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Dr. Vladimir P.Bransky, Dr. Irina G.Mikailova
THE PROBLEM OF DISTINCTIONS BETWEEN THE WORKS OF ART PROPER AND WORKS OF ART FALSELY SO CALLED1
1. The Specific of the Word of Art Proper. The Problem Defined

The question of criterion of distinctions between the works of art proper and works of art falsely so called (i.e., works of non-art) was always one of central to the philosophy of art. However, but the twentieth century was tinged with dramatic irony. The second half of the twentieth century was characterized by arising the tendency towards an obliteration of  distinctions between the works of art proper and works of art falsely so called. All other problems of the philosophy of art became, thus, only some particular problems of a central question: what is the specific of the work of art proper?

R.G.Collingwood in his Essays in the Philosophy of Art considers the word ‘art’ in three senses. First, as the creation of objects or the pursuit of activities called works of art, by people called the artists. These words being distinguished from other objects and acts not merely as human products, but as products intended to be beautiful. Secondly, as the criterion of objects or the pursuit of  activities called artificial as opposed to natural. That is to say objects created or activities pursued by human beings consciously free to control their natural impulses and to organize their life on a plan. Thirdly, as that frame of mind which we call artistic, the frame of mind in which we are aware of beauty.2 
A highly influential twentieth-century theorist of art, the Italian philosopher Benedetto Croce’s view is to be found in an essay entitled  ‘What is art?’ According to Croce, the defining slogan for his theory of art, art is essentially intuition and what lends coherence and unity to intuition is intense feeling. Intuition is truly such because it expresses an intense feeling and can arise only when the latter is its source and base. Not idea but intense feeling is what confers upon art the ethereal lightness of the symbol. 3
According to Nigel Gosling, ‘art is sometimes blunderingly misconceived as being nothing but social comment. Incidentally, art has always been a method of communication of ideas about life by means of marks and signs.4 
Otto Rank in his essay, ‘Life and Creation’, introduces a notion of the ‘artist’s art’. ‘The instinctive will-to-art in the artist, - O.Rank writes, - is the actual process which leads a man to become an artist. This process of the artist’s self-forming and self-training is closely bound up with his life and his experiences.’5 

So called ‘works of art’ or objects d’art, which are bodily and perceptible things (painted canvasses, carved stones, and so forth). We shall find that it is two things. Primarily, it is an ‘internal’ or ‘mental’ thing, something ‘existing’ in the artist’s head’ and there only: something of the kind which we commonly call an experience. Secondarily, it is a bodily or perceptible thing (a picture, statue, etc.) whose exact relation to this ‘mental thing called the mind’s eye model will need very careful definition. Of these two things, the first is obviously not anything that can be called a work of art, if work means something made in the sense in which a weaver makes cloth. But since it is the thing which the artist as such primarily produces, we shall argue that we after G.R.Collingwood entitled to call it ‘the work of art proper’. The second thing, the bodily and perceptible thing, R.G.Collingwood shows to be only incidental to the first.6 

The making of a work of art is, according to R.G.Collingwood, therefore not the activity in virtue of which a man is an artist, but only a subsidiary activity, incidental to that. And consequently this thing is a work of art, not in its own right, but only because of the relation in which it stands to the ‘mental’ thing or experience. There is no such thing as an object d’art in itself. If we call any bodily and perceptible thing by that name or an equivalent we do so only because of the relation in which it stands to the aesthetic experience which is the ‘work of art proper’7. 

Every work of art as such, as an object of imagination, is a world wholly self-contained, a complete universe which has nothing outside it. As soon as the existence of anything else is recognized simultaneously with its own, it no longer exists as a work of art at all, for it is no longer being imaginatively contemplated. R.G.Collingwood says that this may be expressed by saying that every work of art is a monad, a windowless and self-contained world which mirrors the universe from its own unique point of view, and indeed is nothing but a vision or perspective of the universe, and of a universe which is just itself. Nothing can go into it or come out of it. Whatever is in it must have arisen from the creative act which constitutes it.8  

The art creation is only one of  a number of activities; and to answer the question what artistic creation is can only mean placing it in its relation to people’s other activities. In trying to arrive at an understanding of the artistic activity, we must begin with a mass of experience relative to that activity. Only after this experience has been acquired is it possible to reflect upon it and bring to light the principles in their general character and implifications.

The artist is really trying to communicate his reflections upon his own  experience and his feelings to his audience who have been through the same experience. R.G.Collingwood points to three main aspects of creating works of art: theoretical, practical and emotional. It is theoretical: that is, in fine arts the mind has an object which it contemplates. But this object is an object of a specific kind, peculiar to itself.9 

The artistic creation is practical: that is, in fine arts the mind is trying to realize an aesthetic ideal, to bring itself into certain state and at the same time to bring its world into a certain state. But this aesthetic ideal is not expediency or duty, and the mind’s activity. And again, the artistic creation is emotional: that is, it is a life of pleasure and pain, desire and aversion, interwined, as these opposite feelings always are, in such a way that each is conditioned by the felt or implied presence of the other. But these feelings are in the case of artistic creation tinged with a colour of their own. The artist’s pleasure is not the pleasure of the voluptuary or the scientist or the man of action, but a specifically aesthetic pleasure. 

