The Poetic Mind: Literariness and Essence”

PATRICIA KOLAITI

Abstract

This paper proposes a new approaclegsentialismn literature and art. Ibegins
with the assumption that a certdiehaviouris anaction when it stands in the right
causal relation to an internal process, and paatises it in the following argument:
a certain behaviour is art -and the resulting dbgecartwork- when it stands in the
right causal relation to a certain internal and,rengpecifically, mental/psycho-
cognitive process. This process will be terrpedtic thought state

1 Introduction

Blaming essentialisnfor all the mischief it has been used for in hurmdallectual,
social and ideological history -the repertoire uspsisingly rich and ranges from
sexism and its doctrines to racism and its doddring as wise and advisable as
blaming the knife for a killing. Essentialism and éthics are two rather different
things. Scepticism about the latter cannot legitalyapermit dismissal of the
former.

The attribution of essenceds an evolved part of human psychology. Our
cognitive organisation has an inbuilt propensity oy to track essence and build
certain categories of concepts around it but alsaréate complex and induced
states of essential fuzziness -in, say, efforfessbnstructing concepts like
BLUEISH or CENTAUR.

“Many thanks to Deirdre Wilson, Anne Furlong, Juiellier, Calo Giammeta and Virginia
Virtu for the stimulating discussions and constgcinput in developing this essay. Also many
thanks to my sponsors: The Lilian Voudouri PublenBfit Foundation, the AHRC and the UCL
Graduate School.

!t is an accepted convention in philosophy, sosténce and anthropology to talk about kinds
whose having somessences pretty much uncontroversial: kinds that exmstapendently of the
human mind Ratural kinds,that is- and kinds whose essence we humans invehée form of a
definition or function:nominal kindsand artifacts A question that immediately follows is
whether artifacts -whatever artifacts are takerbée can be said to really have an essence.
Another question concerns the nature of this attf@ essence: could it be a prototypical shape?
Or a prototypical function? Or maybe, an esserstialcture or function? Or perhaps, none of
these.

Beyond conventions of jargon, the borders betwegfaets andnatural kinds are anything but
sharp.Biological artifacts(Sperber 2003), combining both a natural and mlldimension, are
perhaps the prime examples of fuzziness in the dolineé between the two categories. Dan
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This paper is a defence of essentialism in liteeaturd art. It proposes a possible
story on what the essence of art might be, andtearnative account dfterariness
that could potentially answer questions thaf 28nturyformalist andstructuralist
models of literary essence left hopelessly unarssifer

2 Structural essentialism in literature and the otler arts

The early 28 century avant-garde set out on a venture widetyknand usually
referred to aghe poetics of languageProclaiming the existence of a distinct
language of literature, poets and intellectualthef time treated the literary text as
a deviation from the ‘norms’ and ‘canon’ of ordipdanguage and assumed that
linguistic form and structure is what makes a ditgrtext distinct from an ordinary
linguistic object. Ambitious as it may have bedrg project was ill-fated. Founded
on largely unsubstantiated assumptions and lackwen the most rudimentary
forms ofpsychological realismin the second half of the ®@enturythe poetics of
languageeventually collapsed under the weight of indisplggosycholinguistic,
pragmatic and philosophical evidente.

Few nowadays still acknowledge that, although irexir thepoetics of language
was a venture of noteworthy intellectual braveryemvewer realise that this
venturewas an essentialist project.

To assume that literature is a distinct object bgeaaf inherent linguistic
properties of the literary text is to assume tltardture has an essence. Had the
poetics of languagbeen correct, it would have proved that some dieviat the
formal and structural level is what makes a litgralbject essentially distinct from
an ordinary linguistic object. Generalising thiswsption to all art, it would then
have been possible to claim that what makes astiarbbject essentially distinct
from a ‘mere thing’ is a medium-specific deviatiah the formal and structural
level.

Sperber proposes: ‘The notion of an artifact commaised in social sciences, particularly in
archeology and anthropology, is a family resemtdamation, useful for a first-pass description of
various objects and for vague characterisation abfolarly, and in particular museographic
interests. It should not be taken for granted thit notion could be defined precisely enough to
serve a genuine theoretical purpose.’ (Sperber: 28

At the same time, ‘essence’ in itself need not tsngle and unitary notion applying equally
either across both artifacts and natural kindscooss different types of artifacts. In fact, it see
to me much wiser to talk about ‘essences’ in theghl acknowledging the many different forms
essence may take, each applying to different desstifacts -in exactly the same way that it is
more appropriate to talk about the ‘structuresheatthan ‘structure’ of natural kinds, with types
of structure ranging from biological to geneticcteemical etc.

% The question of artistic essence is as centritetary theory as it is to the philosophy of art.

% For more extensive discussion on this matter sgeaper ‘On Genuine Interdisciplinarity:
Articulating Poetics as Theory’ (Kolaiti, forthcong)
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Not only was the poetics of language an esseritipligject, it was also an
essentialist project of Putham&tructural variety. In Putnam’s metaphysics, the
essence of matural kind- the propertyR), that is, that makes it the natural kind it
is - is determined by the kind&ructureor microstructure(1975). When Putnam
walks in a ‘gallery of indiscernibles’, a ‘gallergf perceptually indistinguishable
natural kinds, he peels them apart on the grouridstroctural criteria. Of two
superficially indiscernible substances, only onavhich is actually watér water is
the substance that has the structur® HHere, ‘structure’ amounts to chemical

make-up. Of two superficially indiscernible beingsly one of which is actually
human, the human is the one that has the apprepbD®&A structure. Here,
‘structure’ takes the form of genetic make-upsleasy to see how the poetics of
language can be accommodated in this frameworktheopoetics of language, the
distinctness of literature as an object as opptseddinary language was the result
of a differential and deviatihguistic structure

| would be inclined to propose that the last sesiattempt in the 20century to
defend thepoetics of languagand show the essential distinctness of literature
structural linguistic terms was Jakobson’s notaititiosing statement in linguistic
and poetics’ (1958/1996). In that paper, Jakobsmires to capture the inherent -
and therefore essential- linguistic property thextiders literature distinct as an
object, and thus emerges as an advocate of stali@ssentialism whether he is
aware of doing so or not. His answer to what tlsseatial -‘inherent’ he calls it-
property might be is notably his notion of gheetic function(1958/1996: 17), and
‘poetic function’is incontestably a structural concépt.

While in the case of literature the clues that digspd structural essentialism
came mainly from the outside -l briefly mentionedoge thatthe poetics of
language was eventually deflated because of increasing eexd of a
psycholinguistic, pragmatic and philosophical somt visual art, the decisive
evidence against essential structure emerged fratmnwthe art world itself.

* For those acquainted with Putnam, what | am refgrio in brief here is the famous ‘Twin
Earth problem’ (Putnam 1975: 139-140): ‘...we shapose that somewhere in the galaxy there
is a planet we shall call Twin Earth. (...) In fagpart from the differences we shall specify in our
science-fiction examples, the reader may suppaaeTivin Earth is exactly like Earth. (...) One
of the peculiarities of Twin Earth is that the lidwcalled ‘water’ is not KO but a different liquid
whose chemical formula is very long and complicateshall abbreviate this chemical formula
simply as XYZ. | shall suppose that XYZ is indigfinshable from water at normal temperatures
and pressures. In particular, it tastes like wargd it quenches thirst like water. Also, | shall
suppose that oceans and lakes and seas on Twim &artain XYZ and not water, that it rains
XYZ on Twin Earth and not water etc’. The relevametaphysical question in Putnam’s Twin
Earth example is what makes Earth water and TwirthEavater’ ontologically/essentially
distinct.

® The poetic functionpertains when both paradigmatic and syntagmatictstral selections
during utterance/text production are not contindmritmade on the basis of systematiwictural
equivalence Structural equivalence in turn refers to systénaglations of similarity and
dissimilarity at a structural level.
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Conceptual artand itsready-madescaused visual art to enter the philosophical
‘gallery of indiscernibles’ and brought about at-specific variety oftwin event.
Ordinary Brillo boxes and WarholBrillo Boxes ordinary urinals and Duchamp’s
Urinal are twin events, tokens of the same type. Moreoiaptly, ordinary Brillo
boxes and Warhol'8rillo Boxes ordinary urinals and Duchampirinal are not
just perceptually indiscernible objects, but alsmd crucially, structurally
indiscernible.

If there was any hope at all for structural essdistn in the first place,
conceptual art certainly caused it to evaporat®uithamp’dJrinal is a work of art
-and there is strong introspective evidence thas-itand given that Duchamp’s
Urinal has identical structural properties with an ordmarinal, then the essential
property that makes a certain object art cannodtwen to its structure. The
problem may serve as a rule-of-the-thumb quiz fhrawves useful in telling a
serious intellectual from a run-of-the-mill one:kathem what they think the
implications of conceptual artworks are for an d¢ogy of art. The serious
intellectual hopefully will realise that what realfollows from conceptual art is
that, if there is an essence of art, it is not pathe artwork’s structure. The run-of-
the-mill one will suggest that there is no essesfcat!

Structural essentialism had been dead in the coofexsual art long beforthe
death of its literary equivalent (i.the poetics of language

3 Relational essentialism: Arthur Danto and Jerry Falor

In modern times, two theorists have come forwarth wibtable proposals on the
essence of art. The first is Arthur Danto. In ‘THeansfiguration of the
Commonplace’ (1981), Danto draws directly on Wittstein’s distinction between
behaviour and action as a case otontextualisationand suggests that what
distinguishes an artwork from a perceptually adcstrally indiscernible ‘mere
thing’ is (historical) context For Danto the twin events in question (ordinaryld®
boxes and Warhol'sBrillo Boxe9g have identical perceptual and structural
properties but are essentially distinct because tblearly have differential
contextual historiesthe artwork, unlike the ‘mere thing’, is locatedan artworld
context(1981: 142).

