EDUCATIONAL / NONPROFIT USE ONLY

The text sample on the following pages
1s for educational or nonprofit use only,
and is not for sale.

Sample selection from:

Steven M. Cahn, ed., Philosophy for the 21st Century - A Comprehensive Reader
(Oxford: Oxford UP 2003).

To purchase a new or used copy of this book, you may wish to try these links:
Amazon.com:

https://www.amazon.com/Philosophy-21st-Century-Comprehensive-
Reader/dp/0195147928

Barnes & Noble

https://www.barnesandnoble.com/w/philosophy-for-the-21st-century-steven-m-
cahn/1101398563

ThriftBooks

https://www thriftbooks.com/w/philosophy-for-the-21st-century-a-comprehensive-
reader/288347/

Oxford University Press

https://global.oup.com/ushe/product/philosophy-for-the-2 1 st-century-
9780195147926%cc=us&lang=en&
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PART 9

Philosophy of Art

Introduction
GABRIELA SAKAMOTO

The philosophy of art is a branch of inquiry that secks to explore the nature of artworks and
our relationship to them. Work in the philosophy of art is as diverse as art itself, and it would
be inaccurate o say that there is presently a single set of issues or conceepts defining this field,
Rather than atempt to capture such diversity, the readings in this section focus on (wo ¢en-
tral questions in the philosophy of art: can art be defined? Are aesthetic responses and judg-
ments merely subjective?

Although most of us can cite examples of paintings, movies, pieces of music, works of lit-
erature, cte. that we would consider to be works of art, specifying what makes these things
art 1s extremely difficult. Attempts to define this category of objects have ranged from
appeals (0 imnitation, 1o expression, and (o formal properties of the work. According o Mor-
ris Weilz, however, any attempt to define art is misconceived. The very nature of art and of
creativity, Weitz argues, demands that art is an “open concept,” that there be no necessary and
sufficient conditions for its application.

In opposition to Weitz, George Dickic contends that art can be defined and, moreover,
defined in such a way that does not undermine “the expansive, adventurous character of art.”
IFor Dickie, an artwork is any artifact that an art-world public (audiences, critics, curators,
artists, ete.) deems a candidate of appreciation. Arthur Danto has a similar approach toward
understanding the nature of art. For Danto, 1t is an object’s place in a specific historical and
theoretical context that gives it the status of art. It is this kind of “art world™ that gives art-
works their meaning. Once this history has run its course, Danto suggests, the notion of art
will also come to an end. Theories of art that rely on the importance of history and social con-
text to define art, however, may not be without problems. As Peg Zeglin Brand argues in her
essay, such theories may, in fact, perpetrate traditional prejudices against certain kinds of art
and artists by relying on male-dominated paradigms of aesthetic production and reception.

Brand’s skepticism that our understanding of what art is may not have a basis in objective
factraises a more general question concerning the ground for any judgment of aesthetic value
and significance, Can acsthetic judgments ever be correct or incorrect? Or are art and beauty,
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as the saying gocs. mercly in the cye of the beholder? The selections by David Hume and
Immanuel Kant represent two of the most important discussions on this issuc. Both Hume
and Kant hold that judgments of taste are grounded in feclings of pleasure. Yet for neither
thinker does it follow that there are no norms for such judgments, that our feelings cannot be
said to be proper or iunmproper or that we can never demand agreement from others. For Hume,
widespread differences of feeling in matters of taste are generally a result of prejudice, lack
of sensibility, or lack of knowledge. Only those immunc to such defects can be said to be
“true judges,” and for Hume. it is precisely in the “joint verdict™ of a community of such
judges that we find standards ol correctness.

Kant, on the other hand. locates the basis for agreement in the nature of aesthetic judg-
ments themselves. For Kant, true judgments of taste or beauty are “disinterested,” completely
free of any desire for or interest in the object perceived. So. while aesthetic judgments are
erounded on individual fecling, there 1s nothing in them that accounts for one person’s judg-
ment differing from another’s. This is why a person making such a judgment can insist that
his or her pleasure in an object is of universal assent. that others ought to feel and thus judge
the object in the same way.

Kendall Walton's ¢ssay “Categorics of Art”™ is a contemporary reflection on issues raised
by Hume and Kant. For Walton, our interpretations of a work are dependent on the categories
in which we see it. In order to make adequate judgments of acsthetic value, we need to know
whether the work is a painting, a pocm, a symphony, cte. Of course, there can be much debate
as to what the defining essence, and thus value, of a particular medium is. Ted Cohen argues.
for example. that it may be misleading (o place too much aesthetic significance on the idea
that photographs, unlike other forms of pictorial representation, stand in a direct relationship
to reality or that they are produced by a mechanical process.

For Walton, insofar as there exist criteria for belonging to a certain category. only persons
who sce the work in the appropriate category arc in a position to make correct judgments
about it. While this 1s Walton's way of solving the problem that faced both Hume and Kant,
the implications of Walton's view are dillerent. First, acsthetic judgments require specialized
knowledge. Understanding art involves more than just developing a keen perceptual sensi-
bility—we must also know about the conditions and history of particular media. Second,
contrary to Kant’s view, responding appropriately to an artwork demands some degree of
conceptualization or even guided interest, for without some prior idea as (o what category the
artwork belongs, in what way it fits or fails to fit with the history and conditions of its
medium, no acsthetic judgment can get off the ground.

In the end, this suggests that it may be wrong to think there exists a philosophy of art at
all. Rather, it may be better to think in terms of philosophies of art. Yet whether one chooses
to think of the individual arts as connected by a common essence or as largely independent
catcgories, what matters, of course, i1s that our debates over art continue. It Morris Weitz is
right, the very possibility of art and our enduring interest in it is a direct conscquence of art
always changing. 1o a large extent, it is philosophical imquiry and reflection that keep it so.
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MORRIS WEITZ

Morris Weitz (1916-1981) was Richard Koret Professor of Philosophy at Brandeis Uni-
versity. He was one of the first to apply the methods of analytic philosophy to problems
in aesthetics. Among his numerous writings in the philosophy of art are Hamlet and the
Philosophy of Literary Criticism and The Opening Mind.

Theory has been central in aesthetics and is still the
preoccupation of the philosophy of art. Its main
avowed concern remains the determination of the
nature of art which can be formulated into a defini-
tion of it It construes definition as the statement of
the necessary and sufficient properties of what 1s
being defined, where the statement purports (o be a
true or false claum about the essence of art, what char-
acterizes and distinguishes it from cverything clse.
Frach of the great theories of art—Formalism, Volun-
tarism, Emotionalisin, Intellectualism, Intuitionisin,
Organicisin—converges on the attempt (o state the
defining properties of art. Lach claims that 1t is the
truc theory because it has formulated correctly into a
rcal definition the nature of art; and that the others are
false because they have left out some necessary or
sufficient property. Many theorists contend that their
enterprise 1S no mere intellectual exercise but an
absolute necessity for any understanding of art and
our proper evaluation of it. Unless we know what art
1s, they say, what are its necessary and sufficient
propertics, we cannot begin to respond to it ade-
quately or to say why one work is good or better than
another. Aesthetic theory, thus, is unportant not only
n itself but for the foundations of both appreciation
and criticism. Philosophers, critics, and even artists
who have written on art agree that what is primary in
aesthetics 1s a theory about the nature of art.

Is aesthetic theory, in the sense of a true definition

or set of necessary and sufficient properties of art,
possible? If nothing else does, the history of aesthet-
ics itself should give one enormous pause here. For,
in spite of the many theories, we seem no nearer our
goal today than we were in Plato’s time. Lach age,
cach art-movement, each philosophy of art, trics over
and over again to establish the stated ideal only to be
succeeded by a new or revised theory, rooted, at least
in part, in the repudiation of preceding ones. Even
today, alimost everyone interested in aesthetic matters
18 still deeply wedded to the hope that the correct the-
ory of art is forthcoming. We need only examine the
numerous new books on art in which new definitions
are¢ proffered; or, in our own country especially, the
basic textbooks and anthologics to recognize how
strong the priority of a theory of art is.

In this essay I want to plead for the rejection of
this problem. I want to show that theory—in the req-
uisite classical sense—is never forthcoming in aes-
thetics, and that we would do much better as philoso-
phers to supplant the question, “"What is the nature of
art”” by other questions, the answers to which will
provide us with all the understanding of the arts there
can be. I want to show that the inadequacies of the
theories are not priumarily occasioned by any legiti-
male difficulty such as, ¢.g., the vast complexity of
art, which might be corrected by further probing and
rescarch. Their basic inadequacics reside instead in a
fundamental misconception of art. Aesthetic the-

Reprinted from The Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism, 15 (1956), by permission of the American Society for Aesthetics.
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ory—all of it—is wrong in principle in thinking that
a correct theory is possible because it radically mis-
construes the logic of the concept of art. Its main con-
tention that “art”™ 1 amenable to real or any kind of
true definition is false. Its attempt to discover the nec-
essary and sufficient properties of art is logically mis-
begotien for the very simple reason that such a set
and, conscquently, such a formula about it, 1s never
forthcoming. Art, as the logic of the concept shows,
has no set of necessary and sufficient properties;
hence a theory of it is logically impossible and not
merely factually difficult. Aesthetic theory tries (o
define what cannot be defined in its requisite sense.
But in recommending the repudiation of acsthetic
theory [ shall not argue from this, as too many others
have done, that its logical confusions render it mean-
ingless or worthless. On the contrary, I wish to
reassess its role and its contribution primarily in
order to show that it 1s of the greatest importance o
our understanding of the arts.

Letus now survey briefly some of the more famous
extant aesthetic theories in order to see if they do
incorporate correct and adequate statements about the
nature of art. In each of these there is the assumption
that it 1s the true enumeration of the defining proper-
tics of art, with the implication that previous theorics
have stressed wrong definitions. Thus, to begin with,
consider a famous version of Formalist theory, that
propounded by Bell and Fry. It is true that they speak
mostly of painting in their writings but both assert that
what they find in that art can be generalized for what
is "art” in the others as well. The essence of painting
they maintain, is the plastic elements in relation. Its
defining property issignificant form, i.¢., certain com-
binations of lines, colors, shapes, volumes—every-
thing on the canvas except the representational ele-
ments—which evoke a unique response to such
combinations. Painting is definable as plastic organi-
zation. 'The nature of art, what it really 1s, so their the-
ory 2oe€s, 18 a unique combination of certain elements
(the specifiable plastic ones) in their relations. Any-
thing which 1s art is an instance of significant form;
and anything which is not art has no such form.

To this the Emotionalist replies that the truly
essential property of art has been left out. Tolstoy,
Ducasse, or any of the advocates of this theory, find
that the requisite defining property is not significant
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form but rather the expression of cmotion in some
sensuous public medium. Without projection of emo-
tion into some picce of stone or words or sounds, ct¢.,
there can be no art. Art is really such embodiment. It
is this that uniquely characterizes art, and any true,
rcal definition of it contained in some adequate the-
ory of art, must so state it.

The Intuitionist disclaims both ¢motion and form
as defining properties. In Croce’s version, for exam-
ple, art 1s identified not with some physical, public
object but with a specific creative, cognitive, and
spiritual art. Art is really a first stage of knowledge
in which certain human beings  (artists) bring
their images and intuitions into lyrical clarification
or expression. As such, it is an awareness, non-
conceptual in character, of the unique individuality of
things; and since it exists below the level of concep-
tualization or action, it is without scientitic or moral
content. Croce singles out as the defining essence of
art this first stage of spiritual life and advances its
identification with art as a philosophically true theory
or definition.

"The Organicist says to all of this that artis really a
class of organic wholes consisting of distinguishable,
albeit inseparable, clements in their causally effica-
cious relations which are presented in some sensuous
medium. InA. C. Bradley, in piccemeal versions of it
in literary criticism, or in my own generalized adap-
tation of it in my Philosophy of the Arts, what is
claimed 1s that anything which is a work of art 1$ in
its nature a unique complex of interrelated parts—in
painting, for cxample, lines, colors, volumes, sub-
jects, ete., all interacting upon one another on a paint
surface of some sort. Certainly, at one tune at least it
secemed to me that this organic theory constituted the
one true and real defiition of art.

My final example is the most interesting of all, log-
ically spcaking. This is the Voluntarist theory of
Parker. In his writings on art, Parker persistently calls
into question the traditional simpleminded definitions
of aesthetics. ™T'he assumption underlying every phi-
losophy of artis the existence of some common nature
present in all the arts.”™! “All the so popular bricf defi-
nitions of art—'significant form,” ‘expression,” “intu-
ition,” “objectificd pleasure’—all fallacious, c¢ither
because, while true of art, they are also true of much
that 1s not art, and hence fail to differentiate art from
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other things; or else because they neglect some essen-
tial aspect of art.”™? But instead of inveighing against
the attempt at definition of art itself, Parker insists that
what is needed 18 a complex definition rather than a
simple one. ""The definition of art must therefore be in
terms of a complex of characteristics. Failure to rec-
ognize this has been the fault of all the well-known
definitions.™ His own version of Voluntarism is the
theory that art is essentially three things: embodiment
of wishes and desires imaginatively satisfied, lan-
Quage, which characterizes the public medium of art,
and harmony, which unifies the language with the lay-
ers of imaginative projections. Thus, for Parker, it is a

true definition to say of art that it is ““the provision of

satisfaction through the imagination, social signifi-
cance, and harnmony. L am claiming that nothing except
works of art possesses all three of these marks.”™

Now, all these sample theories are inadequate in
many different ways. Each purports to be in a com-
plete statement about the defining features ol all
works of art and yet each of them leaves out some-
thing which the others take to be central. Some are
circular, e.g., the Bell-EFry theory of art as significant
form which is defined in part in terms of our response
to significant form. Some of them, in their scarch for
nccessary and sufficient propertics, cmphasize too
few propertics, like (again) the Bell-Iry definition,
which leaves out subject-representation in painting,
or the Croce theory, which omits inclusion of the very
important feature of the public, physical character,
say, of architecture. Others are too general and cover
objects that are not art as well as works of art, Organi-
cism is surcly such a view since it can be applied to
any causal unity in the natural world as well as to art.>
Sull others rest on dubious principles, ¢.g., Parker’s
claim that art embodies imaginative satisfactions,
rather than real ones; or Croce's assertion that there is
nonconceptual knowledge. Consequently, even if art
has on¢ set of necessary and sufficient properties,
none of the theories we have noted or, for that matter,
no aesthetic theory yet proposed has enumerated that
set to the satisfaction of all concerned.

Then there is a different sort of difficulty. As real
definitions, these theories are supposed to be factual
reports on art. If they are, may we not ask, Are they
empirical and open (o verification or falsification?
For example, what would confirm or disconfirm the
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theory that art is significant form or cmbodiment of
emotion or creative synthesis of images? There does
not even seem (o be a hint of the kind of evidence
which might be forthcoming to test these theories;
and indeed one wonders if they are perhaps hononfic
definitions of “art,” that is, proposed redefinitions in
terims of some chosen conditions for applying the
concept of art, and not true or false reports on the
essential properties of art at all.

But all these criticisms of traditional aesthetic the-
ories—that they are circular, incomplete, untestable,
pseudo-factual, disguised proposals to change the
meaning of concepts—have been made before. My
intention is to go beyond these to make a much more
fundamental criticism, nainely, that aesthetic theory
18 a logically vain attempt to define what cannot be
defined, to state the necessary and sufficient proper-
tics of that which has no necessary and sufficient
propertics, to conceive the concept of art as closed
when its very use reveals and demands its openness.

