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Abstract  

In this essay, I argue that knowledge that an object of art is a copy or an ordinary object 

affects one’s aesthetic appreciation of that work of art, and that the difference between art 

object and non-art object is aesthetic. This statement is supported by the conclusion that 

works of art are constituted of both perceptual and non-perceptual properties. Moreover, I 

argue that non-perceptual properties can define the difference between an object of art, a copy 

of an object of art, and an ordinary object. Therefore, possessing knowledge about those 

non-perceptual properties will make one perceive the object differently since what one directs 

one’s attention towards becomes salient. Thus, possessing knowledge about the 

non-perceptual properties of an art object affects one’s aesthetic appreciation of that object.   
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1. Introduction 

A common phenomenon is that one most times prefer to see an original rather than a copy, 

even when there is no deception involved; even when they know that it is a copy they are 

looking at. The objective of this essay is to establish if the knowledge that a work of art is a 

copy affects one’s aesthetic appreciation of that work of art.  A very important and relevant 1

question is therefore if there is a difference between an object of art, a copy of an object of art 

and an ordinary object, and what that difference might consist of.  If the difference is of 2

aesthetic character, then that can explain why one might prefer an original artefact (in this 

particular case, a work of art) before a copy of it or an ordinary object. I will also determine if 

there is a difference in how and why one appreciates a work of art or a historical object. If the 

difference is of aesthetic character, then that difference can be said to count as a part of the 

artefact, when speaking of works of art.   3

I will not discuss the moral implications of fakes (“nondeceptive copies”) and 

forgeries (objects “intended to deceive”); though such a discussion would contain powerful 

arguments against the appreciation of fakes and forgeries, since such objects might be used 

for deception due to their likeness to the original. Fakes and forgeries also refer to other 

morally questionable actions such as stealing. However, invoking moral concepts and a 

discussion about such topics risks obscuring the subject and thesis of this essay (Gaut and 

McIver Lopes 2013: 462). When the word copy is used, I refer to both fakes (replicas of an 

original that are known not to be the original) and forgeries (replicas of an original intended 

to be received as the original); a copy is any object that is replicated from an original object or 

idea, either non-deceptive or with a deceptive intention.  

 

1 Aesthetic appreciation is here understood as wanting to direct more attention or one attaining more positive 

impressions (such as finding an object interesting) towards an aesthetically valued object since that object is seen 

to be more valuable in one or several ways. 
2 If one accepts the causal history of an object as a part of the work of art, then that causal history can be said to 

be a property of the work of art. If one compares object A to an, to the naked eye, identical object with a 

different causal history B one can see that in accordance to Leibniz’ law of indiscernibility, the two works of art 

A and B cannot be the same work of art since for A and B to be the same work of art, B has to have all properties 

A has and vice versa (Danto 1974: 143). 
3 In this text, I use the expressions ‘object of art’, ‘artwork’, ‘art object’, and ‘work of art’ interchangeably.  
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1.1. Method 

I will begin by depicting Arthur Danto’s account of the institutional artworld and his famous 

Gallery of Indiscernibles; a thought-experiment designed to question the concept of 

indiscernibility, and the idea that perceptually identical objects truly are identical. The 

example of the Gallery shows how cultural or historical knowledge is an important 

component in aesthetic appreciation and therefore the concept of cognitive penetration and its 

influence will be discussed as well. After that I will lay out a spectrum of six different ways 

of viewing the definition and metaphysical scope of the work of art, ranging from appearance 

theories to various versions of contextualism. In doing so, I will exhibit that background 

properties beyond the form of the artwork are a necessary part of the object of art. I will also 

discuss the topics of value and originality; why one would value an original work of art 

higher than a copy of it, and as I mentioned above, what the nature of the difference between 

an object of art, a copy of an object of art and an ordinary object consists of.  Lastly, I will 4

provide a summary of my findings and a final conclusion. 

 

2. The Gallery of Indiscernibles 

I will here introduce and describe the outline of Arthur Danto’s now famous Gallery of 

Indiscernibles.  By doing so, I will narrate Danto’s view on the relation between works of art 5

and ‘mere real things’ and what Danto’s thoughts on the nature of the difference between 

them are. The art museum that is the Gallery of Indiscernibles is not a physical gallery but an 

imaginary museum which is part of a thought-experiment (Rollins 2012: 30). True to its 

name, the Gallery contains objects that are indiscernible from one another to the bare eye and 

it illustrates a quite simple statement: it seems reasonable to assume that things that look alike 

can have different meanings and causal histories, just like the same words or even complete 

sentences can have different meanings. What the Gallery does is to portray that phenomenon 

in a very clear manner. Danto asks his reader to imagine a total of nine canvases, each painted 

red. Six of the canvases are elaborate artworks by different artists with titles such as “The 

Israelites crossing the Red Sea”, “Kierkegaard's Mood”, “Red Square” (a Moscow 

landscape), “Red square” (a minimalist, geometrical work), “Nirvana”, and “Red Table 

4 I use the terms ‘originality’, ‘genuineness’, and ‘authenticity’ interchangeably.  
5 The idea of the Gallery of Indiscernibles can be thought of as one of many reactions to the new genres of art 
that arouse during the twentieth century. It became a classic thought-example through Danto’s book The 
Transfiguration of the Commonplace, that was published in 1981.  
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Cloth”. Then there are two additional canvases, also painted red, but these two canvases are 

not works of art. One canvas is primed with a red tint by the artist Giorgione, who had the 

intention of completing the painting. Alas, it cannot be counted as a proper artwork since 

Giorgione did not finish it, but the primed canvas maintains a certain art-historical interest 

since it was touched and prepared by Giorgione’s hand and intention. There is also a 

canvas-shaped surface painted in red lead. This canvas has no artistic qualities since it is an 

ordinary object with paint on it (Danto 1981: 1-2).  

Lastly, one becomes acquainted with an artist, J, and an object that at first is hard to 

categorize ontologically. When asked about the title, J answers, “Untitled”. So far, there is 

nothing odd about it. Despite its meaning, “Untitled” still becomes a title with all it entails. I 

will come back to this below. However, J does not intend for his work to be interpreted. 

According to J, the work simply has no title: his work is about nothing, and not in terms of its 

content. He does not want it to be about anything. Danto concludes that so far, this last red 

canvas is no piece of art. Giorgione left an unfinished canvas behind, but with it an intention 

to finish it as an artwork. The only solution for J, then, is to perform the Duchampian action 

of declaring his red canvas a work of art, just like Marcel Duchamp declared that an ordinary 

urinoir was a fountain. Taking this action carries J’s canvas over the metaphysical boundary 

from a mere thing to a work of art. There is now one more artwork among the red canvases. 

