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PREFACE

This thesis has been undertaken in the belief
that it treats a comparatively unacknowledged problem of
aesthetics. The definition of aesthetic ugliness and the
place of the ugly in art have been largely relative to taste
and convention throughout the ages and have received little
specific emphasis In even the greatest aesthetic treatises.,
Much of the material included in this discussion; therefore,
1s arrived at through a process of inference, My aim has
been to give a fairly comprehensive chronological survey 6f
the tgpio from the time of the ancient Greeks through the
most recent philosoPhers; and to point out the need for in-
‘cluding the problem as a positive part of aesthetic theory
rather than treating it negatively, or not at all; as the
case has been so often,

I wish to express extreme gratitude to Dr. B. C.
Holtzclaw for many excellent hours in his classes; and for

his indispensable help in the preparation of this thesis,

F. Go W,

i1
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CHAPTER I

EARLY AESTHETIC SPECULATION

l. Socrates and Plato

"Do you not know"; Soorates queries, "that with
-reference to the éame objects all things are both beautiful
and good?" t ' |

And when Aristippus asks; "Do you say, then; that
the same things méy be both beautiful and ugly?”; Socrates?t
reply is, "Yes; undoudtedly . « . « for whatever is good is
also beautiful; in regard to purposes for which 1t'is well
adapted; and whatever is bad 1s the reverse of beautiful;
in regard to gurposes for which it is 111 adapted,” #

Pythagoras has given the oldest definition of beauty,

reflected as recently as Croce, as "the reduction of meny to one";

1. anophon, Memorabilia tranalated by Rev., J, S, Watson, in -
Plato and Xenophon, SOGratic Discourses, II, viii, New York,
' 1940, Dutton, Everymen, p. 55;
20 Ibidd’ p. 95.
3. Lockie Parker, Art and People, NeW'York, 1954, John Day,
pP. 70.




but until Soorates, there is no significant mention of ugli-
ness, either as a realhfébi‘of as: an arfistic phanomanon.
His ddctiiné of utility holds éome‘importanée for art}lin the
Banquet of Xenophon;'something'may‘be inferred from the very
amusing scene with Crltobulus;4 because ihe Judgment of a
"handsome sword" or a "rine'shield"s 18 made with respect
only to the utility of these art objects, Although the aes-
thetic point of view is destroyed by Socrates' denial that
beauty can exlst apart fromAutility; 1néorar as his theory
is significant, it oan be easily inferred that ugliness in
art occurs at the point of nonuadaptation or mal-adaptation
of the art-objeot to its peculiar end,

In Plato we find, on the one hand a concept of
beauty, which is 1dealiat1o. And on the other hand, there
is his concept of art, which in being thrice removed from
reality, 1s in 1tself an inferior thing. There are three
main sources from which Platots aesthétios 1s derived:

The Republic, the Phaedrus, ‘and the Philebus., From what is

given merely in The Republic it may be said that the ugly

definitely has no place in art. Plato writes:

"Let our artists rather be those who are gifted
to discern the true nature of the beautiful
and graceful; then will our youth dwell in a

4. anophon, The Banguet translated by James Welwood, Everyman,
) 22. °1t., pp. 7"189.
5. Ibidg’ p. 1870



land of health, amid falr sights and sounds,
and receive the good in everything; and beauty,
the effluence of feir works, shall flow into
the eye and ear, like a health—giving breeze
from a purer region, and insenpibly draw the
soul from earliest years into likeness and
symnpathy with the beauty of reason.” :
Art, at best,,is merely a representation of reality;
and since the artist turns his attention to representation,
it is taken for granted that his attentiocn ocught to be turned
to_imitating'whét seems best, "And still he will go on imi-
tating without knowing whet makes a thing good or bad, and
may be expected therefore to imitate only that whioh appears
. 7
to be good to the ignorant multitude?”

" In the Republic, the young are to be trained in
literature, both true and false; but all fiction is to be
placed under a strict censorship for mahifold reasons given

8 .

‘throughout The Republic, In the first place, Homer and Hesiod

, S , ‘ , - 9
are tellers of lies, glving false representations of the gods,

The same is grue of certain poets who make misstatements con=
0
cerning men.: Some mythological tales are also bad, because

people will tend to excuse their own vices if they read that
| | 11
such are perpetrated even by the gods., All of this has, in

some degree, to be censored or else forbidden in Plato's State;

B.NPlato, The Republic. translated by B, Jowett, New York, 1941,
Random House, lodern Library, III, p. 105.

7. Ibid., X, p. 371.

8, 1bid., II, Dp. 71=-72,

9, 1bid., II, pp. 72-73.

et

10, Ib de., III’ Pe 9l.

11, Ibid., III, p. 90,




and this confusion and inability to'recognize art, qua art,
apart from morals, is obvious in' the following passage:

"And we must beg Homer and the other poets
not to be angry if we strike out these and
similar passages, not because they are un-

- poetical, or unattractive to the popular
ear, but because the greater the poetical
charm of them, the less are they meet for
the ears of boys and men , « , " 12

: 13
Tragedy and comedy, being imitative arts, must be

watched with particular care; some imitations are to be en-
14 :
souraged and othera prohibited, 1in the latter case the rea-
son being often that they recall sorrows and represent be~
15
havior that ought to be avoided in real 1life, Indeed Plato
lays great stress on the‘capacity of the arts directly to
affect and condition humnn behavior.
| From the second source, the Phaedrus, the notion
of organization as a prerequisite to good art may be found:
"But I think you will allow, that every
speech ought to be put together like a living
ocreature, with a body of its own, lacking
neither head nor foot, but having both a middle
- and extremities in perfect keeping with one an-
other and the whole."™ 16
Here we get the idea of organic unity; but the ap-

proach to the problem of ugliness is quite different in the

12, Ibid,, III, pe 83, ‘

13. TbIdQ' III pQ 94.

14. ibidq’ III’ Pp. 97“98n

15, 1bid.; X, DD« 376-377.

16, Plato, Phaedrus, translated by J. Wright in Plato, Five
'~ Dialogues, New York, 1938, Dutton, Everyman, p. 266,



Philebus, where Plato's discussion of comedy is found., We are
told that comedj is a mixed pleasure and pain of the soul's
17 | ,
feelings.
"Phen our argument dsclares thet when we laugh
at the ridiculous qualities of our friends,
we mlx pleasure with pain, since we mix it
with envy; for we have agreed all along that
envy is a pain of the soul, and that laughter
is a pleasure, yet these two are present at
the same time on such occasions.," 18
From this argument, Plato goes into his discussion
of unmixed or true pleasure, from which arises his theory of
the purely formsl and absolute beauty in circles, straight
lines, planes, and so forth, whose absence 1s painless and
» ' 19
whose presence is pure pleasure,
- His general tendency towdrds the complete identifi-
cation of beauty with\goodness, which definition of beauty
necessarily excludes ugliness in any manifestation, is summed
up in the Philebus: "So now the power of the good has taken
refuge in the nature of the beautifﬁl: for measure and propor-
. 4 20
tion are everywhere identified with beauty and virtue.”
From what has beon gliven of a more positive sort
from the three main sources, the nature of the ugly comes.
fairly clear. In other words, from Plato's concepts of beauty,

it seems that ugliness would abide, primarily, in five instances:

17, Plato, Philebus, translated by H. N. Fowler, in Plato: with
. an English Translation, London, 1$25, William Heinemann,

. Lo@bs ps S91l. |

lg, Ibid., p. 339,

19, Ibid., pp. 343345,

20, Ibid., p» 389,




in an untruth; in immorality, or the depiction of it; in
the ungraceful; in the unorganized; and in that which is
too complex. | ' |

2., Aristotle

The problem of ugliness develops and becomes better
defined with Aristotle., Comedy end tragedy ere not ugly.for
the same reasons as Plato gave; and both obmmand a far more
respectful treatment than at Plato's hands. Aristotle's
closest aesthetio link with Plato i1s his notion of catharsis;
which intimates a Justification of art from a moral basis,

The origins of the art ;mpulse Aristotle gives as impulses
to rhythm and imitation., The problem of ugliness is more
directly concerned with the latter,

In the Poetios; he observes frequently wilth refer-
ence to imitative art; that the imitation is often agreeéble
whereas the thing copied is disagreeable; and that we may
take legitimate pleasure in seeing carefully executed pilctures
of things we do not like in reality. This seeming contradice
tion is possible "by our enjoyment of the intellectual act |
and echievenent involved in simply recognising the object

portrayed."zl |

21, Bernard Bosanquet, ‘A Histong‘of Aesthetic, London, 1922,
George Allen and Unwin, p. 58,



_ With regard to comedy, Aristotle's position is,
as suggested, quite different from that of Plato. Imitation
1s 8t111 the principle, but the basis of the distinction be- |
tween tragedy and ocomedy is the representation of higher and
lower types; tragedy represents men aéagetter, and'comedy,
‘as worse than they are in aotual life.

"Comedy is, a&s we have sald, an imitation of
characters of a lower type, - not, however,
in the full sense of the word bad, the Ludi-
orous being merely & subdivision of the ugly.
It consists in some defect or ugliness which
is not painful or destructive, To tske an
obvious example, the comic mask is ugly and
distorted, but does not imply pain," 23 .

There is then, paradoxically, a place for the ugly;
for the above paragraph places comedy within the ugly and
Aristotle has already spoken of comedy as falling with%g'the
realm of finé art whose essential attribute is beauty, Further
on in the Poétics, Aristdtle says that it is just to censure
the introduction of irrationality and depravity of cheractsr

: , o 25
when there i{s no inner necessity for them, = Such a loophole
shows him far more liberal then a majority of later oritics.
Following this, he says that things are censured (with refer-
eqpa,to the histrionio): as impossible, as irrational, as

morally‘hurtrul, as oontradiotory, and as contrary to artistis

22, Aristotle, The Poetics of Aristotle, edited with oritical
notes and transietion by S. H. Butcher, London, 1925,

24, Bosanquet, op.cit., p. 57. '

25, Aristotle, op.cit., XXVI, p. 107,



correctness, a list which can also be applied as explanation

for various popular judgments of "ugly".
Of Aristotle, Bosanquet says:

" . o+ « It i8 clear that the fascination
of ugliness in representative art was a
newly observed phenomenon in contradiction
with the simple assumption that the repre-
sentation affects us as does the correspond- -
ing reality. "Not the content of the likeness,
but something, whatever it might be, involved
in the fact of its being a likeness at all,
was thus suggested to be the secret of 1ts
attraction,” 27

3, Plutarch
A ) .
Throughout this early period, there 1is apparent
a confusion between excellence in art and in morality, a
lack of any real distinction between aesthetios and ethios.
This oonfusion, evident not only in Socrates and Plato, but
also in Plutaroh, Plotinus, and the Scholastics, is reflected
in the sentiment of the Fmperor Marcus Aurelius~
"Begin the morning by saying to thyself, I
shall meet with the busybody, the ungrateful,
arrogant, deceitful, envious, unsocial., All
these things happen to them by reason of their
ignorance of what is good and evil, But I , . .

have seen the nature of the good that it is 28
beautiful, and of the bad that it is uwgly . . .

26. Ibid., XXVI, o) o 107 109,

27. Bosanquet op.cit., p. 59.

28, Marcus Aurel us Antonius, oughts of Marcus Aurelius
Antonius, translated by Georga Long, New York, n.d.,Crowell,

Pe 99,




Despite the want of a definite line drawn between
the morally ‘and aesthetically ugly, Plutarch brings the matter
to more of a head by asking, "Can what is ugly in itself be
beautiful in art? If Yes,-oan the art4representation be sult-
able to and consistent with its originel? 1If No, how does

29 -

it happen that we admire such arturepresentationa?" The answer
lies in his Moralia, where he says that the poets mayffabricaye
things intentionally; and they may also try to make us share
their own delusions by imparting things in false colors, things
they do not fabricate but really beliéve. In view of this,
the young should be instructed that poetry is not greatly -

‘30 v _
concerned with truth, He continues:

- "For by its essential nature the ugly cannot
become beautiful; but the imitation, be it
concerned with what is base or with what is
good, if only it attain to the likeness, is
commended, If, on the other hand, it producea
a beautiful picture of an ugly body, it fails = 31

- to give what propriety and probability requires."

The action depicted is not what we admire, but the
art, Since poetry often gives wicked experienoes, youth
should not accept them as true, or admire the actions there~
in, but should commend them “as fitting and proper to the

32
character in hand.”

29. Bosanquet gg,eit. p. 107,

30+ Plutarch, foralia, - translated by F. C. Babbitt, New'Ybrk,
1927, Putnam, Loeb, Vol. I, pp. 87, 9l.

31. Ibid. Pe 93.

32, Ibid., Pe. 93,



10

"For it is not the same thing at all to imi- ,
tate something beautiful and something beautie
fully, since 'beautifully' means *fittingly
and properly! and ugly things are 'fitting
and proper' for the ugly. 33 |

So Plutarch emphasized the problem berely touched
upon in the Poetics, making an edvanoe over Aristotle only
in the importance which a definite question of ugliness held

, : | ~ 34

for him and in the numerocus illustrations which he gave,
To summarize hie contribution, it may be sald that there is
some place for the ugly in art, - though it cannot becaﬁe
beautiful -« because there is, as in Aristotle, a 1egitimate
pleasure attached to recognition, and admiration for the
ertiet's cunning. |

or euoh a peeition, Bosanquet concludes:

" . + « To recognize a legitimate pleasure
in the skill that copies what is ugly, is
the germ of a recognition that what, 18 ,
apparently ugly, but admirable in art, has -

- something in it "which the trained peroeption
can appreciate as beautiful,” 35

Whether or not Bosanquet means to aeeert this as
Plutaroh's own implioation is not olear; however, such an

inference would hardly be warranted,

336 Ibid.' Pe 95, ’
34, Bosanquet, op.cit., p. 108,
35, Ibid., p. 108



4. Longinus

Longinus; 1ﬁ‘wr1ting on the sublime in the first
century A.D.; implies many manifestations of bad or.ug1Yj
art, He dlstinguishes, at the dutset; the sublime and the
"high-flown"; giving éxamples of what he calls "turbid ih
expression and confused in imagery rather than the product
of intensity.” . Such aﬁt sinks "little by little from the
terrible Iinto the contemptible"; and such expression even
in trage&y; which is stately and prone to bombast; is une
pérdonable in 1ts tasteless tumidity.36
. So we may take the first oriterlon of bad art to
be tumldity. The second 1s puerility or frigidity, the
"direct antithesis of elevation; for it is utterly low and

mean and in real truth the most ignoble vice of style."

To these oriteria we may add "unreasonable and empty passion,

11

where no passion is required, or immoderate, where moderation
- 37

18 needed,"

"All these ugly and parasitical growths
arise in literature from a single cause, that
pursuit of novelty in the expression of ideas

which may be regarded as the fashionable oraze

of the day. Our defects usually spring, for

the most part, from the same sources as our

good points. Henoce, while beauties of expres-

sion and touches of sublimity, and charming

36. Cassius Longinus, Longinus on the Sublime, the Greek text

edited after the Paris manusoript by W. Rhys Roberts,
"~ Cambridge University Press, 1907, p. 47.
37, Ibid., p. 49. ‘
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elegances withal, are favourable to effective
composition, yet these very things are the .
elements and foundation, not only of success,
but also of the contrary." 38 .

‘Longinus gives the prinoiple aouroes’of’eiegant
language: the power of forming great‘concepts; vehement;and"
1nsp1red ‘passion, formation of figures of thought and expres-
sion, noble diction, and dignifiad and elevated compositidn.sg

Frnm.these positive prinoiples, it 1s easy to derive what

would be conducive to 1neleganoe,1n the writing arts, "The

Qunning use of figures", he continues, "is peculiariy subject

to suspioion; and produces an impression of ambuah; plot;

fallacy « + « Wherefore a figure is at its best when the

very fact that it is a rigurg escapes attention," 40

| Suﬁlimity in speech is equivalent to a "gollocation

of members; a single one of which . . . 8evered from another

possesses in itself nothing remarkable;‘but a1l united to-

gether make a full and perfect organism.k41'He continues:
"There is nothing in the sphere of the sublime,
that is so lowering as a broken and agitated
movement of language « « « For all over-rhythe

mical writing is at once felt to be affected
and finical and wholly lacking in passion

42

owing to the monotony of its superifical polish,"

i

38, Ibid.. p. 55. -
89, Ibid., pp. 57, 59.
40. bia., p; 95. . '
41, Ibid., pp. 145, 147.
42, Tbid., p. 149.
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That inference concerning the ugly is warrsnted
is denoted by Longinus himself who sayé;'?For since we have
previously indicated those‘qualitiea'whibh render style noble .
and 1ofty; it is évident that their opposites will for the
most part make it low and base;"45

5, Plotinus

In the third century A.D., the philosopher Plotinus
extends the recognized province of beauty., His poéition on
ugliness; toé; can be gleénad; to‘soﬁe extent; from the follow-
ing paragraph of his Enneads:

“What, then is the primary beauty of bodies?
There is such a beauty and it is perceived’

at first sight, and the soul, as being ware:
of 1t, ¢alls it by name and, reoognizing it,
weloomes it and is wedded to it. But if the
soul meet with the ugly, it shrinks from it
end refuses and rejects it, not consenting . .
with 4t . . « « For everything that is form=
less, though 1ts nature admits of form and
essential character, so long as it is devoid
of rationality and essential character is ugly
eand excluded from the divine and rational,
That is the absolutely ugly. But a thing can
also be ugly if it be not completely mastered
by form and rationality, because its matter
does not admit of being completely formed in
accordance with an essential character." 44

Bosanquet, writing in terms of Hegellan idealism

43’ Ib.idt, p. 155.

44, Plotinus, Enneasds, quoted in E, F, Carritt, Philosophies
- of Beauty Trom Socrates to Robert Bridges: Being the Sources
of Aesthetic Theogx, Oxford University Press, 1931, p. 45,
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and panthelsm, suggests the oriticisme-«~that if we regard 4
it as defective to say that nothing is ugly; we may likeﬁise
regard Plotinus! aesthetios as defective. This is so,beoause;
acoording‘to'whét Bosanquet calls modern views of natura;.there
is nothing which does not symbolize reason in some way and to
some extent, On the other hand; the oritic maintains; if real
ugliness"éan be aasertad; then the idea that all is beautiful
whioch symbolizes reason must be modified.45 Plotinus has con=~
fused the bare negative with thé_ccntrary; for "it is not
abeeﬁce_df form; but false form - confusion of the forms ap=-
pfoyriate to different things and meanings = in which; it
anywhere; we must look for :eél ugliness.“46 |
Though 1t is not c¢lear whether Plotinus is referring
to artistio as well as natural,beauty; it would seem that he
falls logically in line with the formelists and intellectual-
1sts in mesthetic theory., Most probably ugliness in an arte
object would be that instance in.which intelligibility and h

form are lacking,.

6. Augustine, The Middle Ages and St. Thomas

In the following century, St. Augustine, believing

45, Bosanjuet, op.cit.,, p, 115.
46, Ibid., p. 116,
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in the existence of a universal and Divine order, held that
there is no absolute ugliness. *ﬁgliness is onlj'oomparative
deformity, . |
Probabiy he did not refer to Qesthetics but his

statements ocan be applied to}grt;‘and”uglinass for the most
part will bé found to reside in the faot that some things
are relatively unorganized‘and also in the fact that the
eya of the beholder is untrained; for "the mutual fitness
and harﬁoﬁy of bhings‘cannot be perceived by souls which
ara‘not attuhed‘to it."éa In aﬁy case; there 1s no ugliness
in the nature of things. It is possible that a thing; not
harmoniously percéived innthé first plaoe; nmight make for
éasthetic ugiiness in Q,representation - this on the part
of the artist;‘himself. Or, on the other hand, it might be
that the spactator*a aenses, in art as 1n nature, are limited
in some way, and thus mignt cause the judgmant "ugly" to what
is really aesthetioally beautiful.,

- With the developmant of the Middle Ages, the first
purpose of art is, again, that of userulness. This leads
to an emphasis on the building arts, and figurative art 1is

concerned'largely with illustrations of moral doctrine and

47, Katherine Everett Gilbert and Helmut Kuhn, A History of
- Esthetics, New York, 1939, Macmillan, p. 137,
48. Tbia., pp. 137”138. ¢




49
sacred history. The abhorrence of art by the medieval

ascetics is a familiar thing; and Chambers in his History of

Taste says, "The rebirth of the aesthetic consciousness was
the first symptom of medieval decadence," %0 }
However; in this.period; St. Thomas Aquinas, echo-'

ing Aristotle; sees the intellectual value of the arts, In
his wnrka; we ocan find something on ugliness and something
on the arts; but just what is the relation between the two
is not easy to determine, There is; nevertheless; one state-
ment which gives enough of his general position to be fairly
conclusive: "An image"”, he writes, "is said to be beautiful
if it perfectly represents even an ugly thing."Sl

. This indicates an awareness of thé distinction be-
tween natural and aesthetic beauty. Further; he says; "For

beauty includes three conditions, integrity or perfection,

since those things whioch are impaired are by the very fact

ugly; due proportion or harmony; and lastly brightness, or

clarity, whenge ‘things are called beautiful which have a
- 52
bright c0lor « « « "

16

49. Frank P, Chambers The History of Taste: An Account of the :
\ Revolutions of Art Griticlsm and Theory in Buro 8, New York,

1952 “Columbia U niversity Press, p, 10.
50. Ibid. P. 17,

51, St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, quoted in Melvin ¥, -

Rader, A Modern Book  of Aesthetics: An Anthology, New York
' 1935, Columbla University Press, pe. 209,
52. Ibid., pp. 208-209.
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When treating the supreme modes of belng, St. Thomas
does not specifically treat beauty; the gist being;'evidently;
that beauty is not distinct from the other transoendentals
but falls under the category of the good.53 And so, the answer
to ugliness; as to error; is deprivation or absence of what
ought to be, There is nothing positive in the nature of uge
liness; no principle of evil; and therefore; nothing whioch
is wholly evil or ugly. These things have no meaning apart
frag rergzencé to goodness and beauty; and they are caused »
by them, This is all written without any emphasis on artis-
tic beauty; but we may infer that; to a certain extent; such
ﬁéaﬁty fails without the above given requirements of clarity;
integrity, and harmony. In any oase; with Plotinua; ugliness
in art, for Aquinas would be negative; & lack rather than an&
positive quality.