Notice that while Danto’s agenda is ungquestionadsgentialist, the version of
essentialism he is pursuing is critically differédndm that pursued withirthe

® Apologies for taking you through this increasinfigquented common-place; | am frustrated
myself by the way conceptual art is used over amer @gain in theoretical discussions on
ontology as a result of theorists uncritically cmgytheory and examples from each other. |
promise that drawing on it in my case is not traulteof a ‘recycling of theory’; ready-mades are
a genuinely intriguing philosophical category araliously critical to the aims of the present
discussion.

" The term ‘twin-event’ is an alternative for refeg to a set of indiscernible objects.
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poetics of languageDanto seems to have insightfully weighed andrpreted the
philosophical implications ofeady-madesand realised that essentialism of the
structural variety -while perfectly adequate fanmpng down the essence of natural
kinds- is not appropriate to works of art. ‘The rfshguration of the
Commonplace’ thus represents an innovative movey éveen the dead-ends of
structural essentialism and celebrates an esdentialf a relational sort: the
property P) that makes an object a work of art is not pathefobject’s perceptual
or structural properties, and is not to be founthiwithe object itself; it is rather a
relational property-in Danto’s particular case, a relation betweendtiwork and a
certain artworld-specific historical context.

Danto is right in looking for a relational propertyut wrong in what he assumes
this property is. My own account will be in keepwgh Danto’s to the extent that
it also treatsR) as being a relational property.

The second theorist to seriously tackle essentiaiis@at is the philosopher of
mind Jerry Fodor. As Fodor's ‘Déja vu all over agahow Danto’s aesthetics
recapitulates the philosophy of mind’ (1993) han@e advanced and up-to-date
relational story to tell about the essence of and-is anyway in direct dialectics
with Danto-, | will not engage in arguing againsriio’s exegetical framework at
all. 1 will try and grapple, though, with one or dwof Fodor’'s philosophical
arguments, hoping to show why his account is ntigfagatory either.

To say that Danto’s and Fodor’'s frameworks give @updte accounts of the
essence of art is not to say that these framewwaie no place whatsoever in an
overall philosophy of art. My proposal does notlede either Danto’s contextual
or Fodor’s intentionastory. It simply assigns them a different locustiBstories
have a lot to say about art as a phenomenonjusighat none of what they have to
say is THE answer to what the relational essenegtas.

Fodor’s story is one ointentional etiology(1993:44). His account -just like
Danto’s- pursues an essentialism of the relatisoal and is heavily inspired by
recent philosophical work antentionality Quite unsurprisingly for a theorist who
totally revolutionised philosophy of mind, Fodosames thatR) -the property that
makes a work of art the kind of object it is- isedation between the artwork and a
certain type of mental state. This state is what commonly refer to as an
intention

Descartes’ definition ofction is of great value to Fodor in establishing the
particular relationship that, in his view, obtaletween intentions and the essence
of a work of art -in the same way that Wittgensteidefinition of action was
valuable for Danto:

A first approximation to the Cartesian story [abaation]’, Fodor says,
‘is this: in the typical case, what makes a mo@wnaction is that it is
caused, in the right sort of way, by the agenttentions. In the typical
case, for example, what makes a motion an adt-fg is that it is
caused, in the right sort of way, by an intentiorFt (What makes a
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rising of an arm an arm raising is that it's caysedhe right sort of way,
by an agent’s intention that his arm should ri¢e.) Suffice it that the
Cartesian story (...) would explain why there can dmion twins.

Having the causal history it does is itself a nelal property of an
event, hence it's a property that may distinguisten¢és that are
“indistinguishable to all appearances”. (...) [T]o e@no the point at
last, this option also suggests itself in the cabartwork twins. A

relatively unilluminating version of the Cartesiatory might be that
what makes something an artwork is that it wasndedas an artwork
by whoever made it. In which case, it could distiish between an
artwork and a mere thing that the latter but netfdrmer was made with
the intention of providing a container for Brillags. (...) ..."artwork” is

an etiological concept -thereby explaining how ¢hean be artwork
twins; and it connects the intentionality of artk®r(their aboutness)
with the intentionality of mental states. (1993:48).

Fodor admits that ‘the Cartesian proposal isn’'t nofich help as it stands’:
Intending to make an artwork needs explicationa way that, say, intending
one’s arm to rise does not. (...) ...it's a lot lessaclwhat it is that one intends
when one intends that something should be an &k#003: 45). Hence, the goal
of his discussion thereafter -and more specificdtiis appeal to the notion of
audienceand object function(1993: 46)- is to make the Cartesian proposal even
more palpable and concrete. | will come back te dhiortly.

Little Johnny is sitting next to his mom scribbliog pieces of paper with his
coloured pencils. Little Johnny recently heard thardv'masterpiece’ and asked
and learned what it means. In fact, he is just dewaiding to draw one. He grabs
one of his coloured pencils and clumsily smudgepiexe of paper. He then
summons his mom and says snootily ‘Mom, look! A tegsece!’. His mom takes
the drawing/ smudged paper in her hands and agPées; it's a masterpiece!
Little Johnny is over the moon.

Johnny’s behaviour is an action of trying to cremt®@asterpiece in the Cartesian
sense,n that it is caused, in the right sort of Wapy an intention to create a

8 And we know it’s ‘the right sort of way’ becaugeetaction brought about by this intention is
an action of trying to create a masterpiece as sgghdo, say, an action of trying to eat an ice-
cream. Defenders of the intentional approach mayfind this line of argument satisfactory.
Indeed one could resort to a claim similar to Sper& Wilson’s and propose that you can
genuinely intend to bring about only states of iedféhat are potentially achievable -by you, in
that situation-, and creating a masterpisod potentially achievable for most children. The claim
might be generalised as: you cannot rationallyndténat B unless you are capable of carrying out
B, if you want your mental state to count as a genintention rather than a mere desire or wish.
In discussing the matter, Deirdre Wilson suggestedne: ‘I don’'t know anyone who would
defend the strong version of this claim. A morendtad claim is that you can't rationally form an
intention to do something that you know is impolesitntending to do something -like trying to
do something- is rational as long as one has saomng for thinking that the intended state of
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masterpiece. Moreover, Johnny’s intention to cre@ateasterpiece is recognised as
such by his mother. In recognising this intentidns mother interprets his
behaviour as an action of trying to create a mpstee and happily acknowledges
the drawing as a masterpiece, although what sHeoldng at is a smudge. Is
Johnny’s smudge a masterpiece?

Having an intention to create a masterpiece maygean action of trying to
create a masterpiece but may not necessarily Gausasterpiece per se. Johnny
intends to create a masterpiece and this inteiomgs about, in the right sort of
way, an action of trying to create a masterpieceithappens, though, the output
of this action is not a masterpiece but a smuddoAgh the smudge was clearly
intended as a masterpiece,a@isal/intentional historys not in itself sufficient to
make it a masterpiece. ‘Masterpiece’ iseaaluativeconcept The causal history of
an object is sufficient to tell us what the objeas intended as but not what the
object is! There is a certain sense, as | will argder, in which ‘artwork’ is also an
evaluative concept. An object may be intended amtavork and this intention may
even be recognised by an audience; its intentibisébry, however, is not in itself
sufficient to make this object an artwork. Its mtienal history tells us whether the
object was intended as an artwork but not whetieeobject is an artwork.

This is a fundamental flaw of the intentional acdotimat seems to pertain
throughout discussions on intentionality. | thinkcduld not put it better than
Dretske (1988: 64):

Philosophers have long regarded intentionality asagk of the mental.
One important dimension of intentionality is the paeity to
misrepresent, the power (in the case of the sedaafiropositional
attitudes) to ‘say’ or ‘mean’ that P when P is tiwt case.

affairs is compatible with one’s representatiothaf actual world, so that there is some possibility
-however remote- of bringing it about. So I'm nates you need to make a special exception for
artistic objects -partly for reasons you discusyaar account, about boundary conditions, etc.’.
However, if in some case | were to come up witlegponse based on the strong version of the
claim, my argument would go as follows: intentioodjects withevaluative contenshould be
excluded from the strong claim. You cannot inteudl@ative objects in the way you intend other
things. Part of what it means for an object to bawative -and both masterpiece and artwork, as |
will argue, are objects with an evaluative elemerg that an agent cannot intend in the strict
sense to bring them about, because she can nesessasith complete confidence her capability
of bringing them about -in the way, let us say,ttha agent can assess with confidence a
capability of bringing about an action like raisioge’s own arm. An artist may cut his own ear
off in despair at the limitations of his abilitiespend a lifetime seeing the creation of art as
unachievable, doubt the actual artistic statusisfdutput and still be said to have a rational
intention to bring about a work of art. The dimemspf artworks as objects with an evaluative
element allows one to intend to produce an artveortt simultaneously hold the belief that what
one intends may not be achievable by him in thergivme, with the whole scenario not being a
paradox.
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It may be that some actions like raising one’s cavm fall under etiological
concepts in the intentional sense, although tleadot of room for debate here too.
In fact, it can be argued that even in actions li&esing one’s own arm, the
intention alone of raising one’s own arm does ndfice to bring about an action
of raising one’s own arm, if for instance the amnquestion is stranded or the
individual with this intention has paralysis of thpper limbs etc. There are thus
various other boundary physiological and cognitteaditions that have to be met
in order for intentions to bring about even simplecomplicated actions like
raising an arm, which brings into question whetléeen these actions fall under
etiological concepts in a full-fledged and unconésial sense.

In any case, art is not such an action and alhtrdral etiology can reveal about
an object is whether it was intended asoak of art, whether it was produced by an
action of trying to create work of art but not whether it 18 work of art. An
artwork is not constituted by its intentional etigy -by its being intended as an
artwork- any more than a masterpiece is. Intentietialogy leaves the question of
the essence of art entirely untouched.

