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Abstract The goal of this paper is methodological. It offers a comprehensive mapping of
the theoretical positions on the ethical criticism of art, correcting omissions and
inadequacies in the conceptual framework adopted in the current debate. Three principles
are recommended as general guidelines: ethical amenability, basic value pluralism, and
relativity to ethical dimension. Hence a taxonomy distinguishing between different versions
of autonomism, moralism, and immoralism is established, by reference to criteria that are
different from what emerging in the current literature. The mapping is then proved capable
of (1) locating the various theories that have been proposed so far and clarifying such
theories’ real commitments, (2) having the correct relationship with actual art making and
art criticism practices, and (3) showing the real weight of the alleged counter-example to a
moralist position of a work that succeeds artistically because of its immorality.
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Ethical criticism – the art critical practice of considering a work’s ethical status or value in
the assessment of its artistic worth – is a practice as widespread as it is controversial
amongst literary critics.1 The recent debates on the legitimacy of this art critical practice
have certainly improved our understanding of the structure of artistic value. Yet, the
conceptual framework emerging from the current discussion is still far from being
comprehensive or free from ambiguities. Hence, I here take on the methodological task of
offering a comprehensive mapping of the possible theoretical positions on the relationship
between the ethical and the artistic value of a work of art. I will not defend any particular
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1For an opinionated survey of the attitudes towards literary ethical criticism, see the Introduction to (Booth
1988). Cf. also Isenberg’s (1973, 266) gloss on ethical criticism as a “nearly unanimous practice,” albeit one
he criticizes.
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position on the legitimacy of ethical criticism (though perhaps my own sympathies for a
defense of it might eventually show). Rather, the conceptual framework I propose should be
acceptable to both those who defend and those who oppose ethical criticism.

It is natural for any mapping of this kind to include an element of stipulation. Hence,
what I present will have to be judged mainly for its explanatory power, as well as for its
connection to the actual practices of the artworld. The philosophical literature I refer to is
that of works by Carroll (1996, 1998a,b, 2000), Gaut (1998, 2001), Kieran (1996, 2003),
Jacobson (1997, 2006), and Anderson and Dean (1998), although other interesting accounts
have been proposed. I will especially refer to the influential distinctions and character-
izations put forward by Carroll, which only recently have been rejected by Jacobson (2006).
Yet, for the most part, the conceptual framework I propose differs in important ways from
what has emerged from the philosophical literature so far.

My mapping is made of a taxonomy and of a few general guiding principles. I begin
with the principles.

First Principle: Ethical Amenability

The first principle or general guideline for debating the legitimacy of ethical criticism is that
of looking at theories that, no matter how different their conclusions, at least agree on the
fact that art can be subject to ethical evaluation. Although basic, this principle allows us to
set aside a thesis that Carroll discusses under the label of “radical autonomism.” According
to Carroll, radical autonomists – he refers, e.g., to Wilde’s (1974, 107) famous claim in the
Preface to The Picture of Dorian Gray that “there is no such thing as a moral or immoral
book” – hold that works of art cannot be judged ethically without making some sort of
“category error” (Carroll 1996). The radical autonomist, Carroll glosses, claims that “the
ethical evaluation of artworks is always conceptually confused” (Carroll 2000, 360); that
“the fact, if it is a fact, that we spend so much time talking about morality with regards to so
many artworks appears to be virtually unintelligible” (Carroll 1998a, 127). This
characterization has been accepted by others. Gaut (2001, 343), for instance, refers to an
“extreme version of autonomism” as holding “that it makes no sense morally to evaluate
works of art, in the same way that it makes no sense for instance morally to evaluate
numbers” (see also Anderson and Dean 1998).

Unfortunately, Carroll’s characterization of radical autonomism is problematic in many
ways, including the fact that, extreme as it is, no one seems to hold it, certainly none of the
epitomes of autonomism, that is, of the view that the value of art is independent of values of
other sorts. Not Wilde (1974, 107) himself, who talks ethically about artworks in the very
Preface, if indirectly, when he refers to morality as offering the content upon which an artist
creates: “The moral and immoral life of man forms part of the subject matter of the artist
[...]. Vice and virtue are to the artist materials for an art.” Not Gass (1993, 113) who,
defending an arguably even more radical version of autonomism, claims that the various
spheres of value regarding an artwork are “different, independent, and equal” and that “the
artistic value of a book is different” and “differently determined” than, say, its economic
value. Not Bell (1987, 116), who writes that “moral judgments about the value of particular
works of art have nothing to do with their artistic value.” Admittedly, Bell adds that
ethically judging artworks treats them “not as works of art, but as members of some other
class, or as independent and unclassified parts of the universe.” Yet, that is precisely the
point: to claim the irrelevance, in some way, of ethical value to artistic value, an autonomist
need not claim that works of art cannot even be judged ethically. One of the exemplars of
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autonomism, Isenberg (1973, 268), certainly was not banning ethical talk about artworks
when claiming that a “‘proper’ ethical judgment” of an art object is “one that judges the object
itself and tells us whether that is [ethically] good or bad”; he only insisted, in autonomist
fashion, that a judgment of that sort is always irrelevant to the object valued as art.

Of course, banning ethical talk about works of art does result in opposing ethical
criticism. Yet, by no means need the case for autonomism depend on such a ban. The same
is true of other interpretations of the claim Carroll attributes to “radical autonomism,” such
as the ethical thesis that artworks are never immoral, or the overriding thesis that artistic
value trumps all other values, or, again, the prescription, proper of a poetics, that art making
should avoid attaching any moral function to an artwork, for that cannot but ruin the work’s
artistic value (for the latter claim, see, e.g., Gautier 1981). So, if the label “radical
autonomism” is to be employed in this debate, it will have to refer to something other than
what Carroll has suggested.

Second Principle: Basic Value Pluralism

A taxonomy of the possible positions on the artistic/ethical value relationship will have to
be a taxonomy of theories accepting what we can call “basic value pluralism”: that works of
art are subject to evaluations that are at least prima facie different. Hence, the taxonomy
must be independent of reductionist claims of any sort regarding artistic value: cognitive
reductionism (e.g., Nelson Goodman’s or, perhaps, Plato’s), moral reductionism (e.g., Sir
Philip Sidney’s for poetry or, for art in general, a simplified Tolstoyan theory), or any other
view identifying artistic value with some other form of value. Certainly, some reductionists
may oppose ethical criticism because of their views on how one sort of value is just a form
of another. Yet, other reductionists may instead favor ethical criticism for that reason. The
reductionist/non-reductionist distinction is orthogonal to distinctions between different
positions on ethical criticism, and the debate on ethical criticism is best framed as
encompassing views on the relationship between ethical and artistic value, independently of
whether one value might ultimately be reduced to the other.