This long period of aesthetica, reprasented first
by Augustine and then by Aquinas ‘nine centuries later, shows
the logloal development of a system influenced by early Chris-
tianity.‘ Before this period; the most important criterion
of ugliness will be found to be connected withfimitation; as
emphasized, particularly, in Aristotle. At rirst; in Socrates,

ugliness was linked with the non-useful, and then with the

53. M. C. D'Arcy, Thomas Aqninas, Boaton, 1930, Little, Brown,
» p. 140. B
54, Ibid., p. 142,
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morally evil; but, with Aristotle, we have ugliness justified
for realistic reasons in the repreaentativé arts; even the
morally evil justified in tragedy; and finally; ugliness
legitimized in comedy., After Aristotle;;then; ugliness of
topic was generally regarded as within aesthetic rights; o
and the additional problem of formal ugliness began to re= :
celve especial emphasis with Longinus, To summarize; we
find that these thinkers have left us with four Jjustifioca-
tions of ugliness: realism; eomedy;‘and the morally ugly;
perhaps; in tragady; the organic notion as in Ploéinus{

and the idea that the ugly is legitimate if it successfully
heightens the beautiful, St. Thomas can be seen as a syne
thesis of .Aristotle; Plotinus, and Augustine, uniting realism
and enlightenment,

After Aquinas in the fourteenth century A.D.; there
is a sﬁrprising dearth of aesthetic material; and there is
practically no reference to ugliness in what 1s extant until
Hogarth and Burke and Kames in the eighteénth century. It is
a period of artistic activity which took the form of oreaﬁion
rather than oriticiem and theory., It is hoped that no signife
icant omissions will be found; and the very general trend of
the art sohools during these centuries will be taken up brief=

ly in the concluding summery.
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CHAPTER IIX
' EIGHTEENTH CENTURY THINKERS
1,  Burke

In 1756, Edmund Burke published his book called
A Philosophiocal Inquiry into the Orizin of our Ideas of the

Sublime and Beautiful, His discﬁssion of ugliness is virtu-

ally inextricable from his notion of the sublime, That which
excitesvthe strongest possible emotion is the sublime, he
says; and it 1ncludgs pain, because pain is a stronger emo-
tion than pleasure, Already, we get a hint of romanticism,
On the nature of the experience of sublimity, he writes:

"The passion caused by the great and sﬁblime
in nature . ., . 18 astonishment or that state
of the soul in which all its motions are sus-
pended with some degree of horror. In this’

case the mind is so entirely filled with the 2
object, that it cannot entertain any other , , ."

1. Edmnd Burke, "A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of
our Ideas on the Sublime and Beautiful", quoted in Carritt,
‘glocit.’ Pe 88,

2, Ibid., p. 89.



~ The sublime is outside the beautiful ané is more
closely conneocted with ugliness.g Since~Burke treats ugliness
as the exact opposite“of‘beauty;4‘1t is well to 1ndicate first
his position on beauty. He rejegts the identificaﬁion of
beauty with customa:y or,naturql prOpoftion; withvut11$ty;
and with ﬁerfeotion;s and;.connepting 1t with relaxation;e
suggests that it is dietinguished meiely.by senéible Quali-
ties. -To be beautiful a thing must: (1) be small; (2) be
smooth; (3) have "variety in the direction of the parts";
(4) have parts; not angular;’but "melted as it were into each
other"; (5) be delicate and not; apparently; very strong;
(§) have clear and bright color; whioh is not tbo’strong;
or if the color is glaring (7) ﬁnst "have it diversified
with otnerang | |
Returning more specifically to the problem of the
sublime and ugly, Burke points out that we take a certain
degree of delight in the real misfortunes and pains of othars,
that terror is a pleasant passion if it is not too 1nt1mataly
connected with ourselves.8 Finally; he writes:
‘"It may; perhaps; appear like a sort of

repetition of what we have before saild to in-
sist here upon the nature of ugliness, as I

Se Bosanqnet, ~E,cit.. p. 203,
4, Ibid., pe 2

5, Burke, op.cit., quoted in Carritt, ~Q.cit., P. 92,
6. Ibid., PPe 93=94, , |
7. Ibzal. p’ 920

8, 1bid., p. 89.

20



imegine it to be in all respects the opposite
of those qualities whioh we have laid down
for the constituents of beauty, But, though
ugliness be the opposite of beauty, 1t is not
the opposite to proportion and fitness; for

21

it is possible that a thing may be very ugly

with any proportions, and with a perfect fit-
noss to any uses, Ugliness I imagine likewise
to be consistent enough with an idea of the
sublime; but I would by no means insinuate -
that ugliness, of itself, 1is a sublime idea,
unless united with such qualitiea as excite
-a strong terror. 9 _ .
It almost seems that, in Burke, we have a new type
of ugliness, Are we to infer from his discussion that ugli-
ness is redeemed by a pleasurable condition of the passions -
passions, 1n a strongar sense than has before been the conno—
tation? - At any rate, this connection of ugliness with the
stimulation of the passions seems to foreshadow the Dionysien

aesthetlos of Nletzsche,

‘2., Baumgarten

4 About mid~eighteenth century, the German rational.
1st, A, G, Baumgarten, sought to establishlan independent
O .
science for the theory of tgi imagingtion, applied the .

Leibnizian tradition to it, end called it "aesﬁhetiqs."

9, Edmund Burke, A Philosophical Inquiry into the Origin of our
- Ideas of the Su l e and Beaut ful, New York 1860, Harpers,

" Pe JJ.?O. .
10; Gilbert and Kuhn, op.cit., p. 390.
11, carritt, op.cit., Pe Bl
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Beyond this nominal contribution, his work is of slight ime-
portance.

He places the fine arts in the realm of lower ap-
prehension; that realm of vivid but confused 1magery.l2 "Clear
or vivid 1deas";'he writes; "are more poetical than obscure
or faint ones."l5 But; he continuas;.it is only confused
(sensuous) but vivid ideas which are poetical since distinct
ideas are not sensuous; and therefore not poetical, Although
this, at first; has the appearance of being contradictory;
the paradox may be removed by Baumgarten'!s distinction between
clear and distinct; though it is not certain at all what this
distinction 1is,

"Passions are notable degrees of pleasure or
pain; consequently such feelings are presented,
to the man who 1s apprehending something, as
confused or sensuous ideas of good and evil,
Consequently they afford poetical ideas - and it
is poetical to arouse passions." 14

Without much originality; he gives art the function
of imitating nature; adding that it must not combine contra-
dictory elements.lslThe unity of art, as he speaks of it,
means a "function of the togetherness of emotional and pictured
units.nl6 Since béauty 1s for him a formal principle of unity

ih variety, that which opposes the perfection of the variety

12, Gilbert and Kuhn, op.cit., p. 292.

13, Baumgarten, Philosophical thoughts on matters connected
- with Poetry, quoted in Carritt, op.cit., p. 82,

14. Ibid'. pg 820

15, GiIbert and Kuhn, op.cit., p. 293.

16. Ibid., p. 295.
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of parts within a sensuously perceived whole, is ugly,
"The defeot of sensuous knowledge, to be avoided, 1s ugliness.

Among his writings, there are several pertinent

statements:
"The appearance of perfection, or perfection
obvious to taste in the wide sense, is beauty;
- the corresponding imperfection is ugliness,
Hence beauty, as such, delights the observer;
ugliness, as such, is disgusting." 19
"Ugly things, as such, may be thought of in a
beautiful way, and more beautiful things in
an ugly way," 20 :

Although this last sentence seems to indioate a
possible opening for ugliness in ert, his aesthetics do not
add up to give any clear statement of his position on that
matfer. Does his "thoughtof in a beautiful way" give a clue?
Possibly, it may mean & certain way in which the imagination
and emotions are stimulated. The most that can be said posi~
tively 1is that aesthetic ugliness would result from an imita-
tive combining of contradictory elements of nature, and from
the destruction of the eforesaid formel principle., It seems
that, insofar as the form of the art-objeot is concerned, ther
is no excuse for ugliness; but with regard to subject matter,
there remeins an open question. At least, Baumgarten secems

to be beginning to emphasize the imagination and the necessary

17. Bosanquet, op.cit., p. 185, :

18, Baumgarten, Aesthetics, quoted in Carritt, op.cit., p. 84,
19, Baumgarten, Metaphysics, quoted ibid., p. B4,

20. Baumgarten, Aesthetics, quoted 1vid., p. 84.

3

18

n

e



capacity of art to stimulate it., Howsever indefinite his
theory is, it is a definite departure from the classical and
medleval traditions,

3. Kant

The properties of pure beauty, we learn from Kant,
concern design; disinterested and universal pleasure, harmon-
ious interplay of reason and sense; and non-purposive purposs,
Kant's entire aesthetics; which is influenced noticeably by
Burke; is too long to be of much use in this more strictly
defined problem. Howaver; below are several citations which,
in indicating a rather relativistic stand, may intimate some-
thing of his attitude towards the ugly:

' "So there can be no rule by which anybody can
gglfgmpgiled to recognize anything as beauti-

" ., . (B)eauty, apart from relation to our
fesling, is itself nOthing v o o " 22,

"There c¢an be no objective rule of taste to
determine by conceptions what is to be beauti-
ful . + « " 23
The only claim to universality of agreement in Jjudging
: 24

beauty is that the beautiful is a symbol of the morally good.

2l. Immanuel Kant, Critique of Judgement, quoted ibid., p. 1ll2.
22, Ibid., pe. 113,
25. IbId., pp 117.
24. Tbiao’ PQ 123’
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His attitude towards the sublime is particularly

interesting and can be traced directly back to Burke, What
are here the very chaotic qualities of feeling in experiencing
the sublime, have been, in other aesthetlc theories, qualitieé
sometimes attached to Jjudgments of ugliness. In the sublime,
Kant says, we may have a form which is badly fitted to judg-

ment, unsuited to our peroeptual powers, and even vlolent to
25
our imagination.

More definitely with regard to the problem of ugli-.
ness 'in art is the following citation, quoted in full because
it Seéms to summarize rather completely Kant's position,

"Where fine art evidences 1ts superiority .
is in the beautiful descriptions 1t gives of
things that in nature would be ugly or dis-
pleasing. The Furies, diseases, devastations
of war, and the like, can (as evils) be very
beautifully described, nay even represented in
piotures, One kind of ugliness alone is incap=-
able of belng represented conformably to nature
without destroying all asesthetic delight, and
consequently artistic beauty, namely, that which
excites disg%st. For, as in this strange sensa-
tion, which depends purely on the imagination,
the object is represented as insisting, as it
were, upon our enjoying it, while we still set
our face against 1it, the artificial representa-
tion of the object 18 no longer distinguishaeble
from the nature of the object itself in our sen-
sation, and so it cannot possibly be regarded
as beautiful., The art of sculpture, again, since
in its products art is almost confused with nature,
has excluded from its oreations the direct repre-
sentation of ugly objeots, and instead only sance
tions, for example, the representation of death
(in a beautiful genius), or of the warlike spirit
(in Mars), by means of an allegory, or attributes

25, Ibid., p. 118,
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which wear a pleasant guise, and so only in-
directly, through an interpretation on the
“part of reason, and not for the pure aesthetioc
Judgement. 26
, Khnt represents an advance in that we have an even
wider and more definite inclusion - ugliness is 1egit1mate
s0 far as it atimulatea the imagination except in the case

of disgust.
4, Schiller

, Friedrich Schiller is best knovm for his doctrines
of deathetic semblance and the play-impulse, Cailed thévlink
between Kant and Goethe; he‘was; aesthetically speaking;
less subjectfve than Kant; and more absolutist concerning
the beautiful, | , ;
' In that period of his aesthetic theory which may
be regarded as‘pre-Kantian; he was a moralist., Perfection
depended upon harmony and propértion‘ wrong action was dié- ,
cord and imperfeotion, in short, like the aneients, he identi—
fied truth, goodness, and beauty.27 _

After this pre-Kantian stage; he asserted that the

, 28 .
aim of art was not morality but "free pleasure"; and that

26, Immanuel Kant, Critigue of Aesthetic Jud ent tranelated
by James C. Meredith, Oxford, 1911, CIarenaon Press, pp. 173~
- 174, '
27, Calvin Thomas, The Life and Works of Friedrich Schiller,
" New York, 1906, Henry Holt, p. 265,
28, Ibid., p. 266,
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t's only moral value was thet it stood on noutral territory.
29
That 15 bad art whioch influences a course of action.

"The unique secret of art . « o 13 to sublimate the
' - 30
matter by the form", he wrote, The beautiful is composed of

two elemants:~"first'the sensuous pleasure caused by the play

of personality, and secondly the rational gratifioation caused
31
by the ildea of adeptation to an end « « « " In art, the

object must be "1déaliZed"; but this process does not mean

beautified, =« rather it means truthfully portrayed. TFor, o
A , -3
finally, true human nature is never anything except noble,

In his aesthetics, Schiller devoted a good deal of
Space to the question of the pleasure felt over painful repre=-
sentations; from whioch discussions a possible oclue to ugliness
may be derived.

"All pleasure . , . comes from the perception
of . « « the quality of being adapted to the
furtherance of an end, Since man is meant to
be happy and naturally seeks happiness, human
suffering affects us primarily as a 'maladapta-
tion', and so gives us pain. But in this very
pain our reason recognizes a higher 'adaptation?,
since we are incited by it to activity, We know
that it is good for us and for society; and so
we take pleasure in our own pain. The total ef-
fect of tragedy depends upon the proportion in 33
which this higher sense of adaptation is present."

29, Ibid., p. 282,

30, Schiller, Letters on the Aesthetic Education of Nankind
" quoted in Carritt, o .cIt., p. 127,

3l. Thomas, op.cit., D. 76.

32, Ibid., p. 287,

33. Ibid., P. 267,
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_ But "beauty," he says, "ocan tolerate nothing abrupt
or violent.“54 It 18 poasible to infer from his writings what
else would be bad art. or probably uglye ‘Pasaianatgaart is
bod, as is any art which is "didactic or edifying.,” With
regard to subjoot matter, it seems correct to say that a0
105@ as "idealized", or truthfully portrayed, enything is
beautiful and nothing uely,

- Although it is possible to indicate a rather direct
line in the general thooretical positions of Baumgarten, Burke,
and Kant with thelr emphasis on the imegination and their .
consequent tendenoy towards romanticism, Schiller is not easily
placed in this line, In the above respects, he does not make -
any advance nor does he even stay with those thinkers in
their advances when he says that passiocnate art is not good
although he does leave room for tragedy. Terheps his position
is to mﬁrk the beginnings of aesthetic idealism so proninent

in tho Gorman thinkers of the next century.

34. Henxry Rutgers Marshall, The Deautiful, London, 1924,

Yacmillan, p. 192
35, 3ohiller,’gp_:gﬂ;_§.: quoted in Carritt, op.cit., pe 127,
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CHAPTER III

GERMAN IDEALISM OF THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

1. Schelling and Hegel

Schelling was younger than Hegel, but he was well
khown before Hegel began to come into prominence; and 1t is

to Schelling that Hegel's assthetlos owes a fundamental debt.

In his Aesthetics, Hegel says that with Schelling " . . . the
actual notion of art and its place in scientifio theory wefe
disoovérad."l | ,

Soheiling is important to our particular problem
only indireotly; for he had little to say concerning the ugly
in definite terms. One reference oan be found in which he |
speaks of the old view of art, This old conception of imitat-
ing nature; he writes; gives no explanation of how the beauti-
ful; which is to be 1m1tated; differs from the ugly; whioch is
not. The trouble lies "in regarding'Nature as a lifeless

k 2
aggregate of objeots™; and the problem of imitation can be

1. Hegel, Aesthetics, quoted in Bosanquet op.cit., p. 136.
2, Bosanquet, op.cit., p. 327.
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overcoms if nature is regarded as a whole, as an expression
of rational power. In art, given form must be tranaééndéd
3 o
and restored as intuited. "Henoce the sculptor or the painter
who represents nature has to undo in his own mind the séparaa
tion effected by human consciocusness, He revertz to a sube
conscious stratum where man and nature are one," |
. Schelling, himseif, writes concerning this:
' "The artist must strive to emulate that
real spirit of Nature which speaks from withe
in things, and uses their shape and form es
its mere sensuous symbols , , . Definition of
form in nature is never merely negative or
formal, it always has positive character."

Here he catches up Plotinus a 1little, only for
Schelling anything is beautiful from the standpoint of the
whole, where, for Plotinus, there remained some things which
could not be mastered by form and rationality.

Sohelling also emphasized the "characteristic”,
and after him Sohlegel, Schasler, and Hartmann; but Schelling's
definitions and use of the term has somo inéonsistency. |

The most direct reference to our problem is found
in the following statement:

"Now the infinite represented in finite

form 1s Beauty. The fundamental character
of every work of art, which comprehends in
it the two former characters . . ., 18 there-

fore Beauty, and without beauty there is no
work of art."” 6

5. Ibid.’ p’, 328. ’ ' Co

4, GIlbert and Kuhn, _02-9_1_20, DP. 433,

5. Schelling, The Relation of the Arts of Form to Nature,
quoted in Carritt, op.cit., p. 136,

8. Schelling;, System of Transcendental Idealism, quoted in
BOsanquSﬁ, -0_2. .9_!._1;-.’ pp. 319"520.
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" ., e o Art", wrote Hegel, "has the function of
revealing truth in the form of sensuous artistic shapes and
of presenting to us the reconciliation of the contradiotion .
(vetween sense and reason, between what is and what ought
to bo, between desire and duty).” ¢

For Hegel, art tranacehde the useful and seeks
the bgautiful; the degree of besuty attached to a thing
deopending upon the degroe to which it is symptomatic of the
presence of spirit. There 13 no systematic treatment of
ugliness; but in his discﬁssion of the besuty and ugliness
of animﬂlé, Hegol seems to mdmit a relativistic position
by saying that certain creatures seem ugly to us because
their forms are Oppoaéﬁ to what we have been trajined to cone
sider adequate expressions of life, This may be taken to
‘imply that below man and art, ugliness is not absolute.e
However, ugliness (in art?) alwaya scems to involve a distor-
tion. "False oharaoterisaﬁioﬁ seems then to be the essence
of ugliness , , » " ° |

Although, as mentioned, Hegel never treats the ugly
as & distinot and definite problem, there are several refer-
ences in ﬁis philosophy from which it is possible to derive
sone 1dea of his stand, Kidney, reproducing his Aesthetiocs
in simplified form, writess

7. Hegel, Aesthetics, quoted in Carritt, op.cit,, pp. 163-164.
8. Bosanquet, op.cit., pe 350,
9; Ibidq’ qu 3 Je v
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"The grand motive principles in Art are
the principles of religion and morality; of
the family, the state, the Churchj of glory,
friendship, eto,; and particulerly in Romantic
Art, of honor and love. These principles dif«
fer, without doubt, in the degree of their
moral worth, but all participate in rationality.
There are, indeed, other potencies which are
opposed to these legitimate ones, the potencies
of evil or the negative principle; but that
which is purely negative cannot appear in the
ideal representation of action as the essential
cause of the reasction,. The end of evil is some=
thing null, and the contradioction of this, as
an originating principle, does not allow of a
beauty pure in its form, Cruelty, wretchedness,
violence, are allowable in a representation
only when they are alleviated by the grandeur
of the character, and the end he has in view,
Perversity, envy, baseness, are only repulsive ., ."

