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Abstract
Making an adequate aesthetic judgment about an object or an aesthetic property requires
first-hand experience of that object or property. Many have suggested that this principle is
a valid epistemic norm in the epistemology of the aesthetic. However, some recent philo-
sophers have argued that certain works of conceptual art and other counterexamples dis-
prove the principle in question, even suitably modified. In this paper, I argue that these
philosophers are mistaken and that, when properly qualified, the acquaintance principle
(in some of its versions) is not threatened by their examples and arguments.

Keywords: Aesthetic judgments; the acquaintance principle; conceptual art; aesthetic knowledge; aesthetic
concepts

1. Introduction

Recent versions of the acquaintance principle (also sometimes called ‘The Principle of
Acquaintance’, here shortened as ‘AP’) place a necessary condition on aesthetic judg-
ments: experiencing an object or a property is a requirement for making appropriate
aesthetic judgments about it.1 This principle has been variously interpreted as articulat-
ing an epistemic, a non-epistemic, or even a peculiarly aesthetic requirement or norm –
that is, as stating (i) an essential requirement for making epistemically adequate aes-
thetic judgments, (ii) a non-epistemic norm (e.g., a norm of use or even a moral
norm) for making aesthetic judgments, or (iii) a norm that characterises aesthetic judg-
ments as such.2 Besides, the AP has been interpreted not only as stating different types

© The Author(s), 2023. Published by Cambridge University Press. This is an Open Access article, distributed under the
terms of the Creative Commons Attribution licence (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unre-
stricted re-use, distribution and reproduction, provided the original article is properly cited.

1See Budd (2003), R. Hopkins (2000) and (2011), Livingston (2003), and Wollheim (1980: 233). Judging
X aesthetically is here understood as the process of forming an aesthetic belief about X – for instance, beliefs
about an object possessing an aesthetic property. Also, I will assume that beliefs are partly identified by
their functional roles (as specified by folk psychology or cognitive science). On a functionalist view of
beliefs, these mental states are at least connected to action, to other internal states and to our capacities
to explain or rationalise our behaviour. See Whiting (2015) on aesthetic belief, motivation, and rationality.

2See Hopkins (2011) for a discussion of the difference between (i) and (ii), Robson (2015), Ransom
(2019), and Bräuer (2023) for characterisations of (ii), and Gorodeisky (2010) and Briesen (2019) for (iii).
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of normative requirements for making aesthetic judgments but also as applying to dif-
ferent types of things classified as aesthetic – for example, as a requirement for having
an aesthetic experience, for having aesthetic knowledge or for appreciating the aesthetic
value of an object (Sauchelli 2016: 5). In what follows, I will focus on versions of the AP
intended as epistemic norms regulating aesthetic judgments, but will also refer to aes-
thetic knowledge and understanding.3

In the contemporary debate, the AP has seldom, if ever, been defended in an
unqualified form. Even Richard Wollheim’s original formulation (which concerned
judgments of aesthetic value) admits of exceptions (1980: 233). Subsequent theorists
– notably, Paisley Livingston – have worked out such exceptions in additional detail.
In particular, Livingston has pointed out that experiencing some (proper) aesthetic sur-
rogates of the object we intend to judge aesthetically may suffice for making legitimate
aesthetic judgments about it. For example, experiencing a photograph may suffice for
making legitimate judgments about at least some of the visual aesthetic properties of
the photographed object.

Updated versions of the AP would then include a clause to the effect that experien-
cing aesthetic surrogates of an object O (broadly understood) can make it ‘epistemolog-
ically safe’ to make adequate aesthetic judgments about O – or, more generally, can
contribute to having justified aesthetic beliefs about O.4 However, recent philosophers
have advanced several objections even to these versions of the AP. Some of these objec-
tions are based on alleged counterexamples deriving from conceptual art (e.g., Hanson
2015) and from cases of aesthetic testimony using descriptions (e.g., Robson 2018). For
instance, some have claimed that conceptual art such as Duchamp’s Fountain or certain
‘dematerialised’ works would show that experience is not required to make an aesthetic
judgment in every case.5

In this paper, I distinguish two versions of the AP and clarify some other theoretical
preliminaries required to understand the contemporary debate on the AP (Section 2). I
then argue that the above recent criticisms fail (Sections 3 and 4). More specifically, in
Section 3, I attempt to show that Louise Hanson’s recent criticism of the AP based on
examples coming from conceptual art fails in showing that the AP is false. In Section 4,
I discuss Jon Robson’s criticisms based on forms of aesthetic testimony. My conclusion

3See Kauppinen (2018) on the distinction between epistemic and non-epistemic norms, which I will
adopt here. According to him, an epistemic norm is a norm the violation of which by S legitimises holding
S as accountable in a specific way. In particular, the violation of an epistemic norm legitimises reducing
epistemic trust in the violator, i.e., giving less credence to the subject’s testimony. See Hills (2022) for ‘aes-
thetic understanding.’ In what follows, I will assume that grasping at least some central features of a concept
is a requirement for deploying such a concept in epistemically adequate beliefs and in judgments crucially
involving it. See Wikforss (2017) and Deigan (2023: 7–8) for discussions of this assumption. I also assume
that an epistemically adequate aesthetic belief is tantamount to a justified aesthetic belief. Regarding the
criteria necessary for a justified aesthetic belief, apart from the AP, I shall remain neutral.

4See Pritchard (2007) on epistemic safety. Epistemically safe aesthetic beliefs may amount to aesthetic
knowledge.

5For the idea that some works of conceptual art are ‘dematerialised’ or that their perceptible properties
are irrelevant for their artistic value, see Alberro and Stimson (1999, especially the essays by Lucy Lippard,
John Chandler, Sol LeWitt, and Joseph Kosuth), Goldie and Schellekens (2010), D. Hopkins (2000),
Konigsberg (2012), Schellekens (2017, especially 1.1), and Wood (2002). I will understand ‘conceptual
art’ in the broad sense specified by Goldie & Schellekens. On such a sense, works as different as Marcel
Duchamp’s Fountain, John Cage’s 4′33′′, Piero Manzoni’s Bodies of Air, Joseph Kosuth’s One and Three
Chairs, and Ana Mendieta’s Facial Hair Transplant are all samples of conceptual art.
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will be that at least one version of the AP is not proven false even by his challenging
arguments.