Reference to this guiding principle also suggests being skeptical of Carroll’s (1996, 229)
characterization of the position he names “radical moralism”: “the radical moralist or
Puritan – someone, perhaps, like Plato – [...] maintains that art should only be discussed
from a moral point of view.” Yet, someone who wants to defend even the most generalized
application of ethical criticism, and claim that an artwork’s ethical value always bears on its
artistic value, need not endorse reductionism, as instead Carroll’s reference to Plato
suggests. Nor does she need to endorse other theses Carroll may be referring to, such as
some puritans’ ethical claim that art must pass a test of ethical admissibility, or the
descriptive generalization that all works of art have an ethical dimension, or the aesthetic
claim that the only type of evaluation artworks are amenable to is the ethical one, or, again,
the overriding thesis that ethical considerations trump all others. Accordingly, one of the
ways in which Carroll (1996, 229) distinguishes his own limited defense of ethical criticism
from more “radical” positions turns out being uninstructive: “radical moralism is not my
position, since I freely admit that some works of art may have no moral dimension, due to
the kind of works they are, and because I do not claim that moral considerations trump all
other considerations, such as formal ones.” A strong and general defense of ethical criticism
need not claim either omnipresence or primacy of the ethical dimension amongst works of
art. Once again, for the label “radical moralism” to be usefully employed in this debate, it
will have to refer to something other than what it means in Carroll’s taxonomy.
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Finally, the principle of basic value pluralism allows us to set aside Gaut’s (2001, 345)
characterization of what he calls “extreme immoralism”: “Extreme immoralism would hold
that the only aesthetic merits of a work of art are its ethical flaws.” Such a characterization
is obviously objectionable for reasons analogous to those just put forward vis-à-vis
Carroll’s “radical moralism.” Below, I will recommend reference to what I call “radical
immoralism” as a position that, though very extreme (and implausible), more properly
belongs to the logical space of views relevant to a discussion on the legitimacy of ethical
criticism.

Third Principle: Relativity to Ethical Dimension

Quite obviously, works of art can be ethically judged in a number of different ways: most
notably, for the way they are produced (say, Werner Herzog’s Fitzcarraldo for the injuries
suffered by crew members during the film’s production),2 for their consequences on their
perceivers (H. B. Stowe’s Uncle Tom’s Cabin for its role in the American Civil War, or, say,
a novel hurting someone’s feelings by reporting details of her private life),3 or for the point
of view or perspective they embody (The Triumph of the Will for its celebration of Nazism).
Defenders and opponents of ethical criticism must specify the ethical dimension – i.e., the
specific sort of ethical judgment – they consider to be relevant or irrelevant to artistic value.

There are important reasons to insist on this. First, one may want to claim that artistic
value is independent of one ethical dimension but not of another – that artworks, for
instance, are affected in their artistic worth by the morality of the point of view they
embody, but not by the morality of how they were produced. Second, the clarity and
strength of an argument, say, in defense of ethical criticism, may be greatly affected by its
mixing different ethical dimensions. Carroll (1998b, 419), e.g., proposes his defense of
ethical criticism as the thesis that sometimes “a moral defect in an artwork can be an
aesthetic defect, and sometimes a moral virtue can count as an aesthetic virtue” (see also
Carroll 1996 and 2000). Yet, Carroll refers to “moral defects” and “moral virtues” having to
do with both the work endorsing a morally blame- or praiseworthy perspective and the
work being, because of its perspective, morally corruptive or ameliorative (see, e.g., Carroll
1996, 229). This may result in a view that, in fact, endorses two distinct types of ethical
criticism, in which case, however, each type will need a distinct defense. Otherwise, for the
view to be put forward as a unified position, it needs a supporting argument connecting the
two ethical dimensions. Carroll (1996, 235) seems to opt for the latter strategy, by claiming
that moral learning (the “deepening” or “enlarging” of the “moral understanding”) is a
regular “side reaction” of engaging with narratives that embody a morally praiseworthy
perspective, while narratives embodying a blameworthy perspective “confuse” the
understanding (see also Carroll 1998a). Yet those are risky claims for Carroll to make,
given his argument in support of his thesis. In brief, Carroll’s (1996, 1998b) argument is
that morally sensitive audiences will fail to give “uptake” to morally unsound narratives.
Yet, for an audience’s understanding to be, e.g., confused by an immoral work, the audience
must presumably give uptake; vice versa, if the audience does not give uptake, then
presumably it is also not letting itself be confused.

2This is, however, a dimension of ethical evaluation that may be quite marginal to the evaluation of literature.
3As these examples suggest, artworks’ consequences can be distinguished between large- and small-scale
consequences, a distinction I have investigated in (Giovannelli 2004).
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There is an additional reason for why insisting on this principle is important: failing to
consider it has resulted in a misleading way of drawing differences in scope between
competing theories. Specifically, Carroll (1998b, 419) has contrasted his view with Gaut’s
“ethicism,” in the following terms:

Gaut seems willing to consider virtually every moral defect in a work of art an
aesthetic defect, whereas I defend a far weaker claim – namely that sometimes a moral
defect in an artwork can count as an aesthetic defect, or, as Hume would say, a
blemish. Thus you can see that ethicism is a very strong position, while mine is, well,
moderate.

Yet, any theory claiming that ethical evaluation has (or has not) a bearing on artistic
evaluation must be relativized to the dimension(s) of ethical evaluation it considers to be
artistically relevant (or irrelevant). In this respect, Carroll’s view is not much different from
Gaut’s, since both authors ultimately refer to the ethical evaluation that can be given of an
artwork for the perspective it embodies.4 The difference in strength between these two
theories must lie elsewhere. To see it, the discussion on the legitimacy of ethical criticism
needs a new taxonomy, one emerging from clearly stated, non-arbitrary criteria.

A New Taxonomy

The debate on ethical criticism has been shaped by the distinctions originally suggested by
Carroll, between four possible positions, two of which I have already touched upon above:
autonomism and moralism, each of them further divided into a radical and a moderate
version. In brief, Carroll characterizes the four positions as follows. Radical autonomism
holds that works of art cannot even be judged ethically. Moderate autonomism holds that,
although artworks can be judged ethically, an evaluation of that sort has no bearing, ever,
on the artwork’s artistic value. Moderate moralism holds that sometimes the ethical
evaluation of an artwork legitimately bears on its artistic value. Radical moralism holds that
ethical evaluation always bears on artistic evaluation (or is the only artistically relevant
evaluation for artworks).

Further, Gaut has contrasted, perhaps following the pattern informing Carroll’s
taxonomy, extreme immoralism with moderate immoralism. The former, somewhat anal-
ogously to radical moralism in one of Carroll’s glosses, claims that the only artistically
relevant evaluation of artworks is that of their ethical status, with immorality contributing to
artistic worth (and, perhaps one might add, with morality detracting from artistic worth).
Moderate immoralism, instead, claims that “the ethical flaws of a work can sometimes be
aesthetic merits in it” (and perhaps ethical merits sometimes be aesthetic flaws) (Gaut 2001, 345).

At this point, some emendations to this conceptual framework, which has been shaping
the current debate on ethical criticism, are obviously necessary: (1) what Carroll calls
“radical autonomism” is a view that need not even occupy us; (2) what Carroll calls “radical
moralism,” at least for some of the characterizations he provides, also should be excluded
from our discussion; (3) what Gaut calls “extreme immoralism” is also of no interest; and
(4) each of the positions on ethical criticism must be conceived of as relative to whichever
ethical dimension is claimed to be relevant or irrelevant to artistic value. However, the

4An obvious difference in scope between Carroll’s theory and Gaut’s is that the former is formulated for
representational works only, specifically for narratives, while the latter is meant to apply to non-
representational works as well (see Gaut 1998, 193). Yet this is not the difference Carroll is referring to.
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problems with this framework run deeper, for the claim Carroll attributes to the moderate
moralist view, that “sometimes” ethical evaluation matters artistically, underdetermines the
distinction between two significantly different views of the relation between ethical and
artistic value. One of such views, I will claim, should be categorized as an autonomist, the
other as a moralist view. Likewise, Gaut’s qualification of moderate immoralism, as
claiming that “sometimes” immorality has positive artistic relevance, underdetermines the
distinction between a bona fide form of immoralism and a version of autonomism.

