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As far as the concepts of the aesthetic object mentioned above are concerned, Mitias concentrates
his attention mainly on three of them, namely, the theories by G. Dickie, G. W. F. Hegel, and R, Ingar-
den. The remaining theories to some extent may be regarded as less actual, so we shall omit them from
subsequent argument.

Let us therefore pass on to G. Dickie’s conception to which Mitias devotes a whole chapter. There
he is trying to reconstruct in great detail Dickie’s polemic with Beardsley’s views concerning the nature
of the aesthetic object. It is a purposeful undertaking in so far as the institutional theory of this object
is constructed in opposition to that proposed by Beardsley, and particularly in opposition to a state-
ment regarding the aesthetic object as directly sensuously perceptible.3 Dickie is not interested in the
aesthetic object as such or the work of art as such in their aesthetic endowments but in “’conventions
governing the presentation of the work”.? Thus, regardless of its objective properties, a certain object
may become a work of art and, consequently, an aesthetic object, if only it is included in the *art
world™ by force of certain conventions established within the latter.’ These are conventions which
govern the presentation of the work and they are different for particular kinds of art. M. H. Mitias
writes: “the social conventions of art form guide aesthetic perception and dictate what sort of object
we should or should not perceive in a given aesthetic situation, but they do not convey or lead to any
knowledge of what we perceive”. (p. 37). In this way they constitute specific planes of identification
and localization of the aesthetic object which should and, in fact, are used by the recipient who is
trying to grasp the work in its generic character. First of all, they ensure the intersubjective cognizab-
ility of the object discussed in the sense of it being “’given” as the same to many perceiving subjects.
Nevertheless, as Mitias rightly stresses, they fail as far as the apprehension of the individual, qualitative
endowment of the aesthetic object is concerned. This individuality determines the fact that, although
some objects of art belong to the same genre, i.e. they are governed by the same conventions of
presentation, yet they essentially differ from one another.

Still, this difference cannot be grasped by using conventions, for "'they direct our attention to the
spatio-temporal existence of the work of art, but they do not lead to any knowledge of what we
perceive, much less to the nature or identity of the aesthetic object”. (p. 45, italics mine). .

This particular statement by Mitias is especially important. Institutional theory of art not only
does not allow the determination of the ontological status of the aesthetic object or a description of
its content, but within its framework it is equally impossible to differentiate the work of art from the
aesthetic object (p. 36 ff).

These two circumstances make M. H. Mitias reject the theory asinadequate in the sense specified
above,

In the paragraph discussing Hegel’s aesthetics, within its domain and contYary to Croce’s interpre-
tation Mitias is trying to justify the autonomy of art and its specificity. Although speaking most
generally philosophy, religion, and art in Hegel have the same content.% and the same task, i.e. the
expression of the interests of the absolute spirit,7 still, the truth revealed by art, according to Mitias, is

2Criticism of this kind of ideas was carried out by Ingarden in his book O dziele literackim (On
the Literary Work), first published in 1931 in Halle. Some critical theses concerning these theories
mentioned by Mitias are similar to Ingarden’s, Comp. Mitias: The Aesthetic Object...,
p.3,59,11; R. Ingarden: O dziele literackim, Warszawa 1960, p., 29-44.

3Cf. G. Dickie: Artand the Aesthetic, Cornell University Press, 1974, p. 150-173; George

Dickie — instytucjonalna teoria sztuki i przedmiotu estetycznego, ,,Studia Estety czne” vol. XV, 1978,
p. 347-348.

*Dickie: Art.., p.147.
SCf. B. Dziemidok: Instytugonalna definicja sztuki jako $wiadectwo "kryzysu estetyki®,
"Studia Estetyczne”, vol. XVII, 1980, pp. 38—42; M. Misiec: George Dickie..., p. 347.

SCf. G.F.W. Hegel: Wyktady o estetyce (Lectures in Aesthetics) vol. 1, Warszawa 1964,
p. 118, 139, 160-1, 171-176; K. Bakradze: Filozofia Hegla. System imetoda, Warszawa
1965, p. 180.