2. Theoretical preliminaries and two versions of the AP

Little has been said by contemporary aestheticians debating the AP to clarify what they
mean by ‘acquaintance’ or ‘first-hand experience’.6 The term ‘acquaintance’, popu-
larised by Bertrand Russell, has been at the centre of new interest in contemporary epis-
temology and philosophy of mind. As Thomas Raleigh has pointed out, ‘acquaintance’
has been used to refer to an epistemologically special state or relation or a peculiar fea-
ture of the way we are related to certain aspects of our minds (Raleigh 2019). Unlike
Russell, contemporary aestheticians do not seem to understand acquaintance as a spe-
cial epistemological relation we can have only with sense data, mental states, and per-
haps universals. Nor are defenders of the AP willing to be committed to the idea that, in
general, knowledge by acquaintance is more fundamental than knowledge by descrip-
tion. Further, most contemporary aestheticians do not understand ‘acquaintance’ as
equivalent to sensory perception, if only because they seem to allow that we can be
acquainted with literary works of art (which some understand as created and repeatable
abstract types) or other abstract structures (e.g., mathematical structures or theorems).7

However, more positive characterisations of what is meant by ‘acquaintance’ are lacking
in the contemporary literature on the AP. In what follows, the AP will be understood as
involving first-hand experience (I will drop ‘first-hand’ in the rest of the paper), where
this experience is not inferential or derived from other people’s testimony, although
beliefs based on testimony (e.g., art-historical beliefs acquired through testimony)
may properly influence the experience itself.8

In addition, I distinguish two versions of the AP:

Object-acquaintance: experiencing an object, O, or its proper aesthetic surrogates,
S1, …, Sn, is required to make proper aesthetic judgments about O.

Property-acquaintance: experiencing an aesthetic property, P, or its proper aesthetic
surrogates, S1, …, Sn, is required to make proper aesthetic judgments involving P.

Although related, these two versions of the AP might come apart on some understand-
ings of the notions involved (e.g., depending on how demanding we regard being
acquainted with an object is). These principles could be made more precise; for
example, by including answers to these questions: How long and detailed should a rele-
vant experience be? Are these conditions meant to apply to all aesthetic judgments, or
do they involve only judgments concerning, say, determinable or determinate aesthetic
properties?9 In what follows, I will assume that the kind of relevant experience at issue is
at least an experience in the correct representational format for the kind of aesthetic

6Some exceptions include Mothersill (1984) and Shelley (2023).
7See Costello (2013), Lamarque (2007), Shelley (2003), and Zangwill (2001) for relevant discussion.
8See Duncan (2021: 3–5) for further refinements of the possible senses in which acquaintance is a direct

form of experience.
9See Sibley (1974) and Livingston (2003: 267–71) for a discussion of the distinction between determinate

and determinable aesthetic properties. I will assume that some aesthetic properties stand in relations of
determinability with respect to each other; for example, gracefulness-in-a-Audrey-Hepburn-way is a deter-
minate of gracefulness as a determinable – the former is one specific way in which gracefulness can be
manifested.
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belief it is supposed to justify – for example, if we are to make aesthetic judgments about
some visual aesthetic properties, the experience at issue must be a visual experience, and
so on. Intuitively, tapping on a painting in a museum while blindfolded may count, in a
broad sense, as being acquainted with the work, but not as having the right kind of
experience for making aesthetic judgments about the painting’s visual aesthetic proper-
ties. From the fact that someone is, in a broad sense, object-acquainted with O, it may
not follow that, for all of O’s aesthetic properties, they are also thereby
property-acquainted with O – and thus be in an adequate epistemic state to make judg-
ments about all of O’s aesthetic properties.

What is, more precisely, an aesthetic surrogate for objects and properties? I will fol-
low Livingston’s definition of an aesthetic surrogate for objects:

some object, O2, is an adequate aesthetic surrogate of another item, O1, just in case
O2 directly presents enough aesthetic features qualitatively identical to the relevant
features of O1; or, where O2 is a representation or depiction of O1, enough of the
relevant features of O1 are observable in O2 (Livingston 2003: 264).

In the case of properties, an aesthetic property P is an adequate aesthetic surrogate of
another property Q just in case P and Q share a sufficient number of qualitative fea-
tures. For example, where P is ‘being structurally balanced in the Titian’s Diana and
Actaeon way’, and Q is ‘being structurally balanced in the Titian’s Diana and Callisto
way’ P can be an adequate aesthetic surrogate of Q: the way in which Titian achieves
balance in the representations of the mythical figures in the painting (e.g., through a
horizontal disposition of twisting and twirling bodies showing dramatic tension caused
by an event on the left side of the canvas) in Diana and Actaeon may give us a reason-
ably good sense of the way in which Titian achieves balance in Diana and Callisto.

Following James Shelley, we may even regard the relation of acquaintance as gradual:
on this view, experiences can be more or less acquainting with properties or objects
(Shelley 2023: 4). For example, we may argue that experiencing Diana and Actaeon
can acquaint us to a reasonable degree with the way in which Titian achieves balance
in Diana and Callisto, although an experience of the former may not always be suffi-
ciently acquainting for more specific judgments or beliefs concerning the latter. In gen-
eral, even if a brief encounter with an O under poor visibility conditions may count as
an experience of O (albeit a not very ‘acquainting’ one), it can hardly count as the kind
of experience that can justify proper judgments about O’s visual aesthetic properties.
Similar considerations apply to other sense modalities and related experiences.10

These two versions of the AP are meant to capture necessary, not sufficient, epi-
stemic conditions for making legitimate aesthetic judgments. For the purposes of this
paper, it is not necessary to specify what provides sufficient justification for an aesthetic
judgment. In addition, both versions of the AP are understood primarily as regimenting
aesthetic beliefs and judgments about objects or properties. I shall remain neutral
regarding the plausibility of analogous higher-order versions of the AP (e.g., versions
of the AP that regiment the normative significance of one’s evidence).11

10There could be some worries related to whether in an encounter with an object, we experience aesthetic
or only determinate non-aesthetic properties. In what follows, I will assume that we can experience both.
See Logue (2018) and Stokes (2018) for discussion.

11See Whiting (2023) on higher-order evidence in aesthetics.
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As discussed in more detail in Section 4, distinguishing these two versions is helpful
also to bring out one peculiarity of aesthetic concepts and beliefs. In addition, one of the
conclusions of this paper, is that Robson’s arguments may threaten at most
object-acquaintance (depending on how we understand the notion of being acquainted
with an object), but not property-acquaintance.

3. Hanson’s criticisms

In the next two subsections, I examine Hanson’s criticisms of the AP. Although con-
nected, they are divided into two categories: arguments related to the ontology of con-
ceptual art (Section 3.1), and criticisms focused on the notion of an aesthetic surrogate
(Section 3.2).