All nine canvases look exactly the same to the naked eye but they have different titles and 

they belong to different genres. I will now discuss the aforementioned concept of titles. 

An artwork’s title is more than a name, but it is not a predication. The title can rather 

give (sometimes much needed) guidance as to how to interpret or ‘read’ a specific work of 

art. As Danto points out and as described in the case of J, a title has the ability of providing 

the object of art with aboutness: a painting with the title ‘Water lilies’ is in most cases about 

(the concept) water lilies in one way or another, even if the painting does not represent water 

lilies. Although, aboutness is closely related to the subject of representation. To make out the 

difference between objects of art and ordinary objects, Danto first consults Wittgensteinian 

terms and the philosophy of action by using the following example: ‘if I raise my arm and 

subtract the fact that my arm goes up, what remains?’ Here one sees a parallel between a 

basic action and a bodily movement (like a tic or a spasm) and an artwork and a real object, 

respectively. It seems that the thing remaining is a ‘mental cause’ such as an intention to do 

so (raising one’s arm or making something into a work of art), or perhaps an inner emotion in 
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the artist that is then expressed in the work of art. Although, what can be present in works of 

art and semantic entities but not in real objects are false instances. One can speak of semantic 

entities as ‘vehicles of representation’ even if one is lying when making an utterance. One can 

ask what a sentence means, what its content is, and whether it is true or false. The utterance 

does not cease to exist just because it is a lie: the underlying intention of the utterance was to 

lie. It is important to note that what makes the utterance or object false is the individual that 

utters or copies it. In other words, aboutness can be understood as intention; someone 

intended to make an object or an action about something (Danto 1974: 142; 1981: 1-6, 17, 

20-21; Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 468; Rollins 2012: 31).  

As I previously mentioned, the nine perceptually indiscernible canvases are inevitably 

different from one another. Danto does not declare what that difference consists of, or if it is 

an aesthetic difference or a non-aesthetic difference. What he does declare is that the object 

has been ‘transfigured’ from an ordinary object into an object of art, through the artist making 

the object about something. This can also be done by placing the object in another context, 

which is used here to indicate background properties of the object in question. Therefore, the 

concept of context is a clue to solving the puzzle. An example of such a property is a 

historical fact; art object A was made, acted, or selected by artist B in the time T and so on. 

All of an object’s historical facts, art object or not, make up the object’s causal history. In this 

text, causal history is understood as the object’s spatiotemporal path from the intention and 

hand of its creator to its present moment in time and space. The causal history of the object 

inhabits both relevant and irrelevant background properties. The background properties that 

can be considered relevant are properties that constitute the identity and value of the object: a 

relevant property is for example by whom the object was made or in which context the object 

is found. An irrelevant background property does not contribute to the identity or value of the 

object, such as ‘was touched by a janitor working at the museum’ (Alperson 1992: 427, 431; 

Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 469). 

I want to note that the line between relevant background properties and irrelevant 

background properties is vague and hard to determine. It is vague because of the difficulty to 

determine the importance and relevance of say, the above background property of ‘was 

touched by a janitor working at the museum’ or any similar event to this. The janitor might 

have created a physical mark in the artwork that is later thought to have been made by the 

artist, or it might even be the case that the janitor is the artist or a well-known art critic. The 

6 



situation would change further if the occurrence of the janitor touching the object of art in fact 

was a piece by a performance artist. In such cases, the background property of ‘was touched 

by a janitor working at the museum’ might transition from irrelevant to relevant. Another 

concept that may be of assistance in understanding the nature of the difference between the 

object of art and a mere real thing is the above mentioned concept of value.  

 

2.1. Different kinds of value  

Value is a topic that is tightly connected with genuineness in objects but as I mentioned 

above, all kinds of objects may have many different kinds of value. Two distinct ways of 

thinking about value are instrumental and intrinsic value, wherein the former is value as a 

means to an end and the latter is value in and of itself. Objects with instrumental value can be 

replaced by something else while objects that are intrinsically valuable cannot. A related 

discussion in aesthetics is whether the value of art is instrumental or intrinsic, and if that 

affects the function of the object of art. This connects to the question at issue in this essay, 

what it is that one appreciates in objects of art, the form or something entirely different. 

Perhaps it is the idea behind the physical object that is truly compelling. An example of this is 

conceptual art. New genres and styles of art might not be as developed or sophisticated but 

they might offer a significant cultural influence, or give rise to new thoughts and ideas (Gaut 

and McIver Lopes 2013: 289-291). I will return to the concept of originality below.  

Another divide is constituted by cognitivism contra aestheticism in art. Cognitivism in 

art is the idea that works of art can be a source of knowledge and teachings. As such, art 

becomes a communicative act. Another cognitivist way of viewing and appreciating art is 

identifying its value in its ability to confront or challenge one’s pre-existent beliefs. 

Simultaneously, as I have touched upon above, one is often already equipped with a set of 

beliefs and presumptions when encountering a work of art. Art may also deepen the available 

beliefs and presumptions one possesses. Another cognitivist view regards different types of 

knowledge, and poses the question if there exists a special kind of knowledge that is only 

attained imaginatively. However, the theory of cognitivism might disregard many great works 

of art. If language or imagery is graceful, harmonious, beautiful and so on, cognitivism risks 

overlooking this in a reductive manner. Cognitivism as such cannot explain the 

phenomenology of certain emotions or attitudes. 
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In contrast, aestheticism emphasizes the artwork’s aesthetic virtues as its primary 

value. Aestheticism can explain why one can appreciate works of art despite them being 

about topics one may be opposed. One might for instance appreciate religious art without 

adhering to the appraisals of the religion in question. Yet, and as I have shown above, 

aestheticism fails to account for conceptual art, that is, art without sensuous content. One can 

see that the theories of cognitivism and aestheticism, respectively, are adaptable in different 

cases where different genres of art are employed. They both point to important aesthetic 

virtues. Therefore, it is possible to deduce that the two theories are describing different kinds 

of aesthetic value (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 291-292, 294-297).  6

 

2.2. Perception and the value of the red canvases 

Even though Danto does not explain why the nine canvases are different, one still easily 

ascribes different meaning to them. Hence, meaning is not necessarily interlaced with 

perception. What something is about, what it means, might be interlaced with how one values 

it. The thing one values in a work of art, say, the direction of the brushstrokes of paint upon 

the canvas or the guitar chords in a rock song and so on, can make one direct their attention 

towards it. The same goes for when someone points out a specific detail: that detail likely 

stands out since, again, one’s attention becomes directed towards it. I will discuss this 

phenomenon in relation to the idea of cognitive penetration, which takes place when received 

information about the object in question affects one’s perception. This has significance for the 

