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In this chapter. I consider the view that some aesthetic judgments about nature
and natural objects (e.g.. “The Grand Tetons are majestic™) are appropriate,
cortect, or perhaps simply true; while others (e.g.. “The Grand Tetons are
dumpy") are inappropriate. ificorrect, or perhaps simply false. If one accepts
some such view. one discovers that the opposition falls into two clearly
distinguishable groups. On the one hand, there are these-who hold that such
views are untenable concerning aesthetic judgments in general, whether a
Judgment be about nature or about art — whether it be “The Grand Tetons are
majesuc or “Donatello’s David is dumpy Such objectors often hold some
version of a subjectivistra relativist, and/or a noncognitivist out all so-
called aesthetic judgments. On the other hand. there are those who reject these
latter views concerning aesthetic judgments about art, but have serious
reservations about rejecting them concerning such judgments about nature.
These objectors readily admit and often defend the view that a statement such
as, for example, “Guernica is dynamic¢™ is appropnate, correct. or true, but
find a statement such as “The Grand Tetons are majestic” somewhat worrisome
—at least in their theoretical moments, if not in their actual practice. The remarks
of this chapter are addressed to only the latter group of objectors. To consider
the issues raised by the former group would require not only a much more
substantial investigation, but also one with an essentially different focus.
Although the position of the latter group is quite common among
aestheticians; it can be properly discussed only by considering a concrete
example. One such example is found in Kendall Walton's important essay
“CdtJ_&rie_s_o_fﬁTll select Walton’s position for consideration for two
reasons. First, it presents a persuasive and well-developed account of the truth
and falsity of ac%fheﬁejud\ﬁ ts about art, an account that does not directly
apply to aesthetic-judgments-about nature, and thus appears _to necessitate a
relativist view in-regard to these judgments. Secand, the position is developed

in such a way that it makes possible a clgar understanding of why aestheticians ™

' might hold an essentially objectivist view concerning aesthetie judgments-about
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ion 2 The Grand Tetons Wyoming (Courtesy of C orhis/Ansel Adams Trust).
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Walton argues that generalized versions of these four circumstances are relevant
to determining the cosrect category within which to perceive any work of art.”
1t follows from Walton’s dCLOUl’lt that, in order 1o dgj.crmlgg the truth value
of an aesthetic ju s “Guernica is awkward.” it - will not do simply
to look at Guernica, as it will if we wish to determine the truth value of

“Guernica is colored RdtMWemWMrngca in its correct
category. nowledge. First, the knowledge that

certain iagW@LCchuemly that ¢ cubism
is its correct ¢ i -knewledge about the history and
nature of tweg@:ﬁenmw And second, the knowledge how 10  perceive
Guerm_c_a:éﬂ— a cubist work: that is. certain practical- “Lnowledge or_skill that
must be acgunred by lramlne_an(l;:xpcnencc,concﬁmmgthe category of cubist
paintings and gt ted categories _of art. In _short. simply “examining a
work wath the senses can.by itself | reveal neither how. it is correct. to_peiceive
it. nor how to perceive it thatway.™
“We are now in a position to consider the relevance of a Walton-like position
to aesthetic judgments about nature. Walton holds that his phil losophical claim
is not applW@ﬂWum and that these
Judgmems are perhaps anderstood in terms of what he calls the category-
relagjve interpretation. On this interpretation agsthetic judgments arc rglallvued

tofny gategory in\ which a person happens to ) perceive som thing. “For example.
if this interpretation were applied to aesthetic judgments about works of art.

then judgments such as “Guernica is awkward” and Guernica is not awkward™

need not be incompatible, for the first may amoum to the judgment that
“Guernica is awkward as an impressionist painting.” and lhe second to the
Judgment that “Guernica 1 not : awkward as a cubist painting.” Walton argucs
that, in regard to aesthetic judgments about art, this interpretation is inadequate
for it does not allow such aesthem judgments to be mistaken often enough.