Recently, Jacobson (2006, 345), also noticing inadequacies in Carroll’s conceptual
framework, has suggested that the debate really ought to be between autonomism and
moralism, with no further subdividing between moderate and radical versions of them, and
both contrasted to the “antitheoretical view” Jacobson himself favors – the view that
“a moral defect or merit in an artwork can figure either as an aesthetic defect or merit, or
can be aesthetically irrelevant” (2006, 344; see also Jacobson 1997). Jacobson (2006, 353)
also remarks that the “cognitive immoralism” that Kieran (2003) has recently defended is in
fact best described as nothing but the antitheoretical position. Although much truth can be
found in Jacobson’s criticism of Carroll and Kieran, the taxonomy he proposes
oversimplifies the logical space of positions on ethical criticism. I suggest that we can
fruitfully distinguish between different versions of autonomism and of moralism, and that
positions worthy of being called “immoralist” can be identified. Hence, I now move to
present my taxonomy.

Consider an analogy with the relationship between artistic and financial value. One may
claim that whether an artwork is artistically better or worse than another never has anything
to do with its financial value. The analogous claim with respect to the artistic/ethical value
relationship is what I think deserves the name of radical autonomism. Without denying that
works of art may be subject to ethical evaluation, the radical autonomist claims that such an
evaluation never has a bearing on the value of the work as art.

On financial value, however, many would claim that some artworks are financially more
valuable than others partly because they are artistically better. Yet most people would also
want to claim that artistic and financial value do not map one onto the other in any simple
fashion – not always is the artistically better work the more expensive one. The moderate
autonomist makes an analogous claim, allowing for the ethical status of artworks to bear, on
occasion, on their artistic value, but claiming that it always does so in an unsystematic way.
Note that the claim of unsystematicity implies that, although sometimes a work may be,
say, a worse work of art because immoral, in other instances the immorality may contribute
to artistic value, and yet in other cases it may be irrelevant to it.

In contrast, a moralist is one who claims the ethical value of artworks systematically
bears on their artistic value. For moderate moralists, however, such a relationship obtains
only for works of certain kinds or genres: say, only for realistic fiction or political
propaganda or didactic poetry. It is because of the kind of works they are that their ethical
status matters to their artistic status. A radical moralist claims that the systematic relationship
between ethical and artistic value obtains for works of art of all kinds or genres – albeit likely
within a given genus: say, a given medium or a given transmedium type of works (e.g., for all
representational or for all narrative works).

There is at least one more set of theoretical possibilities. Immoralism can be defined as the
view that the ethical value of a work systematically bears on its artistic value, but in a reverse
manner, such that when a work is ethically praiseworthy, that counts against its value as art,
and when a work is ethically blameworthy, that counts in favor of its value as art. A radical
immoralist view – claiming that the reverse relationship holds for works of any kind – hardly
seems worth considering. However, a moderate version – claiming that the reverse
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relationship only holds for certain kinds of works – is in fact germane to this discussion. One
could with some plausibility claim that there are kinds of works or genres that derive artistic
success partly from immorality (satire and other forms of humor may come to mind).

Notice that a natural way – though not the only one available – to be a moderate moralist
is to claim – the way a moderate immoralist would claim – that, for certain kinds of works,
immorality contributes to, and morality detracts from, the artistic value of a work, while
claiming that, for other kinds of works, things go precisely the other way around.

The positions this taxonomy classifies are general.5 Hence, theories corresponding to the
same position may differ from each other in important ways, and often in ways that would
amount to claiming a “stronger” or “weaker” relationship between ethical and artistic value,
or else a “stronger” or “weaker” autonomy of one value dimension vis-à-vis the other.
Naturally, the positions the taxonomy classifies as “moderate” allow for more variations.
Moderate moralism, for instance, may take different forms. It may claim that the ethical/
artistic value relationship obtains for many or rather for few genres; or that it obtains for
genres with many or rather with just few members. Again, widely differing claims, on how
important the ethical dimension is to artistic worth, are compatible with moderate moralism:
moderate moralist theories may run the gamut from the claim that ethical value is the only
artistically relevant dimension, to the claim that it is just one, marginal factor amongst
many. Likewise, a moderate autonomist may claim that the ethical/artistic value relationship
obtains unsystematically for works of all kinds. Yet, another sort of moderate autonomist
may want to carve out artistic areas that more than others are autonomous from ethical
value (e.g., by claiming that there are genres or kinds of works for which the ethical
dimension is never relevant). Or, again, it is compatible with moderate autonomism to claim
that ethical value is in fact almost always relevant to artistic value, hence that the
relationship between them, though unsystematic, is quite pervasive in art.6

Further, as mentioned, any one of the positions mapped by the taxonomy may be
defended as relative to some class of works or other, say, only to narrative works or to all
representational works or indistinctly to both. And, of course, all the positions in the
resulting spectrum of possibilities can be applied to each one of the possible ethical
judgments of a work of art. Hence, someone may be a moderate moralist, say, regarding
artworks judged for their ethical point of view but be an autonomist, say, regarding the
ethical evaluation according to the means of production.

Advantages of this Mapping

This mapping – the taxonomy and the general guidelines – has some obvious advantages.

1. It is comprehensive, allowing us to locate within it the actual theories proposed, and
transparent on the criteria from which it emerges, allowing us to see, in a non-arbitrary
way, the relevant differences among such theories and the commitments of each one of
them.

5Many of the theoretical possibilities I present in this paragraph are the result of conversations with my
colleague Owen McLeod and helpful suggestions by an anonymous referee.
6By no means should my pointing to the range of theoretical possibilities be taken as suggesting that actual
philosophical theories are, or ought to be, so specific about their claims.
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For instance, Anderson and Dean, following Carroll, name their view “moderate
autonomism.” Yet, since they defend the thesis that “it is never the moral component [...] as
such that diminishes or strengthens the value of the work qua artwork” (Anderson and
Dean 1998, 152), their view is in fact best described as radical autonomism. Indeed, any
claim more radical than Anderson’s and Dean’s would amount to the unoccupied position
according to which artworks cannot be subject to ethical evaluation, a position that has
already been set aside as irrelevant to this debate.

Jacobson’s view is instead paradigmatic of moderate autonomism. Indeed the
“antitheoretical” element Jacobson emphasizes is nothing but the combination of
(1) denying any systematic relationship between ethical and artistic value, and (2) claiming
that this is true of works of every kind. Without quibbling about words, calling Jacobson’s
thesis a form of moderate autonomism acknowledges, pace Jacobson, the theoretical nature
of the thesis, as one that makes a general claim on the structure of artistic value, for works
of all kinds, and that might be subject to counterarguments, if generalizations of a different
sort were to be successfully defended.

The view that Kieran now favors is also a version of moderate autonomism. Originally,
Kieran (1996) had defended what he, like Gaut, called “ethicism,” the view that morally
praiseworthy works “deepen our understanding and appreciation” (Kieran 2003, 58; cf.
Kieran 1996), and are artistically better because of that. Now, Kieran (2003, 56–57) is
willing to admit that some works succeed in part because of their immorality, and for the
same reason: the work’s immoral character can promote “the intelligibility and reward of
the imaginative experience proffered by the work.”7 Notice that Kieran’s new view would
not be a type of autonomism, but rather a moderate moralist position combined with a
moderate immoralist one, only if Kieran were to relativise his claims to different artistic
genres.