The problem with which we must begin is not
“What is art”” but "What sort of concept is “art’?”
Indeed, the root problem of philosophy itsell i1s to
explain the relation between the employment of cer-
tain kinds of concepts and the conditions under
which they can be correctly applied. If I may para-
phrase Wittgenstein, we must not ask, What is the
nature of any philosophical x? or even, according to
the semanticist, What does “x™ mean?, a transforma-
tion that leads to the disastrous interpretation of “art”
as a name for some specifiable class of objects; but
rather, What 1s the use or employment of “x™? What
does "x” do in the language? This, [ take it, is the ini-
tial question, the begin-all if not the end-all of any
philosophical problem and solution. Thus, in acsthet-
ics, our first problem is the elucidation of the actual
employment of the concept of art, to give a logical
description of the actual functioning of the concept,
including a description of the conditions under which
we correctly use 1t or its correlates.

My model in this type of logical description or phi-
losophy derives from Wittgenstein. It is also he who,
in his refutation of philosophical theorizing in the
sense of constructing definitions of philosophical
entities, has furnished contemporary aesthetics with a
starting point for any future progress. In his new work,
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Philosophical Investigations,® Wittgenstein raises as
an illustrative question, What is a game? The tradi-
tional philosophical, theoretical answer would be in
terms of some exhaustive set of propertics common (0
all games. To this Wittgenstein says, let us consider
what we call “games™ “I mean board-games, card-
games, ball-games, Olympic games, and so on. What
is common to them all?—Don’t say: “there nuust be
something common, or they would not be called
“eames’ but look and see whether there 1s anything
common to all. For if you look at them you will not
see something that is common to all, but similarities,
relationships, and a whole series of them at that. .. 7

Card games are like board gamcs in some respects
but not in others. Not all games are amusing, nor is
there always winning or losing or competition. Some
games resemble others in some respects—that 1s all.
What we find 18 no necessary and sufficient proper-
tics, only “a complicated network of sumilarities over-

lapping and crisscrossing,” such that we can say of

eames that they form a family with family resem-
blances and no common trait. If one asks what a game
1s, we pick out sample games, describe these, and add,
“This and similar things are called “games.”” This 1s
all we need to say and indeed all any of us knows
about games. Knowing what a game is 1s not knowing
some real definition or theory but being able to recog-
nize and explain games and o decide which among
imaginary and new examples would or would not be
called “games.”

The problem of the nature of art is like that of the
nature of games, at least in these respects: If we actu-
ally look and sce what it 1s that we call “art,” we will

also find no common propertics—only strands of

similarities. Knowing what art is is not apprehending
some manifest or latent essence but being able to rec-
ognize, describe, and explain those things we call
“art” in virtue of these similarities.

But the basic resemblance between these coneepts
is their open texture. In ¢lucidating them, certain
(paradigm) cases can be given, about which there can
be no question as (o their being correctly described as
“art” or “game,” but no exhaustive set of cases can be
given. 1 can list some cases and some conditions
under which I can apply correctly the concept of art
but I cannot list all of them, for the all-important rea-
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son that unforesceable or novel conditions are always
forthcoming or envisageable.

A concept is open if its conditions of application
are emendable and corrigible; 1.¢., if a situation or
case can be imagined or secured which would call for
some sort of decision on our part to extend the use of
the concept o cover this, or to close the concept and
invent a new one (o deal with the new case and its
new property. If necessary and sufficient conditions
for the application of a concept can be stated, the
concept is a closed one. But this can happen only in
logic or mathematics where concepts are constructed
and completely defined. It cannot occur with cmpiri-
cally descriptive and normative concepts unless we
arbitrarily close them by stipulating the ranges of
their uses.

I can illustrate this open character of “art” best by
examples drawn from its sub-concepts. Consider
questions like “Is Dos Passos™ U.S.A. a novel 7" "Is V.
Woolf’s To the Lighthouse a novel?” “ls Joyee's
Finnegans Wake a novel?” On the traditional view,
these are construed as factual problems (o be
answered yes or no in accordance with the presence
or absence of defining properties. But certainly this is
not how any of these questions is answered. Once it
arises, as 1t has many times in the development of the
novel from Richardson to Joyce (¢.g., ~Is Gide's The
School for Wives a novel or a diary?”), what is at
stake is no factual analysis concerning necessary and
sufficient properties but a decision as (o whether the
work under examination is similar in ¢ertain respects
10 other works, alrcady called “novels,” and conse-
quently warrants the extension of the concept to
cover the new case. The new work 1s narrative, fic-
tional, contains character delineation and dialogue
but (say) it has no regular time-sequence in the plot
or is interspersed with actual newspaper reports. It is
like recognized novels, A, B, C . . ., in some respects
but not like them in others. But then neither were B
and C like A in some respects when 1t was decided to
extend the concept applied 1o A to B and C. Because
work N + | (the brand new work) is like A, B, C,
... N in certain respects—has strands of similarity to
them—the concept is extended and a new phase of
the novel engendered. “Is N+ 1 anovel?,” then, 18 no
factual, but rather a decision problem, where the ver-
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dict turns on whether or not we enlarge our set of
conditions for applying the concept.

What is true of the novel is, I think, true of every
sub-concept of art: “tragedy,” “comedy,” “painting,”
“opera,” etc., of Tart” itself. No “Is X a novel, paint-
ing, opera, work of art, etc.”” question allows of a
definitive answer in the sense of a factual yes or no
report. “Is this collage a painting or not?” docs not
rest on any set of necessary and sufficient properties
of painting but on whether we decide—as we did!'—
to extend “painting” to cover this case.

“Art,” itself, is an open concept. New conditions
(cases) have constantly arisen and will undoubtedly
constantly arise; new art forms, new movements will
emerge, which will demand decisions on the part of
those interested, usually professional critics, as (o
whether the concept should be extended or not. Aes-
theticians may lay down similarity conditions but
never necessary and sufficient ones for the correct
application of the concept. With “art”™ its conditions
of application can never be exhaustively enumerated
since new cases can always be envisaged or created
by artists, or even nature, which would call for adeci-
sion on someone’s part to extend or to close the old
or to invent a new concept. (I.g., “ICs not a sculpture,
i's a mobile.)

What [ am arguing, then, is that the very expan-
sive, adventurous character of art, its ever-present
changes and novel creations, make it logically
impossible to ensure any set of defining properties.
We can, of course, choose o close the concept. But
to do this with “art™ or “tragedy™ or “portraiture,”
¢te., 18 ludicrous since it forecloses on the very con-
ditions of creativity in the arts.

Of course there are legitimate and serviceable
closed concepts in art. But these are always those
whose boundaries of conditions have been drawn for
a special purpose. Consider the difference, for exam-
ple, between “tragedy ™ and “(extant) Greek tragedy.”
The first 1s open and must remain $o to allow for the
possibility of new conditions, e.g., a play in which
the hero 1s not noble or fallen or in which there is no
hero but other elements that are like those of plays we
already call “tragedy.”” The second is closed. The
plays it can be applied to, the conditions under which
it can be correctly used are all in, once the boundary,
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“(Greek,” 1s drawn. Here the critic can work out a the-
ory or real definition in which he lists the common
properties at least of the extant Greek tragedies.
Artistotle’s definition, false as it is as a theory of all
the plays of Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides,
since it does not cover some of them,” properly called
“tragedies,” can be interpreted as a real (albeit incor-
rect) definition of this closed concept: although it can
also be, as it unfortunately has been conceived as a
purported real definition of “tragedy,” in which case
it suffers from the logical mistake of trying to define
what cannot be detined—of trying to squeeze what is
an open concept into an honorific formula for a
closed concept.

What is supremely important, if the critic is not to
become muddled, is to get absolutely clear about the
way in which he conceives his concepts; otherwise he
goes from the problem of trying to define “tragedy,”
¢te., to an arbitrary closing of the concept in terms of
certain preferred conditions or characteristics which
he sums up in some linguistic recommendation that
he mistakenly thinks is a real definition of the open
concept. Thus, many critics and aestheticians ask,
“What is tragedy?.” choose a class of samples for
which they may give a true account of its common
propertics, and then 2o on to construc this account of
the chosen closed class as a true definition or theory
of the whole open class of tragedy. This, I think, 1s the
logical mechanism of most of the so-called theories
of the sub-concepts of art: “tragedy,” “comedy.”
“novel,” ete. In effect, this whole procedure, subtly
deceptive as it is, amounts to a transformation of cor-
rect criteria for recognizing members of certain legit-
mmately closed classes of works of art into recom-
mended criteria for evaluating any putative member
of the class.

The primary task of aesthetics is not to scek a the-
ory but to elucidate the concept of art. Specifically, it
18 to describe the conditions under which we employ
the concept correctly. Definition, reconstruction, pat-
terns of analysis are out of place here since they dis-
tort and add nothing to our understanding of art.
What, then, is the logic of X is a work of art™?

As we actually use the concept, “Art” is both
descriptive  (like  “chair™) and evaluative (like
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“e00d™); 1.c., we sometimes say, “This is a work of
art,” to describe something and we sometimes say it
to evaluate something Neither use surprises anyone.

What, first, is the logic of “X is a work of art,”
when it 1s a descriptive utterance”? What are the con-
ditions under which we would be making such an
utterance correctly? There are no necessary and suf-
ficient conditions but there are the strands of similar-
ity conditions, i.c., bundles of propertics, none of
which need be present but most of which are, when
we describe things as works of art. 1 shall call these
the “criteria of recognition™ of works of art. All these
have served as the defining criteria of the individual
traditional theories of art; so we arc alrcady familiar
with them. Thus, mostly, when we describe some-
thing as a work of art, we do so under the conditions
of there being present some sort of artifact, made by
human skill, ingenuity, and imagination, which
embodics in its sensuous, public medium—stone,
wood, sounds, words, ctc.—certain distinguishable
clements and relations. Special theorists would add
conditions like satisfaction of wishes, objectification
or expression of emotion, some act of empathy, and
so on; but these latter conditions seem (o be quile
adventitious, present to some but not to other specta-
tors when things are described as works of art. "X is
a work of art and contains no emotion, cxpression,
act of empathy, satisfaction, etc.,” is perfectly good
sense and may frequently be true. “X is a work of art
and . . . was made by no one,” or . .. exists only in
the mind and not in any publicly observable thing,” or
“ ... was made by accident when he spilled the paint
on the canvas,” 1n cach case of which a normal con-
dition 1s denied, are also sensible and capable of
being true in certain circumstances. None of the cri-
teria of recognition is a defining one, cither necessary
or sufficient, because we can sometimes assert of
something that it is a work of art and 2o on 1o deny
any one of these conditions, even the one which has
traditionally been taken to be basic, namely, that of
being an artifact: Consider, “This picce of driftwood
1s a lovely piece of sculpture.” Thus, to say of any-
thing that it is a work of art is to commit oneself to
the presence of sosie of these conditions. One would
scarcely describe X as a work of art if X were not an
artifact, or a collection of elements sensuously pre-
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sented in a medium, or a product of human skill, and
so on. If none of the conditions was present, if there
WCrIe no criteria present for recognizing something as
a work of art, we would not describe it as one. But,
even so, no one of these or any collection of them is
cither necessary or sufficient.

The clucidation of the descriptive use of “Art™ cre-
ates little difticulty. But the elucidation of the evalu-
ative use does. For many, especially theorists, “This
is a work of art” does more than describe; it also
praises. Its conditions of utterance, theretore, include
certain preferred properties or characteristics of art. 1
shall call these “criteria of cvaluation.” Consider a
typical cxample of this evaluative use, the view
according to which to say of something that it is a
work of art 18 to imply that it is a successfil harmo-
nization of e¢lements. Many of the honorific defini-
tions of art and its sub-concepts are of this form.
What is at stake here is that “Art™ 1s construed as an
cvaluative terim which is cither identitied with its cri-
terion or justified in terms of it. “Art” is defined in
terms of its evaluative property, ¢.2., successful har-
monization. On such a view, to say "X is a work of
art” 1s (1) to say something which is taken 1o mean
“X i$ a successful harmonization™ (¢.g., “Art is sig-
nificant form™) or (2) to say somcthing praiscworthy
on the Dasis of its successful harmonization. Theo-
rists are never clear whether it is (1) or (2) which is
being put forward. Most of them, concerned as they
are with this evaluative use, formulate (2), i1.¢., that
feature of art that makes it art in the praise-sense, and
then go on to state (1), 1.¢., the definition of “Art™ in
terms of its art-making feature. And this 1s clearly to
confuse the conditions under which we say some-
thing evaluatively with the meaning of what we say.
“This is a work of art,” said evaluatively, cannot mean
“This is a successful harmonization of ¢clements™—
except by stipulation—but at most is said in virtue of
the art-making property, which is taken as a (the) cri-
terion of “Art,” when “Art” is employed to assess.
“This 1s a work of art,” used evaluatively, serves to
praise and not to affirm the reason that 1t is said.

‘The evaluative use of “Art,” although distinct from
the conditions of its use, relates in a very intimate
way (0 these conditions. For, in every instance of
“This 1s a work of art”™ (used to praise), what happens
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1s that the criterion of evaluation (¢.g., successtful har-
monization) for the employment of the concept of art
1$ converted into a criterion of recognition. This is
why, on its evaluative use, “This is a work of art”
implies "This has P, where "P™ is some chosen art-
making property. Thus, if one chooses to employ
“Art” evaluatively, as many do, so that “This is a
work of art and not (acsthetically) good™ makes no
sense, he uses "Art” in such a way that he refuses to
call anything a work of art unless it embodies his cri-
terion of excellence.

There 18 nothing wrong with the evaluative use; in
fact, there 1s 2ood reason for using “Art™ to praisc. But
what cannot be maintained is that theories of the cval-
uative use of “Art” are true and real definitions of the
necessary and sulficient properties of art. Instead they
are honorific definitions, pure and sumple, in which
“Art” has been redefined in terins of chosen criteria.

But what makes them—these honorific defini-
tions—so supremely valuable is not their disguised
linguistic recommendations; rather it 1s the debates
over the reasons for changing the criteria of the con-
cept of art which are built into the definitions. In each
of the great theories of art, whether correctly under-
stood as honorific definitions or incorrectly accepted
as real definitions, what 1s of the utmost importance
1s the rcasons proffered in the argument for the
respective theory, that is, the reasons given for the
chosen or preferred criterion of excellence and eval-
uation. It 1s this perennial debate over these criteria of
evaluation which makes the history of aesthetic the-
ory the important study it 18. The value of cach of the
theories resides in its attempt to state and to justify
certain criteria which are cither neglected or distorted
by previous theories. Look at the Bell-Fry theory
again. Of course, “Art is significant form™ cannot be
accepted as a true, real definition of art; and most cer-
tainly it actually functions in their aesthetics as a
redefinition of art in terms of the chosen condition of
significant form. But what gives it its aesthetic
unportance 1s what lies behind the formula: In an age
i which literary and representational elements have
become paramount in painting, refurn to the plastic
ones since these are indigenous to painting, Thus, the
role of theory 1s not to define anything but to use the
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definitional form, almost cpigrammatically, to pin-
point a crucial recommendation to turn our attention
once again to the plastic elements in painting.

Once we, as philosophers, understand this distine-
tion between the formula and what lies behind 1t, it
behooves us to deal generously with the traditional
theories of art; because incorporated in every one of
them is a debate over and argument for emphasizing
or centering upon some particular feature of art
which has been neglected or perverted. If we take the
aesthetic theories literally, as we have seen, they all
fail; but if we reconstrue themn, in terms of their func-
tion and point, as scrious and argued-for recommen-
dations to concentrate on certain criteria of excel-
lence in art, we shall see that aesthetic theory is far
from worthless. Indeed, it becomes as central as any-
thing in aesthetics, in our understanding of art, for 1t
teaches us what to look for and how to look at it in art.
What 1s central and must be articulated m all the the-
orics are their debates over the reasons for excellence
i art—debates over cmotional depth, profound
truths, natural beauty, exactitude, freshness of treat-
ment, and so on, as criteria of evaluation—the whole
of which converges on the perennial problem of what
makes a work of art good. To understand the role of
acsthetic theory 1s not to conceive it as definition,
logically doomed to failure, but to read it as sum-
maries of seriously made recommendations to attend
in certain ways o certain features of art.

