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The lie of official culture is that society-invested art is sullied; deficient in its
conception, deformed in its gestation, brutalised by the conditions of its birth,
and abused in its lifetime. To rescue ourselves from this damaging fiction
surely requires a new emancipation from market relations, and it demands
a rethinking of all the facets of the production of art within culture.Acs



culture

Susanne Kappeler has described culture as we
know it as patriarchy’s self-image’, and important
features of this self-image are, for example, the
acsthetic domains of art and literature. Zhgse
pestirticzdomains? are” Aiconneac feomzreality
ﬁfgr@ﬁf@mdéryfﬁgﬂvt@/ﬁ%m% \

coricluaes, witfiSome hesiaupnzanwyesforcefullizenougir: ~Aesthe-
tics, 1 say, like philosophy and science, is invented not so much to
enable us to get closer to reality as for the purpose of warding it off, of
protecting against it.”* Watdidg sof@hiing -pIf protectifig: against
somethifg glivthere seemisAmtieed 5o Be A bisiggesture of thefyod-
ernist aésthen T froni Fladbem ferRafadd Barties antl Hthérpoiitrae
thralists: Wit Chis@ Woll &HsTeality would céftainlyHave to iflude

SenfifntAts., In the Kantian tradition, the aesthetic has no object or effect other
than the satisfaction of taste. and all other concerns are excluded as contami-
nants. For the présent-@pids £he-ghubbisstieis; the impossibility of a sensef
weapurisibiliy’ fo Any agdiénge: /s Was srelattd tovthe Romantio figyye
- of ‘the artist as utterly’ ﬁl@ﬁyMM@Mﬂ'xﬁsimﬂshl’c’ ithin bourgesis.
sticial order. and, finally; ﬂnqb_rﬁ@f(ﬁﬁﬁ%ggigeg&? It he folklgre of
adyhpiced- capitalisny. this .,ﬁ{';u‘{c “lies betifd Altezuftsympath@ig - glads<culture
Vit of tHe Average ﬂnis\;éé, aﬂ(é’ok and-a thisfi(/ sy albgsy 5’;‘5.9!:)» (betatse
Aipdeiblly succeséiyzidhfiqZ gémidreing the éanfinenieny/gf,a-positive relation -
to Hjigt 81t e e ZotidllFelig specialized Gifdipics. -
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In the United States, the dominant high-art discourse from, say, the
1940s on has distorted }_l)g history ‘of all f_onns ol'_t_)ppositio’n_a!_cuh}@, whether
explicitly part of a revolutionary project or not, ‘into one grand Torm-conscious
trend, with a relentless inattention to the formative il!ﬂmﬁm
and. thus, of the audience. AMgstsavith-Eorking-class-audiénces ot who bther— %

atdresgedsthe relationsniibenwegnrait and its’audiences. Modern
artistic production is typically private production. Artists generate
work as independent producers, rarely commissioned, living more
often by teaching than by sales. The work that is produced is not
made for an audience, but for a market. The market exchange to
unknown private consumers is mediated by the operations of
cultural managers, mdsgurh futatbrd} criticspexbltiftiofiZorgarisers
and.AttstCouncilslficers who attempt to shape a public image of
the living culture. Art lacks an audience in the sense of a special
group who interacts with the meanings and values being
circulated in this form of social exchange mediated by objects. 5

.Jng peopleatiie sonhupitgtevet Right now individ-
ualismstill implies decreasing social involvement, and
it will continue to do so as long as we conceive of cul-
ture only as an arcna for individuals to achieve their
private ends. This has been the sclf-serving thesis gen-
eraled by capitalism: that the general welfare is best
served by individuals motivated by profit in a com-
peutive environment. But exclusivity, it turns out, is
.the great enemy of community. A7thi3 point-the. 3

The democratic impulse of the Women’s Movement under-
mines the fantasy of the artist as genius, decrying its élitist
pretensions and revealing its mystification of the real conditions
which facilitate the success of a select few from select class, racial
and gender groups. In her essay ‘Why have there been No Great
Women Artists?’ (1971) tHAmerizarcatt historian Linda Nochlin
exploded the myth of the genius by showing how recurring
conventions in artists’ biographies shore up the notion that true
greatness will always find its recognition. And since genius will
always win in the end, those who do not make it are proven to be
inevitably second rate, potZgehitsey;imotyuueratign: Linda
'Nochlin showed the power of social and economic conventions in
determining who is able to produce art and gain renown.” The
myth of the artistic genius serves to desocialise the production of
art, to disguise the facts of privilege and convention which
regulate access to training and advancement. A product of a
classed and gender-divided society, this idea of the artist is a veil
for the inequalities which sustain its élites. =)

