is because doing things like recognizing other forms of intelligence
or widening our concept of human intelligence does not necessar-

ily involve rejecting, ignoring, or supplanting our concept of human
intelligence. One may have an overly narrow conception of human
intelligence that only recognizes IQ. That concept may widen when

one comes to recognize verbal-linguistic ability and interpersonal skills
as equally legitimate forms of intelligence (Gardner, 2011). This wid-
ening need not involve adopting a different practice that prioritizes
some value other than human intelligence. However, it seems to me
that adopting an epistemic practice analogous to aesthetic exploration
would require doing just that. For aesthetic exploration does not tell us
to recognize a variety of types of human bodily beauty. Instead, it tells
us to focus on a wider property: aesthetic value (Irvin 2026: 11).” So, the
analogous epistemic practice would be something like appreciating the
positive epistemic value of thinkers, regardless of whether, or to what
extent, they possess any form of intelligence. As such, the hypothetical
practice of epistemic exploration would represent a significant depar-
ture from noticing and appreciating forms of intelligence other than IQ.
Likewise, the practice of aesthetic exploration substantively differs from
the more common tendency of, for instance, lovers making an effort to
notice the beautiful features of their loved ones that are less obvious or
underappreciated.®

12 Indeed, genuine aesthetic exploration may involve ignoring beauty altogether.

13 I thank two anonymous reviewers for pushing me to say more here.
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One might think that my analogy between bodily beauty and intelli-
gence is inapt because beauty is not as valuable as intelligence. Perhaps
the value of bodily beauty is not enough to warrant the retention of

our harmful practices. This might be correct if bodily beauty were only
valuable as a source of pleasure. Indeed, Irvin (2026:15-18, 23) is right to
criticize Matteo Ravasio (2023) for locating the value of bodily beauty in
the pleasure it affords.

However, the value of bodily beauty goes beyond merely giving us
pleasure. Bodily beauty is valuable, in part, because it is bound up with
essential aspects of who we are—it is part of our human identity. For
one thing, there are connections between bodily beauty, bodily perfec-
tion, health, and other things we value like survival and autonomy (Par-
sons, 2016: 122-24). Furthermore, as Stephen Davies (2012: Ch. 7) argues,
the evolutionary origins of human bodily beauty are not just about
mate selection and reproduction.” Davies notes that our judgements of
human bodily beauty mix both physical and social attractiveness. He
argues that “physical beauty cannot really be separated from character
and performance” (2012: 113). Indeed, for Davies, our practice of noticing
and celebrating bodily beauty is a deep part of how human social life is
enacted. Davies writes that bodily beauty is:

much more about personal identity and the face that each of

us presents to our community, about our daily manner of going
about life...As regards our view of others, it is about how we
assess their performance more generally as fellow participants in
our culture, as potential friends or enemies. (113-14)

So, bodily beauty is in part about self-presentation—we groom and
adorn ourselves to be more beautiful, but also to present ourselves as

14 Davies (2012: 112) argues that the lookism—what he calls “the halo effect”—ac-
tually supports his hypothesis that beauty is not merely about the body, it's mixed up
with ideas about meaningful personal traits. Davies (2016) argues for a similar conclusion
about sexual attraction.
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ourselves to others. Relatedly, bodily beauty can serve as a useful social
signal of other desirable qualities. Thus, bodily beauty can play a
positive role in human interaction beyond providing aesthetic pleasure.
Adopting aesthetic exploration as a replacement for the bodily beauty
practice risks losing a deeply human, and socially valuable, practice.

So, how should we address lookism and establish egalitarian aesthetic
relations? Well, there is no single answer here. We can make voluntary
surgery widely available, as Ravasio (2023) advocates. We might develop
technology to expand the circle of bodily beauty (Thau, 2020). We can
also amend our aesthetic practices in ways not wholly different from
Irvin’s proposal. However, we can do more. We can change how much
we as a society esteem the value of beauty—both in absolute terms
and relative to other values we hold—and we can ensure that there

are many other accessible sources of esteem other than beauty within
society. This will help ensure judgements of beauty do not have outsized
effects on other aspects of people’s lives.® Now, changing a society such
that it recognizes a plurality of values as meaningful sources of esteem
is not an easy task. The details of the practical proposal here will need
to be worked out elsewhere. However, to fill in the idea a little, enacting
this kind of society-wide change will likely involve top-down, institu-
tional changes aimed at increasing the salience of certain values other
than bodily beauty. It will also require changes in individual behaviour
and attitudes. To illustrate, note that ending the European practice of
duelling—a practice which was centred around the cultural value of
honour—required legal and institutional changes, and changes in atti-
tude among the class of men who most regularly engaged in the prac-

15  See D'Alessandro (2023: 349), and references therein, for a helpful summary of
empirical work outlining the ways in which desirable traits like conscientiousness and
openness reliably correlate with bodily beauty and relate to aesthetic qualities like how
one dresses. Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for directing my attention to this work.

16 See Brecka (2024: 11-13) for a proposal more along these lines, and for some brief
discussion this ‘value pluralism” approach to addressing lookism.
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tice (Appiah, 2010). Likewise, properly situating bodily beauty among a
plurality of other, worthwhile sources of esteem will likely require both
tactics. Bodily beauty is valuable, but we should not let it crowd out
other human values.

Conclusion

Sherri Irvin (2026) invites us to take up the practice of aesthetic explo-
ration when aesthetically engaging with human bodies. This new
practice is exciting, and engaging in it may allow for interesting and
positive aesthetic experiences we would not otherwise have if we solely
engaged in more conventional practices of bodily beauty. Exploring can
be rewarding. Indeed, developing the skills to find some aesthetic good
in every human body may very well help some people overcome lookist
behavior and damaging views of their self-worth. I do not deny that the
practice might be valuable in some situations for some people.

However, I have argued that the practice of aesthetic exploration will
not necessarily adequately address lookism. This is because the view
does not explicitly quarantine our aesthetic judgements of other peo-
ple’s bodies from our treatment of those people.” I also tentatively
argued that the practice of aesthetic exploration may be morally imper-
missible because it involves a concerning kind of dehumanization.

We should aesthetically view other bodies as human bodies, not as
landscapes or other mere objects. Finally, I gestured at a different way
of addressing aesthetic injustice that kept the value of human bodily
beauty squarely in its sights.”

17 Irvin (2017: 6-7) explicitly rejects the strategy of separating our aesthetic judge-
ments of people’s bodies from other judgements about them. However, as | hope to
have made clear, for aesthetic exploration to have enough social/political purchase, the
practice must eventually do some quarantining. This is because to address lookism and
establish more just aesthetic relations, we need an approach that makes at least some
prescriptions about behaviour.

18  Many thanks to Glenn Parsons for helpful discussions about earlier drafts of this
paper and for constant encouragement. Thanks also to two anonymous referees at this
journal for constructive comments that improved the paper.
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