NOTES

1. 1. Parker, “The Nature of Art.” reprinted in I{. Vivas
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4. Ibid., p. 104,
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In recent years it has been argued that the expression
“work of art” cannot be defined and Morris Weitz has
even argucd that being an artifact is not a necessary
condition for being a work of art.! More recently,
however, Joseph Margolis has offered a definition?
and Maurice Mandelbaum has made tentative sug-
eestions about defining “art.?

I shall not repeat the well-known argument of
Weitz, whose views [ take to be representative of
those who maintain that “art™ cannot be defined, but
shall state his main conclusion and comment on one
of his arguments. Neither shall I repeat the arguments
of Margolis or Mandelbaum, but [ do want to note (1)
that they agree that artifactuality 1 a necessary con-
dition of art, and (2) that Mandclbaum points out the
significance of the non-exhibited characteristics of
art for the definition of “art.”

Weitz's main conclusion is that there are no nec-
essary and sufficient conditions for the definition of
“art” or for any of the subconcepts of art, such as
“novel,” “tragedy,” “painting,” and so on. All of these
notions are open concepts and their instances have
“family rescmblances.”

Weitz rejects artifactuality as a necessary condi-
tion of art because we sometimes make statements
such as “'This driftwood is a lovely piece of sculp-
ture.”™ We do sometimes speak this way of natural
objects, but nothing follows from this fact. Weitz 1s
confused because he takes the driftwood remark to be

a descriptive statement and it is not. Weitz himsellf,
quite correctly, distinguishes between an evaluative
use and a descriptive use of “work of art,”™ and once
this distinction 1s understood it can be seen that the
driftwood remark 1s an evaluation of the driftwood.
But it 1s, of course, the descriptive sense of “work of
art’” which is at issu¢ when the question of whether
“art” can be defined is raised. I maintain that the
descriptive use of “work of art”™ is used to indicate
that a thing belongs to a certain catcgory of artifacts.
By the way, the evaluative sense can be applied to
artifacts as well as nonartifacts, as when we say,
“That painting is a work of art.” Such remarks are not
mtended as tautologies.

Before going on to discuss the second condition of
the definition of the descriptive sense of “art,” it will
be helpful to distinguish the generic concept of art
from the various subconcepts which fall under it. It
may very well be the case that all or some of the sub-
concepts of art, such as novel, tragedy, ceramics,
sculpture, painting, and so on, may lack necessary
and sufficient conditions for their application as sub-
concepts and it still be the case that “work of art,”
which is the germs of all these subconcepts, can be
defined. For example, there may not be any charac-
teristics which all tragedies have which would distin-
euish them from comedies, satyr plays, happenings,
and the like within the domain of art. Even if this
were the case, 1n the light of the foregoing, tragedics
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and all other works of art would have at least one
characteristic in common, namely, artifactuality. Per-
haps artifactuality and some one or more other fea-

tures of works of art distinguish them from nonart. If

all or some of the subconcepts of art cannot be
defined and, as I think is the case, “art” can be, then
Weitz is right in part.

Assuming that artifactuality is the genus of art, the
differentia is still tacking. 'This second condition will
be a social property of art. Furthermore, this social
propety will, in Mandelbaum’s terminology, be a
nonexhibited, relational property.

W. I Kennick contends that such an approach to
the definition of “art™ is lutile. He argues from such
facts as that the ancient Egypuans sealed up paintings
and sculptures in tombs 10 the conclusion that “The
attempt to define Art in terms of what we do with cer-
tain objects is as doomed as any other.™ There are sev-
cral difficultics with Kennick's argument. Iirst, the
fact that the Egyptians scaled up paintings and sculp-
tures in tombs does not entail that they generally
regarded them differently from the way m which we
regard them. Indeed, they might have put them there
for the dead to appreciate, or simply because they
belonged to the dead person, or for some other reason.
The Egyptian practice does not prove a radical differ-
ence between their conception of art and ours such
that a definition which subsumes both is impossible.
Secondly, there is no need to assume that we and the
ancient Egyptians (or any other group) share a com-
mon conception of art. I would be happy to be able to
specily the necessary and sufficient conditions for the
concept of art which we have (we present-day Amer-
icans, we present-day Westerners, we Westerners
since the organization of the system of the arts in or
about the 18th century—I am not sure of the exact
Himits of the “we™). Kennick notwithstanding, we are
most likely to discover the differentia of art by con-
sidering “what we do with certain objects,” that s,
“works of art.” But, of course, there is no guarantee
that any given thing we or an ancient EEgyptian might
possibly do with a work of art will throw light on the
concept af art. Not every doing will reveal what is
required,

Arthur Danto’s stimulating article, “The Art-
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world,” is helpful here. In speaking of Warhol's
Briflo Carton and Rauschenberg’s Bed, he writes,
“To see something as art requires something the eye
cannot dels]cry—an atimosphere of artistic theory, a
knowledge of history of art: an artworld.”™ What the
eye cannot descry is a complicated non-exhibited
characteristic of the artifacts in question. The
“atmosphere™ of which Danto speaks is clusive, but it
has a substantial content. Perhaps this content can be
captured n a definition. I shall first state the defini-
tion and then go on to defend it. A work of art in the
descriptive sense is (I) an artifuct (2) upon which
sonie society or some sub-group of a society has con-

Jerred the status of candidate for appreciation.

The definition speaks of the conferring of the sta-
tus ol candidate for appreciation: nothing is said
about actual appreciation and this leaves open the
possibility of works ol art which, for whatever rea-
son, ar¢ not appreciated. Also, not every aspect of a
work is included in the candidacy for appreciation,
for example, the color of the back of a painting is not
ordinarily an object of appreciation. The problem of
which aspects ol a work of art are to be included
within the candidacy for appreciation is a question
which I have pursued elsewhere.?

Just how is the status of candidate for appreciation
conferred? An artifact’s hanging in an art muscuim, a
performance at a theater, and the like are sure signs
that the status has been conferred. But many works of
art never reach museum walls and some are never
seen by anyone but the artist himself. The status,
thercfore, must be conferrable by a single person’s
treating an artifact as a candidate for appreciation,
usually the artist himself, although not always,
because someone might create an artifact without
ever considering it as a candidate for appreciation
and the status be conferred by some other person or
persons. But can status be conferred so casily? We
associate status with ceremony—the wedding cere-
mony and the status of being married, for example.
However, ceremony is not the only way of getting
married, in some jurisdictions common-law marriage
is possible—a status acquired without ceremony.
What I want to suggest is that, just as two persons can
acquire the status of common-law marriage within a
legal system, an artifact can acquire the status ol a
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candidate for appreciation within the system which
Danto has called “the artworld.”

A number of questions arise about this notion of
status of candidate for appreciation and perhaps the
whole matter can best be clarified by stating them
and trying to answer them. Probably the first question
is: what kind of appreciation? Surely the definition
does seem to suggest that there is a special kind of
“aesthetic™ appreciation. Appreciation i$ not crucial,
but something should be said about it to prepare the
way for the crucial point. The kind of appreciation 1
have in mind is simply the kind characteristic of our
experiences of paintings, poetry, novels, and the like.
This remark scems to collapse the definition into cir-
cularity, but it does not because “work of art” (the
term defined) does not appear in the explanation of
appreciation, only subconcept terms appear. Another
apparent problem is that works of art differ so much
from one another—{or example, comedies are very
different from tragedics—that it scems unlikely that
the appreciation characteristic of our experience of
one kind of work has something in commmon with the
appreciation characteristic of our experience of
another kind of work. But paintings, poems, and
plays arc the objects of our appreciation and the fact
that the objects differ considerably does not mean
that the various appreciations differ. Indeed, i we
mean by “appreciation” something like “in experi-
encing the qualities of a thing one finds them worthy
or valuable,” then there is no problem about the sim-
ilarity of the various appreciations,

[t can now be seen that appreciation will not serve
to pick out the subclass of works of art from the class
of artifacts—it is too broad: many artifacts which are
obviously not works of art are appreciated. To pick out
the class of works of art one must stress the conferring
of the status of candidate rather than appreciation.
When, for example, a salesman of plumbing supplics
spreads his wares betore us, he presents them for our
appreciation all right, but the presenting 18 not a con-
ferring of status of candidate, it is simply a placing
before us. But what is the difference between “plac-
ing before™ and “conferring the status of candidate?”
The difference is analogous to the difference between
my uttering ~I declare this man to be a candidate for
alderman’™ and the head of the election board uttering

GEORGE DICKIE

the same sentence while acting in his official capacity.
When [ utter the sentence it has no effect because |
have not been vested with any authority in this regard.
Of course the analogy is not a complete one—Ilines of
authority in the politico-legal world are by and large
explicitly defined and incorporated into law, while
lines of authority (or something like authority) in the
art-world arc nowhere codificd. The artworld carrics
on its business at the level of customary practice. Still
there /s a practice and this defines a social mstitution,
To return to the plumbing line, the salesman’s presen-
tation is different from Duchamp’s superficially sim-
ilar act of placing a urinal which he christened “FFoun-
tain™ in that now famous art show. The point is that
Duchamp’s act took place within a certain institu-
tional setting and that makes all the difference. Our
salesman of plumbing supplies could do what
Duchamp did, that is, convert a urinal into a work of
art, but he probably would not—such weird 1dcas
scem to occur only to artists with bizarre senses of
humor. Please remember that when I say “Fountain™
is a work of art, [ am not saying it is a good one. And
in making this last remark I am not imsinuating that it
18 a bad one either.

Duchamp’s “rcady-mades ™ raise the question—"1If
urinals, snowshovels, and hatracks can become works
of art, why can’t natural objccts such as driftwood
become works of art”” and, of course, driftwood and
other natural objects can become works of art if any
one of a number of things is done to them. One thing
which would do the trick would be to pick it up, take
it home, and hang it on the wall. Another thing which
would do the trick would be to pick it up and enter it
in an exhibition. (1 was, by the way, assuming that
Weitz's sentence about driftwood referred to a piece
of driftwood in its ordinary situation on a beach and
untouched by human hand.) This means that natural
objects which become works of art acquire their arti-
factuality (are artifactualized) at the same time that
the status of candidate for appreciation is conferred on
them. But perhaps a similar thing ordinarily happens
with pamtings, poems, and such; they come to exist as
artifacts at the same time that they have conferred on
them the status of candidate for appreciation. (Of
course, being an artifact and being a candidate for
appreciation are not the same thing—they are two
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propertics of a single thing which may be acquired at
the same time.) A somewhat more complicated case
would be an artifact from a primitive culture which
played a role n a religious system and which had no
artistic function in the sense developed here. Such an
artifact might become a work of art in our culture in a
way similar to that in which driftwood might become
a work of art. Howcver, such a religious object which
becomes a work of art would be an artifact in (wo
senses, but the driftwood in only one. (I am not sug-
gesting that something cannot be a religious object
and work of art at the same time—there are many
counter-instances to this in our own culture.)

A question which frequently arises in connection
with discussions of the concept of art is “How are we
to conceive of paintings done by individuals such as
Betsy the chimpanzee from the Baltimore Zoo?™ It all
depends on what is done with the paintings. (Note that
I unhesitatingly call the objects paintings, although |
am uncertain about their status as works of art.) For
example, The Field Natural History Museum in
Chicago recently exhibited some chimpanzee paint-
ings. In the case of these paintings we must say that
they are not works of art, However, if they had been
exhibited a few miles away at the Chicago Art Insti-
tute they would have been works of art. (If, so to
speak, the director of the Art Institute had gone out on
a limb.) It all depends on the institutional setting.

In concluding, it may be worthwhile to consider in
what ways the definition offered here differs from
some traditional definitions. (1) It does not attempt (o
smuggle a conception of good art into the definition
of “art.” (2) It is not, to us¢ Margolis™ term, “over-
loaded,” as i1s the one Margolis cites as a horrible
example: “Art 18 a human activity which explores,
and hereby creates, new reality in a suprarational,
visional manner and presents it symbolically or
metaphoncally,!” as a microcosmic whole signifying
a macrocosinic whole.”™!! (3) It does not contain any
comimitment to any metaphysical or unempirical the-
ory, as contrasted with, for example, the view that art
1s unreal. (4) It is broad enough so that those things
ecnerally recognized as art can be brought under it
without undue strain, as contrasted with, for e¢xam-
ple, the imitation definition which involves enormous
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strain in trying to show that cvery work of art is an
nnitation of something or other. (5) It takes into
account (or at least attempts o) the actual practices
of the artworld of the past and of the present day.

Now what I have been saying may sound like say-
ing, “a work of art is an object of which someone has
said, ‘I christen this object a work of art.”” And 1
think it is rather like that. So one can make a work of
art out of a sow's ear, but of course that does not
mean that it 1s a silk purse.
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Art is dead.
Its 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 submitted to galvanic force.
—Marius de Zavas, “The Sun Has Set,”
Camera Work (July 1912), 39:17.

There are philosophical visions of history which
allow, or even demand, a speculation regarding the
future of art. Such a speculation concerns the ques-
tion of whether art has a future, and must be distin-
euished from one which merely concerns the art of
the future, if we suppose art will go on and on.
Indeed, the latter speculation is more difficult in a
way, just because of the difficulties which go with
(rying to imagine what the artworks of the future will
look like or how they will be appreciated. Just think
how out of the question it would have been, in 1865,
to predict the forms of Post-Impressionist painting,
or to have anticipated, as late as 1910, that there
would be, only five years in the future, a work such
as Duchamp’s In Advance of the Broken Arm, which,
even when accepted as a work of art, retained its
identity as a quite ordinary snow shovel. Comparable
examples can be drawn from the other arts, especially
as we approach our own century, when music and
poctry and dance have yiclded exemplars which

could not have been perceived as art had anything
like them appeared in carlier times, as sets of words
or sounds or movements. The visionary artist Albert
Robida began in 1882 the serial publication of Le
vingtieme siecle. It meant to show the world as it
would be in 1952, His pictures are filled with won-
ders (o come: le 1éléphonoscope, flying machines,
television, underwater metropolises, but the picturcs
themselves are unmistakably of their own era, as is
the way much of what they show is shown. Robida
imagined there would be restaurants in the sky to
which customers would come in airborne vehicles.
But the boldly anticipated cating places are put
together of ornamental ironworks of the sort we asso-
ciate with Les Halles and the Gare St. Lazare, and
look a lot like the steamboats that floated the Missis-
sippi at that time, in proportion and in decorative fret-
work. They are patronized by gentlemen in top hats
and ladies in bustles, served by waiters wearing long
aprons from the Belle Epoque, and they arrive in bal-
loons Montgolfier would recognize. We may be cer-
tain that were Robida to have depicted an underwater
art museuin, its most advanced works would be
Impressionist paintings, if Robida had eyes even for
those. In 1952, the most advanced galleries were
showing Pollack, De Kooning, Gottlieb, and Klein,
which would have been temporally unimaginable in

Reprinted from The Phdosophical Disenfranchisement of Art (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), by permission of the
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1882. Nothing so much belongs to its own time as an
age’s glimpses into the future: Buck Rogers carries
the decorative idioms of the 1930s into the twenty-
first century, and now looks at home with Rockefeller
Center and the Cord automobile; the science fiction
novels of the 1950s project the sexual moralities of
the Eisenhower era, along with the dry martini, into
distant cons, and the technical clothing worn by its
spacemen belong to that era’s haberdashery. So were
we 1o depict an interplanctary art gallery, it would
display works which, however up to the minute they
look to us, will belong o the history of art by the time
there are such galleries, just as the mod clothing we
put on the people we show will belong to the history
of costume in no time at all. The future is a kind of
mirror in which we can show only ourselves, though
1t seems (o us a window through which we may see
things to come. Leonardo’s wonderful saying, that
ognl dipintore dipinge se, umplics an unintended his-
torical limitation, as may be scen from Leonardo’s
own visionary drawings, so profoundly part of their
own time. We may imagine that all sorts of things
will come to be. But when we seek 1o imagine those
things, they inevitably will look like things that save
come to be, for we have only the forms we know to
give them.

