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1 _,I ;do not, "meend te‘ up- the ante offered bywthe~series of we‘ﬂ-arhcu}atedw——

‘v art smenee/smence'ar‘t 1*’ana‘ﬁogu&s v;ritten dumng the past 30 years. The" prompt1 ng
questwns here are not “Nhere 1s thv eomnon* fground of . art and sc:lence"" or Al
N a e Te- J . s k”»*
Hhat are the creativé a‘na ae.,thetic 'lmphcations of sclence?“' or ‘"Mhere is. the R
. 3):, i , . E ~., kN

. R

b, o«

science of art'?" My, mtehtion is r;ot yet aga‘ip to- 1nteqrate f'orcib'ly c P. Snow s 4‘ ’s

9 e -

' "Two .Cultqres Feop: to re.th‘ink Martm John;on s "Art and Sc1e'nt1f1c Thouqht'“ ; '. ‘ \; »
. - ? 5o 3 8y, RN . <l ,.}’«‘_A.'« :
. _'-,;;Rather, the wmp%’ing questwns‘ here are much more Qimp'le andy}L-would . PRy
5 . ar‘gue'*« fundamental- ' By what means does the working \értist proqress from-wori;; A *{ o

.. «e‘

toh ork" From experwent to Iexpemment? Is the move&nentc systemic as most h
S , .
CC e to askume--.riqh 1y qr wronq]y--is the routine of the« scientist? °0r 1s it

- » 5
Lo vhms 8

m svstemless and arb1trary° Nhat are the objectiVes of an artist s experimentatioh?

‘.

PR T

what are thf” functmns ef aesthetwc thcory“m the artwst s conception and execution

R4

of works of art" what 'are the imphca'twn bf a sing]e expenment" f%r an artist‘s 3

%,

3

successwe works° Nhﬁ are the fuﬁc“tions of cr1t1p1sm in ‘an. artls.t s continmnq

* G
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%
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why'does the grogress of ‘ﬁt see niundccount QT

sc1ence7 ;, o & “f«‘ B f‘.ix" “ o

n-‘ . % )

The,biases

o 3 - oot
~ 5
x ,‘i . 3
. <‘ 1. - ¥

J?f'the argument which fo]]ows beqin to becomeyevndent, of course,

(1) The defininq assumption =) ?x'ijt;i
w
g that art is by-its very nature, e

" About artistS° that they*'hy their very nature.wexperiment . w_A'?'

e 4

The work o? the artist xs not~the work of repiication bdt of’ creation. (2) what,

........ g <

:- can be seid in- this paper oF creative exper ntation in-theatre wil] be said

v o

N 4
J ]
. ’ ‘. “

also of creatﬁve experimentation in;mu51c, writinq, and the two-dimensxona] e
. . v N e

."\’*“* i -

and p1astic~arts°i (3)‘ Most‘importantly, preoccupation with magjc and the

- N

inexp11cability of creat;ve gehius may soothe the<nerves ( mass consumers, .
i~ \

may even serve the ends of artists eauto-hagiographies bu'

.-

e N
v \ KURLY :‘

o 1ight on the nature of artistic creation than ddes knoWIedge of a]chemy on

3 > _; "\o.'.‘
o'protein syntheSis. (4) Inquiry is an eminent buman inc]ination,,prereguilit

\,,o ",

8\creativiiy in any tempora1 enterprise."‘Even the "scientifiq nethod“ of .

.ai

inquiry remains no mor\ than helpfu1 methbdo]ogica] formu]ation. not the supplant
t"

'of 3n obtu§e‘oath to knewledqe. (5) ‘As with the historyhof science, no theory

. of art histony is complete~WithQut an exp1anation of artistic experimentation.
- :' Tt & \Z'

enot* atte\mot a theory pf art ﬂistory on any sca'le, though I wiH arque

. T el

B the.;mpiications of artisticrinouiry iorftbe evo]ution ot art | R

AN \)..

. Through the:remainder of the paper 1 am gbinq to propose si ‘assértions -~h

ST
in answer to the question. by what‘means does 5% artist orogress trom experiment

L e :
N . N B - ,v« -
¢ - “ , - £ = - -~ - PN .

. $0: expériment? ST T e i°’,{ LT e

+ - 3y
o o

'\ f. The first is a negative assertion. the familyiresemb1ances typica11y cited

. .
. .

between the arts. and‘%he sciences are triyial if present at aii, most often. the °, T;a;

PR

product of wish-iuifiliing analyses of the loqic of art and scipnce, and conseqnentiy
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The questlons are often‘asked why not "aesthetxcs in. scxence", why_ not a v

,.\u_.‘

‘ ,;fsc1enc - of artn7 To- the 11kes of sp£1aT theor1st S1r Geoffrey V1ckers for whom K

,’.. 0“ R

such’poss1b111ties are so self—ev1dent as to he te]lectual doqma the answers
N . ' \;} ) i
Ilé‘" ;. . in the sad hhstory of Nestern culture wh1ch! over the last two centur1es o

-
W 4

has narrowed the concepts oﬁ both Scwence andert as to leave them d1m1n1shed "‘“iiiff

FOR V

and nncomménsurable.r1va1s-—the one an 1s1and 1n the sea of knowledge not cert1fied

'«-q».b--‘“ -

'

as s 1ence, the other an 1sland 1n the sea :0f sk111 not cert1f1ed as Art.""1 In

. use hjsyterm, as a~ne¥at1veiy new one dec]arang h1mse1f w1th the many other

eptstemo]og1sts who date ‘the: lost Cunnunrbn between.Arts and*Sc1ences from the .

ERA '".y - /4 -

m1d~nnneteenth century departmentallzat1on‘0f un1vers1ty structuresx “In: the good

o "
¢ e et e

old daysxof the med1eva1 niu 3 t:es,,d1d,not "Ars" and “Sc1ent1ae“ encompass

i - 4

i aT] knowledgew 1ndeed ven dver]ap terr1tor1es w1thout upsett1nq currlculum G

eomm1ttees, 4gcu1ty senatfs deans, and cha\rpeople? were not astronomy and

°T<v

.'V‘-
.

hEs

rhetor1c equa]ly sc1ence? Nere not perspectwve and pa1nt1ng equal]y art? Nas

53 - { .t:\
not Ce111ni equa11y bu11der and arch1tect’ Nas not DaV1nc1 equa11y art1st and

t
L. ‘, ‘.‘w ., 4 t* \ > . - . . “ar . . R
engiheer? ; ;u O e S S k3 -',uzw
N IO B t' PR ‘ B e 3 : P

x

' The,1mp11cat1ons~of the art/science sch1sm were unddrscored wftﬁ a venqenance,

ro\s 2

with such zest by F‘ R Leavis.and a hbst of other academac roost;ru1ers\1n whose
, e

Cambr1d§e uggh Tab]e peck1ng;order’l cannot pretend to belong In prose labeIed v 7:~_E§

" .

hy Frahk Leavis -a8. “panopt1c pseudo-cogenc1es V though regarded- more sl

-

»sympdihet1ca11y amonq the far greater mass of guard1ans of haqher education.