"(Art can only make wicked characters inter-
esting by letting be seen in them the evidence
or the possibility of something good, thus an
inward collision . . )" 10 '

Unlike the earlier aeéthetioians; truth in art; for
Hegel, does not necessarily imply a faithful imitation of
naturej rather; art flatters hature.ll Works of art should
be immediately enjoyed; causing no bewilderment and'demanding

12

no erudition on the part of the spectator, It 1s’unsound

for the artist to go out of his way after the bizarre and

13
startling, or to try too hard to attain humor,

The following paragraph seems rather significant:

10, John Steinfort Kidney, Hegel's Aesthetiocs: A Critical
-~ Exposition, Chicago, 1685, S. C. Griggs, pe. 69

11. Ibide, Pe 54,

13, mo, Pe 113,
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" ., « ¢ {(I)f in an artistic performance any-
thing is borrowed from the ideal of the ultie
mate perfection, it may be, if adequately
rendered, said to belong to High Art, If 1t
deals with what has no permanence, or intrin-
sioc worth, it is low in its aim, and can only
be rescued from speedy neglect by its success
in dealing with the mystery of Color or of

Sound, or appealing to some transient sympathy,"

In his discussion of styles, Hegel lists the severe,
the 1dea1; and the graceful, With the‘lattei, he remarks;
architecture; painting, and sculpture are dften not content,
unless they cover uwp simple and grand masses with muoh detail
- .0, "style for effect"; which includes shocking and severe
and strikiﬂg contrasts.l5 : |
There seems a possible place for ugliness in the
fine_arts with regard to the aspect of characterization,

For the demand; hére;lis not so much for physical perfection
as for moral consoiousness shown through even ugly figures,
"The péintér:may;‘by the inner beauty of the soul, glorify
the ungainly'body.“l6 So; in portraitura; the emphasisiis‘
always upon theyinner character. , |

From the foregoing we may summerize to the effect
that ugliness in nature may be relative; that art 1s bad
where it 1s'too esoteric br didactic or startling; tpat uglié

ness has a place in art only as somehbw connected with beauty,

14, Ibid., p. 177.
15, Ibld., p. 184.
16, Ibld., p. 243.

14



and that superficial physical ugliness can indeed be artistie«
cally alleviated by the presence of spiritual beauty. 1In
short;,ggg;jugliness is false characterization; what is ocom-
monly called ugly can be redeemed and, if 1t_is; is aesthet-
ically legitimate.

. 3. Schopenhauer

It would seem.that;‘where in his pessimistioc
philosophy Sohopenhauer regards pleasura; not as positive,
but a suspense of yain,lv that beauty might be only a nega-
tive suspense of ﬁglinese. However; such is not the case
at all; for; surprisingly enough; there is no real ugiiness
for him; as there was none for Schelling,

"When we éay that a thing is beautiful,
we thereby assert that it is an object of
our aesthetlc contemplation . . ." 18

"Since, on the one hand, every given thing
may be observed in a purely objective manner
and apart from all relations; and since, on.
the other hand, the will manifests itself in
everything at some grade of its objectivity,
so that everything is the expression of an
Idea; it follows that everything 1s also
-beautiful~.v.:." 19

The only difference between ert and nature is that,

17, Gilbert aend Kuhn gg.cit. P. 468,

18, Schopenhauer, The World as Will and Idea, quoted in Carritt,
- Op.cit., p. 144,

19, Ibid., p. 145,
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in the former, w: have the artist's eyes to look through.

In his discussion of the separate arts, we learn that music

is set aside as a copy of the will itself and that imitative
21 L
misic is entirely to be rejecteds As to types and modifica-

tions of beauty:

"The sublime is the same as the beautiful,
except that 1t presupposes a hostile relation
between the objeots contemplated and the ine
dividual will, which hostility, being over-
come by an effort, gives rise to a spiritual
exaltation of the subject in attaining, by
this special effort, the pure contemplation
of the idea in the hostile object," 22

From Schopenhauer we can only find that ugliness
is not abéolute but entirely relative; that it is merely a
defective mgnifestation or incomplete objectification of the
will;aa and that the fact of its belng an objectiflcation

of the will always is what saves a thing from being ugly.

3. Schlegel

Friedrich Schlegel's main contribution to the sig-
nifioance of the ugly .is, circuitously, through the emphasis

35

24

which he places upon the "characteristio” as art's prineiple,

20, Bosanquet, op.cit., p. 365.

2l. Ibid., p. 367.

22, Ibid., Pe. 366.

23, Ibid. Do 366, -

24, Benedetto Croce, Aesthetic As Seience of Expression and

General Linﬁgistic, translated by Douglas Ainslie, London,
1922, Macmillen, p. 347.




He began with an sntithesis of besuty and ugliness. Intend-
ing to keep ugliness entirely outside the province of the
beautiful, he £inds thet 1t inevitably pushes its way‘.m.gs
He may be considered 1mportant; in a nominal way such as"
Baumgarten, for giving the firét mention in aesthetical his-
tory of a "theory of uglineSs.“26 Beauty is defined as "the.
pleasant manifestation of the good"; and'ugliness; as "the
unpleasant manifestation of the bad.“27 Are we to supposeﬂ
from this; asks Bdsanquet; that an -unpleasant manifeaéation
of the good and a pleasant manifestation of the bad are im-
possible? Bosanquet points out that Schlégel; regarding
ugliness as the embodied hegation of beauty;kfinds his con-
cept difficuit to handle and eventually realizes and admits
that:the most 1ntense; positive ugliness will always contain
elements .of beauty.be

Croce, in his Aesthetic, discusses (and rejects)
two doctrines which were in development during this period
of German aesthetics, The f;rst; the "sympathetic" doctrine;
sought to set the problem of giving a place to the ugly.
"This yroblemﬁ; Croce wriﬁes; "is withoﬁt meaning for us,

who do not recognize any ugliness save the anti-aesthetic

or inexpressive, which can never form part of the. aesthetic

25. Bosanquet, _la.cit., p. 394,

26, Ibid., ps 501,

a7, Schiagel, quoted in Bosanqnet, pe 301,
28, Bosanquet, op.cit., p. 301,

36
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fact, being, on iie contrary, its antithesis.," He goes

on to say that this school of thought asserts that the ugly
or “antipathetic" is admissable in artistic ropresentation
only when it can be overcome. It excludes from art inviﬁé_
cible ugliness such as the disgusting and naﬁseating, The
duty of such ugliness as is édmitted to art is to heighten
the beautiful by contrast. "Thus the ugly in art was 1ookedr

a7

upon as adapted for the service of the beautiful, a stimulent

.30
and condiment of aesthetic pleasure," This Overcoming of

the Ugly School thinks of the ocomlioc, sublime, tragic, and
such types; as conflicts between ugliness and beauty; where
beauty wins and; because of its struggle; arises the loftier
and the greater for it.sl

This theory, presupposing that of SOhlegel, already
outlined, and the second dootrine (of the passage of beauty
Irom the abstraot, particularized in the comio, tragic, and
80 forth, to the concrete), is seen in certain minor aestheti-

32
cians - Solger, Weisse, and Ruge.

4, Solger and Ruge

Por Solger, tragedy and comedy lie within the

29. crOQO’ _2.01‘5., p. 880
30. Ibid., De 68,

31, IEEﬁ., Pe 3406

32& m., PPs» 6"‘547.



beautiful, "Trag>dy 1s tho 'idea'! as emphasized by annihi-
lation of it . . «+ "; and "Comedy is the idea recognized as
asserting itself throughout even the most commonplace exis-
tence.“as If comedy ceases to be recognized in'the,realmii_
of cormon life, we have one of two results: either th§ pro-
salc view of life not connescted with aesthetic feeling; or
else, we have ugliness rising "when the humen mind finds in
the commonplace phenomenon . o something essential; where-
in the phenomenon, divorced from the idea; has independent
reallity," o | ‘
| Solger's rather extreme position is given in the
citations below: |
| "If anything is to be recognized as the
opposite of the beautiful, the same thineg
must be looked for in it that is looked for
in the beautiful, and the opposite found,

IT the Tdea 1s really lacking, and the mere
phenomenon glives itself out for the essenocs,

then the ugly makes 1its appearance, The ugly
is a rebellion against the beautiful, as the
evil against the good . . . Natural imperfeo-
tions are not ugly, except in so far as in this
complication of external forces something is
taken to reveal itself whioch aims at concentrat-
ing these mere forces as essential in them-
selves . ., + Just so, a disposition which op-
poses itself to the beautiful by concentrating
the commonplace into a single point, and acw
quiescing therein, 1s an ugly disposition,

Mere contingency and maladaptation, therefore,
are not enough to constitute ugliness; it is
necessary in addition that in the things which

33.'Solgér,-Vorlésungen uber Aesthetik, quoted in Bosanquet,
' .Q_EQCit." P 395. .

34, Ibid,, De 396
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are thus self-contradictory therse shall be
a unity, which (reslly) could only be the
idea, but is sought for in purely phenomenal
existence ., «

The ugly is therefore positively opposed
to the beautiful, and we can only regard them
as absolutely exclusive of each other.," 35

The conclusion 1is that the ugly, gqua ugly, cannot
enter art; and yet beauty in its progress from the sublime
to the comic comes close to ugliness and is saved only by
the strong ideal\which generates true comedy.sa Art that is
not deep is ugly. The ‘supeﬁficial; the "purely phenoﬁenal"
are ugly; art must, as with Hegel at the beginning of this
idealistioc strain; reveal a profound'spiritua1>meaning-
| Arnold Ruge's aesthetics also focuses on the idea
of'-the comic.svlt is well to noté that in all these German
thinkers; subsequent to Hegel, the use of the Idea 1s a
prominent feature of aesthetic theory. In Ruge, for instance:
| "(T)he effort to achieve the Idea; or the
Idea searching for itself, generates the sublime;
when the Idea loses instead of discovering it
self, ugliness is produced; when the Idea re-

discovers itself and rises out off ugliness to
new life, the comic," 38

5., Weisse, Schasler, Hartmann

Where the foregoing thinkers have been skeptical

38, Ibid., pps 396-397.

36, Bosanquet, op.cit., Pe 397.

37. Gilbert and Kuhn, '_920_9_1_-_1;_0, P 454,
58+ Croce, op.cit., pP. 347.



in varylng degrees about the‘place‘of ugliness in art,
Welsse, Schasler, and Hartmann essign it a legitimate place
and regard an 1ndependent:existenoe of ugliness as an aese-
thetic possibility. J |

For Weissa; ugliness 1s"™'the immediate existenocs
of beauty' which is overcome in the sublime and the comio."39
e not only 1nsiéts in olaiming a place for the ugly in aes-
thetic theory; but he also insists that positive ugliness;
as differentiated from defective beauty; can claim a place
for 1fself in art and has a power not unlike that of the
beautiful. He brings the ugly; according to the theories
discussed, into the progress of beauty from sublimity to
comedy, through the self-confliots of beauty.4

Though Schasler recognizes an invincible ugliness,
he also regérds the type of ugliness which Weisse oalls
"positive" as legitimate aesthetic material, Further, he

says that ugliness is an essential element of all beauty and

40

"is the active element or dialectic negation by whioh aesthetic

interest is impelled to the oreation of definite or character-

41
istic beauty, in its various forms.," So it is evident that,

like Schlegel, Schasler gives the "characteristioc” a central
42
place in art.

39, Ibia., De 346,

40, Dosanguet, _g.cit., PPe. 598—399.
41, Ibid., pe 417. ;
42, Ib{a., Pe 41€,
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He disagrees with those who hold that ugliness,
entering art, must remain ugly}' He seems always to keep in
mind masculine and feminine beauty and "points out that the
characteristic qualities or reatures of either sex; if trans-

forred as primary characteristios to the other sex, would at
43
once become ugly."

"The beauty of art passes over into uglie- -
ness either by a confusion between two phases
of beauty such as the sublime and the grace-
ful, or by the intensification of some charac-
teristic till it destroys the harmony of the
system to which it belongs and becomes carjca-
ture, Thus the monstrous or horrible is the
false sublime, and so on, Such are the points
at which the latent ugliness within art passes
in:o ao:zal and invincible ugliness outside
art,.," :

- Eduard von Hartmann is like Schasler in two respects;
he emphasizes the charaoteristio and he says that ugliness 1s
always an element in beauty. All ugliness is relative in that
it is "apparent.,"45 There 18 real ugliness in gature, he says,'
for nature does not always aim at beauty;46 and(we'may cer=-
tainly infer that whatever uglinesé there is in nature is
mixed with beauty, But as for art:

"Ugliness is just.so far aesthetically

Justified as it is a vehicle of the concre-
~tion of the beautiful,”

43, Ibid., pp. 417-418.
44, Tpid., pp. 418-419,
45¢:Ibiat"ptﬂ432. ’

Pt

460 Ibid., PP 429430,



“The more characteristic any beauty is
upon its own level, the more serious are the
forfeitures whioh it imposes on the beauty
of lower levels; that is, within every grade
the formal ugliness which is aesthetically
indispensable is the greater as the beauty
is more characteristic.,” 47 . ]

6. Rosenkranz

Rarl Rosenkranz "brought into relief the esthetio

relevance of the ugly as the 'self-destruction of the beautis
" a8 :

ful.'" Though he is not chronologically last in this group
of German thinkers, he is left here until last, because his
1s the most conorete language we have yet heard concerning
the ugly in art., In 1853, he published a volume called The
Aesthetic of the Ugly, in which he posits ugliness midway
between the beautiful and the comic, He opposes the idea
of ugliness as a foil to beauty in art,

"{He) justifies its introduction by thé
neocessity for art to represent the entire
appearance of the Idea; on the other hand
he admits that the ugly is not on the same
level as the beautiful, for, if the beauti-
ful can stand by itself alone, the other
cannot do so and must always be reflected
by and in the beautiful.," 49

Though Bosanquet doubts that ugliness as a positive

negation of beauty can be idealized without being undone gua

47, Hartmann, Aesthetios, quoted in Bosanquet, P. 432,
48, Gilbert and Kuhn, op.cit., p. 454,
49, Croce, op.oit., pp. 548-348,

42



ugly and given as besuty, this is precisely what Rosenkranz
proposes, In art; ugliness must not be beautiful for this
would add "fraud to rebellion." The process of idealization,
in which uglineéa is subjected to the laws of beauty, wiil
not;‘Rqsenkranz thinks contrary to Bosanquet, hide its ugli-
ness; but will accent its "charactaristié lineaments” and .
at the same time do away with unessential and unpleasant
detail.so ' _ |

Uglinesa is d distiﬁet "ob ject-matter" oﬁtside
Ithégééautiful and does deserve separata treatment. Ugli-
nésé; as such; is the negation of heauty; that-is; it is
a perversion of that which gives rise to besuty. Since;
therefore; beauty and ugliness contain the same factors, -
ﬁéliness can be subordin&ted’to beauty in an aesthetic ex-
perience of a complex type such as comedy; which will not
be a species of the beautiful but a ngontinuation of its
principle in a hew shape; after the rebellion of the ugly
has been overcome;“sl

Beosuse Rosenkranz was the first to recognize
seriously and devote an gntire volume to the.problem of the
ugly, an important paragraph from his work is quoted in full:

"Tf art is not to represent the idea in

a merely onesided way, it cannot dispense
with the ugly, The pure ideals exhiblit to

50. Bosanquet, op.cit., p. 405.
S51l. Ibld., p. 401.



us no doudt the most important, that is, the
positive element of the beautiful; but if .
mind and nature are to be admitted to presenta-
tion- in their full dramatic depth, then the
ugly of nature, and the evil and- diabolic,
must not be omitted., The Greecks, however mch
they lived in the ideal, had nevertheless thelr
Hekatoncheires, Cyolopes, Satyrs, Gralae, Empu-
sae, Harples, Chimacras; they had a lame god,
and represented in their tragedlies the most
horrible orimes (e.g. in the Oedipus and the
Oresteia), madness ?in the Ajax), nauseating
diseases lin the Phllooctetes), and in their
comedy, vices and infamies or all kinds. More-
over, along with the Christian religion
Ihat which teaches mon to know evil in its root
and overcome it fundamentally the u 1 is
finelly and in princip14¥introduced to the
world of art, JXor this reason tnerefore, in
order to depict the conorete manifestation of
the ldea in its totality, art cannot omit the
portrayal o of the ugly. Its apprehension of the
idea would be superficial if it tried to ilimit
itself to simplo beauty.” ~52 .

Rosenkranz! final position seems to be that, despite
the admission that simple beauty is not adequate to art, ugli-
ness still cannot have an 1ndependenb existence there; for
if veauty does not‘need a foll, the ugly does.53

Before venturing a summary of the period of German
aesthetics; it might be well to mention one French philosopher,
whose writing has some bearing on the matter., Viotor Cousin;

in his Lectures on the True, the Beautiful, and the Good, says

that the only way of escaping the absurd relativism in beauty

52, Rosenkranz, Aesthetik des Hhsslichen, quoted in Bosanquet,
’ __2.0113.. p. ﬁ&‘ B
53, Bosanquet, op.cit., p. 404.
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and ugliness 18 to recognize Jjudgment of the beautiful as
an absolute jugiment entirely different from sensations of
agrecableness. For, he writes:

"yithout doubt, beauty is8 almost always agfea~“
able to the senses, or at least 1t must not
wound them,” &5 . *

"The agreesble is not, then, the measure of the
beautiful, since in certein cases it effaces

it end mekes us forget it; it is not, then,

the beautiful, since it is found, and in the
highest degree, where the beautiful is not," 56

A thing, Cousin continues, can be at onoce hidsous
and sublime, TIor example, he suggests the face or‘Sooratés
after the hemlock; the expression of death is hideous showing
"decormposition of tho matter that no longer retains the

epirit « o+ o gvand sublime, "when it ewakens in us the 1dea
of setornity.”

By means of physiocal beauty, agg attains its end

which is the expression of moral beauty; for art's dbusineas ,
_ , ; 59
13 to ennodble life, lifting it to where ugliness is not admitted,

"The true artist feels and profoundly admires
nature; but every thing in nature is not
equally admirable, As we have Jjust sald,

it has something by which it infinitely
surpasses art - its life, Besides that,

ert can, in 1its turn, surpass nature, on

54, Viotor Cousin, lLectures on the True, the Reautiful, and the
- Goed, transla%ed Y O. We Wright, Hew York, 79, De Appleton,

55, Biar oorihzs
. oy Do A

56¢ 1Dide, Pe 1274

5?. Ibid.’ p. 14‘8.

88, Ibid., De 157.

59, Ibid., p. 160.
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~ the condition of not wishing to imitate it

- too closely. ZEvery natural object, however
beautiful, is defective on some side, Every -
thing that 1s real is imperfect. Heres, the
horrible and the hideous are united to the
sublime; there, elegance and grace are separ-
ated from grandeur and force, The traits of
beauty are scattered and diverse, To reunite
them arbitrarily . . « without any rule . « .
(that) directs these borrowings, is to compose
monsters; to admit a rule, is already to edmit

~an ideal different from all individuals, It
is this ideal that the true artist forms to
himself in studying nature, Without neture,
he never would have conceived this ideal;- but
with this ideal, he judges nature harself
(and) rectifies her « s o« " 60 o

The question will arise, finally, as to exactly
what advances these fdealistic Germen aestheticians have
made over the state of the problem as it was left with the
eafly thinkers and the romantid tendencies in Burke; Kant;
and Bauﬁgérﬁen. For one tﬁing; we have for the first time;
in SOhelling and Schopenhauer;ﬂthe dogmatic denial of the
existence of any real uglinessj and also; the concept of
the ugly as the antithesis in the full revelation of the Idea,
Not completely original but more pronounced 1s the aodentua-
tion of the "characteristic" by Schelling; Schlegel; Schasler,‘
and Hartmann particularly, and the connection of ugliness 1
with the comic in Solger, Ruge, and Weisse, Most 1mportant,
of coursa; is that tendency which is an outgrowth of the very
body of idealistlc and pantheistic philosophy - the emphasis

60. Ibid., p. 176,
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on the ideal, the seeking for an inner spiritual reality
which does not reveai itself in the merely superficial ag~
pecté of things. For this reason; art at best, is profound;
superfioiality is ugly, e tenet brought out most directly |
in the aesthetiocs of Solger,



CHAPTER IV

MODERN THINKERS: THE APPROACH THROUGH A PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEM
1. Nietzsche

V”Art"; writes Nietzséhe; the romanfic par excellence,
"is the alleviation of the sufferer -- as the way to states
in which pain is willed; is transfigured; is deified; where
suffering is a form of great écstaoy."l In htm; we get a .
new standard of value, Art is not to be Judged as good or
bad; true or false;,not even beautiful or ugly; as absolutes -
everything is to be judged aoéording to the degree of value
it affords the development of the Superman.? Nietzsche opposes
the traditional aestheticg; charging it with otherworldlineés,
a quality it should not possess because art is really the
"affirmation; benediction; deifioation of existenoe."3 Similar-
1y; he repud;atés the cult of originality and the lax romantic

ideal of spontaneous creativity.

1. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Will to Power, quoted in Rader,
_B.Git. ’ p. 67.

2., George Burman Foster, Friedrich Nietzsohe, New York, 1931,
Maocmillen, p. 138,

3. Nietzsohe op.cit., quoted in Rader, op.cit., p. 61.

4., Gilbert and Kuhn, op.cit., p. 519,
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Nietzsche's view of art, and in partioular of ugli-
ness, is rather overwhelming, but it is not so startling
when we recall Burke, Not only art for art®s sake but art
for life's sake 18 his creed; and life, itself, 18 a work

5 6
of art. The judgment of beauty does not concern reality,
Indeed, the judgment "beautiful" is given in direot propor-
tion to the strength and power of the Judge, in whom impo~
tence would cause a Jjudgment of disvalue in powerful art-
objects. "{A) taste for pretty and charming trifles lis

9
characteristic of the weak and the delicate.,” It is the
,,,,, 8-
artists of decadence who seek refuge in formal beauty.
nhe depth of the tragic artist consists
in the fact that his esthetic instinct surveys
the more remote results, that he does not
halt shortsightedly at the thing that is
nearest, that he says Yea to the whole cosmic
economy, which Justifies the terrible, the
evil, and the questionable; which more than
Justifies it 9 ,

The highest condition of "yea-saying" 1s not one

where the greatest pain is excluded, l?his highest state is,
. 10 ,

in fact, the tragico-Dionysian state. In this Dionysian

enchantment, we pass beyond the usual bonds of existence;

and -horror and joy merge "in the eternal flux of things,

5, Foster, gg.cit., p. 137,

6. Gilbert and K\lhn _qgccito' Po 5200 ’

7. Niletzsche, gg.cit., guoted in Rader, _g,cit., P. 64,
8, Ibid., p. 6

9.' Ibid.’ pp. 65"66;

10, IbIa-,'p. 68,
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. , . 11
carrying both oreation and destruoction."

