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there is an analog between cultures and works of artey

translation effected with the easy insouciance of genjys x
Burkhardt in treating the state “as a work of art” in hjg g;

of the Renaissance. To carry the analogy through, one wE:uu:l
have to decide in the first place whether a culture mightutl,d
regarded as a mode of presenting the world to its own e e
bers—a Weltanschauung, as we say—and hence already hﬂ;n.
kind of representational content. One would then haye l:.a
show the sort of interplay between that content and its mg dg

of representation, which then constitutes, so to say, the sty
of the culture. This is to invert a celebrated saying of Wittggne

stein, in this case to imagine a form of life being to imagine
language. By a language here, of course, I mean a system g?f
representations rather than a system of uses, or it is to unde
stand the system of uses as a set of symbols through wh; o
the members of a culture live their way of representin lﬁh
wnfld; It then would be the task of interpretation to dg I :
which of the many day-to-day activities of the memb ok
the culture carry this expressive overcharge. Even in wn?}rcs o
larl, 45 WE saw, not everything belonging to the object ;ﬂ-f
ongs to the work. I do not know, for exampl >
alliteration “distinguished old dl:ﬂ h H:p S ethenthe
withlthe Iwo commas, or not. Lo oscthey
scarcely could
or perhaps anywhere. o oY the analogy further here,
it has any chance at truth, ari for reasons of time. But if
djg.’“ of what we might n::::mfnﬂ]m cniicism becomes a para-
0w call cultura] Criticism, and the
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V.
The End of Art

Art is dead.
[ts present MOVements are not at all indications of vitality:

they are not even the convulsions of agony prior to death;
they are the mechanical reflex actions of a corpse submit-

ted to galvanic force.
—Marius de Zayas, “The Sun Has Set,”

Camera Work (July 1912), 39:17.

This essay grew out of a brief contribution to a symposium on the state

of the artworld and published, with comparable statements by John
nt Greenberg, and Rosalind Krauss, under the witty title

Berger, Cleme
vt Attacks” in the lamented Soho News. On the basis of that
statement. I was invited to the Walker Institute for Contemporary Art
in Minneapolis, to present one in a series of lectures on the future. That
lecture was expanded considerably to form the target contribution to a
volume, edited by Berel Lang and published by Haven Publications,
entitled The Death of Art, to which Lang invited a number of others to
respond either to my paper or to the fopic.
In each of its stages, the essay is a response 1o the dismal state of

the artworld, for which I sought—and continue to seek—an explana-
del of art history I finally

tion. I am increasingly persuaded by the mo
develop—it is taken a stage further in Essdy IX—but it will be clear
nchisement of art described in

that it represents one form of the disenfra

Essay I. It supposes that its own philosophy is what art aims at, so that
hilosophy at last. Of course art does

art fulfills its destiny by becoming p | _
a great deal more and less than this, which makes the death of art an
overstatement. That ours is a post-historical art, however, is a recogni-
tion deepened with each succeeding season. :
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d works would be Impressionist paintings, if Robida

THERE ARE PHILOSOPHICAL visions of f‘{ih[ﬂf}" 'rvlhi{.'h al- 1dvance
low, or even demand, 2 speculation regarding the future of ' ad eyes even for those. In 1952, the most advanced galleries

art. Such a spt‘culatiﬂn cOncerns the L]UESII*CI‘I] of whether art were showing Pollack, De Kooning, Gottlieb, and Klein
has a future, and must be distinguished from one which which would have _[HT” temporally unimaginable in 1882,
merely concerns the art of the future, if we szuppuse art will Nothing 50 m_g{:h hi:ﬂl-::-ug*:; pu _;15 own time as an age’s glimpses
go on and on. Indeed, the latter speculation Is more difficult into lhr; fuuu{:: B m:k Rogers carries the decorative idioms of
in a way, just becaus¢ of the difficulties which gt} with trying the 19 5[‘,15 lI'm{kti}t“ljwe{]:?-ifrﬂ century, and now looks at
t0 imagine what the artworks of the future will look like or home with Rockefeller Center and the Cord automobile; the

how they will be appreciated. Just think how out of the science i.i“i?n novels of the 1950s project the sexual morali-
question it would have been, ties of the Eisenhower era, along with the dry martini, into

in 1865, to predict the forms of .
Post-Impressionist painting, or 1o have anticipated, as late as distant €05, and t_hL lf‘chn“'al clothing worn by its space-
1910, that there would be, only five en belong to that era’s haberdashery. So were we to depict

years in the future, a ; _ ; :
work such as Duchamp’s In Advance of the Broken Ari, which, an interplanetary art gallery, it would display works which,
however up o the minute they look to us, will belong to the

even when accepted as a work of art, retained its identity as a s l _
quite ordinary snow shovel. Comparable examples can be history of ’f‘”- y the time there are such galleries, just as the
mod clothing we put on the people we show will belong to

drawn from the other arts, especially as we approach our ‘ _ _
own century, when music and poetry and dance have the history pirostuipe Ut TGRS all. The future is a kind
yielded exemplars which could not have been perceived as of mirror in which we can show only ourselves, though it

seems Lo us a window through which we may see things to

| art had anything like them appeared in earlier times, as scts ’ :
o Leonardo’s wonderful saying, that ogni dipintore di-

of words or sounds or movements. The visionary artist Al- com : . : :
bert Robida began in 1882 the serial publication of Le ving- pinge s¢. implies an unintended msmﬂcal limitation, as may
tiéme siécle. It meant to show the world as it would be in be seen from Leonardo’s own visionary drawings, so pro-
1952. His pictures are filled with wonders to come: le téi¢- foundly part of their own time. We may imagine that all sorts
phonoscope, flying machines, television, underwater metrop- of things will come to be. But when we seek to imagine those
olises, but the pictures themselves are unmistakably of their things, they inevitably will look like things that have come to
own era, as is the way much of what they show is shown. be, for we have only the forms we know to give them.
Robida imagined there would be restaurants in the sky to Even so, we may speculate historically on the future of
art without committing ourselves on what the artworks of

which customers would come in airborne vehicles. But the
are to be like, if there are to be any; and it is even

Eﬁlﬁgyn?;;ifz?gﬂ;?f EEWS are put together of ornamen- b il :
e lnni ass?ma:n_e with Les Halles and the possible to Suppnse that art itself ha:s. no .future, tl}nugh a‘,[:[-
e NﬁSSi;Sippi > thatﬂt ot *1ke the st_eambuats that works may still be produced p_vnst:-hlstnncz}lly, as it were, in
B e frerworky They are pa t‘;nf-'t lﬂdP;ﬂPﬂrtlﬂn and in dec- the aftershock of a vanished wj;ahty. Sucl_l m&}ee;d was a the-
hats and ladies in bustles Is)erv?clllie o i e sis of Hegel, certain of whose views have inspired the present
' aprons from the Belle Ep:; . thWﬂltErff wearing long essay, for Hegel said quite unequivocally that art as such, or
p ! R ecom i:e ;;111 they arrive in balloons at least at its highest vocation, is guite finished with as a
~ Robida to have depicted an u:;derivglt? St ik Wete historical moment, though he did not commit himself to the
e Iart museum, its most prediction that there would be no more works of art. He
i ) S
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ertain as he was that his astonish-

. that, €
might have argued he had nothing to say about those works

ing thesis was truc, *
tngcume which might, perhaps must, be produced in ways
' yed in ways he could not

he could not anticipaté and en{in
HfldEI'SIﬂIld. [ find it an extraordinary th::}ught that the world
should have gone through what one might term the Age of