A -, }',, L
"Charles Snew saw "literary 1nte11ectuaTs at one,poie—-at the other sc1ent1sts .

x* N "‘ V

Between the two» gulf of mutua] 1ncomorehens1on--sometimes s host111ty»

and d1sl1ke, but most of aIJ_a lack of understand1nq "They*have," “he- cont1nued

", G -\, B o -0~ \0.‘," ‘

;o
Tev

"a cur1ous d1storted«1maqe of each;other.f T r tt1tudes are so d1fferent that

et -

't f1nd much commonogrodﬁd "3 .Putt1ng 1n




erarv coﬂeagues Snow _[:hris.tened these d1sperate fmends reoresentatlves %
.ok

of “two cultuh s." “For constantly,"’he saxs% "I felt I’was mov1ng amonq wo : ’

—————— - -__.t_‘g_..-. f—

-',(J

»,

] -at a]] who 1n 1nte11ectua1 -moral and psycho]og1ca1 c11mate hpd so lwttWe Jn

"'O ~

« T

i common~that wnstead of going from Bur11ngton=Houseior South‘Ken51nqton to Chelsea, . ?i‘,

.a.‘—v....—-ﬂ T e o e g e [

‘Rede Lecture ef‘Cembrrdge }n 1959 the “two culture"

a\,“J7 .‘.,,\',

xxned by many, ha° en];sted enerqet1c, thouqh cur1ous1y enough most1y

‘e
E ,!« e o '

) - ——— -

the sch1s:srather than those who, one must aSSum pate or becadse of the

l M ’,‘—?

someﬂhat~unsett11ng to ;onfront.the wcy 1nd1ffere/ce

ofrﬁroducing sclentists and artists in the face of a matter of suoh moment to.

the ep1stomolog1st why is the worﬁgng sc1eht1st content to'1eave alcne, 1f s
not,.xn fact, to ridicule as irre]evant the rapid1y evo]ving body of thought in @ o '

ph1losophy of sc1ence-~1et a1one th° emot1on-charqed criesﬂggzjﬁ 11nkage between ';:;if'

hv

;C _Pt Snow s two cultures? One 1s tempted to respond that work in the sc1ent1f1c' \<;:¥)Ti

'; i not the time, there must not be‘the need.z $c1ence, after a11 continues to get €?

1

done,;regardiess of the phi\osophers angutsh On the surfaceq this conc]usion ‘

{s ‘h‘f without warrant ~It 18 patent]y obvious fol1ow1ng a qqick review of .
.o . “»\ * O‘ L B

f]ective autobiographical cr ticism in both~doma1ns thng, whether -or not ‘a.

fp 1ttating schrsm ex1sts between artist and séfentjst. it does exist between, ;"

the philosophers of ant and science and the artlsts and sctentists themselves. f
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att is.paid bv‘the workanvsci ntht toaége\philosophy of sc1ence let ‘
¢m;;g alopk to the r!ﬂation'betweeh&arteand sciehce. True. oost hoc reflections by

.5

e
e

s

iv

~w0rkin anxnsts,are - dime - dozeh, but they-rarely confirm one another,'and'
Q

even'less often do"they confirm the speculations of philosophers of art and

“wf ,'e‘ -o’ -

with the exceptions of/those.artists who’by v1rtue .of a questionable sc1entisn

7%,j ‘.of‘form or.content rarely hold any candlelfor 1llumination of the connecting

“

.y

rout;s between art and sc1ence. yet. arguments continue for the connectedness

.
'l,ﬂ

these domains of endeavor,”from nhilosophers of science convinced of the

\.. i e »...9 P J—

Tz i
‘;;gor "creative dimensions of the work of seience, ohilosophens of art
4\ R

e L

arguing fﬂi a- "soeries-specific" kinship linking the enterprise. particularly s

of the schentist Wlth that of the‘artist Al] three effonts are noble and in

3 t

their etr:ggle to ground each domain solidly 1n the other, strike occasional f i “'ilfé

. :;worthwhile sparks across the VOld The xnherent dangers of such efforts however.‘

- . _,-i‘ g, . ..‘ N L. . - .\::, o:;
often result more 1n‘stat c:than in useful current L ~.f .. I f
; ; For example, it is characteristic of the ehampions for the “aesthetics A f;!§<

oﬁascience“ that they paint their detractors an the old-fasnioned corner of R

. el - 4 - et .

objective p051tiv15m' fa view of scientific discovery as tantamount to the

“ -

o -

dnscovery of absolute trufh Hence. they impute the assumption that aesthetic

dimensions .of scientifhc inquirx quite naturally are ignored by the scientist

.
" ./.-(

whojf tafter- all views tl'ie work of science as havmq a correspondent relation t?

reality And quite.logically, to the ooo r di ssenting scientist. presumably

.”°

. * 5 Y
ueQ

holding such a’ naieve conception, aesthetic sensibility would seem at; best‘a
r

‘ speculative 1ndulgence at worst a capricious biasing:of scientific objectivity.Y

Handy for the champnons of the "aesthetics of science," many of whom harbor the'
14 © _' L. ,;,,

~fonduhope_of_fngeing_the_debal1tat1nq_emplrlcal_constzbation_ofAtheir scientist,

colleaques.zuln fact, however, few,scientists retaan such -3 positiv1°t concéption

“"'*‘,‘4-: [* F ‘ . ) g
v, of their-work At itSDOSitivistextreme. modern ohilosophy ‘of scicnce arques

cvet"'
N

. - f. e
* " B e \,'_;A . , . e -




‘4 o for no mo»e than Kar] Popper‘f
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B Taca truth-seemlnq correspondence Y

\«,'
" ;/0"

between SC)GHt'If‘IC d_1scovery and obJectwe truth 5 In pomt of fact, the most v

* \ . -
. a, ; ST

' recent and currently popmar wr1 t1ng in phﬂosophy of sc1ence tends to y1e1d o .'} b

S gl :
to the extreme re"lat1v1sm of-. the: Pau] Feyerabend and Thomas Kuhn7 var1et1es,~

‘
ex X 7&"'"% ;.

\. argumg for a far more arbltrary ratwna?e f’or sc1ent1 f‘*'cc theory change than
&w v ’\._ "“"‘ . L‘%‘ PR “« -
mcreased correspondence to ’abso’luté truth “Indeed, the language of aesthe

) .
' ix-

7
Y S
¢s ¢

A -

appears vfar 'less frequently' 1n the newer relatwlsm than the ‘o'lder positw1sm.

