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VI

A Matter of Meaning It

I

It is not surprising that Professors Beardsley and Margolis found
what I had to say about modern art and modern philosophy obscure
and, I take it, unsympathetic; I tried, in the opening section of my re-
marks, to give reasons why these subjects are liable to obscurity and
unattractiveness—as it were, to make this fact itself a subject of phi-
losophy. (In perhaps the way Hume suggests, in the Introduction to
his Dialogues on Natural Religion, that the subject to follow is char-
acterized by alternating obscurity and obviousness.) It is therefore the
more surprising that they find me clear enough to agree in several
points of interpretation and in one or two major proposals. (1) Both
take it as a central motive of my paper to rule out certain develop-
ments within recent music as genuine art. (2) Both object to my insis-
tence on the word “fraudulence,” wishing some more neutral descrip-
tion. (3) Accepting the fact that objects of modern art create a prob-
lem for aesthetics, but taking the nature of that problem as known,

each suggests an alternate line of solution, and in each case the solu-

tion is one which is, and is explicitly said to be, philosophically famil-

iar: Beardsley’s solution is to define a notion of art (i.e., music) broad

enough to include the problematic objects; Margolis’ is to regard the

problem as another instance of “borderline cases” and therefore to

These rejoinders to Professors Beardsley and Margolis refer to their respective

.- papers published in the Procecdings of the Oberlin Colloquium, 4rt, Mind, and Reli-

gion (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 196%) , and are reprinted by permission
of the publisher. Page references are to the Proceedings.
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214 ¥ MUST WE MEAN WHAT WE SAY?

require the discovery of criteria for the “propriety” _of treating -the
new music as art. (4) Both suggest that an obvious notion of organiza-
tion or coherence will supply the (or a) determining ground for in-
cluding objects under the new classification. )

These are not my problems. Taking them in order: ' -

1. I was not directly concerned to rule out or rule in any partic-

ular work as music, but to bring to attention the fact that this had
become a problem in modern art and to suggest tha.t it .th'erefore
ought to become a problem for philosophy. I do not think it is clt?ar,
and I found it of philosophical interest that it is not clear, What lfmd
of problem modern art poses, nor what philosophical cogs_lderatlons
might uncover it. But I am confident that the redei?muon or ex-
tended application of the term “music” is not what is n'eeded, for
that leaves the behavior of composers and critics and audiences and
the experience of the works themselves, old and new, %ncompre-
hensible—a problem has not been solved, but made mvmble: Con-
vinced that swans are white, and one day stopped by a black bird for
all the world a swan, I have some freedom: “So I was wrong”; 1
learned something. “So there is a swan-like bird which is blac .”; but
then I had better have a good reason for taking color to be. so impor-
tant. But in the present case it is as though there is something on the
horizon which for some reason 1 insist on calling swans (and after ;'111,
it isn’t as though I knew the reasons, or even had reasons, for ca!lmg
the old ones swans), but which sometimes look an'd l?ehave so differ-
ently that not only do I feel called on to just%fy their title, I. feel called
on to justify my hitherto unquestioned ability to recognize the old
ones. How do I do it; what is it about them? Surely that graceful neck
is essential—its melodic line, so to speak? But it may be ‘that my
experience of the new ones makes the old neck ra't.her a distasteful
feature sometimes, as though it were somehow arbitrary, as though
the old ones now sometimes look bent. '

2. Similarly, I was not directly concerned to condemn any given
work as fraudulent, but to call attention to (what I took to be) th.e
obvious but unappreciated fact that the experience of the mOflern is
one which itself raises the question of fraudulence and genuineness
(in something like the way I take the experience of momentary or
extended irrelevance, and sudden relevance, to be charac.terlstlc of
philosophy; the way the experience, and danger, of.th.e distance or
absence of God, and sudden closcness, is characteristic of modern
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religion). It goes without saying that I may be wrong about this
experience, or poor in characterizing it and sounding its significance.
But if I am not wrong, then the problems it raises, or ought to raise,
are not touched by suggesting that I am unjustly attributing motives
to certain artists, nor by redefining terms in such a way that the
attribution of fraudulence need not or cannot arise. For the experi-
ence itself has the form of attributing motives (I referred, for ex-
ample, to the riots and inner violence which dog the history of the
avant garde), and redefining some terms will not, or ought not to,
make the experience go away.

3. What ought to make the experience go away? Further expe-
rience, or else nothing; entering the new world of these objects,
understanding them not in theory but as objects of art, in the sense
in which we have always, when we have ever, understood such
objects.* This is the essential reason that redefinitions and borderline
cases are irrelevant here. For the question raised for me about these
new objects is exactly whether they are, and how they can be, central.
If they are not, if I cannot in that way enter their world, I do not
know what interest, if any at all, I would have in them. It may turn
out to be one which would prompt me to think of them as borderline
cases of art; or I might think of them as something which replaces
(which replaces my interest in) works of art.

Not every object will raise this question of art, i.e., raise the
question “What is art?” by raising the question “Is this, e.g., music?”
Pop Art as a whole does not, and it is exactly part of its intention and
ideology that it should not. For philosophy to scramble for definitions
which accommodate these objects unproblematically as art—or art in
a wide sense, or borderline cases of art—insures its irrelevance, taking
seriously neither the claims such objects make (namely, that they are
not art) nor the specialized amusements such objects can provide
(e.g., a certain theatricality), nor the attitude they contain toward

serious art (sc., that it is past); nor the despair under the fun, the
nihilism under the comment, nor the cultural-philosophical confu-
sion which makes such claims and fun and comment possible.
And not every new work which gives itsclf out as serious art will
raise the question of art. Part of what I say in my paper is a function
of the fact that, for me, Krenek’s late work does not raise this ques-

* Certain consequences of “entering a new world” are drawn in “Acsthetic Prob-
lems of Modern Philosophy,” which appears in this volume, pPp- 84-86.
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tion, and that, for example, Caro’s sculpture does. It is not, in this
context, important whether I am right or wrong about these partic-
ular cases; what is important here is what kind of issue this issue is,
what I would be right or wrong about.

It is, first of all, an issue in which it is up to me (and, of course,
up to you) whether an object does or does not count as evidence for
any theory 1 am moved o offcr; and, “count as evidence” means
“count as art at all.”” Both Beardsley and Margolis wish explicitly to
separate the question of evaluation from the question of classification.
Now I might define the problem of modernism as one in which the
question of value comes first as well as last: to classify a modern work
as art is already to have staked value, more starkly than the (later)
decision concerning its goodness ot badness. Your interest in Mozart
is not likely to draw much attention—which is why such interests can
be, so to speak, academic. But an interest in Webern or Stockhausen
or Cage is, one might say, revealing, even sometimes suspicious. (A
Christian might say that in such interests, and choices, the heart is
revealed. This is what Tolstoy saw.) Philosophers sometimes speak of
e “work of art” as having an “honorific sense,” as though
that were a surprising or derivative fact about it, even one to be
neutralized or ignored. But that works of art are valuable is analyti-
cally true of them; and that value is inescapable in human experience
and conduct is one of the facts of life, and of art, which modern art
lays bare.