It is clear that the artistic creation may by considered the pursuit of beauty the special activity by which we apprehend beauty.10  

The second half of the twentieth century is characterized by arising the aesthetic conventionalism according to which distinctions between the artistic (i.e., beautiful and expressive arousing an aesthetic enjoyment) and non-artistic (i.e., the artistic falsely so called arousing an anti-aesthetic feeling). The truth is that such a conventionalism deprived of any objective principles, is only a product of  an agreement concluded by social groups. However, such agreements are changeable and unstable. They exclude any stable changeless characteristics from the artistry, beauty and expressiveness. 

Nevertheless, the history of all arts proves that aesthetic judgments are characterized by the succession as well as the mutability. In this case, as in all other cases, the artistry, beauty and expressiveness cannot be subjective but is to have some objective characteristics independent of current judgments. At the same time, the history of aesthetic theories demonstrates all difficulties and paradoxes determined by changing a beauty  and expressiveness into an objective property of a thing as if inherent to it independently of a subject perceiving it (as the aesthetic essentialism asserts, things have a set  characteristics which make them what they are, and that the task of science, philosophy, and art is their discovery and expression).

The problem of distinctions between the works of art proper and the works of art falsely so called is a key problem defined in the philosophy and theory of Art. Though it is important to each member of the community, we find it very difficult due to paradoxal confusion of  notions of the subjective and objective as if they conflict. What is significant about the problem is a danger determined by the approach to it from the point of view of aesthetic conventionalism which could cause the so called humanitarian catastrophy. 

If any objective distinction between the work of art proper and works of art falsely so called is obliterating, this implies that any distinction between artistic activity and non-artistic activity (i.e. falsely so called) is obliterating, too. The artistic activity such as scientific or agricultural, in one point only: namely in being controlled or dominated by aesthetic ideals in the sense of the awareness of beauty.11  The artistic activity falsely so called is aimed at carrying out some utilitarian tasks.12  If we negate some objective preconditions for distinguishing between artistic activity proper and the artistic activity falsely so called, we may get some tragic results.

First, the disqualification of the artistic activity proper in consequence of disparaging masterpieces universally recognized. Secondly, aestheticizing any non-artistic activity in consequence of extolling any even illegal actions. The reason why the results in question could be dangerous is that they bring about a destroying revaluation of aesthetic rules and values as well as a crise of the art market.

Not the rapprochement of two kinds of activity, the artistic and criminal activity, neither overlapping those one can observe.

In case of art, the problem of  distinguishing between the works of art proper and the works of art falsely so called is connected with another problem, namely the problem of anti-artistic activity and its production, the work of anti-art. Briefly, it comes to this: Does the anti-art exist? It is well known that exponents of the totalitarian aesthetics give an affirmative answer. But the exponents of the anarchic aesthetics refute their arguments. The totalitarian aesthetes consider any deviation from totalitarian ideals as anti-art. In contrast, the anarchic aesthetes suppose that anti-art cannot exist for anti-art is nothing but any kind of nonconformist art.

If the problem discussed would be incapable of solution, in case of art proper, it could determine two alternatives: the rejection either of the free artistic creation (i.e., the aesthetic totalitarianism) or of any responsibility for it (i.e., the aesthetic anarchism).

   2. The Methodology For Examining the Concept of Distinctions Between the Works of Art  Proper and the Works of Art Falsely So Called 

In order to distinguish the works of art proper from the works of art falsely so called, we should examine the nature of the works of art proper.

To analyse the essence of works of art we should keep the following rules:

1. To take into account the connections between works of art and the principles and processes of artistic creation, which involve the relation of the work of art to its materials, and of the artist to the work, to its material, its motif, and its public, considered as a unity  of artistic creation and artistic perception;13   

2. To find these principles not by means of speculative but empiric way consisting in generalizing the history of art on the base of scientific methods;

3. To analyse firstly such a sphere of the perceiving in art as an individual participating freely in the creative process by a social member of a community, where the beforementioned principles are the most significant.14  Undoubtedly, that sphere is the history of the world painting because any painting does not depend upon time and, thus, can be considered timeless.  Moreover, any painting in comparison with other sorts of fine arts is characterized by two-dimensional space. Thus, on studying the principles of the process of creating paintings, we can analyse whether those principles are influenced by such factors as time and two-dimensional space.

4. To find the common principles of the process of artistic creation by means of comparative analysis of  dynamics of classical and modernistic painting due to the erroneous approach to the opposition of those trends in modern fine arts.