We say that the ju = isawkward -s-simply wrong. ! false: we
say that th the individual t making such a judgment does not appreciate the work
because he or she perceives 1t 1 it incorrectly. Smularly we sa_y_ thg@ _lg_gjcments we
ourselMezbuﬂlwmﬁ;.befgrewedPP

false.Qr wrong. But the category-r s not allow tor these
facts; thus, in order to accommodate them we must accept that certain ways of
percelymg-wepks—oimare correct_gml_o_thf.t&mcorrecl

However, although Walton rejects the category- _relative interpretation of
judgments about art, he proposes it for deethem ]udﬂmenls about nature. He
says: “I think that aeslhetlc _]Ud ments-a FouRLoNLEXLS ;

category-Ielative nlerpretd g

f an 10

objecham&_ﬁunscm ralhcr than \er}g He suggests
that we si tribu w@i@,@ﬂal ong_c_ts__]Lhe same

way 1 mwoumwyttuoncemlng_g work of art “about
whose-origins we. know.. absolutely. nojhmg and that we are. Consequentlv
not *'in a position (0, judge. .. .aesthetically.
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within societies and nature is not. Moreover. not only are works of art the
products of societies, butina similar way so are the categories ¢ of art themselyes. —— -
y do the circumstances for a category being correct not

but the ca;egorie&»themsdves;Mnot apply. In short,
nature does not fit into ca i art

These temarks enable us to se€ more clearly the basic reason why some
rming aesthetic

aestheticians hold an essentially objectivist view conce
judgments about art and a relativist view concerning those about naturc. In
short, it is because jectivity of thgfonner\c\@ﬁodfggs@g'\ggudg-msn&s is
based_on a certain ki t e sthetic_appreciation.

“es. and/or aesthetic objects. Theselevant accounts are in some

aesthett
onal, or more generally. cultural.” The two circums[aces

senwmﬂm‘w
of Walton mentioned above ma I _e_p_ggﬂaLILCLlltural facts and his
categorie . ! maintained. It is the |

difficulty of bringing aesthetic judgments about nature into the general '
leads aestheticians to

framework of these cultural accounts that seemingly
abandon such judgments 10 relativism."

Once it is clear that cultural accounts of the aesthetic are the basic reason
for a bifurcated view of acsthetic judgments, we mig [T be tempted to remedy
the situation by rejecting such accounts. However, although there are
philosophical problems with these accounts, I think this temptation should be
resisted.'® Cultugal accou sthett 'simpHmre.pmmisi_ng_t_h‘an

er alternatives. Consequently, in regard to the aesthetics of nature. the

interesting issue.is the extent to which we can develop an analogous account

which-applies to aesthetic judgruents about matuTe. In order to pursue this issue )
we must consider carefully the important differences between art and nature |
that cultural accounts of the aesthetic force to our attention. 1 have briefly
indicated these differences in this section, but they need to be further discussed
if we are to mov toward a unified account of aesthetic judgments T return to
them shortly. Initially, however, it 1s fruitful to see exactly how much of a
cultural account roughly of the kind outlined by Walton does directly apply t0
nature and how well it applies. This will allow us to see more clearly exactly

what and how much needs to be said about these differences in order to achieve

a unified account.
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that I bring to bear upon the scene my knowledge that this is a tidal
basin, the tide being out. I see myself now as virtually walking on
what is for half the day sea-bed. The wild. glad emptiness may be
tempered by a disturbing weirdness."

This case may be elaborated as follows. Note that what is described is a change
in which aesthetic judgments seem true of the “wide expanse of sand and
mud,” and this change is a function of perceiving the expanse in different ways.
Initially it is_apparently perceived as “beach) but then due to the realization

that it is half the da T thesea s ved as a sea-bed. Here beach and
sea-bed — along the tidal basin — function a§cafegories. "’ These categories are