Gallery of Indiscernibles. If a perceptual experience is susceptible to cognitive penetration, 

then an occurrence like the title of an artwork might influence what one is perceiving. Such a 

process is called a ‘top-down’ process: cognition influences perception and this is something 

that Danto did not take into consideration. Empirical evidence shows that one’s a priori 

knowledge influences one’s phenomenological perception. Consider the following 

experiment:  

 

  

6 I understand aesthetic value as culturally bound: in our contemporary Western society, one tends to appreciate 
and ascribe value to original objects. How one’s own cultural context influences one’s views on value and other 
topics is something that is important to keep in mind when encountering works of art. I will come back to this in 
the section on originality.  
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Two pictures of identical (mixed race) faces were shown to subjects − the only difference between them 

was that under one the subjects read the word “white” and under the other they read “black.” When they 

had to match the color of the face, subjects chose a significantly darker color for the face with the label 

“black” (Nanay 2015: 2). 

 

The above experiment has the exact same configuration as the Gallery: a number of 

perceptually identical images with different titles. Danto’s thought-experiment is 

thought-provoking, but its premises are incorrect. Making two or more perceptually identical 

objects about different things gives them different properties and more importantly, what 

properties one is directing one’s attention towards. These in turn affect one’s perceptual 

phenomenology; which qualities that become salient or in other words, aesthetically relevant. 

One may also interpret what one experiences differently. In total, the difference between the 

perceptually identical objects is one of perceptual phenomenology. One may be able to 

perceive the nine canvases differently despite their likeness in color and shape. As per Danto, 

this is the result of them being about different things and nothing more. The question still 

remains whether that difference is a difference of aesthetic nature (Nanay 2015: 1-3).  

 

3. From formalism to institutionalism: art-making properties 

Another way of phrasing the question is to discern which properties possessed by the object 

of art that are its ‘art-making’ properties. Danto asserts that the art-making properties of an art 

object are the artist’s intention and that the object is situated within the walls of an artworld. 

Consulting a few other approaches than institutionalism can bring clarity into the question of 

this essay. In the next part, I will outline a spectrum of relevant theories that reaches from 

formalism to contextualism. Determining wherein the art-making property or properties exists 

in the work of art will help discern wherein the difference between the object of art, a copy of 

an object of art or an ordinary object lies. Locating the art-making property or properties of 

the art object will make it easier to determine if the difference is aesthetic. 

 

3.1. A spectrum of theories 

The scale revisits concepts such as aestheticism and cognitivism but it also points towards 

concepts such as cultural conventions. Already mentioned is formalism, followed by the 

Scrutiny thesis, and these two theories make up a category that is called appearance theory. I 
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will then introduce a hybrid theory and lastly, three theories that are more contextualist. Two 

of them can be called conventional definitions of art (historicism and institutionalism) as well 

as a theory about genuineness among antique artefacts (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 466; 

Adajian 2018: 7). 

I am aware that the theories brought up in this text are complex and that it can be 

problematic to put them against each other in a linear manner. It is impossible to accurately 

display the entire nature of a specific theory in this limited space while at the same time 

focusing on the ideas relevant to my thesis. I have done my best to make sure I do them 

justice despite that challenge. I will begin by describing the now classical and well-known 

theory of formalism.  

 

3.1.1. Formalism according to Clive Bell  

Clive Bell’s formalism explicitly defines the true artwork as inhabiting significant form; 

according to the formalist, art is (significant) form. This significant form is made up of shapes 

and colors so that the relation between them awakens an aesthetic emotion. All works of art 

that give rise to this kind of emotion have something in common, according to Bell, namely 

an essential quality that only can be found in (successful) works of art. This essential quality 

is significant form (Alperson 1992: 120; Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 89). The theory of 

formalism proclaims that significant form is a necessary condition for something to be a work 

of art; that significant form is a common denominator for all works of art. 

Accordingly, Bell’s formalism only includes the object of art and the aesthetic 

emotion in its ontology of art. It is neither right nor a necessity to try to ascertain the intention 

of the artist. Bell does mention other kinds of virtues in art, and deems works of art that 

belong to other categories such as historical or illustrative as ‘descriptive painting’ due to 

their representative properties. However, if they do not inhabit significant form in addition to 

such properties, they are not art. Consequently, something being art has to do with an object’s 

function: the work of art has to become an object of aesthetic emotion that is aroused by the 

object’s significant form. When encountering a work of art that possesses this form, one is 

swept away from everyday life. Bell also implies that significant form is eternal and universal 

both temporally and culturally. He mentions ‘primitive art’ as an example and gives it praise 
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for not being representative (Alperson 1992: 121, 123-124).  If this is based on prejudice, 7

perhaps due to lack of knowledge or ignorance about the culture the artworks come from, it 

will not be commented on here. 

  

3.1.2. Richard Wollheim on the Scrutiny thesis  

Richard Wollheim, though opposed to the theory he names the Scrutiny thesis, gives a good 

account of its outline. Wollheim does not provide a clear definition of the term ‘scrutiny’ but 

I will here understand it as looking intently in an examining manner. Wollheim begins with 

an important notion. When employing the Scrutiny thesis, one is confined only to the world 

of the artwork, be it music, poetry, visual art, and so on. It applies to all art forms. One is not 

allowed to ‘look outside’ this world. In encountering and perhaps criticizing an object of art, 

one is only allowed to evaluate the impressions one can perceive from the sequence of words 

or tunes in the poem or music, or the surface of the painting. Being able to scrutinize the work 

of art is dependent on its condition: it should be restored, in reality or in the mind of the critic, 

to its best condition, but it does not need to be pristine. This is understandable since one is not 

allowed to possess any external information about the artwork. As follows, the term scrutiny 

in this context seems to imply a kind of tunnel vision: only the perceptual properties of a 

certain object of art exists as the work of art. The purpose of scrutinizing a (restored) object of 

art, Wollheim writes, is understanding or grasping the meaning of it (Wollheim 1993: 

132-133). 

