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abstract
My aim in this article is to locate various forms of printmaking in a broader framework for thinking about so-called ‘multiple’
artworks, artworks that, as this is normally put, admit of multiple instances. I first sketch a general framework for the
philosophical exploration of multiple artworks and the philosophical issues to which they give rise. I then address certain
forms of printmaking that might be thought to generate singular rather than multiple artworks. Next, I look at how those print
works that are multiples stand in relation to other multiple works of the same general type in respect of certain challenges
relating to the repeatability and variability of works. Finally, I examine a further question—the problem of limitation—more
specific to prints qua multiples.

My aim in this article is to locate various forms of
printmaking in a broader framework for thinking
about so-called ‘multiple’ artworks, artworks that,
as this is normally put, admit of multiple instances.
Most artworks resulting from a process of print-
making are multiple in this sense. Furthermore,
such works belong to a particular family of multi-
ples, other members of which include cast sculp-
ture and standard analogue photography. All such
works give rise to certain specific philosophical
problems, but with different inflections that reflect
differences in the works or the art forms them-
selves. Furthermore, it is worth exploring whether
those forms of printmaking generative of multiple
artworks give rise to any philosophical problems
that do not, or do not generally, attend other art-
works belonging to other multiple art forms in the
same general family.

In the first part of this article, I sketch a gen-
eral framework, developed elsewhere, in which
to locate the philosophical exploration of multi-
ple artworks and the philosophical issues to which
they give rise. In Section ii, I address certain forms
of printmaking that might be thought to generate
singular rather than multiple artworks. In Section
iii, I look at how those print works that are mul-
tiples stand in relation to other multiple works of
the same general type in respect of certain stan-

dard problems and challenges. Finally, in Section
iv, I examine a further question more specific to
prints qua multiples.

i

In a recent article, I argued that two distinct senses
of the term ‘instance’ are in play in philosophi-
cal discussions of multiple artworks.1 Philosophers
usually introduce the idea of multiple works by ob-
serving that to properly appreciate most if not all
artworks requires at least an experiential engage-
ment of some kind with an entity that makes man-
ifest to the receiver some or all of the properties
bearing upon the work’s appreciation. In the case
of paintings, we require an experiential encounter
with a particular physical object. With musical,
literary, and cinematic works, on the other hand,
there seem to be many different locations where,
at a given time, we might experientially encounter
a work in the manner necessary (and, on some
accounts, sufficient) for its appreciation.2 An in-
stance of a work can then be taken to be an entity
that, in this way, makes manifest to the receiver
some or all of the experienceable properties bear-
ing upon its appreciation. Instances, so conceived,
are defined by the particular role that they play in
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appreciation, what we may term ‘the experiential
role.’

But entities can be more or less well fitted to
play this role. It is usually assumed that some per-
formances of a musical work may depart uninten-
tionally (or intentionally!) from what is mandated
by the score and some copies of a novel may con-
tain typographical errors. This suggests that we
should talk not merely of entities “qualified” to
play the experiential role for a work, but of en-
tities “fully qualified” in virtue of not being so
flawed. Something is fully qualified to play the
experiential role in the appreciation of a given
artwork X at a time t just in case it possesses at t
all those experienceable properties that are nec-
essary, according to the practices of the art form
in question, to fully play this role. Where some-
thing fully qualifies in this sense at a time t, we
may term it a strict instance of X at t. To say, then,
that different events or objects may fully qualify
at specific times to play the experiential role for a
given artwork is to say that the work admits of a
plurality of strict instances.3

It is in allowing for a plurality of strict instances
that so-called ‘multiple’ artworks or art forms
might be thought to differ from so-called ‘singu-
lar’ works or forms. Classical music and literature
are treated as multiple in this sense. Painting, on
the other hand, is treated as singular because, even
though prints and copies may to some extent play
the experiential role in the appreciation of a paint-
ing, we treat only one entity as a strict instance of
the work. Only the original canvas, it is assumed,
can possess (or at least be known to possess) all
of the properties necessary to fully play the expe-
riential role in the appreciation of the work.

But, although imperfect performances of musi-
cal works and flawed screenings of films are not
strict instances of those works, they are nonethe-
less usually treated as being intimately related to
the works in question, as no less of these works
than their strict counterparts. On the other hand,
we customarily treat even the most faithful copies
of paintings or works of carved sculpture as ex-
trinsic to the work. They are not taken to be “of”
it in the sense that some flawed performances or
screenings are taken to be “of” particular multi-
ple works.4 This asymmetry in treatment prescinds
from the purely epistemological considerations in
terms of which we have introduced the notions of
“instance” and “strict instance.” A flawed print of
a film may be less well suited than a very good

period copy of a painting to play the experien-
tial role for their respective works, for example.
Yet the former is usually treated as being “of” the
work in the same sense as its strict instances, while
the latter is not.