Of course there is the continuous danger that the question will
be begged, that theory and evidence become a closed and vicious
circle. I do not insist that this is always the case, but merely that unless
this problem is faced here no problem of the right kind can come to
focus. For if everything counted as art which now offers itself as art,
then questions about whether, for example, figurative content, or
or heroic couplets are still viable resources for painters,
y never have arisen, but would

the phras

tonality,
composers, and poets would not onl
make no sense. When there was a tradition, everything which seemed
to count did count. (And that is perhaps analytic of the notion of
“tradition.””) T say that Krenek’s late work doesn’t count, and that
means that the way it is “‘organized” does not raise for me the ques-
tion of how music may be organized. I say that Caro’s steel sculptures
count, and that raises for me the question of what sculpture is: I had
_1 take it everyone had—thought (assumed? imagined?>—but no one
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Word‘ is going to be quite right, and that must itself require a philo-
sophical acFount) that a piece of sculpture was something wgrked
(carved, chipped, polished, etc.); but Caro uses steel rods and beams
and shects which he does not work (c.g., bend or twist) but rather, one
could say, places. I had thought that a piece of sculpture ha(i the
coherence of a natural object, that it was what I wish to call spatiall
closed or spatially continuous (or consisted of a group of ob?ects oz
s:.uch coherence); but a Caro may be open and disvcontAinuous Jone of
1ts parts not an outgrowth from another, nor even joined ’or con-
nected' with another so much as it is juxtaposed to it, or an inflection
from it. I had thought a piece of sculpture stood on a base (or
crouched in a pediment, etc.) and rose; but a Caro rests on the raw
ground and some do not so much rise as spread or reach or open. I
had he_ard that sculpture used to be painted, and took it as a rIr)latt‘er
of fflshlon or taste that it no longer was (in spite of the reconstructed
praises of past glories, the idea of painted stone figures struck me as
ludlcro.u-s); Caro paints his pieces, but not only is this not an external
or additional fact about them, it creates objects about whichAI wis‘h
to say they are not painted, or not colored: they have color not the
way, say, cabinets or walls do, but the way grass and soil do—the expe-
rience I recall is perhaps hit off by saying that Caro is not usirr)m
colored l_)cams, rods, and sheets, but beams and rods and sheets otf,
Folor. ?t is almost as though the color helps de-materialize its support-
ing object. One might wish to say they are weightless, but that f\)rguld
not mean that these massively heavy materials scem ’light but, mor
sur.prlsmgly, neither light nor heavy, resistant to the ,COHC;3 t o;
weight afltogethcr—as they are resistant to the concept of size'pthe
seem neither large nor small. Similarly, they seem to be free o’f lex}j
tu1.’e, so critical a parameter of other sculpture. They are no longer
things.? (.Something similar seems to be true of the use of colorcin
Tecent painting: it is not merely that it no longer serves as the color
of somethir?g,. nor that it is disembodied; but thzoit the canvas we know
to unde'rly it is no longer its support—the color is simply there, as the
canvas is. How it got there is only technically (one could say i)t 1s no
longer humanly) interesting; it is no longer handled.)

?In addition to the pi i i

. piece on Caro cited in note f my i

Fried: ’ n C 4 of my opening paper,
ng;ﬁosnca;i;i%:xncbisrsa()) fto;an exﬁlubmon of Caro’s work at the }Wl{)ilechgpgl I;Xrt (s;fllilrs)(')
I . ! > ~October 1963; and Clement Greenberg's “T T ; 1
Moo ber October 1905 nd © : : rg’s he New Sculpture” and
Press 166, P ictorial Past,” both in his Art and Culture (Boston: Beacon
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The problem this raises for me is exactly not to fi(_tcide w‘l‘lether
this is art (I mean, sculpture), nor to find some definition of “sculp-
ture” which makes the Caro pieces borderline cases of sculpture, or
sculptures in some extended sense. The Pr(_)blem is that.I am, so to
speak, stuck with the knowledge that this is sculpture, in the same
sense that any object is. The problem is that I no longer kn.o.w what
sculpture is, why I call any object, the most central or .tradluonal, a
piec‘e of sculptu}c. How can objects made this way elicit the experl-
ence I had thought confined to objects made so dlﬁerentlyP. And that
this is a matter of experience is what needs constant attention; not-h-
ing more, but nothing less, than that. Just as i.t needs const.ant Zldﬂ}lS-
sion that one’s experience may be wrong, or misformed, or inattentive
and inconstant.

This admission is more than a reaffirmation of the first fact about
art, that it must be felt, not merely known—or, as I would rather put
it, that it must be known for onesclf. It is a statement of the fact czf
life—the metaphysical fact, one could say—that apart from one’s
experience of it there is nothing to be known about'lt, no way of
knowing that what you know is relevant. For what else is ther_e for me
to rely on but my experience? It is only if T accept (my experience of)
the Caro that I have to conclude that the art of sculpture does not ('or
does no longer) depend on figuration, on being wc.vrked,'on spatial
continuity, etc. Then what does it depend on? That is, again, the sort
of issue which prompted me to say that modern art lays .bare. tl‘l‘e
condition of art in general. Or put it this way: ’I_‘hat an object is “a

piece of sculpture” is not (no longer) grammatlcall.y related. to its
“being sculptured,” i.e., to its being the result of carving or chipping,
etc., some material with some tool. Then we no l'ongcr kI.IO\.N what
kind of object a piece of sculpture (grammati.cally) is. That it is not a
natural object is something we knew. But it also is not an a.rtlfact
either—or if it is, it is one which defines no known craft. It is, ‘one
would like to say, a work of art. But what is it one will then be _saymg?

Two serious ambiguities in my initial paper become particularly
relevant here: _ '

a) Beardsley, with good reason, on several occasions is ’Puzz{?d
about whether I am addressing the question “Is this m1.151.c? or “Is
this (music) art?”.1 was, and am, very uncertain about th.ls important
alternation; but I want to suggest what it is I am uncertain about and