. @ M- N
g

Y

A
The corner dnto wh1ch the art of sc1ence polem Ci 'ts oa1nt the-1r detractors is

"'.‘“‘?“‘“ ‘*‘?‘j"t“‘** A IR T / < et s
more 1mag1°ned than rea] _""» <& L f - '/ LA e T
- I seem to contv‘adwt -an assumptlon’whmh I really msr‘ to entertam--that // -
‘ - / P Con
there 1s somethmg fund,ameﬁtal'ly s1m1]ar abt/)ut the. art1st1c and the SC1ent1f1c

o . 1; . ¢

enterprlses.‘ However, the consequences of many attempts to connect the two, n .
I have* been contendmg, result m 'the triv aliz ﬁon or( ové?-stmp’hﬁcatwn of

- i

art or sc1enge or both The most unfortunate r su‘lt of such attempts of course g
-is the jenatwn of the pract1t1ng art1st and sc1ent1st frqm conS1deration of e

3‘§L re PR N

__y hnkage with 0ne another as hav1ng more than,the most tertiary andJé\sigmficant

of imphcatwns. : Sma]l wonder the practitloners seem bgorish“ly fnon-p1ussed at
) .Y

suggestwns of,;such a ‘Iinkage, of not- outr1ght hostﬂe. ' "‘\' S o- "':‘;,
. ® % e ey, L “ . .

L fbeheve there is-a- ’Ii )\kage, however, of‘ basic, fundaMenta'l \1mportance.

.

! "'. N - T o

Obvious, but most often,ov/er'looked A’Ilow me to begin to argue wﬁat I think .'i

.91

that/‘l 1nkage 1s by moving through one fina1 i]TUStration of ‘what I

R -

EEEd ..
LIRS i -—. J % - * .
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L By any measdﬁ/ oth; of cr‘l tical a.cclam and antagonism m the dpx\and com1ng

ph'i’losophy of sc1ence disc1p11ne, Sir Kar’l Popper ranks among 1ts.most noted

'
¢

'fapost}efs. Iﬁ his mador wo'rk The Logic of Screntif c Discovery, Popper neat'ly

G

class1 ﬁles:j:he._’l abor;_of__the sc1enti§" as a‘,._tw_o~stage proce ,,_;fi , the - putti ng

‘forwardo of a theory,, and seconme testmg of that eory. “Thte- "puttmg

'. " forward . the conceptlon or fﬁ'ventlon of theory, he sugqests, is ne1ther the:

o L. . s PN P
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- L FASREE ] ¢ ‘
s ; » , N TN . - o “
il -p LY o T L Y .t .
~ o ‘e L S ”b‘_. - [N —- “,
- .
e EITYSL A A LS e L YOy L

»
e




&y .‘::;‘.“: ;

."':,’ z - ho :,.

f SNl *-—-=~.~;-:fi

S irrehgvant~ to thé\’logica'l ana?wof sc’ientiﬁc knowled'ge."§ The "1091C" B
I .wi,th:rwh-iqchfﬁP\Qpper s bo k ] he Logic of Scientific Disco.uegy 1s concerned then, T 3

/ % ,’. o ‘0( \ o ‘_.:’ o : ‘:i.
/anf' ned as:.an. expsainer and predictor “of phenomena. e e T»." ‘
: - ot

: Though 1t wi'll be of ‘no- greag comfort to Sir Xarl L1 can agree that the means /\ : w-
by which theorv 1s put forward 1s arguab’ly 1rre’levant to the 1ogic of SC‘lent'lf'lC L °>
di,s»cwery, whereby the "discovery“ part p‘f‘ his- tit'le -imp’lies the exteﬁswﬁ‘ of ?'A R
:4 ° ’\ L) R ,';/- e
AR the usefu'lness of theory b} texperimentai confirrﬂation -or disconfirm‘gtion bf s ) RS

- O

theory-imp’hed hypotheses. However, 'leaving,’ as:* P per recom:?ds the e'lucadation‘

< -

Z < of’ thed’ry bui'ld‘;ng to the empirica'l psycho’lo 'IStS, 1 ne:ject h anaflogy ’hnking

a,.

Such a notion of theory amop phi’losophers of scienc-. of course. is of conmon " ,7

currency It is as we1‘l a_gpmmon conception among phi’losophers of 'al"t rooted

in the appealingiy seductive and surprisingTy ’long-‘lastinq P'latonic tradition of

inspiration. ) the\\hdearing belief that the source of artistic imagination is

e ? ey

~ AR

. oY . B
.

W - béyond rationa'l examination, pure’ly i’ntuitive at its\lﬁe{ast/mvsterious »and a .

// produrhf a beatific Vision at 'ltS emost It is a co eption sj : Lo
& - E; ‘ )
/ } notion of the magice of art versus the rationa‘lity of science, It is a conception . *’
p which sprr_‘ 5 from afaﬂure to rec/gnizeethat the artist by virtue- of a montahty - =‘

2

- every bit as ‘limiting as the scientist s..,ha%access to no momaé“r%:?y data , {fg

T~

A
than d%es any other member of the human species.r ft is a resistance to the - ;

eminentiy human C‘onc'tusnon that, Just as the prob'lems of the scientist are,. as T

- "' Ta ‘ R A
~ - -

Popper say,s,’-; v e enlaroements of: %e probléms of comnon-sense know'ledge, R

‘ - -- -

. e - -3.11 o S

[ - ’ - .4 \n.- . » ! . b N BN
>~ - e N 7




AU so too’fa,re the _problems. of the~art1 t PO " T :'_._-‘ e
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Xy p@specific hypotheses the art1st S creataon of artifacts--works of art--

' experunent Certa1n1y no less ,b“_ 'id in def“'ing the nature of sclepce and

' the scientist. To g.\e ‘this, second %ssertion s0me substance, T must hurry««on v -,

- fo rmat: or 1nforma1 L R T LT

qiven work of art--is asa offen: attribut“ e }o theory or o a theorv-like frame- .oe

(bestdifﬁcult to. subiect to Toqfcal ana'tysis if not irrelevant to the purpose ( T

Now. to the/second‘assertion of thlS papen. There is a fundamental- hnkaqe RN

between art and scienceo and that is this successwe works of the artist are a

.o

products of experlmentatiop. hence. as mth the scuantist's experzmental test1ng . '

,.‘ ]
- O ©or

represents the undertah ng“Of aCtS of lnqmry‘. In 'ltS simplest form, this. ‘sentence .
if f: e

i nothlng more ,.han X § res'tatement ofrthe first bias . I mentionned a whl'le aqo- R

th.at. grt 1s.. by its very qature. experimenta'l and at artist 7. thexr nature ;

'....-

"M

\ L}

'.

L T
)

to the third and t‘he b'lt more ??roubiesome assertion. most often. artlstlc: o

Y <. st
conceptions (the subjects of- 'artlsts experimentation). as.- w1th hypothese’s (the

subaecxs of scfentists experlmedtatlon‘ s dre drawn deductive'ly from t’ieory. , _X

.. = -~ .= [ . . ‘ ™~

[ s N : .

An artist s eoncept-/[that imaqe or idea which qui,des the Lxec‘ytion of a o ..,:,. 7-_'1'
L , .

work as 1s a scientist s hyooth‘ sis. rtistic concept:";/on the - one hand and .

! L)

"scientlfic hvoothesis" .on the other are products of the same orocesses of -, v

deduction from a larqer framework:, - An artis‘t's  ancept. s’ no less human and rp‘ P

PRGN RN
"u-

more :‘n}steribus--no Tess a product of coqnition than “the conlnon-sense kuovdedq‘e\
writ

rqe“ by. which Pooper characterizes the quic of scientific dis?ﬁvery. ¢ 5 )

|-lith Popper. I aqree that the puttinq forth of a: ,scienti/fic theor(‘ylii's at s \

\_/'C ¢
of understanding the loqic of scientific exoerimentation. However. r contend _— .";;

!