percepeuaily distmgos '@ﬁé‘omgr r perceptual properties, and we
can and do perceive things such as a “wide expanse of sand and mud™ as in or
as belonging to them. Moreover. such perceiving is not a matter of inferriny.
but rather a matter of simply seeing the_expanse in the relevant catégories
given our experience and knowledge. It is a matter of perceiving a number of
perceptual properties characteristic of (standard for) these categories combined
into a single Gestalt (see footnote 6).
Once we recognize beac a- 3 ories. the aesthetic judgments
that Hepburn mentions can be accounted for in terms of standard. variable.
and contra-standard properties in respect to such categories. Perceiving the_
expanse in the category of sea-beds(as-oppesed-to-beaches) results_jn_its
appearing to possess a “‘disturbing weirdness.” The property of being relatively
dry (or above water) and thus such that it can be walked upon is a standard
property with respect to beaches and contra-standard with respect to sea-beds.
Dryness is among those properties-in-virtue-of-which such an expanse belongs
to the category.of beaches and which tends to disqualify it from belonging to
the categery-of-scavbeds (see footnote 5). Thus perceiving the expanse in the
category of-sea-beds-results-in-its dryness (and thélwalkjng_upqn_j@) being
perceived-as-eentra-standard. Contra-standard propertics are.ongs we, tend to
find “shocking,-disconerting.-startling—or-upsetting.” and thus results the
“disturbing-weirdness.” The weirdness.is-the resultnot simply of the realization
that one is walking-on a tidal basin, but of the experience of walking where it
is, as it were. contra-standard to walk, that is, in perceiving the. wide expanse
as a.sea-bed and percetving-oneself-as-walking upon that sea-bed.

Similarly, concerning properties that are standard. variable, and contra-
standard in respect to beaches we might explain the initial aesthetic judgment
involving “wild. glad emptiness.” As in the case of the size of elephants, the
width and expansiveness of, in this case, a beach is a variable property and the
limits on the range of width and expansiveness a standard property with respect
to this category. Thus if the “sand and mud” is. as suggested by the quote.
quite wide and expansive. that is, in the upper part of the range, the resultant
aesthetic impression will be of a “*wild, glad emptiness.” On the other hand.
had the expanse of sand and mud been in the lower part of the range. the beach
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propetties. it is yg&plausibl.a,tqperceive ,an‘quept_in‘»g\xgq«r\ more H.]uEl}allh
exclusive categories. Very simple examples are perceiving a sea-anemorie as a ~
plant or as an animal, or perceiving a whale as a fish or as a mammal. Yet.

NS

even with these examples, it may be argued that perceptual properties are
adequate to determine correctness of category —~ depending. of course. on what
properties count as perceptual.
In order to consider my first argument. however, it is not necessary to debate
the difficult issue of what counts as a perceptual property. Rather it is more
fruitful to simply assume that in such cases perceptual properties are not
adequate to determine correctness of category. Consequently, let us assume,
for example, that with perceptual properties alone it is plausible to perceive a
whale-eitherin the category of fish or in the category of mammals. This makes
plausible the claim that for aesthetic judgments about whalésthere is no correct
category, and that we must therefore accept the category-relative interpretation
of such judgments. We can see why anyone with a Walton-like position might
be moved to this view. Given our assumption. Walton's first circumstance
does not determine a correct category and, as already suggested-tristhird and
fourth circumstances cannot determine a correct category.”’ Whales are not
produced by artists who intend them to be perceived in certain categories and
are not produced within societies. Whales do not fit into categories of art.
However, fromthése truisms, Walton and others apparently move to the view
that concerning nature we are completely without resources for determining a
correct category. As we have seen, Walton compares making aesthetic
judgments about nature with making aesthetic judgments about a work of art
“about whose origins we know absolutely nothing."> =~
It is this move and the resulting conclusion that my first argument calls into
question. To see how this occurs we must note first that although whales and
nature in general do not fit into categories of art, they yet do fit, as noted in
Chapter 4, into a number of common-sense and/or “scientific™ groups, A whale
can be-pereeived as-a-fish-or.as a mammal; as a whale or as, for example, a,
large porpoise; as a blue whale or as a humpbacked whale. Hepburn’s expanse
of sand and mud can be perceived as abeach, as a tida) basin, or as a sea-bed.
That nature in general can be and is perceived in such | biological_gnﬂ_geolbéiéal
categaries and that such categories psychologically function in a.way similar
to categories.of art is what has already been established by the above discussion
of the application of the psychological claim to aesthetic judgments about
bserve. that although nature is not
produced by artists who intend it to be perceived in certain categories and is
not produced within certain societies, it does not follow that we know nothing
aboutitar more particularly that we-do-not know which categories are correct
for it. Works of art are produced within societies within which categories are
recognized and by artists who intend these to be correct categories: it follows
that certain categories are correct for a given work and that we can know
which ones are correct. But. as suggested in Chapter 4, human production is
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count toward one or the other categories being correct (or. if anything. suggest
that the category of what it appears to be is correct).