It is arguably because such flawed perfor-
mances and screenings stand in a particular kind
of relation to the provenance of a work that they
are treated as being performances and screenings
“of” that work in an intimate sense that is de-
nied to copies of paintings because the latter do
not stand in this relation to provenance.5 Entities
that stand in this kind of relation to the prove-
nance of a work may be termed its ‘provenen-
tial instances,’ or ‘p-instances.’ Those things that
are fully or partly qualified to play the experien-
tial role in the appreciation of a work, however,
qualify as instances on purely epistemic ground—
they are what we may term a work’s ‘epistemic
instances,’ or ‘e-instances.’

A work’s p-instances will normally be among its
e-instances, strict or flawed.6 But there is no princi-
pled reason why a work cannot have e-instances—
and indeed strict e-instances—that lack the nec-
essary causal history to be among its p-instances.
Indeed, this even holds for those works, like paint-
ings, usually taken as the paradigms of singularity,
if we are allowed to entertain the possibility of a
flawless replicator of the manifest artistically rele-
vant properties of a painting.7 And a p-instance of
a literary work W1 that is also a strict e-instance of
that work (that is, the text contains no typograph-
ical or other errors) may also be a strict e-instance
of another work W2, generated in a very different
art-historical context, with which it shares its text.

This suggests that all works may be multiple
if, as was proposed above, we define multiplicity
(and correspondingly singularity) in terms of the
number of strict e-instances that a work may
have—term this ‘e-multiplicity’ and ‘e-singularity.’
If the multiple-singular distinction is to mark a
genuine difference between art forms, therefore,
it must be defined otherwise—plausibly, in terms
of the number of p-instances that a work can have.
For reasons that will emerge below, however,
what matters is the capacity to have more than
one p-instance that is also a strict e-instance.

Before proceeding, let me make a brief remark
on the terminology that I shall use in the remain-
der of this article. As we have seen, the distinction
between strict and flawed instances is an epistemic
one, measuring the extent to which something is
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fully qualified to play the experiential role in the
appreciation of a work. It is, in other words, a
way of classifying a work’s e-instances. A work’s
p-instances may themselves be strict e-instances
of the work, or they may be in some ways flawed
e-instances (or, as in the example of the heav-
ily eroded work of cast sculpture cited in note 6,
they may fail to be e-instances at all). For conve-
nience, I shall henceforth talk of ‘strict’ or ‘flawed’
p-instances of a work, but this must always be un-
derstood as shorthand for talk of those p-instances
of a work that are strict or flawed e-instances of the
work. A strict p-instance, in other words, is (1) a
p-instance that (2) meets the epistemic conditions
to qualify as a strict e-instance of the work.

The claim then, expressed in such terms, is that
the multiple-singular distinction must be drawn in
terms of whether a work admits of a multiplicity
of strict p-instances if it is to mark a difference
between artworks or art forms.8 The distinction,
then, is between artworks or art forms that are,
as we may now say, ‘p-multiple’ and those that
are ‘p-singular.’ A work that allows for a multi-
plicity of strict p-instances ipso facto allows for a
multiplicity of strict e-instances, although as we
have seen the converse does not hold. If we were
able to guarantee a process that reproduced every
perceptible property of a painting, painting might
allow for a multiplicity of strict e-instances while
remaining p-singular in virtue of the role that an
original canvas plays in determining just which
features must be possessed by a strict e-instance
of the work.

Significantly, the two notions of “instance” in
play in the literature on multiple artworks are
not metaphysical ones. 9 Neither notion is to be
identified with the metaphysical notion of stand-
ing in a designated relation to an “instantiable.”
The notion of an “e-instance” is purely epistemo-
logical, defined in terms of the capacity to play
a particular experiential role in the appreciation
of a work. The notion of a “p-instance,” on the
other hand, groups entities in terms of the rela-
tion in which they stand to an artifactual process
involving an artist. While both notions relate in-
stances to works, they immediately entail nothing
about what works themselves are, ontologically
speaking. In particular, a work’s having instances
in either sense does not immediately entail that it
is an “instantiable” in the metaphysical sense—a
universal or a type, for example—rather than a
particular. Thus paintings, even if particulars, are

correctly ascribed instances.10 Of course, one ap-
pealing explanation of the (p-)multiplicity of an
artwork is that the work itself is indeed an in-
stantiable. But this substantive metaphysical claim
should not be confused with the phenomenon it is
intended to explain.11