< ’

that such; is no. less the case wi th the frameworks in which. an arfist exoegments. R

?,, .
The problem of Popper /analogv of sc1entific ‘theory conception with the

i

creation of a mjk of art is forqive‘able. 1y1nq as it. does o’ﬁtswe his domam \, . RN

of interest Thit ohﬂosoohers of sart shouig succumb to the same temptation—- -
= o *

|
. .
that is. fon-:them to claim that the sOurces of artls\tic coyteption are’ unknowable-- oL ‘
. L : - -' tm o . ) - N N ) |
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cd nsﬂess easy to forgwe. SJT\ an 1ncarnat1‘
A Y

e §«‘awa\}‘
NorL e TET

exoerimenfﬁtlon, ]eaves the artlst to concer

the1r frameworks of forma'l or mforma'l

'“T’"' g
)

f the work of an artlst,/takmg
4

theory as. sources for artlst1c )

“u

¥ L .

e oot
Pl

-
L]

tuahze, to exoemment. 1n a vacuumr

e

and 'leaves the rest of us to assume that, mdeed, art1st1c conceptwn comes- from -

‘Q‘

, nowhere, a.t 'least not from theory, ceetain'ly not° in-a form resemb'l']ng an hyoothesls, ) i
. ‘fr s ‘,'. " /\’ N . g
T aand for heaven S. sake not _via‘ any, Tog'ccaﬂ process of dedUchon' T .

. z,.,, Qv/

'f o
brranged chrono'log'l(;a'l]y does noz dvrectly suggest another 'log1c.

_l

)

Yet--and this I regard as s‘lgmf‘lcant-il know of’ few art'lsts whose. work

B . R
e s st .\
> A ",  J L€ *

Some- examp'l es .

s w
B .

3 ost &ear'ly wdrk dlstinct enouqh froms the' remd'ln'lng Wor'h-t)o\'labe'l that S

group of poems “A pr s:M'l'l'l".; and 1n nis next phase of work see form and content '

e patterns evo'lvinf) 2" new, ;bpection with. su

>

S

"North of Boston". to 'Iahe? the th1rd c'lustier “Mountam Interva]"
fourth. "New Hampshire'“ and so

t P'lcasso 3 ‘Ear'ly Paris Pem"

O

n?” Why -do; e
hls\Nébro Pergiod h'ls Anatyt‘lca'l Cubism, h'ls.
e I_’aste‘d .Paper, etc., reflect not only the chrono'logy of -his: 'hfe 'S work but a'lso

| e \S ontents of that; vork? Why' do near'ly a'll .,

the, majoLvdvmg forms
. comnentators on Beethoven symphomes recogn‘lze & k'lnd of evo'lut'lonary
:.

B‘lue Period h'ls Rose«!{erl

bl

inevi tabihty aboug them suggestmg the tan‘ta'liz'lnq probabﬁ'lty that each o A
through N'lnth seems 3 conscious effort
a'lreaS‘y chal'lenged“by the one before
..-, . o @r, in composer Hector Ber'hoz’ quest‘loﬁt%bbut Beethoven 3 N1nth Symphony

- ., "What means w@e avai 'lab'le o /B'eethove'_'] i

osuccess ve work in the chrono'loqy of F'Irst
Q\

.t extend the 'Ijmts sof the svmohon'lc form

]

Lo n’ the egent of h'ls prooos'lng to qo

. beyor' the point where he: had a’lready arr‘lved By the una‘lded resources of +-
€ ,0
e

-

/
'1nstrumentatlog?" Answer~ "The coup‘hnq of voca'l andwinstrumentaT‘ forces

VA

~ .

. a .

S~
9 hence, the great chora'l Mnth Symphony break‘lng a'l'l the bound\s of
trad}t»;&hal ;ymohonic form, but not without the precedent set by. the successive'ly

Q.
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and conscwus'lv experimenta'l e ~ensions demonstrated--to the distaste qf most:

NN ,o.s, - ‘g.o S St

,-’ ?

‘me to exp'lore, there 'IS 2 curious and mtriguing inevatabi'lity in, the proqres;ion
of artifacts of‘ fhe serious and: producinq ar;,tist when arranqed chrono'logicai'ly,

strong'ly suggesting another 'logic--theo'loqdc ofﬂnquiry, the {OQ’IC of discovec,v.

eemorin i e

b

v- ¥ 4

-

DT St e et mEy A VA 4w
ly : S L

Nithout cuestion. most artists would protest‘perceptions of such a 'logic

py the mystery of art and the¢ deification of. the artist art consumers are-

comfortab]e mos t oft‘é‘n to. accept the artists own metaphysica'l and sometimesf

N . f ~o\ o

b L.
au se'lf-serving exp'lanatioris of the creative act we Are amused put strangeiy N
AR persuaded when painter Pau'l Kiee exp'lains.' "From the root the sap flows to the )

o artist. flows through him® flows" to h'lS eye s o s 'Battered an& stirred hy -

*

the strength of :the f'low. he molds his vision into his wo\kf"w =After attempting

"v &

c To° \exo'lain his oainting in a 1938 Iecture nresented‘ﬂat ?e'New Bur in§ton .
Ga'l'leries in London, Hax Beckman poured his rea'l feeiings into hisgunmary*

S N »

tn.define the prob'lems of art. Hy fi : t/unf/ormed imoression, and what I v.ou'ld

AL -

.. ‘x
AN 'like to achieve. I can per on'ly real\i:e when 1 am imoel'led as in a vision.

C

nai'ls to the m'l'l specu'lation about the la\ture of artistic

0
- e

,, . 'iri;guir > " this paragraph _,"It is. mistake for a: scu'lptor or\a painter to
L/ / speak or write very often about his .C It re'leases tension needed for his"work

i By,trying o express his ~§ims wit‘h rounded-off 1ogica'l exactness he’ can easi'ly

".,

i‘ . be'ome a ‘theorist whose actua'l -work ‘s only a caged-in exposition of - conceptions
Qr‘ / ) ‘ . ] 3 Y
P evo‘lved in terms ok'logic and words.".lz, ’ L o

£ e

st o e e 2 3 mrmmn = i o e Bae s

SR Curiously enouqh the nracticinq scientists se'lf disc'losures of their own

work are on'ly a 1itt'le more trustworthy warned Aibert Ei nstein, "If you want |

LIS . . .
.