The first of these two additional arguments can be made clear by imagining
another coastline. This is a coastline that is perceptually indistinguishable from
the above described coastline. but is natural rather than humian-made. We can
assume it is the coastline that served as the model for the human-made one.
Since the two coastlines (call them N for natural and M for human-made) are
perceptually indistinguishable. there is one level at which our aesthetic
appreciation of the two will be identical. This is the level at which we appreciate
only perceptual properties such as the curves, lines. colors. shapes, and patterns
of N and M. However. as argued in Chapters 2 and 3. such exclusively formal

aestheticappreciation of nature is problematic.” Moreover. as Suggestedin

Chapter 4, there is also another, deeper leve] at which aesthetic-appreciation

occurs: 2 At this level we appreciate not simply, for example. the identical

patterns of N and M, but such patterns under certain descriptions. For example,
. as an exact

tern of M can be described as indicating_cdgeful desi
ity; while the

of N can be described as;mmiﬂeﬁh,K_-msu.c,an_ﬂa_c_ifigzoaﬂ-
lines.as indicating a high-tide ¢oastal formatiom or as the product of the erosion
of the sea. It is clear that aesthefic appreciation-of-pereeptual properties under

such descriptions constitutes an important part_of aesthetic_appreciation of
\ )

nature.” It essentially involves the contemplation of perceptual properties in
light of such descriptions and the appreciation of them as something in virtue
of which such descriptions are true.

Given the aesthetic relevance of these kinds of descriptions, it must be
recognized that the above descriptions of the patterns of N and M are such that
those that are true of N’s pattern are not true of M's and vice versa. In fact for
any such N and M there are an infinite number of descriptions that are true of
N and not of M and vice versa. That any of such descriptions are aesthetically
relevant in the way suggested above is all that need be the case in order to

establish-the-impartance of perceiving an object in the category of whatitisas _

opposed-to what it appears to be. This can be seen by noting that if we, for

example, perceive M in the category of natural coastlines (what it appears to
be) we become involved in one or both of the following: first, failuse_to

appreciate.it under descriptions-thatare true of it, such as its being carefully
designed by humans: second, appreciation of it under descriptions that are

false of it, such as its being the result of the sea’s erosion. The first alternative
is undesirable as it constitutes a case of agstheticomissioh. It is possible to
contemplate M in light of the description “being carefullydesigned by humans™
and moreover to appreciate it as something in virtue of which this is true. but
these possibilities are not likely to be achieved if M is perceived (only) in the
category of natural coastlines. The opportunity for such contemplation and
appreciation is not provided by perceiving M in this category. The second
alternative is undesirable as it constitutes a case of aesthétic deception.
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in such aesthetic appreciation is to endorse and promote (in ou‘rse\ves, if
nowhere else) a_sexi i _1 think this kind of argument
has merit for the following reason: it is_clear.xhaLAN_QdQ__ng»;_gg§}he_t!§:~q]ly i
appreciate si i 5 ith an important part of our |
whole emotional and stghpjgglggl_s_gl_v_es. Consequently, what gr_lgijm»gyiye

,._'———-“’—’“ . . -
aesthwmpmcmumﬂnﬂlw y arole in the shaping of our emotiona

and psychological eigg. This in turn helprs'tg_ge_lgnninﬂ_wmx_ﬂe_mj_nk and
do. and ¥ mkixmmcgjmmsahms.a_nd_gmm.mhmk_and do. In short, our

aeslheti,cj\ﬁmmamnismgnmmmﬁnnvs,,h,ap.i,ngv_a.rzc_l,,.fgr_m.i.nggur_e_th,isal
rtinent to the aestheﬂ .