why I take it to be important.
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‘There is this asymmetry betwecn the questions: If there is a clear
answer to the question, “Is this music (painting, sculpture . . .)?”,
then the question whether it is art is irrelevant, superfluous. If it is
music then (analytically) it is art. That scems unprejudicial. But the
negation does not: if it is not music then it is not art. But why does
that seem prejudicial? Why couldn’t we allow Pop Art, say, or Cage’s
evenings, or Happenings, to be entertainments of some kind without
uoubling about art? But we are troubled. Because for us, given the
gradual self-definitions and self-liberations over the past century of
the separate major arts we accept, Pop Art presents itself as, or as
challenging, painting; Cage presents his work as, or as challenging the
possibility of, music . . . . It would be enough to say that objects of
Pop Art are not paintings or sculptures, that works of Cage and
Krenek are not music—if we are clear what a painting is, what a piece
of music is. But the trouble is that the genuine article—the music of
Schoenberg and Webern, the sculpture of Caro, the painting of Mor-
ris Louis, the theatre of Brecht and Beckett—really does challenge
the art of which it is the inheritor and voice. Each is, in a word, not
merely modern, but modernist. Each, one could say, is trying to find
the limits or essence of its own procedures. And this means that it is
not clear a priori what counts, or will count, as a painting, or sculp-
ture or musical composition . . . . So we haven’t got clear criteria
for determining whether a given object is or is not a painting, a sculp-
ture . . . . But this is exactly what our whole discussion has pre-
pared us for. The task of the modernist artist, as of the contemporary
critic, is to find what it is his art finally depends upon; it doesn’t
matter that we haven’t a priori criteria for defining a painting, what
matters is that we realize that the criteria are something we must
discover, discover in the continuity of painting itself. But my point
now is that to discover this we nced to discover what objects we
accept as paintings, and why we so accept them. And to “accept some-
thing as a painting” is to “accept something as a work of art,” i.e., as
something carrying the intentions and consequences of art: the nature
of the acceptance is altogether crucial. So the original questions “Is
this music?” and “Is this art?” are not independent. The latter shows,
we might say, the spirit in which the former is relevantly asked. -
b) To say that the modern “lays bare” may suggest that there
was something concealed in traditional art which hadn’t, for some
reason, been noticed, or that what the modern throws over—tonality,
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perspective, narration, the absent fourth wall, etc..——was. somet%n(rilg
inessential to music, painting, poetry, and theater in earlier perio 1s.
These would be false suggestions.® For it is not that now we finally
know the true condition of art; it is only that someone whq does not
question that condition has nothing, or not the ESSCIltléfl thm.g, tolgo
on in addressing the art of our period. And far fron'l 1mp1yxf1g that
we now know, for example, that music does not require tonality, nor
painting figuration nor theater an audience of spectators, etc., exactt)y
what I want to have accomplished is to make all such notions prob-
lematic, to force us to ask, for example, what the art WE.IS which as a
matter of fact did require, or exploit, tonality, perspective, etc. Why
did it? What made such things media of art? It may help to say that
the notion of “modernism laying bare its art” is meant not as an
interpretation of history (the history of' an ar.t), but as a description o§
the latest period of a history, a period in w%uch. ea.ch of thf: art.s secf:mf
to be, even forced to be, drawing itself to'its limits, purging 1t5f31 0
elements which can be foregone and which tl.lere[ore seem arjl)ltrary
or extraneous—poetry wishing the abstraction .and 1mmed1acyf Of'f
lyricism; theater wishing freedom from ent'ertammexllt and z(t;:tmg(i
music wishing escape from the thythm or logic of the single body an
its frame of emotion . . . . Why this has happened one would like
to know, but for the moment what is relevant is that it has happe.ned
at a certain moment in history. For it was not al'wa)is true of a given
art that it sought to keep its medium pure, that it wished to assert its
own limits, and therewith its independence of the ot‘}‘ler arts. Integrity
could be assured without purity. So in saying that “we do not kn(-)\x
what is and what is not essentially connected to the concept of music
I am not saying that what we do not kn.ow 15 \thch one or m(})]re
phenomena are always essential to something’s being music, but t .a;
we have yet to discover what at any given moment has .beep essentia
to our accepting something as music. As was said, this -dlscoxlrle.r;f is
unnecessary as long as there is a tradition—when everything which 1;
offered for acceptance is the real thing. But so far as the possibility o
fraudulence is characteristic of the modﬁern, then the peed foT a
grounding of our acceptance becomes an issue for_ aesthetl'cs. I thml;
of it as a need for an answer to the question, What is a medium of art

sSources of these suggestions, and ways they are false, were b;m‘lg:).t outivle)z
Michael Fried in his course of lectures on Nineteenth Century French Painting, g
at Harvard in the spring term of 1965-66.
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Philosophers will sometimes say that sound is the medium of

music, paint of painting, wood and stone of sculpture, words of liter-
ature. One has to find what problems have been thought to reach
illumination in such remarks. What needs recognition is that wood
or stone would not be a medium of sculpture in the absence of the
art of sculpture. The home of the idea of a medium lies in the visual
arts, and it used to be informative to know that a given medium is oil
or gouache or tempera or dry point or marble . . . because each of
these media had characteristic possibilities, an implied range of
handling and result. The idea of a medium is not simply that of a
physical material, but of a material-in-certain-characteristic-applica-
tions. Whether or not there is anything to be called, and any good
purpose in calling anything, “the medium of music,” there certainly
are things to be called various media of music, namely the various
ways in which various sources of sound (from and for the voice, the
several instruments, the body, on different occasions) have character-
istically been applied: the media are, for example, plain song, work
song, the march, the fugue, the aria, dance forms, sonata form. It is
the existence or discovery of such strains of convention that have
made possible musical expression—presumably the role a medium
was to serve. In music, the “form” (as in literature, the genre) is the
medium. It is within these that composers have been able to speak
and to intend to speak, performers to practice and to believe, audi-
ences to attend and to know. Grant that these media no longer serve,
as portraits, nudes, odes, etc., no longer serve, for speaking and believ-
ing and knowing. What now is a medium of music? If one wishes now
to answer, “Sound. Sound itself,” that will no longer be the neutral
answer it scemed to be, said to distinguish music from, say, poetry or
painting (whatever it means to “distinguish” things onc would never
have thought could be taken for one another); it will be one way of
distinguishing (more or less tendentiously) music now from music in
the tradition, and what it says is that there are no longer known
structures which must be followed if one is to speak and be under-
stood. The medium is to be discovered, or invented out of itself.

If these sketches and obscurities are of any use, they should help
to locate, or isolate, the issue of Pop Art, which is really not central
to the concerns of my paper. Lelt to itself it may have done no harm,
its amusements may have remained clean. But it was not made to be

left to itself, any more than pin ball games or practical jokes or star-
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lets are; and in an artistic-philosophical-cultural situation in which

mass magazines make the same news of it they make of serious art,

and in which critics in elite magazines underwrite such adventures—

finding new bases for aesthetics and a new future for art in every new

and safe weirdness or attractiveness which catches on—it is worth

saying: This is not painting; and it is not painting not because paint-

ings couldn’t ook like that, but because serious painting doesn’t; and
it doesn’t, not because serious painting is not forced to change, 10
explore its own foundations, even its own look; but because the way
it changes—what will count as a relevant change—is determined by
the commitment to painting as an art, in struggle with the history
which makes it an art, continuing and countering the conventions and
intentions and responses which comprise that history. It may be that
the history of a given art has come to an end, a very few centuries after
it has come to a head, and that nothing more can be said and meant in
terms of that continuity and within those ambitions. It is as if the var-
ious anti-art movements claim to know this has happened and to pro-
vide us with distraction, or to substitute new gratifications for those
well gone; while at the same time they claim the respect due only to
those whose seriousness they cannot share; and they receive it, because
of our frightened confusion. Whereas such claims, made from such a
position, are no more to be honored than the failed fox’s sour opinion
about the grapes.