Fodor’'s effort to clarify his Cartesian story ordglds to the problem. First he
resorts to a notion adudiencewhich, although not theoretically redundant, does
not make any obvious contribution to a discussiothe essence of art:

...the intention that a thing be an artwork is intghe intention that the
thing have an audience. (...) that's how it can ls fiVarhol’s] Brillo
Boxesis an artwork though Brillo boxes aren’t. Wher&aslo Boxesis
intended to beshown to beexhibited Brillo boxes are intended merely
as boxes for Brillo (1993: 46).

Let's reverse this assumption for a moment. Imagingcenario where Picasso
starts working orGuernicawith a clear and firm intention th&uernicais never to
be shown or exhibited. He takes extra care sonbdiving soul ever lays eyes on
it. When the work is at last complete, Picasso Getsrnicaon fire and lets it turn
into ash. How are we to explain the strong intretipe evidence that, although the
Guernicaof our somewhat odd scenario was neither seen lagtaial audience nor
intended to be seen by one, in its short life itaiely WAS a work of art? It may
be that an appeal to possible or ideal audiencegd cpotentially deepen a
theoretical explanation of how a certain objectasognised as art and highlight
issues of aesthetic value, cultural purpose andnuamtative success, but as
regards the essence of art, Fodor’s notioausfienceseems totally redundant

° It can be argued here that although this hypatheGuernicaof our scenario has not been
seen by an actual audience, and was not intendée teeen by one, a notion of soimdeal
audiencecannot be totally eliminated. At the least, theducer himselfseesthe work while
producing it and a feedback between productionrasgonse is thus always present. My concern
here is to what extent we want to treat this notibideal audience as constitutive of the essence
of art. My reaction is thatudiencen any sense is irrelevant to issues concernitigtiaressence.
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Second, Fodor draws on some implicit notion of ¢pcal) function with the aim
of distinguishing further between artworks and ‘enaaesthetically gratifying
objects’. Greek pots: are they artworks or aesthiyi gratifying objects? Fodor
suggests the latter:

...Greek potsaren’t artworks because they were intended to put (the
Greek equivalent of) Brillo in (1993: 46).

Despite my sheer admiration for having come up wttbh a brilliant conception as
‘the Greek equivalent of Brillo’, | must admit thebdor's assumption here is also
problematic. Is a practical function sufficient $top a perceptually -as | would
prefer to call it- gratifying object from also bgim work of art® Imagine another
odd philosophical case. Da Vinci decides to crédateMona Lisanot with an
intention to show or exhibit it but with an intemi to cover a wall damaged by
erosion and mould. Strong introspective evidencaimragsuggests that this
practically motivatedMona Lisais, nevertheless, far more than a perceptually
gratifying object; that it is, indeed, a work ot.df it is the case that Greek pots
aren't artworks -and let me not give a firm responsehts &s yet- this is certainly
not because they were solely intended for the adcpurpose of putting (the
Greek equivalent of) Brillo in.

Even more problematic is Fodor's assumption thattlean exist such a thing as
an artwork of no aesthetic value whatsoever (1933, as has also been claimed
by other theorists, of whom Danto is the most prant. On closer inspection, the
course of reasoning that leads Fodor to this cemuis slippery and contains a
crucial mistake. Let me come back to this laterigtuassing my own proposal.

Those who've closely read ‘Déja vu all over agaiowhDanto’s aesthetics
recapitulates the philosophy of mind’ will find théne framework I'm about to
develop bears quite a few similarities to the Fadorationale.

For the record, let us say that:

1. Here too the essential proper®) that makes a work of art the kind of object it
is will be assumed to beralational property Moreover, it will be assumed to be a
relation between artworks and a certain type oftalebject/state; yet this type of
mental object/state is not the one Fodor is supgosie. an intention.

2. Intentional realism nevertheless, will also be assumed. There isemhdery
good evidence in contemporary philosophy of mind eognitive psychology that
we may have been guilty of ‘killing the author’ & tmo early. Not only do humans
entertain mental states such as intentions, desires beliefs, but also the
possession and recognition of these states seemiaytoa spinal role in human
communication and cognition (Sperber 2000, Speb#filson 1986/1995, Searle

191t's quite standard to think of objects as hawegeral functions. For illuminating discussion,
see Dan Sperber’s paper ‘Seedless grapes’ (2003).
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1983 etc). Intentional realism, though, should ssigned a very different place to
the one Fodor wanted to give it.

3. In line with Fodor’s rationale, my account wilopose what can be described
as amentalistic/ noetiocview of art. It will concentrate on mental states ane th
relation between such states and objects out thettee world, rather than sets of
objectsper se

4. The shift from talking about art as a mere irabject to talking about it in
terms of actionss an enviable move on the part of both Danto apdbF, and one
that was long overdue in both literary theory ahé philosophy of the arts.
Artworks (literary texts, for instance) alacal facts, art/ literary events agiobal.
Artworks are local occurrences within the globaépbmenon of an art event, in
that the art event involves a characteriattion which leads to some (occasionally
prototypical) end-product(artwork) which is likely to trigger some characddc
response An action-basedaccount which gives priority to dynamic events eath
than static objects enables us to grasp not ordy physicality of the object
produced as part of the art event, but also thelesible’, yet no less real, facts of
humans and their representations.

5. My account assumes that a certagéhaviouris anactionwhen it stands in the
right causal relation to an internal process, aadiqularises it in the following
argument: a certain behaviour is art -and the tiegubbject an artwork- when it
stands in the right causal relation to a certaterimal and, more specifically,
mental/psycho-cognitive process. Following the gdobher Fred Dretske (1988:
17) | assume that an action involves a process oausingB that begins with A
and ends with B. | therefore propose that art iseon-process that begins with
internal efferent activities which bring about siitt behaviour and ends in those
external manifestations, objects/results of adistehaviour, that are commonly
perceived and recognised as artworks.

6. If ‘artwork’ is an etiological concept -and tlkeas good reason to believe that it
is- the etiology involved is not intentional. Hoply my brief discussion on
Johnny’s ‘masterpiece’ and the argument | unfolttexste has convinced you that
etiology of the intentional variety cannot accodat whether an object is an
artwork or not. The crucial element in an artworlkgusal history is not its
intentional but what | will call itgosycho-cognitive etiologyNow, because the
psycho-cognitive etiology of artworks is in somassevaluative artworks can be
said to beetiological objectsvith anevaluative element

7. Finally, following the example of Danto and Fadbwill make a genuine
effort to ensure that my aesthetics throughout déimalysis is informed by recent
advances in the study of language, communicatidmand. More specifically, my
view on human communication and cognition will bdine with and draw on the
hypotheses of Wilson and Sperber’s ‘RelevanceThé@mework (1986/1995).
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4 The Poetic Mind
4.1 From ‘Language’ to ‘Thought’

Not very long ago, in studying Relevance Theory,ame across the work of
Adrian Pilkington. In his bookPoetic Effects(2000) and also the paper ‘Non-
lexicalised concepts and degrees of effability’ QR0 Pilkington introduces a
literary-theoretical notion that he refers to @setic thought| cannot say with
confidence whether the present account would haveecforth without this
encounter with Pilkington. Not so much becausemnyf af the concrete proposals
he makes but because the rationale of his workelgaguointed, at least to my eyes,
to something interesting, original and new.

In the last 25 years, after tpeetics of languagesceived its final and fatal blow
through the emergence of cognitive pragmatics, siregeryone in literary study
seems to have become aware that a step in a neetidir is called for, but no one
seems to know for sure what this direction mightee collapse of thpoetics of
languageand the structural variety of essentialism it adteo left literary study
numb and unable to defend the distinctness oflijsob. Let me remark here, for
those who haven't considered before the colossplications this development
could have for both literary study and the phildsppf the arts, that amongst the
immediate consequences of literature not beingndisas an object would be
literary theory lying around as a domain withoupraper subject of enquiry: if
every aspect of literary art can be as well acaiior in terms of the study of
ordinary language -on the basis that ordinary @&edaly language are not after all
essentially distinct- then literary theory is pbbgia discipline without a domain.
What was supposedly its dedicated domain will peegively become appropriated
by disciplines which investigate ordinary discours@ch as linguistics, pragmatics
or psychology. Generalise these implications tdhedbry of art and you will realise
why the fall of the poetics of language left litgrgpeople in a state of anxiety and
confusion. It wasn'’t just a theoretical framewohatt was at stake here, but the
whole edifice of literary enquiry and the reasoaos ifs existence. A number of
literary figures of that time -particularly stylistans and text linguists such as Alan
Durant and Nigel Fabb- responded vigorously to d¢hemvelopments and
‘defended’ the dedicated study of literature asaaety of elaborate discourse
under a so-called ‘Linguistics of Writing’ (1987).

| want to remain optimistic and propose that maweehave been too hasty in
giving up. The collapse of structural essentialiand the fact that we cannot
defend the distinctness of literature at a stradt(ire. linguistic) level does not in
any way entail that literature is not distinct as abject in any other interesting
sense. It only entails that, if the essence ofditee is to be found somewhere, this
somewhere is definitely not its language. Strudtasaentialism has collapsed, but
an essentialism of some other sort is still an opessibility. Instead of hastily
giving in to the idea that there is no essencatefature, and trying to rescue the
proper subject of literary theory by treating it anpar with ‘the language of
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advertisement’, maybe we should try and think @éls beyond linguistic structure
at which a distinct essence of literature mighklsé defensible.

A poet has the moral obligation to defend the dddtiess of her art from ‘the
language of advertisement’ with every inch of nadility natural selection has
endowed her with. It is of less importance whetjar agree with the account | am
about to develop here. What really matters is ghaew way of thinking is made
possible. A way out of three decades of dead-ends.