Vw . . . .

If this argument has merit. 1t 18 especially pe '
appreciation of nature. If our aestt_le_gi,g,app;_eglatmwﬁx.xaum&helgst to determine
ou i i ring nature, then our aesthetic apprectation of nature
should be of nature as it in fact is rather than as what jl may appeatio be. By \I

thetical e for what it is, we will shape our ethical views |

aesthetically appreciating natur 11 sha

Percglylpg—M in"the categery-of natural coastlines, of course, provides the
possibility of contemplating M in light of the description “being the result of
the \:‘59?—,5—,— erosion.” but this is a}{enuous;aﬁdrmisleadir‘iizdn’témplalion It is
tenuous in that it is always in danger of being destroyed b;iﬁé ‘i(‘nb_w/led‘ge of

M’ true reality and it is misleading in that it directs our contemplation away

{ from this reality. Moreover, if we appreciate M as something in virtue of which

) /k ;la?m?tm,[[qu we are.,§imply mistaken; our appreciation involves a
se beliefyOn the other hand, if we perceive M in the category of artifact or

perceive
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There are two thi'ngs to observe about the preceding argument. The first
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what something is as the correct category and the category of what something
only appears to be as an incorrect category. The grounds are essentially that

doing so_avoids both aesthetic omissions and aesthetic deceptions | such .that th;;usihchb,esLopportu,ﬁify"jfp‘r_:ipfz_ﬂgﬁ_g - sound ethical judgments
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Notes

1 Kendall Walton, “Categories of " Phi
e ategories ol Art, Philosophical Review, 1970, vol. 79. pp. 334~
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2 The following necessarily brief sketch of Walton's position fails to capture its detail
and subtlety. Footnotes 4 to 7 are designed to supplement the skeich to some extent.
3 Waiton puts his psychological and his philosophical claims in terms of what aesthetic
properties a work seems to have or has. as opposed to in terms of what aesthetic
judgements appear to be or are true or false of it. I prefer the latter and nothing, 1
believe, turns on this way of putting his position.
4 Walton, op. cit., pp. 338-9:
Such categories include media, genre, styles, forms, and so forth - for example.
the categories of paintings, cubist paintings. Gothic architecture, classical
sonatas, paintings in the style of Cezanne. and music in the style of late
Beethoven — if they are interpreted in such a way that membership is determined
solely by features that can be perceived in a work when it is experienced in the

normal manner.
The latter condition is what makes a category of art “perceptually distinguishable.”

5 Ibid., p. 339:
A feature of a work of art is standard with respect to a (perceptually distinguish-
able) category just in case it is among those in virtue of which works in that
category belong to that category — that is, just in case the lack of that feature
would disqualify, or tend to disquality. a work from that category. A feature is
variable with respeet to a category just in case it has nothing to do with works
belonging to that category; the possession or lack of the feature is irrelevant to
whether a work qualifies for the category. Finally, a contra-standard teature
with respect to a category is the absence of a standard feature with respect to
that category — that is. a feature whose presence tends to disqualify works as

members of the category.

6 Ibid., p. 340
To perceive a work in a certain category is to perceive the “Gestalr” of that
category in the work. This needs some explanation. People familiar with
Brahmsian music - that is, music in the style of Brahms (notably. works of
Johannes Brahms) — or impressionist paintings can frequently recognize mem-
bers of these categories by recognizing the Brahmsian or impressionist Gestalt
qualities. Such recognition is dependent on perception of particular features
that are standard relative to these categories. but it is not a matter of inferring
from the presence of such features that a work is Brahmsian or impressionist.

As is evident in the above and in footnote 4, Walton uses “perceive” in a rather broad
sense. | follow his usage throughout this chapter.