+ - » .-
-, » 'S . .’ PR _ 3 - . —— e a0 - . x> rd ~
s v . .. ) - - - - 3

I so we'll< Known - to the. SC'IEift'lSt Tt v e L .; S

. .
L) * .'\', -

_ remark‘ "These. however. are all theories and)lords// iiﬁignifica“t -
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scientific methodology, and those

«*’ "‘q L
‘gw

J‘vm "

,~f 1

Th 3

B of sc1entific [_r :f‘
. SR

ety a7 -

oo

EY ':'lr

o

: fﬁf~ only for the benefit of»other\peoo1e *

to by scientists and when propounded by'f
_/:‘“nhat they-do.’ 0n1y a minority of scientists have re e

R 4“"’.“3-', Sy
that have done so,seem no better off W

1stﬁ'7'methodology as

-

,5 ‘1‘

..,.‘

1‘—

x*H

L 3

a (.L""o

\I-—J‘-‘.-. Aot et ST e 1 vt Tt 0 st

'.)ff hﬂédvféégyou to stick to o8e - prinﬁiple' don t 1iste\~to their words. fix. }\jf

rngaged. upon,,yet the: methodology

-,

ﬂjtists is a misrepresentation of

\\

ﬁor«the sciences, and I will take the liberty of, extending it to
‘30ne”way out of this dil

iree

< and smarten up and genera]]y speaking be much more scientific [pr artistic/ than

?
~

. (

DI

out. anythinq from ;he theoretical DhySicistsiabout the methods they use.
their deeds a3 In an: autobioqraohical‘sketch Darwin characterized

thouqh later in the same work admitting he cou]d

f;i"gordqnary state of affairs. Science, broad]y considened, is. 1ncomparab1y the most

emma is to agree that scientific.methodology
4’
f“ understood intuitiVe]y by scientists /'hd artistsl and needs to be prooounded

Perhaps we should no longer think

conduct ‘their business, but rather b

an. attempf to get non-scientists /and non-artists/ to pu]l themseres together

£ -

lorking ”.L.on true Baconian princ1p1es and W1thout any theory co]lected

g,m v’“ thatphas bresumably ma/"“it~so\‘when propounded by learned laymen, i$ 'not attended

. -
*a

»

a disc1oiine of which the chief purpose <L

*
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A = T e it antl abine ‘“‘ 7 rf&{" o coov “"’#; . - :‘ ‘:‘""
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£ 46 | ; R T e SRR
ff:‘“*-ﬂ e they are o Such is. the posture 1 wis,h to take in explaining my second and thxrd
CL fasserftions.r ) o f— e T e
Again, number two--there is & fundamenta’l ’hnkage between art and sc1ence. o
< 2

'-'and that ‘lS th1s~ successwe works of the artist are products of experimentation,

b

hence, as wath the sc1entist S experimental testing ofx: hypotheses, the'artist s -

RIS

= SRR ,- AP ;:'f,'
i vc\reation -of artifacts represent the undertak,,ing of acts of inquiry. . umber three-- D
e : R A < - * I

S rmost often, artistic conceptions (the SU Jects of artists experimentatten), i ':.'\

£

as with hypot’heses (the subJects of scientists experimentationi. are-- drawn - .

A3 . . - 'a
.

A deduci.ive‘ly from theory. IR o :

LR — - . ; O -
T 2 N s 7’ . hd *a
F §- S - =

Ne are al’l nomina’l’ly acquainted mth the sc1entific method the ]ogica’l

- y ‘% -
Lo process of hypothetico-deductive inquiry. 1L have drawn in Figure 1 a;sketchy

K3 __-‘—

o mode’l of this conmon’ly understood scheme of smentific discovery. Most ofte’n RN -

"~ the beginning pomt is a theoretic framework or frameworks of some sort from - P =

which £ theory-imp’hed deduction is drawn in-an effort to propose a testable N

. . R SN, L ?’:"
) answ_er to & particu’lar question--a testab’le theory-imphed guess in. the. form of L S

', »

an hypotheSis. To test the effic1ency of this predicted answer to the question
at hand its terms must be defined-—conceptua’l’ly and operationa’l 'ly—-with sufficient

o U TENE T eRaNS aake o neing

c’larity -and; spec1fic1ty to a1~’|ow for experimenta’l testing% Observation of the : s

T

proqress ancl conc’luswns of the experiment Téad. to spec1fic resu’lts in.the form 5

,; - of the ,onfirmahon or disconfirmation of the theory-imphed hypothesis. The

: < for the‘eXp’lanatory and predictive power of the theorética’l framework frotn !lh‘lCh 7
Q the hypf‘ theticai answerr ‘o the question was draw’n. Thus. the cyc’le of —ifnqu /yy - Y’ “
\1 ism como’l te. It is this continqing attempt to extend th\\sefu’l ness Qf a theory .
“asa possib’le answer to another and yet another set of. questions that gives the o “
‘wor'k of‘ the scientist or comnunity of scientists it seouentia"l' and evo;lu@iqnar.v—--,_ ] | ’
*F - character. i O o e?4 ' T "lf =T “

) '*"'. “1In Figure 21 ,ani proposing aQimi’lar mode’l in exp’lanation of artistic inquiry. : e




XAty R R U S R S P AT YIRS L AFAORARr T gL N CT SIRD IV R R T T e < ¢ TNV AT PRI e (R
¥ TS AN m.p RN T A A E S :.w oA Z e R e N N PRI e O
Bt S . 95 Ton. /% A T R At
Pt el Lo B s 1
iy :,u.. " .,x. Fo
fok R o
] N -~ r.q- B 7 ,, T
s ; A A
2 « Moy N [
i 3. <
- > 2
oL
0 * e
e | s TR 2T
P A . [PRES £ LTl e i . -
Ry=Shid N KN | e PRI .
1 3 : S s .y ’ .- . §
. , M \ § .- S .
EI ' . A N o . ?
H t N N_4 ¢ i by < .3
Tl e, * . KL 2R I 33 - .
et T ’ o ML .. 4 .
e . b X _ o
.. - ) » : ﬂ
, R . . .
Q. ) TR | L !
Q- i 1 : St i
. .
X ; v '
* '
Al - + ~ o / E -
o

.
£

ud,o #.Vl e
z}gil;‘Rrv}

.F\ =
_0.

U

FoEY

o un

. 4 . f . k
< , L q 1
¥ . ! . ¥e a
3,0 .
4 ¢ -
- . h
£ ‘ o . ._~
,
5 ' P - . . ]
} . e Teabii g L \J, o
o .
\“ LR + ey v w N
M Tk e .frt Domaed B ,
7 2 s .
- .. * %AA
. P ok
‘ wt -
e A N >
SR o
. .. f(c»r-
’ ~
% oy,
: }
e - 1 * * M
\ - . .
13 N [P .
- . : . f
s s
.\ .o~ ! + * -
. i
Fu. . . .
H
i .
¥ -3 ot <
H y . . . D
4 1 ’ £y
Y T N . e L't .
! N : ot R
PRI . R
. ' # [3 M , ,
e v L0 .
N .
oo~ L. ,..:-/w,,s. " ! '
. LS K
N [ ¥ R « o, e
' [ O I >
. . . “ > »
: M * . . [
. “ o
o, - i ' . -
. .4 t - N ’
e e P " | SV, L
PR na ' ' ) ¥ R D D
ey ‘Q, o' T vt . Lo ¥
N oag? N RN FadEE N Poe . o, e “, . o8 z,.
X P LA IO ', ~ % 4 u sw 7, P * . .ot PO by RIS
ot e T .x-;:«m;. o i e-::.. PR PR T D A N ST TP S wu}:? T N s I T T T ST LA L e AN RN PN A




. Q scuences‘carries mth {t spme hwghly spec1f1c conventwna] baqgage. For exampIe.k

- though there are others. is that it be the property of the comnumty of kmentxsts\.