Lven so, we may speculate historically on the
future of art without committing ourselves on what
the artworks of the future are to be like, if there are o
be any; and 1t is even possible to suppose that art
iselt has no future, though art-works may still be
produced post-historically, as it were, in the after-
shock of a vanished vitality. Such indeed was a thesis
ol Hegel, certain of whose views have spired the
present essay, for Hegel said quite unequivocally that
art as such, or at least at its highest vocation, is quite
finished with as a historical moment, though he did
not commit himself to the prediction that there would
be no more works of art, He might have argued that,
certain as he was that his astonishing thesis was true,
he had nothing to say about those works to come,
which might, perhaps must, be produced in ways he
could not anticipate and enjoyed in ways he could not
understand. I find it an extraordinary thought that the
world should have gone through what one might term
the Age of Art, parallel to the way in which, accord-
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ing to a theological speculation of the Christian the-
orist Joachim of Ilores, the Age of the Father came to
an end with the birth of His Son, and the Age of the
Son with the Age of the Holy Spirit. Joachim did not
claim that those whose historical fulfillment lay in
the Age of the Father will become extinct or that their
forms of life will abruptly disappcar in the Age of the
Son: they may continue to exist past the moment of
their historical mission, historical fossils, so to speak,
as Joachim would have supposed the Jews (o 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 cvolve in unforesceable
ways, still, their history will no longer be coincident
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 ime the energies of history coin-
cided with the energies of art, but now history and art
must o in different directions, and though art may
continu¢ to ¢xist 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 of art’s future not somchow raised from
within the artworld itself, which can be scen today as
having lost any historical direction, and we have o
ask whether this is temporary, whether art will regain
the path of history—or whether this destructured
condition /s its future: a kind of cultural entropy. So
whatever comes next will not matter because the con-
cept of art 1s internally exhausted. Our institutions—
muscums, galleries, collectors, art journals, and the
like—exist against the assumption of a significant,
even a brilliant, future. There is an inevitable com-
mercial interest in what 18 to come now, and who are
o be the important practitioners in movements next
to come. It is very much in the spirit of Joachim that
the Enghish 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 fias really all come to an end,
and that a point has been reached where there can be
change without development, where the engines of
artistic production ¢an only combine and recombing
known forms, though external pressures may avor
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this or that combination? Suppose it is no longer a
historical possibility that art should continue o
astonish us, that in this sense the Age of Art 1 inter-
nally worn out, and that in Hegel's stunning and
melancholy phrase, a form of life has grown old?

[s it possible that the wild effervescence of the art-
world in the past seven or cight decades has been a
terminal fermentation of something the historical
chemistry of which remains to be understood? I want
to take Hegel quite seriously, 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 1t does make, I shall first sketch two rather
more familiar models of art history, for the modecl
which will finally interest me presupposes them in a
striking and almost dialectical way. It 1s an interest-
mg fact that though the first model has application
primarily to mimetic art, (o painting and sculpture
and moving pictures, the second model will include
them and include a great deal more of art than mime-
sis 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
reference 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 bound-
aries between painting and the other arts—poetry and
performance, music and dance—have become radi-
cally unstable. It is an instability induced by the fac-
tors which make my final model historically possible,
and which enables the dismal question to be put. 1
will conclude by asking how we are to adapt to the
fact that the question has an affirmative answer, that
art really is over with, having become transmuted
into philosophy. . . .

Whatever the case, it has always been possible to
unaging, at least grossly, the future of art construed in
terms of representational progress. One knew in prin-
ciple what the agenda was, and hence what progress
would have to be if there was to be progress. Vision-
arics could say such things as “Someday pictures will
move,” without knowing how it was to be achieved,
just as not long ago they could say, “Someday men
will walk on the moon,” without knowing, again,
quite how rh1is was to be achieved. But then, and this
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has been the main reason for canvassing this entire
theory, it would be possible to speak of the end of art,
at lcast as a progressive discipline. When, for every
perceptual range R, an equivalent could be techni-
cally gencrated, 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,
cverything was known. In the nineteenth century, for
example, it was believed that logic was a finished sci-
ence, and even that physics was, with a few nageing
details to mop up. But there 1s 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 1o what post-progressive life would be like.
To be sure, we have more or less abandoned this
model in art, since the production of perceptual
equivalence no longer much dazzles us, and in any
case there are certain definite limits set when narra-
tivization becomes an artistic fact. Even so, as we
shall sce, the model has an oblique pertinence cven
today.

Before coming to that, however, I want to raise a
philosophical point. So long as the philosophy of art
was articulated in terms of success or failure in tech-
nologies of perceptual equivalence, it would have
been difficult to get an interestingly gcneral defini-
tion of art. Aristotle widened the notion of imitation
to include the imitation of an action, in order to bring
narrative draina into the scope of that concept, but at
that point the theory of mimesis parts company with
the concept of perceptual equivalences, since it 1s far
from plain that drama presents us with merely per-
ceptual equivalences to what a sort of cyewitness to
the action would perceive. And while this is, in the
case of dramatic presentations, a mistakenly enter-
tainable ideal, it is not so at all when we consider fic-
tion as the description of an action. And when we
think of description as against mimesis, we may
immediately notice that it is not at all ¢lear that there
18 any room for the concept of progress or of techno-
logical transformations at all. Let me explain this.

Thinkers have, from Lao Tzu to the present,
lamented or celebrated the inadequacices of language.
It 1s felt that there are descriptive limits, and then
important things beyond these limits which language
cannot express. But to the degree that this 18 true, no
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expansion of representational possibilitics, say by
introducing new terms into the language, will remedy
the situation, largely because the complaint is against
descriptivity itsell, which simply is oo distant from
reality to give us the experience reality itself affords.
And it is a mark of the natural languages that what-
ever can be said in one can be said in any (and what
cannot be said in one cannot be said in any), allow-

ing always for differences of felicity and degrees of

roundaboutness. So there cannot ever have been a
technological problem of expanding the descriptive
resources of the natural languages: they are equiva-
lently universal.

I do not mean to imply that there are no limits to
language, but only that whatever they are, nothing is
20ing 1o count as progress toward their overcoming,
since this would still be within language as a repre-
sentational system. So there is no logical room for the
concept of progress. At no point in the history of lit-
crature, for example, would visionarics have been
able to prophesy that someday men will be able to
say certain things—in part perhaps because in saying
what men will be able to say, it is already said. Of
course someone might have been able to say that
someday men will be able to talk about things then
forbidden, scx perhaps, or be able to use language to
criticize institutions which they are not able to do
now. But this would be a matter of moral progress, or
political progress, if it is that, and would have as
much application to pictures as to words. Whatever
the value of doing so, we can today see things n
movies 1t would have been unthinkable to show a
gencration ago—the star’s breasts, say. 13ut this is not
technological advance.

The linear or progressive model of the history of

art thus finds its best examples in painting and sculp-
ture, then inmovies and talkies and, if you wish, feel-
ics. There has never been a problem of describing
motion, or depth, or for that matter palpability. “Her
soft and yielding flesh™ describes a perceptual expe-
rience for which there is no mimetic equivalent. Our
next model will make a more general definition pos-
sible, since it is not thwarted by the differences
between words and pictures. But then it climinates
those factors from the ¢ssence ol art which made it
possible to think of art as a progressive discipline.
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I like to surmise that a confirmation of my historical
thesis—that the task of art to produce equivalences o
perceptual experiences passed, in the late nineteenth
and ecarly twentieth centuries, from the activities of
painting and sculpture to those of cinematography—
in the fact that painters and sculptors began conspic-
uously to abandon this goal at just about the same
time that all the basic strategies for narrative cinema
were in place. By about 1905, almost every cinematic
strategy since employed had been discovered, and 1t
was just about then that painters and sculptors began
asking, if only through their actions, the question of
what could be left for them to do, now that the torch
had, as it were, been taken up by other technologies.
I suppose that the history of artistic progress could be
run backward: we can imagine the projected end state
as having been achieved, but now it seems a good
idea, for whatever reason, to replace perceptual
cquivalences  with cues  to  inference—perhaps
becausce a greater value gets put on inference (= Rea-
son) than on perception. Bit by bit cincmatography
eets replaced with the cues to kinematic motion of
the sort we find in Rosa Bonheur or Rodin, and so on,
until, I suppose, perceptual equivalence disappears
from art altogether and we get an art of pure descrip-
tivity, where words replace perceptual stimuli. And
who knows, this may scem too closely tied to experi-
ence and the next move might be music. But given
the way progress itself was conceived, about 1905 it
appeared that painters and sculptors could only jus-
tfy their activities by redefining art in ways which
had to be shocking indeed to those who continued to
judge painting and sculpture by the criteria of the
progressive paradigm, not realizing that a transfor-
mation in technology now made practices appropri-
ate to those critera more and more archaic.

The Fauves are good examples. Consider the por-
trait by Matisse of his wife done in 1906, in which
Madame Matisse is shown with a green stripe down
her nose (indeed, the title of the painting 1s 7he Green
Stripe). Chiang Yee told me of a painting done by a
Jesuit artist of a Chinese emperor’s favorite concu-
bine, which shocked her, since she knew her face was
not half black and fie used shadows. Instruction on
how the world really looks would have made her rec-
ognize that she really looked the way he had shown
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her, given the realities of light and shade. But nothing
of that sort is going to redeem Matisse’s painting for

the history of perceptual equivalences, not even if

there happened to be a greenish shadow along his
subject’s nose—for it would not have been that par-
ticular green. Nor were ladies at that time using nose
shadow as those of our time usc cye shadow. Nor was
she suffering nasal gangrene. So one could only con-
clude (as people did) that Matisse had forgotten how
(o paint, had remembered how to paint but had gone
crazy, was sane but was perverting his skills to the
end of shocking the bourgeoisie, or trying to put
something over on the collectors, critics, and curators
(who are the three C's of the artworld).

These would have been standard rationalizations
of objects, beginning (o appear in epidemic quantity
just then, which were unquestionably paintings, but
which fell short by so considerable a degree of per-
ceptual equivalence to anything in cither the real
world or the artworld, that some explanation of thewr
existence seemed imperative. Unul, that is, it began
(o be grasped that only relative to a theory which may
have been put to a challenge was there any discrep-
ancy 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 pereeptual equivalences but were after
something not o be understood 1n those terms pri-
marily or at all. It 1s to the credit of acsthetics 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 (o g¢t
us to see how Matisse felt about the subject shown,
his own wile, calling for a complex act of interpreta-
tion on the part of the viewer.

This account is remarkable for the fact thatit incor-
porates the theory of perceptual equivalences in the
sense that it presupposes the discrepancies, which it
then explains as due to feelings. It acknowledges, as
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it were, the intentional character of emotional states,
that feelings are about, or toward, some objector state
of aflairs; and since Croce supposes art (o be a kind of
language, and language a form of communication, the
communication of feeling will succeed to just the
extent that the work can show what object it 1s toward
which the feeling is expressed—e. g, the artist’s wifc.
Then the discrepancics between the way this object is
in fact shown and the way it would be shown were
mere pereeptual cquivalence aimed at, no longer
marks a distance (o be covered by the progress of art
or by the artist’s mastery of illusionist technique, but
rather consists in the externalization or objectification
of the artist’s feelings toward what he shows. The feel-
ing is then communicated to the viewer to just the
degree that the viewer can infer it on the basis of the
discrepancies. Indeed, the viewer must generate some
hypothesis to the effect that the object 1s shown the
way 1t 1s because the artist feels about the object the
way he does. Thus De Kooning paints a woman as the
locus of slashes, Il Greco paints saints as stretched
verticalities, Giacometti molds figures as impossibly
emaciated, not for optical reasons nor because there
really are women, saints, or persons like these, but
because the artists respectively reveal feelings of
agaressiveness, spiritual longing, or compassion. It
would be very difficult to suppose De Kooning i1s
expressing compassion, ket alone spirituality, or that
El Greeo 1s expressing ageression. But of course the
ascription of feelings is always epistemologically
delicate,

[t becomes particularly delicate when the theory
recommends the view that the object represented by
the work becomes the occasion [or expressing some-
thing about 1t, and we then begin to reconstitute the
history of art along these new lines. For we now have
o decide to what degree the discrepancies with an
ideal perceptual equivalence are a matter of technical
shortfall, and to what degree a matter of expression,
Obviously we are not to read all discrepancies as
expressive, for then the concept of progress no longer
applies: we must assume that in a great many cascs
an artist would eliminate discrepancies if he but knew
how. Even so, certain discrepancies which would be
laughable from the point of view ol representation
become artistically fundamental from that of expres-
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sion. At the time of the Fauves, the deviations empha-
sized by apologists of the new art and subscribers (o
the new theory were made acceptable by pointing (o
the fact that the artist after all could draw: one
pointed in evidence to Matisse’s academic exercises,
or to Picasso’s amazing canvases of his sixteenth
year. But these anxious questions lost thetr force after
a time as expression scemed more and more (o carry
the definitional propertics of art. Objects became less
and less recognizable and finally disappeared alto-
eether in Abstract Expressionism, which of course
meant that interpretation of purely expressionist
work required reference to objectless feelings: joy,
depression, generalized excitement, ctc. What was
interesting was the fact that since there could be
paintings which were purely expressive and hence
not explicitly representational at all, representation-
ality must disappear from the definition of art. But
even siore interesting from our perspective is the fact
that the history of art acquires a totally diffcrent
structure.

It does so because there is no longer any reason (o
think of art as having a progressive history: there
simply 1s not the possibility of a developmental
sequence with the concept of expression as there 1S
with the concept of mimetic representation. There is
not because there 1s no mediating technology of
expression. I do not mean to imply that novel tech-
nologies of representation may not admit novel
modes of expression: beyond question there are
expressive possibilities in cinema that simply had no
parallel in the kind of art cinema transformed. But
these new possibilitics would not constitute a pro-
aressive development—uviz., there would be no basis
for 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 extrapolated as it can against
the paradigm of progress: it sunders into a sequence
of individual acts, one after another. Of course there
may be feelings one dare not express at a given time
but which in time one can express, but the raising or
lowering of the thresholds of expressive inhibition
belong to the history of morality. And of course there
may be a history ol learning to express feelings, as

793

through a kind of therapy, but then this would belong
(o the general history of freedom, with no particular
application to art. Heidegger has said that not one
step has been taken since Aristotle’s Rhetoric in the
philosophical analysis of feelings—but this surely 1s
because the range of human feelings can be very lit-
tle different from what it was in ancient times. There
may be new objects for these feelings, cven new ways
of expressing them—>but once more this i not a
development history.

There is a further point. Once art becomes con-
strued as expression, the work of art must send us
ultimately to the state of mind of its maker, if we are
to interpret it. Realistically speaking, artists of a
given period share a certain expressive vocabulary,
which 18 why, right or wrong, my casual interpreta-
tions of De Kooning, El Greco, and Giacometti seem
at least natural. Even so, this seems (o me a quile
external fact, not at all necessary to the concept of
expression, and conceivably cach artist could express
himself in his own way, so that one vocabulary, as it
were, would be incommensurable with another,
which makes possible a radically discontinuous view
of the history of art, in which one style of art tollows
another, as in an archipelago, and we might in princi-
ple imagine any scquence we choose. In any case we
must understand cach work, cach corpus, in the terms
that define that particular artist we are studying, and
what is true of De Kooning need have nothing to do
with what 1s true of anyone else. The concept of
expression makes such a view possible, relativizing
art, as it does, to individual artists. The history of art
1s just the lives of the artists, one after another.