Analysing the specific of work of art  and the essence of artistic creation, we can make some serious methodological mistakes:

1. To reject erroneously to study the principles of the process of artistic creation and the perceiving in art;

2. To reject erroneously the scientific approach to the studying of the aforementioned principles;

3. To reject erroneously to select such a kind of fine arts where such principles are most significant;

4. To reject erroneously to analyse the classical and modernistic art by means of making a comparison of them.

3. The Nature of the Works of Art 

The nature of the works of art is conditioned by the specific of the artistic activity. Thus, to discover the essence of the works of art we should firstly study the specific of artistic activity.15  The world history of fine arts generalized shows that the specific of the artistic activity is determined by receiving, saving, transforming, and transmitting a kind of emotional potention coded by producers of the artistic production in their creations to their spectators. Such a sensation is irrational, and to transmit it to each other people should find the specific means of communication. It concerns not only individual receiving sensations but collective experiencing. We find  it very important that the artist’s sense of feeling is differ from the ordinary man’s feeling.16  Artistic feelings serve to transmit a kind of feelings generalized to the spectators.

Otto Baensch in his essay, ‘Art and Feeling’, writes, ‘No work of art is free of this feeling content. Every work of art communicates a subjective coloration in the objective feeling called the personal emotional tone of the artist. The work of art that gives eternal form to a feeling thereby accomplishes its task, and thus fulfills its function, no matter what kind of feeling it is that figures in this fulfillment.’17  

To classify the sorts of the artistic activity we should differ the specific of transmitting and receiving the artist’s feeling. This specific is determined by historical factors such as the nationality, the age, and the social strata. Moreover, we should differ a sort of objects which we are going to feel. Those objects could be real, abstract, fantastic or figurative. In this way, the works of art are a unique means of an emotional communication.

The essence of the works of art can be clarified on analysing the principles of producing the works of art.

1. A mind’s eye expressive model (i.e., an artistic image)18 serves to code artist’s feeling generalized.19  To create such a model the artist creates mental images of objects depicted and substitutes them for so called gestalts to organize whole that is perceived as more than the sum of its  parts.20 We identify this mind’s eye expressive model with the artistic image, which codes artistic feelings generalized by the artist.21     

The comparison of classical and modernistic mind’s eye expressive models according to the world history of art permits to discover a harmony of any artistic image considered as the unity of its contrast and balance.

The founder of Suprematism, Kasimir Malevich wrote that his method constituted an expression of pure artistic feeling by creating the contrast stirring the same feeling in a spectator as well as the balance enhancing them. A mind’s eye expressive model represents a harmony considered as characteristic of a subjective image modelled by the artist influenced by his feelings. This very harmony serves to code artistic feelings generalized by the artist. This implies  that any artistic image cannot be considered disharmonious. 

2. A mind’s eye expressive model becomes an artistic image in a process of creating works of art.22  Moreover, any work of art cannot by created without creating an artistic image.23  In the process of producing works of art the artist imitates a mind’s eye expressive model in detail to produce it in material.24   

Such an imitation of mind’s eye expressive models by artists changes their pure subjective harmony into an objective harmony of works of art produced. In this manner, such a harmony lost its dependence on its creator, as well as on spectator’s perceiving it.25  

To analyse main characteristics of the work of art proper, it should be considered not only as a product of artistic activity but as that of understanding it by spectators.26 Any work of art proper is an intermediate stage between the artistic work and the understanding the work of art by the spectator cannot be right if we identify this process with the process of interpreting an object presented in the work of art.27   

Any mind’ eye expressive model is produced to transmit artistic feelings generalized by the artist to the spectator. Therefore, understanding the work of art by the spectator can be considered as co-enjoyment of the artist and the spectator. If such a co-enjoyment failed, the spectator could not be able to understand the artist’s product. If the spectator could be able to perceive the artist’s product, this implies that the spectator’s feelings are adequate to the artist’s feelings. In any case, such an interpretation of the work of art can be considered right if it is identical to the interpretation of the artist himself.28  

Mixing up the notion of an object interpreted with that of a mind’s eye expressive model prevents to understand the essence of the perception of the work of art by the spectator. An object interpreted can be identified with a mind’s eye expressive model and cannot be. However, an object interpreted cannot be considered the work of art because only a mind’s eye expressive model is a product of the artistic creation. Moreover, only the mind’s eye expressive model can code artistic feelings which determine a harmony of contrast and balance. We can say that generally any spectator interesting in non-figurative art, is able to perceive artistic feelings.29  

Collingwood emphasized the misinterpretation of distinctions between the feeling of aesthetic feelings of aesthetic receptivity and the feeling of aesthetic creativity. In this manner, between the artist and his spectator there is dialectical relation of patient and agent, a person who can follow and a person who can lead. In art this relation takes the special form of that between taste and ideal. Ideal is the active or creative factor, taste the passive or receptive; but they are two correlative phases of the single aesthetic activity, for the essence of ideal is that it can lead taste, the essence of taste is that it can follow ideal.30    