Suppose we use ‘initiate’ as a neutral term
for the artistic activity that brings it about that a
new artwork becomes available for appreciation
through its instance(s). This term can be applied
across the arts and carries no commitment as to
whether initiation is creation or discovery. As a
number of writers have noted, there are at least
three ways in which multiple art works can be
initiated.12 First, as in the case of literary works,
an artist may bring into existence a p-instance
of the work, which serves as an exemplar. Strict
e-instances of the work are then generated
through emulating the exemplar, corrected if
necessary to remedy slips of the author’s pen,
in those respects required by relevant artistic
conventions in place. Second, as in the case
of standard analogue photography and cast
sculpture, an artist may produce an artifact that,
when employed in prescribed ways, generates
p-instances of the work. This may be termed a
‘production-artifact.’13 As in the case of exem-
plars, further conventions in place in the relevant
art form determine how this artifact must be used
if a strict p-instance is to be produced. Third, as in
the case of classical musical works, an artist may
provide instructions that, if properly followed
by those aware of the relevant conventions and
practices, result in strict p-instances of the work.
In such cases, compliance with the instructions
also calls for performative interpretation, and the
resulting instances of the work (strict or flawed)
are performances of it. Insofar as print artworks
are multiples, they are obviously initiated in the
second of these ways. The matrix serves as the
production-artifact from which p-instances can
be generated when it is used in accordance with
norms established in the given artistic practice.

All multiples give rise to the ontological
problem that, following Julian Dodd, we may
term the problem of repeatability: what kind of
thing must a given multiple work be if it is to
admit of multiple instances?14 It is this problem
that largely motivates type-theories of musical
works such as Dodd’s. Repeatability of a musical
work, it is claimed, is just the familiar relationship
between a type and its tokens. However, as Dodd
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himself admits, the arguments that might motivate
a type theory of musical works may not apply to
multiple works initiated via a production-artifact,
as in the case of analog photographs.15 As I
suggest below, similar considerations apply to
those multiple works that are nonphotographic
prints. Furthermore, at least some multiples
give rise to what I have termed the problem
of variability: how can we explain the range of
acceptable variation in artistically relevant prop-
erties amongst the strict p-instances—and thus
the strict e-instances—of at least some multiple
works?16 In particular, the problem of variability
seems to be a particularly acute problem for type
theories of multiple artworks that are generated
by means of a production-artifact, and thus, one
would assume, for type theories of print multiples.
I say more about this in Section iii.

ii

In a broad sense, print artworks include pho-
tographs. And at least some photographic
artworks—daguerreotypes—are p-singular rather
than p-multiple in virtue of the physical pro-
cess by which they are produced.17 Are all
nonphotographic print artworks multiples, how-
ever? Apparently not. Monotypes, it would seem,
like daguerreotypes, are incapable of having more
than one strict p-instance because of the physi-
cal process whereby they are made. In produc-
ing a monotype, an artist applies either oil paints
or printer’s ink to a flat unmarked surface—
traditionally copper, zinc, or glass. The matrix is
then covered with a sheet of paper and passed
through a printing press. But the status of mono-
types as singular artworks might also be thought
to depend upon how they are treated in our artis-
tic practice. We can imagine a practice where
a second (less detailed and colorful) impression
taken from the matrix of a monotype also counts
as a strict p-instance. But this would be a puz-
zling practice unless the works thereby produced
were at least partly conceptual. For, on any stan-
dard understanding of a print work’s artistic ve-
hicle and of how the latter articulates the work’s
artistic content, the properties distinguishing the
first and second impressions drawn from the ma-
trix of a monotype are artistically relevant. Thus,
even if both impressions are p-instances of the
work, the second impression will presumably lack

properties required for full appreciation of the
work and will thereby fail to be a strict p-instance.
Our actual practice, in any case, treats monotypes
as p-singular rather than p-multiple, admitting of
only one strict p-instance.

I have suggested that it is the very nature of the
process generative of daguerreotypes that limits
such works modally to a single strict p-instance,
whereas the analogous limitation in the case of
monotypes is in part due to features of our appre-
ciative practice. It might be thought, however, that
this overlooks the impact of appreciative prac-
tice on the ontological status of daguerreotypes,
and, more specifically, overlooks the early practice
of re-daguerreotyping daguerreotypes.18 In such
a practice, the daguerreotype process is used to
produce a daguerreotype [B] with the appearance
of a prior daguerreotype [A]—say, an image of
the Paris skyline—by using light rays from [A] to
produce the design in [B]. Even if the products
of re-daguerreotyping were viewed as copies of
the originals rather than as separate p-instances
of the work, it might be argued that this is a
matter of social practice, no different in this re-
spect from the practice of not according the sta-
tus of strict p-instance to the second impression
drawn from the matrix of a monotype. Can we
not, therefore, imagine a practice where the re-
sults of re-daguerreotyping are treated as further
(potentially strict) p-instances of the work, and
daguerreotypes are correspondingly p-multiple in
virtue of that practice?