4. T have been saying that what the modern puts in question is
not merely, so to speak, itself, but its tradition as a whole. Without
allowing this to become problematic, one will, for example, suppose
that “organization” of some more or less indefinite description, is
essential to art. So I used Krenek and Caro as examples which 1
hoped would bring that supposition into question: If Krenek’s work
fails to be music, this proves not merely that “organization” is not a
sufficient condition of art—which we ought to have learned from
Beckmesser as well as from his progeny; it suggests that we do not
know what to look for as organizing a piece of music, nor what the
point of any particular organization is supposed to be. Since Caro’s
work succecds in being sculpture, the received notion of organization
pales in a more obvious way: 1 do not say that it has become com-
pletely irrelevant but only that it is completely problematic. So far as

“organization” just means “composition,” his pieces have about the
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same degree of organization as a three-legged stool. (Some will sup-
pose tha.t therefore a three-legged stool is a candidate for scul turg
fmd. exhibit it. Well and good; look one over.) To say what “(E)r an:
fzat{on” means in reference to his work would be to say what : -
1zation consists in there. Y orE

1I

'Wl.laltever the distances between our philosophical and aesthetic
§ens.1b1htles and tolerances, there are several further points at which
it still seems to me reasonable to have hoped that what I wrote would
have.he-lped my commentators to some caution with their several
certamtufs. Margolis makes me say, and say “angrily,” that * the
new music ‘expresses . . . contempt for the artistic process’ : (.p' );
whereas what I said expressed this contempt was not “the new ml.xs?g »
but two particular theories or apologies which are offered in defcn;e
of certain new music (supra p. 204). This slip is distressing, because the
obl.lque and shifting relations between an art, and its c;iticism and
phllosophy., is a major theme of the entire paper. Having summa’rized
me, he begins his objections by (1) mentioning “the ideological battles
which must be waged by artists engagés,” and (2) taking it as his “clue
about the new electronic music that composers have dispensed with
the.keyboard by taking the entire range of sound (now technologicall
ivallable for the first time) as their materials.”” He concedes ( g) tha)t,
Fhey ha.ve eliminated . . . notation and performance and ?m TO-
visation in this regard,” suggesting that they are “composing musI;cal
sculptures” (pp.-9g9-100). Taking these points in turn: (1) In what
sense are composers and painters engagés, and why must ideological
battles be waged by them? I suggested that composers, in obvcious
ways the least engagés of artists (in the normal, latcly’ fashionable
sense of that term), had become the most embattled artistically, and
I took this as characteristic of the musical community now T):; say,

. )

- as if it is obvious, that artists “must” wage ideological battles, ob-

scures the particular phenomenon I wanted to make surprising, that
cl(:mpos.ers have come to feel compelled to defend their work in
theoretical papers, a phenomenon I take, in turn, to be characteristic

- of the kind of work they are compelled to produce. It is, moreover,
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a phenomenon that has a recognizable and datable beginning in its
modern form, with Wagner's writings in the middle of the nineteenth
century. (2) To speak, as if in explanation, and with satisfaction, of
“the entire range of sound now technologically available” is simply
to accept the cant of one of the embattled positions, with no sugges-
tion as to why that position has been opted for. (3) In what regard
have notation, performance, and improvisaiion 7oi been climinated;
and is this climination of significance? When Margolis goes on to ask
whether what is thereby “composed” may be called “musical sculp-
tures,” he astonishingly turns to the reader to find the answer, instead
of giving his own; but since his phrase is baked up for the occasion,
and since the only point in serving it would be to express an insight
or temptation he has discovered in himself and therefore wishes us to
test in ourselves, what can one conclude from his avoiding any re-

sponsc to it, but that there was nothing on his mind? So he has in fact

given no suggestion about how this new access of the entire range of

sound may or may not relate to music.

It may be true, as Beardsley says, that “Tolstoy at least knew

what he was doing, for he was a radical aesthetic reformer, and under-
stood very well that there is no more severe way to condemn works of
art than to say that they are not even art at all” (p. 10%). But one is not
confident that Tolstoy’s motives in his writings about art are justly
seen when they are put as “condemning works of art”; for first, Tol-
stoy’s point is that these works are not art, and second, he is condemn-
ing far more than putative works of art. Moreover, his condemnations
seemn mild compared to other ways in which art can be condemned,
e.g., politically or religiously or simply through steady indifference—
indeed, one of his motives, perhaps the most fundamental, was exactly
to rescue genuine art (on anybody’s view) from its condemnation to
irrelevance, or to serving as morsels for the overstuffed, or as excite-
ments for those no longer capable of feeling. Whatever Tolstoy under-
stood very well, the denial that certain putative works of art are art
at all is a criticism characteristic of, only available to criticism within,
the modern period of art, beginning in the nineteenth century. Apart
from Tolstoy and Nietzsche, other representative figures in this line
would be Kierkegaard and Baudelaire, and Ruskin and Arnold.
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Scrioi Sl:;d war;tcc? to b‘rmg more data to the issues of intention and
sertoust Sisy afr;rc :S]cer'lty, but'Beardsley finds that the phenomena
(p- 106). Here we df; lsscs;i (i‘}f"lltxllyte:ﬁtéztlxnusifii(allg'nauy e 'reSt
However intractable the issue has bccn,Pone is dr::gc::dol?aec:r:\)/[etey-
again, f.ace‘cll Wit!l the alternatives Beardsley proposes? what we are tl(:
xr;(:etllc; in mu51.c (narrowly speaking)” is, roughly, rhythm and/or
me (;{ ly (p, 15)7), find what we are to listen for in “music (broadly
sgzzkﬁ:g;_—lje.‘,‘ in that part of ‘it which is not music (narrowly
speat g)—are "any traces of musical worth” (p. 109). I find that I
moﬁ;ﬁag;ne listening to almost‘anything (which is audible, or in
mow )l bor some trace of musmal worth—except precisely those
wo Cz;«‘// }lchdI accept as music (un.les.s the context is one in which I
tr f ince that a piece of music is for the most part without a
ina:}c;o inu.smal ‘worth). “.Mu.sical worth” is explained as “patterns of
- itreI atxonship that give it shape, notable regional qualities that
gescri character (p- 109)..But one can find or produce things of that
ption virtually at will, e.g., with hand claps, feet taps, and th
sound of spoons tinkling; I am not on such grounds mo}\)/e,d t ltl3
thlem music, lfov.vever entertaining the procecdings. (They m:yczll)e
Irljac;t;cz ;(;l;rigcslli Ousl various ways, ¢.g., th? way a design, say of a room,
oy e relatec thome painting.) What is missing from the character-
ons | : e narrow and the broad is the sense that the thin

one is hster-l_mg to, listening for, is the point of the piece. And tg
%cn.ow its point is to know the answer to a sense of the questi;)n “Wit )
15 1t as it is?” It bears explanation, not perhaps the way tides an?i,

- depressions do, but the way remarks and actions do. And a question I

meant t ising i

< ohl.)e raising in my paper was: Is there any reason other than
philosophical possession which should prevent us from saying, what
se ‘ '

ems most natural to say, that such questions discover the artist’s

. intention i
ention in a work? I gave a number of reasons for thinking that the

phllos.ophlcal prohibition against saying this is poorly or obscurely
conceived, and others meant to show why it seems lucidly true, i.e
y LGy