Then, so far as some things are judged ugly, it is
a weakness and impotence in the spectator. And with regard
to these same things, the artist is also weak if he avolds
them., They are the terrible, the evil, the questionable;
and  they are not ugly for Nietzsche as they would be for us,
But there are some things ugly for Nietzsche; and aocbrding
to his previously set standard, they are those things which
do not afford value to, or which are detrimental td, the
Superman. They are to be, therefore, excluded from the realm
of aesthetics, |
"To represent terrible and questicneble
things is, in itself, the sign of an instinct
of power and magnificence in the artist; he
doesn't fear them . + « « There is no such
thing as a pessimistic art . . « «+ Art affirms,
Job affirms, But Zola? and the Goncourts? =
The things they show us are ugly; thelr reason,
however, for: showing them to us is their love
of ugliness , » « »" 12
The reason why Zola and the Goncourts and the work
of similar artists are to be excluded is given in the following
paragraph which also gives the glst of Nietzsche's entire
notion; |
"Nothing is ugly except degenerating man; =
the domain of esthetic Jjudgment is theredby
limited, - Re-examined physiologically, all

that is ugly weakens and afflicts man., It
reminds him of deterioration, of danger, and

11, Gilvert and Kuhn, op.cit., p. 520,
12, Nietzsche, op.cit., quoted in Rader, op.cit., pp. 61-62,
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of impotence; he actually suffers loss of
power by it., The effect of ugliness can be
measured by the dynamometer., Whenever man 18
depressed, he has a sense of the proximity of
something ugly. His sense of power, his will
to power, his courage, his pride -~ they de-
crease with the ugly, they increase wlith the
beautiful. In both cases we draw an inferencse,
the premises of which are accumulated in enor-
mous fulness of instinct. The ugly is under-
stood as a sign and symptom of dsegeneration;
that which reminds us in the remotest manner
of degeneracy prompts us to pronounce the ver-
dict, 'ugly'. GEvery indlcation of exhaustion,
gravity, ago, or lassitude; every kind of con-
straint, such as oramp or paralysis' and above
all the,odour,'the colour, and the likeness of
decomposition or putrefaction, be it utterly
attenuated even to a symbol:- all these things
call forth a similar reaction, the evaluation
tugly.! A hatred is there excited: whom does
man hate there? There can be no doubt: the
decline of his type. The hatred is inspired by
the most profound instinct of the species;
there is horror, foresight, and far-reaching
vision in it - it is the profoundest of all
hatreds, On account of 1t, art is profound," 13

2. Bosanquet

So long as persons exist, writes Bosenquet, there

mist be two uses of the word, "beauty" - a narrower and a
14
wider meaning., "Beautiful" is the. only word we can find
‘ ' 15
for the property of aesthetic excellence., We also need a.

13. F. Nietzsche, quoted in John Hemming Fry, The Revolt Against
. Beauty: The Source and Genesis of Modernistic Art, New York,
1954, Pu nam, ppe. 16=17,

14, Bernard Bosanquet, Three Lectures on the Aesthetic, London,

1931, Maomlllan, p. 83 _

15. Ibid.’ pp. 83"84. 3 )
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word for the aesthetlcally pleasant, and the word "beautiful®
< 18 : -
will never be abandoned here,

"So then; we may say that beauty in the
wider- sense, whioch is-also the more correct
sense, and tho sense come to by education,
and that preferred I think by persons endowed -
with much aesthetioc insight - beauty in this
wider sense 1s the same as what is aestheti-
cally excellent, But by a Jjustified usage,:
this wider sense of beauty which squals aes-
thetiocally excellent must be taken as contain-
ing two classes, that of easy beauty and that
of difficult. beauty @ s » 717

It is these conoepts, of easy and diffioult beauty,
which are‘particularly noteworthy as bearing on our topic and
also as having influenced many subsequent thinkers. Easy
beauty 1s that which is almost universally pleasant straight-

18

forward and simple, He continuess

"The. difficuity, amounting for some persons
to repellence, which belongs to such beauty as
makes the rarer appeal, may take different forms,
I suggest three, I do not say that they cover -
all the ocases, I will call them: (a) Intricacy;
(b) Tension; (o) width." 19 |

Bosanquet feels there is a tendency to revulsion

against insoluble difficulties such as those possibly occasioned
i v 80 .
by a high degree of fintricacy." "The difficult beauty simply
gives you too muoh, at one moment, of what you are pgrfeotly
1l

prapared to enjoy if only you could take it all in." This

16. Ibidc s Do 84,

170 mc. PDs 84"85.
18.. Ibiao’ P 85,

19, m D. 87,

20. Ibi-d.'. $: po 88‘ '
21, mo s Ds 89,
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is 1likewise the case with high "tension" of feeling, which
requires too great an effort on the part of the speotatoi'.z2
Another defeot on the part of the spectetor 1s illustrated
where "width" is concerned. This is the most difficult.té
understand of the three concepts, By it Bosanquet seems to
mean the presence of a "wide range of forms; all of thenm |
distinguished by an attitude taken up towards the oonventidnal~
attitude."z3

The differentiations of easy and difficult beauty
are made in order to extend the term to cover the aestheti-
oally excellent; and to lead the way to & discussion of ugli-
ness, The author hopes that, by the previous distinctions;
the tendéncy'to make ugliness the antithesis of beauty will
be somewhat removed, since "intricacy"; "tension"; and "width®
will explain many Jjudgments of ugliness in what is really
(a1fricult) beauty.24 |

Then, so-called ugliness 1s a defect in the spectator,
But what of true ugliness, which would mean an inconquerable
ugliness which no amount of aesthetic insight could pronounce
beautiful?zs This problem 1nvoives a paradox: 1f a thing has
no expressive form; 1t 1S not of the aesthetic realm; but; if

it has, it 1s beautiful, since beauty is feeling made plastic

22, Ibid.. Pe 89,
23, Ibide., Pe 94.
24. IbId., Pp. 94-95,
25, Ibide, Ps 97e

————
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26 ,
or expressive. In other words, an ugliness that 1s expres-

sive 1s, ipso facto, a beauty. So-called ugliness, although

the spectator is at fault, must be treated and explained with
as much seriousness as invincible ugllness.zv But "ugliness
cannot be merely the expression of what will not go into
definite form. Even in the revulsion against difficult beauty,
it has a positive quality of discordancgé though perhaps one
which we ought to be able to overcome.” A medley of beautiful
things combined so that, in contradioting each other, the
total result is of ugliness; can only half-heartedly be called

29 . : .
ugly. In tracking down invincible ugliness, Bosanquet writes

(recalling Solger):

"Tf there is a truly ugly which is aestheti-
cally judged, and which is not merely a failure
- of our imagination, it must be an appearance
which is both expressive and inexpressive at 30
once, aesthetically Judged, yet unaesthetic.”

So that region wherein would abide absolute ugliness,
ir it existed; would be the region of art which is insincere
and afreoted?l There i1s an almost Socratic strain here, as
Bosanquet speaks of the beauty of useful objects, and the
positive ugliness resulting from "any attempt to confer upon

32
them mere decorative beauty inconsistent with their purpose . . ."

26, Ibid, s PDPe 97-98,
27 . mo s PP 99-1000
28. bea. 'Y p 'y 101l

29‘ IbIa. ’ pp. 101“1020
30. IbId.’ p. 105.

31, Ibid., p. 106.

32, Ibid., p. 108,
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Bosanquet's tendency to disbellef in the existence
of any ‘possible uncongquerable ngliness is one of many indi-
oations of the Hegelian and idealistlic strain running. through~
out his philosophy. But he tells us in what phase or art it
would be found, should it exist:

"Therefore what we have to dread as ugli-.
ness insuperable either by healthy perception
-or by the *characteristic of art, is not the
narrow, the rude, the terrible, the grotesque,
or even the vicious when frankly and forcibly
revesled for what it 1s; as plainly represented
in their apparent ugliness, these elements be-
come modifications of the beautiful, We must

" look for insuperable ugliness in its highest
degree in the falsely beautiful produced by the
confusion of alms and feelings in conscious
representation, i.é, in art, We shall find 1t
in the sentimental presented as touching, the
effeminate as tender, in the feeble taken to
be delicate, the tawdry taken to be brilliant,
and the monstrous takan to be strong," 33.

Bosanquot must be given credit for his excellent
distinotion (batween beauty in the wide sense and in the
narrow sense), which has done a great deal to clarify the s
problem of so-called ugliness, Howover; there is a matter
of confusion in his theorzfgggg; to mﬁnd. He seems to be
equating easy beauty with the strictly beautiful; an equation
which aesthetic fact and experience will not warrant; for, by
his dorinition»of easy beaut&; it seems to be that of easisst
roooption; the simply pretty, the charming - whereas the

strictly beautiful obviously possesses a great deal more

33, Bosenquet, History of Aesthetic, p. 435,
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profundity., The strictly beautiful is, in other words, not -
necessarily a beauty of easy reception; in faot, one of its

oriteria should be depth.,

3. Dewey

John Dewey well illustrates the deduction of aes-
thetics from a philosophical system, for the instrumentalists
strain colors markedly the small amount of material he gives:
relating to the ﬁresent problem, |

"The only basic distinotion is that between
bad art and good art, and this distinotion, be- -
tween things that meet the requirements of art
and those that do not, applies equally to things
of use and of beauty. Capaclty to offer to per-
ception meaning in which fruition and efficacy
interpenetrate 1s met by different products in
various degrees of fullness; it may be missed
altogether by pans and poems alike, The differ-
-ence betwseen the ugliness of a mechanically -
conceived and executed utensil and of a meretri-
cious and pretentious palinting is one only of
content or material; in form, both are artiocles,
and bad articles ., « « " 34

Fine art, he continues, is 1nstrumenta1, existing
for educational purposes, to train modes of perception.35 He
echoes a not very original excuse for ugliness in art; that
it oohtributes to the aesthetic effect of the larger whole,

‘hat may as elements be judged ugly - discord, clashing color,

34, John Dewey, Experience and Nature, quoted in Rader, op.cit.,
P. 463,
35, Ibid., p. 465,
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cacophonies =« may‘bécome a part of beauty according to the -
way they are related., Values may be concealed because théy,
are habitﬁal. "Ordinary prepossession mﬁst be brdken through
if the degree\of energy required fér an esthetic experience
is to be evoked."se

There 1s much redundancy in the slight ooccasions
where Dewey does speak of ugliness' and knowing that he is |
not 1nterested in the arts as ends in themselves, we see why,
consegquently, he has little theoretical contribution to offer.
The following quotation méy afford an adequate summafy:

- "The moot problem of the place of the ugly

in works of art seems to me to receive its
solution when its terms are seen in this con=~
text. That to which the word 'ugly' is applied
is the object in its customary associations,
those which have come to appear an inherent .
part of some object., It does not apply to what
is present in the picture or drama. There is
transformation because of emergence in an ohject
having its own expressiveness: exactly as in the
case of Renoir's nudes, Something which was
ugly under other conditions, the usual ones,
is extracted from the conditions in which it
was repulsive and-is transfigured in quality
as it becomes a part of an expressive whole,
In its new setting, the very contrast with a -
former ugliness adds piquancy, animation, and,
in serious matters, increases depth of meaning
in an almost incoredible way." 37

36. John Dewey, Art as E;perience, New York, 1934, Minton,
~Balch, p. 173 , .
37. Ibid" Pp. 95-96. X .
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4, Bergson

- An inclusion of Henri Bergson's theory of the comic
méy seem an unnecessary digression. But we have seen‘how,
since the old Greeks, the notion of the comic has béen in
various ways related to ugliness in br out of the aesthetio
realm; and’since this has been thé case;hthere follow here
a rew-of the most pertinent ldeas of Bergson,

In the first plﬁce, he says;‘fhe comic does not
exist beyond what 1s human.58 The laughable element may
consist of varioﬁs things: a'meohanicalvinelasticity;sg an
indépendent'rigidifying vice,4o a deformity that a normal
perspn cpuid copy well.,‘g‘-l always rigidness rather than pﬁre
ugliness,4a In movenent or'gesture; the comic may ablde in
what seems essentially meohanical;43 1n‘an incident which
&irects»attention—to the physical when the moral is primarily
conoq_rneﬁf4 and other such actions, With‘regard to comie
words; the law may be stated generally: "In a comic repétition
of words we génerally find two terms: a repressed feeling
which goes off like a 5pr1n5,4gnd an idea that delights in

repressing the feeling anew,"

38. Henri Bergson, lLaughter: An Essay on the Meaning of the Comic,
translated by Brereton and Rothwell, New York, 1921, Macmillan,

40, Tbid., pp. 15-16.

41, Ibid,, p. 23.

43. m.. p‘ 29.

44. Ibid., DPe 51.

450 IbId.. p. 73.

—————




Tragic azg, writes Dergson, is always directed at

what is individual, Comedy, on the other hand, is essentially
47 -
concerned with generalitles and similarities, These two

forms also differ in the kind of ohservation which generates
48
their characters, Comedy, he concludes, 1168 midway between
' 49
life and art, being not so disinterested as genuine art,

On the nature of the comic, he writes: _

. "Laughter is, above all, a corrective, Being
intended to humiliate, it must make a painful
impression on.the person against whom it is
directed. By laughter, society avenges itself
for the liberties taken with it, It would
fail in its object if it bore the stamp of
sympathy or kindness," 50 ;

And ‘'what 1s the bearing of this discussion on the
topic of ugliness? Aside from the faoct that comedy has
been, in general theoretical terms, linked with the ugly, we
can elso find, more particularly, that some of the character-
istic comic effects are those elements which we may jJudge
ugly - especially when they do not ocour in a total comioal
fleld, Bergson's general thesis of comedy takes its departure

from the notion of "something mechanical encrusted on the
51 '
living." Aside from this, have we not called ugly, in other

46, Ibid., p. 161.
47, Ibid., p. 163,
48, Ibid., pp. 165-169,
49, Ibida., pe 170,
50. 'fm‘ pe 197,
51, Ibidu, Pe 37,

59
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contexts, that which is rigid, mechanical, vicious 1n certain
wvays = all things which are essentially comie.

What Bergson seems to have said is simply that in
life one thing is realiy ugly, - the occasion otvsqmeviiving
thing's becoming médhanical. Wheﬁher this natural and real
uglinéss can be aesthetically treated is our old problem;

and Bergson's answer is Yes ~ in comedy,
5, Alexander

Alexander begins by pointing out that the opposite
of beauty should be the "aesthetically disapproved‘or indif-
ferent" since beauty has been deflnud as the "aesthetically
approved. 5 Ugliness, in common parlance, generally denotes
that which is displeasing. "But tbeautiful' is used and por-
haps\oftenest in a Special.sense; and 'ugly! may also be so
used; and in thet special sense both the beautiful and the
ugly are departments of the beautiful in its sense of the
aesthetically approved."53

- He contrasts real ugiiness with the ugliness which
is a kind of beauty; agreeing with Bosanquet's concept of
difficult beauty; and further explaining such beauty to be

like discords in music and horrors of tragedy which are transmuted

52. Samuel Alexander, Beauty and Other Forms of Value, London,
1933, Macmillan, pe. 163,

53, Ibide, p. 163,
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in becoming & part of beauty. Contrast, ho asks, tho reputed
treatment of Walter Savage Landor by his daughter with the

behavior of Regan and Goneril, and you have the distinction
54

between real ugliness and that which is difficult beauty.

"Thus nothing is beautiful, whether in it-
self unattractive or attractive, save so far
as it is aesthetically good; and accordingly
the ugly and the beautiful as kinds of beauty
“owe their beauty to their treatment (whether
in nature or art) and the distinction of the
beautiful and the ugly is seen to be one of
subject matter," 65

6. Santaysna

As a prelude to interpreting Santayana's aesthetios

of ugliness, it is well to point out that art, in his opinionm,
. : ' ‘ 56 S
is, or should be, subject to moral censorship; tbecause,
' ' : ‘ 57

since art 1s a part'of life, its criticism is a part of morals,
The precedencc of morals over aesthetics thus limits thé aes~

thetio field:

"0ur sense of practical benefit not only
determines the moral value of beauty, but
sometimes even its existenco as an aesthetio
good. Especially in the right selection of
effects, these considerations have welight.
Forms in themselves pleasing may become

54, Ibid., p. 164.

56, George Santayana, The Life of Reason or the Phases of Human

' Proggessa Reason "in Art, New York, 1921, Scribner's, p. 166,
574 I Ly P' 1?8. : ' C :
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disagreeable when the practical interests -
then uppermost in the mind cannot, without
violence, yield a place to them." 58

In other words, nothing is ugly in itself; but
things are ugly because of a demand for something else = 8o,
must the arts "stand modestly aside,." >
The ugly is no exception to the rule that aesthetic
values are pgsitive.} It 1s no real cause of pain; but one
of amusement, If, however; it bvecomes vitally repulsive;
it is a real evil; and we'judge 1t from a moral standpoint.eo
Let us go; for a moment; to the nature of beauty;
which Santayana defines as "pleasure regarded as tha quality
of a thing; - "pleasure objectified.” o Beéuty is, as we
have said; a positive value; the presence of something good,
as ugliness is the absence of something good. But 1t 1s never,
as above; a negative value or the presence of a positive evil.65
"when the ugly ceases to be amusing or merely uninteresting
and becomes dngusting"; he repeats, "it becomes indeed a
pos;téze evil: but a moral and praetical, not an aesthetic

one,"
N

It is more to the point to discuss within what limits

58, George Santayana, The Sense of Beauty: Being the Outlines

of Aesthetic Theory, New York, Chicago, and Boston, 1896,
'~ Soribnerts, p. 219,
59. Ibida, Pe 220, )

60. m., p. 250

62, Tbid., p. 52.
63. Ibld., p. 49.
64Q Ibia.’ p‘. 50.
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ugliness can enter art. Santayane says that beauty of the
first term, i.e. "beauty or‘sound;(rhythm; and‘imnge"; can
make any thing artistlo;_whereas without this beauty nothing
can be so, The valus of such immedlate beauty often excuses
the presenoce of painful and terrible objects in art;65 it
softens thelr violence.66 Art does not choose ugliness; we
may infer; but life itself 1mposes it upon the attention;
it is 1nev1table.67 Therefore, "truth is thus the excuse
which ugliness has for belng." °8

His opinion seems to be that tragedy and comady,
whioh are impure, please in spite of, rather than because of,
themselves; They are useless unleSSjthey are Instrumental
to some moral or’praotical purposes. Ugliness can attract
attention and vulger admiration; but such admiration; ir
prolonged; is non-aesthetic; it is due to a dulled sense of
beauty. ° "To purge away these impurities . . .»nothingvis
needed but a quickenéd intelligence,'a keener spifitual flame."70
| ‘Finally, he writes; ﬁnd his entire theory giveé :
1ittle thaet is original or helpful:

| "Nothing but the good of life enters into

the texture of the beautiful, What charms us
in the comic, what stirs us in the sublime and

65, Ibido P. 205,
66. IbId' ’ p. 221.
67. _m-, P. 2210
68. I Ia”’ p. 231.
69« 1bid., DPes 255
70. Sentayane, Life of Reason. Reason in Art, p. 198,
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touches us in the pathetio, 1s a glimpse of
somo good; imperfection has value only as an
incipient perfoction. Could the labours end
Bufferings of life be reduced, and a better
harmony between man and nature be established,
nothing would be lost to the arts; for the
pure and ultimate value of the comic is dise
covery, of the pathetio, love, of the sublime,
exaltation; and thess would still subsist," 71

7¢ Vhitchead

"Beauty", writes thitehead, "is the mtual adaptgg
tion of the several factors in an occasion of exporience," "
: 3

fnd, "art is purposeful adeptation of appoarance to Reality.”

His theory ooncerns sclf-expression in which "beauty emerges
out of a process as 1ndiv1duality";‘and the procesé "issues
into doetorminate beautles; on less fortunato occasions, where
there 1s frustration and inhibition, it iscues into ﬁgliﬁess."vg
- V¥hitehoed, also, has tho notion of perfection of
gubjeoﬁive form, which moans that nons of the component feelw
ings of an artistic experience arc mutually inhibitive, The
notion of inhibition has two meanings: ‘first, one which is

: 75
not concerned with perfootion at sll, but is "anacsthesia";

3

71. Santayana, Scnge of Deasuty, pp. 260-201.
72, Alfred North vhitehcad, sdventures of Ideas, New York, 1933,
Macmillen, p. 924, '

73« Ibid,, pe 344, _ .
74, Fortraom dorris, "The Art-Process and the Aesthetic Fact in

ihitohcad's Philosophy" in Faul A, Schilpp (ed,), The

Philosophy of Alfred Horth Whitchead, Chicago, 1941,
florthwostorn University Pross, P. 477 |

75, VWhitohead, op.clte; Ds 320,
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the other, which "involves the truer active presence of both
component reelings'" end a third element of mutual destruc-
tiveness, so that one of these component feelings does not

rise to the proper strength, This is, contrary to the first
: A 76
meaning of inhibition, the factor of "aesthetic destruction.”

