Art, in its definition, is the conscious production or arrangement of sounds, colors, forms, movements, or other elements in a manner that affects the sense of beauty.  However, it is difficult to hone in on such a definition because of how subjective such a form of creation appears to be.  Because this definition does not limit the spectrum that art may be applied in, it poses the question: Is art anything?  However, the definition describes beauty as a necessity in art and that without beauty, there is no art.  Such problems of knowledge based on the subjective views of art do not limit the ways in which someone can state that they know a certain work of art.


The ambiguity of such claims as beauty and emotion should not determine to what should be considered art.  For example, some people may feel that there is no beauty or emotion evoked within the painting “Black Square” by Malevitch.  Some may feel, however, that the creation of such a painting may evoke more emotion and beauty than, for example, a painting by Picasso.  What may be called beauty is based solely on the observer and the one who would be the audience of the work of art.  Beauty and emotion play an integral role in explaining the knowledge of a work of art.  Knowledge by perception comes into play when observing the beauty of a piece of art.  Therefore this creates a purely personal knowledge of what a person may understand as beauty.  Another type of knowledge that may be addressed when looking at a piece of art is that of language.  To communicate such personal knowledge to other people would be sharing knowledge and changing it from the private to the public.  However, the same emotion or beauty is not given to the person without a first hand perspective of what the piece of art is.  Knowledge in this art is, therefore, only personal in nature based on emotions and beauty of a specific piece of art and cannot be expressed to other people to evoke the same emotion without their personal knowledge and first hand view of the art.


Truth within knowledge does not determine whether or not the knowledge is justified or has the ability to be believed.  The same applies to the subject of art.  When someone says that they know a certain work of art, that knowledge is private and truth does not play a role in justification of their emotion or definition of beauty according to the work of art.  However, the author of the art may create a certain purpose to the art.  This purpose may or may not be seen by the observer, but it does not change the fact that what the observer sees is a personal interpretation of what the author has done and the “purpose” of the art does not play a role in how justified or true the knowledge claim of the observer is.  For example, the Chicken Dance Elmo displayed in class was created solely for the purpose of entertaining children, but does not change the fact that someone may find beauty in what has been created or what emotion and purpose it has to them as an individual.  Therefore, to know a work of art, one must not justify their knowledge or have it be consistent with the purpose set forth by the creator of the art.


Knowledge in art is purely subjective in nature and what the observer of the art perceives is personal and truthful knowledge for the person.  This knowledge is not based on how consistent the emotion evoked it with other claims of knowledge from other people.  People may draw their own conclusions and create their own knowledge from what they see as individuals, and this knowledge is a justified claim that someone can come to know a certain work of art.
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