Wollheim prefers an understanding of meaning as something one may be able to 

discover, be it some set of conventions setting the norms for that specific genre, or the 

intention of the artist. The intention can be fulfilled, wholly, in part, or not at all. In the cases 

where the intention is fulfilled, supporters of the Scrutiny thesis accepts it as an internal 

property of the work since it according to the thesis can be found through scrutiny of the 

artwork. Truths internal of the work of art are gained by earlier perceptual experience, and as 

such are allowed as a part of the world of the work. The Scrutiny thesis holds that if one 

avoids seeking external information about the work, one does not risk pursuing false beliefs 

that might affect one’s perceptual experience of the artwork in question. One can see the 

7 Works described as ‘primitive art’ are for instance Sumerian sculpture, predynastic Egyptian art, archaic Greek 
art as well as art from Wei and T’ang and early Japanese works. Art created by cultures in the pre-colonized 
Central and South America is also mentioned (Alperson 1992: 123, 126). 
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appeal in such an approach as the artwork becomes autonomous since it speaks for itself 

(Wollheim 1993: 135-141).  

I have now discussed two formal theories that defines the work of art as form and 

internal content. Bridging to the more contextual theories is Nelson Goodman’s hybrid 

theory.  

 

3.1.3. Nelson Goodman and the art of looking: a hybrid theory  

Nelson Goodman is famous for his groundbreaking way of introducing an analytic approach 

to the field of aesthetics during the second half of the twentieth century. In the Routledge 

Companion to Aesthetics, Jenefer Robinson summarizes Goodman’s system in the following 

manner: “For Goodman artworks are symbols that refer to the world by virtue of what symbol 

they are in what symbol system” (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 179). In a sense, works of art 

belong to systems that are structures of signs and can be compared to semantic structures. 

This is similar to Danto’s account about semantic entities mentioned above. The work of art 

can be viewed as a metaphor. In that sense, Goodman views artworks as ‘meaningful entities’ 

or objects that inhabit cognitive value. Goodman also validates the existence and importance 

of context. In likeness to Danto, he ascribes relevance not to the question of what art is, but 

when and where art is: “something can be a work of art in one context and not in another” 

(Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 179, 182-183, 186-187) Here one can see that Goodman puts 

emphasis on art’s cognitive and perceptual qualities and ways of being in the world.  

This brings me to the way one is looking at visual works of art. Goodman claims that 

having knowledge about an original artwork, for example that it was made by a significant 

artist and on account of that is a masterpiece, influences one’s aesthetic experience of it 

(Goodman 1968: 104). However, possessing a fact about the artist does not rule out the 

possibility that one may see one or more dissimilarities between an original and a copy of that 

original. Having become aware of one or more dissimilarities creates an aesthetic difference 

that makes one more susceptible to the sensory information the dissimilarities pose. Put 

differently, one can attain knowledge and learn from repeated encounters with artworks.  

Goodman uses the term ‘merely looking’ to describe a more casual way of viewing 

works of art and the way one directs one’s gaze might affect what one sees. This is related to 

an easily overseen factor in the encounter with the visual work of art. He questions what can 

be counted as normative regarding the lighting conditions in the environment of the artwork, 
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and whether one is permitted to use any instruments, such as glasses. From where should the 

lightsource be directed? What to do when a miniature artefact requires a looking glass to be 

correctly examined? That level of near-scrutiny seems to be an entirely different way of 

encountering the artwork than just ‘merely looking’. It also depends on who it is that is 

looking. An art expert who have had repeated encounters with artworks might possess 

knowledge of where and how to look to find clues in the brush strokes, for example. Here one 

can see that Goodman includes the concept of time into the equation. One might not be able 

to discern a difference between two works (one an original, the other a copy of that original) 

of art today, but with practice one might discern a difference between the two tomorrow. 

When they have achieved that, their knowledge of which artwork is the original and which 

artwork is the copy will make them look in a different way in the future.  

Goodman seems to conclude that one can assume that two identical objects differ 

aesthetically even though what one perceives looks identical. I want to note that the line 

between perceptible and non-perceptible, too, is vague. Despite the vagueness, Goodman 

shows that the difference between identical objects does not have to be perceptual, that is, 

“discernible by merely looking” (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 466; Goodman 1968: 

100-107). Following Goodman, I will discuss a different way of viewing objects of art, 

namely the historicity and intention in art put forth by Jerrold Levinson. 

 

3.1.4. Jerrold Levinson on historicism as a part of artworks 

A historicist account of art can be put into contrast with intentionalist or institutionalist 

accounts of art, the latter found in Danto’s theory of art; but, as one shall see below, the two 

theories are also similar. Jerrold Levinson’s account of art is somewhat an amalgam: it is 

intentionalist, historicist, and non-institutional. Levinson states that his theory views works of 

art as “a thing (item, object, entity) that has been seriously intended for 

regard-as-a-work-of-art, i.e., regard in any way preexisting artworks are or were correctly 

regarded” (Levinson 1989: 21). He also views artworks as indexical. In other words, 

Levinson supports the idea that a work of art has been created with an intention by an artist 

and that one has been taught a certain set of norms and conventions on how to regard and 

treat works of art. Here Levinson draws upon the notion of culture, and an understanding of 

culture as a kind of network that mainly consists of preserving and sharing rituals, and 

creative techniques in a social context such as a tribe or a society. The indexicality rises as a 

13 



result of artworks being relationally connected to each other; one can understand an object of 

art as art due to how another object of art has been understood and viewed at an earlier time. 

Lastly, the non-institutional stance comes from lesser demands placed on a certain context or 

circumstance. Levinson does not validate the demands that an ‘artworld’ implies; only an art 

history consisting of the above mentioned parameters (Levinson 1989: 21-23, 26, 28). One 

could say that while the artworld demands a continuous social context, the art history 

demands that there at some point has been a social context.  

Levinson’s reasons for propagating this theory are mainly based upon the fact that this 

way of defining art is a neat way of allowing new art genres and modes of expression while at 

the same time question the notion of Duchampian art (primarily calling or dubbing an object 

art) and other conceptual works of art. All parts of the theory of intentionalist, historicist, and 

non-institutional theory of art must be considered for the theory to be valid. Levinson seems 

to take a similar stance when regarding the artwork qua object of regarding; he seems to 

prescribe a holistic way of perceiving the artwork. One is correct in looking and thinking of 

the object of art as a composite of color, style, art-historical background, to only name a few 

possible components. Only looking at an object does not make it art, since one can look at 

objects that are not art and without making them art in doing so (Levinson 1989: 22-24). 

While on the subject of history, I will consult Carolyn Korsmeyer’s view on antique objects.  

 

3.1.5. Carolyn Korsmeyer on genuine objects  

In her theory of art, Carolyn Korsmeyer directs her focus towards ancient objects from a 

historical past. Her objective is to explain how one can come to appreciate an ancient object 

aesthetically even though it is no longer an object of beauty. According to Korsmeyer, a 

relevant background property is ‘the very object that have remained in existence despite the 

time that has passed’. In other words, the value of the object lies within its context and past 

history. Such objects are evidence of another time and perhaps another dimension in ways of 

living and experiencing the world. Such objects can be powerful sources of learning; such 

objects might have a cognitive value. It seems like the aesthetic qualities of the object in fact 

are non-perceptual. Korsmeyer states that one important non-perceptual aesthetic quality is 

genuineness or synonymously, authenticity: that the object in question is truly the object that 

has existed from then to now.  