3. The aesthetic ideals serve to select mind’s eye expressive models and realize them in material. The world history of dynamics of setting trends shows that artists usually select only such models which are adequate to their aesthetic ideals. In this manner, an idea of the work of art to be produced is considered as the kind of ideal.31  

Collingwood noticed that the artist is always doing two things: imagining and knowing that he is imagining. His mind is as it were a twofold mind and has before it a twofold object: as imagining and as thinking. Thus, the artist, as artist, imagines; as thinker, he creates a mind’s eye expressive model. Collingwood emphasized that the artist does select his mind’s eye expressive model out of number of alternatives (that is of a number of mind’s eye expressive models) presented to the mind, that is, already made up. However, assuming that the work of art is only an act of imagination, not of thought, including a feeling which, when analysed, reveals itself as an intuitive awareness of idealization, Collingwood is deluded.32 

To be adequate to an aesthetic ideal a mind’s eye expressive model33  should be veracious and resemble an object represented in figurative art. Moreover, to be in keeping with an ideal of non- figurative art, this model should be non-objective. Only in accordance with the aesthetic ideals the mind’s eye expressive models could be created and produced in the works of art.34  Nonetheless, the possibility of co-enjoyment of the artists and their audience is provide with overlapping the artists’ and spectators’ aesthetic ideals. If those ideals do not overlap, the audience is not able to perceive and decode the meaning of the work of art.

4. We should consider the beauty as a kind of a criterion of adequacy of the artists’ aesthetic ideal for the spectator’s ideal. In this case, only the spectator can perceive the work of art and be content and satisfied with his aesthetic feelings stirred by the work of art observed. Those aesthetic feelings can be also stirred if the mind’s eye expressive model contains negative emotions like fear, torment or woe coded by its creator.35   

So, any picture in classical style can be considered ugly from the point of view of proponents of the Romantic movement. Forasmuch as the beauty is the criterion of adequacy of the mind’s eye expressive model for the aesthetic ideal, we can consider it as a unity of objective and subjective characteristics. However, the beauty can be identified nor with the objective property of things (according to the aesthetic essentialism that is deluded), neither with the subjective perception (according to the aesthetic conventionalism that is deluded, too).

It may now be asked what the objective base of beauty is. When an artistic image is producing in material, this implies that a mind’s eye expressive model is being imitated in detail in this material. This also implies that a subjective harmony of an artistic image changes into an objective characteristic of the ideals consisting of many individual aesthetic ideals of each of members of the community. The global ideal differs from the individual ideal and is characterized by complete indifference to individual tastes of members of the community. As a result, artists produce their works of art characterized by different sorts of objective harmony adequate for their aesthetic ideals.36 

Spectators consider the works of art in accordance with their aesthetic ideals. In this manner, the art work can be considered expressive if the spectator’s aesthetic ideal is adequate for that of an artist. We consider such an adequacy of ideals as an objective fact, which depends nor on artist’s aspirations neither on spectator’s tastes. Even if people follow their ideals adequate for their aspirations, interrelations of these ideals do not depend on them. The artists’ ideals can be adequate for those of the spectators and cannot be. This adequacy does not mean any partner’s agreement.37 If the aesthetic ideals are adequate, the objective harmony of the works of art determined by the artist’s ideal, is adequate for the intersubjective harmony, determined by the spectator’s aesthetic ideal.38 Therefore, the spectators observing the works of art, sense the very emotional impulse coded by the artist in his creation. In this case, we can tell about the co-enjoyment of the spectator and of the artist. Moreover, the artists and the spectators following the same aesthetic ideal, experience the same aesthetic feelings.39 

4. The Effects of Dynamic Changing the Ethical and Aesthetic Ideals and Their Influences on Evolving the Trends and Innovations in Art.

In what way can we consider the significance of innovations to evolve the works of art in accordance with our conception of the essence of the work of art?

On analysing the process of the creation of the works of art and the of perception of them by the audience40, the following innovations can be realized:

1. The transition to the expression of the new universal feelings determined by the new phenomena in social life. Forasmuch as such general feelings cannot be coded by means of old modes41. Consequently, they need to be coded by means of creating quantitatively new artistic images.

2. Constructing new mind’s eye expressive models by means of changing the technology of constructing.

3. Changing the ways of harmonizing the artistic images by means of inventing a new hierarchy of contrasts and balances.

4. Changing the way of carrying out the mind’s eye expressive models in material to create the work of art. The new artistic images are necessary to achieve the maximum expressiveness in progress of carrying out the new artistic images in new material.

5. Changing the aesthetic ideal which serves as a criterion of selection of new artistic images and new ways of carrying out them in material. Such an innovation can cause evolving new artistic trends and determine some new artistic styles and tastes.