- cases in which it is in fact right. The appeal to intention can in fact

Ee hnapé)rf)prlate or distracting or evasive, as it can in moral contexts;
- . !
o doubt it frequently is in some of the work of the literary historians
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itici is one irony of
and aestheticians opposed by the New Criticism. Itis o y

itici i ive fixed
recent literary history that the foW Criticism, \Vltgc(;lrrlrfl:errlllto(gf e xee
on preserving poetry from wh.at it felt as tl:ie en'cr;)arce O ine.
and logical positivism (repeating as arn acalemlced o ecepred unde.
teenth century went through as a cultural tragedy),

y 1 tuIed 11 tllat same
C ]

Lrding to which an intention is some internal, prior
philosophy—according to waich at

: ar hich remain
mental event causally connected with outward effects, which
the sole evidence for its havin% ocfcullfred_- .g,sort ¢ remark: “Tolstoy’s
i ie the tollowin : oS
This seems to underlie - decisivel
criteria of genuineness fail for well-known reasox‘lrs bil;os‘ll:vas Shak(z
ist 1 riliabie.

i i [ the artist is seldom ve -
ecause the sincerity o can say?
:) eare sincere when he wrote Macbeth or Sonnet .78? WhoWhat 3if-
(p 106). Is that a rhetorical question? And floes it ‘Tvnlt]?aﬁ,l C i that
fp.ence does it make? But why ask it rhetorically? en o L sin
er . . .
modern art forced the question of seriousness and m}tlen.tslsour:: N
cerity, 1 thought the implication clear enough that t .e i N
forcec,i in earlier art, and 1 suggested reasons f.or. that: _eilg-’ ¢ orivate

ntions were deep enough to achieve conviction Wit oPuIS[;t e
ve : is the answer

1 i real one, what 1s t

king. If the question is a - ; ) ; or an
Zzzodg can sayq because there is no verification a'vm,l,able fld 10015;
’ (£} M Ou

'mswery? But that assumes we know what venﬁcgt;on th‘z e ure of
iike here. Beardsley refers to “well-’known reasons ofr eations
uch considerations. He may have in mind the sort o cont' S eThe
; cd by him and W. K. Wimsatt in their well-known article,
press

Intentional Fallacy”:

o t ask how a critic expects to get an answer to the gu:ast:ic;r;

ot intenti n. How is he to find out what th_e poet trie ho o
N ohe mtemlocécded in doing it, then the poem itself shows what €
. P.Oet Sucdo And if the poct did not succeed,. then the poemf 1r
Hot adequ ttz evi'dence, and the critic must go outsxc.le tl_le pocm—e n:)4
relx?itlzgiglg; an intention that did not become effective in the poem.

al to a con-
It is still worth saying about such remarks that they .apple o2 con
cept of intention as relevant to art which does nolt exist € Is;leore vis.ibl‘;
i is
dinary conduct, nothing .
example, the case of or conduc - e
t(l);m acti(l))ns which are not meant, visible in the slip, the1 ml::f;) © the
.dent, the inadvertence . . . , and by what follows (the e
accident,

4 “The Illtell[lollal Fa lacy in W. K. Wimsatt The Pe1bal Icon (L ngton:
1 S s exing
»
Um-exsnt) of 112“(\1(:‘() Press, 1954; PaPerbaCk- 1958' 1957)’ P 4.

- work. It is only because an artifact works that we infer th
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ment, confusion, remorse, apology, attempts to correct . . . ). Of
course we may not know what is happening in a given case: the boxer
who connects and wins may have meant to miss and throw the fight.
We may have to go outside the punch itself to find this out, but then
there is no question what kind of evidence will be relevant. Now,
how is it imagined we are to discover the artist’s intention—when,
that is, we are told that there is no way inside the poem of verifying
it? Are we supposed to ask the poet, or interview somecone who knows
him well? But the problem is: How is anything we learn in such ways
to be identified as the intention of this work?
I had suggested that a certain sense of the question “Why this?”
is essential to criticism, and that the “certain sense” is characterized
as one in which we are, or seem to be, asking about the artist’s inten-
tion in the work. If this is correct, then these are plain facts, true
descriptions which depend on knowing what kind of objects poems
are and what kind of activity criticism is. The philosopher, hearing
such claims and descriptions, has his ancient choice: he can repudiate
them, on the ground that they cannot be true (because of his philo-
sophical theory—in this case of what poems are and what intentions
are and what criticism is); or he can accept them as data for his
philosophical investigation, learning from them what it is his philos-
ophizing must account for. Beardsley’s precedure is the former, mine
the latter. According to Beardsley’s, when a critic inquires about
intention, seriousness, sincerity, etc., he is forced outside the work.
My point is that he finds this true because of his idea of where an
intention is to be searched for, and because he has been reading
unhelpful critics. For the fact is that the correct sense of the question
“Why?” directs you further into the work. In saying that this, if true,
isa fact, I mean to be saying that it is no more than a fact; it is not an
account of objects of art, and intention, and criticism, which shows
the role of this fact in our dealings with art.

I'said that it is not merely a bad picture of intention that makes
this seemn false or contentious or paradoxical, it is also a bad picture
of what a poem is. It is the picture of a poem as more or less like a
physical object,® whereas the first fact of works of art is that they are

*“Judging a poem is like judging a pudding or a machine. One demands that it

e intention of an artificer. ‘A
pocm should not mean but be” A poem can be only through its meaning—since its
medium is words—yet it is, simply, is, in the sense that we have no excusc for inquiring
what part is intended or meant” (ibid., p. 4).
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meant, meant to be understood.®. A poem, whatever else it is, is an
utterance (outer-ance). It is as true to say of poems that they are physi-
cal objects as to say of human actions that they are physical motions
(though it is perfectly true that there would not be an action unless
somebody moved, did something). But it is pointless to pursue this
discussion in the absence of concrete instances of works and criticism
to which each philosophy underiakes responsibility. So let me simply
claim that apart from the recognition that one’s subject, in art, is the
intentionality of objects, one will appeal, in speaking of these objects,
to sources of organization (thyme schemes, scansion patterns, Baroque
“structure,” sonata “form,” etc.) in ways which fail to tell why this

thing is as it is, how it means what it does.

But of course I was claiming, in my paper, more than this. I was
claiming that in modernist art the issue of the artist’s intention, his
seriousness and his sincerity, has taken on a more naked role in our
acceptance of his works than in earlier periods. This is an empirical
claim, depending on a view of the recent history of the arts and on my
experience of individual works of that period. I discussed the concept

of intention only long enough to try to head off the use of a philo-

sophical theory which would prevent, or prejudice, an investigation

of this claim. In this, I was evidently unsuccessful. So let me give one
further suggestion about why, if the considerations I raised are rele-

vant, they have not been confronted.