To come to the point, it might be that our earlyf' 2@ntury precursors, poets and
intellectuals, were mistaken only in that they ledifor the essential property of
literature in the wrong place. Their venture wasictrral and therefore medium-
based: looking for some notable distinctness atahel of the medium (language)
indeed has some immediate appeal but proved gntimedleading in the end. It
might be, though, that an essence of literatuilisdefensible provided that we
look for it in the right place. It might be thattiplace to look for it is not language
but thought not media but mental states. After about a huhgears of a poetics
of language, it might be that the*2tentury will be the century ai poetics of
thought

My theoretical kinship with Pilkington does not gaich beyond the fact that at
some point in the present proposal | will be usantheoretical notion that | also
intend to callpoetic thoughtMy notion and Pilkington’s notion of poetic thdig
are two fundamentally different theoretical constsy similar only in name. Allow
me here a very brief detour to explain why my psale are somewhat distant from
Pilkington’s, although his account too involvestticaucial move from media to
mental states that | am so interested in.

In discussing the difficulties thgberceptual stategsmells, images, sounds,
textures etc) cause for the human expressive mpednd the relative ineffability
of some of these states, Pilkington (2001) proptisederm ‘poetic thought’ for a
type of thought involving such perceptual states:

[This] kind of thought,” Pilkington suggests, ‘isryelikely the kind of
thought that only a poet would attempt to commueicar could
communicate. It is a thought that uses a non-lég& concept that has
to be partly constructed using some [perceptualinmmnent. The
[perceptual] component is typically evoked throtigé use of figurative
language such as metaphor, simile or quasi-siniifeagine some
chickens getting down from their roost. How mighé tmanner of their
getting down be described? (...) Here (...) is RobeayG‘They jump
down stolidly from their roost/ as an old sailomjps/ With wooden leg’
(2001: 5).

It is clear that Pilkington’s notion of poetic thght involves a steady focus on what
| would refer to agproper objects These objects are perceptual objects: smells,
images, sounds, textures. What Pilkington seembetsaying is that when a
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perceptual object is the subject of a thought,tdeast features in a thought, then
this thought is poetitt But then, there is good introspective evidencet tha
perceptual states are so widespread in the humatahtapestry that almost every
thought, even thoughts about abstract objectsikédylto contain a smaller or
greater cargo of perceptual material (for extensligeussion on this matter, see
Kolaiti 2008). If that is so, then, given Pilkingts definition, almost every thought
is a poetic thought. Why call it poetic, then, B® &imply call it ‘thought’. To the
extent that ‘poetic thought' means thought thablags perceptual material, it is a
redundant theoretical construct. All thoughts can dhown to involve such
material.

To the extent that Pilkington’s notion of ‘poetiotight’ is employed to allude to
some distinctness of the poetic mentality, it i¢ st a redundant but also a
dangerous theoretical construct. To say that thendisess of the poetic mentality
involves a steady focus on certain types of objeets phenomenal objects such as
how blades of grass move or how chickens jump) shoqpwat theoretical kinship to
a pre-28' century conventionalist poetics: it assumes thistemce of proper
objects for literature and art. For pref2@entury poetics, proper objects would be
mists, daffodils, sunsets. For Pilkington’s poetit's blades of grass, chickens
jumping and kangaroos eating. Even the additiothofv’ does not improve the
picture muchHow blades of grass movlpw chickens jump antitow kangaroos
eat grass is still an objeetxternalto individual consciousness, and therefore a
proper object in the conventionalist sense.

It is often said that art can be anything. In s@erse this seems true. In some
other sense it seems entirely untrue. For someomeadebate in either the
philosophy of art or the theory of literature temolsevolve single-mindedly around
two recurring reference points: one is the artwaska physically tractable and
tangible entity and the other is oreceptionof it. It should cause at least mild
amusement that the third part of the triptych thetkes up an art event, the
productionpart, that is, has merited so little attention.

Amongst the innumerable reasons why art is notcéioralike raising one’s own
arm, the production-specific particularities of ianmediately stand out. It seems to
me pretty uncontroversial that, while any humanngeiprovided they are not

' In the International Workshop on the Pragmatics of Po&@mmmunicationin Paris in
2006, Pilkington put forward the idea that havingperceptual object as its subject is a
sufficient condition on poetic thoughts but undeegsure of similar criticisms, eventually
revised this view and suggested something entdi#igrent: poetic thought, he said, involves
an affective stancéowards an object. This new approach is still@pitoblematic. First, it is
not clear at all whaffective attitudes should be given such specalstin literature and art.
Second, a framework like this fails to explain homovements like ‘vorticism’, which
despised sentimentality and affect and adored forpraperties like dynamicity and
commotion, can be art. Third and more worryingtytry and capture the distinctness of the
poetic/artistic mentality in terms of affect is rear less to suggest a poetics of the ‘Romantic
novel’ variety.
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physically or mentally impaired- can raise theimoarm, not every fully physically
and mentally capable human being can prodeaiemandsroser Guernicd?. If
that is not good enough reason to assume, firsieswteworthy psycho-cognitive
distinctness in art as an action, and, secondpaissibility that the concept of art
has evaluative content, then nothing is.

4.2 Poetic thought states

Let us trivially say that there existbjectsand mental representatiohsvays of
‘seeing’/entertainingobjects. Do not take the notion object too narrowly.
Construe it broadly as anything that could lencklit@s subject of a mental
representation: an existing or fictional concrething’, a state of affairs, a
situation, a sensation, a feeling, a psychologmaiotional or mental state or even
a tightly interwoven bundle of all these. Do ndtaaepresentatiortoo narrowly
either. Think of it not as a mere mental mirroringjpction of an object, but as
being in a complex state in relation to some objaéatolving conceptual,
perceptual and affective attitudes towards it.His broad sense of the term, even
non-representationalist art involves an elememépfesentation in that some object
-e.g. a surface, a material, a volume, a textureotwur etc- is'seen’/ mentally
entertainedby the artist in a certaimay

Particularly in art -and for reasons thater alia rest in the pragmatics of
artworks as instances of ‘weak communication’ (d@ascussion of this term, see
Sperber & Wilson 1986/1995: 217-224, 235-237, Spe&bWilson 2007)- objects
are of such complexity and fluidity that it is oft@lmost impossible to entirely
grasp and pin them down, never mind exhaust tfem. fact, the better the
artwork, the less likely that its object will eviee exhausted. The fact that objects
are not explicitly tractable within the frameworkast does not however entail that
they are not metaphysically or psychologically rdzbth introspective evidence
and also the amazing fact ioterpretive convergence.e. the fact that an artwork
can cause different recipients to have surprisirsyiyilar perceptual, affective or

2 They might produce a poem in the conventionalficdogical sense: something that is
intended as a poem, purports to be a poem andhigntonally recognised as a poem; but can
they produce a real POEM, a poem in an essentisgeSeAn adequate theory of the essence of art
should at least in principle allow us to distindguist just between artworks and ‘mere things’ but
also between artworks and objects that are falsklyned to be artworks. Both questions are
relevant to the metaphysics of art; the secontssr@levant to its ethics.

13 Minimalist artworks, for instance, may be seerira®lving a purely perceptual variety of
representationn that they involve an object, pre-existing ornuatactured by the artist, whose
formal, spatial, perceptual, substance-relatedgtgs are represented by the artist in some non-
trivial way.

14 What is the object of Joel-Peter Witkin’s ‘Portras a vanité’? What is the object of the
‘Wasteland? What mental object can they be takerepresent? How can we ever capture that
entirely or exhaust it?
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conceptual responses- suggest that objects ofust exist. So, even when we are
utterly unable to explicitly and rationally pin dowour intuitions of what is the
object of an artwork or what a representation re@esentation of, our analysis
need not admit any serious level of artificiality.

From the indefinite number of lines that hover samere at the back of my
head, here are a few:

A child squeals as if being slaughtered /(or soreesrslaughtered and
squeals like a child

(Boukova 2000The Boat in the Eye
Lemon/ Waxen totem of death/ Luminous lust
(lliopoulou 2007 Mister T)

My heart/ a warm meek mouth/ that your heart's wmbrcaress/ has
condemned to survive/ wide open/ stammering/ wittps

(Kotoula 2007, in the antholod$araoke Poetry Bar

We are in spring already and the flowers/ bloomruthe temples of the
dead

(Polenakis 2007The blue horses by Franz Mark
...with all the ways birds have to fly, step aftexttowards infinity
(Elytis 1972,The light-tree and the fourteenth beguty

If we want to tell an interesting story about tlesence of art, this is a very good
place to start out. The object of these lines edudeg ability to fully explicate it. At
the same time, though, | can intuitively and priorally grasp that there is
‘something’ in the way this object is being mentaéntertained. | can also
intuitively and pre-rationally grasp that this ‘sething’ is not simply conveyed by
the formal properties of these utterances but ratiexorably tied up with them.

In talking about birds flying step after step todsurinfinity, Elytis makes an
exciting and unexpected connection. His utterargenfly transforms a vague
gestalt® into structured commotion. It does that with ebigaformal simplicity
and clarity. There is ‘something’ vigorous and $itagtand un-trivial in the way
Elytis sees and speaks about his object. Moreadvisr;domething’ is noexternal

> The raw, undifferentiated input to perception.
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to Elytis’ consciousness. It does not condsow birds fly or even Elytis’ attending
to how birds fly. If there is a ‘something’ here thatredevant for a philosophy of
art, it's theway in which Elytis sees’the flying of birds. Note that ‘how birds fly’
is an external -real world- object. ‘Theyin which oneseeshe flying of birds’ is
an internalmental object

Theway in which Elytis sees’the flying of birds is inexorably tied to theayin
which Elytis ‘speaks’about the flying of birds. It would be impossilide Elytis to
speakof birds ‘flying, step after step, towards infilinless he was in some, even
subconscious, sense, ablesaebirds as ‘flying, step after step, towards infyhit
would also propose that it is impossible -and I wémonstrate later why | think
so- for Elytis to be able teeebirds as ‘flying, step after step, towards inffhibut
not be able tepeakof birds as ‘flying, step after step, towardsmitiy’.

| would like to propose the existence of a spekiad of representation involving
a certain way of ‘seeing’ (objects}® | am inclined to call itaspectual
representation, from the meaning of ‘aspect’ in ‘the aspect of theuntain on
him...” -i.,e. the impression the mountain made on/hihe way in which he
saw/perceived the mountain/ the aspects of the tawsurthat he attended to,
conceived, came up with.