[t 1s striking that the history of science 1s thought
of somewhat along these lines today—not, as in the
optimism of the nineteenth century, as a linear,
inevitable progression toward an end state of total
cognitive representation, but as a  discontinuous
sequence of phases between which there is a radical
incommensurability. It 1s almost as though the
semantics of scientific terms were like the semantics
of terms like “pain,” where each user is referring (o
something different and speaking in a privale
idiom—so that to the degree that we understand one
another at all, we do so on our own terms. Thus
“mass means something different in each phase of
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science, in part because it is redefined with cach the-
ory that employs it, so that synonymy between theory

and theory is ruled out. But even if we stop short of
this extreme Iexical radicalisi, the mere structure of

history might insure some degree of incommensura-
bility. Immagine the history ol 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 Apollo Belvedere, beyond which it would
be impossible to imagine a further advance. Strictly
speaking, the works in question could have been pro-
duced in that order. But they could not have the inter-
pretation, nor hence the structure, we perceive them
as having under the present chronology. Picasso, only

for example, s constantly referring (o the history of

art he systematically deconstructs, and so presup-
poses those past works. And something of the same
sort is true of science. Even if scientists are not as
conscious of their history as artists are, in truth there

arc intertheoretic references which assure a degree of

incommensurability, if only because we know
Galileo and he could not have known us, and (o 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
past in our own terms, and there can in conscquence
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 think-
ing just now ol Spengler, who dissolved what had
been assumed to be the lincar history of the West into
three distinct and self-contained historical periods,
Classical, Magian, and Faustian, each with its own
vocabulary of cultural forms, between which no
commmensurability of meaning could be assumed.
The classical temple, the domed basilica, the vaulied
cathedral are less three moments in a lincar history

than three distinct expressions in the medium of

architecture of distinct underlying cultural spirits. In
some absolute sense the three periods succeed one
another, but only in the way in which one generation
succeeds another, with the specific analogy to be
drawn that ¢ach generation reaches and expresses its
maturity in its own way. Each of them defines a dif-
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ferent world, and it is the worlds that are incommen-
surable. Spengler’s book was notoriously titled The
Decline of the West, and it was reckoned exceedingly
pessimistic when it first appeared, in part because of
the biological metaphors Spengler employed, which
required each of his civilizations to go through its
own 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 its own peaks, and we
can no more imagine it than we could have been
imagined from an carlier cycle. So art will have a
future, 1t 15 only that eur art will not. Ours 1s a forin
of life that has grown old. So you could look on
Spengler as saying something dark or somcthing
bright, depending upon how you feel about your own
culture within the framework of the severe relativisin
it, as indeed all the views I have been discussing in
this scction, presupposes.

And the reason I am stressing this relativisim here
is that the question I began with, whether art has a
future, clearly is antirelativistic in that it really does
presuppose a linear history in some sense. This has
an absolutely profound philosophical implication, in
that it requires an internal connection between the
way we define art and the way we think of the history
of art. Only, for instance, i we first think of art as rep-
resentation can we then think of art as having the sort
of history which fulfills the progressive model. If, on
the other hand, we think of art as simply being
expression, or the communication of feelings, as
Croce did, well, it just can’t have a history of that sort
and the question of the end of art can have no appli-
cation, just because the concept of expression goes
with that sort of incommensurability in which one
thing just comes after another thing. So that even if it
18 a fact that artists express feelings, well, this 18 only
a fact, and cannot be the essence of art if art has the
kind of history within which the question of its com-
ing to an ecnd makes sense. That art is the business of
perceptual equivalence is consistent with its having
that sort of history, but then, as we saw, it is insuffi-
ciently 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 1s linear, but a theory of art which 1s general
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cnough o include representations other than the sort
illusionistic painting exemplifies best: literary repre-
sentations, for example, and even music.

Now Hegel's theory meets all these demands. His
thought requires that there be genuine historical con-
tinuity, and indeed a kind of progress. The progress in
question is not that of an increasingly refined tech-
nology 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 1s no
longer any point to or need for art. Art is a transitional
stage in the coming of a certain kind of knowledge.
The question then is what sort of cognition this can be,
and the answer, disappointing as itmust sound at first,
1s the knowledge of what art is. Just as we saw is
required, there 1s an internal connection between
the nature and the history of art. History ends with
the advent of sclf-consciousness, or better, self-
knowledge. 1 suppose in a way our personal histories
have that structure, or at least our cducational histo-
ries do, in that they end with maturity, where maturity
18 understood as knowing—and accepting—what or
even who we are. Art ends with the advent of its own
philosophy. I shall now tell this last story by returning
to the history of past pereeptual art.

The success of the Expression Theory of art is also
the failure of the Expression Theory of art. Its suc-
cess consisted in the fact that it was able to explain all
of art in a unifonn way—i.¢., as the expression of
feclings. Its failure consisted in the fact that it has
only on¢ way of explaining all of art. When disconti-
nuitics first appeared as puzzling phenomena in the
progressive history of representation, it was a gen-
uine insight that perhaps artists were (rying (o
express rather than 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 feclings, so 1t is to be expected that these will be
expressed in individual ways, and even in incom-
mensurable ways. Most of us, of course, express our
feelings in very similar ways, and there are forms of
expression which must in fact be understood n ¢vo-
lutionary, not 10 say physiological, terms: we are
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built to express feelings in ways we all recognize. But
then the theory is that these are artists and artists are
defined in part through the uniqueness of their feel-
ings. The artist 1s different from the rest of us. But the
trouble with this plausible if romantic account lay in
the fact that each new movement, from Fauvism
down, lct alone the Post-Impressionism from which
that derived, scemed to require some kind of 1heo-
retical understanding to which the language and
the psychology of emotions seemed less and less
adequate.

Just think of the dazzling succession of art move-
ments in our century: Fauvism, the Cubisms, Futur-
ism, Vorticisim, Synchronism, Abstractionism, Surre-
alism, Dada, Expressionism, Abstract Expressionisin,
Pop, Op, Minimalism, Post-Minimalism, Concep-
tualism, Photorealism, Abstract Realisim, Neo-
Expressionism—simply to list some of the more
familiar ones. Fauvism lasted about two years, and
there was a time when a whole period of art history
scemed destined to endure about five months, or half a
scason. Creativity at that time seemed more 1o consist
in making a period than in making a work. The inper-
atives of art were virtually historical imperatives—
Make an art-historical period!'—and success consisted
in producing an accepted innovation. If you were suc-
cessful, you had the monopoly on producing works no
one ¢lse could, since no one else had made the period
with which you and perhaps a few collaborators were
from now on to be identified. With this went a certain
financial sccurity, inasmuch as museumns, wedded o
historical structure and the kind of completeness
which went with having ¢xamples from cach period,
would want an example from you if you were a suit-
able 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 mar-
ket wanted. Who would want a Utrillo that looked like
Mondrian, or a Maric Laurencin that looked like Grace
Hartigan, or a Modigliani like Franz Kline? And each
period required a certain amount of quite complex the-
ory in order that the often very minimal objects could
be transacted onto the plane of art. In the face of this
deep mterplay between historical location and theo-
retical enfranchisement, the appeal to feeling and
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expression scemed just fess and less convincing. Even
today we hardly know what Cubism was really about,
but I am certain that there is a great deal more (o it than
Braque and Picasso ventilating their surprisingly con-
eruent feelings toward guitars.

The Expression Theory, while too thin by far to
account for this rich profusion of artistic styles and
eenres, has ncvertheless the great merit of having
approached works of art as constituting a natural
kind, surface variations notwithstanding, and (o have
responded in the spirit of science to what has been a
brooding question since Plato—namely, What is Art?
The question became urgent in the twenticth century,
when the received model collapsed, though that 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 [ may, period by period—more
apparent as cach movement raised the question
afresh, offering itsclf as a possible final answer. The
question indeed accompanied cach new artform as
the Cogito, according to a great thesis of Kant's,
accompanies cach judgment, as though each judg-
ment raises about itself the question of What is
Thought? And it began to seem as though the whole
main point of art in our century was to pursue the
question of its own identity while rejecting all avail-
ablc answers as insufficiently gencral. It was as
though, to paraphrase a famous formula of Kant, art
were something conceptuable without satisfying any
specific concept.

It is this way of looking at things which suggests
another model of art history altogether, a model nar-
ratively exemplified by the Bildungsroman, the novel
of self-education which climaxes in the self’s recog-
nition of the self. "This 1s a genre recently and, 1 think,
not inappropriately to be mainly found in feminist lit-
erature, where the question the heroine raises, for
reader and for herself, is at once who is she and what
1 it to be a woman. The great philosophical work
which has this form is Hegel's astonishing Phenom-
enology of Spirit, a work whose hero is the spirit of
the world—whom Hegel names Geist—the stages of
whose development toward  self-knowledge, and
toward sclf-realization  through  self-knowledge,
Hegel traces dialectically, Art is one of these stages—
indeed, one of the nearly final stages of spirit’s return
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1o spirit through spirit—but it is a stage which must
be gone through i the painful ascent toward the final
redeeming cognition,

The culmination of Geist’s quest and destiny is, as
it happens, philosophy, according to Hegel's scheme,
largely because philosophy 1s essentially reflexive, in
the sense that the question of what it is is part of what
it is, its own nature being one of its major problems:
Indeed, the history of philosophy may be read as the
story of philosophy’s mistaken identities, and of its
failures in seeing through and to itself. It is possible
to read Hegel as claiming that art’s philosophical his-
tory consists 1 its being absorbed ultimately into
its own philosophy, demonstrating then that self-
theoretization is a genuine possibility and guarantee
that there is something whose identity consists in
self-understanding. So the great drama of history,
which in Hegel s a divine comedy of the mind, can
end in a moment of final self-enlightenment, where
the enlightenment consists i itself. The historical
importance of art then lies in the fact that it makes
philosophy of art possible and important. Now if we
look at the art of our 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 exter-
nal to a world it secks to understand, so that in under-
standing its object it has to understand itself. But
there is another feature exhibited by these late pro-
ductions which is that the objects approach zero as
their theory approaches infinity, so that virtually all
there 1s 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 18 possible to suppose
that art had come 1o an end. Of course, there will go
on being art-making. But art-makers, living in what |
like to call the post-historical period of art, will bring
into existence works which lack the historical impor-
tance 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 trans-
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ferred 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 omi-
nous overtones at a time when we hold it in our power
to end everything, to expel mankind explosively from
being. Apocalypse has always been a possible vision,
but has seldom seemed so close o actuality as it is
today. When there is nothing left to make history—
i.€., no more human beings—there will be no more
history. But the great meta-historians of the nine-
teenth century, with their essentially religious read-
ings of history, had rather something more benign in
mind, even if, in the case of Karl Marx, violence was
to be the engine of this benign culmination. For these
thinkers, history was some kind of necessary agony
through which the end of history was somehow to be
carned, and the end of history then meant the end of
that agony. History comes to an end, but not
mankind—as the story comes to an end, but not the
characters, who live on, happily ever after, doing
whatever they do in their post-narrational insignifi-
cance, Whatever they do and whatever now happens
to them is not part of the story lived through them, as
though they were the vehicle and it the subject.

Here is a pertinent summation by that profound
and influential commentator on Hegel, Alexandre
Kojeve:

In point of fact. the end of human time, or History—
that is. the definitive annihilation of Man. properly
speaking. or of the free and historical individual
means quite simply the cessation of action in the full
sense of the term. Practically. this means the disap-
pearance of wars and bloodly revolutions. And also
the disappearance of Philosophy. For since Man no
longer changes essentially, there is no reason (o
change the (true) principles which are at the basis of
his understanding of the world and himself. But all
the rest can be preserved indefinitely: art. love. play.
ete.: in short, everything that makes man happy.

And Marx, in a famous passage upon which there can
be little doubt that Kojeve based his, describes the
life of man when all the contradictions that define
history, and which are expressed socially as the class
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wars so ominously specified in The Communist Man-
ifesto, have worked themselves out through the
agony of history, so that society is now classless and
there 1s nothing left to generate more history, and
man is deposited on the promised shores of utopia, a
paradise of nonalienation and nonspecialization.
There, Marx tells us, 1 can be a hunter in the morning
and a fisher in the afternoon and a critical critic in the
evening. Post-historical life, for Hegel as for Marx,
will have the form of a kind of philosophical Club
mediterranée, or what used to be known as heaven,
where there 1s nothing left for us to do but—in the
phrasc of our adolescents—hang out. Or, to take
another immage, 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 reen-
ter the world, have arrayed before them the variety of
lives from which they may pick one: and the canny
Odysscus chooses a life of quict obscurity, the sort of
life most people live most of the time, the simple
dumb existence of the sitcom, village life, domestic
life, the kind of life lamented, in a painful episode, by
Achilles in the underworld. Only, in Marx and in
Hegel, there is no history to rumble beyond the dis-
tant horizons. The storms have abated forever. And
now we can do what we like, heeding that imperative
that 1s no imperative at all: Fay ¢e que voudras—"Do
whatever you want.”

The End of History coincides, and is indeed iden-
tical, with what Hegel speaks of as the advent of
Absolute Knowledge, Knowledge is absolute when
there 18 no gap between knowledge and its object, or
knowledge is its own object, hence subject and object
at once. The closing paragraph of the Phenonienol-
ogv 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 opaque to the
light of cognitive intuition. Such a conception of
knowledge is, I believe, fatally flawed. But it any-
thing comes close to exemplifying it, art in our times
does—for the object in which the artwork consists 1s
so irradiated by theoretical consciousness that the
division between object and subject is all but over-
come, and it little matters whether art s philosophy
in action or philosophy is art in thought. "It is no
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doubt the case,” Hegel writes in his Philosophy of the
Fine Arts, “that art can be utilized as a mere pastime
and entertainment, either in the embellishment of our
surroundings, the imprinting of a life-enhancing sur-
face to the external conditions of our hfe, or the
emphasis placed by decoration on other subjects.”
Some such function must be what Kojeve has in mind
when he speaks of art as among the things that will
make men happy in the posthistorical time. It is a
kind of play. But this kind of art, Hegel contends, is
not really free, “since subservient to other objects.”
Artis truly free, he goes on to say, only when it has
established tself in a sphere it shares with religion
and philosophy, becoming thereby one mode more
and form through which . . . the spiritual truths of
widest range are brought home to consciousness.” All
this and, being Hegel, a good bit more having been
said, he concludes, dismally or not I leave it to the
reader to determine, “Art 1s and remains for us a thing
of the past.” And: “On the side of its highest possi-
bilitics [art] has lost its genuine truth and life, and is
rather transported to our world of ideas than is able to
maintain its former necessity and its superior place in
reality.” So a “science of art,” or Kunsowissenschafi—
by which certanly 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 to
give full satistaction.” And further on in this utterly
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amazing passage he says, “We are invited by art to
contemplate it reflectively . . . in order to ascertain
scicntifically its nature.” And this is hardly something
art history as we know it attempts to do, though I am
certain that the present rather anemic disciphine grew
out of something as robust in its conception as Hegel
meant for it to be. But it is also possible that art his-
tory has the form we know because art as we knew it
is finished.

Well.