The New Critics’ concentration on the poem itself, in a way
which made the poet’s intention or sincerity look irrelevant, had an
immediate liability in their relative neglect of Romantic poets and
their successors. (In itself, this is hardly surprising: particular poetic
theories are directly responsive to cerlain poetic practice.) My claim
can be put by saying that the practice of poetry alters in the nine-

“No. The first fact about works of art is that they are
not intellectual.” There ate times when that will
be what necds emphasis, because that will be the thing we have forgotten. And I do
not wish to deny what it means. But it only says why there is a problem. If words always
supplied only information, if paintings were always diagrams or illustrations, if music
were always the heightening of scrious, or light, occasions; there would be no problem
(or not the same problem) about whether, or how, the work is meant. Again, it should
be considered that this emphasis on sensuousncss is fully true only during certain
moments in the atts, for example when pleasure is its motivation (when, say, gardening
was still considered, as in Kant, one of the arts; and that motivation, in varying inten-
sities, will no doubt continue in the major arts when gardens and gardening no longer
serve it sufficiently). Still, if one wishes: The first question of aesthetics is: 1low docs

that (sensuous object) mcan anything?

¢ Somcone will feel:
sensuous—their impact is immediate,

A MATTER OF MEANING IT % 229

teentll a 14" i i i \¢ y -
POCXII ltSGlf: tlle Ielation bet‘veen authOI d d-
s

1112 or lntelnallZIHQ ni 1S Der vasive tonig —becomes relicious U hen
» i a c 308 POLULLLS ALagiUus,. Y ailia
)
C h
I 3 133 . € ’ : L

- not Mr. Arnold speaking to us, but a mask of Arnold speaking to
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" g':tr gx?);):i;(; us: wvehc}on t I;o much hear his words as overhear them
something. But it does not explai ;
‘ ins 0 xplain our res ibili
hat thing. B oes ponsibilit
hearder:esrmg, in listening: nor his in speaking, knowing he’s overy
, and meaning to be. What i i :
g - What it neglects is that
the words, or refus i ray them. What i
e them; wish for them b
he ' : , or betray them. What is
@ ;C:efor is not merely our interest, nor our transport—these ma
ever wer;/fea:s be;?ayals now. What is called for is our acknowledgmen)t’
implicated, or our rejection implicati
: , of the implication. I
. 2 RS - 3 ' n dr
beglrll\I responsibilities? In listening begins evasionp o
ot that it is obvious how intention and sincerity and seriousness
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are to be established in art, any more than in religion or morality or
love. But this is just what I have against the disc'ussions I have read
and heard on these topics; they are unreal in their conﬁdfznce about
what establishing an intention, or an attitude, woulfi be' like. A man
asks me for a candlestick from the mantel and I bring it to .hlm;_he
looks and says, “No. I meant the other one.” Did he? Does his saying
this establish his intention? Not in the absence of an und‘ersta.ndable
continuation. If he simply puts the thing on thf'l floor beside him and
I cannot imagine to what point, nor can I imagine .what he may want
to use it for later, nor can I see what its difference is from the one he
rejected, I am not going to say that he meant this one rather thanl the
other one. (Perhaps his intention was to demonstrate the complete-
ness of my subservience, obeying pointless req'uests.)- What_ the con-
tinuation will have to be, how it establishes the intention, will vary in
omplexity, with the context. .
mngfrﬁi fm el))iamplye from the making of movies, which is relatlv?.ly
free of the ideologies and attitudes we have constru?ted for the ma]orf
arts. On my interpretation of La Strada, it i§ a version of the story o
Philomel: the Giulietta Masina figure is virtually speechless, she is
rudely forced, she tells her change by playing the trumpet, one tune
over and over which at the end fills the deserted beach and whose
purity at last attacks her barbarous king. Su.ppose I want to i‘ind ou(;
whether Fellini intended an allusion to Philomel. If T ask him, an

he affirms it, that may end any lingering doubts about its relevance. -

Suppose he denies it; will I believe him, te-llu.e his word against my
conviction that it is there? In.fact, my conviction of the relevana? 1s
. so strong here that, if asked Fellini, I would not so much be look'mg
for confirmation of my view as inquiring whether he_hacﬁl recognize
this fact about his work. One may ask: “Doesn’t this simply prove
what those who deny the relevance of intentior} h.ave always salc.i?
What is decisive is what is there, not what the artist m.tended, or said
he intended.” What this question proves is that a particular f(_)rmula-
tion of the problem of intention has been acc‘fl:pted. .B?cause in ,wha;
I have been urging, this alternative between “what is {ntefldcd an
“what is there” is just what is being questioned. Intention is no more
an eflicient cause of an object of art than it is of a human actlo.n;- in
both cases it is a way of understanding the- thing done, of describing
what happens. “But you admit that Fel.lml may not halve.knm:rlx‘l(,l or
may not find relevant, the connection with Philomel. And if he didn’t
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know, or doesn’t see the relevance, surely he can’t have intended it.
And yet it is there, or may be.”
What is the relation between what you know (or knew) and
what you intend to be doing? It is obvious enough that not every-
thing you know you are doing is something you are intending to be
doing (though it will also not be, except in odd circumstances, some-
thing you are doing unintentionally either). To take a stock example:
you know that firing a gun is making a lot of noise, but only in special
circumstances will making the noise be (count as) what it is you are
intending to do. But perhaps that is irrelevant: “It is still true that
anything you can be said to have intended or to be intending to do is
something you know you are doing. Either Fellini did or did not
know of the connection with the Philomel story. If he did not know
then it follows that he did not intend the connection. If he did know
then that connection may or may not have been intended by him.
In all these cases, what he knew and what he intended are irrelevant
to our response. It is what he has done that matters.” But it is exactly
to find out what someone has done, what he is responsible for, that
one investigates his intentions. What does it mean to say “Making the
noise was not his intention”? What it comes to is that if asked what
he is doing he will not answer (or one will not describe him as)
“Making noise.” That aspect of what he is doing is obvious, or irrele-
vant—there is no reason to call attention to it. But suppose there is.
There is a child asleep in that house; or terrified by noise; or the
noise is a signal of some kind. Suppose he hadn’t known. Very well, it
can be pointed out to him; and now, should he go on firing the gun,
what he is doing will be differently described. We might say: his
intention will have altered. And yet he would be doing the same
thing? But the point is: when further relevances of what you are
doing, or have done, are pointed out, then you cannot disclaim them
by saying that it is not your intention to do those things but only the
thing you're concentrating on. “Unintentionally,” “inadvertently,”
“thoughtlessly,” etc., would not serve as excuses unless, having needed
the excuse, you stop doing the thing that keeps having these uninten-
tional, inadvertent, thoughtless features.

“But doesn’t this just show how different the artist’s situation is?
There isn’t going to be some obvious description like ‘Firing a gun’
to describe what he’s done, and even if there were, you couldn’t alter
his intention (whatever that means) by pointing out the further rele-
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vances of his work, because in looking for the artist’s intention the
point surely would not be to get him to stop doing what he is doing,
or do something else; his intention is history, forever fixed—what-
ever it was, it has had this result—and the work it has created has con-
sequences only in terms of that work itself. You say that if a man
doesn’t realize the concomitants of his action you can point them out;
but before you point them out they were not known and hence can-
not have becn a part of that intention.” The artist’s situation is
indeed different, but it doesn’t follow that what we are interested in,
being interested in his work, is not his intention (in the work).