Art, parallel to the way In which, gccurdh;lg to E} g}‘?ﬂlﬂgfﬁﬂ
speculation of the Christian theorist Joac 1;1.1 ::11] ff;{rfes,s e
Age of the Father came to all end with the birth o 1 is Son,
and the Age of the Son with the Age f’f th_e Holy Spirit.
Joachim did not claim that those whose hlstu?ncal fulflllmer_lt
lay in the Age of the Father will become extinct or that their
forms of life will abruptly disappear in the Age of _IhE.Sun:
they may continue to exist past the moment of their histor-
ical mission, historical fossils, so to speak, as Joachim would
have supposed the Jews to be, whose time on the stage of
history he believed over with. So though there will be Jews
in time to come, whose forms of life may evolve in un-
foreseeable ways, still, their history will no longer be coinci-
dent with the history of History itself, conceived of as
Joachim did, in the grandest philosophical manner.
In almost precisely this way, Hegel's thought was that for
a period of time the energies of history coincided with the
energies of art, but now history and art must go in different
directions, and though art may continue to exist in what I
have termed a post-historical fashion, its existence carries no
historical significance whatever. Now such a thesis can
hardly be pondered outside the framework of a philosophy
of history it would be difficult-to take seriously were the
urgency qf art’s future not somehow raised from within the
artworld itself, which can be seen today as having lost any
historical direction, and we have to ask whether this is tem-
porary, wh'ether art will regain the path of history—or
whether this destructured condition is its future: a kind of
cultural entropy. So whatever comes next will not matter
because the concept of art is internally exhausted. Our jn-

24 stitutions—museums, galleries, collectors, art journals, and
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the like—exist against t.he as.sum_pti{::n of a significant, even a
prilliant, future. There is an inevitable commercial interest in
what is to come now, and who are to be the important practi-
tioners in mn?rements next m_ come. It is very much in the
spirit of Joachim that the English sculptor William Tucker has
said, “The 60’s was the age of the critic. Now it’s the age of
the dealer.” But suppose it has really all come tg an end, and
that a point has been reached where there can pe ct{ange
without development, where the engines of artistic produc-
tion can only combine and recombine known forms, though
external pressures may favor this or that combination? Sup-
pose it is no lnnger a historical possibility that art should
continue to astonish us, that in this sense the Age of Art is
internally worn out, and that in Hegel’s stunning and melan-
choly phrase, a form of life has grown old?

Is it possible that the wild effervescence of the artworld
in the past seven or eight decades has been a terminal fer-
mentation of something the historical chemistry of which
remains to be understood? I want to take Hegel quite seri-
ously, and to sketch a model of the history of art in which
something like it may even be said to make sense. Better to
appreciate the sense it does make, I shall first sketch two
rather more familiar models of art history, for the model
which will finally interest me presupposes them in a striking
and almost dialectical way. It is an interesting fact that
though the first model has application primarily to mimetic
art, to painting and sculpture and moving pictures, the sec-

ond model will include them and include a great deal more
of art than mimesis can easily characterize. The final model
will apply to art in so comprehensive a way that the question
of whether art has come to an end will have as wide a refer-
ence as the term “art” itself has, though its most dramatic
reference will be to the objects purveyed in what is narrowly
known as “the artworld.” Indeed, part of the explanation lies
in the fact that the boundaries between painting and the
other arts—poetry and performance, music and dance—

have become radically unstable. It is an instability indu
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by the factors which make
ble, and which enables the

my final model historically possi-
dismal question 1o be put. I will

conclude by asking how we are 10 adapt to the fact ”.]‘" the
question has an affirmative answer, lhalt art T:ﬂlly is over
with, having become (ransmuted into philosophy.

Thomas Kuhn surprises us when, in the coursc of laying
the history of science, he observes that

ut his novel views of
; e nineteenth century as the pro-

ainting was regarded in th : BEG
Ig]ressive discipline par excellence: proof that progress was re-

ally possible in human affairs. The progressive model ”f_ art
history derives from Vasari, who, in a phrase of Gombrich,
“saw stylistic history as the gradual conquest -::-f: na,tur.al ap-
pearances.” Interestingly enough, this is Gombrich’s view as
well, enunciated as such in his book, The Image and the Eye,
and throughout his writings. The history of art, or at least of
painting so conceived, really did come to an end, so I will

begin with this familiar model. _
The progress in question was largely in terms of optical

B duplication, in that the painter commanded increasingly re-
! fined technologies for furnishing visual experiences effec-

i tively equivalent to those furnished by actual objects and
¢ scenes. The decreasing distance between actual and pictorial

{5t optical stimulation then marks the progress in painting, and
| one could measure the rate of progress by the degree to
which the unaided eye marks a difference. Art history dem-
onstrated the advance, inasmuch as the unaided eye could
more easily mark the differences between what Cimabue
s presented than what Ingres did, so art was demonstrably
- progressive in the way science hoped to be, granting that
. optics here is but a metaphor for achieving for the human
| e mind a representation as exact as the unaided cognlﬂom of
~ adivine being’s—though as late as Wittgenstein’s Tractatus
. Logico-Philosophicus it was still a possible semantical fantasy

~ should be a composite picture, logically isomorphic wit

v A

B e )

r N

(B |

Fond i et ¢ 1

|.||..a‘;:'_ ‘l._l-" N ﬁ__
=

i
" = < T =
e S, o, W B L =, s -
Lt . 60 w5 ¥ o
=5 1
1N e
- &

conceived of as the sum total of facts. The history of

THE END OF AR pe

science could then be read as the progressive shrinking of the
distance between representation and reality, There was in
this history a basis for the optimism that the remaining
pockets of ignorance would bit by bit yvield 1o the light, 5{;

that ‘_n._.r{-["l},f[h]“:.; ( l'.lllhl H“H”‘f be known i”-_*t as, in Daiﬂling,
everything could finally be shown.

Now it is possible to give a somewhat wider conception
of artistic progress than painting alone allows, by reflecting
on the expansion of our ﬁ*;:ruwmalinnal POWETS thgh‘l
about by the invention of moving pictures. Artists had of
course long since ac hieved technologies for depicting things
in motion: there is little doubt that Bernini’s David depicts a
young warrior in motion, propelling a stone, or that the
horsemen of Leona rdo are rearing, or that water in his draw-
ings of it is surging, or that the clouds in his storm pictures
are driving across the heavens. Or that Christ is raising an
admonitory arm in the Arena fresco of Giotto, driving out
the money lenders. Still, though we know we are looking at
a moving thing, we do not see something equivalent to what
moving things in fact present 1o the eye, for we do not see the
movement. We inferred it on the basis of subtle cues im-
planted by the artist 10 motivate an inference to what corre-
spondent objects and events would possess in real space and
time. So there would have been depictions of moving things
without these being moving depictions, and from this distinc-
tion it is possible to appreciate what moving pictures and, by
retrospection, linear perspective attained to, namely the
elimination, in favor of a kind of direct perception, of medi-
ating inferences to perceptual reality facilitated by cues. Be-
fore the discovery of perspective, artists could facilitate the
knowledge that we were perceiving objects receding in dis-
tance: by using occlusion, differential sizes, shadows, tex-
tural gradients, and the like. But with perspective they could
actually show them as receded. One knew that the figure in
the pink robe had to be closer to the window than the figure
muttering at the angel, but with the technology of perspec-

tive we could more or less directly perceive this fact.

g
So the progress we are considering might generally be i
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| appreciated in terms of an imperative 10 f}eplace il“_ffrence.tﬂ
perceptual reality wherever PF'SSI_blE‘ withh SOmetning equjy.
alent to what perceptual reality itself wnuld. present. To be
sure, it is philosophically argual:’_]e that there is an inferentjz)
component in even the most direct perceptual knﬂwlﬁd_gen
Even so, the inference required to move from the perception
of something equivalent to perceptual reality, nz} the percep-
tual reality itself, is distinguishable from the inference in-
volved in the perception of reality whenever this may be
considered knowledge. Thus we may explain the posture of a
shown figure by saying it is of someone In movement. But we
see the actual movement of moving figures, and moving pic-
tures give us something equivalent to this, where the need
for explanation is circumvented by the technologies of repre-
sentation. In another kind of case, which perhaps marks a
logical limit to this progress, we always have to infer what
others are feeling on the basis of cues furnished in expression
and behavior. We may have to infer that what we are feeling is

love or anxiety—but at least we feel it, as we do not with the

Iuvf{ or anxiety of others. If there were something effectively
equivalent to feeling their feelings, that would be an example
of this sort of representational progress.