3.1. Hanson on the AP and the ontology of conceptual art

The appreciation of some works of conceptual art has been proposed as a counterexam-
ple to the AP (Sauchelli 2016: 8–9). In reply, a distinction between the aesthetic and the
artistic has been deployed to defend the AP against these cases. Hanson considers and
seeks to disarm this defence (Hanson 2015: 248–49).12 More specifically, the defence
runs as follows: the AP is a principle governing the aesthetic, not necessarily the artistic;
it applies to the artistic at most insofar as it applies to the aesthetic. For those artistic
judgments about conceptual works of art that do not depend upon their aesthetic prop-
erties the AP may simply be irrelevant. After all, the principle does not state or presup-
pose that all art must have aesthetically relevant properties. Rather, the AP claims only
that insofar as we want to make a proper aesthetic judgment about any object, we
should at least experience it, its properties, or its aesthetic surrogates. So, the AP is com-
patible with the idea that some works of art may have artistic properties without thereby
having artistically relevant aesthetic properties. It follows that, even if it is true that we
can ascribe certain artistic properties to some works of conceptual art on the basis of a
description or testimony without experiencing them for ourselves, this does not neces-
sarily show that the AP is false.

In reply, Hanson claims that (i) there are people who support an understanding of
‘artistic’ as equivalent to ‘aesthetic’, and (ii) there is an interesting version of the AP
which is taken to regulate ‘art-critical judgments’. In addition, she claims that:

Even if this usage of the term ‘aesthetic’ turns out not to be correct, the fact still
remains that many who subscribe to AP in some form are subscribing to it as a
principle governing the formation of art-critical judgments. Even if it is wrong
to use the word ‘aesthetic’ to articulate such a principle, the fact remains that
the principle is widely held, and so if conceptual art really does present an example
of works whose artistic properties we can judge without being acquainted with
them, this is an interesting finding. (Hanson 2015: 248)

Roughly for these reasons, Hanson focuses on a version of the AP governing ‘how judg-
ments of artistic value and artistic properties may legitimately be formed’ (Hanson
2015: 248). Shortly after this passage, she further clarifies that the claim she intends
to defend is that ‘one can be in a position to form judgments about the artistic value

12Since the distinction between object- and property-acquaintance is not necessary to argue against
Hanson, I will not deploy it in discussing her arguments.
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and artistic properties of works of conceptual art on the basis of a description’ (Hanson
2015: 249).

However, this attempt to set aside disputes about whether the artistic and the aes-
thetic are equivalent or whether they only partly overlap has decisive consequences
for the plausibility of the AP. First, if the artistic and the aesthetic only partly overlap
and are not equivalent (which is the view of most contemporary philosophers of art),
the version of the AP Hanson intends to focus on is not particularly interesting.
Consider this statement: ‘Roman Opalka’s and On Kawara’s treatments of the phenom-
enon of time seem to be closely linked with their own biographies. For the conception
of his series of Infinity Paintings, Opalka used the simple principle of progression. In
1965 he completed the first picture, which bore the title 1965/1 – ∞ (Detail
1–35327), which begins in the top left with the white figure 1 on a black background
[…]’ (Marzona 2005: 20). Or consider the statement: ‘Duchamp’s Fountain is a seminal
work in the history of contemporary art.’ These are examples of descriptions,
art-historical, or art-critical statements in which artistic but not aesthetic properties
are ascribed to some works of conceptual art. Now, supporters of the AP would
agree that we can make proper artistic judgments of the previous kind solely on the
basis of, say, descriptions contained in respectable books of art criticism without
being acquainted with the works themselves. To reiterate, few, if any would dispute
that I may learn that Duchamp’s Fountain or Leonardo’s Mona Lisa are seminal
works in the history of art without being acquainted with the works themselves. A ver-
sion of the AP suggesting otherwise would be so implausible that it would not even be
worth defending.

Fortunately, Hanson’s criticisms can also be applied to a more plausible version of
the principle (i.e., a version that focuses only on the aesthetic). In particular, she sug-
gests that one way of countering the claim that works of conceptual art constitute coun-
terexamples to the AP is to hold that at least the troublesome ones (e.g., works that seem
to be fully ‘dematerialised’, i.e. works that allegedly have no material parts) are identical
with ideas. The reasoning supporting this defence is that if ideas, which is what these
troublesome works would be, take a linguistic form, there can be accurate paraphrases
of these ideas. Such paraphrases may count not only as descriptions of the relevant
ideas but also, plausibly, as their aesthetic surrogates – provided that these surrogates
satisfy certain requirements (such as being of roughly the same length, reflecting the
tone and style of the original, and so on). If a work is an idea, and if a paraphrase of
such an idea counts as both a description of it and an (aesthetic/artistic) surrogate
for it, then, in those cases in which we are acquainted with a proper paraphrase and
that seem to constitute a counterexample to the AP, we do after all seem to be
acquainted with the work or, at least, with a proper surrogate of it. And, crucially,
this satisfies the necessary condition imposed by the AP. As Hanson puts it: ‘[d]escrip-
tions of conceptual works [understood as ideas], then, are not necessarily an alternative
to acquaintance with these works after all, but may rather be a means of achieving it’
(Hanson 2015: 249). In reply to this argument, Hanson claims that (i) there are
good reasons to deny that works of conceptual art are ideas and (ii) descriptions cannot
be proper aesthetic surrogates. In the rest of this subsection, I will focus on the first,
whereas the second criticism will be addressed in Section 3.2.

Now, it is not my purpose to defend a specific view on the ontology of conceptual
art, although I find a pluralistic approach plausible (e.g., Dodd 2016; Irvin 2009; Irvin
and Dodd 2017; Thomasson 2010). On this approach, works of conceptual art need not
all belong to the same ontological category. Instead of arguing that all works of
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conceptual art belong to the same ontological category (e.g., ideas), the pluralist sug-
gests that works of conceptual art belong to different ontological categories. For
example, some works may be compounds of a particular object and an idea, and
other merely ideas. In short, on this approach, ‘conceptual art’ classifies an ontologically
heterogenous set of entities (Dodd 2016). Still, discussing Hanson’s arguments against
the work = idea thesis (WIT) is valuable also because it sheds light on a series of tangled
issues at the intersection between the appreciation of works of conceptual art and the
AP.13 So, although I reject Hanson’s arguments against the WIT, this does not mean
that I also claim that this thesis is true for all works of conceptual art.14

Hanson’s first argument is based on metaphysical considerations: ‘the persistence
conditions of the artworks look to be exactly those of the object. But if the work is
the idea, and the object is just a documentation of it, then the destruction of the object
would leave the work intact’. However, Hanson claims, this is counterintuitive (Hanson
2015: 249). On one understanding of the quoted passage, the argument does not seem
to be valid. In fact, Hanson seems to be claiming that, where ‘object’ means a physical
object or something that can be perceived with the senses, the following holds:

(1.) work = object
(2.) work = idea
(3.) object = documentation

So, (4.) it is possible to have a situation in which we have the work but not the docu-
mentation, and (5.) this conclusion is counterintuitive and/or implausible. However, the
alleged problematic conclusion does not follow from the premises of her argument.
What follows is that it is not possible to have the work without the documentation
since from (1.), (2.), and (3.) it follows (by the transitivity of identity) that the work
= the documentation. On a different understanding of her argument, Hanson would
be claiming that if a work of conceptual art is an idea and the object is merely a docu-
mentation and not the work itself, it is possible to have a situation in which we can have
the work without the object. However, she may be arguing that this is not possible since
the identity conditions of the work coincide with those of the object. Thus, a work is not
an idea. This argument does not seem very persuasive. In fact, a crucial premise (that
the identity conditions of the work coincide with those of the object) can be one direct

13The claim that some works of conceptual art are ideas is explored in Goldie and Schellekens (2010) and
Schellekens (2007). A criticism and a proposed alternative to the WIT are offered in Cray (2014). Other
relevant works include Davies (2003), Dodd (2016), Evnine (2013), and Irvin and Dodd (2017). See also
Cray and Schroeder (2015) for a more general discussion of the ontology of ideas.

14In the rest of the paper, I will focus on three of the four reasons Hanson offers to deny the WIT. The
second argument offered in her paper, which I won’t discuss in the main text, suggests that if works are
ideas and ideas can exist undocumented, there are potentially more works of conceptual art in the
world than we might think (Hanson 2015: 249). The objection seems to assume a Platonist conception
of ‘ideas’, perhaps as potentially uninstantiated abstract objects. However, even granting this assumption,
it is not clear what the problem would be. More specifically, from the fact that some ideas are abstract
objects, it doesn’t follow that to each idea corresponds a work of conceptual art – presumably, only author-
indicated abstract ideas would count as works of conceptual art (see Dilworth 2005; Lamarque 2002;
Levinson 1980, 2012). In particular, we may argue that only those ideas considered in the context of a spe-
cific artistic practice by certain artists would count as works of art. Alternatively, we could dismiss the
objection by simply claiming that we do not need to think of ideas as uncreated abstract objects: perhaps
an idea is created at the moment in which it is thought by some agent.
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way of denying the main tenet of the WIT – on the assumption that the WIT is incom-
patible with the claim that an idea is an object. Leaving aside this last point, also the
conditional (‘if a work is an idea and the object is only a documentation and not the
work itself, it is possible to have a situation in which we can have the work without
the object’) may turn out to be false in its present form. For example, the WIT sup-
porter can adopt ontology of ideas according to which ideas, although ontologically
dependent on documentations or other forms of material embodiment (e.g., speech
acts or neuronal activities) for their existence, are not identical with them.15 On this
view, similar to an Aristotelian universal, an idea would require for its existence at
least an instantiation. So, on this alternative view, it would not be metaphysically pos-
sible to have an idea without its proper material realisation(s) or manifestation. If this is
correct, Hanson’s argument seems to be at best underspecified with respect to the
motivation for accepting ontology of ideas as entities that can exist independently of
their instances. To the extent that the supporter of the WIT finds problematic the
claim that a work can continue to exist without a corresponding object or documenta-
tion, they may adopt a different and more amenable ontology of ideas to account for
this intuition.

The second objection against the WIT we will consider is: ‘if the object is just a docu-
mentation and is not the work, we have no resources to explain why it has any different
status than photographic reproductions of it’ (Hanson 2015: 249). If the object is not
the work, it may turn out that our practices of buying, selling, and going to (demater-
ialised) conceptual art exhibitions are irrational or in need of an explanation. This argu-
ment is enthymematic, but presumably what is meant here is that if (1) the work is an
idea and the object is only (at most) its documentation and (2) the documentation of
the work is not an idea, then (3) the object is not the idea and therefore not the work.
Why, then, would it be rational to engage in the current practices that seem to be
focused on objects? According to Hanson, the best (or only) explanation of why we
rationally care is that the object is the documentation and, crucially, the work. This
argument does not seem persuasive either.

First, the vehicular media of many conceptual works of art have been destroyed and
artists, for example, simply replaced them or even made multiple instances of some of
their works. In the case of Duchamp’s Bottle Rack, this would not have been possible if
we metaphysically identify Bottle Rack (the work) with the first object that ‘embodied’
this work, namely, the specific bottle rack that Duchamp allegedly bought at a depart-
ment store in Paris. Similarly, the original urinal used for Fountain has been lost or
destroyed. I find it intuitive to claim that, on the supposition that no new significative
creative artistic acts were required to instantiate again the relevant work-idea, Duchamp
did not create an entirely new work of conceptual art each time he replaced the lost or
destroyed objects with similar material objects (as he would have had the work been
identical with the object).16 A plausible account of this case is that Duchamp made
or commissioned different versions of the same work or that he instantiated different
tokens of the same (created or ontologically dependent) abstract kind by indicating

15See Correia (2008) and Koslicki (2013) on ‘ontological dependence.’
16Cray (2014) disagrees on this point, but even if we assume his ontology of ideas, Hanson’s argument

would not turn out to be sound: Hanson’s presupposition that a work of conceptual art is its documenta-
tion unless otherwise specified is incompatible with the idea that works of conceptual art are artifacts
imbued with ideas. See Sircello (1972: 16–46) for the notion of an artistic act.
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(e.g., through the act of signing) different vehicular media (i.e., numerically different
urinals).17

Alternatively, a defender of the AP may slightly modify the WIT and claim that
works such as Bottle Rack or Fountain should be understood as compounds of indexed
ideas-cum-object-types. On this view, it is not the original object (the particular object
that was indicated by the artist) that is necessary for the identity and persistence of a
work of this kind, but rather its originating idea and the type of object(s) indicated
by the artist. After all, not any object-type would successfully refer to a fountain in
the same ironic way that distinguishes Fountain. A defender of the AP would then
claim that a proper aesthetic judgement about this kind of work should involve an
experience of a proper instance of the relevant object-type. Of course, this modified ver-
sion of the WIT would also easily explain why caring about the work may make it
rational for us to care about the object as well: the object-type is part of the work
and the object is one of its instances. So, attending to the object is one way of attending
to the work.