\_,, to: "pomt of V1ew for.a'lthough its function is: the same, 1ts conventional %

s

':Ntthout questxon. there zare some p 1 3 t d1fferencés between the two

[N

grogsses wlnch Ibeheve characterwze he ,gssentm] dxfferences bej:ueen thet

’z e -

products of art and scxence._. Mcst obkus are "theory“ vs. “,p“"t of v1ew," an‘ 3

P

~~~~~~~~~

“hypothe51s" vs.; "art1st1c concept " “Theory" and “’theory bux\ldlnq m the ‘

3 " : AN R

[ ——

the notions whlch constitute and hnut a theory areifarefuﬂy d\:fmed as- “concepts .""", :

It 1s imperatwe that: t'he component concepts of a theory be. incluswe]y* art1cu1atedv '

A' "i g1c _‘)y re'lated proposi«twns descrlbxng .the operatwn of the theory :Bopnert
,-, 3 ‘ & -./
n 1' tS‘ ang mdst other phﬂosophers of science concur, that -an: 'es.sent1al Lo

' character'lstlc of aegood sctentiﬁc ,theory ’;s' its: "fa1‘sif1abﬂ1ty" :rather than

3

PRI

\
'~its demonstrab e tr thfulness-«thus requirmg that ‘the wgmal form of as theory

--~-‘,‘~

be 1ef‘t‘ooen t efutatwn by further experlence, rather than c]osed and suggesti*’ng

*»
-

. abso‘l ute truth., A fma] and tangent1a1 characterzstic’%? spientiﬁc theory s

'.1—:.. N ..

\,é

The 'power of a s‘ t fic\\heory 18 measured by the depth of f1e]d 1t affords v L

s . O -

. as a potentta].v exp'iai"‘ner >of a.. : tion } and{ its USefulness to a

. ‘o gemn - - . ,h-—. .
< P e e - - . s

“s s L ¥ ~ . Al

- disparite draun;

. - LY - e
> - . B

/5 _ In the artist S model of inqu*ry, I have changed the labeI frorn "theory“

.
A w7

- -

character is substantiafly d1fferent For examplg _whereas occaswnal

sc1ent1'st‘§ are respOnsib]e for major sc1entif1c revo'hntions by ignor1 ng conlnon'ly
-~, ‘,‘}_:-m*

accepted theoretical frameworks and drawing their hypotheses from: exe:lust‘vex or

o o
v P 4 R AN .

unconditional“theories. it 1s the norm for artists to exoeriment i the contextd ‘:l.:

.,J P,

of h1gh1y i‘h’dwiduaﬁstic no :h of what art ought to be. An art'cst is-rare‘ly

‘.
»

[ -~
—g

context of conmon1y he1d viswns of art. Umqueness. privacy,, and 1conoc1asm

- - .

of an artist s pomt of view--assummg techﬁical facthy--are .the: eonventiona‘l

virtues of art'astic "theory’ o Rephcatton is a perfect'ly vaHd and ind1spensab1e

At

s .
. ,
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ction-of scientific inquiry. - The. same ‘in.agt. is. forgery at worst, mérchandising: -

.t

D ety s g . e N B
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By o . b . 1 S e, . 3 . «
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trn,

There is no d1sc1p'llned conce r’n for the constitutive and 11m1t1ng, nature ' ‘

’ DO SIS \ L -
of the component concepts of an. artist s theory, 1arge1y because there 1s no.
;’- ey *- X . S I f""
,&cC ty ‘criterlon of arttstm theory‘.

companynng necessn ,y’;for 'the fal 1#5” ﬁ"i

fo *.

w ‘of value. not guestwns of fact, and a]tkugh the artwst or the consumer of"?"”g '
"t tnay ‘tlre of" apart1 cular nswer(a particu'lar artifac.t) 0r regard it as a0

r..-f'

;nappropnate, the'?e is no justifxcation fo'r regardinq 1t ,as’ “right" or "wrongg“

( 3 - ¢
ys Picasso,‘\i‘\lf’ there were ohly one truth, you couldn t paint a hundred canvasses
6 sane e L . ot
_a theme AT e

on ine:s
, I have asserted that "artistic conceptions," as. with "hypotheses,“ are

(

e1y from theory. Again, Iu've :used- diff'erent 1abe'ls to avo1d the

hat) artistic conceptua]izatmn 1s as ru]e-qoverned an activi ty as

i i«~ 7‘"’*&""-.

s”hypothesuing It is not The artxst ‘knows no such formal strictures as

those: for examp1e, whmh inform the scientist'srdecision to use a nuil ver us

. L5 Nfﬂ'

‘a; dlrectwna1 hypot’hesis,x nor any such discwphne as that which enforces the f » e

sc1entist s,precision in operat1ona1 deﬁnition of hypothetica] tetms for purposes

of the e)gperwm ‘,t._ The princip'le, neverthe'less, of the artist s e)étension of

e scu{st s fextension, of theory to hypothesi s.

Let me begm an iﬂustratron. In a 1958 issue of the Anerican Soectator.

Jr O-"

Eugen{"‘O"N‘eﬂ} nposed for himself this’ prob]em.. ;'-...how--with the qreatest '

possible c]arity“ and economy -of means--can l—he modern dramatis _/ enpress those

-, N R

. profound hidden conflicts of the mfnd wh1ch the orobings (of psycho]oqy contfnue

2.
7
T

§ Ve

to d1sc‘iose to us?"18 His persona‘l point of 'v1ew as ~a p'laywmi\oht ’his- "thepry"

f you wiH from which he approache’d this and other problems 1n a un‘ique ’
'evolving way through a major portion of‘ his nTaywriqh*ing er had rough-hewn

e LS e ti« e v e
T ¢ - .. . .




Ftrst.

. g
”1me psythologfcal‘component of h]S p01nt o. vnew; 0 Neiil writes, "For what,\, S
at bottom, 1s the new psycholog E 1 1nsight into human cause and effecthut . ‘; .
‘ijgj, study 1n masks. an exercise int unmasking?" ?...One s outer 11fe oasses i a’ ;TM'

solvtude haunted by the masks of others, one‘s 1nner life oasses in a solatude

i 1] -
haunped\by the masks of»oneseif “19, The theatrical component-of his point of >

\ ...... A

.?1‘ywright theﬁmask ts dramatic in itself has w1wavs b@én dramatic in itself, .

is a'p”°V¢“,W€aPOn Oftattack At its best it 5. more, subtly, 1maginative1y, T fﬂ%

.‘,’. N \
T sugqestive]y dramatic than any actor s face}can ever be. fﬂ’”continues' “L

7

scka“'.;..that masks wou]d give /"he actors/ the opportunity for a totale new :

N
kiﬂd Of ac lnq, that they wouid/1earn many undeveloped possib es%?f their '\ - o

,éiif,més:f did not extinguishdthe Greekeactor. nor- have they kept' the aCt1ng L
o ii'e EéSt fr oin being an a*‘t-'i;ﬁm Furt&.}f sunportcﬂ?" his "theqry,"~his poirft A

B N
> P P Rt

6f‘v16w. "with masked mob a. new type of pTay may be’ Written.in which the mob = »!;‘ o

gfﬁ: asthng. Hero. Villian, or Fool wiii be- the main character s The Great "

. N
: I
~~’t‘° s 0 2 N <. A Ce s ¥

Democratic Play'"21 C e £ ~:\ '.Y - VIR _ejlé

- PR

- T
N o« :-: .

what deductiohs did he draw from this framework of "theorx.“ from this o

s -