7 In general Walton’s view is that properties perceived as standard are aesthetically o

inert or “contribyte to a work’s sensc_of order. inevitability, stability, correctness™
1bid., p. 348; properties perceive riable contribute to a work its representationai.

symbolic, and expressive nature: and properties perceived s conira-staidurd contribute
to a work a shocking, disconcerting, startling, or upsetting nature. Ibid.. see pp. 343
54. T

S C ¢1n different ways by a number of writers. See. for example.
Ronald W. Hepbumn. " Aesthetic Appreciation of Nature.” in H. Osborne (ed.) Aesthetics
in the Modern World, 1.ondon. Thames and Hudson. 1968, pp. 49-66. Mary Carman
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céﬁﬁihﬁ(we of correctness as are the other circumstances. In contrast to these. the

Rose, “Nature as : ; .
ichaoy pithetic Concept,™ British Journal of Aestherics 1976, vol. |
second circumstance seems anly to provide some evidence for correctness. At best it

3-12; Mi anc “
BEses ol o A e TS5 THE Aesiiic of Manr
A sthetics and Art Criticis . .

13 Walton, op. cit.. p. 355. rificism, 1972, vol. 31, pp. 181-91. might be construed as a “tie-breaking™” consideration Somewhat analogous to the way .
14 1t shou!d be clear that the position concerning the heti in which simplicity is viewed in regard to theory testing. [t is possible that this s also~— 0
exemplify by means of Walton’s article can also be s::;taseucs of "[a“"e that I here the proper way in which to view the ethical considerations 1 discuss near the end of " Qs

a natural consequence of this chapter. \

. by

b.

22 Walton, op, cit., p. 364, my italics.
23 It may be held that the idea of dixcovering. for example, that a whale is in fact a

mammal is simplistic ~ that the more correct description is in terms of something
such as inventing and applying a conceptual system. Although I do not wish to assume
any such views here. to the extent that they are plausible, my general line of thought
is strengthened. Such views help to bring the categorization of art and the categorization
of nature more in line with one another.

24 1 owe this example to Donald Crawford. Certain ideas in the present chapter were
initially developed as comments on Donald Crawford’s unpublished paper “Art and .
the Aesthetics of Nature.” which was presented at the Pacific Division of the American
Society for Aesthetics at Asifomar, April 1980. I thank Crawtord and other participants
for valuable discussion of those ideas.

251 bring out some of its problematic aspects in “Formal Qualities in the Natural
Environment,” Journal of Aesthetic Education. 1979. vol. 13. pp. 99~114 (reproduced

in this volume, Chapter 3).
26 Hepburn, op. cit., p. 62, notes:
Suppose the outline of our cumulus cloud resembles that of a basket of washing,
and we amuse ourselves in dwelling upon this resemblance. Suppose that on
another occasion we do not dwell on such freakish aspects. but try instead to
realize the inner turbulence of the cloud. the winds sweeping up within and
around it, determining its structure and yisib m. Should we not be ready to

George Dickic’s institutional is of
8 instit analysis of aesthetic obi imply
e ks I 1al a § ¢ objects (not s of art).
Chapters (';sane(;ué /::;?Zéially p lﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁmmvemﬂrgg&se&;‘:
Chapters . especially p. PP: 198-200. I do not consider Dickje’c
abou);s;::l;ﬂe goe; not explicitly endorse a relativist position for ae(;(t)I?:tli(ie':uli)lele :
- He does however make certain remarks that suggest it ForJ eximell“s
st it. mple:

WIIZI[CVC] Ila])pCIIS to ‘fall t()gethEI 1nto a visual deSlgn 1Ibld., p. I()9) In splle of
such C()”)”)CntS, it is “()IIC"ICICSS Cleal thIlI the C()IlCllldl"g pa.lagl aplls of []le b()ok

) pei g S S as Yy vanous la dscape-
example a [lﬂdl[]()" of rcervin land%cape% as if the pe
fit Into va S
pa "“"g tateg()l 1es. Par adOXlCa"y, II()WCVCI, such per CCIV]ng of landscapes seemmgly
lelldb support to a Catcgoly-lelduve mterplelatlon of dCchC[lC IUdngn[S of nat
ure,