The main point of the third argument we will consider here is that if the artist had
chosen to document the same idea in a different way, this would have affected the art-
istic value of the work, and the WIT would seem to preclude us from appreciating the
import of such differences. Hanson seems to suggest that the WIT would misrepresent
or not allow the appreciation of the ‘more intimate link between the artistic value of the
work and the nature of the object’ (Hanson 2015: 250). I agree with the rationale behind
this argument; still, the WIT seems compatible with its main motivating intuition. For
example, the supporter of the WIT may claim that ideas, understood as ‘concepts’ or
‘conceptions’, essentially have a ‘mode of presentation’, or a way of appearing (whether
intellectually or sensorily).18 They could then argue that it is an idea as presented in a
certain way – under a certain mode of presentation – that is identical with the work.
The documentation of a work of conceptual art may then be or stand for a way in
which the idea is presented and thus be relevant to the value of the work, provided
that they are in the same representational format. So, to the extent that the documen-
tation is important for appreciating a work, such an importance can be explained by the
supporter of the WIT by claiming that appreciating it is the most appropriate means
through which the relevant mode of presentation of the idea can be apprehended
and appreciated. In conclusion, the supporter of the WIT can successfully reply also
to this criticism. If the supporter of the AP can adopt ontology of conceptual art com-
patible with the claim that some paraphrases can be proper aesthetic surrogates, they
can claim that experiencing appropriate definitions or paraphrases of works of

17See Walters (2013) for the idea that repeatable works of art are created types. See Dilworth (2005),
Lamarque (2002), and Levinson (1980, 2012) for discussions of the claim that authors ‘indicate’ or
‘index’ abstract types. The interpretation of Fountain is more complex than I can detail here. See
Camfield (1987) for an account of the history of this piece. In the current literature on Duchamp’s
work, there is no univocal way of referring to the different ‘authorised’ urinals that have been associated
with Fountain: some art critics, magazines, art museums, etc. call them ‘replicas’, whereas others ‘versions’.
The latter word, in contrast with the former, seems to suggest that Fountain can be multiply instantiated
and thus that each authorised version is one embodiment of Fountain.

18That concepts or ideas have modes of presentations or even that concepts A and B are different and
play different cognitive roles in virtue of embodying different modes of presentation are principles of at
least one popular theory of the nature of concepts (Peacocke 1992). As such, referring to modes of pres-
entation can be independently motivated and thus not an ad hoc move against Hanson.
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conceptual art – including the ‘dematerialised’ ones – would suffice for satisfying the
AP, since these works are, at least partly, ideas.

3.2. Hanson on aesthetic surrogates

Can descriptions (qua linguistic representations) serve as aesthetic surrogates and, if so,
would this be a problem for the AP? Below I argue that (i) Hanson fails to rule out
descriptions as aesthetic surrogates and (ii) the fact that some aesthetic judgements
about some works of art (e.g., works of conceptual art mostly in a linguistic represen-
tational format) can be justified on the basis of an appropriate description of a work
poses no threat to the AP. The discussion of these arguments will start from the import-
ant concept of an aesthetic surrogate for objects.

Hanson’s account of what counts as an adequate surrogate elaborates ideas originally
discussed in Livingston (2003) but contains a misunderstanding of what Livingston
means when he discusses forgeries (Livingston 2003: 263). To illustrate what this mis-
understanding is and how it affects Hanson’s discussion of aesthetic surrogates, I will
briefly outline some of Livingston’s main points in his seminal paper on the topic.
First, Livingston claims that (i) perceptual equivalence is not necessary for being an aes-
thetic surrogate, and (ii) perceptual indiscernibility may not be a sufficient condition for
X to be a proper surrogate for Y because X may be visually indistinguishable from Y and
yet bear no relevant causal/historical connections with Y (as two qualitatively identical
pebbles may be indistinguishable but located on different beaches and produced by
largely independent geological processes). Presumably, what Livingston means here is
that, for any numerically non-identical but indistinguishable X and Y, given that X
and Y could have differed in all their aesthetic properties without affecting each
other in any way, to deploy either one in an aesthetic evaluation of the other
(or make any aesthetic inference from the one to the other) without further qualifica-
tions or conditions would fail to meet certain basic norms of epistemic safety. This
point does not exclude that one could become an aesthetic surrogate for the other.19

Also, in cases in which certain works are not fortuitous copies of others – cases in
which some sort of epistemic safety condition is met – Livingston seems to have to
claim that a (good, causally connected, etc.) forgery could be an adequate aesthetic sur-
rogate for the original since the copy would presumably present ‘enough aesthetic fea-
tures qualitatively identical to the relevant features of’ the original (Livingston 2003:
264). Hanson considers the idea that these conditions for adequacy suffer from an
underlying worry to the effect that a ‘forgery could never be an adequate surrogate’
because ‘there will be some judgments of the original for which the forgery would be
an inadequate or misleading guide’. The reason is that even if the two are superficially
alike, there will presumably be differences, and ‘so it would be irresponsible to take a
referential forgery to be a good guide to the original work’ (Hanson 2015: 253). One
problem with this reasoning is that no contemporary participant in the debate has
argued or would (reasonably) argue that a faithful, properly causally connected, etc. for-
gery could never be an adequate surrogate on the ground that the forgery may contain

19For example, suppose that S has picked up the two identical pebbles, X and Y, on different occasions in
different parts of the world and is greatly surprised to find that they are qualitatively (almost) indistinguish-
able. Now suppose that at some subsequent point S loses Y. It seems plausible that S can still properly
remind herself of Y’s aesthetic properties by looking at X and can thereby make legitimate aesthetic judg-
ments about Y. In other words, X has become an aesthetic surrogate for Y.
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minute differences – after all, if a photograph can be an aesthetic surrogate for a paint-
ing, why wouldn’t also an (almost) exactly similar and causally connected forgery in the
same vehicular or artistic medium? Besides, even though some artistic judgments based
on a forgery may differ, many (though not all) aesthetic judgments about the original
based on an experience of its forgery would be justified. Perhaps looking at a reproduc-
tion or forgery of a work would not give us a full appreciation of the artist’s specific
aesthetic/artistic achievement, but if, say, a translation can be a good aesthetic surrogate
(as participants to the debate seem to accept), why not a copy that has enough of the
relevant aesthetic qualities of the original?