Carroll’s view is in fact a version of moderate moralism but not because of the mere
claim that ethical value affects artistic value only some of the times – that is a claim
autonomists of the moderate sort can make, too (and that in fact Kieran and Jacobson do
make). Rather, Carroll is a moralist because he generalizes his claim, that moral
considerations matter artistically, over relevantly similar works, hence implies the existence
of a systematic relationship. The generalization is suggested, for instance, by Carroll’s
(1998b, 421) offering the example of a hypothetical novel that fails because of its
immorality – in particular, fails because, being the kind of work it is, it aims at eliciting the
readers’ admiration for an immoral character who, however, morally sensitive readers don’t
find admirable. Use of the hypothetical example suggests that every work of a similar kind
would similarly be affected by its ethical status, hence effectively generalizes the moralist
thesis over kinds of works. Yet, Carroll’s moralism is moderate, not radical, insofar as it is
kind- or genre-relative. For other genres, Carroll (1996, 227) suggests, ethical value may
relate to artistic value in fairly different ways:

It is my contention that there are many kinds of artworks – genres, if you will – that
naturally elicit moral responses, that prompt talk about themselves in terms of moral
considerations, and even warrant moral evaluation. [...] Moreover, with some genres,
moral considerations are pertinent, even though there may be other genres where they
would be tantamount to category errors.

The taxonomy here proposed also explains how Carroll can in principle accept the
claims a moderate autonomist or a moderate immoralist would make for certain kinds of

7I present a brief critique of (Kieran 2003) in (Giovannelli 2005).
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works, provided that those do not belong to the same kinds for which Carroll’s moderate
moralist position is formulated. Hence, Jacobson’s (2006, 344) statement, that that is
something Carroll cannot afford, proves to be too swift. Pace Jacobson, between
autonomism and radical moralism there lies moderate moralism as a real possibility.
Moderate moralism is not incompatible with moderate immoralism, provided the artistic
kinds or genres the two views refer to do not overlap. Nor is moderate moralism
incompatible with the claim that, for works other than those belonging to the kinds or
genres for which the moralist claim is made, the ethical/artistic relationship holds only
unsystematically, or does not hold at all.8 If fact, for a view to be a version of moderate
moralism, it must admit of the existence of kinds of works for which the ethical/artistic
value relationship holds differently from what the theory claims: systematically but in a
reverse manner, unsystematically, or not at all.9

Jacobson (2006, 349) also claims that there is no significant difference between Carroll
and Gaut: both of them are simply moralists. Yet, we now have the resources to distinguish
between them: Carroll implies that the moralist thesis applies only to certain kinds of
works; Gaut makes his claim for works of all kinds, and hence is a radical moralist (see
especially Gaut 1998). Admittedly, Gaut (2001, 348–349) has more recently introduced the
following proviso: “the ethicist should not allow any ethical flaw at all to count as an
aesthetic flaw,” but only those ethical flaws that are “aesthetically relevant.” “So the ethicist
should hold that ethical flaws are only sometimes aesthetically relevant” (Gaut 2001, 349,
my emphasis). Yet, such a proviso risks confusing rather than clarifying the issue. Quite
simply, it may just point to the fact that a moralist needs to select the ethical dimension she
considers to be systematically relevant to artistic assessment, as according to one of the
fundamental principles I have here defended. If that is what Gaut means, then his
qualification of the moralist claim, that only sometimes are ethical flaws relevant to artistic
assessment, uses “sometimes” in a different sense than Carroll when he qualifies his
moderate moralism: in Carroll, the restriction is relative to kinds of works or genres, in
Gaut to kinds of ethical evaluations.10

2. By reference to the notion of genre or kind of work, my taxonomy allows us to bind
moralist theories to universal claims – stating that there is a systematic relationship
between ethical and artistic value – while, at the same time, referring to no artificial, or
artificially imposed (by philosophers) categories. What counts as a genre may vary with
the development of art, and the introduction of new possibilities for art making and art
criticism – hence the taxonomy’s looser reference to artworks belonging to “kinds.”
Ultimately, an asset of my categorization is that, while mapping the logical space of
positions on ethical criticism, it implicitly delegates to the actual art world – to art
production and art criticism – the task of determining the kinds of works in which ethical
and artistic value may intersect.

8Many thanks to an anonymous referee for prompting clarification on this point.
9By the same token, the criteria generating my taxonomy show how Carroll (2000, 378) does make an
autonomist concession after all, one that he cannot consistently make, when he allows for the possibility of
immoral works that are “so subtle as to escape a morally sensitive audience.” For, if such works belong to
one of the genres or kinds the moralist thesis is stated about, the claim for a systematic bearing of ethical
value on artistic value is contradicted and the view is, after all, ultimately autonomist.
10As further evidence of a perceived, although never clearly framed, difference, between his own view and
Carroll’s, see Gaut’s parenthetical reference to “a related though less general argument in Carroll 1996”
(Gaut 2001, 351, my emphasis).
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3. Finally, spelling out the fundamental claims that theories of different kinds are
committed to allows us to determine what counts as a counterexample to a theory. I
conclude, then, with a brief discussion of the counterexample of choice of virtually any
opponent of ethical criticism as a general practice: that of an artwork that appears to
succeed artistically, at least in part, because of its immorality (see, e.g., Jacobson 1997,
2006; Anderson and Dean 1998; and Kieran 2003).

(a) Such an artwork would prove at most that radical moralism – claiming that the two
values are systematically related for the whole range of kinds of works – cannot be
right. Notice that such an artwork would disprove radical autonomism as well, given its
claim that ethical and artistic value never intersect. Yet, more can be said.

(b) An artwork that succeeds because of its immorality would count as a counterexample to
moralism, radical or moderate, only if the ethical dimension that allegedly contributes,
though in a reverse manner, to the work’s artistic value is the same the moralist is
interested in. The point is theoretically trivial but may have some real consequences.
Kieran, for instance, interprets Martin Scorsese’s GoodFellas as succeeding, artistically,
in part for its immorality, the immorality of a work with a morally “deeply defective”
perspective (Kieran 2003, 60). Works like that, he claims, succeed in engaging our
understanding, hence are artistically better for that, because of their immorality. Yet,
looking at Kieran’s argument, one might detect two different kinds of ethical assessment
of the artwork: (1) the work is immoral because of its defective, flawed perspective, (2)
the work is immoral because it (successfully) prescribes or invites immoral, i.e.,
defective, flawed responses on the part of the viewers (for instance, responses endorsing
the Mafioso code of some of the movie’s protagonists). The principle of relativity to
ethical dimension, then, invites at least the suspicion that only a specific moralist view,
one claiming artistic relevance for the ethical status of the responses elicited by a work,
must face the counterexample of a work that artistically succeeds because of the
immoral responses it elicits. In principle, such a work would not be a counterexample to
a moralist view that were to focus just on the ethical status of artworks’ perspectives,
and not on the ethical status of the responses that works aim at eliciting.

(c) Furthermore, whether moderate moralism is proved false will depend on whether or not
the alleged artwork is supposed to belong to one of the genres to which the moderate
moralist refers. For a moralist position is moderate precisely when it admits of artworks
for which the systematic relationship between ethical and artistic value does not obtain
(either because no relationship obtains or because the relationship obtains in a reverse
manner).