Suppose Fellini hadn’t thought of Philomel. How am It
imagine his negative response to my question—when, that is, I find
that it doesn’t matter what he says? Am I to imagine that he says, “No.
I wasn’t thinking of that,” and there the matter drops? But one
would not accept that even in so simple a case as the firing gun: he
may not have thought of it before, but he had better think of it now.
I am not aesthetically incompetent (any more than I am morally
incompetent when I point out that a child is asleep or terrified); I
know what kind of consideration is artistically relevant and what is
not, as well as anyone else, though I may not be able to articulate this
relevance as well as useful critics can, much less create the relevance
in a work of art.

I say he had better think about it once I point out the connec-
tion; but obviously he may refuse to, and he can refuse because this is
not a moral context, there is no new practical consequence forthcom-
ing. But there are consequences: if he doesn’t see the relevance, Iam
shaken in my trust in him as an artist. He may not care about that,
but I do, and that is all I am concerned with here. Suppose he does
acknowledge the relevance, but hadn’t thought of it until it was
pointed out to him. Wouldn't that in fact just show that he can’t
have intended it? —So intention cannot be what secures the rele-
vance of one’s descriptions of a work.

Now the difference between the artist’s case and the simple
physical action becomes critical. Everything depends upon how the
relevance is, or is not, acknowledged. Suppose he says, “Of course!
That’s just the feeling I had about my character when I was making

the picture. Odd the story never occurred to me.” Or: “How ironic.
I had tried to translate that story into a modern setting several times
with no success. Here, without realizing it, I actually did it.” In such
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cases Tam in.clined to say that the rclevance is intended (Here, on
will have to investigate ordinary cases in which, e.g. diSS;ltiSﬁed, 't;:
the way you have put something—a phrase, or a vase’——you are off‘;w d
ilwnewlalternat”ive and, accepting it, reply: “Yes, that’s right. Thzrli’s
Cui-izd t?;ixst) Xtvx;heln, by hypotbesis, that alternative had not oc-
crted toyo . glance, one might take the second case (“without
re: 1dntg); it”) as one of inadvertence rather than intention. But that
o :;t no:, tg;let(;lnlly xfdtﬁe allusion was one he hadn’t wanted, doesn’t
e nox .if " ti ean Ne has made, the artist is entitled to everything
e unco,mcwus Tl;le.) or am I pron?pted to add that the intention
e - 4 hat may well describe certain cases, but its useful-
! UL have specifically to be made out. What would prompt it h
is the idea that intentions must be conscious—the same idga whfcrlf
wou@ prompt one to deny that Fellini can have intended the refer
z?c.e IfBlt hadn’t occurred to him at the time, if he hadn’t been awaere;
Conlst(;i u; Ivv}}at 15 the origin of the idea that intentions must be
ous? 1t 1s not clear what that means, nor that it means anvthi
at all, apart from a contrast with unconscious intentions; Tit s
not clear what that means. ons nd it
a Par;1 f’f it§ origin is doubtless the fact that you can’t be intending
hOWo“zrlhta tmg if you d(?n t know you’re doing it, or rather don’t know
o Wha you are qomg could have that consequence (if you didn’t
Whawtv daoezu“tkglocwcigllc!,’?fou ctjm’t. have int_ended to frighten it). But
Nithout 0w ig i (cionsmt in? Certainly one can know a thing
without | mucg) n Elm- (f(?rtunately—otherwise there wouldn’t be
mikes sense (0 say Fellini intended (i B to s poting e pa
! at 1s to say, Fellini can hav
mter.lded) the reference to Philomel if ;1 < : .
sees its relevance to his own, whether or no‘: tll\llflzes‘tvort;l Zrlsctl()ll;}s] ;rllgv:r(l)c‘g
ﬁzcclllir;ei(rl1 :eongli?. akt nthe'tlm?' (I do not say that under these conditions
o Soiend h,e di?iw_mg 12 at best necessary, not sufficient for inten-
oo Whet id intend it de_pen(‘ls on what he did, on the work
) This may still scem puzzling; it may still seem, for exampl
t%lat no present or future relevation can show what an, earlier i e
tion was. e
reasolzut wh)ll) is this puzzling? P.erhaps it has to do with our, for some
eason, not being free to consider what “acknowledging an inten-
tion” 1s, or what “being shown relevance” is. Suppose the man had
known about the child but had forgotten. Reminded, he is stunnezzi
s
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and quickly acknowledges his forgetfulness. \Vlthogt thatl,) 01;‘ Csc(zmte:
similar, acknowledgment, the excuse/apology woul noi1 e nvfn-
able—would not be an excuse or apology. Suppose he hast (:I(I)e e
iently forgotten; confronted, he may vehemently dtczlny that he had
known, or that it matters; or vehemently acknowledge tha d
intended to wake or terrify the child. Veherflence here measures ‘
ance between knowing a thing and having to acknowlefige it. .
imagined Fellini's acknowledgment'of tl.xe relevance as c9trr1i;n§o\:1;n
a sharp recognition, a sense of clarl_ﬁcatlon. Otherw1se:11 s mot o8
acknowledgment of sornethingg% he intended or wanted. g
i ve been putting me oft. ' o
Slmpi)yell}ﬁaps the I;)uzzletr,nent comes from the feelmE thalte (;t elsm rigt
enough for him merely to have known the story;’ the know Ee must
have been active in him, so to speak. And doesn’t that meant.
have been aware of it? Two considerations now seem relevan f o
1. It is not necessary for him in fact to .ha.ve been aware of 1 ,The
it is necessary that he can become aware ofitina partlcilafax:lr(ajzs. oty
man firing the gun can become awarc of tk'xo.se [urthler ri .C\n cos orty
by being told them, or by further fzml')mca.l exp orfa }110 g put L
artist becomes aware of them by bethinking hlms-elf 9ﬁ t erné iz,What
were, trying the intention on himself now. Thls.dl erfn.cn s was
one would expect. For there is no relevan_ce to point O(lil ,I : ' he‘ on
to a work of art, which the artist has not himself cTcat?h. : 1rs
has put the child there and made it sleep or filled it wit -e? ..S .
9. Tt is, or ought to be, obvious enough that.an artis hl an
who knows how to do something, to make sor.nethmg, thfat Z ;gi o
his life trying to learn to do it bctt'ex.”, by experience, .pf‘:cfmz,u e bé
perception . . . . And as is famlhfir with any actxle( y: y.n g
an expert at it (know how to do it well) w.xthout‘ hnoxtvlb gn 08
aware of) what it is you do exactly; and_ certainly wit ;)u ; Cfl o
to say how you do it. (There are obvious ’problcm; 1611‘ ..ne(t? Jou
know how to play the clarinet if you cant play t f c atrl o vou
might know how——without being able to—well enoug ]; to belrz L some
one to play. Only you won't, as pa;t of y(;:lll;l tziixslr:)g;e (ren z;ght 3;V et
onstrate the correct way. in certd .
zzydf;:lt you couldn’t teach someone how, but .youbcc?;i(: Stv.‘,;liln gl;lnrr;
how.) Suppose someone noticed thaﬁt Babe Ruth, l])u?t e1 S
at a pitch, bent his knees in a partl?ular way. O vious yt he may not
be aware that he does this, but does it follow that it is not do
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tionally? If there is reason to believe that bending his knees is an
essential part of what makes him good at batting—an explanation of
how he does it—I find I want to say that he does it intentionally; he
means to. I would not say this about the way he habitually tugs at his
cap before gripping the bat, unless it were shown that this was con-
nected with the way he then grips it—e.g., he has some secret sub-
stance in the bill of the cap, or it serves to fix his fingers in some
spectal position. Nor would I say this about some action which
hindered a performance—the way, for example, one of his team
mates drops his shoulder as he swings; he may invariably do this, and
be perfectly aware of it, and working hard to get over it: it is uninten-
tional, he doesn’t mean to. But all of this is hardly surprising: intend-
ing to do something is internally related to wanting something to
happen,” and discovering an intention is a way of discovering an ex-
planation. That one is locating intention is what accounts for the fact
that a piece of criticism takes the form of an interpretation.