Aspectual representations anéernal, mental entitiedt is not the external, real-
world object of a representation that makes it ets@ but the WAY in which this
object is being mentally entertained; there arepnoper objects of aspectual
representations. Describing something as a@pectual representation is only
relevant as a comment about firepertiesof the representation. There is a lot of
room for debate as to what these properties mighbbt seeing old objects in non-
trivial’” ways seems to be at least one of the overarckiatjans that holds them
together. And seeing old objects in non trivial way in effect seeing novel, non
trivial aspect®f objectsor novel, non trivialconnectiongamongst objects.

It is likely that this ability is enabled by a wleohost of more particular sub-
abilities: e.g.
to see/conceive properties of objétts
to break down objects into their components,
to spot underlying or overarching structures okoty§ and their relations,
to spot ‘telling details’,
to be in rich, fine-grained and complex informa#brstates of a perceptual,
affective or conceptual sort,
and so on and so forth.

16 ‘Seeing’ here is to be interpreted metaphoricaltyl not just in the strict visual or even

perceptual sense.

7 Non-trivialnesscan be adequately defined using relevance-thead@tins as depending on
the intuitive and relative importance ofimplications a representation has in an individual’s
cognitive environmerdt a given time.

18 Just a quick reminder that in the broad constweahave adopted here, thbjectcan be of
either a perceptual, affective or conceptual naturall three interwoven.
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Do not inflate these sub-abilities to the extenlbgfng sight of what the notion of
aspectual representation is crucially about. Beihgervant in a certain way and
attending to the implications of certain things arerelyenabling factorsone may
well be observant and attend to the implications ceftain objects without
nonetheless seeing/conceiving non triaspects ond connectionbetween these
objects -as in the case of being simply perceptvepedantic. And holding
aspectual representations is crucially about sémngeiving non-triviabspects of
and connectionbetween objects; it is -to put it differently- albdeingcreativein
a certain way?

| want to propose that aspectual representatiang aiecessanyre-conditionfor
an essential notion of art. | want to propose #ratis not possible without the
ability to hold aspectual representations in onanfer another. If there is a
relevant sense in which, as Danto insightfully puart is a ‘transfiguration of the
commonplace’, it should be this. Being the prodifa@naspectual mind, springing
out of a certain way of being creative -the paficuvay that brings aspectual
representations into being- art in its robust, egakesense should always involve a
certain way of seeing: seeing old things in new syaseeing loose, non trivial
connections and associations between old objedtshete in the world or new-
coined objects of our imagination, making visillie invisible, bringing into being
something that did not exist before by re-arranging enriching an existing world
of possibilities.

In the last 25 years of cognitive, psycholinguispcagmatic and philosophical
research, dissimilar and at times mutually exclkistheoretical camps have
nevertheless come together in advocating the ergaéind flexibility of the human
mind: in Sperber and Wilson’s ‘Relevance-Theoretr@mework or Wilson and
Carston’s recent work on Lexical Pragmatics, thednsnshown to have plasticity,
flexibility, context-sensitivity, and an improvisamal range that were
inconceivable for theory in the past. However, tlader notion of creativity is
creativity in a broad sensa:notion used to disentangle human communication an
cognition from the crude and infertile rigidity tife semioticmodel. This is not the
sense in which ‘creativity’ is used in my analy<Bur interest here is not in the
species-specific, broad creativity that every hummand is capable of. Instead we

19 Creativity is not of course only relevant to thesaScience, philosophy, design, business and
the management of innovation etc etc rest in ong @raother on some ability for creative
thinking. At the same time, there is a genuine tjoesabout what causes this general ability for
creative thinking to take artistic form. Why isfiby instance, that schizophrenia usually translate
into artistic creativity rather than big scientifideas? Why is there such a strong link between
Tourette Syndrome and musical talent rather theemtan, say, philosophy? Although creativity
has been studied in domains such as cognitive p&gy and cognitive science, philosophy,
artificial intelligence, history of ideas, literagnd arts theory, business studies and econonoics -t
mention just a few- and although as an intuitiveeobit seems so easy to grasp, its understanding
is still very much on a speculative level. Them@tiat this moment a fully tractable and testable
perspective on what exactly creativity is, howatld be measured, why it takes one form rather
than another or what exactly causes it.
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are concerned with a notion of creativity thathe property of some minds only,
aspectual mind®.

Aspectual representations are difficult to arrive Not everyone is capable of
them. It would be possible to claim that those bépaof holding aspectual
representations meet a pre-condition, a necessaiton, for being poets/artists
in an essential sense. But then, not everyone vgha@apable of aspectual
representations is a poet/ artist. Some elaboradiatearly called for if we are to
understand the precise locus of aspectual repegemd in the problematic of art.

| have always been amazed by the fact that ordipaople who never pursued
poetic or artistic careers show a mind-blowing tapge for arriving at and
communicating aspectual representations. Some=ahthst exciting ‘poetry’ in my
life 1 have come across not in poetry books butistening to ordinary people
talking® Not very long ago, to use one instance, Dina Mendo from
Univarsidade Nova de Lisboa mentioned to me her goson’'s manifesto of
boredom:

Mom, I’'m bored like a tree. | grow and grow and latways at the same
place.

The little fellow’s thought is mind-blowingly aspeei. From an aesthetic and
creative point of view his utterance has all theeatual properties of a poem with a
capital P. Still, this utterance is not a poemni also thinking: why is it that
something changes if, say, | take these words anteg¢hem verbatim in my next
poetry book, in pretty much the same way that aaliartist (Duchamp) ‘quotes’ a
ready-madelrinal) in the gallery? Why is it that, in this lattersea the exact same
utterance, with exactly the same formal, structuedsthetic and ultimately
aspectual properties, suddenly becomes a pGévatice also that the child and not
| is the creator of this utterance. Isn't it fasting that when this utterance is put
forth by its creator it is not a poem, and wheis iput forth by me -even though |
am not the creator of this utterance- it is a po#iith young Mendonca’s words

0 This species-specific creativity has been celebratidely in the cognitivist camp in recent
years. Mark Turner'¥he Literary Mindis another prominent example in this tradition.clam
that the human mind is ‘literary’ in the way Turmgrggests, is to say that the human mind is
creative in the broad sense of linguistic and cph plasticity that applies across the human
species. Here | am interested in a more speciatigael of creativity which is the property of
certain minds only. We may all necessarily berétg minds’ by virtue of our cognitive make-up,
but not all of us are artistic/ ‘poetic minds’ awvill call it. Hence, the model | hope to develop
here is intended to pin down a schematic representaf the specific way in which an artistic
mind is creative.

! This does not corroborate Turner's generalisedtisiéy view and it will soon become
obvious why.

2 To remind you of the existing debate, Danto woslty ‘because it is embedded and
interpreted within arartworld context Fodor would say ‘because its intentional etigideas
changed: in the second case iniendedas an artwork’.
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having entered for good the ‘gallery of indisceled) let us see where this
philosophical problem might take us.

Loose, non-trivial association making is characterisf both artistic creativity
and schizophrenia, insanity. The schizophrenicviddal is said to be able to
conceive non-trivial links and associations amorggécts to the point that in her
mind the whole world is eventually somehow conngct&he schizophrenic
individual is hence as good an instance of theaspemind as the artist. It also
seems that for some reason schizophrenia ofteggehout an insatiable need for
what by all appearances looks like ‘artistic’ exgmien and activity. Where is the
cutting point between insanity and art? Is thezmptirenic an artist?

There is a crucial element, | think, that undercaigh Mendonca’s utterance and
the schizophrenic’s ‘artistic’ raving: in either seg the creativity is not
conscious/intentional.Both Mendonca and the schizophrenic individual are
incidental creatorsnaive agentsas | will call themof aspectual representations.
The output of naive agency is a possibility, a raatenal for art but not art. An
aspectual mind in itself, i.e. having the ability ie creative in a certain way,
although anecessarycondition for being a poet/artist in an essergialvay, is
nevertheless not aufficient condition as well. For the possibility to become
actuality, for an agent to befal-fledgedpoetic mind, she must be able to entertain
not merely aspectual representations but full féetfpetic thoughts?>.

Our analysis to this point has been looking moriess like this: (schema 1)

J =
Object

Aspectual representation
(Novel object/mental entity

Let us call this th@re-artistic condition
If we are right that naive agency is the commoaatrthat underlies Mendonca’s
utterance and the schizophrenic’s creations, diwailg them from being works of

23 There is nothing about poetic thought that woultkenit more relevant to poetry than to any
other art. Poetic thought could as well be calladatistic thought state’ or something along
these lines. The only reason for calling it ‘po¢kiought’ is that | wanted my account to take the
name of my own art.
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art, then the leap from th@re-artistic towards theartistic conditionmust involve
an element of consciousness, reflection and contraé important that all three
terms are construed rathaoadly and loosely. | am not suggesting that tienais
at any one time aware of or reflecting upon any aspectual representation of any
one object. All ‘consciousness, reflection and oahimight mean in our case is
intuitive awarenessAn agent capable of metarepresentational thinkamgagent
capable of mentally ‘distancing’ herself from h&vrorepresentations in adopting a
reflective attitude towards them, is intuitively @ that some of these
representations are non-trivial; she is intuitivelyare, that is, of the aspectual
nature of some of her representations. Our scheowa looks more like this:
(schema 2)

B<:' — ©

Object Reflective attitude

Aspectual representation
Ndvel object/mental entity

Is this a full-fledgedoetic though? Well, no. As it stands, our schema is still very
vague and undifferentiated. It fails, for instantmepeel apart poetic thought from
other types of creative thinking. Take for instahsavton and the legendary apple.
In being intuitively aware of, or ‘thinking’ -in #ier the attentive or sub-attentive
sense of the term- about what $eesin the falling of the apple, Newton has a
reflective focus on his aspectual representatiaih@fapple’s fall. He is not a naive
agent, but nonetheless, neither his mental statésoutput is in any way artistic.
All the current schema captures is the move frompreraware to an aware
condition.