As Marx might say, you can be an abstractionist in
the morning, a photorealist in the afternoon, a mini-
mal minimalist in the evening. Or you can cut out
paper dolls or do what you damned please. The age
of pluralism is upon us. It does not matter any longer
what you do, which is what pluralism means. When
one direction is as good as another direction, there is
no concept of direction any longer to apply. Decora-
tion, self-expression, entertainment are, of course,
abiding human needs. There will always be a service
for art to perform, if artists are content with that.
Freedom ends in its own fulfithment. A subservient
art has always been with us. The institutions of the
artworld—galleries, collectors, exhibitions, journal-
ism—which are predicated upon history and hence
marking what is new, will bit by bit wither away.
How happy happiness will make us is difficult to
foretell, but just think of the difference the rage for
gourmet cooking has made in common American
life. On the other hand, it has been an immense priv-
itege to have lived in history.
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Within current philosophical aesthetics, various theo-
ries of “art” continue to be proposed in spite of mid-
century misgivings and against the backdrop of early
Greek origins rooted in the tern rechne (meaning
“craft’” and not "art”). When Wittgenstein questioned
the very enterprise of defining as the purview and pur-
pose of philosophy, he broke the historical chain—
dating back to Plato and Aristotle—that sought to
identify the essence of that uniquely human activity
now collectively labeled “art.” The common percep-
tion that philosophical aesthetics began at some unde-
termined point in time and progressed triumphantly
and predictably toward some goal until its recent
demise (Arthur Danto’s “end™ of art; Victor Burgin’s
“end” of art theory) is a myth.! [t invariably portrayed
Wittgenstein's influence on the field—evidenced in
the writings of Morris Weitz and others—as an
irreparable and cataclysmic break in the chain. The
resistance of Weilz (o “any attempt to state the defin-
ing properties of art’” constituted a severing of stasis
in the ongoing theorizing about art; a break i the nar-
rative of “art™; a collapse of the long-standing institu-
tion. In no uncertain terms, Weitz argued that “the-
ory—in the requisite classical sense—is never
forthcoming in art.” I this pronouncement had been
accepted as true, there would have been no post-
Wittgensteinian proliferation of theories about art.
But there has been, and analytic aesthetics has been
quick torevise its picture of past philosophizing about

art and Wittengenstein’s role in it. The break in the
chain was reinterpreted as a temporary aberration
quickly repaired.

Now, at the end of the twentieth century, we find
ourselves not only theorizing about art but also clas-
sifying those theories into categories. We live in an
age of functional, procedural, historical, and inten-
tional theories of art whereby the former define “art™
in terms of the unique function it fulfills while the lat-
ter cast the creation of art in terms of its accordance
with certain rules and procedures. Many theories are
also labeled “contextual™ since, unlike old-fashioned
functional accounts, they utilize an analysis of the
art-historical context of the work.

Why are there so many theories? And why partic-
ularly—in contrast to fields such as literary theory,
feminist art criticism, and subdisciplines of philoso-
phy that have generated influential feminist theories
in ethics, epistemology, and philosophy of science —
has no feminist theory of art gained prominence in
philosophical aesthetics? Why, in light of nearly
thirty years of feminist theorizing on art, do gender
and race still fail to play a significant role ¢ven in
recent contextual theories, poised as they are to lead
us into the next millennium?

This chapter will investigate the role of feminist
theorizing in relation to traditional aesthetics. Sec-
tion 1 will explore women’s art as it has evolved into
a separate category of feminist expression and will

Reprinted from Theories of Art Today, ¢d. Noel Carroll (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press. 2000). by permission of the

publisher.
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ask the question “Is there a theory of feminist art?”
Noting that feminist artworks have arisen within the
context of a patriarchal artworld dominated for thou-
sands of years by male artists, critics, theorists, and
philosophers, the sccond section will look at the his-
tory of that context as it impacts philosophical theory
by pinpointing the narrow range of paradigms used in
defining “art.” 1 will test the plausibility of Danto’s
vision of a posthistorical, pluralistic future in which
“everything is possible™: a future that unfortunately
rests upon the same foundation as the past concept of
“art.” The third section will ask, in contrast to the
question posed in the first section, what constitutes a
feminist theory of art and where might it lead in
terms of the future of philosophical theorizing. 1 will
consider Stephen Davies™ suggestion that the future
of theorizing about art lies in an extension of Dickie’s
mnstitutional theory: one that relies upon the demo-
cratic structure of the institution of art.* I will review
a sociological approach proposed by Janct Wolll as
one way of answering some of the questions posed
by Davies, and finally, I will suggest some guidelines

<

for an unconventional feminist theory of art.”

IS THERE A THEORY OF
FEMINIST ART?

There 18 art about women and there 1s feminist art. In
addition, some art is created by male artists while
some i1s created by women. Feminist art is nearly
always produced by women; one is hard-pressed to
think of work by a male artist that has come to be
called “feminist™ in common parlance. 1t is a mis-
take, of course, to think that just because a work of art
1s produced by a woman, it 1s necessarily feminist. It
is anachronistic, though not totally inappropriate, o
call a work “feminist”™ when it was created before the
1960s and 1970s American and British feminist
political movements. It is controversial to call a work
“feminmist” when its creator flatly denies it. (Consider
the case of Georgia O Keette.) Controversy, how-
ever, can fuel good marketing; much of the mystique
and popularity of some current artists—Cindy Sher-
man, Kiki Smith, and Sue Williams—can be attrib-
uted to the deliberate use of ambiguity that allows
viewers to interpret them as either feminist or not,
For example, Arthur Danto has claimed that Cindy
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Sherman's early black and white film stills “serve as
a fulcrum for raising the deepest questions of what it
meant 10 be a woman in America in the late twenticth
century.” Critic Jeff Perrone assesses her later works
differently:

Sherman poses herself in Playboy like centerfolds,
... 1 think some people (men) like it so much
because some critics and collectors (men) like a lit-
tle blonde served up in juicy color. That her photo-
graphs are ostensibly about female representation in
popular culture seems beside the point.”

Gender plays a role in art that is neither subliminal
nor secondary to aesthetic concerns, affecting not
only the interpretation but also the evaluation of
Sherman’s work. It plays a crucial role in theorizing
about her art. What I hope to show is that this role has
been largely ignored in philosophical theorizing
about art in general, beginning, as it typically does,
with Greek culture as the tirst and primary example
ol art.

Since Wittengenstein and Weitz, many theories of
art have been proposed that include an art context as
the necessary factor distinguishing ordinary objects
from their indiscemnible art counterparts. Authors of
procedural definitions have posted conditions (or
rules) that theorize a framework—an “artworld” or an
institution of art—by which the distinction can be dis-
cerned. Those rules purport to capture the established
practices (or conventions) of an ongoing art tradition
that have been observed in a neutral, objective way.,
What is really captured, however, 1s the history of
“art” in (only) the Western world, as perceived by cer-
tain people, as they have been privileged to see it and
promote it to others. Only certain people have appro-
priated the authority needed to sanction (only) certain
artifacts as art. Beginning with patriarchal Greco-
Roman cultures, proceeding through the Renais-
sance, and evolving into the twentieth century, the
world of art has narrowed to an artworld whose con-
ventions have been established and perpetuated by a
relatively elite group. The roles of artist, critic,
philosopher, and historian have been populated by
white males who have successfully controlled the
institution of the artworld, What has come down (o us
is an art of exclusion.® Liighteenth-century philoso-
phers set the parameters of aesthetics; nineteenth-cen-
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tury critics and historians opened muscums and wrote
the history of art. "Art” is broader than their combined
efforts would indicate. (Unless, as Davies suggests,
there can be more than one artworld.)” The glaring
omissions in traditional theories of art are the accom-
plishments and perspectives of women, persons of
color, and cultures that predate and overshadow a nar-
rowly circumscribed Luropean-American artworld
context. In other words, when artists are named in (ra-
ditional theories of art, women are usually omitted.
Consider one glaring example: the role of women in
the history of art.

The history of women artists is only beginning to
be amply documented in essays, catalogues, and
books, including some carefully gender-balanced art
history texts. The pervasive practice of representing
women inart is an indication of their important social
role, but it is still unclear how far back the roles of
women as creators extends. Looking back, we come
across evidence of the persistence of goddess wor-
ship from the Paleolithic to the Neolithic periods
(40,000-8,000 B.c.E.) in the form of "a serics of con-
ventionalized images™ that spanned twenty thousand
years.!? Thirty thousand miniature sculptures of clay,
marble, bone, copper, or gold that represent the
female body have been excavated from a total of
three thousand sites in southeastern Lurope. One
image made famous in art history texts is the small
limestone figure originally called the “Venus of Wil-
lendorf™ and subsequently renamed “Woman from
Willendorf,” which dates from ¢, 22,000-21,000
B.c.E! These revolutionary findings, initiated by
Marija Gimbutas, proved that the culture called Old
Fourope (pre-Indo-Luropean culture of Burope from
between 6500 and 3500 B.c.k.) was characterized by
a dominance of women in a matrifocal and probably
matrilineal society that was egalitarian, peaceful, and
focused on the worship of a goddess who exclusively
incarnated the creative principle as source and giver
of all.”?However, the proto-Indo-Furopean culture
that replaced it between 4500 and 2500 B.c.E. was
patriarchal, hierarchical, and war-oriented.'* It sub-
sequently replaced the strong and powerful female
deities with predominantly male ones. The long-
standing (radition of depicting women in art consti-
tuted the earliest convention in artistic creativity, as
cultural artifacts focused exclusively on women,

their procreative powers, and their dominance within
the culture.

In a similar manner, the first written text that sur-
vives is of Sumerian origin, dating from the third mil-
lennium B.C.E. IU 1S a sacred narrative that tells the
cycle of the goddess Inanna, a story focusing on a
female protagonist that predates male Greek epic
heroes by nearly two thousand years.' It is the prod-
uct of a culture in which women held important legal
rights such as owning property and engaging in busi-
ness. Written in pictographic cunciform, dozens of
carved stone images have been discovered that illus-
trate the text. Inanna is the main character repre-
sented, usually with numerous worshipers in atten-
dance. Cycladic art from the Acgean Islands (2500
B.C.E.) also predates ancient Greek art and consists of
umages of women. They are the most common form
of religious art found in Aegean graves, sacred hilltop
sites, and palace shrines, and may have represented
eoddesses, pricstesses, or female worshipers.

In these cases in which representations of women
are clearly predominant, we cannot know who created
them, but it is possible that women partook in the cre-
ative production in these eras. liven recent theories
about the creation of Greek art created in a patriarchal
culture maintain that women participated in the stu-
dios and workshops of various mediums including
sculpture, painting, and pottery making.'> Whether or
not women participated in the actual creation of the
thousands of artifacts predating Greek art, these
objects show us that the origins of art are steeped in
cultural practices that included women as subject
matter. Gender now plays an important role in revi-
sionist historics of art (like Stokstad’s). They have
not, however, been utilized as aesthetic paradigms.
Acesthetics has been content to remain tied to the con-
ception of a patriarchal artworld conceivably begun in
ancient Greecee that included only male artists.

The various roles women played in pre-Greek art
were not an isolated occurrence in the history of art.
Rather, there 1s a continuum of women who func-
tioned in the role of artist. Because they ignored the
medieval nornm of anonymity, we know of women
manuscript illuminators: Ende (¢. 975), Claricia
(who promoted herself in a self-portrait and signature
of the bottom part of the letter ¢ on a page of a
twelfth-century German psalter), and Hildegard of
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Bingen (1098-1179), who was not only an abbess of
significant repute but also a composer, author, and
illustrator of spiritual visions experienced in her sixty
years ol religious life.

Sofonisba Anguissola was the first woman to gain
recognition in the Renaissance, often exchanging her
delicate drawings of intimate family scttings with
Michelangelo. Bologna was a city that boasted a
number of women scholars as well as two dozen
women painters, including the renowned Lavinia
FFontana, who eventually become an official painter
of the papal court and a favorite artist of the Habs-
burgs. As a daughter who apprenticed in her father’s
studio, Lavinia prefigured a number of artists such as
the Baroque Italian painter Artemisia Gentileschi,
also a painter of religious scenes. In Holland, Judith
Leyster gained repute as a portrait painter. So did her
successors Anna Maria Sibylla Merian, a painter of
flowers, fruits, birds, and insccts, and Rachel Ruysch,
primarily a flower painter. The cighteenth century
witnessed the achievements of a number ol signifi-
cant women. Elizabeth Godlrey was a renowned
London silversmith. Angelica Kauffmann was a his-
tory painter who in 1768 became one of only two
women among the founding members of the Royal
British Academy of Painting and Sculpture. (She and
Mary Moser were deliberately excluded from Johann
Zollany’s famous painting, Academicians of ithe
Roval Academy of 1771-72, represented instead as
busts set on a wall shelf) Rosalba Carriera, honorary
member of Rome’s Academy of Saint Luke and
member of the Royal British Academy, was known
for introducing pastels as a portraiture medium to
French artists of the Rococo era. Marie-lLouise-
Elisabeth Vigée-Lebrun was probably the most
famous woman artist of the era. As court painter (o
Marie-Antoinette she was forced to flee the country
during the Revolution, but continued painting suc-
cesstully in Russia and throughout Lurope, complet-
ing cight hundred portraits in her long career. ler
contemporary, Adelaide Labille-Guiard, joined her in
being elected in 1783 to the Royal Academy. By then,
Marie Thérese Reboul and Anne Vallayer-Coster
were alrecady members.

The proliferation of women in the nineteenth ¢en-
tury included sculptors Harriet Hosmer (of mixed
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race, she lived in Ifrance which offered a more recep-
tive audience (o her work), Anne Whitney, [:dmonia
Lewis, and Camille Claudel (model and mistress of
Auguste Rodin), the photographer Julia Margaret
Cameron, the painter Rosa Bonheur, and the more
familiar Berthe Morisot and Mary Cassatt. The twen-
ticth century brought an explosion in numbers and a
varicty of artistic styles. Some twenticth-century
women artists include Paula Modersohn-Becker,
Suzanne Valadon, Kiithe Kollwitz, Natalya Gon-
charova, Louise Nevelson, Helen Frankenthaler,
Llaine de Kooning (wile of the late Willem), Lee
Krasner (wife of Jackson Pollock), Surrcalists
Dorothea Tanning and l.conora Carrington, Louise
Bourgeois, Alice Neel, Florine Stettheimer, Georgia
O Keetle, Isabel Bishop, Marisol, Hannah Hoch,
Frida Kahlo, Dorothea Lange, Diane Arbus, Eva
Hesse, performance artists Ana Mendieta, Carolee
Schneemann, Hannah Wilke, and contemporary
artists Judy Chicago, Miriam Schapiro, Susan
Rothenberg, Audrey Flack, Nancy Spero, Sherry
Levine, Jenny Holzer, Barbara Kruger, Cindy Sher-
man, Rosemarie Troeckel, Kiki Smith, Sue Williams,
Sue Coe, Gladys Nilsson, Adrian Piper, Faith Ring-
eold, Lorna Simpson, Carric Maec Weems, and filin-
makers Yvonne Rainer, Trinh T. Minh-ha, and Julic
Dash.

These artists make up a continuum, a history: one
we presumne is integral to the canonical history of art
(once presumed to be objectively established and
promoted). As already noted, these women rarely, if
ever, surface in philosophical discussions about the
nature and theories of art. Philosophers unfamiliar
with them olten rationalize their omission by saying,
“If women were any good, they would have been
included in standard historics of art.” It was not until
the 1980s that wommen regained a foothold in the his-
tory of art, and have come to be included in greater
nuibers in basic texts ever singe, Even so, many fem-
mist theorists have come up with their own alternative
theories to explain what women create and why they
have been excluded from the canon and central
sources of recognition and funding for so long.'¢ In
effect, they have developed their own feminist theo-
rics of art. Allow me to explain a few examples of
recent feminist scholarship documenting reasons why
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women have come to achicve only a sinall measure of
recognition and success within art theorizing.