I think that in this case—in contrast with the hy-
pothetical monotype practice canvassed above—
such an imaginary practice would be not merely
puzzling but misconceived. The p-instances
of a multiple artwork initiated by means of a
production-artifact are the results of tokenings,
by members of the relevant artistic community
who use that production-artifact in accordance
with shared community norms, of a particular
type of process—a type of process individuated in
part by the causal-historical relationship in which
it stands to the artistic activities generative of the
production-artifact. Distinct prints of Stieglitz’s
The Steerage, for example, result from distinct to-
ken photo-processing acts each of which uses the
negative generated by Stieglitz (the production-
artifact in the present case) in ways sanctioned
by the photographic practice of the time. The
prints are distinct p-instances because they result
from distinct acts of photo-processing, and they
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are p-instances of the same work because the
distinct acts of photo-processing respect the same
norms and stand in the relevant causal-historical
relationship to the artistic generation of the same
production-artifact.

However, when we re-daguerreotype image
[A] to produce—let us suppose—the visually in-
discriminable image [B], [A] and [B] do not meet
these conditions for being distinct p-instances of
the same work. Even if [A] and [B] are percep-
tually indiscriminable, this does not make them
strict p-instances—or even p-instances—of the
same multiple work. When we re-daguerreotype
[A] to obtain [B], the process whereby this is done
is not another token of the same specific process-
type that generated [A]. The process generative
of [A] involved a causal relationship between a
daguerreotype plate and the Paris skyline. The
process generative of [B], on the other hand, in-
volved a causal relationship between a daguerreo-
type plate and [A], itself a daguerreotype. As a
result, [A] and [B] have different representational
content—they are of different things. On the other
hand, if we take two impressions from a monotype,
each impression is derived from the same matrix
by a token of the same specific type of process.19

Monoprints present a more interesting case.
Monoprints, like print multiples in general, in-
volve the use of a matrix that can be employed
to produce multiple impressions that would be
properly understood as strict p-instances of works.
However, in the case of the monoprint, the ma-
nipulation of additional ink on the surface of the
already inked intaglio plate and the practical im-
possibility of duplicating that manipulation means
that every monoprint impression drawn from that
matrix differs in what we would normally view as
artistically relevant properties.

We might understand monoprints in at least
two ways. First, we might take each impression to
be a strict p-instance of a distinct singular work
that shares with other impressions taken from
the same matrix a production-artifact but that
is not thereby one of many artistically variable
instances of a given multiple work. Sharing a
matrix here would be rather like sharing the
design properties of Picasso’s Guernica in the case
of Kendall Walton’s hypothetical guernicas, all of
which are distinct works rather than instances of a
multiple.20 Alternatively, we might take the matrix
to stand to the various impressions in something
like the relationship that a musical score stands

to musical performances. The score, we might
say, constrains the performer in her activities
but does so in a way that allows for instances
of the same work to differ in their artistically
relevant properties. Analogously, the carved plate
upon which additional ink is manipulated prior
to the taking of each impression constrains the
monoprint maker in her activities, but allows her
to confer different artistically relevant properties
on different impressions of the same work. On
this interpretation, monoprints are multiples.
Which of these accounts correctly represents the
ontological status of monoprints seems to depend
upon our artistic practice. Nothing in the process
whereby impressions of monoprints are generated
forces one rather than the other of these models
on us, although monoprints seem to be treated as
singular rather than multiple in the literature.

There is a third way in which a nonpho-
tographic print artwork might be singular,
depending this time neither upon distinctive
features of the print-generating process nor upon
general features of our artistic practices, but upon
the individual creative intentions of the artist.
We can imagine an artist whose intention is to
produce a singular artwork, and who makes use
of a matrix to produce it with the intention of
cancelling the matrix once a single impression has
been made. What makes this kind of case tricky
is that multiple artworks are defined modally,
in terms of the possibility of multiple strict
p-instances. Indeed, there can be multiple
artworks with no actual strict p-instances—for
example, an extremely virtuosic musical work that
is never performed correctly. In the present case,
even if the artist both intends to destroy the ma-
trix immediately after taking a single impression
and indeed does so, there is still the possibility
of multiple impressions of such a work in that
there are possible worlds in which the artist fails
in his or her intentions. In such a case, we have
a more general problem that I address in Section
iv: To what extent can an artist’s intention that
his or her work have a limited number of strict
p-instances make this the case? The ‘problem of
limitation,’ as we may term this, arises whenever
we have a limited edition of a print and other
unauthorized but otherwise unflawed impres-
sions from the same plate. There is obviously a
difference in economic value between authorized
and unauthorized impressions, but does this mean
that there is also a difference in artistic value?
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iii