- There are some deeply interesting aspects to this sort of
progress. For example, to the degree that we are able to
-rgpl?ce cues and inference with equivalences to direct per-
ception, we approach something universal and, one may say
nonconventional. Or at least this is so when the cues them:

: ~ Selves are more matters of convention than we realize. Art-

L R i iven the Ii
) S -;@iﬂgﬁ'the}f could not, given the limitations of medium, di-

ists have worked out a code for motivating inferences to

)
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' familiar in Hindu sculpture, but that is because ours 1S a
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a fish mean that it stinks or a saw in a log means someone
is snoring or a series of tiny clouds mean that something
is moving. My favorite example shows the fact that a man is
rurning his head by drawing his head in several positions,
united by some broken circles. We read this as a man turn-
ing his head, rather than a polycephalic figure of the sort

picture-rich culture and we have learned to do so. Show it to

members of a culture where there are other signs or who

have no pictorial need for depicting movement, and they will

not know what is going on. Or they will guess. As we have 10

guess when considering pre-Columbian or Indian depictions

of this order. But when we show them movies, none of this

arises, for movies directly reach the perceptual centers m-
volved in seeing movement, and so function at a subinferen-
¢ia] level. Of course it took considerable time before the
movement shown was convincing: it was a matier of
«making and matching,” to use Gombrich’s expression, be-

_ fore movie-makers knew just how many frames per second
had to pass the aperture to give us an equivalent to move-
ment as really perceived.

It is this inferential bypass to which we refer when we

- speak of “fooling the senses,” and there can 1_;)& little question

\ that this was an achicvement of perspective. Fooling the

not of course mean fooling the viewer: Our be-

senses does
liefs about the world form a system, and the fact that we
lizes what our foolish

| lewl ] tra
now we are viewing a pictur€ ncu wha
p ective lies elsewhere

' censes disclose. But my interest in perspect s €
for the moment, for philosophers have at times insisted tgat
perspective is wholly a matter of conventon and thus has

- specifically to be learned, like anything_ symbnhc——-perl;a;;
in contrast with perceiving rt:prt-?entauuns whose .uut ‘;nd
are congruent with the edges of things, where. t'.hEIE' isal ﬂt ::
of evidence which suggests that such recu_gmunn 1; spu:;me
neous and perhaps wired in. It d:'s trufir tl;zttllll; ﬁ:{l:(hi ;ngies .

erspective to be discovered, so 1ar as e W HEEs. 7 -
iﬁ;feser?tatiﬂn are concerned, but while artists had to learn

L9484 )
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tive, no one had to learn 1o See

to show things in perspec ' '
observes that Giotto’s contempg,.

things that way. Gombrich RAR
raries would have gasped at the verisimilitude of the bang)

depictions of bowls of cereal on our boxes of bre.*akfast {rJUd,
But their gasping would be evidence that they immediate]y
saw how much more faithful to perceptual reality these were
than Giotto’s depictions, even if it took centuries for artists to
| learn to make convincing pictures like that. Tht::rfr 1s unforty-
' nately not the same symmetry between recognizing and pro-
' ducing pictures that there is between understanding and
' producing sentences, which is one basis for supposing that
pictorial competence differs from linguistic competence and
that pictures do not constitute a language. There is a con-
tinuity between recognizing pictures and perceiving the
world, but picture-making is a different sort of skill: ani-
mals are demonstrably capable of pictorial recognition, but
picture-making seems exclusively a human prerogative. And
its having to be learned is part of the reason that art—or at
least representationalistic art—has a history. Our perceptual
system may have evolved, but that is not the same as having a
history.
. What ’ﬂﬂJ’_bc a matter of convention is the cultural deci-
Qb | 15 exist, but Vasa.n, and of course
, have _clalrm:d that only twice, first in anci
Greece and then in Renai ; “’Zm
been a marked artistic ailﬂﬂﬂ:lf;Etmﬁf; Sty
: A m. I think this is an underestima-
tion. There is internal evide : sd
Pirhwnuld have used Pfrsp;:l?:cl?fa[lhﬁeh(;g!:s;iiﬂrbﬂam'
perhaps to their artistic detriment. For oft SRy
and mists used to bre . olten one finds clouds
lowed to be mnlinu;js}: fn::::fsh:!:fh' o2t theytbeen;al.
’ ooked wrong: and a

committed to goals it has n
ot learned to achj
= 1 leve. T .
e :;:]r!‘ﬂ; l'hcy did_ finally see Western drawings in pl: o
n’ghr; 3 ized immediately what was wrong with lheirs—s—I-)ifc-
I wrong from the viewpoint of perspective wnulll;
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make no sense if there were not an implicit pursuit of optical
fidelity. The arfhil'}«'pif:‘all}f Japanese artist Hokusai immedi-
ately adopted perspective when he learned of its existence—
without his prints looking “western” at all. Our own optical
concerns explain the presence of shadows in Western paint-
ings and their virtual absense in many other pictorial tradi-
tions, though even when there are none, as again in Japanese
art, we have to decide whether they had a different pic-
tographic culture or simply were retarded by technological
slowness in achieving solidities: that light should have a
source and not be simply a diffused illumination—if indeed
we can think of Japanese paintings in terms of light at all—
must be connected with the same considerations under
which space is regarded as defined by the eye as a source and
rays which vanish at a point. I have little doubt that the
oriental conception of space failed to coincide with the way
orientals perceived in space, which is not, I am claiming, a
matter of convention any more than the senses as a percep-
tual system are: we are built that way. To the degree that we
regard the representation of space as merely a matter of con-
vention, the concept of progress evaporates and the structure
of art history we are discussing loses any application. I now
return to that structure.
The cultural imperative to replace inference with direct
perception entails a continuous effort to transform the me-
dium of representation if the progress this imperative defines
is itself to continue. I suppose we should, in fact, distinguish
between the development and the transformation of the me-
dium. Imagine a history in which we begin with the outline
drawings of things, where color is implied, viewers being
counted on to know what colors things of a given shape are
likely to be. And then it occurs to someone to actually show

those colors, so that inference is no longer required. But
now, while colored shapes are a step toward verisimilitude,
their relation to one another in space is a matter of inference,
artists depending upon us to know what these relationships
are likely to be. It then occurs to someone that variations in
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color and value will be seen as changes in depth, with (},,

discovery that the sharpest values are IthDSE CIFFI;EH to the eye,
This discovery might mark the development from icons g
| - The discovery of perspective thep
Cimabue and Glotto. | : q RIC
makes it possible to perceive as dirf:ctlj_,f ds W€ do perceive jnp
reality how far away relative to the.vlewer and to one gp-
other objects are actually lncated..Thls'wnulf:l be an example
of a development, since the medium 1tseﬂhf IS Ot especially
altered, and we are dealing with the traditional materials of
the painter, used with greater and greater f:ffect so far as the
imperative itself is concerned. But we “stl'll have tn;: infer
movement, and once it is decided that this is something we
want instead to show, the inherent limitations of the medium
become obstacles. And these limits can be overcome only Dy
a transformation of the medium of the sort that motion-
picture technology exemplifies. The change from black-and-
white cinematography to color, and from single aperture
spatiality to stereoscopic representation, might be regarded
as the development, while the adjunction of sound might con-
stitute a fransformation of the medium. Whatever the case,
Increasingly complex technologies are needed for each ad-
vance at this point, and the division between development
and transformation may become somewhat blurred. What 1
want to say is only that complexity goes with cost, and deci-
sions have to be made as to whether We can live within the
limits of our medium as it stands, or whether we are to be
c.lrx'ven by the imperative that sE€NErates progress on to cost-
lier and Fustlier mediations. Perhaps there js a parallel with
the cr.?sthness of scientific advance: with €ach descent into
the microstructure of the universe, more and more Energy is
demanded, and we have to make a socia] decision as tq
whet_h_er It 1s worth the costs to achjeve the increment jp
s mow i plae for 3 peneierce iy Hng: The technalogy
be well at this poj Epiitig, L medium it might
point to consider, namely moving holg graphy.
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the spirit in whic_h video _has beer} used—as pffering Oppox-
tunities for artistic experiment Wlthﬁu't special reference to
the concept of progress I have bf.ten discussing. It has been
used, so to speak, for its PhYEICﬂl Pﬁssibilities, the way
Rauschenberg used the physical quality of pencil marks or