The experience of thls aesthetic destruction is an experience
m
of discord,

Here we come to his distinction between discord and
dissonance, Discord, whioch we have linked with aesthetic -
déstruction, is a positive fact of evil. But dissonance:is

something elsa. Art thrives in that dissonance which is re-
S 78
solved,‘eventually, into consonance., Yet even discord has

some valus, (note the Hegelian tendency):

"On further consideration we shall Tind that
always there are imperfeot occasions better than
~ococasions which realize some given type of per-
fection, There are in fact higher and lower

- perfections; and an imperfection ailming at a
‘higher type stands above lower perfeotion. The
most material and the most sensuous enjoyments
are yet types of Beauty., Progress is founded
upon the experience of discordant feelings. The
social value of liberty lies in its production
of discords, There are perfections beyond per-
fections., All realization is finite, and there
is no perfection which is the infinitude of all
perfeotions, Perfections of diverse types are
among themselves discordant, Thus the ocontri-
bution to Beauty which can be supplied by Discord -
in itself destructive and evil -~ is the positive

76+ Ibid., pp. 3£9=-330.
77. 1 Id., pe. 33C. ,
78. E‘Orris, __E.Oit., p. 4740
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feeling of a quick shift of aim from the tame-
ness of outworn perfection to some other ideal
with its freshness still upon it., Thus the
value of Discord is?tribute to the merits of
Imperfeotion,"” 79
Discord is preferablo to anaesthesia or the aesthatio
tameness which goes before it., A higher Imperfection is:beg-‘
ter than a 1ower‘Perreotion; in ahort.eo
We can infer from Whitehead's philosophy that ugli-
ness 1s the inhibitlon of higher values that might have been
attalned*eé but that ugliness 1s artistically admissable if
it enhances the totél object or if 1t saves the objeoct from
degenerating into somothing capable of affording no aesthetlc
experience, , |
Art; Whitehead describes as "a psychopathic reaction
by the race to the stresses of its existence."az "Decay, Tran-
sition;‘Loss; Displacement belong to the essence of the Creative
Advance."a3 And in the long run for Whitehead, as for Santayana,
there is little essential difference between moral and aesthetic
values.a4

8, Croce and Gentile

Before Croce will tell what art is, he tells what

79. Vnitehead, op.olte, ppe 580-331.
8C, Ibidc, D. 359,

81‘ OI.‘I‘“S, ‘cit‘" p' 475.

82, Whitehea Opecite, De 350,

83& Ibidt, Pp. 68"’3590 o

84. iuorr"s, _20011;', Do 456,
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, 85
it is not, Among other ghings, art is notag paysical fact,

not & utilitarian faot, not a mworal act, and not a con-
, 88 ' ' _
ceptual knowledge., Art, insofar as we can put it dbriefly,
‘ 89

is lyrical intuition; and "intuitive knowledge 1is expfes-
T 90 ‘
sive knowledge,"

"What we admire in genuine works of art is
the perfect fanciful form which a state of the
soul assumes; and we call this life, unity,
s0lidity of the work of art, What displeases
us in the false and ilmperfect forms is the
struggle of several different states of the
soul not yet unified, their stratification,
or mixture, their vacillating method,- which
obtains apparent unity from the will of the
author, who for this purpose avails himself
of an abstract plan or idea, or of extra=
esthetic, passionate emotion." 91

» And so, returning to Pythagoras, ugliness is iden«
tified with multiplicity. The beautiful does not admit de~
grees; but ugliness dqas; varying from the almost beautiful
to thé intensely uglye. Still;ir it possessed no element of
beauty; it would not be ugly, "because it would be without
the contradigtion in which ie the reasvn of its existence,
The disvalue would become non-value; activity would give
place to passivity; with which 1t is not at war; save when

- 92
activity i1s really present to oppose it,"

\

85, Benedetto Croce, A DBreviary of Aesthetic, quoted in Rader,
. O Qgﬁ"'p‘ 159‘

86, Ibid., pe 161,

88, Ibid., pp. 165-166,

89. ibia.’ p. 173.

90, Ibid., p. 177,

91. Tbid., pp. 171-172,

92, Croce, Aesthetic, pe. 79.
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- .Connected with the Jgdgment of ugliness which may
be made in the presence of certain art works; it is interest-
ing how Croce differentiates true aesthetic feeiingvfrom
certain concomitant affeotive experiences, He says thét

aesthetic pleasure may be reinforced by the pleasure coming
93
from "extranecus facts," This principle quite easily and

1ogioa11y applies to aesthetic displeasure,
. Ugliness is finally reduced simply to unsuccessful
94
expression, Croce writes:

*Somebody who has nothing definite tov ex-
press may try to conceal his internal empti-
ness in a flood of words, in sounding verse,
in deafening polyphony, in palinting that
dazzles the eye, or by heaping together great
architectural masses whioh arrest and astonish

"us without conveying anything whatever, Ugli-
ness, then, 1s the capricious, the charlatanesgue;
and, in reality, if practiocal caprice did not
1ntervene in the theoretic funotion, there might
be absence of bsauty, but never the real pres-
ence of something deserving the adjestive
uglyt.,"” 95

This constitutes a thooretical return to Baumgarten
and the romantic notion of the imagination, TFinally, for

Croce, that which is a unified, adequate expression of the

artist's intuition is, ipso facto, beauty.
o Croce’s opinion is similar to that of Giovannl
Gentile who says, "The ugly can be nothing but the expression

a!.

93, Ibid., p. 80. ~ . '
95, 1bide; Pe 98
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of feelings into which a men has not put the whole of himself'
that is to say, superficlal feelings not profoandly Telt," %
To surmarize this period; it should first be pointed
out that Nietzsohe; though the genesis of his theory can be
traced to Burke and the romaatio tendeneies; almost gives us
a new standard of judgment, Aesthetio ugliness; not legiti-
mate in art; is that which is symptomatic of weakness and
degeneracy; while so=-called ugliness; as wo have knéwﬁ it
in the terrible and tho evil;lis unquestionably legitimate
artistic material of the best quality if it stimulates the
development of the Superman. ‘Hegelian idealifm and pantheism
are reflected in Bosanquet, ?hitehead, Croce, and Gentile .
with their tendencies aither toward a dialectical position B
or a denial of absoiute ugliness;' Croce, in partioular; is
lmportant for his concept of ugliness as unsuooessfulkéesthetic
expression; or of superficiality, as seen in the minor German-
aesthetioians who followed Hegel. Béaaﬁquet'a importance
has been shown to be largely his distinction betweenfbéauty
in- the wide and narrow eenses,'though some difficulty is
discovered in his apparent equating of easy beauty with the
strictly beautiful, It 1s well to note, through this éhapter
with Gentile and Croce as the culmination, that the theories

are pointing more and more towards liberalism and relativism,

95. Giovanni Gentile, Philosophy of Art, quoted in Carritt,
__Q.cit., Pe 630.



a fact which will be brought out more prominently in the

modern aestheticians discussed in the next chapter,

70
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CHAPTER V
MODERN THINKERS: APPROACH THROUGH A STUDY OF CONCRETE ART

These modern thinkers have been separated ffom
those of the preceding chapter for the reason indicated by
the above title = that their contrihutions, by and 1arge,
tend to be for aesthetics, gua aesthetlics, rather than via
a philosophical system. Four general positions can be indi-
cated: first, ugliness as connected with painful art; seoond,
uglinéss admitted into art under certain qualified conditlons;
third, ugliness admitted under more liberal conditions' and |
finally, closely allied with the foregoing group, a subjeotive
position, in whioh ugliness is almost purely relative.

"1. Painful Art: De witt Parker

In DeWitt Parker's book, The Analysis of Art there

is a ohapter on "Art and Pain", which may be of partioular
significance if we remember that the judgment of ugliness may

sometimes arise from an occasion of "painful”™ art. The present
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writer does not mean to identify aesthetic ugliness with aes-
thetio pain; but only te point out Parker's chapter as having
a probable pertinence to our problem. .. . |

Parker says that sinoe works of art are by men and
for men,vthey must give pleasure- and he asks, in view of
this, why pain should ‘'voluntarily be introduced into art,
Pain?ul art;vhe oontinues;‘ia too large a'part'oflthe whole
to be dismissed'as “morbid; dacadent; disguiéed ugliness,"

Then why? For one thing; - an obvious answer u‘sinoe art is
imaginatiye; the representation of painful objeots is less
painful than the real experiences; and consequently;.our eno-
tions are npt 80 strong.2 There is also grvén the reason that
pain 1is mitigated by the "sensuous charm and beauty of the
design of the medium", which view Parker rejects.s ‘

- His ovn theory involves a division of painful art
into three categories, The first, Dionysian, gives 1maginative
satisfaction to the primitive elements in man;'and to the con-
fliots within hls dual nature.4 The second; satirical or real-
istic art, has its genesis in the same dualism; but is an ideal=-
istic restraint upon the animal nature since it inspires disgust
at the evils reﬁresented. This type of art also satisfied a

l. DeVWitt H. Parker, The: Analxsie of Art, NeW'Haven, 1926,
" Yale University Press, pp. 102-103, :

2, Ibid., p. 104.

3, 1bid., ps 106.

4, IbIE., pp. 107, 108, 110,
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desire ror knowledge' provides some sort of emotlonal. release
for anger, fear, terror, and the like"and includes the comio,
by whioh man's pride is fed.5 The third category of painful
art covers the mystical,’religious;and traéio, which are
preoccupied with suffering,.6 of this; Parker says, "Thus not
only 1is raligious art akin to realistic art in its preocou-

pation with evil, but also in its rundamengal motive of ef-
fecting an addustment to 1life as a whols,"

'The desire for a total adjustment to 1life is the
final reason he gives for the portrayal of evil (pain):

"To use again the language end the ideas of

- Goethe, man has the pressing need to come to
some certain understanding with himself con-
cerning life as a whole, and particularly -
concerning the most baffling element of it,
evil, Man must face the facts, all the raots,_
and find a way of living at peasce with them
and with himself, It is essentially this pur-
pose, so 1t seems to me, that is fulfilled in 8
the more reflective representations of evil o « "

e Ugliness under Certain Qualified conditions°
Raymond and Cagpenter

This position which admits little uglineés may, con=
ceivably, present itself by denying or excuéing.away the fact
of ugliness; but such theory will generally fall into the

5. Ibid., pp. 107, 111, 114, 115, 118, 120,
8, Ibld., pp. 107, 125,

7. Tbid,. p. 126,

a. mn’ p. 192.
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oategory of relativistic thinkers., The truth is that few
modern thinkers;equude; dogmatioally; the poasibility of
aesthetio ugliness, | | |

- Confusion in art, says G, Le Raymond is eomstimes
1egitimate because there is confusion in nature. -He writas:

- "The truth seems to be that ugliness,
- s8imply because it 1is repulsive, is not legite
. imate in art except so far as, by way of ocone
trast, as in the case of shadows which throw -
that which they surround into brighter relief,
the ugliness enhances the beauty to which it
is kept 1n manifest subordination,™ 10

In other words, he 1s amploying the ancient nfoll"
theory, and insofar as ugliness, g__.ugliness, 1s obviously
not considered 1egitimata, the classification of Raymond here
is Justified, | | A |

It is somewhat the same with Rhys Cérpenter; who 1s
rather~11beral; except that ugliness; as any perversion ot"-
natural’fact; cannot enter art, His energétio disavowal of

uglinesa is largely diraotad at contemporary art:
"Extrema painters - the Outragists, it I

may 80 dub them -~ often depart very widely from
Nature. I must oconfess that to me distortions
and malformations of decent human anatomy in-
variably introduce a strong element of displeasure
and a revulsion away from all sympathetic con-
templation, so that my final emotion is strongly
modified by these unfavorable elements, Now it
is a matter of experience that wherever dislike

9. George Lansing Raymond, The Genesis of Art-Form: An Essay
in Comparative Aesthetics, New York, 1893, Putnam, p., 2G.

10‘ George Lansing Raymond, The Regresentative Sig%ificanoa of
Form: -An - Essag in Comparative Aesthetics, New York, 1900,

Putnam, p, 206.




75

and repulsion are markedly present as compone

ents, the resultant esthetic emotion i3 not

likely to be of much value," 11

These Outragists; as he calls them;‘are‘inclined to

sever too greatly art and nature; expecting the potenocy of
abstract value to replace our: old affective alliances with
tho sensuous world.la He says that the auppression either
of pure form or of repressntational fidelity, by the other,
is artistically wrong,13 but_the-tone of his writing indi-
cates that he balances the scales in favor of repr§sentationa1
fidelity, From his doing ao; we may see that ugliness 1s
hardly‘exousable; even as contributing to a larger who;e;
if 1t means that natural fact 1s distorted., We may infer
thgt; as subject mgtter; it 1s/admissable;~but; rormally;

also as in Raymond, it must be subordinated almost entirely.

3. A More Liberal View: A, C. Bradley, Marshall,
Véron, ParEhurst, Mather, Guerard, Listowel

With partiocular ragardfto the subject matter of art,
the following words of A. Ce. Bradley'may be interesting:

"Again, it is surely true that we cannot
determine beforehand what subjects are fit
for Art, or name any subject on which a good
poem might not possibly be written., To divide

11. Rhys carpenter, The 1i'e.thtsf;icz Basis of Gresk Art of the Fifth
~ and Fourth Centuries B.Cay Bryn Mawr College, 1921, De 47.

12, Tvid,, p. 48, , | |

13, mc’ pe 51,
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subjects into two groups, the beautiful or
elevating, and the ugly or viclous, and to
judge poems according as their aubjects be-
long to one of these groups or the other, is
- to fall into the same pit, to confuse with
our pre-conceptions the meaning of the poet,
What the thing is in the poem he is to be
Judged by, not by the thing as it was before
. he touched 1t; and how can we venture to say
beforchand that he cannot make a true poenm
out of something whilch to us was merely allur-
ing or dull or revolting?" 14
Similarly, Eugene Veron's emotionalist theory quite
logically holda that arts may depict evil and ugliness as
15
0pposgd to beauty and goodness. The worth of a work of
art, he writes, is derived from the worth of the artist.
The beauty of anNart-objeot is striotly a human oreationi
and it may be derived from imitation, as in the representa=-
tive arts, or not, as in music for instance, This human-
created beauty is of such & kind that it may exist in ugli-’
ness insorar as the 1m1tation of an ugly object is a work
of art, == beautiful,"by the ensemble of qualities which
" n 16
the composition of it may prove are possessed by its author.
In short, for Bradley and véion, it 1s the inter;
vention of a personal equation between the obJect and its

representation that gives a work of art its degree of value.

14, Andrew Cecil Bradley, Poetry for Poetry's Sake, quoted in
- Carritt, op.cit., pe 215,

15. Rader' O .Cit. Pe 830 ’ ’

18, Eugene ngon, L'Esthetique, quoted 1b1d., Pe 89.
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H. R. Mershall writes, "Ugliness is relatively
stable, or real, disagreeableness, Any disag:éeable'element‘
may become part of the field that is’relatively‘stdble;x We
call an objeot ugly whioh seems always to yield diaagreeable-‘
ness in impression, or contemplative revival. ‘7 '

The gist of his theory is that the Judgment‘of
beauty refers to a "field" which is on the whole pléaaant;
neaning not that it is composed of all pleasant elemants,
but that it is dominated by them.la Works of axt, he explains,
are nct devoid of ugliness; ugliness is found 1n the greatest
masters'l9 the artist may use eloments that are called "ugly",
it,: by the use of them, his work benefits in added plsasure.go
In the greatest of 11terapure_and;in symphonic musip, we find
manylminor uglinesses’which'contribugg to; rathar-thgn detract
from, the total beauty of the works,

We take this discussion to imply that ugliness of
topic is not necessarlly forbidden and that small, independent
uglinesses are not only legitimate but sometimes extremely
beneficial; since the beauty of & work of art is to be judged
with reference to a total impression, Here; again; however,
ugliness can have novindependent existence in art; but must

be harmonized into the configuration,

17, Henry Rutgers Marshall, op.cit., p. 79.
18, Ibid., p. 101.

19, Ibid.; pe 100.

20. Ibiaog pp. 101"1020

2. Ibiaog Pe 1020

Smp————
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with Parkhurst, it is because the -natural world
and humanity are full of many unbeautiful and ugly things,
that the artist may concern himself with using them "for
effects or~grandeur; of‘pathos; of irony; pr/fo? tpezgvokingm
of beauties concealed under unpropitious exteriors,”

Thé seemingly pedantié distinoﬁidn between "unbeau-
tirul" and "ugly" in the foregoing sentence is emphasized\by
F. J, Mather; who points out that the opposite of beauty‘;s
decidedly not the ugly but the unbéautiful; "the;ununified; “
unharmonized; or merely neutral.“23 He cites and agrees w;th‘v
Stace that the aestheticelly ugly may be an exceptional type ‘
of baauty; artificially Jjudged "ugly" because 1t»1s unfamil;ar.g4
Ugliness; Mather feels; is a moral rather then an aesthetic
category; abiding in associations and minds rather than in
things themselves. "This"; he writes; "is the}realm of the
ugly in esthetics., It means simply that something is being
presented to us as beautiful wﬁioh we think could not or ought
not to be so presem?:.ecl."z5 In faot; he continues; the morally
ugly is not necessarlly excluded from the realm of aesthetic.
topios;-but 13; in faot, often made beautiful by art. Generally,

ugliness in an aesthetic Judgment, is a result of unfamiliarity

22, Helen Huss Parkhurst, Beauty: An Interpretation of Art and

- the Imaginative Life, London, 1931, Noel Douglas, pp. 78=-80,.

23, Trank Jewett vatner, Concerning Beauty, Princeton University
- Press, 1935, p. 255. o

24. Ibid‘, p. 256.
25, m.‘, Pe 256,
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or want of understanding; and the olegring up of theso causes
will remove the Judgment of disvalue, He points out, with
reforence td this, that tho Latin'worﬁ; ggggg, not only:msans‘
"new", but also "unlikely"” and "repellant”,

- No one, he says, can draw the lino where beauty ends

and uglinaess beginss

"0On the positive side, the ugly 18 what seems
monstrous or intolerable to enyone, There is
1ittle uniformity in such judgements, and proge
ress in eosthetioc experisnce normally consists
in recleiming for beauty mich that one has ear=
lier exocluded therefrom. The ugly thon 18 mere-
ly what sticks painfully in our esthetic orop.
Ye may oough 1t up or get 1t down. If wo get
it down, it will surprisingly often turn out
t0 havoe as good nutritive quality es any better
acorodited beauty. The ocategory of ugliness
would bo an excellent basis for an unintelli-
gence test In esthetiocs. In the length and
character of a list of things and subjeocts writ-
ten down as inherently ugly, ono would have a
singularly acourate measure of the writer's
Philistinism," a7 ‘

In a statement not unlike one of Iugene véion's,
Albert Gudrard writes, "Art deals with the True, the Good,
end the Beautiful, and likewlse with the revorse br all three.”ae
In these days, a touch of various types of ugliness is the
only'mgane we have of distinguishing fine art from "ocommerociesl

29
dross"™, Although Guorard seems to sonse, and not without

26, Ibid,, pe 2506,

27, Ibid., p. 257, |

28, Albert Gudrard, Art for Art's Sake, Boston and New York,
1938, Lothrop, Lco, end Ghophard, ps 335,

20, Ibide, pe 336,
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some bitterness, the modern artist's rlight from beauty, he

Justirfies hié classification as liberal by the words: "(Art)

is the venture beyond organized truth, beyond acknowledged

virtue, beyond recognized beauty . « « Whoevér looks primarily

to the true, the good, or the beasutiful, is turning his back
- 30

on art,m _ |

The Earl of Listowel, like Mather, begiﬁs by right-
ing a wrong assumption, insisting that the opposite of beauty,
in the widg sense, 18 not ugliness, but the aesthetically in-

1 ' ,

different. Tor ths ugly is really a species of the beautiful,
He goes farther than most by saying, in black and white, that
the ugly in itself is a prominent factor of the aesthetic ex-
bgrience and does not fail, as the %gsthetihally indifferent
would, in moving and attracting us, The blending of the pain
that is provoked by the perception of ugliness, with satisfac-
ﬁion, 1220 a nixed feeling, he calls a product of the modern
epirit. In the following quotation, we find himvhérking back
to a very familiar strain:

"(The ugly objeot usually portrays) . . . the
oddities, the eccentricities, the foibles, the
whims, that are the unmistskable mark of individ-
uality, the physical deformities, the moral fail-
ings, the mental peculiarities, that distinguish
so clearly one person from- another; it expresses,

not the ldeal generic type, but, in a word, the
characteristic,” 35

50. Ibid.’ p. 538.

31, The farl of Listowel, A Critiocal History of Modern Aesthetics
London, 1933, George Allen and Unwin, p, 270, :

32, Ibid., p. 108

33, 1bid., pe 270.