Bracketing the kinds of cases just discussed, non-
photographic print artworks are p-multiples, ad-
mitting of a plurality of strict p-instances. But,
as noted earlier, they are multiples of a par-
ticular kind, initiated through the making of a
production-artifact. It has been broadly assumed
in the literature that multiple artworks are types
whose instances are their tokens. Such a view is
taken to offer a simple solution to the problem of
repeatability. But this view has problems with mul-
tiples generated through the use of a production-
artifact if “types” are understood—as they usually
are—as abstract objects that exist eternally and
that can be discovered but not created. For, so I
have argued elsewhere, it is very implausible to
think in general of multiples initiated through the
use of a production-artifact in this way, for it is in
such cases that the inclination to see initiation as
creation is strongest.21

We can see this if we consider how works of
cast sculpture and standard works of analog pho-
tography, as multiples, stand in relation to singular
works belonging to the same art forms broadly
conceived. Consider, for example, Rodin’s The
Thinker. Rodin chose to initiate this work not by
working directly on a sculptable material selected
as the medium for the piece, but by working first
on another kind of physical material which was
manipulated to produce a cast. The cast was em-
ployed on multiple occasions, starting in 1902, to
produce p-instances of the work. Suppose it were
suggested that, given the multiple nature of the
work, it must be an eternally existing abstract ob-
ject, a type of which its p-instances are tokens.
Then, it seems, the decision by Rodin to employ
a more indirect method for generating instances
of his piece entails that, whereas a visually in-
distinguishable work of carved sculpture would
presumably have been his creation, The Thinker
is his discovery. Again, should we say that, once
we move from the daguerreotype to the multiply
instantiable calotype, photographs are no longer
created by their makers but discovered, so that,
while Daguerre and Fox Talbot were producing
photographic images at the same time—images
that in each case can be viewed as instantiating a
type of visual manifold—the former was creating
his images whereas the latter was discovering his?
There is surely something deeply counterintuitive
about this. How could the decision to employ not

one kind of causal-mechanical process, which per-
mits only a single strict p-instance of the work, but
another equally causal-mechanical process, which
permits multiple strict p-instances, carry such con-
sequences for the status of the artist as creator?

What, then, should we say about photographic
works and works of cast sculpture? They are, I
have argued, indeed types in the sense originally
introduced by Richard Wollheim—ways of group-
ing particulars in terms of their relationship to
an act of (human) creation.22 But we can tell a
compelling story to explain membership in such
groupings in the case of photographic works and
works of cast sculpture without appealing to types
in the more metaphysically freighted sense.23 For
what instances of such works have in common is
a causal history, not some set of properties cap-
tured in terms of the “property-associate” of an
eternally existing type. Such types enter the pic-
ture only after the fact, once our practices have
certified a given grouping of things as “strict” and
“flawed” instances of the work. Only then can
we abstract, on the basis of such groupings, a set
of properties common to all strict instances, and
thus also required in a work’s strict e-instances,
whether or not they are also p-instances.24

The same kinds of considerations seem to apply
to those print artworks that are multiples. What
the instances of such works share is a history of
making, being impressions that have been gener-
ated via the conventionally sanctioned use of the
same matrix. It is in terms of such a history of
making that the standard distinctions are made
between a print-work’s impressions and mere re-
productions. As in the case of photographic works
and works of cast sculpture, the status of an im-
pression as a strict p-instance of a print artwork P,
whether singular or multiple, depends upon two
things: a causal history whereby manifest features
of the impression are directly dependent upon the
use of P’s production-artifact, and the observance,
in generating the impression, of relevant under-
standings in place in the artistic community as to
how that production-artifact should be used if a
strict p-instance of the work is to result.