erasures. ﬂ |
Fixed-point perspective, as is well known, had no way

of accommodating parallax, so that if one abandons that
oint in space which defines orderly recession, the scene
E]umps into distortion like a failed soufflé. In the celebrated

ceiling fresco by Pozzo at St. Ignatius in Rome, in which the
saint is shown in apotheosis, the _ﬂlusmn of his vertical frans-
port Into the heavens onto which the church opens up is
available only from a certain point below, considerately
sdentified by a marble disk in the floor. Ifl faf:t the bar‘nque
artist uses cloud to camouflage parallactic discrepancies to
much the same end as the Chinese used them to abort per-
spectival distortion, granting that in t:_u::th cases clouds car-
ried a spiritual and even a topographical 51ign1ﬁcance—‘-1.e..
identifying the location as heaven or as the hﬂls,-respect_wely.
we have learned to live with skeweq paralliax in movies as
elsewhere, much, perhaps, as the Chinese viewer leamed_tn
live with anomalous pictorial spaces or as we all 1&3@ 10 ln_rf-:
with the inconveniences of life—dust, noise, mﬂsqu*lmes—-m
1 kind of stoicism, until it occurs to us to do something abm{t
them, supposing scrmething‘can be Flﬂpe. Those .whum it
badly bothers have the option gf fl‘ﬂdll'lg seats 1;1 mnvﬁe
houses which minimize parallactic dlscgmfnrt. .Hﬂ ﬂgrap“y
makes possible parrallactic .mnservatmn, 'wuhd af:tua ‘1‘51
rather revolutionary implications ‘fqr theatrical ESlg:ﬁEd
some degree anticipated in the legitimate theater, so-C :

through theater-in-the-round. Just as this lCC!I'lCE'pt }1berate;
actors from a kind of artificial two-dimensionality impose

by the architecture of the proscenium stage, mﬂﬁfing ]:}Elugraé
phy enables cinema-in-the-round, images being liberate

from the plane of the movie screen. The images m;f::llﬂd i?:i :.
virtual three-dimensional identity, and appear, like vi ;
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full but impalpable, In our very midst. Priests in ancie,
t

times created illusions of gods in the uncanny space of (a
ples by using Chinese mirrors, which enable the reﬂEctiDnmh
an actor, pmtraying Hercules, say, t0 appear dEtached F}f
space, while recourse was had to clouds of incense (Ehu;n
ever-handy clouds!) to distract credulous celebrants fro :
any cues to mendacity. As noted, holographic images CQHE
not be felt, and there would be a further question to face a5 ¢,
whether this was just something else to live with, or whether
it was artistically worthwhile to finance research toward this
further transformation of medium. Or we could retain jp,.

palpability to make an analogy to mystical vision natura] or

even to provide a metaphor for art.
Itis somewhat instructive to ponder this choice against a

!‘Jackgmund furnished by the history of sculpture. Daedg]
is legended to have confected moving dolls for the royal EhrLlIS
dren of King Minos, who of course grew up to more s %
tacular distractions. But for the main part sculptors }f:;
Cp;:;‘e;eg ;fngl!nw mnvement_ to be inferred, as in the cited
e 1E:m,_ L.:Irgely, I think, this must be because the
cumbersurn ! qﬂu:re to amr_nate figures was unavailable, or
e [,ﬂﬂr too cnn_s;:u'cunus, and in consequence the
ke remembe::;fﬂn;:mmg' for successful illusion: we
dl the ancients painted theijr statuary in
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delx-'ﬂtﬂﬁfS “’D'-:‘ld have adored '{lﬂ"’iﬂg Shiva’s arms rotate like a
windmill. With holography, in any case, three-dimensional
nonabstract moving objects have at last the possibility of
convincingness, and the two figurative practices of our
tradition—picture-making and effigy-making—merge, ful-
filling a fantasy of mimetic progress. And now I want tl:; raise
the question of whether palpability presents a further oppor-
tunity. The Apollo Belvedere was painted in nice pink flesh
rones, 1 dare say, but felt cold to the touch. Marble and
bronze just feel like marble and bronze, whether shaped like
breasts or pectoral muscles, and no one has ever sought (be-
fore at least Duchamp) to overcome material impediments
and produce effigies palpably equivalent to flesh and skin, so |
that Venus’ emblematic breasts feel like the real thing. It
would, but this is my taste, be a kKind of aesthetic perversion,
like fondling life-size plastic dolls of the sort manufactured
for shy and hopeless men. The tackiness may diminish when
movement itself becomes convincing, as in holography. But
perhaps it would be imprudent to press speculation past this
point, as my only aim s to illuminate some of the kinds of aes-
thetic and even moral considerations which enter into tech-
nical decisions in the domain of representational advance.
There is, however, one observation I cannot forebear
making. Thomas Mark has maintained, I believe correctly,
that there are certain musical compositions demanding high

virtuosity on the part of the performer, of which it has to be
said that part of what they are about is the virtuosity de-
manded to play them: these are what we term showpieces.
But I think it very generally true that works of art often, and
perhaps always in the traditional concept of the master-
pieces, are about the virtuosity exacted in their execution, SO
that the immediate subject of the work, if it has one, is typ-
ically merely an occasion for the real subject, which is the

of virtuosity. Thus the brushstroke, in New York
occasion for

display

School painting, is less the subject than the _
displaying the real subject, which is the virtuoso actmninf
painting. The early works which employ linear perspective
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| use subjects which enable the perspective to be displayeq THEEND OFAS
dscapes with the orderly array of ¢! hardly be appropriate subjects: and there is a serious ques-
ijon of whether palpability could ever become integrated
.1to narrative sufficiently to suppose an artistic development

such as classical lan
umns and the recticiliar forms; wooded landscapes of the

sort favored by Corot and the School of Barbizon woulg be
{ useless for this purpose, and the very choice of them implje,
2 more romantic and less regimented attitude toward space.

less like a box or stage. One can sympathize with an artist
like Paolo Uccello, who, since obsessed with pPerspective

beyond the technical one. If films, for example, had not gone
narrative, our interest in the mere display of motion would
surely have paled—after all, we can see the real thing any
time we want. And I think it generally the case that unless
mimesis becomes transformed into diegesis, or narative, an

artform dies of diminishing excitement.

chose unlikely subjects in order to demonstrate its power
such as battle scenes, emphasizing ranks of lances and mwé
of pennants, alas comically: the real battle is between subject

and treatment, with Uccello as failed hero.
Now, whenever there is a technical expansion of repre-

saentatinna] possibilities, something like this internal connec-
tion !Jetween subject and technology becomes the most
prominent feature of the works. When the first movies came
{fi::nm the studios of the Lumiére brothers, the subjects chosen

;s:a!ayed movement for the sake of movement: a movip
Eh‘; iL;:: ﬂ;‘ a tabl_e tull of apples would have been an idimig
» though it would be true that only for the first time

Whatever the case, it has always been possible to imag-
ine, at least grossly, the future of art construed in terms of
representatinnal progress. One knew in principle what the
agenda was, and hence what progress would have to be if
there was to be progress. Visionaries could say such things as
#gomeday pictures will move,” without knowing how 1t was
to be achieved, just as not long ago they could say, “Someday

men will walk on the moon,” without knowing, again, quite
how this was to be achieved. But then, and this has been the
main reason for canvassing this entire theory, it would be
possible to speak of the end of art, at least as a progressive

discipline. When, for every perceptual range R, an equiv-

::: T]EEEF: E;ﬂ t:;;luer:tive‘feature of the work, since only now
iy siar y possible. What audiences were shown
Place de I'Opéra Erlrntia?r?st Sllf I?:I:ﬂ;? t':LﬂﬂSrhﬂl' o
. of picni iy i aly boughs over
Chiackers i the Boi d Boulogne. And even todzy he
B ittod o ﬂl]‘: piece aie resistance has not cloyed. Cin-
since the experien rough virtual space, trivially in the 'ma'
00 airslan haveczs of b.EIIT'lg on a roller coaster or g s n,
hﬂlﬂgraphic b IEFP limitations, My choice for th l;_ln-
Chiistiae describje ; IS, naturally, the Transfigurati by
B e s oo [111]1 the St. Matthew Gospel. Afte:DE %, |
i at masque which Prosperg e L
of his staff out of airy noth; SUINmons ' this model in art, since the pro
Ing, for the alence no longer much dazzles us, an

charmed am ;
dzement of his daughter and hey lover
- What we certain definite limits set when narrativization becomes an
artistic fact. Even so, as we shall see, the model has an

day.
however, I want to raise a philo-

alent could be technically generated, then art would be over
with, just as science would be over with when, as was
thought to be a genuine possibility in the nineteenth century,
everything was known. In the nineteenth century, for exam-
ple, it was believed that logic was a finished science, and
even that physics was, with a few nagging details to mop up.
But there is no internal reason for us to think that science, Or
art, has be be endless, and so there was always a question
that would have to be faced, as to what post-progressive life