(d) In any event, the moralist, moderate or radical, may have resources to respond to this type
of objection. First, she may protest that the alleged counterexample is ambiguous.
Effectively shifting the burden of proof back onto the autonomist, the moralist might ask
whether mention of works succeeding artistically for their immorality is anything more
than putting forward the hypothesis of works that succeed because of a feature, an
aesthetically relevant feature, which happens to be immoral. Hence, when encountering
a work that appears to succeed partly because of, say, its immoral perspective, should
we conclude that the work succeeds partly because the perspective it embodies is
immoral or rather just because it embodies the perspective it embodies – a perspective
that happens to be immoral? In the former case, we have a counterexample to moralism;
in the latter, we don’t. Second, even if one grants that an artwork really may succeed
artistically in part because of an immoral feature – it is, for instance, a comedy
achieving a certain kind of wit thanks to the immorality of its point of view – the
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moralist, I suggest, could consistently admit such a fact while, at the same time,
continue to claim that the immorality of the perspective also detracts from the work’s
overall artistic value. For nowhere does the general characterization of moralism
provided above entail that the moralist could not admit of instances in which the same
feature may both detract from (as per the moralist’s argument) and contribute to (as per
the alleged counterexample) the artistic value of a work.

Acknowledgements Many thanks to Jerrold Levinson, Owen McLeod, and an anonymous referee for their
comments and suggestions.

References

Anderson, J., & Dean, J. (1998). Moderate autonomism. The British Journal of Aesthetics, 38, 150–166.
Bell, C. (1987). Art. Oxford: Oxford University Press. (Reprint, originally published in 1914).
Booth, W. (1988). The company we keep: An ethics of fiction. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Carroll, N. (1996). Moderate moralism. The British Journal of Aesthetics, 36, 223–238.
Carroll, N. (1998a). Art, narrative, and moral understanding. In J. Levinson (Ed.), Aesthetics and ethics:

Essays at the intersection (pp. 126–160). New York: Cambridge University Press.
Carroll, N. (1998b). Moderate moralism versus moderate autonomism. The British Journal of Aesthetics, 38,

419–424.
Carroll, N. (2000). Art and ethical criticism: An overview of recent directions of research. Ethics, 110, 350–387.
Gass, W. (1993). Goodness knows nothing of beauty: On the distance between morality and art. In J. Fisher

(Ed.), Reflecting on art (pp. 108–116). Mountain View: Mayfield. (Originally published in 1987).
Gaut, B. (1998). The ethical criticism of art. In J. Levinson (Ed.), Aesthetics and ethics: Essays at the

intersection (pp. 182–203). New York: Cambridge University Press.
Gaut, B. (2001). Art and ethics. In B. Gaut & D. M. Lopes (Eds.), The Routledge companion to aesthetics

(pp. 341–352). London: Routledge.
Gautier, T. (1981). Mademoiselle de Maupin. (J. Richardson, Trans.). Harmondsworth: Penguin. (Originally

published in 1835).
Giovannelli, A. (2004). Artistic and ethical values in the experience of narratives. Dissertation, University of

Maryland, College Park.
Giovannelli, A. (2005). Review of J. L. Bermúdez & S. Gardner (Eds.), Art and Morality. (London

Routledge, 2003). Mind, 114, 119–123.
Isenberg, A. (1973). Aesthetics and the theory of criticism: Selected essays of Arnold Isenberg. (W. Callaghan

et al., Eds.), Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.
Jacobson, D. (1997). In praise of immoral art. Philosophical Topics, 25, 155–199.
Jacobson, D. (2006). Ethical criticism and the vice of moderation. In M. Kieran (Ed.), Contemporary debates

in aesthetics and the philosophy of art (pp. 342–355). Oxford: Blackwell.
Kieran, M. (1996). Art, imagination, and the cultivation of morals. The Journal of Aesthetics and Art

Criticism, 54, 337–351.
Kieran, M. (2003). Forbidden knowledge: The challenge of immoralism. In J. L. Bermúdez & S. Gardner

(Eds.), Art and morality. London: Routledge.
Wilde, O. (1974). The picture of Dorian Gray. (I. Murray, Ed.), London: Oxford University Press.

(Originally published in 1891).

Philosophia (2007) 35:117–127 127


	The Ethical Criticism of Art: A New Mapping of the Territory
	Abstract
	First Principle: Ethical Amenability
	Second Principle: Basic Value Pluralism
	Third Principle: Relativity to Ethical Dimension
	A New Taxonomy
	Advantages of this Mapping
	References