What Hanson concludes from the foregoing considerations is that being a surrogate
is a three-place relation between two objects and the kind of judgment to be made by
using the surrogate (Hanson 2015: 254). After all, she argues, even just being percep-
tually similar might sometimes suffice for being an adequate surrogate, but this depends
on the kind of judgment we want to make by deploying the surrogate. Although this
previous point seems correct, in what follows, I object to one further consequence
Hanson draws from her discussion. More specifically, according to Hanson, one conse-
quence of the reasoning in the previous paragraph is that we now have no reason to see
room ‘for descriptions of works to count as adequate surrogates’ (Hanson 2015: 254).
For, Hanson claims, if being an adequate surrogate consists only in perceptual similar-
ity, since descriptions are not perceptually similar to anything and do not have percep-
tual properties, they can never be adequate surrogates (Hanson 2015: 254).

Now, this argument is not persuasive. First, token-descriptions do have sensorial
properties and can be similar to other things (how else could we read them?).
Besides, assuming that Hanson understands ‘perceptual properties’ as referring to prop-
erties that can only be perceived by our external senses, Hanson has nowhere shown at
this point that only perceptual (sensorial) similarity should be the only criterion for
being an adequate aesthetic surrogate. We have already mentioned that good transla-
tions can be adequate aesthetic surrogates, partly in virtue of having similar aesthetic
properties despite the differences in non-aesthetic perceptual properties (Livingston
2003: 263). On a charitable interpretation, perhaps Hanson believes that the problem
with descriptions is that they are in a linguistic representational format that purports
to represent objects in other and sometimes radically different representational formats.
However, insofar as X and Y are relevantly causally-historically connected and in rep-
resentational formats having a sufficient quantity of aesthetic qualities in common, being
in a linguistic format as such has not been shown to make something an inadequate
aesthetic surrogate. To reiterate the point, consider translations of certain novels –
for example, Thomas Mann’s Death in Venice. It is extremely likely that the German
version of the novel contains some determinate aesthetic qualities irreproducible in
its English translation. However, certain sufficiently general artistic and aesthetic prop-
erties can be shared by the work in German and by its translation. Now, if linguistic
representations can be adequate aesthetic surrogates, there do not seem to be conceptual
problems with regarding a description of an idea aesthetically similar to the idea itself as
an aesthetic surrogate. So, at least for those works of conceptual art properly classifiable
as (at least partially) entities in a linguistic representational format, some descriptions
can be proper aesthetic surrogates.

The previous reasoning supports the claim that Hanson’s criticism (understood as a
criticism against the idea of linguistic aesthetic surrogates) has not shown that descrip-
tions, qua linguistic representations, cannot be adequate aesthetic surrogates. Some lin-
guistic representations can have aesthetic properties and can be proper aesthetic
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surrogates (e.g., accurate translations of works of literature). Now, this point is import-
ant also because some works of conceptual art can be regarded at least partially as being
in a linguistic format. Since we can make proper aesthetic judgments based on linguistic
representations and there can be proper aesthetic surrogates in this format, the AP
would still be true in cases in which we make aesthetic judgments based on some proper
aesthetic surrogates in a linguistic representational format. In cases in which a linguistic
representational format is adequate to capture the relevant aesthetic properties of a
work, some descriptions can be appropriate aesthetic surrogates – and this would
not show that the AP is false.20

In conclusion, barring further elaboration or other examples of allegedly problematic
descriptions, the AP is not threatened by examples from conceptual art as presented by
Hanson.

4. Robson and the canonical route

Another recent forceful attack on the AP is contained in Robson (2018). To begin with,
however, Robson’s (2018) presupposes that ‘acquaintance’ is just another name for a
form of perception. As mentioned in Section 2, only a few contemporary defenders
of the acquaintance principle have specified what they mean by ‘acquaintance’ or
‘experience’. Still, most of the relevant works on this topic do not use the term ‘percep-
tion’ in discussing the AP or, at least, distinguish between acquaintance and some forms
of sensory perception – if only implicitly. For example, Malcolm Budd does not use
‘perception’ in his (Budd 2003: 388), as Robson (2018: 660) incorrectly reports.
Rather, Budd consistently uses ‘first-hand experience’ or ‘acquaintance’, presumably
to highlight a contrast between this and a second-hand or testimonial form of epistemic
state. Budd uses the term ‘perception’ only to discuss Pettit (1983) (one work where
‘perception’ is used). Similarly, Livingston’s two possible successors of the AP do not
include the term ‘perception’. For example, he spells out the weak AP in the following
way: direct experience is necessary to the adequacy of some, but not all, aesthetic judg-
ments because of the limitations of our descriptive capacities and theoretical resources
(Livingston 2003: 276, emphasis mine). Without mentioning the AP directly, Keren
Gorodeisky (2010) discusses Kant’s rejection of certain forms of testimony – which
seems to be motivated by a form of the AP – in terms of ‘engagement’, again without
mentioning ‘perception’. Lastly, Robert Hopkins (2011) uses, not ‘perception’, but
‘experience’ in formulating the AP.

In any case, Robson provides a definition of ‘perception’ that is intended to be ‘very
broad’: it includes all perceptual modalities, perceptions of surrogates (including photo-
graphs), and sensory imagination (Robson 2018: 658). To judge from the subsequent
discussion, it seems that what Robson mostly has in mind is a form of sensory percep-
tion, with the inclusion of inner perception of mental images. Connected to this, the
claim Robson endeavours to criticise is that there is something special or privileged
about perception as a route to aesthetic judgment and that such a special connection
is peculiar only to the aesthetic. Now, not many contemporary aestheticians and even
fewer supporters of the AP have endorsed such a strong claim, at least if we understand

20Perhaps calling these aesthetic surrogates ‘descriptions’ can be misleading. Better terms for an appro-
priate linguistic aesthetic surrogate can just be ‘translation’, ‘rendition’, ‘presentation’, and so on. In any
case, the main point of the previous argument is sufficiently clear in its present form whichever way we
may want to call the texts playing the function of surrogates.
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‘perception’ in terms of sensory or imagistic perception. Even Bence Nanay, one of the
leading contemporary supporters of the idea that perception and aesthetics are strictly
connected, recognises that not all aesthetic experiences are necessarily perceptual. For
instance, he writes that not ‘only perceivable entities can be experienced aesthetically’
(Nanay 2016: 9). Still, Robson’s arguments are relevant to our discussion of the AP.
In fact, by arguing that aesthetic testimony based solely on descriptions – not under-
stood here as possibly being a kind of aesthetic surrogates – is sufficient to justify an
individual in making an aesthetic judgment, Robson’s reasoning would show, as a fur-
ther consequence, that the AP is false.