1d be like. To be sure, we have more or less abandoned
duction of perceptual equiv-

d in any case there are

oblique pertinence even to
Before coming to that,
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| sophical point. 50 long as the philosophy of art yy,e A TH

! L] 2 " . r-‘ : | 1

[ ticulated in terms of suceess or failure in .[E{_Th““lﬂgicg o here is no logic 1 room forithelconde Rl o bran e INE RITes
il | perceptuai equivalence, Il would have been difficult to Bel 3 -‘ point in the history of literature, for example, would vision-
':JI interestingly general definition of E?”‘ Aristotle widened lhl.} aries have been able to prophesy that someday men will be
i pelonofiimitation 0 include the imitation of an actiop i able to say certain things—in part perhaps because in saying

drama into the scope of that fﬂll{:{; g what men will be able to say, it is already said, Of course

L ght have been able to say that someday men will

sc}mcnne mi

| order to bring narrative
about things then forbidden, sex perhaps, or

,E

|

{ but at that point the theory of mimesis parts company iy

f the concept of perceptual equivalences, since it is far frﬂn‘i he able tO talk en forbidd

plain that drama presents us with merely perceptual E(]in.,.r_l be able tO USE language Lo cnf.u:w.e institutions which they

k& alences to what a sort of eyewitness (o0 the action woy]g are not able to *L_lt.‘-'qﬂﬂW- Bulﬁlrhl_ﬂ :'r“'u"illlllil be a matter of moral
perceive. And while this is, in the case of dramatic presena. progress. ”Fﬂ"‘?m”ﬁal S If it is that, and would have as
tions, a mistakenly entertainable ideal, it is not so at all whep much_ amfhmufu} to plfilllft:.t: as ﬁf:: w:m.rd:a. Wl?au?ver the value

| we consider fiction as the description of an action. And whep of doing SO, “a"if: :-Jlﬂ“ Loc ﬂ'{' sCC L ":35 in lT_lG‘v'H“—'E it would hﬂ‘-’fi
we think of description as against mimesis, we may immedj peen unthinxabic “f'k show a genecration ago—the star’s

g preasts, say. But this is not technological advance,
ressive model of the history of art thus

The linear or prog
finds its best example
s and talkies and,

ately notice that it is not at all clear that there is any room for

the concept of progress or of technological transformations at s in painting and sculpture, then in

if you wish, feelies. There has never

| all. Lr;;]t me explain this. _

' ‘ QVIE

| B o e peen a problem of desribing motion, or depih, e for ia
are descriptive limits, and then impﬂr’;ant thi ahbere matter palpabllll'_f. “Her. soft Ef“d Ymid”:lg ﬂEShT; de?‘.cnhe;v: A
these limits which language cannot express. B Ings beyond percepmal experience tﬂr_ which there is no mimetic equiv:
gree that this is true, no expansion DfIl'?i' igseul _m the de- alent, Our next n}ﬂdel will make a more .general definition
sibilities, say by introducing new term l?rﬂsentaugnal POS: possible, since it 1s not thwar‘fed l_:w .the differences between

4 Hir will remedy the situation, largely bec § into the language, words and pictures. But then it eliminates thDE{? factors from
against descriptivit itse!fr b Y ; aus*e the Ctllmplaim is the essence of art which made it possible to think of art as a

y » Which simply is too distant from progressive discipline.

realit ’ |
¥ mar}jl tgfg;;:: E:ttlll]e ﬁ:penence reality itself affords. And it is
. e a8 ir.a anguages that whatever can be said in
| R ) cycid 0 any (and what cannot be said in
1d In any), allowing always for differtnr:e;} I:;

[ like to surmise that a confirmation of my historical
ce equivalences to per-

" thesis—that the task of art to produ
periences passed, in the late nineteenth and early

felicity and d
have been a [:cg;iﬁs;i?;mdﬂg;} utness. So there cannot ever 3 ceptual ex
. rople : : .
IIVF resources of the n.atur:«.lpil Iang:; ﬂz::xpandmg the descrip- twentieth centuries, from the activities of pamnung and
e SCBUIE I €quivalently sculpture to those of cinematography—in the fact that paint-
ers and sculptors began conspicuously to abandon this goal
the basic strategies for

same time that all
ce. By about 1905, almost every

loyed had been discovered, and
d sculptors began ask-

I do not mea ;
11 10 imply that th

guage, b there are no limi :
mugt as ur; only that whatever they are n-::rth{;1 limits to lan- at just about the
A mf: t?lgreis toward their overcoming Sirﬂi Is going to narrative cinema were in pla
Hianuagesasya rﬂpresentat}unal ;:3 LU cinematic strategy since emp
Stem. S j i inters an

0 it was just about then that pa
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ing, if only through their actions, the question of wh
be left for them to do, now that the torch had, as it were b
taken up by other technologies. I suppose that the hist;:.r 3
artistic progress could be run backward: we can Imagine tihl:If
projected end state as having been achieved, byt nowy 3
seems a good idea, for whatever reason, to replace Perce 5
tual equivalences with cues to inference—perhaps becauﬁp‘
greater value gets put on inference (= Reason) than on pe ;
ception. Bit by bit cinematography gets replaced With [hr-
cues to kinematic motion of the sort we find in Rosa Bonhe E
or Rodin, and so on, until, I SUppose, perceptual equiva]e .
dlsaplpe._ars from art altogether and we g€t an art of pEfE
iis;rﬁit;;g}f,t;fere words replace pEI’F‘EpIUaI stimuli, Ang
; may seem too closely tied to experience and
_.thf: fiext move might be music. But given the wa 5
1tself was conceived. about 1905 it appeared tha]: Pl‘{:_!gress
and sculptors could only justify their activities by (,:l[‘.}al_nliers
art in ways which had to be shocking indeed t i
_ _ 0 those whq

€ practices appropriate to
haic.

one in 1906, in which Madame Matisse

B igr;;n Stripe down her ngse (indeed, the tit]
the 8 1S The Green Stripe). Chiang Yee tnld' me of :
_ | ciofia
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Y conclude (as
W t0 paint, had
A2y, was sane but

suffering nasal gangrene. So one could onl
people did) that Matisse had forgotten ho
remembered how to paint but had gone ¢r

was perverting his skills to the end of shocking the bour-
geoisie, Or trying to put something over

o on the collectors,
critics, and curators (who are the three C’s of the artworld)
These would have been standard rationalizations of ob-

jects, beginning to appear In epidemic quantity just then,
which were unquestionably paintings, but which fell short by
so considerable a degree of perceptual equivalence to anv-
thing in either the real world or the artworld, that some
explanation of their existence seemed imperative. Until, that
is, it began to be grasped that only relative to a theory which
may have been put to a challenge was there any discrepancy
at all, and that if there was one, well, it might be the fault
of the theory. In science, ideally at least, we don’t blame the
world when our theories.don’t work—we change the theories
until they do work. And so it was with Post-Impressionist
painting. It became increasingly clear that a new theory was
urgently required, that the artists were not failing to yield up
perceptual equivalences but were after something not to be
understood in those terms primarily or at all. It is to the
credit of aesthetics that its practitioners responded to this
with theories which, however inadequate, recognized the
need, and a good example of at least a suitable theory was
that painters were not so much representing as expressing.
Croce’s Estetica come scienza dell’espressione appeared in 1902.
Suppose then that The Green Stripe tries to get us to see how
Matisse felt about the subject shown, his own wife, calling
for a complex act of interpretation on the part of the viewer.
This account is remarkable for the fact that it incorpo-
rates the theory of perceptual equivalences in the sense that
it presupposes the discrepancies, which it then explains as
due to feelings. It acknowledges, as it were, the intensional
character of emotional states, that feelings are about, or
toward, some object or state of affairs; and since Croce sup-

poses art to be a kind of language, and language a form of
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mmunication of feeling will Succeeq
hat the work can show what object it j¢
ng is expressed—=¢.g- Ihe_artist’s wife.
Then the discrepancies between the way this object is in facy

|d be shown WerI€ MeIre perceptyaj

shown and the way It woll .
equivalence aimed at, 110 longer marks a dfstﬂnce to be cov.
ess of art or by the arusts mastery of illy-

s in the externalization or

ered by the progr .
sionist technique, but rather consist

| objectification of the artist’s feelings toward what he shows.