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AardvarkPSMT
    /AceBinghamSH
    /AddisonLibbySH
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AkbarPlain
    /Albertus-Bold
    /AlbertusExtraBold-Regular
    /AlbertusMedium-Italic
    /AlbertusMedium-Regular
    /AlfonsoWhiteheadSH
    /Algerian
    /AllegroBT-Regular
    /AmarilloUSAF
    /AmazoneBT-Regular
    /AmeliaBT-Regular
    /AmerigoBT-BoldA
    /AmerTypewriterITCbyBT-Medium
    /AndaleMono
    /AndyMacarthurSH
    /Animals
    /AnneBoleynSH
    /Annifont
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOliveCompact-Regular
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Regular
    /AntonioMountbattenSH
    /ArabiaPSMT
    /AradLevelVI
    /ArchitecturePlain
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialMTBlack-Regular
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialRoundedMTBold
    /ArialUnicodeLight
    /ArialUnicodeLight-Bold
    /ArialUnicodeLight-BoldItalic
    /ArialUnicodeLight-Italic
    /ArrowsAPlentySH
    /ArrusBT-Bold
    /ArrusBT-BoldItalic
    /ArrusBT-Italic
    /ArrusBT-Roman
    /Asiana
    /AssadSadatSH
    /AvalonPSMT
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-Book
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-BookOblique
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-Demi
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-DemiOblique
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-Medium
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-MediumOblique
    /BankGothicBT-Light
    /BankGothicBT-Medium
    /Baskerville-Bold
    /Baskerville-Normal
    /Baskerville-Normal-Italic
    /BaskOldFace
    /Bauhaus93
    /Bavand
    /BazookaRegular
    /BeauTerrySH
    /BECROSS
    /BedrockPlain
    /BeeskneesITC
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Bold
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Book
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /BennieGoetheSH
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BernhardBoldCondensedBT-Regular
    /BernhardFashionBT-Regular
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /Bethel
    /BibiGodivaSH
    /BibiNehruSH
    /BKenwood-Regular
    /BlackadderITC-Regular
    /BlondieBurtonSH
    /BodoniBlack-Regular
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /BodoniBT-Bold
    /BodoniBT-BoldItalic
    /BodoniBT-Italic
    /BodoniBT-Roman
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /Bodoni-Regular
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolFive
    /BookshelfSymbolFour
    /BookshelfSymbolOne-Regular
    /BookshelfSymbolThree-Regular
    /BookshelfSymbolTwo-Regular
    /BookwomanDemiItalicSH
    /BookwomanDemiSH
    /BookwomanExptLightSH
    /BookwomanLightItalicSH
    /BookwomanLightSH
    /BookwomanMonoLightSH
    /BookwomanSwashDemiSH
    /BookwomanSwashLightSH
    /BoulderRegular
    /BradleyHandITC
    /Braggadocio
    /BrailleSH
    /BRectangular
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadview
    /Broadway
    /BroadwayBT-Regular
    /BRubber
    /Brush445BT-Regular
    /BrushScriptMT
    /BSorbonna
    /BStranger
    /BTriumph
    /BuckyMerlinSH
    /BusoramaITCbyBT-Medium
    /Caesar
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /CalisMTBol
    /CalistoMT
    /CalistoMT-Italic
    /CalligrapherRegular
    /CameronStendahlSH
    /Candy
    /CandyCaneUnregistered
    /CankerSore
    /CarlTellerSH
    /CarrieCattSH
    /CaslonOpenfaceBT-Regular
    /CassTaylorSH
    /CDOT
    /Centaur
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Cezanne
    /CGOmega-Bold
    /CGOmega-BoldItalic
    /CGOmega-Italic
    /CGOmega-Regular
    /CGTimes-Bold
    /CGTimes-BoldItalic
    /CGTimes-Italic
    /CGTimes-Regular
    /Charting
    /ChartreuseParsonsSH
    /ChaseCallasSH
    /ChasThirdSH
    /ChaucerRegular
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Book
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /ChildBonaparteSH
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ChuckWarrenChiselSH
    /ChuckWarrenDesignSH
    /CityBlueprint
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Book
    /ClarendonCondensedBold
    /ClarendonCondensed-Bold
    /ClarendonExtended-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /ClaudeCaesarSH
    /CLI
    /Clocks
    /ClosetoMe
    /CluKennedySH
    /CMBX10
    /CMBX5
    /CMBX7
    /CMEX10
    /CMMI10
    /CMMI5
    /CMMI7
    /CMMIB10
    /CMR10
    /CMR5
    /CMR7
    /CMSL10
    /CMSY10
    /CMSY5
    /CMSY7
    /CMTI10
    /CMTT10
    /CoffeeCamusInitialsSH
    /ColetteColeridgeSH
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CommercialPiBT-Regular
    /CommercialScriptBT-Regular
    /Complex
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBT-BlackHeadline
    /CooperBT-BlackItalic
    /CooperBT-Bold
    /CooperBT-BoldItalic
    /CooperBT-Medium
    /CooperBT-MediumItalic
    /CooperPlanck2LightSH
    /CooperPlanck4SH
    /CooperPlanck6BoldSH
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /CopticLS
    /Cornerstone
    /Coronet
    /CoronetItalic
    /Cotillion
    /CountryBlueprint
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /CSSubscript
    /CSSubscriptBold
    /CSSubscriptItalic
    /CSSuperscript
    /CSSuperscriptBold
    /Cuckoo
    /CurlzMT
    /CybilListzSH
    /CzarBold
    /CzarBoldItalic
    /CzarItalic
    /CzarNormal
    /DauphinPlain
    /DawnCastleBold
    /DawnCastlePlain
    /Dekker
    /DellaRobbiaBT-Bold
    /DellaRobbiaBT-Roman
    /Denmark
    /Desdemona
    /Diploma
    /DizzyDomingoSH
    /DizzyFeiningerSH
    /DocTermanBoldSH
    /DodgenburnA
    /DodoCasalsSH
    /DodoDiogenesSH
    /DomCasualBT-Regular
    /Durian-Republik
    /Dutch801BT-Bold
    /Dutch801BT-BoldItalic
    /Dutch801BT-ExtraBold
    /Dutch801BT-Italic
    /Dutch801BT-Roman
    /EBT's-cmbx10
    /EBT's-cmex10
    /EBT's-cmmi10
    /EBT's-cmmi5
    /EBT's-cmmi7
    /EBT's-cmr10
    /EBT's-cmr5
    /EBT's-cmr7
    /EBT's-cmsy10
    /EBT's-cmsy5
    /EBT's-cmsy7
    /EdithDaySH
    /Elephant-Italic
    /Elephant-Regular
    /EmGravesSH
    /EngelEinsteinSH
    /English111VivaceBT-Regular
    /English157BT-Regular
    /EngraversGothicBT-Regular
    /EngraversOldEnglishBT-Bold
    /EngraversOldEnglishBT-Regular
    /EngraversRomanBT-Bold
    /EngraversRomanBT-Regular
    /EnviroD
    /ErasITC-Bold
    /ErasITC-Demi
    /ErasITC-Light
    /ErasITC-Medium
    /ErasITC-Ultra
    /ErnestBlochSH
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /Euclid
    /Euclid-Bold
    /Euclid-BoldItalic
    /EuclidExtra
    /EuclidExtra-Bold
    /EuclidFraktur
    /EuclidFraktur-Bold
    /Euclid-Italic
    /EuclidMathOne
    /EuclidMathOne-Bold
    /EuclidMathTwo
    /EuclidMathTwo-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol
    /EuclidSymbol-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol-BoldItalic
    /EuclidSymbol-Italic
    /EuroRoman
    /EuroRomanOblique
    /ExxPresleySH
    /FencesPlain
    /Fences-Regular
    /FifthAvenue
    /FigurineCrrCB
    /FigurineCrrCBBold
    /FigurineCrrCBBoldItalic
    /FigurineCrrCBItalic
    /FigurineTmsCB
    /FigurineTmsCBBold
    /FigurineTmsCBBoldItalic
    /FigurineTmsCBItalic
    /FillmoreRegular
    /Fitzgerald
    /Flareserif821BT-Roman
    /FleurFordSH
    /Fontdinerdotcom
    /FontdinerdotcomSparkly
    /FootlightMTLight
    /ForefrontBookObliqueSH
    /ForefrontBookSH
    /ForefrontDemiObliqueSH
    /ForefrontDemiSH
    /Fortress
    /FractionsAPlentySH
    /FrakturPlain
    /Franciscan
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /FranklinUnic
    /FredFlahertySH
    /Freehand575BT-RegularB
    /Freehand591BT-RegularA
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /FTPMultinational
    /FTPMultinational-Bold
    /FujiyamaPSMT