The world history of art demonstrates such innovations due to the transition from Classicism to Romanticism as well as from Realism to Impressionism, and from the figurative art to the abstract art.

6. Changing the notion of beauty42 considered as the transition from one sort of beauty to another one determined by a new aesthetic ideal.43     

The truth is that modifications of the work of art can be diversified as well as a level of innovation. Indeed, on the one hand, we can observe the creation of some new artistic images and of new ways of carrying out them in material in accordance with old ideals. On the other hand, we can notice creating such artistic images and ways of carrying out them in material in accordance with some new ideals produced. And if standards of any new ideal are opposed by the standards of any old ideal, this implies that the new ideal is an alternative one. We name that alternative ideal the contra-ideal. This is why we name all new works of art corresponding to this contra-ideal, the contra-art. If this is so, any work of art considered beautiful from the point of view of the new (i.e., alternative) ideal, is simultaneously considered ugly from the point of view of the old ideal. Such a distinction between the ideals and the contra-ideals conditions the relativity of the distinction between the works of art  corresponding to the old ideals and the works of contra-art corresponding to the contra-ideals. What is significant about contra-art, is destroying the principles of the creation of the  works of art and of the perception of them by the audience in accordance with the old aesthetic ideals, as well as forming the new aesthetic ideals which determine the new principles of creation and perception in art.

Kazimir Malewich wrote that an artist could be considered as a kind of instigator aspiring singlehandedly to bring about a revolution in art by means of rejecting the old ideals and invent a new approach that would be revolutionary at the time. The world history of art demonstrates the dramatic and even tragic outcome of such a contra-art activity. Let us remember the famous painters such as Rembrandt (1606-1669), whose work reflects his abilities to penetrate the human character; William Blake (1757-1827), who created his new style which reflects his uniquely personal, mystical vision, in which imagination and reality become one; Paul Gauguin (1848-1903), one of the most important contributors to modern art; Van Gogh (1853-1890) ended his emotionally fraught life at the age of 37; Amedeo Modigliani (1884-1920) developing his own individual style oriented to revive the Mannerism traditions.

The contra-artistic activity oriented to destroy the old ideals and create the new ones, does not contradict the universal principles of the creation of the works of art and of the perception of  them. What is significant about the contra-art activity is the precarious tendency to destroy all the base of artistic creation. Such a tendency is inherent to modernism oriented to break with classical and traditional forms, especially in the second half of the twentieth century. Briefly, it comes to this: the four extra-radical approaches to the art activity arouse in the 1950s. 

Firstly, Conceptual art in which the idea or concept presented by the artist is considered more important than the expression of feelings as well as the finished product, if any such exists.

Secondly, minimalism representing the trend in sculpture and painting which uses simple, typically massive, forms and rejects to harmonize images and generalize feelings, that brings about the rejection a unity of contrasts and balances. Let us remember Franz Kline (1910-1962), who reduced his colour scheme to blue or black as well as to white and grey only.

Thirdly, épatage (i.e., the American Pop Art movement) (derived from “épater” meaning “to shock people who have attitudes or views perceived as conventional) representing the trend in art which proclaims the rejection the beauty and artistic feelings, as well as the aesthetic ideals to arouse anti-artistic feelings such as anger, irritation, rage, and indignation, in the mass-audience. Let us remember Andy Warhol (born Andrew Warhola / c.1928-1987), a major exponent of pop art, and his products of mass culture, packaged for the public as if a consumer item, such as series of silk-screen prints and acrylic paintings of familiar objects such as Campbell’s soup tins and famous people such  as Marilyn Monroe (1967).

Fourthly, ready-mades invented by Marcel Duchamp (1887-1968) as mass-produced articles selected by the artist at random and displayed as works of art. Indeed, it can be considered as the rejection the artistic creation. Let us remember Duchamp’s most famously a bicycle wheel and a urinal.

Briefly, it comes to this: all the extra-radical innovations could be classified into constructive and deconstructive ones. The constructive innovations are oriented to break with traditional forms of the creation of the work of art and of the perception of them. The deconstructive innovations which we name “pathological”, are oriented to break with traditional forms as well as with the creation of the works of art and the perception of them in general.

We have now reached a point where the results of the argument can be summarized into a precarious tendency to the self-destruction, that is to say the self-negation of the artistic activity and art in general.

The question here may be raised, whether we can tell about the contra-artistic art, the non-artistic art (i.e., the artistic art falsely so called ), and the anti-artistic activity. And again, whether we can tell about products of that threefold activity, such as the work of contra-art, the work of non-art (i.e., the work of art falsely so called), and the work of anti-art.44  This question became actual in the twentieth century in consequence of totalitarian art arose as well as the totalitarian aesthetics as its base.45  The totalitarian aesthetics considered as art proper only such modern art which corresponds to the totalitarian aesthetic ideal. But any other art was considered by the totalitarian aesthetics as anti-art. This implies that the totalitarian aesthetics identified new unusual or experimental ideas of the avant-garde (i.e., contra-art) with anti-art.