The second general issue concerning multiples
identified above is the problem of variability. Mul-
tiple artworks, we noted above, allow of a multi-
plicity of strict p-instances. But the possibility of
a multiplicity of strict p-instances of a work raises
the prospect of strict instances that differ in those
properties that bear upon their appreciation, and
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upon the appreciation of the work they strictly
instantiate. Different right performances of a mu-
sical work, for example, may so differ, as may dif-
ferent right prints from the negative of an analog
photograph. What I have termed “the problem of
variability” is the problem of accounting for the
range of such variation amongst a work’s strict
instances.25

The problem of variability doesn’t arise for all
multiple artworks. For example, it does not arise
for literary works—whose strict instances must
possess all and only the artistically relevant tex-
tual properties of the exemplar that they emu-
late. This allows for no variation in artistically
relevant properties amongst the strict instances
of a literary work.26 But the problem of variabil-
ity does arise for works for performance. Musi-
cal, theatrical, and dance works clearly admit of
strict p-instances whose artistically relevant prop-
erties differ, thereby making manifest the artistic
richness of the work performed. This, I have ar-
gued, is a challenge for “pure” type theories of
musical works, such as Dodd’s, which hold that
multiple works, as types, are individuated, and de-
termine their strict instances, without reference
to the practices of the particular artistic commu-
nities in which works are initiated. It is, I have
argued, only by reference to such practices that
we can account for the specific range of permissi-
ble variability in artistically relevant properties in
the strict p-instances of a given musical work.27

The problem of variability is most obviously a
problem, however, in the case of multiple works
initiated by means of a production-artifact. A
photographic work, for example, can have strict
p-instances (prints) that differ, and differ inten-
tionally, in such artistically relevant properties as
tonal contrast, print medium, and size. As a conse-
quence, there is no single visual array that is com-
mon to all of such a work’s strict p-instances. Nor,
arguably, is there a set of visual properties com-
mon to all of a work’s strict p-instances in terms
of which we can delimit the range of acceptable
variations. What determines the range of accept-
able variations in a photographic work’s strict p-
instances is, rather, the relation in which an image
stands to the relevant production-artifact and the
conventions in place that determine how that arti-
fact is to be used if a strict p-instance of the work is
to result. This not only determines the permissible
range of variation in the work’s strict p-instances,
but also the permissible range of variation in its

strict e-instances, since the latter range is deter-
mined by the former. It follows that, if we require
that an ontology of a given multiple art form ex-
plain both the repeatability and the variability of
works belonging to that art form, a photographic
work cannot be identified with a norm-type iden-
tifiable independently of the actual photographic
practices within which that work was initiated.

It is perhaps worth noting briefly here that the
problem of variability also seems to bear upon
whether, and when, instances of multiple works
can themselves be viewed as works. Where the
process whereby p-instances of a multiple work
are generated allows little or no room for vari-
ation in artistically relevant properties, there is
little incentive to speak of any of the instances as
themselves works. When, on the other hand, the
realization of artistically relevant features of the
instances depends upon the skill and creativity of
the executor, we are more likely to think of the
instances themselves as works. This is most ob-
viously the case with music, theatre, and dance,
where the need for creative interpretation is nor-
mally built into the very conception of the work’s
multiplicity. On the other hand, in the case of lit-
erary works and other multiples initiated through
the production of an exemplar, there is no room
for creativity in instantiation, so no temptation to
think of instances as themselves works.

A general principle here [IA, for future refer-
ence] might run as follows: A multiple artwork
can have instances that are themselves artworks
only if

(i) it admits of variations in artistically relevant
properties among its strict p-instances (all
multiples admit of such variations among
their nonstrict p-instances, for example,
books with typos);

(ii) these variations depend upon the creative
endeavors of the executor(s) of the instances;
and

(iii) execution is reasonably viewed as an artistic
act separate from those artistic acts required
to initiate the work.

Photography would fail to meet the third require-
ment if we took the activity of generating in-
stances from the production-artifact to be intrinsic
to rather than supplemental to the act of initiating
a work of photographic art. But it seems more
plausible to identify the initiation of the work
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with the generation of the production-artifact, in
which case individual prints of a photograph might
indeed be artworks in their own right. In this
case, unlike the case of the literary work where
the author produces a single exemplar—single p-
instance—of the work, the photographer might
produce multiple artistically distinct prints that
are each p-instances of the work and some of
which are works themselves.

We see similar considerations at work in the
debate in the early twentieth-century community
of ukiyo-e printmakers in Japan between those—
the sôsaku hanga artists—who insisted that artis-
tic printmaking must be a personal creative act,
where all parts of the process—conceiving the de-
sign of the image, preparing and carving blocks,
preparing the pigments, and printing and dissem-
inating the images—should be done by the same
individual, and those—the shin hanga artists—
who upheld the traditional idea of a division of la-
bor between artist, carver, printer, and publisher.
Clearly, the sôsaku hanga practice more closely
resembles standard practice in photography, and
gives us greater reason to think of the individual
prints as themselves artworks to the extent that
we can see the guiding hand of the artist in artis-
tically relevant differences between impressions
of a given print work.28 This also applies to the
notion of an ‘original’ print in the terminology
traditionally used in the fine art print community,
an ‘original’ requiring that the artist herself played
a direct role in the printing process.29