Now, Robson argues against the claim that only perception allows us to make
adequate aesthetic judgments with respect to certain determinate aesthetic properties
(Robson 2018: 661). Let us explore the case for that claim before turning to Robson’s
counterargument. The idea is that some objects have a certain aesthetic value in virtue
of having determinate aesthetic properties: a landscape, a painting, a poem, etc., is not
just beautiful but is beautiful in a specific way and has aesthetic value in virtue of that
way of being beautiful (e.g., in virtue of being serene in x-way or moving in y-way)
(Livingston 2003; Sibley 1974; Tanner 2003). The point is that aesthetic qualities
(at least those that confer merit) can be determined in different ways: two landscapes
can both be scenic and beautiful, but they will inevitably be scenic in different ways
and beautiful in virtue of these specific ways. Given that, for various contingent reasons
(e.g., we cannot entirely capture the x-way of being visually scenic of a landscape by
means of a linguistic representation), the specificity of the way in which a landscape
is scenic does not seem to be accessible to anyone who has not experienced the land-
scape or one of its adequate aesthetic surrogates (the accessibility premise), experience of
the landscape or of a proper surrogate is required to make a legitimate aesthetic judg-
ment of the landscape. The accessibility premise can be variously justified; for instance,
we can argue that certain determinate aesthetic properties can be perceived or concep-
tualised only by means of or as consequence of experiencing sufficiently fine-grained
representations. We might contend, for example, that a determinate visual aesthetic
property can be properly perceived or conceptualised only by means of a fine-grained
visual representation. Most, if not all, linguistic representations, such as those deployed
in descriptions used in some forms of testimony, are not sufficiently fine-grained to
capture the specificity of, say, determinate visual aesthetic properties. Insofar as the
only way in which we can acquire and deploy representations sufficiently fine-grained
to reason and make judgments about some determinate aesthetic properties is by
experiencing them, experience is required for making aesthetic judgments involving
determinate aesthetic properties. Now, Robson argues that this reasoning is mistaken.
More specifically, his main criticism is that we can ‘certainly’ get some idea of the par-
ticular ways in which an object is beautiful without perceiving the object first-hand. For
example, Robson argues, learning that an object belongs to a certain artistic category
would already provide us with some idea about the way in which it is beautiful:

It is certainly the case that we can get some idea of the particular ways in which an
object is beautiful, without perceiving the object for ourselves. Merely learning that
the object we are discussing is a musical work rather than a painting, or a requiem
rather than a lullaby (knowledge that can easily be acquired in the absence of per-
ceptual experience), would already give us some idea as to the specific ways in
which the object is beautiful. (Robson 2018: 662)
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This point is puzzling – and seems to trade on a possible ambiguity in the claim that
objects can have aesthetic properties in a specific way. To better clarify what is at issue, I
will expand on this point. To begin with, we can understand the idea that an object can
have aesthetic properties in a specific way at least as follows:

With respect to an object O,

(a) O may instantiate in S-way the determinable aesthetic property P, or
(b) O may instantiate in S-way the determinate aesthetic property P-in-Q-way, or
(c) O may instantiate the determinate aesthetic property P-in-S-way.21

Robson may be suggesting that we can have an idea of the ways in which some aesthetic
properties are instantiated, or of the kind of determinable properties Q in virtue of
which O is beautiful or of the kind of determinate ways in which O is beautiful. For
example, if I know that O is a film and R is a poem and that both are moving, I
may have an idea that the way O instantiates the property of being moving will be dif-
ferent from the way R does. In particular, O may be moving partly because of its sad
soundtrack, whereas R may be moving because of its powerful metaphors or themes.
The quoted text, however, seems to be suggesting that we may have an idea also of
the determinate aesthetic properties in virtue of which O is beautiful, the reason
being that knowing that O belongs to an artistic category would come with the knowl-
edge that O would be likely be beautiful because of a kind of determinate properties.
With some qualifications, we can grant this to Robson. One of these qualifications is
that, unless we are acquainted with the work or with an appropriate surrogate of the
relevant kind, we still won’t have a clue about their respective determinate ways of
being moving – for example, we will not know the property of
being-moving-in-O-way or being-moving-in-R-way, nor probably the determinate aes-
thetic/non-aesthetic properties in virtue of which O (or R) is moving. Merely knowing
the artistic category of O is not usually helpful in these respects. Still, this concession
does not show that the AP is wrong – and I will focus on property-acquaintance to
show why this is the case.22

First, recall that, according to property-acquaintance, experiencing an aesthetic
property or its proper aesthetic surrogates is required in order to make aesthetic judg-
ments involving it. To begin with, notice that Robson’s specification of what we can
obtain from knowing the artistic category of an object (i.e., ‘some idea of the particular
way in which something is beautiful’) is far from constituting the basis for ‘being jus-
tified in making a legitimate aesthetic judgment’, whether applied to determinate or
determinable properties.

For instance, merely knowing that M is a horror movie would hardly give me any
reliable sense of the determinate aesthetic properties of the scenes composing the
movie upon which I could make an adequate aesthetic judgment (here understood as
involving the formation of a belief that can rationalise or motivate certain attitudes
in a fitting, right, or proper way). The prospects of knowing the kind of determinate
aesthetic properties merely by knowing an artistic category appear even more desperate
once we consider finer-grained aesthetic determinate properties.

21These four specifications are not mutually exclusive or exhaustive.
22As indicated in the second section, whether object-acquaintance is shown to be wrong depends on a

series of assumptions about the nature of being acquainted with objects. On some of these specifications,
the two versions may coincide at least in their assessments of which aesthetic judgments satisfy the epi-
stemic norm in question.
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In addition to this, an adequate aesthetic judgment may plausibly require that the sub-
ject should display at least some understanding of the aesthetic concepts involved. For any
artistic category C the belonging to which essentially involves possessing some aesthetic
properties (e.g., being soothing and calming in the case of lullabies or being sombre and
solemn in the case of requiems), S could hardly make proper sense of the description ‘O
belongs to artistic category C’ without any previous acquaintance with at least some of the
relevant determinable aesthetic properties that characterise category C. For example,
someone who has never experienced a requiem or a lullaby is not in a position to
make an adequate inference and related aesthetic judgment regarding the requiem-kind
or lullaby-kind of aesthetic properties. One reply is that it may be possible that for S
to make an aesthetic judgment about O with respect to at least some already experienced
determinable Ps, it may suffice knowing that O belongs to C. However, at least
property-acquaintance is not affected by this reply. However, to reiterate, without
being acquainted with the relevant aesthetic properties or surrogates, we would not be
able to properly understand and make adequate judgments starting only from a merely
descriptive categorisation of an object under a category.