"In Hegel art, religion, and philosophy are stages on the way towards the self-consciousness of the
absolute spirit and each of them serves this purpose in its own manner. Cf. Hegel: Wyktady..,

p. 122
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different from that of philosophy or religion. It is a distinctive truth of art and as such it requires
a specific way of apprehending. By this Mitias means the aesthetic experience which essentially differs
from philosophical, religious, or scientific apprehension of an object. He reaches a conclusion that
”From what has been said so far it is clear that the art work is an end in itself™. (p. 67). Itis a very
bold and original interpretation of Hegelian aesthetics, different from former interpretations which
emphasized the cognitive nature of art and the conceptual content of the work of art itself.

Although undoubtedly interesting, this interpre:ation still provokes some objection. (1) Mitias
analyzes Hegel's aesthetics in separation from the wtole system. Such an isolation “’seems even more
problematical since Hegel discussed art in categories worked out in other branches of his system”.8 In
consequence, the sense of such categories asideal, beauty, truth, is not quite clear in Mitias’s interpre-
tation. From the perspective of the whole system, it would be difficult to reach a conclusion that in
Hegel one may find any objective domain that would be an aim in itself, naturally, apart from the
absolute idea. (2) Analyzing Hegelian aesthetic Mitias uses modern categories, e.g. the concepts of
aesthetic experience or aesthetic object. The procedure is at least questionable because Hegel himself
does not make a distinction between the work of art and the aesthetic object, although it does not
mean that he identifies the two. For it is something else to speak of the unawareness of distinction
than of the conscious identification of two objects, in this case, the work of art and the aesthetic
object, Mitias does not seem to have perceived this difference. (3) Let us return to the distinctiveness
of art in Hegelian aesthetics which Mitias strongly emphasizes. Hegel writes: ’...the content of art is
the idea, while its sensuous shaping is its form.” Therefore it is form that decides about the distinctive-
ness of art, since its content is identical with that of philosophy or religion.lo As an apprehension of
the idea in the categories of sensuousness, form does not only distinguish art but it also decides about
the fact that neither in its content nor in its form is it (art) the highest, absolute method of making
the spirit aware of its true needs and aspirations. For art, because of its form, is restricted to a certain
determined content™.!!

The sensuous form in which the work of art expresses the idea and truth is not only a feature
which distinguishes art from philosophy and religion but it is also its most serious drawback.'? This
restriction of art to sensuous form and the impossibility of going beyond it make Hegel regard art as
the lowest stage in the evolution of the self-consciousness of the absolute spirit. It is the least effective
instrument in making the spirit aware of its true needs and aspirations. In this respect both religion
and, first of all, philosophy are higher than art.!3 It does not mean, however, that Hegel subordinates
art to philosophy, as Mitias rightly observes. Stressing the distinctiveness of the work of art in Hegelian
aesthetics he still fails to perceive the negative consequences of this fact, as has been shown above.
(4) Equally doubtful is also Mitias’s thesis about the distinctive “cognition™ of art. It concerns the
aesthetic experience which ...is uniquely different from the philosophical or religious experience”.
tp. 67) as well as from the scientific apprehension of an object (p. 66). The aesthetic experience is
immediate, intuitive and as such it is poorest in concept.” (p. 67, italics mine). Although the problem
of the nature of the cognitive access to the work is not clear in Hegel, ™ nevertheless, his lectures do

82 Kuderowicz: Wolno$é i historia (Freedom and History), Warszawa 1981, p. 175-176.

Hegel: Wykéady.., p.118.

1‘)Hege] writes: “Because of dealing with truth as an-absolute object of consciousness, art also
belppgs to the sphegre of the spirit and in respect to content it is based on the same foundation as
religion [...] and philosophy [j In view of the same contents of the three kingdoms of the absolute
spirit, they differ in respect to form in which they bring their object, the absolute, to our conscious-
ness”; ibid., p. 170—-171; cf, also ibid., p. 14.

Ybid,, p. 18.

Y2Cf.ibid., p.19; Kuderowicz: Wolnosé.., p. 195-196.

13cf. Hegel: Wyk#ady..., p. 173 f.

Yact. ibid., p. 65- 66.