nicated to the viewer to just the

' The feeling is then comimu
| - . gor it on the basis of the di
degree that the viewer call infer it on the basis or the discrep-
e some hypothesis tg

ancies. Indeed, the viewer must generat

the effect that the object is shown the way it is because the

artist feels about the object the way he does. Thus De Koon-
cus of slashes, El Greco paints

ing paints a woman as the 1o
Giacometti molds figures as

saints as stretched verticalities,
impossibly emaciated, not for optical reasons nor because

there really are women, saints, Or persons like these, but
becatfse the artists respectively reveal feelings of ag-
 gressiveness, spiritual longing, or compassion. It would be
very difficult to suppose De Kooning is expressing compas-
smn,_!et alone spirituality, or that El Greco is expressing ag-
gression. But of course the ascription of feelings is alwaﬁs

epistemologically delicate.
It becomes particularly delicate when the theory recom-

7 . ;

cme;l]:: It}l:e view _that the object represented by the work be-

g ;: occasion for expressing something about it, and
€gin to reconstitute the history of art along ;;hESE
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cnmmunicatiun, t
to just the extent t
toward which the feeli

he €O
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1 that of expression. At the time of the Fauves, the

mEﬂtal frorx

Jeviations emphasized by apologists of the new art and sub-
scribers 10 the new theory were made acceptable by pointing
1o the fact that the artist after all could draw: one pointed in
evidence (O Matisse’s academic exercises, or to Picasso’s
L mazing €anvases of his sixteenth year. But these anxious
questions lost their force after a time as expression seemed

to carry the definitional properties of art.

more and more
less and less recognizable and finally disap-
sionism, which of

Objects became
peared altogether in Abstract EXpIES
eant that interpretation of purely expressionist

course m
work required reference to objectless feelings: joy, depres-
d excitement, etc. What was interesting was

sion, generalize
there could be paintings which were

the fact that since
ssive and hence not explicitly IEpresentatinnal at
definition of

purely expre
all, represematinnaliw must disappear from the
art. But even more interesting from our perspective 1s the fact
that the history of art acquires a totally different structure.
It does so because there is no longer any 1€asor to think
is not the

of art as having a progressive history: there simply
pmental sequence with the concept of

possibility of a develo
expression as there 1 with the concept of mimetic represen-
tation. There is not because there is no mediating technology
of expression. I do not mean to imply that novel technologies

¢ novel modes of expression:

of representation may not admi
' beyond question there are expressive possibilities in cinema

" that simply had no parallel in the kind of art cinema trans-

formed. But these new possibilities would not constitute a
t—viz., there would be no basis for

progressive developmen

saying that we now can express what we could express badly

or not at all before, as we could say that we now can show

things we could only show badly or not at all before. So the
history of art has no future of the sort that can be extrapo-
lated as it can against the paradigm of progress: it sunders
into a sequence of ‘ndividual acts, one after another. Of
course there may be feelings one dare not express at a given
vime but which in time one can €xpress, but the raising Or

new lines.
djscrepaflsci:sﬂzvzfl I;leiélea;f }::r::j: E:dﬁlm g erecithe
matter ; ptual equivalen
Express?;fgﬁffi slhnrtfall, and to what dqegree a ;Eat?;f ;
R nﬂ gh Wc€ are not to read all discrepancies as
B ¢ concept of progress no longer a
Sl el minare diume Ihat_ 111.-’:1 grcat many cases an art'p-
o _SCTEPHI_lcxes if he but knew how E =
Hhme ﬂmpn;mes which would be laughable .f e Ko |
Iepresentation become arﬂsticaﬂ;nfm :lh <
unaa-

L
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lowering of the thresholds of expressive inhibition belong ¢,

the history of morality. And of course there may be a history
of learning to express feelings, @> through a kind of therapy,
but then this would belong 10 the gfneral history of freedﬂm’
with no particular application to art. Heidegger has said tha;
. not one step has been taken since Aristotle’s Rhaetoric in the
philosophical analysis of feelings—but this surely is because
the range of human feelings can be very little different from
what it was in ancient times. There may be new objects for
these feelings, even new ways of expressing them—but once

more this is not a development history.
There is a further point. Once art becomes construed as

| expression, the work of art must send us ultimately to the
' state of mind of its maker, if we are to interpret it. Real-
| istically speaking, artists of a given period share a certain
expressive vocabulary, which is why, right or wrong, my
casual interpretations of De Kooning, El Greco, and Giaco-
metti seem at least natural. Even so, this seems to me a quite
i T R
uld express himself in his own
| way, so Ihf:ll one vocabulary, as it were, would be incommen-
suraPle with another, which makes possible a radically dis-
continuous view of the history of art, in which one stvle of
art fc.tllﬂws another, as in an archipelago, and we mi th X
ﬁ:’iflﬁiﬂdimﬂgizf any sequence we choose. In any cagse v:,rle]
nderstand each work, each corpus, in th
define that particular artist we are studvi e
of : are studying, and what i

. }ienlji?:;nihneed have nothing to do with what is t:ut;l:;
' possible Sl of expression makes such a view

history of art is just the L, as it does, to individual artists. Th
: L1s just the lives of the artist Lok
It is striking th : -5’ one after another.

g that the history of science :

somewhat along these lines today—n A0 U
of the nineteenth century, as a linear ot 8 In the optimism
toward an end state of total cognitive ' nevitable progression
dls?‘}ntinuclus sequence of phases bezepmsemaﬁﬂn' but as a
radical incommensurability, It is a]m:;En Which there s 4
as though the ge.

: ent an
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mantics of scientific terms were like the semantics of terms
like “pain,” where each user is referring to something differ-

d speaking in a private idiom—so that to the degree
that we understand one another at all, we do so on our own
rerms. Thus “mass” means something different in each phase

of science, in part because it is redefined with each theory
that employs 1t, SO that synonymy between theory and the-
ory is ruled out. But even if we stop short of this extreme
lexical radicalism, the mere structure of history might insure
some degree of incommensurability. Imagine the history of
art reversed, so that it begins with Picasso and Matisse,
passes through Impressionism and the Baroque, suffers a
decline with Giotto, only to reach its pinnacle with the origi-
nal of the Apolio Belvedere, beyond which it would be impos-
sible to imagine a further advance. Strictly speaking, the
works in question could have been produced in that order.
But they could not have the interpretation, nor hence the
structure, we perceive them as having under the present
chronology. Picasso, only for example, 15 constantly referring
to the history of art he systematically deconstructs, and so

hose past works. And something of the same
scientists are not as conscious

h there are intertheoretic

presupposes t
sort is true of science. Even if

of their history as artists are, in trut
references which assure a degree of incommensurability, if

only because we know Galileo and he could not have known
us, and to the degree that our uses refer to his, the terms we

use cannot have the same meanings his did. So there is an
important respect in which we have to understand the pastin
' our own terms, and there can in consequence be no uniform

usage from phase to phase. _
There have been philosophies of history which have

made these incommensurabilities central, if not for precisely
the reasons I have sketched. I am thinking just now of Speng-