14 



That such a statement is important can be illustrated through the example of a replica, 

perceptually identical to the genuine object. Intuition and phenomenology point towards the 

conclusion that the replica does not inspire the same awe or admiration. This points towards 

an aesthetic dimension of genuineness. It is also evident when studying what objects museum 

visitors prefer to frequent: the replicas are often overlooked even though they can provide 

correct information about history and the appearance of the genuine object.  Yet, the replica 8

does not provide the right kind of physical connection. This distinction can be summarized by 

distinguishing ‘historical value’ (information and knowledge of the past) from ‘age value’ (an 

admiration of the object itself). These two kinds of value can be compared to instrumental 

value and intrinsic value described above (Korsmeyer 2016: 219-223; Gaut and McIver Lopes 

2013: 469-470). 

Indeed, an expert might be fooled by a replica. As discussed above, one’s perception 

seems to be influenced by one’s cognition; for example what beliefs one has. In other words, 

one sees what one believes. I will not discuss ‘historical fakes’ (copies that are posing as 

historical objects) here but suffice to say, it is naturally of importance to have identified the 

object in a correct manner and to have ruled out any historical bias. This includes gathering 

information about the historical path of the object. Korsmeyer equips the term ‘touch’, and it 

is used in several ways. One may touch something physically and one may touch something 

in a more metaphysical manner. The touch of time in the shape of cuts or cracks on the 

object’s surface can be perceived differently depending on what it was that touched it. One’s 

own physical touch may be an assurance that one is truly in contact with the object. Touch 

has great power over material objects: touch is a prerequisite of its coming into existence as 

well as being a part of the aforementioned causal history of the object. What touches an 

object might change it; touch can tell stories about the object and its causal history. In this 

manner, touch can be seen as a most fundamental part of the aesthetic experience.  

Another way of viewing the matter is comparing a perceptually indiscernible replica 

with its original model. The replica might exhibit an identical form which results in that all 

properties of the form of the original are existent in the replica. The replica might also 

provide a link to the past by conveying knowledge and information. Yet, a property such as 

‘touched by time’ cannot be replicated; the temporal link is located somewhere else than in 

the physical form of the object (Korsmeyer 2016: 223-225, 227-229). If the background 

8 If there are genuine objects in the same exhibition.  
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properties given by a certain temporal chain is what gives the object its value, then one can 

clearly see how a replica is inadequate. This leads the discussion below back to the artworld 

and its institutional implications.  

 

3.1.6. Conventionalism and institutionalism 

I will close this section by revisiting the theory of institutionalism and by presenting a deeper 

understanding of it. I will also revisit the concept of historicism since institutionalism is one 

of two theories that are called conventionalist definitions of art: historicism and 

intentionalism. Historicism is based on a diachronic view on art when intentionalism is based 

on a synchronic view on art. Just like historicism, institutionalism is driven by the idea that 

there is no property that unites all works of art. On the contrary, all conventionalist definitions 

of art deny that all works of art inhabit any essential art-making property. From now on, I will 

only discuss institutionalism.  

Institutionalism is in a way a reaction to avant-garde genres of art, such as 

Duchampian art. According to Danto, the definition of art qua sensuous object was no longer 

viable after the explosion of new genres, such as conceptual art, during the twentieth century 

and onwards. Danto stated that such grand theories were and are no longer adequate, since 

objects of art and ordinary objects no longer could be identified as belonging to one or the 

other category by sensuous, perceptual, means only.  (Entzenberg 2013: 14) The 9

anti-essentialism that defines the theory of institutionalism puts emphasis on what 

background properties objects of art inhabit. The idea and/or intention is just as important or 

more important than the formal and physical aspects of the artwork. In a sense, the 

background properties can be said to define the work of art. In the case of institutionalism, the 

object of art needs to be placed in the correct socio-cultural context. An institutional 

background property can be that the object of art has been chosen or dubbed by one or more 

people in a social context concerning art; an artworld. The confusion that arises from looking 

at an object of art that might look like a thing of utility, and not an artwork, can be taken away 

if one is made aware that they are visiting an art gallery or a similar institution. This can 

prove to be a powerful clue when looking at conceptual art or similar styles. The difference 

between an ordinary object and a work of art is that the latter has been placed within the walls 

of an art institution, has a style, and is intentionally chosen, designed, or created by a subject. 

9 I understand grand theories as theories that aim to understand and define the essence in all works of art. 
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The institutional work of art demands something from its audience or consumers. The 

audience or consumers need to ‘fill in the blanks’. They might be required to have knowledge 

about art history and the art historical context. In short, the artworld is a space where an artist 

presents a work of art to an audience or a consumer of art (Adajian 2018: 7-8). 

 

3.2. A discussion and an evaluation of the six theories 

I will now establish what seems most reasonable in terms of what makes objects of art differ 

from copies or ordinary objects and in other words, what property that is plausible to assume 

is the art-making property of the art object.  

 

3.2.1. Why formalism fails 

Firstly, formalism is viciously circular. Significant form and aesthetic emotion are used to 

define each other and it is hence impossible to understand either of them in any other way. 

Noël Carroll describes two arguments that the formalist can mobilize when defending the 

theory of formalism. The first argument is called “the common denominator argument” (Gaut 

and McIver Lopes 2013: 89). Its first premise is that a necessary condition for something to 

be an object of art is a property that every object of art possesses. The formalist then asks one 

to come up with any other conditions necessary for something being art, pointing towards 

representational or expressive qualities. However, Carroll asserts that not all artworks are 

representational and/or expressive, and an object can be representational and/or expressive 

without being an object of art. Consequently, representational or expressive qualities are 

neither necessary nor sufficient for something to be a work of art. Additionally, many objects 

that are not art possess form, are expressive, or are representative. Inhabiting form is not a 

sufficient condition for being an object of art. This is presumably why the formalist specifies 

artistic form as significant form. Yet, the formalist cannot be right. There are many works of 

art that are prized not for their form but for their revolutionary vision or impact on the world 

socially or politically. This category of art is definitely art, but the art-making properties of 

such artworks lies within an idea or an underlying concept. Consequently, the common 

denominator argument is not valid since there seems to be no necessary property that every 

object of art possesses (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 89-91, 94). 
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The next argument the formalist equips themselves with is “the function argument” 

(Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 90). Again, this argument utilizes the idea of significant form 

as a sufficient condition for status as an artwork. Inhabiting significant form is also the 

primary function of the art object. What works in favour for both arguments is that they both 

explain some of one’s intuitions regarding works of art. As I mentioned above, one may 

dislike the message conveyed by a certain object of art, while still appreciating its formal 

qualities. Both arguments also contribute to an explanation of why one might appreciate 

works of art whose represented ideas are outdated or negatively charged. Nevertheless, 

formalism seems drastically one-sided. Again, the theory of formalism excludes genres of art 

that are widely established today, such as conceptual art. The premises of both arguments are 

misleading: properties other than significant form are influential in the making of and 

appreciation of many objects of art, such as historical or institutional properties. It also 

appears incorrect to assume that there is a necessary feature, an essential property, shared by 

all works of art. In total, it is hard to accept formalism as a valid theory of the definition of 

art. In my position, inventing such a feature could possibly be devastating for the ontology 

and development of art as a concept (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 90-93). This is relevant to 

my thesis since if the theory of formalism was true, then there would be no aesthetic 

difference between Danto’s perceptually indiscernible red canvases.  

 

3.2.2. Scrutinizing the Scrutiny thesis 

Similar to what I have written above, Wollheim mentions the probability of a connection 

between cognition and perception; how one has a preexisting set of thoughts, beliefs and/or 

knowledge that might affect one’s perception. Wollheim names this the ‘cognitive stock’. He 

is right in that the Scrutiny thesis overlooks this fact. The Scrutiny thesis holds that if one 

disconnects cognition and perception, one does not risk pursuing false beliefs that might 

affect one’s perceptual experience of the artwork in question (Wollheim 1993: 135-136). 

What the Scrutiny thesis illuminates is the relation between cognition and perception, 

as well as what can be seen as internal or external of the artwork. That might not be as 

obvious as expected. There might be certain conventions in society that one is not aware of, 

and these might influence one’s cognitive stock and one’s way of looking, or the mere truth 

that the artist creates an object of art against a certain intentional background. I will focus on 

the seemingly paradoxical situation that arises from the combination of the notion of intention 
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and the contrasting notion that one is only allowed to consult the world of the artwork when 

scrutinizing it. As I have described above, both objects of art and semantical sentences can be 

perceptually identical, but inhabit strictly different meanings and intentions. One’s cognitive 

stock may determine how one perceives information, such as visual stimuli by an artwork. 

However, the Scrutiny thesis fails in defining both what one’s cognitive stock is allowed to 

contain as well as its allowed scope. The Scrutiny thesis holds that some cognitive facts are 

acceptable, but one must obtain that knowledge in a certain manner. Any information that is 

perceptually discernible in the work of art is deemed as legitimate information to draw upon. 

Yet, the Scrutiny thesis is ambiguous in what truths are deemed as acceptable. This becomes 

evident in cases where the intention behind the artwork is not possible to recover. According 

to the Scrutiny thesis, one may in cases where the intention was unsuccessfully expressed 

become perceptually influenced by that, since one has knowledge about the original intention 

(Wollheim 1993: 134-135, 139-141).  

It is still uncertain what is an acceptable component of the allowed cognitive stock, 

and further, some premises that ground the theory contradict each other. Knowing that the 

original intention was unsuccessful is to me the same as taking part of background 

information that is not part of the physical work of art in front of one’s gaze. Therefore, the 

Scrutiny thesis is not lucid in determining and defining the art-making properties of the 

artwork, and one would be ill-advised to accept its allowed scope of the object of art. 

  

3.2.3. Different aspects of contextualism 

I have now concluded my outline of two versions of the appearance theory. I have proven that 

neither of the two versions of the appearance theory described above seem to be correct in 

that they validate objects that might be copies as original objects of art. This is supported both 

by the common intuitions one has about the nature of art as well as other evidence, 

phenomenological and factual. Such theories of art do not seem compatible with Duchampian 

art or other new genres of art since an essential art-making property shared by all works of art 

does not seem to exist (Adajian 2018: 2, 4).  

What the two appearance theories also fail to account for is that there would exist a 

difference between an original work of art and a copy of it. Both fact and intuition point 

towards that there is a difference between the two. The four following theories offer 

explanations of why there might be a difference between a copy and an original since these 
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theories validate and put emphasis on non-perceptual differences between different kinds of 

objects. Since all four theories contribute with different aspects in explaining why there is an 

ontological difference between art object and non-art object, I have chosen to discuss the four 

remaining theories in the same subsection.  

 

3.2.4. A summary of the four contextual theories 

As mentioned before, it would not be suitable to reproduce all available criticism and its 

responses attached to the theories described, but I will describe a few questions that arise 

intuitively. Firstly, it goes without saying that it is difficult to discover a non-perceptual or 

non-physical difference in an object; to ascertain if the object is a copy or a non-aesthetic 

object. What all theories do is prescribe normative ways of encountering and appreciating a 

work of art. Meanwhile, they are from time to time vague in what they wish to be done.  

Goodman does not seem to offer a direct description of how the environment of the 

artwork should be designed and lit, and he does not seem to problematize the occurrence of 

knowledge bias influencing one’s perceptual experiences. I interpret Levinson's theory 

holistically contrary to taking the components apart (e.g. to only approach the historicist part 

would beg the question of how to determine the first art created; the 'ur-art' as art).  He is 10

correct in that it is reasonable to consult the history of art in determining how to approach an 

artwork, but one may not have access to that art history. The same goes for Korsmeyer; it is 

of importance to correctly identify the ancient object to derive the right knowledge from it. 

One does also risk making art of something that might not have been intended for that 

purpose.  

The institutionalist must explain what the difference between different objects is made 

out of. The theory is also negligent towards non-Western cultures and traditions as well as 

non-human art making, similar to Levinson’s theory. One can also see that institutionalism 

despite being on the opposite end from formalism is viciously circular (Adajian 2018: 7, 13). 

The theory might also become elitist since it demands that the audience has prior knowledge. 

Furthermore, the version of institutionalism as rendered by Danto poses the risk of becoming 

very narrow: the explanation Danto gives for why objects of art differ from ordinary objects 

10 Levinson has provided an answer to this but due to the confines of the length and main objective of the essay, 
I will not discuss it here. (Levinson 2002: 371) 
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might fall short since it may be too reductionistic, even though it might help in understanding 

certain conceptual works of art. 