34, Ibid., p. 271,

35, 1bid., Ds 271,

mE————
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4+ Relativists on the Ugly: Symons, Collingwood, Ducasse,

Torossiasn, Boas, Ross, Furst, Reid

‘The word "ralativists" may seem to the reader BOME=-
what ambiguous. It is, granted, a rather arbitrary tarm' and‘
its meaning in this case is simply that, in the opinion of
these authors, ugliﬁess is never absolute and is admissable
in art, being merely a Judgment relative to something else,
The following quotation fram Symon's Studies in Seven Arts
may serve as & prologue to the disoussicn: , .

"What is ugliness 1n a ploture? Manet's
plotures used to be called ugly; a woman in -
a tub, drawn by Degas, used to be called ugly,
because the woman was naked, and not *nude®,
Goya would certainly be oalled ugly is he were
not Spanish - and dead, Every wellobred lady
still thinks Daumier ugly. 36 _ '
| Here, in thesa very possible instancas, we have ugli~ ‘
ness relative to morals, convention, nationality - even rela-
tiva.to death}y With COllingwood, ugliness is relativa, in a
sense, to tha_imagination; with Boaa, Ross, and Duoasse, to
the spectator; with Furst, to rhythn and unity.

Art 18 imagination, says Collingwood; and it attempts

to achieve beauty, Thererqra, "the beautiful is neither .more

37
nor less than the imagined.," Such a beginning would logically/

36. Arthur: Symons, Studias in Seven Arts, New’Ybrk, 1925,
Dutton, p. 313,
37. R. G. Collingwood, Outlines of a- Philosoph of Art, London,
. 1935, Oxford University Press, p, 19,
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lead us to the dubious conolusion that nothing ugly cen ever
appesr to anyone; for 1t”woﬁia not be possible to imagine
anything not beautiful., This may seemtoutrageoué; the author
admits; but 1t’is; neverﬁheieés; true, For nothing 18 ever
purely ugly but always mixed with beauty, whose presanca makés
ugliness possible, Ugliness is relative because 1t is all
béauty that is somehow rfustrated or spoiled, Y"Ail uglinéss
is beauty spoilt, beauty uglified.” 8 | '

The fact of its extreme relativity he 1llustrates
by an example of music, where the uglinesa of a wrong note
ﬁpdéniably depends on the right notes; hecause the ”wroné"
note would be right in another key. Uglineéé; to repeat;-187
spoiled beauty; but it presuppoéea a beauty to be spoiled;
"and when (ugliness) has oompletély destroyed this beauty it
ceases to be ugliness and starts fair; 80 to-speék; with a |
chanoe of achieving & new ‘beauty of 'i1ts own," ®

Further, Collingwood seems to tie up his position
by hinting at a note not unlike that of Croce and Gentile,
when he says that ugliness, 1nsorar as it exists, is not that
of an objeot imegined but of one not imagined or halr-imagined,
Just as error is not absence of “thought but oonfused thinking.4c

A not unusual sort of relativism is reflected in

Ducasse:

58' Ibiag p’ 20.
39. Ib d.’ p. 20.
20. mai., D 20,
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"The most common form of critiocism of works
of art is oriticism in terms of beauty and ug-
liness, The terms beautliful and ugly, however,
have no meaning whatever in terms of the creating
artist's point of views but only in terms of the
speotator or fconsumer', whether he be the artist
himself later oontemplating and evaluating his
oreation, or some one else, That which is eval-
‘uated in terms of beauty and ugliness 1s there-
fore not at all the work of art as such, viz,
as product of the artist's endeavour to give
his feellngs embodiment in an objJeot, but only
the object itself that the spectator contemplates,
and wholly without reference to the question
~ whether that object 1s a product of art or of
nature," 41 ( 4z

"Many works of art are ugly", writes Ducasse, By
g@ese he means works from“which we get mére displeasure than
ﬁleaeure; works such as are generally oconsciously overlookqu
So why call them "works of art"? Because; even though the
oreator may admit the ugliness of his oreation; he may say it
vas not meant to be beauty but; rather; the expression of some-
thing within him. His work may be as seriously undertesken s
a thing one would ocall beautiful - prooeediﬁg from the same
impulse and presupposing the same skill.45 Ducasse's general
answer is summed up in three statements which he italicizes-
"The artist aims not at beauty but at objeotive self—expression*"44
"The deliberate creating of beauty is not ert"; and "If a thing

45
is a work of art, it remains so, But beauty comes and goes.

41, Co J. Duoasse, Tha Philosophy of Art, quoted in Carritt,
- op.cit., p. 313,

42, Curt John Ducasse, The Philosoghz of Art, New'York, 1929,
* Dial Press, p. 16, .

43, Ibld,;, pe. 17.

44, .I-mﬁ.:' p. 18.

45, Ibid., p. 19.




‘That the standards of terminal value are located

in the individual is also the opinion of B653.4§ Taéte, he
says, oan never be wholly aesthetic, being the result of
both approval and liking,vand being relative to the ciroum=
stances under wnich tha Judgment oocurs. He is writing with
wisdom when he says, "One might 1ay down as the first prinoiple
of the h;story of taste - moral taste as well as aesthetic
and group as well as individual ~ the necessity of the habit-
ual.*48 | | | )

 The reasons for disagreement over the Judgment‘of
an a?t-dbjeot will fall under four pqssible bonditioﬁs; says
Roaé. One person alone may be right. ‘Or the other élone
right;‘while the first is experienocing some nonuaesthetid
emotlon; or according value or disvalue with referencé to
qonvention or someone else's opiﬁion. Or both may bve wrong;
making mistakes of the fiist two types., Or both méy be»
right, It is this last circumstanoe which olassifies Ross
as a :elativist; for he says, in view of how tnext:icably
beauty is connected with sense - perception; and in view of
how this; in turn; is dependent upon sense~organs whioh differ

markedly among individuals - in view of these things, the same

46, George Boas, A Primer for Critics, Baltimore, 1937, Johns
Hopkins Press, pe 17,

47, Ibid.; pe 142,

48, Ib{dcg Pe 142,
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obJject msyfproduea true aesthetic satisfaction or repulsion
in different individuals, Iﬁ éudh'a éase;'of'oourse;thatv
object is both beautiful end ugly; end this notion can oclear-
1y not be excluded as impossible, Héré; Ross becomes a R
1ittle'didactio and»a&viseé that we revise our notions of
beaufy and ugliness; because; ha‘says; by the popular use
of these termé; we surely mean attributes which é§ggQg belong
to the szanme thing.49 N | ER

| itlis sufridienf to touch upon Furst with a fairly
conclusive quotation: "The only aesthetical quélitiea";fha
writes; "are rhythm and univy: it does not matter of what
unity this rhythm is composed, 80 long es a unity 1s achieved.
Thare is, therefors, no style that is beautiful, no style ‘that
is ug}y;fbaoause lacking rhythm.énd unity; 1t would not be a
.81-"5’13-“50{ g ' _ :

" Though this does not indicate what is his realm of
possibilities for subject mattar;’we might infer that it
would not matter so long as they are conducive to; or anen
able to; rhytnm and unity., His general tone Seems to lay
the greatest waight upon the formal aspect of art. |

Torossian divides beauty into romantie, realéstio,

and olessioc; tragloc and comio; and easy and diffioult,

49. William»navid Ross, The Riggt and the Good quoted 1n
" Carritt, _qg'.ci‘b., Pe 319,
50. Herbert Furst t, Art Debunked, New‘Ybrk -936, Dutton, p.- 97.
51, Aram.Torossian, A Guide to Aesthetlcs, California, 1937,
Stanford Univorsify Press, p. 258,
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Following Bosanquet, and not unrelated to Mather, his discus-
sion or.difficult beauty brings a good deal of light to bear
on aesthetic ugliness, Not only is diffiocult dbeauty that
which is unusﬁal; shooking; and overtaxing; but it is reaily
a quality of beautj which oan give us a deeper aesthetio
satisfaotion than more facile beauty.52 (We are reminded of
Mathert's "esthetic crop").

Difficult beauty differs from easy beauty ;n degree
and is thus; relative to 1ndividu;1 Judgment;w"the dégree of
easy or diffioult bé&uty (veing) directly proportional to
the appreciator's range of perception; experienoe; end emo-
tional sensitivity.”53 The 1pdividua1; lacking an adeqﬁate
amount of these qualities to enable his grasping of difficult
beauty; calls it ugly; and not because of any inherent aes-
thetic defect in the ar'o-objeot.54 ;

| Our Judgment of beautiful or ugly will generally
railiinto one bf three categories, (Note the relation to
e Co Bradley)., Either we are judging; with genuine aesthetioc
nsight; the success of the valués perceived and expressed by
ihé oreator, Or more probably; we are Judging with reference

.3 our own ewareness of the values themselves which we perceive

1 legitimate judgment if identified with the objeot and not

.-« Ibid.;, pP. 271.
. e ibide, Pe 271e
. Ibia.' p. 2730
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ourselves), Or, with a completely illegitimate use of the
word "ugly";:we:afe expressing our own feelings;as stimlated
by the object peroeived.55

Torossian's relativism 1s well 111ustrated by the
following statement: -

"Thus, while beauty. in the ordinary sense,
is limited to things which stimilate the pleasant
sensations and are easily perceived; the field
of aesthetic beauty is almost unlimited, Our
survey of diffiocult beauty has revealed that
many aspects of our perceptive world, partiocular-
ly the painful and the fearful, which are often
called ugly, may become 1ntensely beautiful when
aesthetioally treated, In other words, any sub-
jeot matter may dbe the theme of art and will be=
come beautiful to us if we can react to it aes-
thetiocally, feeling satisfied with the matter 56
expressed and- with the manner of its expression.”

When we come to Reld, we may note a kinship betwseen
his notion and those of Croce and Gentile;‘espeoiallﬁ when.
Reld agys; "Beauty; according to the assumption we have been
making, is just perfection of expression; uglinesg is some
failure or’bféékdown or obstruotion of expression., And as
we have saen; there are; in some sense; degrees 1n these things."57

It 1s aelso possible that this axpreasion, though
present, nay fail to be well organized or that "one kind of
beauty, so far complete in itself, jJars with another kind in-

58
a larger whole,"

55. Ibld.; pp. 7-29. \

584 10ide, Pe 274

57. Louls Arnaud Reid A Study in Aesthetios, London, 1951,
George Allen and Unwin, Pe 217,

58. Ibid., p. 220.



Reid's general thesis is: that the aesthetio objeot,
a unit of the content and the body 1n which it appears, may
be spoken of as the "aﬂbodimantﬂ. The charagter of the gmbod&
iment" may vary acoording!to the nature of'its parts, the
relative importance of one factor or another, or the thorough—
ness or lack of thoroughness in the i‘uaion.89 How this ana;ysis
is Important can be seen with reference to Reid's aesthetic
concepts of perfection and 1mpérfeotion. His 6p1nion ia theat
the tendency of contemporary'theory is to deny the distinction
between beauty and ugliness by saying; "If<ggx bédy; however
hidéous it appears to us; can appear expressive to someone
else; how have 'beautiful® and 'ugly’ any objective meaning??sg

In the course of Reid's discussion; a number of
questions are raised: M@y something be intrinéioally_inoapable
of appearing expressive té‘ggx,imaginaticn?~'ls the burden of
expressiveness to rest completely on théH"imaginative mind-and-
body"? "Can imaginative mina~and~boay ﬁé énything aesthetiéally
with such things as trashy poams; pidtures; tunes;‘suburban
villas?" And, if any body can be expressive, what does finally
happen to the distinction between beauty and ugliness?sl He
answers: No; nothing is intrinsically incapadble of expressive-

ness; and Yes, the burden is to be thrown on the mimaginative

59' Ibid.«' p. 203.
600 TbId' ’ p& 207.
61‘ m. ] Po 209.
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mind-and-body." His answer, in part, which gives his reasons,
is quoted here: | E
' msuch of course that appears ugly appears
80 because it 1s, to begin with at least, too
difficult for us, and we wrongly suppose that
the artist has falled; whereas it i1s ourselves.
Or percelving a thing as really expressive, we.
may condemn it for some non-aesthetic reason
such as that it suggests somathing unpalatebie
or unpleasant‘ 62
| Already Reld ocan be convioted of a vaguenesa whioh
may eventually render his theory oomparatively'worthless. He
has answered the question that any object can be aesthetioally
treated; but a more 1mportant question he has 1eft unanswared.
He has not said directly whether there is any raal dirferenoe,
—and what is this dirference, between a good painting of an
ugly natural objoct and & poor painting of an ugly natural
objeot, In warning us against non-aesthetic judgment, he
has even confuead the final values of poems and suburban
villas, Croce, whom Reid secems to follow to a certain extent,“
comes closer to the anawer'when he says that there are no
ugly objects in nature; but that there can be, and ara, ugly
portrayals of these beautiful objeots, Reid’goés further than
Croce and runs into a very confusing and vague sort of objeo-
tive relativism,
This 13 indicated as he speaks of the moot line be=

twoen beauty and ugliness:

62. Ibld., p. 21l.
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"The distinotion between beauty and ugliness
does not disappear because beauty and ugliness’
:depend upon meanings imagined by some partiocular
mind with its particulaxr history and experience,
and because, therefore, no perceptual object
can aesthetlcally be condemned absolutely. If
Beauty is perfeoction of expressiveness, and Uglie
ness 1s failure in expressiveness, then, if any
body really sppsears to any mind to be perfeotly
expressive of meaning . « « +,then here is reali
beauty, though there be but one mind in the world
whioch sees 1t so. The same applies, mutatis
mutandis, to ugliness, Beauty and ugliness are
Teal and. objective notions, real and objective
qualities, distinot from one another and never
identicala The fact that the very same 'body!?

" may appear to X as 'ugly?!, and to Y as 'beautiful?’,
makes no difference whatever to the real exist-
ence of real ugliness and real beauty in the one
case and in the other.," 63 ,

Again, to compare Reid with Croce - Croce has said .
that there are degrees of ugliﬁeas; but not of beauty, Reid
says that; considering besuty in the sense of perteetion;
logloally there can be no degrees; and yet there may be dagrées
of ap?roximation to 1t, However; sinée he feels such a tenet
too pedantic, he says that we may, popularly Speaking, admit
degrees of beauty or perfeotion and of ugliness or imperfection,
in the sense that we regard beauty as an ideal, And in this
sense, ugllnéss has no meaning apart from a relation to beauty,
It is not an abéoluta; negative 1dea1;’for; defined in relation
to beauty, ugiinéss oanngt be absolute, A concepttor absolute

64 , ,
ugliness would be beyond the aesthetic realm, And ugliness

63. Ibidc Pe 212,
84. Tbid,, p. 218.
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does fall within the aesthetic in that it involves some degree
of expressiveness and some dagreevo£4beauty.65 | ,

Reid 13; in a sensa; a oulmination of the growing
relativism‘in the contemporary perlodj and this ralativiam |
seens to be the only really original oontribution of these
thinkers; of _oourse, this is original only in the sense that
it is more extreme than what we have seen berore. AB a whole;
this group is composed of eclectic people who may be intereste
ing only in that ﬁhey:rébail other more 1mportant.philosophers.
We may grant; wifh the relativists; that there is no distinction
beﬁween beauty &nd uglineés in natural obJeats; but we will
not grant the ebsenoce of distinotion between a beautiful and
an ugly poem. This confusion, well illustrated 1n Reid seems
to render the group rather worthless and, on the whole, less
satisfactory than any group that has been diacussed before,.
For after all, if one is a real relativist, he will lack stand-

ards for beauty as well as for ugliness,

65, Ibido} Pe 219,
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CHAPTER VI

ARTISTIC TRENDS OF THE PAST AND PRESERT

"Reeling and Writhing, of course, to
begin with", theé Mock Turtle replied,
"and the different branches of Arithmetic -
Ambition, Distraction, Uglification, and
Derision."

) h "1, Trends of the Past

The reasons for including a chepter on contempore
afy art are two,. Figgt; this is a perlod in which muoch work
of an esoteric nature is being created; work which by the
‘1ayman-is; more often than not; called "ugly"., And seoond;‘
with eny theoretical topiq;wit is always valuable and inter-
esting to see how it pertains to a contemporary period.

» Reaotlions t6 this period of "abstraction" and
"diatoftion" are varised, Some; naively admitting it is all
quite incomprehensible to them; say it is ugly. Others;
since it is the "modern" art; affect a taste for it and en
understanding. And a minority; which probably includes the
artists themselves; find it truly expressive and "beautiful®
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in that sense, However, 1t is not at all a strictly modern
problem; but was probabiy'mnch the samé as far back as when
Pausanias wrote; "All the works of Daedalus are somewhat
0dd to lock at, but there 1s a wonderful inspiration about
them."l And it is no immediate novelty; certainly, for in
1920; Jacques Maritain pointed out the same observation
that is used to criticize the artists of 1942 ~=- that the
boldest of contemporary art then was an effort to attain
those things which characterized primitive art in respect
to "simplicity, oandou:;-and rationality of»theimeans; in
the ideographicai schematisation of expression;"a

A cross seotion of public opinion is illustrated
by tha.man who said ailhmodern literature was "either erotio;
neurotic; or Tommyrotic.”3

But before we ocondemn any phase of art; conclusive-
ly and dogmatically; we should at least allow.ourselreg to
experience ehough of 1t with unbiased eyes, There are some
oritices who; having done so; still condemn it; there are
others who enjoy it and attempﬁ to explain it. Despite tha

fact that we may believe art should be immediately enJoyed,

1. Frank P, Ohamhers, Cyocles of Taste: An 1 Unacknowle
Problem in Ancient Art and Criticism, Ot Cambridge, 8,
- Harvard Unlversity Press, pp. 42243,
2. Jaoques Maritain, Art and Scholasticism,- translated by
~ J. F, Scanlan, New York and London, 1930, P. 217. :
3, Daniel Gregory Mason, Artistioc Ideals, NGW’Ybrk. 1927,
Norton, p. 109,




94

demanding no commentary'to achieve its effeot, we should,at
1eaet; know what is the motive and goal of the contemporary
artists - remembering that in past aras; the "modernistic"
has usually been called ugly before it beoama the usual,

"It is interesting to note, (writes John
Fry) that the hatred and negation of beauty
of the barbarians and Puritans which expressed
itself in the mutilation and destruction of

- Greek and Latin culture, called forth a dif-
ferent manifestation of the same spirit in
modern times, With the exception of an ex-
plosion in the Reformation, and later in the
French Revolution, the negation and hatred
of beauty in modern times has taken the form
‘of greating a cult of deformation. 4

SO, oonscioua attempts at ugliness, through the
negation of beauty, are found in the ancient world also,
The 1nst1not for the gndﬁésque is seen 1n‘the medieval = -
cathedrals with their monsters and deviia.s It is seen in
Shekespeare's ?alstaff;-Bardolpﬁ; Pistol; Calibén; in his
witches; and 6thér8; in Dante's hell; in Dﬁbe:. There is’
what Fry oalls real ugliness {n Cézanne and Gauguin; because
théy heve eliminated the element of imaginationgé and "the
total destruction of the inagination is a necessary prelude
to absolute uglinass."7 The sadistic 1myulse which generates
so mch artistic ugliness abounds in Wilde, Swinburne,
d'Annunzio, Baudelaire, Matisse, Zola, Van Gogh, Pioasso,

4, John H. Fry, op.cit., p. 25,
5, Ibld.; p. 129, —

6. 1b1d.; DPe 130.-

7. IbIa.’ Pe 131
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and 8o many others, Fry explains this trend towards ugli-
ness by sayings o o
| "The cosmic evil is incarnate in the volie
tion of the inferior mind, It is ever aotive
and destruotive, It has arison and destroyed
all former cultures, The advent of the moderne
i8t.cult in the arts was a revolt of the inferior
mind sgainst the inhibitions and standards set
by superior minds in the arts,” 8
In the long history of sesthetics, we shall gener-
ally £ind art judgment linked with morality, with a corres-
ponding judgment of ugliness where the arteobject touches
upon immorality of any kind, A very brief review of this
history may serve to loocete better our problem for the cone
- temporary périod. With the Renaissance, there was a revival
of the aesthetic consoiousness which had been guppressed or.
ignored in early Christien and medieval times, Classicism
oemorged from the Renaissance and beoame sventually diatin-—
guished by a moral prmoiple, a tendenoy towards ideausm,
and a 1egielative prinoi;»le. The moral prinociple was embodied
in & vobirbh of the Sooratic "use and beauty" diotum, and in
a revivel of the Aristotelian notion of "catharsis®, Aig ‘bew
ﬁame, theoretically, a ”civilizing and reﬁning agenh" oone
cerned only with the noblest of subjeoct matt.sr. Ir; this

period, ot first, veracity was the standard; myth and fable

B. id. s Do 160. »

Oe %, P. Chambers, History of Taste, ppe £8-29,
10. Ibid., pp. 55-56,

11, o lag Do 80,
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‘must point morels; it was gapariod of amct mitation of only
good and beautiful thingss This led, finally, to a compro-
mise, from whioh ocame the idealization of nature, which wes,
admittedly, dereative.m In these times, tasote was regorded
as definable and ;nrallibla;m There was no reletivism about
eitherﬂ the» oreation or the en{gyment pf arteobjects. Indi- |
vidual genius was suppressed, In tho period of Romantioism,
hwevfor; the character and temperament and individuality 61‘
the artist wus prizeﬁ.m And, in contrast with the Classie
olsts, there was an antithesis of reason and imaginatian:
for art should be felt and not Juaged.m The Romantio cult
found morality irrelevant and even at times obstructive to
their purposes, They loathed the mathematioal procedure
of the Classicista; Ronantiolsm was lawless, independent,
imaginative, and paasionata.m‘ But;, deapite_ all. thi’s,i,‘: writes
John Fry: : e
"The Romantic cult made the chief end and
bab with sil $he idecnsg InveLved fa the e%-
pression of this passion their work never dee-
generated into ugly forms, In tha most intense
and tragic of their plotures the disposition

of masses and lines was woll balanced, harmone
ious and virile with plestio pover « « o" 19

13. Ibid.l’ p.av

13, iog Do 034

14. LY PQ 73.

18, T51d., pe Bl. |

16. mﬁ:.' DPs 146’ aOQQ )
17, %ﬂ. Pe 149, .

