Critically assess Plato’s objections to mimetic painting.
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This essay will put forth Plato’s objections to mimetic painting and his view on it and also critically assess his point with for and against, and also a conclusion as to outline whether or not this argument is plausible. For comparison, it will also outlie the view of Aristotle too, which is a little contradictory to that of Plato’s. 
Let’s start off with what mimetic painting actually is; it is Greek for replication. What Plato thought was that mimetic art was not a true representation of the forms; so, let’s describe what he meant by forms:
Plato stated that there are forms of which are the ideals of what things should look and be like, that if we had knowledge of the forms then we would basically have a guide or kind of a blueprint of how to live one’s life in a way that is of the ideal. The key to guiding us to these forms was that of philosophy, this was by knowledge of the forms being active within the mind and then you would act in such a way as of the ideal, or form.

I don’t think he was trying to put across that all art was bad as he himself wrote which is an art form; I think he wanted to get across that to create a work of art you had to have the knowledge of the forms and without this art would then be considered to be not fit for purpose and just a false representation of a form.
For example, you have an idea of a form, you then have a craftsman who would craft the form from the idea, then the artist would come along and then paint the form; the artist in Plato’s mind would then not be having true knowledge but that of a copy he just sees the object whereas the craftsman has a direct connection with the ideal or idea of the form.

This seems quite plausible and the hierarchy of the forms seems well thought out to describe the order of which knowledge is knowledge, but what he seems to leave out is that emotion is very much a guiding tool in life and Plato thought that art was wrong because it played too much with emotion and not well with reasoning. Now I can see where this stands as art does touch people on an emotional level as everyone’s view is different, enabling art to tell a thousand stories within one piece, but is this really a bad thing? 
It really seems that art for Plato touched more so on the humanness of our existence that of emotion and he was more of a logical kind of guy which meant that art was no good for us to see the truth of our existence and did not depict the truth in any way shape or form.

The thought that art isn’t a true representation seems a bit contradictory for are not even the ideas of the forms still somewhere along the line a subjective view? And for a form to be ideal; for the very fact that it is a form doesn’t it at some point have to be created in the eye of one person and in this it still being subjective? 
Art has a place because it can make a person see past what we think of as true reality it can open up the mind to see, or even in a way to point to that of true knowledge; true reality. It seems that Plato, by saying that art is not a true reality contradicts itself for if the artist cannot point out that of non-reality then the mind-set of what people see as their current true reality would then never be questioned because they would not be able to see past that; it would not enable a different view or mind-set to be explored.

Let’s bring another philosopher in for comparison who thought that art was of importance because like earlier mentioned, it is of an emotional encounter. Aristotle thought that balancing of emotions was important and that by ways of art we could experience lots of different emotions and this being good because we would be feeling all emotions through one experience of admiring a piece of art. Therefore, art was a kind of release so that we could feel a range of emotions that were either built up or just not being able to be felt in day to day reality.
The overall criticism of Plato’s ideas of objecting art would be that like Aristotle I believe that art can be a release for emotion; which is such an important part of our human existence; it is the reason and place from where all of us act upon the world either consciously or unconsciously so to deprive ourselves of a great outlet such as art, music and literature then we are doing a great disservice to humanity. Also through specifically Mimetic painting in which Plato does not agree with at all you could state that a copy of a form although not a true representation of the original as it is subjective could still be of the ideal as are we all not subject to our own ideals no matter whether there is an overall ideal. The answer would then be that all art can get across a message to the viewer for isn’t philosophy  that of true knowledge or the love of wisdom and wisdom can only be seen through each and every subjective view. To take away art you take away another view in which could get a philosophical message across and in that it just defeats the whole subject.
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