ler, who dissolved what had been assumed to be the linear
history of the West into three distinct and self-contained his-
torical periods, Classical, Magian, and Faustian, each with its
own vocabulary of cultural forms, between which no com-
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mensurability of meaning ¢ [ e e
A .d basilica, the vaulted cathedral gpe
temple, the domed basHIc e Jogs

three moments in a linear lli.‘ill‘”"]l' than fhf'l't‘ disting ex.
presgigns o e medium of architecture ol l.il:i[ilh'! "”"i‘l‘l‘l'.y.
ing cultural spirits. In some absolute sense the three Periogs
succeed one another, but only in the way if‘ which one HL‘H:-
eration succeeds another, with the specilic analogy (o be
drawn that each gﬂﬂfrﬂ[iﬂll reaches and CXPresses its Mmaty,.
rity in its own way. Each of them defines a different worl(
and it is the worlds that are incommensurable, HF’“"HJEr'f,'-
book was notoriously titled The Decline of the West, and i Was
reckoned exceedingly pessimistic when it firsi appeared, il:]
part because of the biological metaphors Spengler employeq
which required each of his civilizations to go through s c.}wn'
cycle of youth, maturity, decline, and death, So the future of
our art is very dim, if we accept his premises, but—and how
optimistic he after all was—a new cycle will begin, with s
lﬂwn peaks_, an[! We can no more imagine it than we coulg
e, oy Bt e e
R o, urart will not. Ours is a form of life that
grown old. So you could look on Spengler as savin
:}Erslggmg dark or something bright, depending upon l}‘:mﬁ
dbout your own culture within the i”ramewn-rk
Severe relativism it, as j : of the
cussi;lg C;‘n hthis section, ;_i;ﬂlf};i;:ﬂ i knave been diss
na tne re : :
the question I ;ESE;]HI ;ﬁ;tiﬁéﬁf MiMbakyism here i that
is_ antirelativistic in that i; really E&'ﬂart o future, Cleazly
history in some sense. This has an bﬁi5 AiiRose a linear
osophical implication_ in that it req?.tiigll:ﬂ?’ profound phil-
tion between the way we define art ang thqu;:1

ould be assumed, The ¢ ™
! L“l
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pression gOEs with that sort of incommensurability in which
one thing just comes alter another thing, So that even if it is a
fact that artists express leelings, well, this is only a fact, and

' cannot be the essence ol art if art has the kind of history

within which the question of its coming to an end makes
SENSsC, That art is the business of [‘lt"l'l."f'fl'lluﬂl t‘;luiyﬂlfngt\ s
consistent with its having that sort of history, but then, as we
saw, it is insufficiently general as a definition of art, So what
emerges from this dialectic is that if we are to think of art as
having an end, we need a conception of art history which is
linear, but a theory of art which is general enough to include
representations other than the sort illusionistic painting ex-
emplifies best: literary representations, for example, and
even music,

Now Hegel's theory meets all these demands. His
thought requires that there be genuine historical continuity,
and indeed a kind of progress. The progress in question is not
that of an increasingly refined technology of perceptual
equivalence. Rather, there is a kind of cognitive progress,
where it is understood that art progressively approaches that
kind of cognition. When the cognition is achieved, there
really is no longer any point to or need for art, Art is a
transitional stage in the coming of a certain kind of knowl-
edge. The question then is what sort of cognition this can be,

and the answer, disappointing as it must sound at first, is the
knowledge of what art is, Just as we saw is required, there is
an internal connection between the nature and the history of
art, History ends with the advent of self-consciousness, or
better, self-knowledge. I suppose in a way our personal his-
tories have that structure, or at least our educational histories
do, in that they end with maturity, where maturity is under-
stood as knowing—and accepting—what or even who we
are. Art ends with the advent of its own philosophy. 1 shall
now tell this last story by returning to the history of past

perceptual art.

The success of the Expression Theory of art is also the
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failure of the Expression Theory r:rf'art. Its success COnsisge
in the fact that it was able to explain all of art in a yp;g,
way—i.e., as the expression of feelings. Its fgllpre COnsispeg
in the fact that it has only one way of explaining a]] of ar
When discontinuities first appeared as puzzling PhEnUmEnE;
in the progressive history of representation, it was a genuine
. insight that perhaps artists were trying to €xpress rather thap
| primarily to represent. But after about 1906, the history, of
art simply seemed to be the history of discontinuities. To be
sure, this could be accommodated to the theory. Each of Us
has his or her own feelings, so it is to be expected that these
will be expressed in individual ways, and even in INCOMmen.
surable ways. Most of us, of course, express our feelings iy,
very similar ways, and there are forms of expression Which
must in fact be understood in evolutionary, not to say phys.
iological, terms: we are built to express feelings in ways we
all‘remgnize. But then the theory is that these are artists and
art@ts are defined in part through the uniqueness of thejr
feelings. The artist is different from the rest of us. But the
trouble with this plausible if romantic account lay in the fact
;{;g:_iach new movement, frﬂ_m Fauvism Flnwn, let alone the
> ~pressionism from which that derived, seemed to re-
quire some kind of theoretical understanding to which the

language and the :
psycholo
e e y gy of emotions seemed less and

Cubisms, Futuri ‘s
. ; uri Vi
S_an_:hmmsm, Abstractionis >, vorticism,

Sm, Surrealism, Dada, Expres-

Op, Minimalism,

riod!—and success consisted in producing an accepted inno-
sation. If you were successful, you had the monopoly on
producing works no one else could, since no one else had
made the period with which you and perhaps a few collab-
orators Were from now on to be identified. With this went a
certain financial security, inasmuch as museums, wedded to
historical structure and the kind of completeness which went
with having examples from each period, would want an ex-
ample from you if you were a suitable period. As innovative
an artist as De Kooning was never especially allowed to
evolve, and De Chirico, who understood these mechanisms
exactly, painted de chiricos throughout his life, since that's
what the market wanted. Who would want a Utrillo that
looked like Mondrian, or a Marie Laurencin that looked like
Grace Hartigan, or a Modigliani like Franz Kline? And each
period required a certain amount of quite complex theory in
order that the often very minimal objects could be transacted
onto the plane of art. In the face of this deep interplay be-
tween historical location and theoretical enfranchisement,
the appeal to feeling and expression seemed just less and less
convincing. Even today we hardly know what Cubism was
really about, but I am certain that there is a great deal more
to it than Braque and Picasso ventilating their surprisingly
congruent feelings toward guitars.

The Expression Theory, while too thin by far to account
for this rich profusion of artistic styles and genres, has nev-
ertheless the great merit of having approached works nf_ art
as constituting a natural kind, surface variations qntwnth-
standing, and to have responded in the spirit of science to
what has been a brooding question since Platu—nam'el}',
What is Art? The question became urgent in the twentieth
century, when the received model collapsed, though thﬂ‘t
was not even a good model when no one could tell that it
was not. But the inadequacy of the theory became year by
year—or, if I may, period by period—more apparent as each
movement raised the question afresh, offering itself as a pos-
sible final answer. The question indeed accompanied each
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new artform as the Cogito, according to a great thegjs THE END OF ART 124

s : 1 : O : : s
Kant’s, e:'ncmmpame_s each Judgmeinl, as [h{}ugh. each judgr whose identity consists in sclf-understanding. So the great
mentl raises about itself the question of Wha_l is Th”UHh[? drama of history, which in Hegel is a divine comedy ngf the
And it began to seem as though the whole main point ”fari mind, cap end In a moment of final self-enlightenment

1 LRI AR ALY UL E LS the quest{nn ﬂf_l'ts Own identij where the enlightenment consists in itself. The historical im-
while rejecting all available answers as insufficiently gen ey . portance of art then lies in the fact that it makes philosophy
It was as though, to paraphrase a famous formula of j{am' | ofart possible and important. Now if we look at the art of our

art were something conceptuable without satisfying an
cific concept.