18, oy Do £09, : ’
19, .39 FXYs ‘ozocit,c, Pe 132,
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It was with the New Realism in the nineteenth.
century that the elements of unpleasantness and ugliness
bebome oonspicuous; notabiy,in the "eccentrio"” Baudelaire.zé
This tendenoy is expressed in the words of their 6wn orea-
tive artists. Courbet sayss "The basls of realism is the
negation of the ideal and all that the ideal means. By that
nagation alone can man attain the full deliverance of his
reason, of the 1nd1vi@nal and at last of demooracy," o

Rodin says: "The beautiful in art is simply the
characteristic; character i1s the intense truth of any sight
or scene of natﬁre; s ¢ « overything in natﬁre is beautiful
in the eyes of the true artiat. 2 Hugo says: "if the poet
must choose his subjeots, and he ought to choose his sub=-
Jeota, let him not choose the beautiful, but the oharacter-
istic," %

| Then, with its beginning in realism, there cams
the perlod of the Impressionists, in whom, says Chamhers, |
the subject matter was most often unrecognizable, but when
it was; sometimes suggested ugly and revolting associations.aé
And in whét is known as the post-Impressionisgéc period; the

tendency was towards the pure beauty of form.

20. Chamhers, History of Taste, pe 201,
21. Courbet, quoted 1n ibid., p. 202,
224 Rodin, quoted in 1bIE., Ps 202,

23, Hugo, quoted in 1bid,, p. 202,

24, Chambers, History of Tasts, p. 208,
25, Ibid., py 11,
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Looking back, we can see the reasons for;Judgins
art "ugly" in these different periods; and the judgment will
be found not too consistent but will vary with the artieéio
standards of the time. For 1nstanoe; Classioal standards
wduld pronounce "“ugly" any értistio depiction of 1mmnrality;\
perversion of truth; and ugly subject matter, Romanticlsm
would surely oa11'01assioism "ugly“; or at least "boring."
Inteliectual; :ational and moralupdinting art would 5e~bad
art in their e&es; as it would be excellent for the Classi-
clsts. And‘finally; any tendency to idealize nature or any
deliverate choice of beauty;'ggg.beauty; would be scorned
by the New Realists, Pfobably to their publio; their works
seemed ugly beoause; in the effort to avoid& the consclous
use of beauty in the ordinary aegse; the New Realists may

have’appearad to acoent the ugly.

2, Contemporary Art: Condemned by Meson and J., Fry

No better sentence than the one below can be found
to express the general lmpressions of the oconventional public
to the more extreme phases of art today:

"(There i8) . ., « the insistence that every-
thing should be strikingly different from any-
thing we have seen or heard before: that language

- should make strange nonsense rather-than sense,
that visual forms in painting and sculpture
sliould be swollen, dislocated, distorted, that

-music should sound queer and ugly, that, in short,
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everything should be generally upside down,
wrong slde to, and back side bafore. 26

With these words, Mason condemns what he calla the ,
pseudo-originality of modern art with its incessant demand,
not for beauty at all, but for novalty. , _

In his book, The Revolt Against Beaut s John Fry '
has a rather emusing chapter entitled "The Gospel of Ugliness -
according to Mephistopheles," In it; he says that Buddhistie
asceticism is the first rung in the ladder of negating beauty

because beauty is one of the most potent attractions of the
27
material world, Speaking as lephlstophsles, he says that

science's reign has been one of his chief means in the nega-
. 28
tion of beauty. He continues:

"The third form of my triad of Negations

i3 to be found in the peculiar manifestation

of the 'modernistio! neurotic ocult of art ex-
pressed through the medium of soulpture, paint-
ing, and poetry. Uy partiality for this special
cult is the proof of my esthetic taste, Its
propaganda has steadlly developed since the days
of my pupil, the Marquls de Sade, who was the
prophet of the cult, I have seen 1t grow in
Paris, spread to London, Berlin, and other cen-
ters of taste and culture in Europe, and I em
enocouraged to belleve that my cult of degener=
ate art has now a firm foothold in America." 29

All the devotees of this modernistic oult are united

26. D. Ge M&BOR, _Eccitc’ P. 109,
27+ Je Ha: I'ry'. __:9_.5-1-0&, P« 195,
28, Ibld.; pe 200
29, m;, Ps 202,



100

. "{a) unanimous consent in a common worship
8f ugliness. Their test or standard of highest
exccllencs in art is to achleve the intensest
possible negation of form and proportion, and
the greatest conceivable ugliness, ooupled with
symbolic suggestions of sexomania In piotures,
statuary or alleged poetry, There is a welle
defined cabalistic code of sign language em-
ployed, whereby initiates can understand and
experlcnce the scnsations conveyed.," 30

o Speaking for himself, Fry continues his bitter
condemmation of modern art.. This negation of the cosmic
order and beauty has 1ts genesls in the industrial revolu~ .
tion (the Machine Age and the égvironment of uglinesé); and
in damooraoy; whioh; with its "Levelling gosPBI; destructive
dfrcreativg genius; has brought/ohaos into the domain of
aesthatios."al_ He calls the machine a symbol of abstraotion;
and the development of interésb in abstraoction 15 a develop~
ment in annihilating form. Just how bitter is his aristoe -
oratic renunoiation of our art may be seen in the 1mpaésioned»
sentences following: "Mass production is the abstraoéion
of the individuel in the mass, To .mix all the colors of the
palette in a mass is to deétroy the 1nd1vidualfbeauty of eaoh'
1ndtv1dua1»color;Aresult:,abstraotion of all colora; mud; w
this 1s democracy;“sz And also: "The reign of universal
ugliness must react on the passions; the emotions; the inme

pulses end tastes of our people, to reduce them all to an

50, Iblds; pPe 203=-204y
31, ID1dey Pe 184
324 IbIan‘.‘ Pe 30,6
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average -dead level of inertia which is the ultimagg triumph
of the machine age and its handmaiden Democraoy.

Having gone this far, it might be 1ntarest1ng to
turn back and determine just what Fry means to indicate by
adesthetio ugliness.; Ugly movemants in art, he axplains,
are sudden and unexpected turns; sharp reotangieé; a high
degree of indefiniteness, 1rregu1ar1ty, disorder, great

tort and difficulty, little ease, roughnass, antagonisﬁ,
and other rather obscure term.s.34 Also didaotic art and
vtnat whioh,is made for political and religious proggganda
is immediately ugly, as jllustrated by Soviet art,

The processes of nagation in the “neurotic cults"
of contemporary art 119 in a diseaseéganirest in extrems
confusion, disbalance, and disorder, The decay of beauty,
he says; i1s often parallel to “spiritual bankruptoy. &

There are four main ai?isions of American art tb—
day; Fry points out. There is surface designing such és in
vadvertising, the comio strips, and painting. Seoondly, ‘there
is the "stage" oonsisting of legitimate drama, musical comedy,
and theimoviaa. Thirdly, there is llterature suoh as, in his

words, tablolds and sensational press, art oriticism and

33, Ibid.; pps 96-97,
34, Tm Pe 22

35, 'i“ﬁ'., Pre 103-104.
36, 1bids,; Pe 20

37 'ﬂ?ﬂ., Pe 25,
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| o | | 38
ourrent fiotion. And lastly, there is music and the dance,
Of this last, his book (written 1n5%934)'says:.;"In'Amarica
we have only one dance, the jazz.," And he continues;

"T do not attack the Jazz music and the.
- dance on the grounds of bourgeois immorality.
I leave that question for the speociallsts in
morals. My detestation of the jazz music and
dance arises from my hatred of ugliness; from
my standpoint ugliness is sin; viewed: in this
way, the jazz dance is immoral. ‘Then, the
Jazz musioc and the dance are degrading two -
of the noblest arts down to the lowest level 40
of humen ignorance, stupidity and obscenity."
~ There are three prims stimli which haﬁe caused
the.psople to take to these modernistic art forms: the old
‘bandewagon device, by which the majority are gttraoted to
a fad; a rather universal and "1rreaistible congenital urge
of a aadistio instinct for mmtilation"- and greed. "The |
aeirication of uglinaas and obscenity" he writes, "the urge
for mntilation, detormation, muddy color and exaggeration,
are all symptoms of sadism, indicating a form of psycopathia-..
- - 43 ;

sexualis,"

3, Contemporary Art: Explained by Danz and Read

Fry'!s bitter oondemnation should be left to the

38, Ibid.; ppe 54-55.
39, Ibid.; pe 170.

40, Ibid,, Ds 176,

41, Tb6id.;, op. 132163,
4«3. IbI’Ii, p. 1650

Lo



103

experts to attack, However, we ocannot let such an;energetio
and depressing account go oompletely unanswered., péfore at-
tempting to remove a few of the rather unneoeséary'sbigmata
he has attached to modern art, we shall see how Danz and Read,
viewing the same toplc, approach it less emotionally and with
less disastrous conolusions.
The Surrealists speak of somathiﬁg as being "as

beautiful as the chance meeting on a dissecting table of a
sewing machine and an umbrella,”  Despite this rather out-
rageous definition of beauty, Louis Danz undertakes to give
a fairly sympathetic interpretation of modernistic art, with
emppésig on painting. The Surrealist, he -says, is a noun
painter. He paints only things and is about as interesting

. , : 44
as a person who uses only nouns, Our revulsion at such
painting he explains in the words:

"Things arranged in dis-arrangement ré-
quire foreknowledge or literary explanation
to be understood, and, when we ere shocked
or entertsined by a picture in whioch things
are arranged in dis-arrangement, a pilocture
in which things which are usually associated
in certain arrangements with other things are
irrationalized into dis-arrangement, we are
outside the realm of painting art. The pilc-
ture may be well painted, but the meaning of
this kind of picture cannot be expressed

through paint, Meaning does not lie in ocrafts-
manship, No matter how well it is done, it

43, Herbert Read, Art Now: An Introduction to the Theory of
Modern Painting and Sculpture, New York, 1944, Haroours,
- Brace, pp. 94-95 - ' :
44, Louis Danz, The Psychologist Looks at Art, New York, 1937,
Longmans, Green, ppe. l14-15,
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would be without peintingeart<meanings; but
it would have literary-artemeaning « and, at
that, unexpressed,"” 45

It is the Freudian concept of dreams which has
given rise to the strange quality of Surrealism.46 Psycho-
iogiéally Spegking; this art is a‘form of eidetio 1magery;
whioh; visually; means the projection of an image after the‘
initial stlmulus is removed or when there has been no stimn-
lus.49 Surrealism, he reels, is not cheos and disorder, asv
it seems; but is merely the absence of one kind of order and
the présenee of another.éa Salvador Dali; well«known exponent
of Surrealistic art‘says; "The new’images of Sur«realism
must come more and more to take the forms and colors of de-
moralization and confusion", 49 a sfatement which would give
Justification to Fry's Qpndemnation.

Beoause Surrealistic art is nothing buﬁ simple and
unadulterated ugliness to most of us; it is well to note
Danz's 1nterpretation of different phases or modern art,
Art, he says, 1s really a behavioral world, treating rorcas,
as opposed to the gesographical world, which treats things.50
Things can be arranged; and arrangement belongs to the ged—

graphical world, not to the world of art. And so, this

45. Ibid.. PD. 15"16.

46, Ibid., p. 17-18,

47. T-:H.’ p. 25‘26.

48, Ibld., De 33 o

49, Yall,- quoted, ibid., Do 31.
50, Ibid., P» 64.
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51 -
behavioral world has not arrangement but arganizationc - Form,

which means, "an expressive orgenio whole" denotes organi-
zation., Form is embodiment of the principle that the whole
is greater than the sum of its parts.58
. Danz speaks of what he calls "the referential

artist“ lying between two poles « those of representative
art and that art which is pure abstraotion and for.m.53 "The
referential aféist does not relate one thing to another,
He relates one reference to another, His 11nas; oolors;
and shapes are‘organizedf they are not arranged representaa‘
tions of thing, Every art act is a structural aot."54 |

The art of the subconsolous deals wiﬁh subjeot
matter, representation of things. The art of the unconsocious
deals with struoture. From thislevel comes the "Forme-Art," o0
o "Art is a blological event . . . A work of art is
the extension of the artist's neural structure into spaoe;
time « « & The artist extends his neural structure into pice
ture, mnsio, architecture." 56_ |

Perhaps this apparent{digression does not seem to
pertain directly to our problem; However; it is{inbluded in

the belief»that it does, and in the hopes that we may'obtain

510 Ibid. pp. 66-67.
52, Tbid., De 78.

53, “3':“5':13'..'. P-‘153.
55'. —Im.’ pc 16 . . g
56, Ibia.. P« 184,
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some knowledge of the point of departure in the artist who
paints what is to us pure ugliness. }

. Herbert Road, like Danz, ‘relates some of modern
art to Freudianism. The confusion which Dall speaks of 1is
brought in agains ‘ |
"(It is) to be achieved by an imitation

- of the illogical and unprediotable nature
of dream-imagery, The painter, like the
‘literary painter of all times, like Braughel
and Bosoh, like Van Eyck and Rembrandt, will
paint natural objeots with great care and
verisimilitude; but he will never bring toe
gether objeots which are normally seen to-
goether, He will seek to bring about the most
unexpeoted, the most shocking and awe-inspiring
enoounters between oontrary Images + « «" 57
This 18 spoken, primarily, of painting; but: 1t is
58
the same with poetry; and parallels may be found in mnsio,
in the atonal mnsio of Schonberg, Alban Berg, Anton Webern,
and in léterature, such as the 1nterior monologue of Joyoo's
9
Ulysses.  In whatever departments of art, the effect 1s
aohieyed by extreme subjectivity; " ., Q the artist, in
short, becomes a man gifted with the ocapaocity to project
' : o 60
‘symbols from his subconsoious » « « "
Vie saw that Jacques Maritain likoned ‘modern art
to primitive, This genetio approach, in Read, shows us that

the direct and positive character of childrent's art has had

57. ﬁerbsrt Read, gg.oiu., Pe 94.
584 Ibido' De ggg .

590 Ibid.' p‘ .

GOQ zao. Po
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a great influence on the contemporary artist, “There'has

been a deliberate attempt to reaoh back to the nagvety and
1l
fresh aimplicity of the childlike outlook + « « " And -

provided the children do not belong to us - we are inolined
to pronounce their drawings extremely crude and ugly- katisse

has what oritios call the "pre-logioal vision" of children's
828 _
art, Read writes:

" . « ¢« There is bad symbolism and good
symbolism, and though good symbolism will
never justify a pilcture devoid of purely
aesthetic values, yet granted these aesthetio
values, good symbolism will prolong, deepen,
and give significance to the pleasure woe de=
rive from a picture. Let us grant, however,
that thils concrete symbolism of the imagew. ‘
conveying kind is an extremely dangerous lan-
guage to use: that only the profoundest minds
are capable of using it: that nothing is moreé
desperately boring and distasteful then the
nisuse of it.," 63

But there is some beauty in modernkart. " e e Wb-
like it es we might like a. stgange fungus, an orehid, a cloud-
4

formation, a vein in marble."

4, On the Critics and the Criticized -

Perhaps it is expedient to return, for a moment, to

Fry. In the first place, the most obvious oriticism is that

61. Ibid.; pe 45
6 TDIdQ’ p. 800 ’
63& Ibidc, Do 152. B
84, Ibide, Pe 129
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he is entirely too emotional, too alarmist“and tco strong=
spoken, Can anything really be as bad as it aaems to him?
One almost turns to the defense of the-art»baoause»ofgthe
extreme intensity of the oritic. |

Granted that there does exist a cult which wnrships
ugliness; 3__.ugliness, (whlch we wdll not. grant), it is
not. correspondingly true that there has been a total destruce
tion of imaginetion, It might, rather, appear to be the
exact opposite., And is there really'a common worship of ug-
liness; is our world universally possessed with sadistio;
mutilating impulses? Or; even granﬁed that; cen we take
what is merely an offshoot of our art to be a éhermnmater
of our géneral épiritual‘cohdition?

What of his divisions of art? Do fhey not seem
to oome from & rather bitter and biased pen? And the ener-
gétic condemmation of our danoé and our rmsioc? Ve will dis-
miss music by saying that we do have good music; and jazz
music is not représantative'of‘it. But even if we admit
that the Jazz dance 1s the only dance of Amsrica; we must
note that even the jazz dancers do not call 1t beautiful
or art, It aims at being neither, Perhaps unfortunately
in Mr, Fry's eyes, 1t is our folk dance; the folk dance;
when 5eauﬁifu1; is thet only accidentelly, Always it 1s
oharacteristic of spontaneous feelings before it is refined

and cryétallizaa into flne art.
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'Finally it seems rather futilc and unnevessary
to attempt a refutation of Mr. Fry's identifloation of abe~
straction, formlessness, and demooraocy. The reader will
hardly need %o be offered such a refutation.

- But the critics are not alone to bleme, For; ir
what they say 1s true; the modern painters are guilty of
oné;thing suroly - the fallaoylof primitivism. To rsturn
to}primitive art as being best; most essential;'and most
expressivoe is not only unfortunate, but fallacious, In
this chapter, we have been sPeaking of phases of art, which
by-the extrenas to.whioh they go, bring themselves to our
oriticel attention, But it 1s really not such a totally
desperate situation as Fry would have itj because the major-
ity of painting today 1s still preoccupied with 11na; sPace;'
and eolor in & characteristio presentation of 1nteresting'
toples, The phases; symbolism; cubism; Surrealism and the
like are lumped together by the popular mind into "modern-
istic" art, These forms we have accented are the work of
a.minérity and exemplify what the present writer would like
to think of as a tangent and not a real growth from the body
of Ameriocan art. These artists are; admittedly; too esoterio
to fulfill,éhe communicative demands of art; and their art
will be;ﬁifher a people's art nor an excellent art beoéusa
of this,

Again; if what the critics say is true; we may note
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another peculiarity about this tendenoy. Their schools,

ory the modern painters; stem from the findings of Freudian
investigation; and are based on the projeotion of unconnected
or curiously connected images and associations, They also
say that they are giving us e natural art; a real art; an

art that 15; above all; expressive, These two claims are
hardly consistent, In the first place, if artists had al=-
ways had a natural urge to project their dreams as such (for
surely they had always had dreams); 1.3.; if this suboon-
scious art were éasential\and natural; it would never have
waited for Freud; nor would 1t-havé been 80 extremely and
suddenly precipitated at the same time when every other
phase of theory was having a Freudian reaction. This strikes
one as merely a rationalization on the part of these painters;
ahd‘points to the general conclusion that the present writer
would like to meke = that the extreme art of today is large=-
ly an affectation.
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CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
1. Summary

We saw, in Soorates, how the earliest oriterion
ot beauty was utility; and how the triad of goodness, truth,
and beauty prevented the 1solation‘or aesthetios as a sep-
arate system, Platots scorn of the arts in general left
no room at all for ugliness; and it waa Aristotle who first
Justiried it for purposes of realism, and in oonnectiun
with tregedy and comedy, After Aristotle, then, repreaenta¢
tive ugliness was conceded a certain aesthetic value; and
an additional problem of formal ugliness was emphasized by
Plotinus, With St. Thomas as the aesthetic synthesis of
Aristotla; Plotinus; and Auguatine, the long period of early
speoulation ends with four possible Jjustifications of ugli-
ness in art: realism; comedy and tragedy; ugliness as a foll
to beauty; and the organic notion as in Plotinus,

It was Edmund Burkb who foreshadowed Nietzsche's
Dionysian aesthetics by his emphasis on the imagination in
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relatloh'to the experienog‘of sublimity, whioh was closely
connected with ugliness. Uglihéss; he’:éggrdad‘aa entithet-
1oai to be?uty; but there is new Justifiqgtion.tq: it as an
artistic possibility in that it may be rédeemed vy 1té capa=
oity to stimulate the imagination and the‘passions. In Baume
garten; there waekalao a romanticvtehdenoy to exalt the imae-
gination, Kant?s rather relativistic pbsitioh showed an even
wlder and more definite inclusion; in that representative
ugligesé was legitimate 1nso?ar as 1t did not exoite dis-
gﬁét; Along with these three roméntie thinkers; wé\disoussed
'Sbhiller;‘for whom didactic and passionate art was bad; in
his warks; there seemed ﬁo be the heralding of German ideal-
ism and the emergence of the coﬁcept of aesthetic ideallza-
tion.

| For.Schelling, who greatly influenced Hegel; there
was no real ugliness; as there was none for Séhopenhauer;
whose concapt of the ugly was a dialectical antithesis of
beauty; necessary for the full revelation of the Idea, Ugli-
ness for Hégel; could be redeémed by beauty: and the emphasis
was upon the inner spiritual reality of things, Following
the dialectical tendencies of German idealism; two aesthetioc
doctrines arose: the Overcoming of the ley; and the Passage
of Beauty from Abstract to Conorete., In the light of these
we discussed Schlegel, Schasler, and Hartmann whd; with Schel-
ling; emphasized the "characteristic."” Ugliness was identified
with the comioc in Solger, Weisse, Ruge; and again; Hartmann,
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Rosenkranz's Aesthetic of the Usly was pointed out as the
most concrete notice of the‘pfoblem;‘in that work; the euthor
admitted that ugliness must be aesthetically legitimate be-
cause of its existence outside of art, But he insisted that
ugliness could never olainm anyvindependent‘existenoe in art.’
In general; this period was an important advance because of -
the emphasis put upon inner spiritual reality; and the con~
saquent notion that superficiality was ugly. Also important
is the dialectical use of ugliness with its tendenoy to deny
absolute ugliness, giving it an inevitable transitional place
in the progress to baauty.