Let's stay with Newton a bit more. The apple falewton has an aspectual
representation which allows him seethe apple’s fall in a non trivial way (connect
it with gravitational forces). He also has a rdilee attitude towards his aspectual
representation in that he is at least intuitivelyaee that what heeesn the apple’s
fall is non trivial. But the mental state he isdannot be legitimately described as
an artistic condition. | want to propose that taason why Newton’s mental state is
creative in the manner of physics rather than taamar of art rests in the particular
way in which his reflective attitude is focusedtos aspectual representation. More
particularly, | want to suggest that Newton is feeth onconceptualqualities and
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implications of his aspectual representation, amatemspecifically, conceptual
qualities and implications that his aspectual repngation might have for physics.

Poetic thought is a state in which an agent ineiyi aware of the aspectual
nature of her representations is steadily foctfsenl theaestheticqualities of these
representations, or in other words, on the aspeotpaesentation as aesthetic
object®® (schema 3)

POETIC THOUGHT STATE

B<:' — O

Object Aesthetic attitude
(steady focus on theestheticproperties
of thepactual representation, i.e. on the
aspettepresentation as aesthetic
objéct

Aspectual representation
(Novel object/mental entity

The idea that full-fledged poetic thoughts involue aesthetic attitudgowards
one’s own aspectual representations implies a nuwibihings about the possible
nature of poetic thought states.

For one thing, poetic thought has ewaluativeelement. It crucially involves
intuitive assessment and evaluation of aesthetipeds of one's own
representations -quite apart from the fact thatrbion of theaestheticin itself,
which in future work | will be defining as ‘the nds of pleasurable perceptual
experience of a certain kind’, by definition haslentive content, representing a
certain sensation in a certain positive way. Fastlaer thing, to say that poetic
thought involves an agent intuitively aware of atehdily focused on the aesthetic
properties of her representations is to say thikfledlged poetic thought states,

24 Do not take the notion of ‘focus’ on the aesthetilities of the aspectual representation at
face value. It is possible that for an artistic tadity, aspectual representations will always
anyway be entertained as nothing other than aeéstbbjects; talking about ‘focus’ is only
schematically relevant.

%5 In forthcoming work, | address the content of hest experience, quality and value in detail,
propose a scenario of its evolutionary descent disduss at length its relation to perceptual
experience. | do not see a compelling reason wshould put forward a more detailed definition
of the aesthetic at this stage, since the linegidraent | am pursuing here is fully accessible even
to someone with an introspective/intuitive/pre-tietical understanding of aesthetic notions.
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unlike other non-artistic creative thought sta@sse only at the point when the
aspectual representation has even to a minimahesteurred in the agent’s mind
in the particular medium of the agent’s art-form.

Some notion oform seems theoretically necessary for aesthetic expeziand
value to obtain. This is not to say tleesthetic value is a property of either forms
per seor of how forms actualise contents. Aesthetic @aisl a property of an
agent’s way ofseeingforms and how forms actualise contents. Up topgbmt
where an agent is in a mental state in which, gayconcepts TREE, HUMAN,
BOREDOM, IMMOBILITY feature interestingly connected her mind, our agent
is only thinking creatively, aspectually (schemaak)d up to the point where she is
intuitively aware that the connection is non-trlyishe is a reflective (non-naive)
agent of aspectual representations (schema 2). \Wowas | explained previously,
being in this thought state is not as such or asgag in anartistic condition
This is not a poetic thought state. Notice also thatrepresentation our agent has
at this point cannot as such be attributed an egstkialue in any but the very
broad, non-technical, sense in which all non-ttitlanking can be said to be
‘beautiful’ -the sense in which the theory of reldy or the conception of gravity
have beauty. For a representation to be susceptitdesthetic appreciation in the
strong sense that is relevant to a philosophy tfthe representation must have
form.

Poetic thought states, then, cannofpbe stylistic stategEnkvist 1964:13): they
cannot obtain prior to the representation havingnbexperienced by the poet, even
to a minimal degree, as words in the mipdgnomenal consciousngsks the pre-
stylistic state the poet is only thinking creatwebspectually. She can have
intuitions about the relative non-trivialness of tontent of her representation. Her
representation is non-trivial from a conceptualnpadf view. But this is not
aesthetically relevant. Only at the point where hepresentation figures in
phenomenal consciousness, the point where worghrases or longer stretches of
language pop up in the mind (e.g. ‘I'm a tree’mlbored like a tree’) can the poet
have an aesthetic attitude towards her representand intuitions about the
relative aesthetic non-trivialnesef her representation. At that point only can our
agent be said to hold full-fledged poetic thoughts.

Poetic thought states are at least to a minimalegeggylistic thought states. The
feedback and relationship between pre-stylistic ahdistic states is obscure,
intricate and complex. The same goes for the relship between intentional
states, poetic thoughts and their physical mamifests: in the case of raising one’s
own arm we can speak of an intention to raise ooe/s arm, which can at any
time be entertained and visualised mentally aspaesentation of one’s raising
one’s own arm and manifested physically as an maiforaising one’s own arm.
But the action of creatin@uernicais the physical instantiation of which mental
representation? Can we legitimately say that sucheatal representation could
exist -at least in its entirety- prior Buernicas having been created? And if the
action of creatingGuernica was caused and brought to light by a complex
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intentional state, what was the initial object lmstintentional state? How much of
Guernica could have been there before the physical prooésseating it had
begun?®

A further good reason why art is not an action h&esing one’s own arm is that
the complex processes of practical reasoning irgbin it, the constant feedback
between initial intentional states, mental represgns and their physical
instantiations, are of an intricacy that often mnsdany attempt to peel them apart
inappropriate and artificial. Often, | do not knawhat it is that | have a poetic
thought of. All | know is that | experience phenarakconsciousness and that |
can, and tend to, dispose myself aesthetically tdsvet; often | do not know that |
have an aspectual representation until after | laneady written about it. No one
has spoken more acutely about this experienceNtzaima Tsvetaeva:

...often poems give us something that had been hiddbacured, even
quite stifled, something the person hadn’t knowrs wahim, and would
never have recognised had it not been for podig/pbetic gift. Action

of forces which are unknown to one’s own acts, afdch he only

becomes conscious of in the instant of action. Amoat complete
analogy to dreaming. (2004: 215-222)

It is obvious, |I hope, why a theory of the artistondition need not be
supplemented with a further notion of ‘dexteritigbility to communicate poetic
thoughts?’ To speak of such an ‘ability’ as separate from mgupoetic thoughts
is, in other words, to falsely assume that podtaughts can be complete prior to

their being expressed in a certain medium, to faldenk about them as finalised

%6 As Deirdre Wilson once suggested to me, it mightthat we can assume a vague and
possibly sub-attentive initial conception, a staytipoint, which bears however at least some
similarity with the end product th&uernicais. Indeed, artistic creation sometimes beging wit
rudimentary and elusive mental seed. Then, -an@ quisurprisingly for the kind of process it is-
it develops in a way and direction that may be#elor even no resemblance to that rudimentary
initial conception. On other occasions the end-pebdimply causes itself. The agent experiences
the artwork as the result of pre-conscious actiaty revelation or enlightenment. She can, and
tends to, dispose herself aesthetically towardisiitmay not be able to say how and why it was
caused, if it was the object of an intention, oawis intention was.

2’ The reason | am considering this is that in disingsa very preliminary version of my notion
of poetic thought at the 200&orkshop on the Pragmatics of Poetic CommunicatioRaris, it
was suggested to me that perhaps some notion xteiiky’ might also be useful for my account.
In thinking about this matter, | have concludedt thach a notion is not after all necessary. To
sum up: to the extent that ‘the ability to commuaéc poetic thoughts’ implies that complete
poetic thoughts can exist as pre-stylistic entiiess prior to their being given the form of one a
medium or another), it is an assumption entirelgl@vant for art. To the extent that ‘the ability t
communicate poetic thoughts’ implies a mprepensity the propensity that, in one art form or
another, poetic thoughts tend to manifest themselvethe particular medium/form of this art,
then it might be an interesting addition to an actaf how poetic thoughts occur and how art
happens.
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objects waiting to be put into the right wordsisltto put it differently, to falsely
assume that poetic thoughts are pre-stylistic thbatates, only ‘cloaked’ with the
language of a certain artistic medium in retrospBoth assumptions strike me as
no more than naive ‘academisms’.

Do not let the ‘ut pictura poesis’ confuse you. the extent that a poet ‘holds’
onto a mental image and ‘looks’ at it and ‘scrg@d’ it and ‘rotates’ it in the mind,
she is not doing anything significantly differenar looking at a real world object.
She is still at the stage of looking at external object.It just happens that this
externalobject is in the mind. It is being looked at witle ‘mind’s eye’. At this
stage our poet does not even have an aspectuakegpation as yet. She will be
legitimately said to have an aspectual represemtatf this mentally heléxternal
object if she startseeingit in non-trivial ways. She will be legitimatelaisl to
have a full-fledged poetic thought when she ha®imecintuitively aware of the
non-trivialness of her representation and has adgt@esthetic focus towards it.
The very idea of an aesthetic focus, | argued puslyo suggests that the aspectual
representation has already, if only to a minimarde, manifested itself to the poet
in linguistic form. Poetic thoughts cannot be digtiished from ‘their expression’.
They are one and the same.