Moreover, the anarchist aesthetics appeared in response to the forming of the totalitarian aesthetics. And if the totalitarian aesthetics is characterized by a cult of the artistic order (i.e., taking the strict responsibility for the artistic creation), the anarchist aesthetics is characterized by a cult of the utter free artistic creation. Therefore, from the artistic anarchism’s point of view, anti-art does not exist, for anti-art is nothing but contra-art. Hence the totalitarian as well as anarchist aesthetics is mistaken identifying anti-art with contra-art. From the totalitarian aesthetics’ point of view, anti-art exists but overlaps with contra-art. Anti-art, thus, is to be prohibited in view of its ideological illigibility. From the anarchist aesthetics’ point of view, anti-art does not exist, for it overlaps with contra-art and, thus, is to be approved by the community.

To answer the question, we are to apply the conception of synergetic historicism. According to this conception of the modern synergetic philosophy, a criterion of a social progress is neither a one-way process of growth of order nor a one-way process of growth of freedom but the rise of synthesis of chaos and order as well as of freedom and responsibility. However, to identify anti-art with contra-art is mistaken. A one-side cult of strict order in the creation following the aesthetic ideals is precarious, as well as a one-side cult of freedom. To create the works of art  proper the free artistic creation is necessarily but insufficient. To produce the works of art proper a combination of freedom and responsibility is necessarily. The responsibility in the artistic creation implies the strict following the universal principles of that.

A new synergetic harmony of chaos and order (i.e., of freedom and responsibility) is realized in contra-art. The specific of the contra-artistic activity, in contradistinction to the anti-artistic activity, consists not in breaking down the universal principles of the creation of the works of art and of the perception of them by the audience but in discovering some new forms of harmony of freedom and responsibility within those principles. Nevertheless, in contradistinction to the contra-artistic activity, the anti-artistic activity rejects any responsibility of the artist.

As the world history of fine arts shows, all new products may be rough classified into the five groups:

Firstly, the works of art  proper following the aesthetic ideal. Secondly, the work of non-art  (i.e., the works of art falsely so called) not following any aesthetic ideal. Thirdly, the works of pseudo-art (i.e., kitsch)46 representing a mixture of various aesthetic ideals. Fourthly, the works of contra-art following the contra-ideal. And, finally, fifthly, the works of anti-art following the anti-ideal.

Meanwhile, to analyse such pathological (i.e., deconstructive)47 innovations we should begin by studying the following factors: 

 Firstly, identifying the essence of artistic activity with the spontaneous emotional self-expression. Nonetheless, the specific of the artistic activity consists in a kind of especial self-expression to produce, transform and transmit some general feelings. Such emotivism complicated which regards ethical and value judgments as expression of feelings is difficult to be realized. On the contrary, the primitive emotivism is simple and serves as response to the primitive mimesis (i.e., the representation or imitation of the real world in art) of totalitarianism which reduced the artistic activity to propagandizing  the totalitarian ideals by means of imitating the real world. It is clear that interpreting the essence of the artistic activity by the primitive emotivism is derived from innovators not having any systematic knowledge in the history and theory of classic as well as modernistic art.

Secondly, negating the connections of the artistic activity with the innovator’s Weltanschauung and negating the influence of the innovator’s philosophy on the essence of innovations.

Thirdly, identifying one’s philosophy with a kind of philosophical journalism.

Fourthly, striving for examining the specific of the artistic activity not using the scientific methods.

Fifthly, deconstructing the main principles of the artistic creation and the exaggeration of  the significance of chaos in order to permit any kind of innovations in art.

Sixthly, commercializing artistic innovations. In a branch of  commercialized art, the advertisement, the trivialization occurs not as a reduction but as a revision of the aesthetic expression.48  Indeed, the deconstructive innovations are more perspective than the constructive innovations. On the one hand, the devaluation of the traditional values permits to profit from such deconstructive innovations. On the other hand, the deconstructive innovations are easier realized.

5. Actual Art and the Tendency Toward Universal Aestheticizing the Social Life  

 The process of universal aestheticizing have two aspects. First, a lot of utilitarian things change into aesthetic things due to the progressive utilitarian or useful activity develops some new artistic features. Moreover, craftsmanship  changes into artistry in various spheres such as gastronomy, fashion, and interiors. Secondly, by means of an artistic montage new and more complicated works could by created. For instance, uniting various pictures to create a series. Let us remember triptychs popular with artists of the Renaissance, Mannerism, and Barocco. However the artistic production realized in various kinds of fine arts such as painting, sculpture and architecture, could by synthesized, too. The splendid patterns of such a synthesis are represented by the artists of the Renaissance, particularly, by Michelangelo.

Moreover, the production of fine arts could be synthesized with some musical, choreographic or literary works. The interesting patterns of such a synthesis of arts were carried out in the nineteenth century. Let us remember Wagner’s epic music drama ‘Der Ring des Nibelungen’ (1847-1874).