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /GabbyGauguinSH
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Bold
    /GalliardITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garcia
    /GarryMondrian3LightItalicSH
    /GarryMondrian3LightSH
    /GarryMondrian4BookItalicSH
    /GarryMondrian4BookSH
    /GarryMondrian5SBldItalicSH
    /GarryMondrian5SBldSH
    /GarryMondrian6BoldItalicSH
    /GarryMondrian6BoldSH
    /GarryMondrian7ExtraBoldSH
    /GarryMondrian8UltraSH
    /GarryMondrianCond3LightSH
    /GarryMondrianCond4BookSH
    /GarryMondrianCond5SBldSH
    /GarryMondrianCond6BoldSH
    /GarryMondrianCond7ExtraBoldSH
    /GarryMondrianCond8UltraSH
    /GarryMondrianExpt3LightSH
    /GarryMondrianExpt4BookSH
    /GarryMondrianExpt5SBldSH
    /GarryMondrianExpt6BoldSH
    /GarryMondrianSwashSH
    /Gaslight
    /GatineauPSMT
    /Gautami
    /GDT
    /Geometric231BT-BoldC
    /Geometric231BT-LightC
    /Geometric231BT-RomanC
    /GeometricSlab703BT-Bold
    /GeometricSlab703BT-BoldCond
    /GeometricSlab703BT-BoldItalic
    /GeometricSlab703BT-Light
    /GeometricSlab703BT-LightItalic
    /GeometricSlab703BT-Medium
    /GeometricSlab703BT-MediumCond
    /GeometricSlab703BT-MediumItalic
    /GeometricSlab703BT-XtraBold
    /GeorgeMelvilleSH
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Gigi-Regular
    /GillSansBC
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSansCondensed-Bold
    /GillSansCondensed-Regular
    /GillSansExtraBold-Regular
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSansLight-Italic
    /GillSansLight-Regular
    /GillSans-Regular
    /GoldMinePlain
    /Gonzo
    /GothicE
    /GothicG
    /GothicI
    /GoudyHandtooledBT-Regular
    /GoudyOldStyle-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudyOldStyleExtrabold-Regular
    /GoudyOldStyle-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyle-Regular
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GraceAdonisSH
    /Graeca
    /Graeca-Bold
    /Graeca-BoldItalic
    /Graeca-Italic
    /Graphos-Bold
    /Graphos-BoldItalic
    /Graphos-Italic
    /Graphos-Regular
    /GreekC
    /GreekS
    /GreekSans
    /GreekSans-Bold
    /GreekSans-BoldOblique
    /GreekSans-Oblique
    /Griffin
    /GrungeUpdate
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HankKhrushchevSH
    /HarlowSolid
    /HarpoonPlain
    /Harrington
    /HeatherRegular
    /Hebraica
    /HeleneHissBlackSH
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HenryPatrickSH
    /Herald
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /HogBold-HMK
    /HogBook-HMK
    /HomePlanning
    /HomePlanning2
    /HomewardBoundPSMT
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /IBMPCDOS
    /IceAgeD
    /Impact
    /Incised901BT-Bold
    /Incised901BT-Light
    /Incised901BT-Roman
    /Industrial736BT-Italic
    /Informal011BT-Roman
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Intrepid
    /IntrepidBold
    /IntrepidOblique
    /Invitation
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAExtras-Bold
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAHighLow-Bold
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKiel-Bold
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAKielSeven-Bold
    /IPAsans
    /ISOCP
    /ISOCP2
    /ISOCP3
    /ISOCT
    /ISOCT2
    /ISOCT3
    /Italic
    /ItalicC
    /ItalicT
    /JesterRegular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JotMedium-HMK
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /JupiterPSMT
    /KabelITCbyBT-Book
    /KabelITCbyBT-Ultra
    /KarlaJohnson5CursiveSH
    /KarlaJohnson5RegularSH
    /KarlaJohnson6BoldCursiveSH
    /KarlaJohnson6BoldSH
    /KarlaJohnson7ExtraBoldCursiveSH
    /KarlaJohnson7ExtraBoldSH
    /KarlKhayyamSH
    /Karnack
    /Kartika
    /Kashmir
    /KaufmannBT-Bold
    /KaufmannBT-Regular
    /KeplerStd-Black
    /KeplerStd-BlackIt
    /KeplerStd-Bold
    /KeplerStd-BoldIt
    /KeplerStd-Italic
    /KeplerStd-Light
    /KeplerStd-LightIt
    /KeplerStd-Medium
    /KeplerStd-MediumIt
    /KeplerStd-Regular
    /KeplerStd-Semibold
    /KeplerStd-SemiboldIt
    /KeystrokeNormal
    /Kidnap
    /KidsPlain
    /Kindergarten
    /KinoMT
    /KissMeKissMeKissMe
    /KoalaPSMT
    /KorinnaITCbyBT-Bold
    /KorinnaITCbyBT-KursivBold
    /KorinnaITCbyBT-KursivRegular
    /KorinnaITCbyBT-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /Kristin
    /KunstlerScript
    /KyotoSong
    /LainieDaySH
    /LandscapePlanning
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /Latha
    /LatinoPal3LightItalicSH
    /LatinoPal3LightSH
    /LatinoPal4ItalicSH
    /LatinoPal4RomanSH
    /LatinoPal5DemiItalicSH
    /LatinoPal5DemiSH
    /LatinoPal6BoldItalicSH
    /LatinoPal6BoldSH
    /LatinoPal7ExtraBoldSH
    /LatinoPal8BlackSH
    /LatinoPalCond4RomanSH
    /LatinoPalCond5DemiSH
    /LatinoPalCond6BoldSH
    /LatinoPalExptRomanSH
    /LatinoPalSwashSH
    /LatinWidD
    /LatinWide
    /LeeToscanini3LightSH
    /LeeToscanini5RegularSH
    /LeeToscanini7BoldSH
    /LeeToscanini9BlackSH
    /LeeToscaniniInlineSH
    /LetterGothic12PitchBT-Bold
    /LetterGothic12PitchBT-BoldItal
    /LetterGothic12PitchBT-Italic
    /LetterGothic12PitchBT-Roman
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldItalic
    /LetterGothic-Italic
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LetterGothic-Regular
    /LibrarianRegular
    /LinusPSMT
    /Lithograph-Bold
    /LithographLight
    /LongIsland
    /LubalinGraphMdITCTT
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Magneto-Bold
    /Mangal-Regular
    /Map-Symbols
    /MarcusHobbesSH
    /Mariah
    /Marigold
    /MaritaMedium-HMK
    /MaritaScript-HMK
    /Market
    /MartinMaxxieSH
    /MathTypeMed
    /MatisseITC-Regular
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MaudeMeadSH
    /MemorandumPSMT
    /Metro
    /Metrostyle-Bold
    /MetrostyleExtended-Bold
    /MetrostyleExtended-Regular
    /Metrostyle-Regular
    /MicrogrammaD-BoldExte
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MikePicassoSH
    /MiniPicsLilEdibles
    /MiniPicsLilFolks
    /MiniPicsLilStuff
    /MischstabPopanz
    /MisterEarlBT-Regular
    /Mistral
    /ModerneDemi
    /ModerneDemiOblique
    /ModerneOblique
    /ModerneRegular
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonaLisaRecutITC-Normal
    /Monospace821BT-Bold
    /Monospace821BT-BoldItalic
    /Monospace821BT-Italic
    /Monospace821BT-Roman
    /Monotxt
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MonotypeSorts
    /MorrisonMedium
    /MorseCode
    /MotorPSMT
    /MSAM10
    /MSLineDrawPSMT
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSOutlook
    /MSReference1
    /MSReference2
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MT-Extra
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTLS
    /MTLSB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MT-Symbol
    /MTSYN
    /Music
    /MVBoli
    /MysticalPSMT
    /NagHammadiLS
    /NealCurieRuledSH
    /NealCurieSH
    /NebraskaPSMT
    /Neuropol-Medium
    /NevisonCasD
    /NewMilleniumSchlbkBoldItalicSH
    /NewMilleniumSchlbkBoldSH
    /NewMilleniumSchlbkExptSH
    /NewMilleniumSchlbkItalicSH
    /NewMilleniumSchlbkRomanSH
    /News702BT-Bold
    /News702BT-Italic
    /News702BT-Roman
    /Newton
    /NewZuricaBold
    /NewZuricaItalic
    /NewZuricaRegular
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NigelSadeSH
    /Nirvana
    /NuptialBT-Regular
    /OCRAbyBT-Regular
    /OfficePlanning
    /OldCentury
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /OnyxBT-Regular
    /OpenSymbol
    /OttawaPSMT
    /OttoMasonSH
    /OzHandicraftBT-Roman
    /OzzieBlack-Italic
    /OzzieBlack-Regular
    /PalatiaBold
    /PalatiaItalic
    /PalatiaRegular
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /PalmSpringsPSMT