To be in a state of entertaining poetic thoughts ise in the artistic condition. |
assume that poetic thoughts are psychologically aed that the explanatory
machinery of Sperber and Wilson’s ‘Relevance The(t986/1995) could help
shed some light on the poetic thought state inasgibry and psychologically
realistic terms.

Human cognition, it seems, has tended to evolwhendirection of maximising
efficiency, managing reasonably its expenditurecagnitive effort and making
best use of its attentional and other resourceshtiman cognitive system tends, as
Sperber and Wilson put it in thegognitive principle to be naturally ‘geared
towards the maximisation atlevancé with relevancetechnically defined as a
relation betweereffort and effect such that the greater the cognitive/contextual
effect of an input -assuming that effort remainastant- the greater its relevance
for an individual at a tinf&, and the smaller the effort required-assuming that
effects remain constant - the greater its relevdocan individual at a time. The
cognitive principleinter alia explains how human cognition avoids computational
explosion. It explains why it is that our cognitisgstems do not attend to every
single one of the indefinite number of facts that ‘enanifest’ within our ‘cognitive
environment’ (1986/1995: 38-46), the indefinite rhen of facts that are
perceptible in or inferable from our physical andmal surroundings. It also and

%8 Relevanceis both a classificatory and a comparative cond@86/1995: 129). In the
comparative sense, an organism assesses the @ewvéran input intuitively on the basis of
expectations about the effects to be achieved lamceftfort required. In the quantitative sense,
relevance might be tractable by, say, countingntimaber of contextual implications achieved by
adding an assumption to a context, and measurmgffiort required to derive these contextual
implications.



The Poetic Mind 237

more crucially explains why we attend to the pailtc facts that we do: for a
stimulus to merit the attention of a cognitive systit must in some way yield
relevancefor that cognitive system.

Now, whether the type of relevance yielded in po#tbught states falls entirely
under Sperber and Wilson’s cognitive account, thkterg to which cognition
participates in them and the precise way it intsragth a parameter so crucial for
an adequate notion of the aesthgierception are all issues to be tackled in detail
in forthcoming discussion. Programmatically spegkih have good reasons to
believe that an adequate empirical and evolutionangdel of aesthetic
attitude/experience and the particular kind of obgt is could bring into light and
render theoretically necessary new types of efiadtalso distinct ways of yielding
relevancel have been exploring these matters with Deirdresdvilfor some time
now and in forthcoming work, two new terms will beined:perceptual effecand
aesthetic relevanceThe terms expand the theoretical machinery of \Relee
Theory in a direction long awaited in cognitive pragics and give hands-on
evidence of the retroactive effects humanistickimg may have on the elaboration
of theory in empirical disciplines and life-sciesce

For now, let us say that it is possible to deschimetic thought states as
characteristic of a distinahentality of a mind-set for which, inter alia, a steady
and recurring focus on one’s own aspectual reptasens as aesthetic objects may
yield great relevance. If attending to one’s owpeasual representations did not
yield great relevance for this particular mentalithe cognitive system would
automatically disallow the focusing, never mind theurrence and propagation, of
attention in this direction. To be in the artistondition is thus possibly and
amongst other things to be in a state that makeso#sible for masses of
implications to follow from steadily and recurrgntttending to a certain type of
mental entityto the aesthetic qualities of your waysekeingthings, the qualities of
your aspectual representations as aesthetic objects

POETIC THOUGHT STATE

<:'>

Aesthetic attitude

Aspectual representation

|

Relevance yielding process
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To forestall possible criticisms that may springnir@a misunderstanding of the
nature of poetic thought states and the way they beaentertained on different
occasions, or even in different art forms, let nuel dew more parenthetical
remarks. It could be argued that the model of paetught states | am discussing
here appears more relevant to certain art formsnstance, lyrical poetry- while it
is hard to see how other art forms or genres Astance, epic poetry- could fit this
account. What is ‘aspectual’ about a story thaanyway heavily indebted to
mythology and whose content does not for the mast )@veal some unusual or
creative way oSeein@ one may ask. Is there something obviously aspkictihe
Odyssey or a century realistic novel? My answer is, yes.

These and other similar concerns could only follow, my view, from a
misunderstanding of my line of thought on aspectepresentations. Aspectual
representations are creative, non-trivial repregemts of anything at all. They do
not have proper objects and they are only relevamtcomments on the
PROPERTIES of a representation. Aspectualness caddYS of mentally
entertaining contents rather than contents theraselvhe particular way in which
a story is told may well be a possible content of aspectual representation.
Thinking that there is nothing obviously aspectaahie Odyssey -and hence that it
cannot be associated with poetic thought states-oody be seen as a case where
‘aspectual’ has been misinterpreted as a commemitatontent, whereas it is a
comment about ways/modalities. The aspectualnedsedddyssey, a f9century
realistic novel etc rests in the creative, nonitiway in which the artist ‘sees’ the
story he wants to tell. What is mentally represgntean aspectual manner is the
way in which such and such story can be narrated widy in which such and such
character can be constructed. Some aspectual egpaion may involve the way a
poet sees the flying of birds, another the waywha sees character construction.
There is no reason why the one should be a fitterdidate for aspectual
representation than the other.

5 Art as distinct psycho-cognitive etiology

The property P) that makes a work of art the kind of object itsi& relational one.
More specifically, it is a relation between an antkand a certain type ohental
state This state is poetic thought.

Artworks are, in this sensestiological objects. The property that makes an
artwork the kind of object it is is not part of théject’'s perceptual or structural
make-up, but part of its etiology. As my examplelofinny’s ‘masterpiece’ and the
argument | laid out there suggests, this etiologynot intentional. Intentional
etiology, | proposed, can account for whether gedailwas intended as an artwork,
whether it resulted from an action of trying to gwmoe an artwork, but not whether
it IS an artwork.
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What makes a work of art the kind of object it isdadistinguishes it from
perceptually and structurally indiscernible ‘twineats’ is the artwork’psycho-
cognitive etiology

Artworks and their ‘twins’ -mere Brillo boxes andatol’s Brillo Boxes young
Mendonca’'s manifesto of boredom and manifesto of boredowhen | quote it
verbatim in a poetry book- differ in that they hadferential psycho-cognitive
histories the one is related to poetic thought states,enthié other is not. The one
is the ‘product’ of gpoetic mindwhile the other isn't.

To address Fodor’'s concern about Greek pots, | woelthclined to say that if
(conceivably) a Greek pot could be related to dipdleought state, if it could have
the sort of psycho-cognitive history we are integdsn here, then this particular
Greek pot would not be a mere functional objectvatuld not even be a mere
perceptually gratifying object, it would be a wook art®® It is thus possible to
claim that it may be that some Greek pots are woflest; others -possibly the vast
majority of them- are simply functional or percegity gratifying objects. In which
category a Greek pot falls does not depend onatsnly a practical or cultural
function: if some or perhaps all Greek paten’t artworks, it is not ‘because they
were intended to put (the Greek equivalent of) I8rih’ (Fodor 1993: 46) but
because they don’t happen to have the psycho-ceogrtiistory, the relational
essence, of a work of art.

Now, because, as | suggested earlier, poetic thosfgies havesvaluative
content -in the sense that they involve a steadhatic attitude towards and
assessment of some aspectual representation- rkstaegn be said to be etiological
objects with arevaluative element

It follows from this that there cannot exist suchthang as an artwork of no
aesthetic value whatsoever. It is impossible fonething to be an artwork in an
essential way but not be of any aesthetic consegugmecisely because aesthetic
considerations are quintessential to an artworléktional essence: they are
indispensable components of the artwork’s psyclgnitive history, essential
constituents, that is, of poetic thoughts.

The idea that there can exist artworks of no adsthvelue is a commonplace
widely shared by many theorists, including Fodd#93) and Danto (1981). It is
possible, though, that this commonplace is simpé/result of a misinterpretation
of the implications of ready-mades for a notionaefthetic value: the rationale
typically followed in ‘aesthetism’ assumes that, there is nothing about the
physical properties of a Brillo box that has aesthealue, and as a Brillo box may
well be put forward as a work of art, then one tmsdmit that there can exist
works of art of no aesthetic value. This and oftinains of thought with similar
content are clearly flawed: although Fodor and Daahd the same seems to apply

29 Kant, for instance, listed gardens as artworksdlamd 2001: 46), and why not? If a garden is
created in such a way as to relate to the spausiicho-cognitive etiology of poetic thoughts, then
it is art.
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to all advocates of the anti-aesthetic view- prepaselational story about the
essence of art, and hence adhere to the ideahthatdperty that makes an artwork
the kind of object it is is not part of the objecperceptual or structural make-up,
when it comes to talking about aesthetic valuey thle of a sudden revert to the
artwork’s perceptual and structural make-up! Altjlodrodor and Danto are telling
us that the property that makes something an aktigonot to be found in the
artwork’s physical properties, they then assumé Bindlo Boxesis of no aesthetic
value whatsoever by regressing to the physical etegs of this artwork, the
physical properties d@rillo boxes.

There is no doubt whatsoever that there is nothbmyutathe physical properties
of a Brillo box that has aesthetic value. But te #éxtent that you accept a relational
story about the essence of art, you shouldn’'t rsaci#y be looking for aesthetic
value in the physical properties of Brillo boxestle first place. You should stick
with your relational story and look for aesthetadue in the relational properties of
the artworR® Warhol'sBrillo Boxesis an object of aesthetic value not because of
any of the physical particulars of mere Brillo bexéut because of the relation
betweenBrillo Boxesand its psycho-cognitive history -the poetic thoustates to
which it connects and from which it results. Aesithgalue is not to be found in
the physical substance Bfillo Boxesbut in the relation betwedsrillo Boxesand
its psycho-cognitive history.