   The synthesis of arts permits to create come artistic ensembles considered not only as a kind of social formation characterized  by all features of social life but as a complete artistic product. Let us remember, for instance, the palace and garden ensembles beautifully realized by Louis XIV in Versailles and by Peter I in Petershof.

In spite of this highly fruitful tendency toward universal aestheticizing the social life, actual art (i.e., art of so called installations) arose in the twentieth century. The notion “installation” implies in a sense a new kind of art breaking all the connections with traditional art. The truth is that new experiences generalized by the artists could be expressed by means of qualitatively new aesthetic images, and such artistic images could be realized in qualitatively  new material only. In this case, art of installations may be considered one of obvious manifestations of the aforementioned tendency toward the universal aestheticizing.

This implies that the rapprochement of art and social life takes place. And again, the question may be raised, whether the dual nature of innovations in art (i.e., the constructive and deconstructive factors of innovations) concerns the installations. Studying the history of the installations demonstrates that all installations could be rough classified into two kinds such as the constructive and deconstructive installations. It is beyond doubt, the criterion of such a classification is the connection of installations with the principles of the creation of the works of art and of the perception of them. That is to say, whether those installations follow the principles of art or break them.
Investigating the self-organizing installations as a new kind of experimental art has demonstrated that the tendency  toward forming a kind of hierarchy  of installations takes place. In accordance with the generic principles of the synergetics (that proves the existence of attractors), this hierarchy has an end of a process of self-organizing in a form of the so called global attractor (i.e., a superattractor), which provides the maximum stability of any social system. If such a system arose, this phenomenon may be considered an end of the artistic progress of mankind. This is tantamount to the creation of the “absolute artistic work”. If we remember, such a notion was derived from the classic philosophy (according to the statements by Friedrich Wilhelm Schelling and Vladimir Soloviev).

The synergetic philosophy of history (i.e., the synergetic historicism) demonstrates that the end of the artistic progress of mankind is nothing but result of functioning the law of self-organizing social (in particular, aesthetic) ideals. That is to say, the result of processes of differentiating and integrating the aesthetic ideals. The truth is that any ideal is destructible. Let us remember that many philosophers such as Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel and Charles Jaspers, characterized the world history as a cemetery of ideals.49 

That does not alter the fact that the conflict between ideals is natural, for a tendency toward forming the global (i.e., absolute) ideal arises namely due to the eternal conflict between ideals. The absolute ideal realized should bring about the forming of the absolute artistic work.50 
In spite of the idea of the absolute artistic work is very (let us remember the so called philosophical aestheticism of Plato, Plotinus, St.Augustine, Schelling, and Vladimir Soloviev), its classic variants did not take into account the contradiction of the movement of mankind to the absolute ideal. From the point of view of the synergetic philosophy of history, this process is not reduced to the sequence of constructive innovations. The truth is that the deconstructive innovations also take place.

We have now reached a point where we can see the dual opposition whose one pole is a movement of mankind to the absolute beauty51, and another is a movement to the absolute ugliness52 or the absolute anti-beauty. On the one hand, the absolute beauty is to save the world. On the other hand, the absolute ugliness which is interpreted by ultra-innovators as the neoclassical beauty, is to destroy the world. The question here may be raised how this contradiction could be made clear.

The answer is that the essence of social self-organizing is the alternation of  chaos and order. The very social chaos bringing about the crisis, forms the base of all deconstructive innovations. It is nothing but a chaos deludes into believing that the progress of the artistic activity is conditioned by rejecting all the universal as well as the particular principles of the creation of the works of art and of the perception of them by the audience.

Incidentally, extrapolating chaos to the ideological sphere causes the destruction of aesthetic and ethical ideals dominating is a society. It causes, thus, the compromising of the ideals as a criteria of beauty, as well as the compromising of the aesthetic feeling. This is why the rise of the deconstructive innovations penetrating all the social spheres threatens the society with a humanitarian catastrophy. The deconstruction of the aesthetic ideals is a result of destroying the ethical ideals which are on the base of the aesthetic ideals, what means the transition from improving the human nature to its degradating.

The question here may be raised how the beforementioned contradistinction between mankind aspiring to the absolute beauty, on the one hand, and to the absolute ugliness, on the other hand, could bе overcome. The problem could be easily mastered by means of a non-linear character of self-organizing structures. The non-linear character implies a capability of those structures to interact not only with other structures but with themselves. This implies the self-acting. This also implies that a “feed-back” between results of universal aestheticizing the social life and of a way of aestheticizing. The selection of a new way of aestheticizing depends on the results of previous ways realized. The creative part of social chaos, in particularly, ideological chaos, consists in preparing the preconditions for forming a great deal of ways of aestheticizing, namely, a social and cultural bifurcation.