I do not wish to claim that everything we find in a work is some-
thing we have to be prepared to say the artist intended to put there.
But I am claiming that our not being so prepared is not the inevitable
state of affairs; rather, it must be cxceptional (at least in successful
works of art)—as exceptional as happy accidents, welcome inadver-
tencies, fortunate mistakes, pure luck.® Perhaps the actions of artists
produce more such eventualities than other forms of human conduct
(hence, the poet as dumb Bard, or wild child, and the function of the
Muse). But then they are also fuller of intention (hence, the artist as
genius, visionary).

Given certain continuations I may want to say: Fellini didn't
intend the reference, but, being an artist he did something even

"This is one among several points at which acknowledgment is due G. E. M.
Anscombe’s Intention (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1957), a work which no
one involved in this topic will safely neglect.

°The “must” in “must be exccptional” is a point of Transcendental Logic. It
doesn’t mean: Invariably, most of what is in the object is intended. It means: Our con-
cept of a work of art is such that what is not intended in it has to be thought of, or
explained, in contrast to intention, at the same levcl as intention, as the qualification
of a human action. Of course not every portion of an interpretation will be directed
simply to pointing out something which is there, ie., something the artist may or may
not have intended. Sometimes it will be directed toward hclping us appreciate what has
been pointed out. Sometimes this will involve evaluating the inlcmion—e.g., as cheap,
childish, courageous, perverse, willful; sometimes it will involve evaluating its exccution,
as, e.g., crude, brutal, thoughtless, inattentive; sometimes it will involve comparing the
given work with another one whose intentions are diflerent.
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better; he re-discovered, or discovered for himself, in himself, the in-

tention of that myth itself, the feelings and wants which originally

produced it. Or I may simply say: So it wasn’t intentional. I shall be

surprised, perhaps led to go over his work again to discover whether

I still find the connection as powerful as I did at first; perhaps it is

merely a superficial coincidence, and blocks me from a more direct

appreciation. But if I .do still find it useful, I shall still use it in my

reading of the film, not because his intention no longer guides me,

but because what it does is exactly guide me (as it guided him). To say
that works of art are intentional objects is not to say that each bit of
them, as it were, is separately intended; any more than to say a human
action is intentional is to say that cach physical concomitarit of it is
separately intended—the noise, that grass crushed where I have stood,
that branch broken by the bullet, my sharp intake of breath before
the shot, and the eye-blink after . . . . But all these are things I have
done, and any may become relevant. In tragedy, consequence alto-
gether outstrips the creature’s preview, and nature and society exact
their price for a manageable world; in comedy, the price is born by
nature and society themselves, smiling upon their creatures. In moral-
ity, our interest in intention, given the need to confront someone’s
conduct, is to localize his responsibility within the shift of events.
In art, our interest in intention, given the fact that we are confronted
by someone’s work, is to locate ourselves in its shift of events. In all
cases, the need is for coming to terms, for taking up the import of a
human gesture. In all, I may use terms to describe what someone has
done which he himself would not use, or may not know. (Here the
problem of oblique contexts is explicitly relevant.) Whether what 1
say he has done is just or not just is something that will require
justification, by further penctration into what has happened, what is
there. What counts is what is there, says the philosopher who distrusts
appeals to intention. Yes, but everything that is there is something a
man has done.

Games are places where intention does not count, human activ-
ities in which intention need not generally be taken into account;
because in games what happens is described solely in terms set by the
game itself, because the consequences one is responsible for are lim-
ited a priori by the rules of the game. In morality, tracing an inten-
tion limits a man’s responsibility; in art, it dilates it completely. The
artist is responsible for everything that happens in his work—and not
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{:::ill)ri:};isscgii%l‘?-t 1t. is done, but in the sense that it is meant. It is a
e T pI ility; very fefv men 'hZ.lVC the gift and the patience
anc singleness to shoulder it. But it is all the more terrible, when
it fs shouldered, not to appreciate it, to refuse to und ’
thing meant so well. Frevand some
- Ilirj!akf)ffrwnh one fur‘thenr way in which questioning the artist
e ey.mvv\.lux ;Lacu vut. Instead of considering my inquiries with due
o mty,l 1¢ may tell me to mind my business, or my manners; or
ot i1_telrate gr mislead me. (So may.hi.s work. And of course by now the
st has ropp‘ed out anyway; it is his work we are interviewing.)
What “fOl.l]d thfs signify? Perhaps that he has said all he can cogr;-
Ze}":d his l.n‘t‘entmns as fully as his powers allow, in the work it,self—
: Is1 i r;z s;y. ;{OH want to spare yourself the difficulty of understand-
nogt " , but there is no way else to understand me; otherwise it would
ot i:/ieg ﬁ?sltl :‘:: Sbl;Ch difficulty to make myself exactly understood.”
. > been aware of that oneself, and not meant to be
getting out of difficulty, but asking help to get in further. Why, i
those c1rcunrfstzmces, would the artist turn away? In thos'ﬂ ciry’ .
zz;nlces he m.lght not. But then claiming to be in those circ;mstac:cr:s-
B2 riltrf:; ;1;1:;(;1;1;‘1;2:1 }?:re; :r;e ]ustif.y it;f\sking anyone about his
s meeting hi ibiliti i
an explanation of his conduct. And whg;it ;il\rfissp(())rrllselbtlllll;l:’ liileIIg
morality the right is given in one’s relation to what has beeg d y
or to the man who has done it. In art, it has to be earncd, throughotrifc;

ta i i
_ talent of understanding, the skill of commitment, and truthfulness to

one’s re — i

attem'r sp<;nse the ways the artist earned his initial right to our
= ion. If we hav.e earned the right to question it, the object itself

will answer; otherwise not. There is poetic justice