Works of art, | would like to propose, can be digtiished into two categories on
the basis of how they provide evidence of the patbught states to which they
relate and, therefore, evidence of their aestivelice.

First, we can speak of works of art that prowtitengevidence of poetic thought
states’’ These are objects that did not exist prior to aantiy having poetic
thoughts. These objects have physically resultedh fa poetic thought-state, they
arefabricatedas a result of the artist’'s steady aesthetic feacuker own aspectual
representations, and thus their aesthetic valstramgly evidenced in their form.
Their form provides the receiver with nuanced cloithe relation of the object to
some poetic thought state. This type of artwork domshave ‘twins’, i.e. ‘mere
thing’ equivalents.

Second, we can speak of works of art that prowigmk evidence of their
aesthetic value. These are objects that existed farian agent’s relating them to

% To the extent that we respond to formal propextiean objecper seour response involves
perceptual experience of a certain kind but nothetie experience in a sense relevant to a
philosophy of art. An object capable of causinghimag but perceptual experience is simply a
‘beautiful mere thing’, a perceptually gratifyingoject but not a work of art as such. In
forthcoming work | tackle the precise relation beémn perceptual and aesthetic experience, but
for now let us just say that for an object to caassthetic experience and be more than a
‘beautiful mere thing’ it must also relate to podtiought states and be endowed with a psycho-
cognitive history specific to works of art.

31 On the notion oktrongandweakevidence and the notion ofanifestnessee Sperber and
Wilson 1986/1995 Chapter 1.
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poetic thoughts. They are the so-called ready-mafles type of artwork has
‘twins’, ‘mere thing’ equivalents. In fact, it wasself a ‘mere thing’ prior to an
agent’s relating it to poetic thought states. Aesthvalue in ready-madesweakly
evidencedin that form provides the receiver with little any evidence of the
relation of the object to some poetic thought statel hence, the assignment of this
relation depends heavily on the receiver’s abitityarrive at it inferentially.

The type of relational story about the essence tothat | am attempting in this
analysis allows us to address anew at least oner attnowned case of
indiscernibles: the relation betweart andforgery. In ‘Languages of Art’, Nelson
Goodman (1976: 100) asks what could be the (a@sthdifference between a
Rembrandt painting and a perfect forgery, assumihgt the forgery is
indiscernible from the original in every perceptugspect. The problem is
interestingly puzzling but not hard to solve. Leahdeyer (1983) and Mark
Sagoff (1983) further point out -and indeed thexetrong introspective evidence
for this- that for some reason, as soon as theefgrgs revealed, our (visual)
experience of the original and that of the forgegem qualitatively different,
despite the fact that the two objects are percéptingistinguishable®

The answer to this problem is however pretty sttéogivard. To say that the
property P) that makes a work of art the kind of object iidsa relation between
artworks and a type of mental state that we terpwatic thought, is to commit
oneself to the existence of an essence of artlatiomal essence. It followsiter
alia that there should be an essential difference hlamtwaat and forgery: the
original artwork and a perfect forgery are two esisdly distinct objects in that
they have distinct psycho-cognitive histories. kd two, only the former stands in
a direct® causal relation to poetic thought states, and, thuly the former has the
specific psycho-cognitive history of a work of afthhe reason our experiences of
original and forgery seem qualitatively differestsoon as the forgery is revealed,
is that we therefore notionally disentangle-elatg the forgery from the specific
type of psycho-cognitive history that would alloimo be art. A forgery is not the
result of poetic thought processes but the refudnaaction of copying that makes
it exactly the object it is: a forgery.

The addition of ‘visual’ in front of ‘experience’ byleyer and Sagoff does not
change our explanatory scenario in any interestimy. Perception does not
function independently of cognition. Cognition kickn and enables a bundle of
undifferentiated 2-dimensional projections on thenan retina to be conceived of
as this object or that one. Cognition -and moreifipally the new assumption of

%2 Meyer’s (1983) attempt to resolve the problem dirtg into account relational factors, i.e.
factors beyond the perceptual make-up of the pantseems to me pretty much in the right
direction; his discussion, however, is entirely-fiveoretical.

1t is important to mention thairect nature of the causal relation between the origanavork
and its psycho-cognitive history. As Deirdre Wilspainted out to me: ‘the forgery too has a
causal relationship to the original poetic thousfiate, though amdirect one: it wouldn’t exist if
the original thought state hadn’t existed’.



242 Patricia Kolaiti

the distinct psycho-cognitive etiologies of the talgjects added to the receiver’s
cognitive environment- kicks in and makes this objeeem’ an artwork and that
object a forgery. The two objects are differerdbnceptualisecaind hence, given

the feedback between perception and cognitiond liieough as if yielding distinct

visual experiences.

To commit oneself to a relational essence of arh @amse of specific psycho-
cognitive etiology, allows a further distinction tee drawn: betweemrt and
pretend-to-be artin our story, intending something as an artwarkvanting it to
be recognised as an artwork is not a sufficienditam for this something to BE
an artwork. While potentially anything can be &, long as a poetic mind can
entangle this anything with a poetic thought stata, everything is art. It might
well be an object that purports to be art, propatsedf as art but nevertheless IS
NOT art.

Similarly, an audience treating something as awak does not necessarily
make this something an artwork either. What an engd# treats as art is a
sociologicalrather tharontologicalmatter. It concerns how an object is seen rather
than -I'll borrow the expression from Anne Furloribe ‘thingness’ of the object.
An object may thus BE a work of art but neverthelesisbe recognised as such by
an audience. Similarly, an object may NOT BE a wdrlard but nevertheless be
treated as art by an audience. How we know songetisiran artwork is not a
guestion of ontology but atcognition/categorisationit is not a question of what
something IS but a question of how human beingstityécategorise it as the kind
of object it iS*,

This confusion between ontology and recognition seémpersist throughout
contemporary writings on the philosophy of art.dPdtamarque (2007: 45), for
instance, suggests in passing:

The “being” [of an art object] -the principal condit of its essence- is
determined at least in part by the way the objadestity is conceived
[...] it is an objectunder a descriptiof...)*.

But the way an object is conceptualised/ conceigéds clearly a matter of
recognition, and thus quite separate from the tpgeihe ontology of the object. To

3 A possible story about how certain artifacts aeognised/categorised as art -which | stress
once again is quite separate from claims aboubtih@ogy of the object- may involve a so-called
‘prototype detector’. We may treat art as a fuzzlyisvolving a continuum ranging from more or
less prototypical cases to borderline cases -takeirfstance aphorisms: are they poetry or
philosophy?-, and to cases of misrepresentatids.dtfact about human conceptual organisation
that the less prototypical an exemplar, the moficdit for an individual to categorise it with
conviction (Barsalou 1987). The value of this fémt a philosophy of art is twofold: first, it
highlights our propensity to form artistic ‘canonghat else is a canon but a relatively stabilised
prototypicality scale? Second, it explains why Ipssadigmatic exemplars (e.g. ready-mades)
were at first harder to categorise as art with adion and became the subject of so much debate.

% My translation from Greek.
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understand how this works, think of the followingaéogy: until very recently in
human history black people were in various so®alexts treated and perceived as
sub-humans, or even animals. Does the fact thak lpaople were perceived as
animals make them animals? Black people vwemsentially ontologically human
beings then no less than they are now. What th®-$astorical context makes
black people be perceived as does not affect Wlaak lpeople essentially ARE.
The socio-historical context results for one reasoithe other in black people’s
being perceived as animals; however, even whilg thre being perceived as
animals, black people ARE essentially human beings.

Despite appearances, art is not amstable object. The same object can be
perceived as art in one period, social framewor&rtworld context and as non-art
in another, but this does not mean that art isalmestas an object or that ‘art is
entirely subjective’. This superficial instabilidoes not have any bearing on what
art IS; it only has implications for what art isrpeived as. Artworks are part of the
human cognitive environment. Just like any oth@etpf input, artistic inputs are
thus always automatically perceived, assessedsamdefimes) interpreted within a
given context We can speak of artworks being perceived diffdyein different
contexts. We can speak of artworks being embeddexhe context or the other;
but we can never speak of artworks as being cotfgegt Contexts are made up of
externally (perception-driven) or internally (memalriven) motivated
assumptions (Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995: 38-36,142). The context can be
said to change when the salience or accessibflitlyese assumptions alters or new
assumptions are added and old ones abandoned.edbenr my responses to an
artwork (Aphrodite of Melos might change when | move in space looking at it
from different angles, or when | move in time lamgiat it from the vantage point
of different socio-political and historical framewks, is not that the artwork itself
changes but that the context in which the artwsiBaing received - the salience or
accessibility of certain assumptions - has altefeghects of thartistic eventhave
changed, not the artwork per se.

Pinning down essence is not a venture that exh#asstsin metaphysical debate.
The key feature of Putnam’s claims about essemhairs nature, for instance, is
that an object's essence (biological/chemical stmgcetc.) enables humans to
make correct predictions about its behaviour ifed#nt circumstances. It is
possible that the essence of a work of art engtredictions in similar ways. In
any case, our notions of the artistic condition aoétic thought have not fallen
like manna from the skies. They formulate an exegesimework for ideas and
intuitions that have been floating around in eitlierary theory or the philosophy
of the arts for a good part of a century. They qavpossible insight into what it
means for art to beelf-reflexive They account for Danto’s intuition that some
‘transfiguration of the common-place’ into the niowial is crucial for art. They
assign intentional realism a different -non essdiati part in the edifice of the
ontology of art. They capture ways in which thaséid mentality is distinct from
ordinary mentality and other (non-artistic) typéscreativity, and suggest that the
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mental objects that are responsible for the distess of the artistic condition
(poetic thought states) are metaphysically andhpsggically real.

What this paper asserts seems almost crudely aueatory. To slightly
rephrase Hesse, one can be a poet but not becagite on
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