It is this way of looking at things which suggests anoth
model of art history altogether, a model narrative] 2
empliﬁed by the Bildungsroman, the novel of self-edu?{ %,
which climaxes in the self’s recognition of the self. Th{;sa oo
Igenre I:ECEHH;.? .?md: I think, not inappropriately to be mai
:::-lund in feminist literature, where the question the

raises, for reader and for herself, is at once who

what is j
whj;hif] ;St :}?jsbt? a woman. fThE' great philosophical work
e EI’IH is Hegel s astonishing Phenomenology of
Hegel’nam whose hero is the spirit of the world—wh
e :dsgifu;-;;hte stagzs of whose develop um
s : owar self-realization
iy iﬂ!ﬁf{,ﬁi&gj] traces dlalecticall}a AIt is one of thes
e Ih,mnehnf t.hje nearly final stages of spirit’s :
it s S ug splru-—-but it is a Stage which i
| gh 1n the painful ascent toward the fina) rI:t:II'1 e
€em-

Y Spe.

1S a
nly
hEI’Dan
1S she and

ment toward
through self-

- ing cognitjon,
The culminati
happens, i

recent past in these terms, grandiose as they are, what we see
is something which depends more and more upon theory for
its existence as art, so that theory is not something external
to a world it seeks to understand, so that in understanding its
object it has to understand itself. But there is another feature

- exhibited by these late productions which is that the objects

| approach zero as their theory approaches infinity, so that
" virtually all there is at the end is theory, art having finally

become vaporized in a dazzle of pure thought about itself,
and remaining, as it were, solely as the object of its own
theoretical consciousness.

If something like this view has the remotest chance of
being plausible, it is possible to suppose that art had come 10
an end. Of course, there will go on being art-making. But
art-makers, living in what I like to call the post-historical
period of art, will bring into existence works which lack the
historical importance or meaning we have for a very long
time come to expect. The historical stage of art is done with
when it is known what art is and means. The artists have

' made the way open for philosophy, and the moment has

arrived at which the task must be transferred finally into the
hands of philosophers. Let me conclude by spelling this out
in a way which might make it acceptable.

“The end of history” is a phrase which carries ominous
overtones at a time when we hold it in our power to end
everything, to expel mankind explosively from being. Apoc-
alypse has always been a possible vision, but has seldom
seemed so close to actuality as it is today. When there is
nothing left to make history—i.€., no morc human beings—




112 THE END o5 AR
there will be no more history. But the great meta-histop i
of the nineteenth century, with their essentially re|; il

readings of history, had rather something more beni?”’?‘ﬁ

mind, even if, in the case of Karl Marx, violence was tg bbn g

engine of this benign culmination, For these thinkers ﬂhlhiE

tory was some kind of necessary agony through Whi;:i] o

‘end of history was somehow to be earned, and the ep e
history then meant the end of that agony, History com S0l

an end, but not mankind—as the story comes to an endﬂﬂ ¢
not the characters, who live on, happily ever after dr I*Jm
whatever they do in their post-narrational insignif’ g’

Whatever they do and whateyer now happens to the e
part of the story lived through them, as though the e
vehicle and it the subject. Geibegh T
Here is a pertinent summation by that profound ang

influential commentator on Hegel, Alexandre Kojeve:

In poi ] |
deﬁpﬂ:::[?::; ;E?}[;'jth? end of human time, or History—that is
- and historical i;qun o Aian. properly pSg Rk aEof IhErfrhE
g hforical Jn lvidual—means quite simply the cessatio e
i e sense of the term. Practically, this m el
Of wars and bloodly revolutions .:md als:fl?s ;hﬁ'
: € dis-

the rest can b
E [ [ ]
preserved indefinitely: art, love play, etc,; i
. 7 » €1C.: in short

man is depos;
: ited on th ;
dise of : € promised
n : sho
tells us, I g: EILEHHHGH and “ﬂﬂspecial;zes i
’ 1 be a hunter in the mornin ation, T
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afternoon and a ctjilii:ﬂl critic in the evening, Post-historical
life, for Hegel as for Marx, will have the form of a kind of
}Jhiiuat}phicai Club J’Ht?filh'rfﬂﬂé&, or what used to be known as
heaven, where there is nothing left for us to do but—in the
}}11f35E of our adolescents—hang out, Or, to take another
image this time from Plato, where, at the end of his Republic,
he depicts a choosing situation, in which men, purged in the
afterlife and ready to reenter the world, have arrayed before
hem the variety of lives from which they may pick one: and
the capny Odysseus chooses a life of quiet obscurity, the sort
le live most of the time, the simple dumb

of life most peop
village life, domestic life, the kind of

existence of the sitcom,
life lamented, in a painful episode, by Achilles in the under-

world, Only, in Marx and in Hegel, there is no history to

rumble beyond the distant horizons, The storms have abated
forever. And now we can do what we like, heeding that 1m-
perative that is no imperative at all: Fay ce que voudras—"Do

whatever you want.”
The End of History coincides, and is indeed identical,

with what Hegel speaks of as the advent of Absolute Knowl-
. edge. Knowledge is absolute when there is no gap between
' knowledge and its object, or knowledge is its own object,
' hence subject and object at once, The closing paragraph of
the Phenomenology suitably characterizes the philosophical
closure of the subject it treats of, by saying that it “consists in
perfectly knowing itself, in knowing what it is.” Nothing is
now outside knowledge, nor opague to the light of cognitive
intuition. Such a conception of knowledge is, I believe, fa-
tally flawed. But if anything comes close to exemplifying it,

art in our times does—for the object in which the artwork

irradiated by theoretical consciousness that the
d subject is all but overcome, and

division between object an
it litle matters whether art is philosophy in action or philos-
#It is no doubt the case,” Hegel writes

ophy is art in thought.

in his Philosophy of the Fine Arts, ” that art can be utilized as a
mere pastime and entertainment, either in the embellish-
ment of our surroundings, the imprinting of a life-enhancing

consists 18 SO
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i4i , Or the e :
face to the external conditions of our life e e Mphag;,
surfa

. n other subjects. fon
Place:;; by ieaﬁﬂl?{:;;?eﬂhﬁ in mind when he spe..aks Of art ¢
m;;;;ﬂ:z things that will make men happy in the POst.
a

1S XI fart Hege
orical ti ' ] f play. But this kind o . :
hi I time. It is a kind 0 : .
Iﬂte;ds is not really free, “since subservient to other ob.
con ;

ly when “jt
IR e he goes on to say, only v as
jects.” Art is truly free, 1€ g it shares with religion and ph;.
established itself in a sphere 1
; by one mode more and forp,
losophy, becoming thereDy )
A ritual truths of widest range aye
through which . . . the spiritua : .
b ht home to consciousness.” All this and, being Hege] a
g ; id, he concludes, dismally g,
good bit more having been said, B e ;
not I leave it to the reader to determine, A:Ft is ar{ I‘Efﬂams
for us a thing of the past.” And: “On the side of Its hlghﬁ“‘St
possibilities [art] has lost its genuine truth :and life, andﬁ is
rather transported to our world of ideas than IS_HbIE to main-
tain its former necessity and its superior place 1{1 reality. * So
4 “science of art,” or Kunstwissenschaft—by which certainly
Hegel meant nothing remotely like art history as practiced as
an academic discipline today, but rather instead a sort of
cultural philosophy of the sort he himself was working out—
a “science of art is a far more urgent necessity in our own
times than in times in which art sufficed by itself alone tq
give full satisfaction.” And turther on in this utterly amazing
Passage he says, “We are invited by art to contemplate it
reflectively . . . in order Lo ascertain scientifically its nature.
And this is hardly something art history as we know it at-
tempt_s to c!u, though I am certain that the present rather
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atter any longer what you do, which is what plu-
does not i ns. When one direction is as good as another
el me?hei'e is no concept of direction any longer to ap-
direct 2 tion, self-expression, entertainment are, of course,
ply: ]?)Ecmamar; needs. There will always be a service for art
Jpia g if artists are content with that. Freedom ends.m
5 perfﬂrmlrfillment. A subservient art has always been with
) e _fu titutions of the artworld—galleries, cnllecmrls, ex-
e -T*hE lnﬂ‘gurnalism—which are predicated upon history
s arking what is new, will bit by bit wither away.
RS n;a iness will make us is difficult to foretell, but
o h'& pEYf thipdifference the rage for gourmet cuukin'g has
jumdthlii cEmmﬂn American life. On the other hand, it has
madac

been an immense privilege to have lived in history.
2