The problem of variability clearly arises for
at least some nonphotographic print multiples,
given, as with photographs, the need to con-
sider sanctioned practices for using the relevant
production-artifacts. In some cases, variation re-
sults from intentional changes to the matrix by
the artist, resulting in different states of the im-
pression. But print artworks generate distinct is-
sues in this respect because of the ways in which
the matrix, qua production-artifact, can undergo
physical change after only limited use as a result of
wear. This is likely to lead to variability in the ar-
tistically relevant properties of impressions drawn
from that matrix. In the case of performances of
performed works and variations between photo-
graphic prints from a negative, variability in artis-
tically relevant properties is normally grounded
in the artistic choices of those producing an in-
stance of the work—the interpretation of a mu-
sical work by the performers, for example, or the

choices made in the printing process by a photog-
rapher. But, in the case of at least some impres-
sions, the change results from degradation of the
matrix that lies outside the control of the printer.

One implication here is that if impressions vary
because of the degradation of the matrix, there is
no temptation, given the foregoing principle IA,
to think of the individual prints as works sepa-
rate from the work of which they are instances.
Prints also give rise to the following question: if
variations in the artistically relevant properties of
impressions drawn from a given matrix are a result
of wear and degradation of the matrix rather than
of the conscious choices of the printer, should we
say that the work admits of such variation between
its strict p-instances, or should we say that many
such impressions are not in fact strict p-instances?

In support of the second option, it might be
said that the changes in the artistically relevant
properties of impressions as a matrix is used re-
flect departures from the properties necessary if
something is to be a strict p-instance—recall here
the definition of a strict instance in terms of be-
ing able to fully play the experiential role in the
appreciation of the work instanced.

These issues arise with particular force for cer-
tain print media. Drypoint, for example, is a form
of engraving that employs a sharp tool to score the
design on a plate. It not only allows for a broad
range of cuts on the plate but also differs from
standard engraving in that the metal displaced
from the plate by the drypoint tool is not removed
prior to printing. This “burr” then holds additional
ink during the printing process, producing what is
usually described as a “velvety” or “fuzzy” texture
to the line that is found to be aesthetically pleas-
ing. The burr is, however, quickly worn down in
the printing process so that sometimes as few as
ten to fifteen impressions can be made with “rich”
burr. It is these impressions that are most highly
valued, and, in light of this practice, it seems rea-
sonable to view only impressions with such rich
burr as strict p-instances of the work.

While drypoint is an extreme case, loss of ar-
tistically relevant qualities in the impressions as a
result of degradation of the matrix is an issue for
most traditional methods of generating instances
of print works. In his 1821 Anleitung zur Kupfer-
stichkunde, the German printmaker Adam von
Bartsch estimated as follows the maximum num-
ber of quality impressions it was possible to pull
using different print media.
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Engraving: 500 (and about the same number of
weaker images)

Stipple: 500 (and about the same number
of weaker images)

Mezzotint: 300 to 400, though the quality suffers
after the first 150

Aquatint: Less than 200
Wood block: Up to 10,00030

It seems that in such cases we should count as strict
p-instances only those impressions drawn from the
matrix when it retains those physical properties
necessary for producing in impressions those ar-
tistically relevant properties taken to be required
in something that can fully play the experiential
role in the appreciation of the work.

iv

With the development of lithography and steel-
faced metal plates in the nineteenth century, how-
ever, tens of thousands of impressions of a print-
work could be made without loss of quality. This
leads to a further issue that arises for impressions
and for works of cast sculpture, but not generally
for works of photography. In discussing mono-
types, I offered the hypothetical example of an
artist who elected to produce a single impression
by creating a matrix and then cancelling the ma-
trix immediately after the first impression had
been made. But, as may have been apparent at
the time, this is simply an extreme example of the
way in which, over the past century, print artists
have intentionally sought to limit the number of a
work’s genuine p-instances. The limitation in such
a case comes not from the nature of the artis-
tic medium, nor from conventions that determine
when a difference in artistically relevant proper-
ties disqualifies something as a strict instance of a
work, but from the artist’s willful refusal to admit
as p-instances of his work some of those impres-
sions that possess all of the manifest artistically
relevant properties required in a strict instance of
the work and that have the necessary provenance
in that they are drawn from the matrix of the work.