point of viewza what artistic concepts what ”hyootheses.“ did»he begin to

articu]ate, and 1n answer to what gnestions? Here are some.examples.. How: »7;'

to- dramatically stress the eIement of the fantastic. to intensify the operatidﬁ

ff‘ of the supernatura174 The u$e :of masks in an experiment to be defined as The \\“\Q};if

x 74 L «

_;mpe or Jones.‘*How to emphasize the them of human\role-p1ayinq in soc1a] s1tuations?

“ -

Tﬁé*use of masks in an. experiment to -be. defined“as The»Hairy‘Ape.‘ How to demonstrate
the advehturefof thexfrge_w111iin the face of thg governing fates? The use of '

masks inﬂan experiment to be defined as A11 God‘s Chi11un Got Nings. How to *

.

‘ dramaticaily express the confrontattgn of the west by the East? The use: of masks-~
T 5‘0‘»‘,“7_ adl - % s "_’ ":'; . . - RN ‘J - . .- ) : . " : - o - . .,

: L .
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tllhthe on\vnway for Nestern actors to convey the Eastern character convqncingiy, | :

e

W ‘iigriexolains 0 Neill--in an, experiment to. be defined as Marco. Mi]lions. “Knd 'so- o )

* a

‘},7and so on. Throuoh a maJor oart of hlS career the' ask" framewprk qoverned

_s IS "\,,,

af~both the questions O Nei]i asked and the artistic concepts. the "hvpotheses"

.n--

}or’disconfirmation of hvootheges. thouqh the primary oroducq of sc1entific E ”

‘experimentation 1s the imnlicatdon df hyoothe51s testinq for the exnlanatorv

-
\ -

;Dower of theory, while the orimary oroduct of art s c expErimentation remains» ":‘

. .- e
R4

'ré*the artifact - .' ' ':;5'« ‘ ;ét o g -<,~‘: . b'fv‘ s fl SR

The qeneral directio in the evolution of science.is from theories of O
;a modest 1eVei'of universaitty exp}aininq or predictinq theuoperation of verv

. o5
I L

.smallfeven theories of more.substantia1 universality‘exniainlnq the lnter«

<

actions of.many events. The chnracter of the movement in this qenera1 dir\btion ..

may be described as* follgws. theories of a.modest leve1 of‘universality are'“,{

: proposed then deduc%fvely testeﬂ by the experimenta1 examination of hvootheses Y.‘” . fé

thegtheories impuy. .Confirmationxor disconfirmation of these hvnotheses :gd S ’“té
w 6.« ¢ * . - l—;
to orudetract from the exnlanatory oower of the theory source. alJowing f :

"e was T

the Dronosai ‘of thg\rieS’havinq hiqher leveis of universaiitx and 'S0 - on.

‘.
R

rner"netnaus - of scientific investigatipn, ianopper 3 words, z..Are.

n“ a

e

"

R

invariab1y based on deductive inferences from hihhgr'to the lower 1eve1

t~-"
. LD
ATt

.
\i.
.

I 2™ ‘¢

on the other hand the levels of universa'lityaare~

v

e]ucidation of the theory from which the hypothesis was drawn' and 1ts u]timate

“,

el Ma

, ft rationa1e is the debunking “of that theory 1n favor of a more nowerfui more A

[T - '.\

,‘ ¢ N . . > te-
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In the same'manper, T suqqest, the: experimentation of‘the artist reflects

e oy,

- upon the ooint of v1ew. the "theorv,ﬁ the.vision of reality, that the artist

holds, with the ultimate goal of rebeated expehﬁmentation beinq the\expanSion
r’l,_ R /
) ;that Vision oﬁ:rgality to a more cdmorehensxve more universal one. Return

to Eﬁqene 0 Neill The lonq mrddle period of hlS playwriqh:ing career characterized
) » R A, I
jby his[“maskinq" theory of human behav1or was oreceed; ;vpiﬂ '”oup of plgys

Y e B =

1n the American naturalistic traditifiz

" by individual heroic struqh‘e against the sea-like surqing -of fate--his "sea"

‘ Pa
{3 the Zone,“ “Bound East for Cardiff

[ (A
I

4

plays ("The Moon of the ca ibbees,"

“The Long Voyaqe Home,“ and "Anna Christie") Each successive exoeriment in that

\early series of plays attempt the increasingly difficult task.of incorporating 551 o

into the na;uralism form a sense of the miraculous the fateful--attemotinq as -

.
* Fe
.. - ., T e e

- critic Erﬂest Grinin says,. ,..to parallel the: natural loqic with a transcendent
‘jsupevndturai logir "23 ‘For- O'Neill the e;perimental attempts to explain
human behav1of'5y the interplay of these two forces ef choice and testing

q’u . T, ..l‘,.\

beqan to give way heé& the middle of his dareer to more universal explanations

of hqmah,behaVior and A period of experimontation in support of 2 different

s »t

vision of reality, influenced by German expre551on and springing from_th%*same‘

psychological roots as; the'European plays of Nedekind ana”Strindberg $e e théw

"-‘L

"mask" period Nithout question, 0 Neill 'S shift.from»a naturalist/fatalist L
theory of human behavior to a social/psycholoqica] one was conscious ;one- made
with thevartist s sense that he had played out the implications of his earlier

. & - oy L
naturalist/fatalist framework in the series of experiments representedfb’_\ §3.{

early olays. andsneeded Fp move to a framework offering a: more sophisticated

level ofduniversality In launcH\ng the series of’"mask" play experiments, he-

used the term “expressionistic";in reference to his new framework With- a sense

»»»»»»

of assurance about what he wanted In the staqe directions at the beqinning of

.J\' L. . - . ot _,\ o
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framework " F‘r simiiar reasons of exhausted experimenta1 impiications//he
~ moved iaten-in s, eareer to a ViSion ogdnmmn behavior predominantiv Freudian;
.

;1 with sueh experiments as “Strange Interiude“' then,-to: a psydho1 gy, of Puritanisn,

‘*i With such experiments as “besire Under the Eims“ and “Mdrning Becomes- ETectric"; T

to the much more prdbinqu‘personal psychuioqy,of “A Touch of the Poet,“ “More

&

State]y Mansions.?“andi“Long Days Journey nto<Night oo '{ . ,' 0

R Let me restate the first*ohrase of my fourth assertion' the res ults of .‘E?. L

the artistfs experimentation refiect in kind upon the artist's theory'as does

s LS

the scientist s confirmation or disconfirmation of hypotheses et o L have

°

B .
<.z K AR N

The‘seconduphrase of that fourth assertion, however. underiynes an essentiaJ

N .