What one is able to derive from the four non-formal theories is that one may learn 

from encountering the same work of art many times; that one often is correct in following a 

maintained tradition and convention of art; that one can be transported in time by an ancient 

object not by its material form but of its metaphysical connection with other worlds; that one 

might gain insight from studying one’s surroundings so as to decide the nature of what one is 

looking at. My goal is not to decide which theory is the superior definition of art, but to show 

different sides and implications of contextualism in order to determine whether the 

differences made by background properties can be considered as or as contributory to 

aesthetic difference. What all four theories are evidence of is that the background properties 

and the context of an object more often than not are a central component in what determines 

the identity of that object, be it an object of art, a copy, or an ordinary object. What these 

theories have shown is that background properties are a vital part of what constitutes the 

identity and ontological status of a certain object.  

 

4. The ontology of originality 

I have now reached the section of originality where I will revisit some of the key topics of the 

essay discussed in the sections above. As previously described, to only consult one’s zeitgeist 

in terms of cultural knowledge and current conventions can be hazardous, or to be overly 

normative when defining the ontology of art. The same goes for originality. An original 

object might be an object made by a specific individual or an object that is innovative or 

revolutionary and as previously mentioned, those are attributes that may make one look at or 

value the object differently. In the Routledge Companion to Aesthetics, Nan Stalnaker writes 

the following: “We should also keep in mind that the high value placed on originality (in the 

sense of innovation) is a modern phenomenon” (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 464). In 

earlier times, guilds or groups of artists often worked together on the same work of art, and 

one seldom broke convention. An example of this is religious art and religious tradition, to 

mention one aspect of originality. Another aspect might be ‘made by the hand of artist A’ and 

yet another might be ‘original example of gothic church window’ to only mention two. The 
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concept of originality can be applied in different ways since it may be linked to individuals 

and their intentions or to certain stylistic and historical properties. 

An individual case of a copy that broke aesthetic ground is the painting Rape of 

Europa by Rubens, considered by many a beautiful painting and therefore aesthetically 

valuable, even though it is a copy of the earlier Rape of Europa by Titian. This case points 

towards the properties of the work as well as the work as it is in the world. At the same time, 

the style of the artwork is a perceptual property and accordingly internal to the work. As 

previously stated, if one has seen the original version of a work before and therefore knows 

that it is a copy, one has been taught something about the particular style of that artwork and 

in some cases the artist. In that way the copy can be thought of as having instrumental value 

in that one can attain knowledge from it (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 464). Although, it 

seems that one in such a case also must have attained knowledge about the object’s status as a 

copy in order to ascribe instrumental value to it.  

 

4.1. Cognitive stock and cultural influence 

Wollheim is a proponent of the idea that one is unable to perceive specific features of an 

artwork without having knowledge about its background information. According to him, 

cognition and perception are inseparable and that non-perceptual properties of the artwork 

may influence one’s perception. Of course, having a faulty belief might cause one to miss a 

detail or even misinterpret what one sees. One example that illustrates the statement made by 

Wollheim is Monet’s paintings of water lilies. The impressionist work of art seems to require 

background knowledge, since the formalist or supporter of the appearance theory would 

imply that the work by Monet would be perceived as the same work both if received as a 

depiction of water lilies or as an abstract artwork. This seems implausible since the 

experience of the painted water lilies does change when one recognizes the purple shapes as 

flowers in the glistening water. Beyond our Western cultural knowledge, it is important to 

note that one could have difficulties recognizing the flowers without the proper cultural 

background, even with background knowledge about the artwork. The same goes for 

connoisseurs of the works of Monet: they would probably recognize the purple shapes as 

flowers right away.  

The same goes with Wollheim’s favoured idea as a whole: supporting the theory of a 

strong connection between perception and cognition might prove to be a double-edged sword. 
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Cultural knowledge might overpower one’s perception so that one prescribes high value to 

objects that are low in value in many other instances. This effect is known as the ‘Sotheby’s 

effect’ and it occurs when one gains knowledge about an object and suddenly perceives the 

object as much more interesting or valuable. An example of the Sotheby’s effect is when a 

casual sketch is found and later is discovered to be from the hand of a well known artist, or as 

one shall see below, a toothbrush (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 463, 465).  The following 11

subsection will be devoted to the connection, and if there is one, between authenticity and 

value. 

 

4.2. Aesthetic authenticity and historical authenticity  

If one deems originality an aesthetic value, then one can explain why an authentic work of art 

would be more appreciated than a copy. This idea is not compatible with formalism or any 

version of the appearance theory since the concept of originality as a property is a 

non-perceptual property; it is a part of the background properties of the artwork. Therefore, 

the theory of formalism, for instance, could not accept that an object being a fake or a forgery 

would affect its aesthetic value as long as the object in question would possess significant 

form. Such a statement seems incompatible with one’s intuitions about art as well as how 

works of art function in the world. An example of this is the already mentioned Sotheby’s 

effect. What is important to note is the question of whether properties and issues in works of 

art that are found in contextualist and conventionalist theories truly are aesthetic properties. 

Having a causal history or a background property is also prevalent among ‘real objects’ in 

other social institutions, and it is of interest to question if it is enough for the object to only to 

be located within the walls of an art institution to be an object of art, as one example. I will 

therefore devote this subsection to assessing if such topics truly are a ground for aesthetic 

differences in objects of art and ‘mere real things’ (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 463, 469; 

Korsmeyer 2016: 231). 

In order for the above account of originality as an aesthetic value to be recognized as 

valid, the property of originality must be established as an aesthetic property; a property that 

contributes to the aesthetic value of the object. In the category of antique objects, one can 

11 A contemporary example of the Sotheby’s effect is if one were to encounter a wall with graffiti. One would 
probably judge it as public vandalism at first but if one were to learn that the piece is made by the famous graffiti 
artist Banksy, they would probably want to protect and preserve it (BBC News: 2018).  
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imagine fossilized footprints or ruts from wheels. Such occurrences are not intentionally 

crafted and most accounts do not consider them as art or artefact. Yet, they exist alongside 

antique objects of art in the category of ancient remnants. Another non-aesthetic example 

with both historical value and age value is an example mentioned by Stalnaker: the toothbrush 

in the house-turned-museum of Martin Luther King. Its visitors wish to see the actual 

toothbrush, his toothbrush, and not a replica. Both the fossilized footprints, the ruts from 

ancient wheels, and Martin Luther King’s toothbrush constitute a physical link of the causal 

connection between historian or museum visitor and the historical object. This connection 

seems to be involved in one’s wish to encounter the genuine, one wishes to be in touch with 

the past. What might prove an important difference between Martin Luther King’s toothbrush 

and say, Monet’s water lilies, is that one probably would be more unsatisfied with viewing a 

replica of the toothbrush, identical down to the last molecule, than a replica of Monet’s water 

lilies. A replica of the toothbrush would indeed convey the exact same visual information but 

it would not offer the same connection to Martin Luther King. The nature and purpose of the 

toothbrush is not to inhabit perceptual or conceptual qualities in an aesthetic manner; its 

purpose is that of historical authenticity (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 469-470; Korsmeyer 

2016: 230). 