The phenomenon of editions that are limited in
this way—by the fiat of the artist—is troubling be-
cause, unlike the other kinds of limitations just sur-
veyed, it seems to reflect purely economic rather
than artistic considerations. It is in this respect a
distinctive phenomenon in the arts—one which is,

however, also found in the case of works of cast
sculpture where a similar distinction can be made.
The issue is not that, of two entities with iden-
tical manifest artistically relevant properties, one
can be a genuine instance of the work whereas an-
other is not. For we have this distinction in the case
of the famed “perfect forgery” of a visual artwork
which, ex hypothesi, has all and only the manifest
artistically relevant properties of the original. We
can account for this in terms of the distinction be-
tween p-instances and e-instances. Both the origi-
nal and the forgery are, ex hypothesi, e-instances
of the work but only the original, in virtue of its
provenance, is a p-instance.

The problem with the “limited edition” is
that, if we take the artistic significance of being
a p-instance to be that something’s manifest
artistically relevant properties themselves have
a certain history of making, then it seems that
both authorized and unauthorized prints should
count as (strict) p-instances. The situation, it
might seem, is like that of an author who claims
that only the first fifty copies of his novel printed
off the press are to count as genuine p-instances
of the work. While an author can thereby confer
additional economic value on certain instances,
how can this in itself make an artistic difference?
This difficulty is exacerbated by the fact that the
motivation for introducing limited editions seems
to have been entirely economic. The practice
began only when print technology made possible
the generation of very large numbers of impres-
sions from a matrix without any degradation in
artistically relevant properties.

The artistic relevance of an artist’s intentions
is, of course, a much contested issue in the philos-
ophy of art. And, as Berys Gaut has argued, there
are good reasons to resist a univocal response to
this issue. 31 One might allow, for example, that an
intention to allude is at least a necessary condition
for literary allusion, and that it is the kind of
response intended by the author that determines
whether something is a work of fiction, while at the
same time refusing to accord any determining role
to an author’s general semantic intentions. But
the idea that the artist can determine by fiat, and
without any reference to the relative artistic qual-
ities of the impressions, which of the impressions
drawn in the accepted way from a matrix are to
count as genuine p-instances of the work, and can
do so for economic reasons, is perhaps one kind
of artistic intentionalism that we should resist.
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A further distinctive feature of prints belong-
ing to limited editions calls, I think, for a similarly
critical response. It is customary to treat individ-
ual impressions, when drawn from a given matrix
as part of a limited and numbered edition, as dis-
tinct works of art. This practice seems to violate
the more general principle IA proposed in Section
iii for determining when p-instances of a multiple
artwork are plausibly taken to be works in their
own right. As noted earlier, that some apparent in-
stances of a multiple work are treated as works in
themselves is not problematic. Particular perfor-
mances of musical works and plays, for example,
may be both (strict) p-instances of those works
and works in themselves.32 But this is because, in
addition to those properties required in order to
be a strict instance of the work, the performance
bears other artistic properties in virtue of how
the work has been interpreted and rendered by
the performers. And variability, as we have seen,
is a feature of photographic works, and, where
such variability in artistic properties is traceable
to the activity of the photographer, this might li-
cense treating individual prints of a photograph
as distinct independent works. In the case of the
individual impressions comprised by an edition of
a print work, on the other hand, whatever differ-
ences might exist between the impressions do not
seem to depend upon the deliberate manipulation
of a production-artifact, or the deliberate inter-
pretation of a score, as in the cases just described.
This is not to say that no intentional agency in-
forms the particular features of the individual im-
pressions making up an edition. It is customary
to take a larger number of impressions than is re-
quired for the edition and to select those members
that most closely resemble the artist’s proof.33

If philosophy of art is normatively rather than
merely descriptively accountable to artistic prac-
tice, we can ask whether these features of fine-
art print practice can be artistically justified upon
reflection.34 The most obvious rationale for the
practice is again economic rather than aesthetic:
patrons are presumably willing to pay more for
something identified as a work of art in itself than
for a mere instance of a work of art. If we are sus-
picious of the practice of limited editions and feel
that impressions that share what Christy Mag Uid-
hir terms “relevant similarity” should have equal
status within the work, we will also be suspicious
of a practice that ennobles instances to the sta-
tus of independent works simply on the grounds

that they bear the artist’s imprimatur as part of
such editions.35 Consider, for example, how we
would view a parallel practice in literature, where
an author signs and numbers a specific number
of printings of her book. The printings belong-
ing to such editions would undoubtedly be more
economically valuable than other printings, but it
seems strange to think that they also acquire in-
dependent work status as a result of this process.
In the absence of an account of intentionally gen-
erated artistic differences between the individual
impressions making up a limited edition, there-
fore, I think that, as with the idea that the artist
can, by fiat, constrain the number of p-instances
of his work, we have good reason here to question
our practice, rather than view this practice as a
valid counterexample to the more general princi-
ple IA enunciated earlier.36
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