difference*between’{he prodesses of artistfc and scientific inquiry' . o the
’ -.'JP' ' -

primary product of scientific experimentation is the impiication of hypothesis

'-7‘ artistic experimentation remains“the artifact Ric aro Purtiii, in his articie

3o pe

“The Purprse of". Science.“;nakes this statement. “Very many scientist's aim at

expianation and prediction in their own work very many of those who .do not,

‘ [}
3, «

there is a very ciose correiation between acceotance of a discipiine as a T

-

science and acceptance of° expianation and prediction as its aims.“26 Herein fg

iay one of tke fpndamenta] differences betweéh artistic inquiry and scientific p
inquiry. Except. perhaps, 4n the artist s own.mind !the primary vaiue of an

no meansiﬁe natura]istic.“24 referring to his abandoned framework and in a 3‘ . -,2‘

letter to ?eorgb Jean Nathan he wrote that the sets "must be in ‘the Express iori ticx

suggested that suchlwas the case with Euqene 0! Neddl, .- "" o

testing for the explanatory»power of thedry whdIe the orimary product of ,ﬂi f.i :

see their work as contributing to eventual explanation and prediction. and LR

2 d e e
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:y'$: sculpture--is 1ntr1nsic. itS'vaiue 1ay with f e1f first and‘foremost and

.'

, / o, . . :’17
K on}y then in 1ts contribution to the expiana ory and predi'tive power of an oL e

7 ar, ’ P E I ‘ "~§

artist s ponnt of View o "theoretic framework o f’ S / R

v - L Y-

", My fifth assertion is. 1arge1y selﬁ~eVp1anatory and is a*coroliary of the , ‘

fourth.nathe primary focusfof evaiuation of,the artist s work is upon the\ o ;¢

experimental groduc 1tse1f with iimited concern for 1t§ thesretic 'mp}ications'

b

whi}e ¢he focus of evaiuation of ;he scientist s work -is upon‘t“e gnpcess 6f ‘.' ": L

/o

experimentation W1th subst ntaal concern For its theoretic impiicatnons.- Now,r S

pe

: without question there are imp1 cations for “evaluative criticxsm of works of LAt ow

5 B e B
¥ N - -

art for artistic theory and;'converse1y, for the evaluative Cr1t1618m>0f . ) E

. B
f \", .. . Iy

. {r'_ science f&t the procedures/of the experiment the accuracy of conceotua1

. /A '
. and&gperational definition, and the appropriatehess of deductibns of hypotheses

e, - N Hr———

“ &
s frun theory T amatalking here, however about the Erimary focus of; criticism' [

>

1n art, a response to the critica1 va1ues of the experimenta1 product itself SRR

&
oV, e L

in science. a response to t&e contribution of - the experiment to theory

1721 The ﬁinal assertion. The nature;of "progress“ in art differs from the . . ,i«;g

. .
» . . ;

nature of progress" in science as a function of°the differentiai focus of critic

v -

5. evaluati ’ in art, upon the artifact asta, unit of achievement, in science, :

f;ﬁ;.' upon the soiution of a problem and c1arification of eory as the unit of g et

i;l’,ﬂ, achievement Viksg-‘ -i= E' f_ta;}_':':_ . ‘é R :.t e PR P,
5:51 } ] The hottest item of ¢ debate in both the phi]osophy of science .and. the ;:*Q:f;; ‘ié%?
ft_{; philosophy of art iS'the nature of scientific and artistic progress. And it is - ‘i?
.. . debate I do not idténd to enter inwthis paper. It is enough to point out ;1:,;‘ T{E
“J ,. that for 20 years since the pubiicationggf Thomas Kuhn S The Structure of. . o }‘ ;;§
‘ ) Scientific Révoiutions, opinions of how the theoret,c frameworks--or “paradigms”Z""¢;;§§
; ) .as huhh calis them--are rejected in favor of new frameworks have ranged from: ‘ “ﬁi‘é
J extremeiy positivist.achunts to ‘extremely relativist accounts the former“ 2 ;;_: ::g

characterized by Popper s takonomy -of the orderiy shift to theories of higher*'

.. ’
b } . “ . [ . ‘
. . . S .. . . . *
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S and hiqher leveis of umversahty. qoverned by the. results of ﬁy“jh s te stiﬁg;f’ . (

7 ', the- iatter, Feyerabend s characterizatien of: theory shifts as dependent upon- the ’ _ /
:reasonab‘leness of alternative theories as measured by such reiative factqrs as .
F \acteptance by the conmumty of scientists. Phi'losophers of*'ast) have their : o * l
) 6ara1'|e1 debates as to t ha’t ’re of artistic prog[ess thouqh their arquments 3
V are~ not ds. formalized nior lt,he‘ir, ‘ rents as arQent as in the’ sc ences. - ." R
*“*.: _' m”‘“ The pomt I wish toe mai:e is val,id ,,5 be‘lieve, regard‘less of tpg\n&)s by : '
“" «hich epistemo'logists exp‘lain the' progress of art or science’ =Posittvist vs S :
'Arelativist accounts aside, the progress of art over the cgnturies -or mthm “
';.«'f ’ the: context of a g.i ven time and socsiety,‘ is overwhe‘lminqiy diffuse when c_ompa‘i'ed ’
‘to the ‘progress. of science. Wh%ther the character ‘of - proqress in sciehce is ' o g
\,, cumu]ativ(e as. Popper adrgues, or paradigmatic. as J(uhn and Feyerabend argue, the ') g ,:f
b y ?5=',causa'|tity ,of its progress from ‘th Jory to theory is exp‘licab]e, is rationail, o }
;.:': . \_ .may be accounted for. J‘his, as.a resu'lt of: t/h'e\ focus of criticism upon. the \ 3 ,)'-?f-
/ " imp]icatiron of Tiypothesis ﬁting for. theory Q'ameworks--thoory frameworks .shared n b
.by.,necessity by a«conmumt/ of scientists.. In opposition. the character of . b i »
0 ,'proqress in art is non-cumu‘lative,oits evo'lution s : not SO clear‘ly, causa'l * :;\‘ ) \' .,
’ : k 'i‘Except within the mind ar?& work of a sing‘le artist, perhaps or a smal'l group . ‘. ’
, ~ of artists, there is no- inevitabi‘lity about "theory A" having 'le{d to “th:;:, 0 L =
i@e{, B, . "theory B to "C," and S0 on. why? We’ primary focus of bub'lic criticism ‘7':
is pot upon the‘ imp‘licatibn of the products of experimentation for the theory, S
bu sup0n~ thwexperimental product itse]f . e ‘ as it shou‘ld be. The unit of . )
2 achievement receivi ng- critic\ attention in science” i? the enhancement of theory.
« S0 The unit of achievement in art is{ thenexperimenta'l produot: ﬂfé work of art. ié h ,7~vf3;|
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