To further sustain this point, the previous reasoning regarding a subject who has
never experienced the aesthetically relevant property relative to a given category can
be supplemented as follows. In the case in which S only allegedly knows that O belongs
to C without having experienced the relevant aesthetic properties Ps or relevant aes-
thetic surrogates characterising C, S’s epistemic situation is intuitively analogous to
Mary’s in the notorious case in philosophy of mind.23 Before exiting the black and
white room and experiencing (phenomenal) red, the general intuition is that, with
respect to the colour red, even in its determinable variety, Mary lacks some sort of
knowledge crucial for the understanding of an essential or characterising phenomenal
aspect of red – whether this may involve some relevant phenomenal concepts or some
mental capacities to know what red is like (such as the capacity to imagine certain coun-
terfactual situations involving red).24 Leaving aside the complex debate in the metaphy-
sics of mind, what matters here is that knowing or understanding phenomenal red
seems to require at least knowing or understanding what it is like to experience it.
Similar to the case of Mary’s thought experiment, consider an individual who has
never experienced, say, elegance or a solemn atmosphere and related aesthetic proper-
ties and is told that an object is elegant or a piece of music is solemn. Even after a lin-
guistic description of someone’s appearance, mannerisms, or of the fact that the piece of
music has a slow tempo, restrained dynamics, and serious or mournful mood and so on, S
would still lack the resources for a proper or full understanding of the aesthetic judgment
that the object is (visually) elegant or that the music is solemn. Upon hearing from some-
one else that O is elegant, we would say that S may certainly utter the sentence ‘O is ele-
gant’, however, we would reasonably doubt that S made a judgment that they would
sufficiently understand to, say, rationalise their actions. In fact, it seems that there is some-
thing missing in S’s conceptual repertoire had she not experienced the relevant aesthetic
property in the appropriate format and, we may add, at the right level of determinacy.25

23See Jackson (1982) and Loar (1997/2017) for two seminal papers in this debate and Papineau (2002)
for a book-length defense of physicalism and the notion of a phenomenal concept. Livingston also makes
the connection between Mary’s case and the AP in his Livingston (2003).

24See Balog (2009) on the notion of a phenomenal concepts.
25In this case, an appropriate format is what would make it appropriate for the experience to be an

experience of an adequate aesthetic surrogate to understand and judge that something is visually elegant.
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I think that a plausible explanation of the analogy between the two cases is that, in
the absence of a relevant experience, S would still be lacking the sufficiently fine-grained
phenomenal concepts related to elegance or solemnity.26 So, suppose that S has never
experienced gracefulness, vividness, or any of the properties P generally associated with
a category C. Can we say that, on hearing that O belongs to C, S can make a legitimate
aesthetic judgment to the effect that O is P? Although part of the answer depends on
what we mean by making an adequate aesthetic judgment and on the nature of belief, it
seems that S does not possess those concepts required to form proper aesthetic beliefs
about O. Since S has not had the relevant experience(s) and given that such experiences
are required (at least given our mental capacities) for acquiring the kind of relevant con-
cepts, S would be able to have at most a limited understanding of the thought that O is
C or that someone claimed that O belongs to C. S would not be able, for example, to
fully or even partially grasp why this attribution was made. Recall that the AP is here
understood as an epistemic norm. Now, in coming to know that S has never experi-
enced some or all of the characterising features of C (or their surrogates), it seems
rational for us to decrease our epistemic trust in S’s aesthetic judgements about
C. For example, wouldn’t you reduce the trust in a critic’s aesthetic judgements
about O possessing features characteristic of horror movies in coming to know that
the critic has never experienced, say, the emotional characterising features of a horror
movie or the way in which they are instantiated in them? My point here is that, without
an experience of a relevant aesthetic property P, S would not grasp or possess part of the
concept of P (i.e., its phenomenal part, which can normally be acquired only through
experience) and would thereby at most have an inadequate (for epistemic purposes)
grasp of the concept of P.27

If the above reasoning is correct, then, after all, at least property-acquaintance is
true: where P is an aesthetically relevant property for a category C, for S to make
adequate aesthetic judgments about O involving P on the basis of a description that
O belongs to C, S must have been acquainted with P or with an appropriate aesthetic
surrogate in the relevant format and at the right level of determinacy. Robson mentions
requiems and lullabies as possible categories which may suggest the kind of determinate
aesthetic properties that works of these kinds may have. My reply is that he may be
right, but knowing and understanding these categories requires having experienced
the aesthetic properties that play an essential role in the understanding of such categor-
ies. Besides, in some case, we may also need to know the interplay of these qualitative
aspects and how the representational means achieve such an interplay. Since this knowl-
edge and understanding requires the possession of some aesthetic concepts having a
phenomenal character, and given that we can obtain such concepts only through experi-
ence (due to our contingent way of forming the relevant concepts and capacities), we
would need to have experienced the relevant aesthetic properties before deploying con-
cepts referring to them in making adequate aesthetic judgements involving them.

26This point is clearly inspired by the so-called phenomenal concept strategy, which I endorse, in the
metaphysics of mind. See Balog (2012a) for a defense.

27This reasoning depends on plausible assumptions related to certain views on the possession and
understanding of concepts – see Wikforss (2017) for a particularly clear introduction to the debate. I
think that my point can be successfully translated into the jargon of different views on these issues. For
reasons of space, I cannot further elaborate on this point. See Balog (2012b) for a discussion of acquaint-
ance and phenomenal concepts.

16 Andrea Sauchelli

https://doi.org/10.1017/epi.2023.50 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/epi.2023.50


This reasoning may have implications for judgments concerning the adequacy of
aesthetic surrogates. When such judgments involve the possession of aesthetic concepts,
and if we consider judgments about the adequacy of aesthetic surrogates to be aesthetic
in nature, then property-acquaintance implies that such judgments require (a certain
degree of) acquaintance with the relevant properties of both surrogates and what
they stand for in order to be justified. It may be argued that this outcome implies
that we have fewer justified aesthetic beliefs than we may expect as, in many cases,
we lack knowledge about the adequacy of the surrogates themselves (e.g., when judging
translated works that are originally in languages we do not know). However, if this out-
come is deemed problematic, on an externalist view of epistemic justification,
property-acquaintance may not imply that for S to have a justified aesthetic belief
about O or P, S must also possess explicit knowledge of the appropriateness of the aes-
thetic surrogate upon which their belief depends. Therefore, property-acquaintance
may not imply that we do not have justified aesthetic beliefs about O or P if we do
not also know the adequacy of the aesthetic surrogates of O or P upon which our aes-
thetic beliefs are based.

In conclusion, I hope to have shown that the AP is not threatened by alleged coun-
terexamples from conceptual art as discussed by Hanson and that at least
property-acquaintance is not threatened by Robson’s arguments.28
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