Environment,” Journai of Aesthetics and Arr ¢ riticism, 1979, vol. 37 267-75
sm, . vol. 37, pp. =75

(reproduced in this vol

$ volume, Chapter 4) 3
16 There is, of cours - ’ 3
8. se, no lack ot sonhics . 3 . . .
aesthetic. Some of the pdnicu|a$hl:g;?§h’°‘f” problems “_nth. cultural accounts of the ) sa is fatter expericnce was—HSsso an the other, that it was
of aesthetic objects are brought 051 . thmimhergm in Dickie’s institutiona analysis er to naturdy and for that reason more:v ?if there can be a passage.
n the following: Gary Iseminger, “Appreciation, from €asy beautyto-difficult-and-more.serious-beasty, there can also be
such passages in aesthetic contemplation of nature.

Compare Hepburn'’s general remarks on pp. 60-4 with the argument that follows.
27 Note, for example, the following remark by Aldo Leopold.”Conservation Esthetic™.

Institutionalj PO
nstitutionalized Aesthetic,” Brirish Journal of Aesthetics 1977, vol. 17 pp. 3-13

= s PP 3130
[1953), in A Sand Country Almanac wirh Essavs on Conservavionrfrom Rotnid River.

Michacl Mitiac < it
ichael Mitias, “The Institutionaj Theory of the Aesthetic Object,” The Pe Ui
8 rsonalisr,

1977, vol. 58, pp. 147-55 ;
17 Watton, i ’ : U
applie[: [(())p[-hcel[;ezrt)l;;sig-l' Wal.tor.l, I suspect, would agree that the psychological claim New York. Random House. 1974, p. 285 tmy italics):
pplies appreciation of n: i ; : . . ) L
of the elephant example, but aiso by natre. This is not only evidenced by his use % Consider...a trout raised in a hatchery and newly liberated in an over-ﬁshed\
purports “is obviously n(,)l an iso(l)atezi 'c])lrserxecr:a:!( to the effect that what the claim stream...No one would claim this trout has the same value as a wholly wild L
characteristic of aesthetic perception™ . }54)P 1onal phenomenon, bur pervasive one caught out of some unmanaged strecam in the high Rockies. /rs uxrhurir/’
llg IHC(I;PUTH, op. cit., p. 55. e connotations are inferior, even though its capture may require skill.
n discussing th ;i . . .
the Categorii . gfpstil;h:,’(gﬁ:c?l claim, the categories involved are strictly speaking ] The inferior aesthetic “connotations™ of one trout as opposed to the other can only be
co ple, apparent b N > ’ : DTSR e ) N
leleihid.r]l(ts, that is. the categories of Irl)l?ngs whizﬁ(i)he?a;u:szi}rtim‘ seabeds. or apparent 28 %‘l?llsn icl[lll(l)%rir(;:i(‘:/nhitlad::l‘igg;?:; :(:en?;uﬁyolf)(:r:zl‘:((‘) g??(ffdm the other
00k like beaches, sea-beds = eir perceptual i 3 ° L " L - et .
es. sea-beds, or elephants. See Walton. op. cit., p_p339.p(r:(:)[:;r[2§: 291 makf suggistzons :;chel‘-jn_mgththls ljsue 1nC’;]Ap£)rei|;mon and the Natural Environ-
ment.” op. cit. (reproduced in this volume, Chapter 4).

repetition of “apparent” is not
. ' s necessary as long as it is ¢ i
% ;\r;:’:l\;ed are perceptually distinguishable (see foogtnote 4)s elear that the tegories
ntains seem a particularly good i int fi ing
Seo ppns L ) case in point for testing the psychologi i
e X C; ie Hope~ Nu.f)]son s classic work Mouniain Gloom apr;lM Oglc'a] G
o ca. Cornell Umversny Press, 1959 " ot Glory.
2 0 not mentj f S 's ircu
ntion Walton’s second circumstance, for I think it directly relevant in th
e

cas f ith B This i
case of neither art nor nature. his 18 hecaus‘e it seems not to be a CiTLUmS[aIILe
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