Hence the contradictory movement of mankind to the absolute beauty and the absolute ugliness could be easily mastered in consequence of a spontaneous self-purification of the way of aestheticizing the deconstructive innovations. This implies the dual nature of a process of aestheticizing.

Such a self-purification could by realized in two ways:

First, by means of minimizing any kind of non-artistic, pseudo-artistic, and anti-artistic innovations. Secondly, by means of the rapprochement between the artistic and contra-artistic innovations. This implies the rapprochement between the individual ideals of members of community to form the global ideal common to all representatives of mankind.

In consequence of such a self-purification, a phenomenon of studying the distinctions between some universal and particular principles of the creation of the works of art and of the perception of them by the audience arises. The analysis of such distinctions permits to solve a problem of the free artistic creation (i.e., a freedom of the artist) and of the perception of the works of art by the audience (i.e., a freedom of the spectator), as well as their responsibility (i.e., following the general and particular principles of the creation of the works of art and of the perception of them by the audience). This implies that a harmony of freedom and responsibility of the artist to the spectator, on the one hand, and that of the spectator to the artist, on the other hand, unconditionally excepts for the so called absolute or irresponsible freedom of the creation of the works of art and of the perception of them.

Such a freedom of the artistic creation is nothing but a kind of illusion by means of which some people try to justify some kinds of the non-artistic, pseudo-artistic, and anti-artistic activity identifying with the artistic activity proper.53 

Making the distinction between the general and particular principles of the creation of the works of art and of the perception of them clear, in particular, demonstrates that any identification of new ways of the anti-artistic activity with new trends in the modern artistic activity is not only erroneous but intolerable. Thus, we must not identify the anti-aesthetics negating the universal principles of the artistic creation and perception with the non-classic aesthetics which considers the possibility of using in art some particular principles, in particular the transition from Realism to Impressionism. Nevertheless, methodologically, such identification is erroneous as well as the identification between rejecting an aesthetic ideal in general and rejecting an old aesthetic ideal to create a new one.

It is clear that the self-purification of aestheticizing the social life of the deconstructive innovations depends on a quality of the education in art. Therefore, any kind of artistic activity should be based on the modern theory of the social self-organization (i.e., the synergetic historicism), which considers the evolution of the harmony of chaos and order as a natural and historical process.

To minimize an effect from the deconstructive innovations we are to make the significance of the harmony of freedom and responsibility clear. The objective harmony of chaos and order is based on such a harmony. Therefore, the investigation of the modern theory of social self-organization permits to distinguish the constructive and deconstructive innovations. Without such a distinction between them we cannot prevent the obliteration of the distinctions between the works of art proper and the works of anti-art that could cause a humanitarian catastrophy.

It is clear that the synergetic philosophy of history due to a law of self-organizing the aesthetic ideals not only becomes especially significant as the notion of the work of art proper in its traditional sense, but changes into a notion of the global work of art which integrates and synthesizes all local works of art proper. Consequently, this global work of art embodies the absolute ideal common to all the representatives of mankind.

Thus, the absolute beauty becomes a criterion of correspondence between the global work of art and the absolute aesthetic ideal common to mankind. It is clear that the process of forming the absolute beauty could not be understood without taking into account the law of differentiating and integrating the aesthetic ideals (and the social ideals in general). However, though the process in question is endless, its infinity has asymptotic character. This implies that the absolute work of art cannot be obtained, though mankind could be very close to it. The absolute work of art serves, thus, as a guiding star. The synergetic aestheticism permits to understand the paradoxical notion of attaining the unattainable. It is clear that Albert Dürer was utterly right when he said:  What the absolute beauty means, I do not know; non but God knows it.

The absolute character of beauty permits to explain its objective principles. In this case the aesthetic ideals of the artist as well as of the spectator become the ideals common to each of representatives of mankind. This implies that those ideals are adequate to each other. This also implies that such an adequacy can provide forming the absolute ideal determined by the adequacy of the artist’s absolute aesthetic ideal and of the spectator’s absolute aesthetic ideal.

What we are to say, then, is that the objectivity of the absolute beauty could be manifested in three ways:

First, the absolute beauty does not depend on individual aspirations, tastes or opinions of members of a community. Secondly, the absolute beauty is formed spontaneously and  aimlessly due to the interconnection of people’s aspirations and intentions. Thirdly, mankind needs for a kind of self-improvement. The process of self-improvement evolves from the multitude of works  of art proper to the absolute work of art. However, the process of such an evolution could be prevented from being successful and neutralized due to non-linear self-organizing system.

To sum up we can emphasize that the movement of mankind to the absolute work of art manifests in evolving the aestheticism of the global social life. This implies that mankind aspires to the unity of social and cultural purposes. Moreover, such a unity could be carried out due to the rapprochement between the individual aesthetic ideals of members of communities. This rapprochement forms the base on which the global aesthetic ideal could be created as well as the global style and taste common to all representatives of mankind.  
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