In 1971 Linda Nochlin prompted an entire realm
of new scholarship based on an interest in gender by
asking the question “Why have there been no great
woinen artists?”!7 She initiated the exploration of
accolades which consistently cluded women in the
arts. She began investigations into the underpinnings
of art-historical rankings and art-critical evaluations.
Her work resulted in uncovering the social, eco-
nomic, and political dimensions of life that precluded
womnen’s full participation in the arts through the
centurics. She disclosed the conditions by which
womnen were consistently nurtured to be less than
creative, autonomous, and independent beings. For
example, under the law, women were denied the
rights of full citizenship: legal representation, the
right to inherit, the right to vote. Often the rationale
was bascd on well-entrenched but unchallenged
philosophics by which the status of women in the six-
teenth through the nineteenth centuries deviated little
from Aristotle’s categorization of them as deformed
males. They were seen as less rational, less virtuous,
and, in line with early and medieval Christian theol-
ogy, antithetical to the higher pursuits of the mind
and spirit.'® They were the repository of bodily based
passions and uncontrollable emotions. Eve was con-
sidered the personification of these evils; she was not
only secondary to Adam (i.c., man in general) but
also the source of his downfall. As less than fully
rational, woman was less than fully human. With the-
orics that advanced levels of human nature deter-
mincd by sex, color, and class, women were consis-
tently assigned an inferior status. It is no surprise that
basic rights to education were denicd and that when
female artists, wrilers, and musicians appeared, they
were considered anomalies and excluded by philoso-
phers from the ranks of “ercat art."1

For these reasons, feminist scholars have consid-
ered it futile to assess the productivity of women in
terms of male-defined criteria. They have been suspi-
cious of the most basic concepts of art history and art
criticism, such as “genius” and “masterpiece” (the lat-
ter doubly fraught with sexist and racist overtones),
and have questioned the standard parameters of inter-
pretation and judements of value.”” They have sought

to implement other modes of inquiry in order to try to
understand the lack of estecm which women’s art has
suffered. Theorists Griselda Pollock and Roszike
Parker extended the analysis of women artists (o
issues of class, citing the sexist ideology of carly art
historians who purposely failed to include women in
the official history of art as it caine to be recorded.”!
They also unsuccessfully attempted to find a term
equivalent to “old masters™ as evidenced by their title,
Old Mistresses: Women, Art, and Ideology.

Most important, feminists have come to designate
a particular type of art as “feminist art.” The ensuing
debate has been lively. Norma Broude and Mary D.
Garrard’s critical collection of essays, The Power of
Feminist Art, chronicles the first twenty-five years of
feminist art, including a variety of approaches 1o
“defining” feminist art.>? For instance, artist Judy
Chicago suggests,

True feminist art embodies a value system based on
the opportunity for empowerment for everyone.
rather than the notion of striving for power over oth-
ers, which is the patriarchal paradigm.?

Critic Lucy Lippard considers feminist art an ideol-
ogy, a way of life.>* But according to Linda Nochlin,
“There 1s no such thing as feminist art in general”
Mary Kelly concurs, “There is no such thing as fem-
inist art, only art informed by different teminism.” In
spite of theoretical suspicions, even young women
artists admit the influence of feminism on their work.
Ann Hamilton (born in 1956) writes: “You can’t sep-
arate your life from feminism. How can you know
what your life would be like without that kind of con-
text7> At the very least, a characterization of femi-
nist art includes an artist’s intention to portray a polit-
ically based ideology of gender representation and
gender equality. Thus, feminist art is typically
defined by work from the 1960s to the present. As
stated earlier, it would be anachronistic and mistaken
to call carlier works by women “feminist.” Prehis-
toric, Greek, Renaissance, and other works may have
been created by women, but they are not considered
feminist.

Thus, there have been many feminist theories
about women’s art without there being one defining
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thcory of feminist art. Nor will there be one forth-
coming. It 1s a mistake to transpose philosophical
goals of defining “art” o feminist investigations, As
Rita Felski has argued, “feminist criticism does not
need an (autonomous) aesthetic. ™0 It is crucial to rec-
ognize that the lack of such a theory does not indicate
a significant failure on the part of theorists. It is not
that feminists writing about art scek a defining theory
that universally, once and for all, defines “art” and scts
the parameters for 18 interpretation and evaluation.
Rather, the resistance to one overall theory comes
from within feminism itself. As in feminist theorizing
in cthics, cpistemology, and the philosophy of sci-
ence, no one theory dominates. Feminist scholarship
seeks o avoid essentialisim and to allow for a prolif-
eration of views. In thewr recognition of pluralist crit-
1cal approaches, feminists naturally fail to agree with
each other. Philosophers, of course, disagree as well,
but their agenda 1s radically different. They are stll
enmeshed in the traditional enterprise of finding the
best, most inclusive, universal definition of “art.” It 1s
significant to note that the age of pluralisi has only
recently been acknowledged by Arthur Danto.”” Fem-
inist and other postunodern theorists have been
actively engaged in establishing an age of pluralism
for decades. I'eminist art has been explained i terms

of context since it began in the 1960s. Any theory of

feminist art that differentiates it from nonafeminist art
necessarily takes the context of the artworld, its past
history, and it$ continuing conventions and nstitu-
tions mto account. In fact, given s political nature
(Lappard once called feminist art “propaganda’™), one
might say that there can be no theory of feminist art
that 1s not contextual in nature. Given this predisposal
of feminist theories toward contextuality, how do
standard contextual philosophical theories fare?

PHILOSOPHICAL THEORIES AND
DEFINITIONS OF ART

Several issues bear emphasizing when we look back
at the history of writing about art in terms of its inter-
nal dynamic, complex interactions as well as its
interconnections with philosophical aesthetics. At
times, one seems (o predate and determine the other,
while at other times they work in tandem. Artistic and
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historical criteria for evaluating art did not aris¢ in a
vacuum, completely separate and outside philosoph-
ical interests. Likewise, the philosophy of art was not
immune from overwhelming influences of certain
types of art held in high regard. This was especially
true during the time in which art history was being
“written” in the nincteenth century, with the rise of
muscums and the demarcation of High Art from low.
It 18 perhaps no coincidence that Hegel's historical
theory of art was a product of this time. At no time in
these theoretical developments—of museums, art
history, philosophical aesthetics—were  women
artists or theorists allowed to play a rcal role. One
would hope that such insularity was short-lived. But
even in the twentieth century, especially with regard
1o the dominant philosophical theories of art,
women'’s input has been negligible.

The entire history of art has been based on para-
digms. It 1s the history of the "great masters,” works
of genius, and “masterpicees.” The history is clearly
traccable back to the Greeks, highlighted with the
names of such sculptors as Polykleitos and Praxite-
les. In spite of the Renaissance writer Vasari's citing
several women in his renowned Lives of the Artists,
male artists have dominated the established histori-
cizing of art as a scholarly ficld and academic disci-
pline. Pressure from feminist art historians has forced
the canon (o become more inclusive, bringing recog-
nition to other artists as well: more examples by
artists of color, new explanations of American Indian
artifacts and culture, and entire reconceptualizations
of the way art history had been previously cast. For
instance, the classification of certain peoples as
“primitive” has been rethought; the roots of African
art have been traced back to the zenith of Feyptian
civilization; the art of Asian and Pacific cultures has
eained in stature; the collective label of “other™ is no
Jonger attached to any culture different from the pre-
dominant Western; and a general dissection of the
history-by-paradigm approach has become standard
practice in light of charges of elitism, sexism, racism,
and homophobia. The history of art has come under
scrutiny as has its foundation of aesthetic criteria—
critena established by white males of an upper-class
¢ighteenth-century European society who ushered in
the birth of modern aesthetics.
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Philosophers, who rarely argue for the artistic sta-
tus of a work of art that has not already been deemed
a paradigm by art critics or art historians, continue 1o
rely upon antiquated versions of art history. Thus,
philosophical theorizing 1s nearly three decades
behind in updating its paradigms. Given this fact, it is
no surprise to read volumes of writings in aesthetics
and find no references to women artists. If one
rereads Plato on imitation, beauty is the ideal, but one
can only surmise as (0 whether women—who were
allowed a role in the Republic in waging war and
eovernance—would also be allowed to participate in
the arts. In reviewing Aristotle on tragedy, we are
reminded that it was inappropriate for a female char-
acter to be manly or clever due to her inferiority. In
addition, “art” defined as imitation ironically ex-
cluded women from performing women's roles on
stage! When eighteenth-century empiricists intro-
duced gender into aesthetic discourse, nature and art
became feminine (the beautiful) or masculine (the
sublime).”® Does it come as any surprise that the sub-
liime was ranked above the beautiful? Woman's role
was as passive exemplar of beauty: good only for
being looked at. Some well-known theories of art
were promulgated by several of the most notorious
misogynists in the history of philosophy, namcly,
Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. Hegel, in keeping with
Aristotle, claimed that “womankind™ is constituted
through suppression. This does not mean that their
theories of art were necessarily misogynistic, but it
certainly insured that their base of artistic examples
excluded women as artists on a par with men.

Given these philosophical convictions, women
were denied active roles in the establishing of the
philosophical foundations of aesthetics, denied re-
cognition as artists in the production of art, and
excluded from establishing the criteria for canoniz-
ing art-historical styles and personac. Aesthetics
was gendered masculine from the beginning, ‘these
are strong charges in light of philosophy’s claims to
pursue criteria for definition and evaluation that are
purportedly universal and objective. What feminist
scholars have tried to show (and [ will continue to
argue below) is that any theory purporting to be uni-
versal but based on biased criteria with a limited
range of applicability 1s inherently flawed.

Acsthetic theorists placed significant emphasis on
the notion of disinterestedness, setting the stage for
the advent of aesthetic attitude theories and isola-
tionist theories that precluded contextual data from
being relevant to the aesthetic experiencing of art.
Information about the artists™ origins and intentions
was considered irrelevant, and the theories of Stolnitz
and Beardsley, among others, sought to isolate art
from its sociohistorical context at all costs.* Consis-
tent with their predecessors, twentieth-century aes-
theticians appropriated their paradigms from the
same art history as did previous philosophers. In
order to mect the challenge of explaining Duchamp’s
Fountain, Warhol's Brillo Box, and other concep-
tual art—in conjunction with Wittgenstein's anti-
essentialism—theories arose that took sociological
(institutions of art) and art-historical contexts into
consideration. Two main leaders in this move were
Arthur Danto and George Dickie. Their writings con-
tained the germ of theories subsequently proposed by
Lucian Krukowski, Jerrold Levinson, Noél Carroll,
and Marcia LEaton.

According to Stephen Davies’ Definitions of Art,
theories of art divide into three categories: func-
tional, procedural, and historical/intentional. Even
within contemporary theorizing about art, however,
the range of paradigms he cites is grossly skewed to
white male artists. The problem with these theories is
not just that women have been left out of the written
and conceptual histories of art, nor that they still fail
to function within art history, art criticisin, and ag¢s-
thetics as paradigms of “art” or “good art.” Ratherit’s
that theorizing about art—as guided by this narrow
range of paradigins—is incomplete and conceptually
mnadequate. It cannot encompass all art because the
stipulated precedents from history and criticism pre-
clude the broader spectrum of what counts as human
expression and creativity, This explaing continual
challenges to ¢xisting theories: What about the case
of driftwood? Salvador Dali’s pile of rocks? Aborig-
inal art? Naive art? Graffiti art? Digital art?

Let us look at some of the language used to stipu-
late the narrow range of paradigims and the way such
paradigms arc established. In Dickie's two versions
(and related writings) of the Institutional Theory, no
woman artist is cited although the definitions appear
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relatively gender-neutral. In the first definition, a
work of art is an artifact that has been bestowed upon
it the status of art by someone qualificd within the
ongoing institution of art.*! For Dickie, this means
the continuum of practices—conventions—that con-
stitute the ongoing practice, or institution, of art.
Davies designates Dickic's theory as inadequate and

“ahistorical” since it stipulates roles that members of

the artworld hold without providing any particulars
of those roles. In other words, Dickie fails

to characterize the roles that generate the structure
of that institution—their boundaries. their limita-
tions, the circumstances under which they change.
the conditions for their occupancy. and so on.>?

Thus Dickie has failed to amplify the details of art
history which function as the basis of his theory,
thereby leaving open to speculation the spectfics of
who has occupied those roles in the past, who occu-
pies them now, and who will come o occupy them in
the future. (More on this in the third section.) That is,
in spite of Dickie’s oversimplified claim that anyone
“could™” be an artist within the artworld, some reflec-
tion on the sociohistorical restrictions on women
such as those described by Parker, Pollock, and
Nochlin (see section 1) would prompt us to question
his generalization.

The revised version of the mstitutional theory,
although clearer, still falls short for Davies, who
secks more information about the authority of per-
sons in the artworld by which they may confer the
status of arthood.** Feminists have asked the same
type of question for years, though not in the same
terminology. They, too, have challenged the authority
of the philosophers of taste of the eighteenth century,
the historians of art of the nineteenth ¢century, the art
critics and theorists of the twenticth century. It
appears that philosophers have come rather late to
the fundamental questions that challenge the variety
of procedures by which definitions of “art”™ have
come to be codified. Given this state of things, the
procedural approach may be suspect inall s
manifestations.

Let's take another example. In Afier the End of Art:
Contemporary Art and the Pale of History, Arthur
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Danto discusses the “experts”™ who accorded the
status of art to Warhol's Brillo Box and Duchamp’s
Fountain:

The experts really were experts in the samne way in
which astronomers are experts on whether some-
thing is a star. They saw that these works had mean-
ings which their indiscernible counterparts lacked.
and they saw as well the way these works embodied
those meanings.>

Who were these experts? The art critics, we presume,
empowered by the artworld (on Danto’s theory) and
authorized by the institution of art (on Dickie’s the-
ory). Who decemed them expert? It is unclear,
although the analogy to astronomy unplics that these
are persons cducated and experienced in knowing
about art, reminiscent of Hume's qualified person of
taste.

The fact that artworks by women fail to be cited as
paradigms and women critics fail to be considered
“expert” explaing why the paradigms remain less
than fully representative of the artworld population.
‘This is particularly interesting, given Danto’s recent
adjustment of his “admittedly somewhat reckless
claim™ concerning the death of art.™ In prior wril-
ings, Danto claimed that art, in its linear progression
(4 la Hegel), had reached its end—or had at least
reached the point at which it “had nearly turned into
philosophy.” He has subsequently reconsidered and
now defines the present moment in art as “open’ and
at “the conjunction of essentialism and historicism.”

As we seck to grasp the essence of art—or to speak
less portentously. of an adequate philosophical defi-
nition of art— our task is immensely facilitated by
the recognition that the extension of the term “work
of art” is now altogether open, so that in effect we
ltve in a time when everything is possible for
artists.*

Still borrowing from Hegel, he claims that freedom
defines our posthistorical period of art; it stipulates
our “modalities of history™:

The sense in which everything is possible is that in
which there are no a priori constraints on what a
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work of visual art can Jook like. so that anything vis-
ible can be a visual work. This is part of what it
really means to live at the end of art history.?’

This should come as good news for womnen arfists
who worked outside the “pale of history™ (i.e., raced
pale/white) for so long and for feminist theorists who
developed alternative theories of art that deviated
from the canonical norm. If we are truly living at the
end of art history, several possibilities lie before us.

One 1s to consider ourselves at @ moment in time
when we can say good riddance to the old exclusiv-
ity of art history and welcome to the new. But it’s not
clear what Danto foresees as the new history nor how
it will come to be generated. He cites Wolfflin “with
his keen sense of historical modalities—of possibil-
ity and impossibility™ as his guide, but his examples
reflect the narrowness of staunch conservative art his-
torians like Kenneth Clark and Robert Hughes.** In
Danto’s vision of the future, the range of possibilitics
of art still extend no turther than Grinewald, Diirer,
Terborch, Bernini, Botticelli, Lorenzo di Credi, Ca-
ravageio, Pinturicchio, Courbet, Giotto, Cervantes,
Guercino, FFeuerbach, Manet, Poussin, the Bolognese
“masters,” Praxiteles, Van Mecgeren, Vermeer, Ru-

bens, Rembrandt, the “posunodern masterpiece” of

the American painter Russell Connor and the “mas-
terpiece” of the “true heroes of the post-historical
period,” the “post-historical masters™ Komar and
Melamid.? It appears that art paradiems in a posthis-
torical period are no different in terms of gender from
ones from a historical period. Danto may siumply
answer this charge by claiming that women artists
implicitly form part of the canon of art, but his negli-
gence in citing them as paradigms might lead us to

view his response as ad hoc and inadequate. If

women artists, critics, and theorists are part of the
posthistorical age of pluralism, why are they not
mentioned?