    /Pamela
    /PanRoman
    /ParadisePSMT
    /ParagonPSMT
    /ParamountBold
    /ParamountItalic
    /ParamountRegular
    /Parchment-Regular
    /ParisianBT-Regular
    /ParkAvenueBT-Regular
    /Patrick
    /Patriot
    /PaulPutnamSH
    /PcEncodingLowerSH
    /PcEncodingSH
    /Pegasus
    /PenguinLightPSMT
    /PennSilvaSH
    /Percival
    /PerfectRegular
    /Pfn2BlackItalic
    /Phantom
    /PhilSimmonsSH
    /Pickwick
    /PipelinePlain
    /Playbill
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Poster
    /PosterBodoniBT-Italic
    /PosterBodoniBT-Roman
    /Pristina-Regular
    /Proxy1
    /Proxy2
    /Proxy3
    /Proxy4
    /Proxy5
    /Proxy6
    /Proxy7
    /Proxy8
    /Proxy9
    /Prx1
    /Prx2
    /Prx3
    /Prx4
    /Prx5
    /Prx6
    /Prx7
    /Prx8
    /Prx9
    /Pythagoras
    /Raavi
    /Ranegund
    /Ravie
    /Ribbon131BT-Bold
    /RMTMI
    /RMTMIB
    /RMTMIH
    /RMTMUB
    /RMTMUH
    /RobWebsterExtraBoldSH
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /RomanC
    /RomanD
    /RomanS
    /RomanT
    /Romantic
    /RomanticBold
    /RomanticItalic
    /Sahara
    /SalTintorettoSH
    /SamBarberInitialsSH
    /SamPlimsollSH
    /SansSerif
    /SansSerifBold
    /SansSerifBoldOblique
    /SansSerifOblique
    /Sceptre
    /ScribbleRegular
    /ScriptC
    /ScriptHebrew
    /ScriptS
    /Semaphore
    /SerifaBT-Black
    /SerifaBT-Bold
    /SerifaBT-Italic
    /SerifaBT-Roman
    /SerifaBT-Thin
    /Sfn2Bold
    /Sfn3Italic
    /ShelleyAllegroBT-Regular
    /ShelleyVolanteBT-Regular
    /ShellyMarisSH
    /SherwoodRegular
    /ShlomoAleichemSH
    /ShotgunBT-Regular
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /Shruti
    /SignatureRegular
    /Signboard
    /SignetRoundhandATT-Italic
    /SignetRoundhand-Italic
    /SignLanguage
    /Signs
    /Simplex
    /SissyRomeoSH
    /SlimStravinskySH
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /SnellBT-Bold
    /Socket
    /Sonate
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Demi
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Light
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /SpruceByingtonSH
    /SPSFont1Medium
    /SPSFont2Medium
    /SPSFont3Medium
    /SpsFont4Medium
    /SPSFont4Medium
    /SPSFont5Normal
    /SPSScript
    /SRegular
    /Staccato222BT-Regular
    /StageCoachRegular
    /StandoutRegular
    /StarTrekNextBT-ExtraBold
    /StarTrekNextPiBT-Regular
    /SteamerRegular
    /Stencil
    /StencilBT-Regular
    /Stewardson
    /Stonehenge
    /StopD
    /Storybook
    /Strict
    /Strider-Regular
    /StuyvesantBT-Regular
    /StylusBT
    /StylusRegular
    /SubwayRegular
    /SueVermeer4LightItalicSH
    /SueVermeer4LightSH
    /SueVermeer5MedItalicSH
    /SueVermeer5MediumSH
    /SueVermeer6DemiItalicSH
    /SueVermeer6DemiSH
    /SueVermeer7BoldItalicSH
    /SueVermeer7BoldSH
    /SunYatsenSH
    /SuperFrench
    /SuzanneQuillSH
    /Swiss721-BlackObliqueSWA
    /Swiss721-BlackSWA
    /Swiss721BT-Black
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BlackItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackOutline
    /Swiss721BT-Bold
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BoldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldOutline
    /Swiss721BT-Italic
    /Swiss721BT-ItalicCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-Light
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-LightExtended
    /Swiss721BT-LightItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Roman
    /Swiss721BT-RomanCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-RomanExtended
    /Swiss721BT-Thin
    /Swiss721-LightObliqueSWA
    /Swiss721-LightSWA
    /Swiss911BT-ExtraCompressed
    /Swiss921BT-RegularA
    /Syastro
    /Sylfaen
    /Symap
    /Symath
    /SymbolGreek
    /SymbolGreek-Bold
    /SymbolGreek-BoldItalic
    /SymbolGreek-Italic
    /SymbolGreekP
    /SymbolGreekP-Bold
    /SymbolGreekP-BoldItalic
    /SymbolGreekP-Italic
    /SymbolGreekPMono
    /SymbolMT
    /SymbolProportionalBT-Regular
    /SymbolsAPlentySH
    /Symeteo
    /Symusic
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TahomaItalic
    /TamFlanahanSH
    /Technic
    /TechnicalItalic
    /TechnicalPlain
    /TechnicBold
    /TechnicLite
    /Tekton-Bold
    /Teletype
    /TempsExptBoldSH
    /TempsExptItalicSH
    /TempsExptRomanSH
    /TempsSwashSH
    /TempusSansITC
    /TessHoustonSH
    /TexCatlinObliqueSH
    /TexCatlinSH
    /Thrust
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-BoldOblique
    /Times-ExtraBold
    /Times-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Oblique
    /Times-Roman
    /Times-Semibold
    /Times-SemiboldItalic
    /TimesUnic-Bold
    /TimesUnic-BoldItalic
    /TimesUnic-Italic
    /TimesUnic-Regular
    /TonyWhiteSH
    /TransCyrillic
    /TransCyrillic-Bold
    /TransCyrillic-BoldItalic
    /TransCyrillic-Italic
    /Transistor
    /Transitional521BT-BoldA
    /Transitional521BT-CursiveA
    /Transitional521BT-RomanA
    /TranslitLS
    /TranslitLS-Bold
    /TranslitLS-BoldItalic
    /TranslitLS-Italic
    /TransRoman
    /TransRoman-Bold
    /TransRoman-BoldItalic
    /TransRoman-Italic
    /TransSlavic
    /TransSlavic-Bold
    /TransSlavic-BoldItalic
    /TransSlavic-Italic
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /TribuneBold
    /TribuneItalic
    /TribuneRegular
    /Tristan
    /TrotsLight-HMK
    /TrotsMedium-HMK
    /TubularRegular
    /Tunga-Regular
    /Txt
    /TypoUprightBT-Regular
    /UmbraBT-Regular
    /UmbrellaPSMT
    /UncialLS
    /Unicorn
    /UnicornPSMT
    /Univers
    /UniversalMath1BT-Regular
    /Univers-Bold
    /Univers-BoldItalic
    /UniversCondensed
    /UniversCondensed-Bold
    /UniversCondensed-BoldItalic
    /UniversCondensed-Italic
    /UniversCondensed-Medium
    /UniversCondensed-MediumItalic
    /Univers-CondensedOblique
    /UniversExtended-Bold
    /UniversExtended-BoldItalic
    /UniversExtended-Medium
    /UniversExtended-MediumItalic
    /Univers-Italic
    /UniversityRomanBT-Regular
    /UniversLightCondensed-Italic
    /UniversLightCondensed-Regular
    /Univers-Medium
    /Univers-MediumItalic
    /URWWoodTypD
    /USABlackPSMT
    /USALightPSMT
    /Vagabond
    /Venetian301BT-Demi
    /Venetian301BT-DemiItalic
    /Venetian301BT-Italic
    /Venetian301BT-Roman
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /VinetaBT-Regular
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /VoguePSMT
    /Vrinda
    /WaldoIconsNormalA
    /WaltHarringtonSH
    /Webdings
    /Weiland
    /WesHollidaySH
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /WP-HebrewDavid
    /XavierPlatoSH
    /YuriKaySH
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Bold
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Medium
    /ZapfDingbatsITCbyBT-Regular
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Bold
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Italic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Roman
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Bold
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Italic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Roman
    /ZappedChancellorMedItalicSH
    /ZurichBT-BlackExtended
    /ZurichBT-Bold
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensed
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /ZurichBT-BoldItalic
    /ZurichBT-ExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Italic
    /ZurichBT-ItalicCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Light
    /ZurichBT-LightCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Roman
    /ZurichBT-RomanCondensed
    /ZurichBT-RomanExtended
    /ZurichBT-UltraBlackExtended
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [2834.646 2834.646]
>> setpagedevice