‘With Nietzsche,. recalling Burke and Khnt, we had ‘
a new standard., The so-called ugly, in terms of the evil,"
qnestionable; and terrible; was really evlidence of the best
értistic quality an@'symbolio of power so iong as it did not
weeken the Superman, The really ugly was that whioch sympto-
mized degeneration of any kind; that which d1d not develop
the Superman., Bosanquet's real advance lay in his conoepts
of easy and dirfioult beauty; and beauty in the wider and
the narrower sense, Idealistically; his tendency was to
deny any ugiiness; naturally or artistically; but he indi-
cated that it Egglg>exist; if there was such a thing; in the
falsely beautiful; the insincere and affeoted in art., There
was nothing partiocularly new 1n‘Bergson; who said that natural
ugliness could be aesthetically treated in comedy; or in

Santayana, who returned to a moral identification of beauty,
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This was likewise seen in Whitehead, who also returned to

a certain extent td the Hegelian dialectical position of
ugliness, With Croce and Gentilé, we had an original no-
tlon of ugliness as unsuccessful exﬁression. VThesé last
two thinkers showed the inoreasing relativism to‘be seen

in a number of more speéialized aestheticlans of the modefn
period, These additionéi thinkers were less satistying than
any group studied because their works were so'largely eclec-
tic. This chapter ended by pointing out the current ocriti-
cal tendenoies towards extrems relativism as illustrated

partiocularly by Reid

2. Conclusion

It is customary, when secking a point of departure
for a rather unwieldy disoussion,,to go tojtheadictionary.
Funk and Wagnall's New Standard Dictionary (1938) defines

the adjebtive "ugly" as: displeasing to the esthetic feel~
ings, as from lack of grace, proportion, or adaptation of

parts; distasteful in eppearance; the reverse of the beauti-

ful, Webster's New International Dictionary (1939) says

that ugliness 1s: a quality of statg of being ugly; alse;

an instance of this. In aesthetios, ugliness is the oppoéite
of beauty. The ugly has; however; been oonceded to possess
aesthetioc value by various writers, either as being true to

1life and having an intrinsic interest of its own, or as
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enhancing beauty by contrast, or as essential to the attain-
ment_of'unity in variety.

~ The most immediate reaction to the above defini-
tions is a desira to repudiate the antitheticel position of
beauty and ugliness. But the séatement of such an entithesis
does indirectly present a consideration whioch is 1mbortant
for clarity in this discussion: 1t is a distinotion between
the popular Judgment and the more objective Jjudgment which
is based on a recognition of whatever assthetic standards
may exist. Or in terms which are already familiar to the
reader, it is really nothing but a distinction between beauty
in the narrow sense and beauty in the wide sense, and closely
connected with Bosanquet's conceptions of easy and diffiocult
beauty. For in the popular mind and language; it is true
that beauty and ugliness are opposites; subjeqtively speaking,
ugliness is opposed to the strictly beautiful,

Then what 1s the problem of ugliness in art? Can
it all be reduced to casss of dirficult beauty or to the -
category of the aesthetically excellent (beauty in the wide
sense)? Can it be true that the problem is entirely nominal,
that "ugly"™ is a convenient, emotional, impetuous response,
reiétive'to beauty which i1s the only existing value in thé
case? What is thevproblem? Lookie Parker says that 1t all
boils down to "whether the presentation of objeots; scenes,

or people that we should not find pleasing in real 1life can
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be Justified."; The present writer does not f£ind it quite

80 slmplé; nor so easily reduced to a single principle. Let
us take the problenm from a subjective viewpoint, Claarly;
there ara\wide divergenclies in the assoclative oapacities_,
end emotional mechanisms of individﬁals; which divergencies .
oreate a number of differences within the judgment "ugly."
Vhat is happening when a person; cfiticizing an art-object;'
exclaims "quiugly!"? The present writer believes the ocause
of such a judgmaﬁt to lie in one Or more of the elght fol-
lowing circumstances. Most simply; it may ba;'in the case

of representative art; because of the;topic; « that the
painter is representing an objeot that is ugly in nature;

It may be a'portrait'of an ugly person or it may be a slums
scene, : Secondly; the representation may be Judged-ugly be-
cause 1t arouses unpleasant or disagreeable assooiationa;
oonsclously or suboonsoiously effective in causing the judg-
ment "ugly." In the third plaoe; the art-object may give

an exaggerated or modified representation of an objeot to
which the spectator is somehow attached -« or similarly;

an unrealistic depiction of something the spectator?s common
sense knows should appoar otherwiéa;‘ The above three cases
of judgment obviously are not purely aesﬁhetio; they may be

moral, However, more clearly moral is the Sjudgment of aesthetic

i. Lockia Pﬁrker, _Ogocitoy P 75,
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ugliness given of an art-object which shows an immoral aot

or persbnality or historical event, The fifth possibdle

cause may lie in the fact that the art-object is too un-
usual, toreign; exotio; i.e.; contrary to conventional

taste, This may refer to the subject matter; but most
probably to its arrangement; or to the total impression.:
Agéin; sixth; the total appearance may be too vapiai too -
neutral; or too intenaé. This is oclosely connected with

the problem of formg seventh, in which circumstance the
vork méy have an apparent lack of form, may be too intri-
oate; or disproportionate formally., Eighth and finally;

the object may be Judged ugly beoause; according to some-
standara; it 1s not useful; though it is doubtful that many
minds-actually work quite so pragmatically.'

The problem seems to be only widened by such an

analysis, for it still remains to determine which, if any,

of these judgments is legitimate, i.e., which would oonsti-
tute legitimate standards by which all arts could be Judged
by all persons, Or which of these judgments would remove the
art-object 1hto the category of difficult beauty? Or whioh;
if given in equivalent terms; wifhout specific use of the
word "ugly" would place the art-object in the category of
the aesthetiocally sxcellent? For, 1f we consider, in addition
to the atrictly beautiful, the characteristic, the expressive,
the aignificant; the dramatie, the comic; and the tragioc as
t&pes of fine art; then elements of certain so-called ugliness
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will inevitably be admitted within beauty of the wider mean=
ing, In short, whioh of the above oight possible judgments
of ugliness must we dismiss as entirely impulsive and person=
al oriticisms, and which can we retain as possessing objeo-
tivity to the degree that they may form possible stendards

of art critiolsm? } | *

: In the first place, most of tho eight occasions .
will be found to fall right away into the ocategory of dif-
flcult beauty, which difficulty is caused, as Bosanquet has
indicated, by unusuael degrees of intricacy, tension, and
width, Thils general position, because it is egain now of
immediate importance to our discussion, is illustrated
by John Martin:

"Because it is the nature of the organism
to defend itself ageinst Inharmonious adjuste
ments and to invite harmonious adjustments,
that material is most easily effective which:
‘awakens pleasurable associations, The clear,
bright-oolor, the soft tone, the gentle modu=~
lation, the curved line, the smooth and ever=-
flowing movement, invite no resistance where-

- as the discordant tone combination, the angu=-
lar line, the irregular rhythm, the abrupt
~attack, arouse defensive and even avertive
reaotions and conflicting adjustments, The
work of art, therefore, which wins the most
widespread popularity is the one whioch deals
in materials of the easiest reception," 2

He adds, however, that those art-objeots whioch are,

in the long run, the most momentous and significant are those

2. John Martin, Introduction to the Dance, New York, 1939,
Norton, pp. 73=74, , :
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3
which require an extension of the receptive consciousness,

The argument for the unusual is reinforced by
Barton

"The time had come when people began to .
argue about 'beauty'; and what sesemed beauti-
ful in art, to one person, was thought ugly
by another. Good painters d4id not theorise
very much in this way. The romantic painter
tried to express a feeling, the realistic
painter tried to catch a truth; and each, if
he suocceeded, produced a work that eventually -
though it might annoy many people for the time
being ~ came to be accepted as an addition to

- the catalogue of 'beautiful' ploctures," @

The truth of this situation is pushed even further
by Bulley who writes not only that the average person prefers
the ramiliar to the strange but alsosthat, vhen ugliness is
the rule, ugliness will be accepted.

The eventual acceptance of what were first ugly
plotures is also expressed by Havelock Ellis, who says thatu
he finds that the value of an artist's work, previously alien
to the sensibility, becomes greatly beautiful after years of
contemplation or by a sudden intuition comparable to a reli;

8 :
gious conversion,
We have been discussing the problem from the point

of view of the spectator, but any answer will be incomplete

3. Ibid., Pe 74. .
4, 3. E, Barton, Purpose and Admirationz A Lay Study of the
Visual Arts, New York, 1945, F. A, Stokes, D. 168,
5. Margaret Bulley, Art and Understanding, London, 1937,
: Be T, Batsford, p. 80,
6., Haveloock Ellis, The Dance of ILife, New‘York, 1929 Random
House, Modern Library, p. ol4d.
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unless approgched from the artist's standpoint also, Whaf _
is ugly to the artist? What does he feel should be excluded?
is fhe?b ever really a deliberate choice of what the artist
believes 1s ugly? A fasoination with ugliness? In géneral,
1t will be found that the ertist will be the most liberel
of judges; perhaps because he’knowa}yhat to look for in'an,
artfobject; and is educated to what 1s'rea11y gdodkénd}baa‘
art, But the artigﬁ is less 1n011nedlto explioit»Judgmantf
than others; if he is at all preoccupied with Judging;vknowa
ing possibly{that he will be judged by the same standards
'which he imposes upoﬁ the work of someone else; and all in
all; he is more concerned with the aotivity of creating then
with the passivity of criticizing. ‘The artist may appear
to make é deliberate choice of uglineas; because; as Bulley
says; ha 1s overconscious of the fact that beauty of art
dirfqrs widely from natural beauty. He finds (seeke'to
£ind?) beauty most olearly in what is ugly to others, And;/
in doing so; Buliey saya; briggs aé beauty into art ugliness
which we only thought eiisted,q

Such a choice of ugliness ;s clearly not the same
thing as a fascination w;th ugliness. The theoretical probe
lem of the fascination with ugliness would involve more psy-
chology'than 1t 1s proper to introduce ét this point, It is

7. Bulley, op.Sit., De 29,
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this writer's belief, however, that suoch a phencmenon oclsar=-
iy exiSta; end it is an invinoible temptation to include
hero; in part; the rather ollegorioal interpretation of
such fascination as 18 deseribed in The Crock of Gold by

Jemes Stephens, In this section on ugliness, the Thin
Woman of Inis Magrath has come upon three atrange men
in the woods:

"The third man can scarocely be described,

He was neither short nor tall, He was muscled
as heavily as the second man., As he sat he
looked like a colossal toad squatting with his
arms about his knees, and upon these his chin
rested. He had no shape nor swiftness, and

- his head was flattened down and was scarcely
wider than his neck. He had a protruding dog-
like mouth that twitohed ococasionally, and
from his little eyes there glinted a horrible
intelligence, Before this man the soul of
the Thin Voman grovelled, She felt herself
crawling to him, The last terrible abasement
of which humanity is capable came upon her:
a fasoination which would have drawn her to
him in soreaming adoration , , » " 8

Ore of the three men speaks:

"We are the Three Absolutes, the Three
Redeemers, the Three Alembics - the Most
Besutiful Man, the Strongest Man and the
Ugliest Man, In the midst of every strife we
go unhurt o . o Beyond us there is no best
man « o for we are the best in beauty, and
the best in strength, and the best in ugliness;
there is no excellence whioch is not contained
in us three. 9

8. James utephens, The Crock of Gold London, 1926 Macmillan,
" pp. 290=-291,
9. Ibid., pp. 291‘295.
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From the best in beauby, strength, and ugliness, the Thin .
Woman ohoosest | |
"Then to the third man the Thin Woman
addressed herself in terror, for to that
- hideous one something cringed within her ,
in an ecstasy of loathing. That repulsion
- whiech at its strongest becomes attraotion
- gripped her . + » " 10
Aa allegorioal as the foregoing interpretation
18, it is offered as an illustration of the psychologioal
oircumstances,underlying such a theoretically possible phe-
nomenon as an extreme fascination with uglihess on the part:
of the artist, | | |
Still further; before epproaching the snythesis.
of the creative and receptive standards in which mnst final-
ly lie our answar; we must étop to ask what is the arﬁist!s
aim, Is it beautx? CIGarly; the aim of art; geherally
speaking; 1s not an esoteric one; and in the long run; art's
fundamental goals will have social conneotions. We may take
for granted that at least part of the artist's total aim is
the desire to oreate works which will please men. But is
this aim; in whole or in part; an attempt to create'beéuty?
The artist's taek; believes Barnes; 1s to "shun
the conventional 1dealizations which represent things as

they are habitually conoceived, and to see things as they

10, Ibid., pp. 295-206,
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11 ' / .
are in reality.” If this is so, does the task not already

predispose the artist to be judged ugly according to what
we have sald concerning the weight of the habitual? Barnes
contends that such is the case, for although great art has
always been realistic, it has always been greeted with the
oharge of ugliness and misrepreéentation.

' nAnarchy, falsity, oharlatanism end ugli-
ness are the stook terms of abuse applied to
every great artist by his own generation,
but what these terms really mean is their
oxact opposite - that the artist has a grasp
of things more profoundly ordered and so more
beautiful than that current in his day." 12

Thet the aim of art should be realism is also the
opinion of Eric Gill. "Only in what 1s real can man be
happy", he writes, "The unreal cannot be the true; what -
is not true -cannot be good; the radiance of reality turns
out to be the only beauty; séfety is valueless except as a
means tolenJoyment and, ultimately, reality is alone énjoyh

13 '
able.," The gist of his entire book is summed up in the
words, "Look after goodness and truth and beauty will take
, | 14 :
ocare of herself,"
That the artist does not, or should not, aim at

"beauty" is likewise the opinion of Barker, who suggests

1l. Albert C. Bernes, The Art in Painting, New York, 1928,
" Harcourt, Brace, p. 45,

12, Ibid., p. 35.

13 Iric Gill, Beauty looks after Herself London, 1933,
- Sheed- and Ward, p. <09,

14, Ibid., p. 245,
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) B T
"yitality" in its place, Art today must teke hold of

things which are vastly more importent than beauty. things
which even appear to contradict both the word Beauty and
the Beautiful thing itself.16 So it seams, rinally, that
beauty'is'enviably; but undeniably, a by-product of some=-
thing more important.

Previously we attampted to show the strength of
the usual 1n aaathetio oriticism. Now we indicate that the
ain of art, at best, is realistio. These two conditions;
though seemingly harmonious, are often not so; because
artistic realism is often ocontrary to habitual conception.
Ugliness as justified by realism 18; navertheless; accorded
éﬁ aesthetic power; and art-objecté where such ugl;uess
ocours may be; other things being equal; passed into the
realm of beauty in the/wide sense of the aesthetlocally ex-
cellent. Therofore representational ugliness must be dis-
missed as having no possibility of being real ugliness in
an antithetical position to beauty,

Then, we are drawing nearer to & final answer
when we come to the queation of the existence of such real
ugliness, Does it exist, and it so, where?

Mrs, Gilbert, in her Studies in Recent Aesthetio,

15. Virgll Barker, “Iszeauty the Right Word?" in The American

Magazine of Art, March, 1936, pe. 177,
16, Ib%d., Pe 177,
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writes: |
"It 1s now taken as aesthetic innocence
-to apply the word tugly' to the portraits -
~of wrinkled old women, cacophony in poetry,
discords in mslec, angularity in drawing or
roughness of dramatioc utterance, The shrinke
ing from complex and uningratiating represen- -
.tation, if there is-something powerful offered,
is imputed to the timidity and intellectual
nnrrownesa of the spectator."” 17
The tendency, she opines, 13 to say that nothing is really
ugly; and she suggests that perhops uwgliness has been badly
, ‘ 18
defined rather than that it has no existence, Integrity
of lmpression, she feels, is and will remain the asprioril
law of beauty, but the attainment of this can be subject
to no rules, That ugliness st{ll exists as en infraction
19
of beauty in terms of unfused elements, she maintains,
"Any insurmountable or unmotivated dissonance « between
pretension and fulfillment, artist and produet, or detail-
20
and totality - seems impossible to Justify,”
If, because of individual differences emong
Judges, we seem to be driven to a somewhat relativistic
position {for there is hardly any art-object that is not
beautiful or expressive to someone), we are rescued from
utter relativism by the common-sense knowledge that there

mist be some standards of good and bad, as conneoted with -

17. Katherine Gilbert, Studies in Recent Aesthetio, Chapel
" Hill, 1927, University of Horth Carolina Press, p. 162,
18, Ibid., p. 163,
lﬂ, ibido’ pi 1660
20, Ibid., p. 167.
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beautiful and ugly art. /And if we agree with Mrs. Gilbert,
wa\must admit that there remalns a very real possibility of
ngly'art;

So far as the striotly beautiful is conocernsed
(recall that this is not to be equated with easy beauty);
so~-called ugliness in the form of representative ugliness
and didstortion of any kind is not admissable, In this sense;
the strictly beautiful 1s opposed to the ugly, But the aes-
thetic realm is far broader than the atfiotly beautiful,
The remainder of the realm is covered by the aesthetically
excellent; or beautiful in the wider sense; and since wa
will admit no so-called ugliness into the former category;
it 1s this letter in which our answer must finally rest,
And the final question seems to be: under what conditlions
are certain types of ugliness justifiable in this category;
and where does real artistid ugliness begin?

. First we must admit representative ugliness for
purposes of realiam; truth; and in connection with the sig-
nifioant; the characteristioc and such typea. Also; we must
admit distortion for purposes of power; emotional strength;
logical and orgenic consiétency; and so forth, Possibly the
ugly'may be admitted to heighten beauty; and certain other
forms of the ugly will be admitted artistioally 80 long as
comedy and tragedy are called art-forms, |

Now, if we return to our eight possible ciroumstances
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unde; which the Judgment ugliness may occur, we will find
that, if we admit uglihesa in the above respeots; only two
of our circumstances will retain any legitimacy. These two
are the total appearance of an art-objeot; or its sensuous
appeal in general; and that oriterion of rorm; whioh is
concerned with the necessary attributes of organic un}ty
and intelligibility; and with Mrs, Gilbert's problem of
"unfused elements."” In ahbrt; (dismissing the strictly
beautiful); so-called ugliness; in terms of topioc and cere
tain aistortions; is legitimate. That ugliness which is
real and not aesthetlocally legitimate; is in formal terms
of unintelligibility and incoherence, |

So far, then, as beauty in the wide sense 1s .
ooncerned, the first category of ugliness cannot be antie-
thetiocal to beauty because it is inocluded in beauty; and
is a positive factor of aesthetioc enjoyment. What we have
Judged finally to be real ugliness 18; on the other hand;
opposed to beauty in that 1t is negative; 8 lack of what
should exist in good art,

Finally, 1t will be seen that if these are the ,
spectatort's demands, they will coincide with the aims of
the artist, For whether or not the artist aims at beauty;
if he is an artist; he will eim at intelligibility of ex-
pression, And he will aim at achieving a dynamio quality;
a vitality which will give his work immediate sensuous ap-
peal,
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- The final answer, then, lies close to those of -
Croce and Mrs, Gilbert, Real aesthetic ugliness .exists in
the failure of unity of expression; of 1ntegrity in imprese
sion. This is simply stated by Mrs, Gilbert when she speaks
of "unfused elements." Any painting or poem or music, any
work of any type of art; whioch contains an element not jus-
tifiable on grounds of logiocal consiStenej; organic unity
and the other justifications we,have'indioated; is éimply
and purely ugly. (Nor should much analysis of the work of
art be required in the effort to find Justification; such
art would be too esoteric). To this extent the qualities
of that art which is aesthetiocally good are absolute enough
to be positively formulated and determined in each separate
art, Thgrerore; the problem is not and cannot be entirely

relative,
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