Looking back to Wollheim’s statement on the Scrutiny thesis, one might remember 

that one of its fundamental laws is that the object of art needs to be restored into an acceptable 

condition. Only then the one who scrutinizes it may discover the artwork as the artist intended 

it to be received. Even though the Scrutiny thesis seems implausible as a definition of art, the 

restoration statement makes an important point. This is evident when Stalnaker continues 

with an example based on Leonardo Da Vinci's iconical painting Mona Lisa: “if the actual 

Mona Lisa became too damaged to see very well (...) we might well prefer to see an exact 

early workshop copy of the painting, with the original warmth in the skin tone intact, if one 

were available” (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 470). In this case, one might not only wish for 

historical authenticity but for contact with the experience the artist intended their viewers 

(listeners, readers, etc.) to have. Hence, aesthetic authenticity concerns something in addition 

to a causal connection embodied in a physical object; it concerns a causal connection on a 

metaphysical plane, a causal connection to the artist’s idea and intention rather than just the 

physical object. When experiencing an object of art, most people “wish to get information 
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that is as close as possible to the visual experience the artist intended” and not only physical 

contact with the historical object (Gaut and McIver Lopes 2013: 470). 

 

4.3. Works of art void of intention or aboutness 

I will now take a brief look at the concept of intention before I conclude this section. Almost 

in the very beginning of this essay, I brought up the subject of aboutness and its being a way 

of understanding intention. I also stated that one might misinterpret historical objects as 

historical objects of art even though they might not have been intended for such a purpose. 

Therefore, I will provide an explanation of why one might deem an object a work of art even 

if the originator of that object did not intend for it to be received as a work of art. This is 

especially important in relation to one of Danto’s red canvases, the one named Untitled by the 

artist J. The only thing that sanctioned the canvas as a work of art was that J intended it to 

become a work of art. A counter-example to such a situation is Kafka’s novels as narrated by 

Levinson. 

 

It is well known that Kafka, while still in reasonable health, left written instructions for Max Brod, his 

friend and literary executor, for- bidding posthumous publication of any of his extant manuscripts. 

These included the manuscripts of The Trial and The Castle. To make the case clearer for our purposes 

let us posit, going beyond what I have just recalled, that it was Kafka's express dying wish that those 

texts inedits be utterly destroyed upon his death (Levinson 1989: 29). 

 

Such a statement should render Kafka’s novels into something other than art, based on what I 

have derived above, but there is an explanation both in this text and in real life why this is not 

the case. A large part of why objects of art are deemed, treated, and encountered exactly as 

objects of art is made up of the fact that objects of art inhabit many additional attributes and 

properties beyond the intention of their creators. I have shown that it is deeply problematic to 

ascribe works of art a common denominator, a necessary condition that is based on one single 

property that is shared by all works of art. A large part of what makes something an object of 

art is how the object exists in the world; what value or values one projects upon the object. 

Furthermore, an object might be an object of art even in cases where the originator was 

unaware of what they made would thought of as a work of art, or cases where they later 

changed their mind about the nature of the object. As follows, “art intent is not necessary to 

make something art, is not necessary for something to exist as art” (Levinson 1989: 29).  
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Based on these notions, one might see that aesthetic authenticity is a compound of 

several parameters and, most important, that the physical matter of the artwork is not 

necessarily where the art-making property of the art object resides. The physical matter (or in 

conceptual art and similar styles, the idea) can be considered a vessel for the artistic intention 

that gave rise to and shaped the artwork. Nor does the work of art depend on intention to be 

an everlasting constant. The property of originality understood as artistic intention and/or an 

artistic idea, that has existed at one point, can absolutely represent an art-making part of the 

artwork and in that, be a contributing factor to its aesthetic value. As such, aesthetic 

authenticity may indeed be viewed as an aesthetic property; and it may be an art-making 

property. (Korsmeyer 2016: 231). 

 

5. Summary and conclusion 

The objective of this essay was to examine whether aesthetic appreciation of a work of art 

was affected in any way by the forehand knowledge that the object in question was a copy of 

another work of art, or an ordinary object. In other words, to determine if there is a difference 

between an object of art, a copy of said art object, and an ordinary object, and if that 

difference is aesthetic. I described how aesthetic appreciation and by extension, value, might 

be non-perceptual and involve cognition in order to show how works of art and other objects 

exist and are appreciated in the world. I then reviewed what properties one might deem as 

art-making properties in a work of art. To do this, I represented six different theories of art, 

ranging from formalism to institutionalism, and my conclusion was that it seems reasonable 

to assume that an object of art is more than its present physical form. Therefore, it also seems 

reasonable to conclude that there might be a non-perceptual difference between perceptually 

identical objects, such as a work of art and a copy of it. This difference might be defined by 

what meaning someone, perhaps the artist, intended the object to have.  

To further discuss the implications of the work of art as beyond a physical object, I 

explored the concept of originality. I described different kinds of authenticity and that 

different kinds of the concept provide the object with distinct types of value and ontological 

status. I concluded that the correct genesis of the object combined with the conventions that 

surround works of art make up important background properties of the artwork. I also 

established that works of art are complex in their nature since one not only seems to desire a 
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physical connection to a historical event, but a glimpse into the vision and/or intention of the 

individual who created the object of art. Thus, works of art are composed by different 

perceptual and non-perceptual properties. They might consist of a specific causal history, a 

specific meaning, and so on. These facts lead me to my final conclusion.  

If there occur instances of artworks that are perceptually identical to another object 

which are still perceived differently, then it would be reasonable to assume that the difference 

between the work of art and the other object is non-perceptual. Since that non-perceptual 

difference is what distinguishes the object of art from a copy of it or an ordinary object, it is 

an important part of how the artwork is received and perceived in the world. It is this 

non-perceptual difference that enables the possibility of the art object being ontologically 

different from an ordinary object. Therefore, that difference is reasonably aesthetic, since that 

difference seems to constitute one of the art-making properties of the object. Since that 

property contributes to the value and attraction of that artwork, having knowledge of that 

property would increase appreciation of the work of art. The same goes in the opposite 

situation. Learning that an object in fact is a copy or an ordinary object rather than an object 

of art would affect one’s appreciation of the object negatively since the art-making property 

in such case is nonexistent.  
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