More pointedly, given that Comnor’s work con-
sists of jointly parodying Rubens's Rape of the
Daughters of Leucippus and Picasso’s Demoiselles
d Avignon—in which the women being carried off by
the two horsemen are imitations of Picasso’s woimnen
(already an appropriation of African ar)—how do we
interpret Danto’s judgment of this as a “masterpicce”™

much less as comic? Defining what is funny can be
dehicately eender- and race-specific.* It is question-
able to some feminists whether any rape scene can
count as an artistic “masterpiece,” much less whether
a parodied rape scene can ever be considered
“comic—even if appropriation is fashionable and
sometimes funny in the 1990s. . . .

A FEMINIST THEORY OF ART

Perhaps a simple remedy for the narrowness of philo-
sophical acsthetics is simply to “add women and stir”
But to do so 1s to misunderstand the role of gender in
transforming the mainstreain, the canon, and the tra-
dition, and to misperceive the possibility of turning
theories of feminist art into more complex feminist
theories of art. Consider a quote from Arthur Danto
regarding the political activities of the subversive art-
world group known as the Guerilla Girls.

The group has been exceedingly radical in its means
and in 1ts spirit. I 15 genmuinely collaborative. to the
point that the anonymity of its members is a fiercely
held secret: appearing in gorilla masks is a metaphor
for that. And the art of this superordinate entity is
certainly a form of direct action: its members plaster
the walls of Soho with brilliant, biting posters. But
the message of the posters is that not enough women
are represented in museums. in major shows, in
unportant galleries. So it envisages artistic success
in the traditional, let us say, using their concept,
white male terms. Its means are radical and decon-
structive, but its goals are altogether conservative.*!

Commenting on the “somewhat paradoxical char-
acter of the Guerilla Girls,” Danto exemplifies a typ-
ical misunderstanding of the feminist agenda. The
Guerilla Girls have come to symbolize the embodi-
ment of feminist political activity; as strategizers,
they are united, determined, and skillful ** They are
out in force, operating openly in the artworld: plant-
ing a banana on a public podium or posting an
announcement decrying the oppressive gender poli-
tics at the Whitney. They are not only attempting (o
balance the institutional scales so that gender equity
might be achieved in the artworld but they are also
attempting to radically alter the artworld itself.
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Danto scriously understates their case in terms of
both intentionality and political achievement. In ask-
ing why they strive for artistic success in traditional,
conservative, white male terms, Danto s really asking
why they don’t just create their own alternative art-
world or why they aren’t more feminist. The irony 1s
that as women seck the attention, respect, and praise
of art critics, often the foothold gained is diminished
by what gets said about them. They succeed in secur-
g critical atention while being sunultaneously
undermined. Their goals are dismissed as “altogether
conservative,” and their motivation 1s reduced to a
desire to be aceepted on “white male terms.”

On the contrary, most feminists do not want to
break into the artworld as 1t now exists: traditional,
hierarchical, conservative, and founded on “white
male terms.” Their goals are 1o be included in muse-
ums as those muscums start to welcome a variety of
works 1n a true spirit of openness; they want major
shows and mmportant galleriecs to valuc their work
for how 1t redefines or discards “masterpicce™ and
“oenius.” They seek to move beyond the pale of art
history by creating the next critical era: one that val-
ues artworks because they diverge from the white,
male viewpoint and traditional aesthetic norms of
evaluation. (Not only when they acquiesce and uplift,
as in the case of Sherman.) A truly new age would
include women and artists of color using radical and
deconstructive means toward the end of altering (per-
haps abolishing) the artworld.** In philosophical
terms, this would mean the influx of feminist theories
of art into aesthetics.

What might such theories look like? One sug-
gested direction, as mentioned earlier, is the institu-
tional theory of art.** Davies distrusts Dickie's theory
for its lack of clarification about the “artists”™ who
have the authority to confer the status of arthood by
virtue of their occupying arole within the artworld to
which that authority attaches. He questions how a
person comes to acquire such authority at a particu-
lar tume and not others, and how the artworld “per-
sists through time.”

Dickie needs to say something about the history of
art not in order to explain why artworks are as they
are now, but rather, o explain why the Artworld is as
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it is, and hence to explain why the process by which
art status can be achieved and the restrictions on who
might effectively use this process are as they are.®

A quick glance back at Danto reveals that “most if
not all people™ are able to make something into art.
For Dickie 0 hold the same belief would not be
inconsistent with the conditions of his theory. Davies
introduces a new term to Dickie’s theory, “demo-
cratic,” intended to characterize the nature of the role
of artist in history. According to Davies:

Dickie should describe the structure of the Artworld.
showing how different roles within the institution
attract to themselves different amounts or kinds of
authority. To that story he should add an account of
the organic. historical nature of the institution in
order to explain how it might come to have its pres-

ent “democratic” structure.*¢

Although 1 recognize the cogency of Davies™ (and
others’) critique of the vagueness of the institutional
theory, I beg to differ with his account. The artworld
has never been “democratic.” This is true for Davies’
examples of the fiftcenth century when hobby
painters could not be artists, as well as the twentieth
century. For instance, I would wager that no woman
could have produced Fountain. That 1s, even if some
woman, for example, Meret Oppenhein or Hannah
Hoch, had dated and signed a man’s urinal, it would
never have merited the same attention or acclaim as
Duchamp’s. (Similarly for L.H.0O.0.Q. and other
masculine Duchampian gestures.) Although Davies
dismisses the historian’s and social anthropologist’s
approach, they might be exactly what 1s needed.

[t should be noted at this point that traditional acs-
thetics has never been eager to undertake a sociolog-
ical approach to art. Recall Marcia Eaton’s warning
and dismissal of sociological accounts of art like that
of marxist acsthetics:

One of the problems with Marxism (and other soci-
ologies of art) is that it assumes a connection
between art and social features that has yet to be
shown to exist. That is. it presupposes the existence
of lawlike connections between social factors and
artistic creation.®’
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Given the skepticism about the empirical verification
of such connections, Zaton dismisses any such
approach as “aesthetic sociology™

Marxism identifies artworks with their contexts and
hence does not allow us to see what 1s special about
them. There 1s a sense in which Marxist aesthetics
ceases to be aesthetics at all.*®

But maintaining strictures about what counts as
“aesthetics™ is precisely what impedes progress in
pursuing clarification of the social factors surround-
ing the creation and distribution of art. All contextual
theories, including [aton’s, arc based precisely on
such connections; such connections constitute the
foundation of all contextual theories of art. Eaton
confirms this when she states that “outside the con-
text of social and cultural practices and conventions,
“art’ does not make sense.”™?

What i1s needed is something like a feminist
account of the artworld that has looked seriously at
the way the roles of the institution have been meted
out to a particular subpopulation across the centuries.
If women and persons of color have consistently
been denied access to these roles, the artworld cannot
call uself democratic. If they continue (o be denied,
the artworld will never be democratic. The authority
by which the artworld proceeds remains institution-
ally intact. The hierarchy, the privileging of power,
and the denial of access remain institutionalized (in
the most negative sense of the term): frozen in place.
There is no way out other than radical departure from
the ongoing social practices. The radical restructur-
ing advocated by the Guerilla Girls and other femi-
nists is precisely what is needed.

For thirty years, feminists have been involved with
the process of fleshing out what a variety of such the-
orics might include. German, I“rench, British, and
American feminists have debated the integral parts of
a variety of approaches to theorizing about art. As
far back as the 1970s, Gisela Ecker proposed the
following:

Feminist aesthetic theory must insist that all investi-
gations into art have to be thoroughly gen-
derised. .. . A truly genderised perspective would
mean that the sex—male or female—of both the

artist and the critic is taken into account. This also
implies their relation to gender-values in the institu-
tions and within the theories they apply.*®

Many other theorists have supported this view.

Given the suggestions of Stephen Davies, one
promising approach is provided by Janet Wollft, who
argues for a new aesthetic based in a sociological
study of the arts: one that addresses not only issues of
ecnder but also class and the influence of political or
moral ideals on the ways "art” comes to be defined
and artworks valued. In The Social Production of Art,
she states,

Understanding art as socially produced necessarily
involves illuminating some of the ways in which
various forms. genres. styles, etc. come (o have
value ascribed to them by certain groups n particu-
lar contexts !

In other words, Wolfl promotes an investigation into
“the ways these categories and divisions are histori-
cally created and sustained™: precisely what Davies
called for in the hopes of elucidating philosophical
contextual theories such as Dickie’s. Wollf provides
accounts of the social structure of the institutions of
the artworld that indicate how the rise of art criticism,
art markets, and the codification of the history of art
have come to affect what subsequently assumed
“neutral, objective™ status within philosophical the-
ory. She argues that artistic production has little to do
with “genius™ and is much more like other forms of
production and human agency, especially in terins of
the influence of economic factors. Rejecting a tradi-
tional sociological analysis of the concept of
*eenius,” Wollf argues,

It has never been true, and it is not true today. that
the artist has worked in isolation from social and
political constraints of a direct or indirect kind.*?

Therefore, she debunks the philosophical notion of
the Ur-artist and instead pursues the various strands
that make up the social production of art, including
the roles of artist, the patronage system, and the
“mediators” (“gatckeepers™),

In a more recent work, Aesthetics and the Sociol-



810

ogy of Art, Wolll locates hersell between opposing
camps: one that denies sociology a role in the analy-
sis of aesthetic value, and the opposite view of reduc-
tionists who collapse aesthetic value into social or
political value. Although she fails to incorporate the
contextual theories of Danto and Dickie into her dis-
cussion, she notes that philosophers have “aban-
doned the ficld of pure philosophy™ by incorporating
“the contingent and the social into their analyses™

The sociological nature of the institutional theory of
art is self-evident, for the theory relies on the social
roles and institutions in which art is produced and
accredited >?

Her suggestions, although brief, are directed to the
further delincation of a sociological acsthetics, some-
what similar to that promoted by Rita Felski:

A feminist aesthetic theory, then, must take into
account this institutionalized status of art as exem-
plified in existing ideological and discursive frame-
works 3%

Davies’ final suggestions do not sufficiently move
such an agenda forward. His call for a proceduralist
approach dismisses the functionalist approach by
which art is defined and gauged by individuals’ reac-
tions to a particular stimulus. To dismiss the func-
tionalist approach is to deny the importance of the
diversity of reactions art can inspire. lle returns
briefly to these matters when he states that the primary
function of art 1s to provide enjoyment and that art can
have “far-rcaching social benefits™ as well. But his
claim that “Good artworks, properly approached and
understood, afford enjoyment™ still invokes a stan-
dard of propriety mired in the past. Consider his con-
firmation of this look backward:

Standards for the proper approach lo artworks are
governed by interpersonal conventions of the Arl-
world {which are] grounded in the history of the
practices of the Artworld and are not established by
stipulation.®

On the contrary, conventions are often established by
stipulation: by certain persons, in particular roles,
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within broader contexts. 1t is a mistake to think that
the social contexts of those who have been allowed to
set the standards, establish the practices, and estab-
lish the conventions are not relevant and that only
history counts. What 1s enjoyable can also be gener-
alized into what s good. This is the resurfacing of
Hume's problem of the standard of taste. But what
counts as enjoyable for the African or the Indian
appreciator has not become part of the standards of
the artworld as institutionalized in the Western world.
The democratization of enjoyment has not played a
role in the history of art. Members, in a variety of
roles within the artworld, have simply refused to
allow it.

Finally, Davies claims that intentionality is neces-
sary for something to become an artwork. But he
stipulates artists’ intentions as follows: the art maker
must intend her product “to be viewed in one or
another of the ways m which art has been correctly
viewed in the past.” Again, the past sets the prece-
dent. Even the success of originality depends on the
agent’s having a “recognized, established position of
prominence within the Artworld™® On this view
most women, feminists, persons of color are auto-
matically cxcluded. To stipulate prominence in the
artworld as a prerequisite for having the authority to
create art begs the question. I suggest a return to a
more functionalist account, particularly along the
following lines.

Given the conventions of the tradition already in
place within philosophical aesthetics, an unconven-
tional feminist theory of art would include the
following:

I. A recognition that the past history of art, criti-
cisin, theory, and philosophy has been domi-
nated by a particular subpopulation with a par-
ticular taste and a particular agenda. The
artworld has been undemocratic from the start
and still continues to be.
A recognition that the roles of authority within
the artworld have had no basis in objective cri-
teria and that value judgments issucd by such
“experts” are subjective and idiosyncratic.
3. A recognition that the Hegelian approach to
the linearity of “art™ 1s flawed; it fails to recog-

o
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nize “art” from a varicty of cultures and across
a significant length of time, art that may not fit
the narrowing criterion of originality.

4. A recognition that sexist and racist assump-
tions have permeated philosophical aesthetics
as instituted in the eighteenth century and con-
tinucd into the nincteenth and twenticth cen-
turics.

5. Arecognition that Ur-roles have been filled in
ways that the artworld has failed (o recognize.

6. A recognition that gender and race are essen-
tial components of the context in which an art-
work 1s created and thus cannot be excluded
from considcration in procedural (historical,
intentional) definitions of “art.”

Far from essentializing a feminist theory of art,
these suggestions serve as a starting point for further
discussion between philosophers and feminist theo-
rists. The undisclosed conventions of the artworld are
only fully coming to light as recent scholarship

develops. Suggestions 1-6 stand as markers of

acknowledgment: demands for “recognition™ (or rec-
ognizing) of the “interpersonal conventions™ called
for by Davies. (1) 1s a general statement calling atten-
tion to the demographics of the vast majority of art
practitioners who have established and dominated an
undemocratic artworld. (2) admonishes the figures
who have institutionalized artworld roles of authority
predicated upon the presumption of objective, uni-
versal criteria, (3) undermings the pervasiveness of a
strict, lincar concept of “art™ that fails to recognize ils
more complex repetitious and cyclical nature; this
conception depended heavily upon the msistance on
originality as an artistic criterion, so that whatever is
“new” counts as valuable and thus progressive. (4)
singles out the legacy of philosophers, especially as
they have contributed to the foundations of art criti-
cism and art history, as well as their practice of deriv-
g aesthetic criteria from those institutions and
scholarly disciplines. (5) attempts to complicate the
philosophical notion of the Ur-work by inviting
reflection upon actual archeological evidence, much
of which has only tangentially been considered part
of the continuum of “art.” Toward that ¢nd it might be
helpful to expand the functions usually attributed to

carly/Ur-works: beyond the magical, religious, and
spiritual. Finally, (6) promotes a more inclusive
mode of organizing the components of future contex-
tual theories of art. A corollary might emphasize the
various types of theories of feminist art and socio-
logical aesthetics that have already arisen apart from
the analytic tradition. Perhaps a reconsideration of art
in terms of gender, race, class, ethnicity, and sexual
orientation would add a new dimension to functional
accounts of art that might be used in consort with
procedural definitions.

Thus, the glaring omissions in traditional theories
of art can be corrected. Feminist theories of art can
scrve as modcels for expanding the range of para-
digms within aesthetics and challenging ingrained
cliches. As Hilde Hein reminds us,

Feminism creates new ways of thinking. new mean-
ings. and new categories of critical reflection: it 1s
not merely an extension of old concepts to new
domains.>’

Perhaps, cven within the most historically bound
philosophies of art, its time has come.
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