- bétwetn'gdaal clases gmxh&amnﬁw‘hﬂﬁ' in our society the contra-
dictions between the claims made for art and the actualities of its production
and distribution are abundantly clear. While cultural myth actively claims that
art is & human universal—transcending its historical moment and the other
conditions of its making, and above all the class of its makers and patrons—
and that it is the highest expression of spiritual and metaphysical truth, high
art is patently exclusionary in its appeal, culturally relative in its concerns, and
indissolubly wedded 1o big money and ‘““upper class™ life in general. 3
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beiBgaphimxed: Thus the nightmare of being devoured by mass cul-
ture through co-option, commodification, and the “wrong” kind of
success is the constant fear of the modernist artist, who tries to stake out
his territory by fortifying the boundaries between genuine art and

inauthentic mass culture. Agin, glieZprdidergis not alhezdésite. 1o
ﬂﬂ%ﬁmngl)ptwetn* fornisfztigh AveatdZdgpravetl fafmg o -mass
@ﬁmreia?xgiuwamcians.imfp’rpbl,emjsvacheffbizypgrsiswm—gfrdbr
ntgg’ﬁ&?feﬂ:iﬁiﬁ{ﬁmh‘atﬂmcwm.

wadgiesethg AL dife@dinivty, Aapogarss uaughier apderscore
168 s Feripiitprifibrg. the cultural codes we live by, the orders of discourse we
follow. all manners of representation—are not natural and secure, but are
arbitrary and historically determined; they are. therefore, subject to critique
and revision. Moreover. being critically formulated, such systems and dis-
courses are governed by the biases of any critical process and, in assuming the
authority to enact distinctions, initiate their own limitations and exclusions

o based on particular interests.

¢ (efcBiveninle shadhtale idaprzulturcShe corcludes

WatR By ARhifichrilpotus: first, At most of us have been
taught to believe that art is never “bad” for anyone, nor
does it ever have anything to do with oppression, and, sec-
ond, Mfipthe sanctified concept of art as “True, Good, and
Beautiful is born of the aspirations of those who are em-

1\ powered to shape culture.”1"

Arving ,l:fldwe]}‘{a{mce\illg'miﬁlainkd. this notion of a culture of excellence is

no longer acceptable on historical grounds; indeed, by virtue of its exclusivity

and its contempt for the social reality within which it exists. the proposition
22 itself advocates cultural barbarism.

pobnt). Meanwhile, art that simply rejects the conventional is
no less sbject o conventionality. Soch-TrtAci@mtcritcally ex-
freastdistel g wrbZdligclArdvisheiApPadminidimtéYa-
’9}{;\1'\21)"9«:(&gmmi1ﬁetlmﬂvﬁylzm(ﬂ'ﬁqﬁiﬁ@ﬁi\‘czlet(‘;J? What
effept s infogentde g7 gveretnd Fufhtihgigcomes? Bad Paft-
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memw%r’ *‘| The artist’s] frequently asserted anlago-‘

nism to organized society does not bring him into conflict with his patrons,

since they share his contempt for the ‘public’ and are indifferent to practical
1 social life.” 2!

iarBationd fngheir BB Much activity that was once considered poten-

tially subversive, mostly because it held out the promise of an ant that could

not be made into a commodity, is now as thoroughly academic as painting and

sculpture, ga7vist to Any @3 schiootpn NGt Hierca Kl qutcklyreveal, And

not only academic, but marketable, with “‘documentation” serving as the

token of exchange, €6tRrifliting-forahe al thimgzingcynicalduplication of the
15 lafger éapitglistmarkefplace

« Artis not a free autonomous activity of a super-endowed
individual, “influenced” by previous artists and more va-
guely and superficially by “social forces,” but rather . . .
occurs in a social situation, is an integral element of so-
cial structure, and is mediated and determined by specific
and definable social institutions, be they art academies,
systems of patronage, mythologies of the divine creator

J& and artist as he-man or social outcast.? g



- po litics

...Culture is an integral part of politics.*

It is my conviction that culture works very effectively to make invisible
and even “impossible” the actual affiliations that exist between the world
of ideas and scholarship, on the one hand, and the world of brute politics,
corporate and state power, and military force, on the other..

fugivr-1Ztly: THistedt Besppqficd cradeld hgithe desire for
political effectivity for art cannot be realised exclusively in terms
of the art world. Yet art practices have to maintain a relation to
the art world in order to be accredited as art, to be effective as
that specific form of social operation. There has to be an
intervention generated from a sodal space. This means being
aware of the social nature of cultural activity, and, yet conscious
of the larger social issues of which cultural activity is but a part.
The intervention must at the same time have the effect of
exposing the art world as a social space, breaking down the notion
of art as above or separate from society and its political struggles. 3

arfr The Modernist myth of the artist assumes that s/he
stands outside social structures and is therefore free to ex-
‘press universal experience without prejudice or limita-
_tions.® In Europe and this country, however, “universal
. vision” is too often equivalent to white, middle-class, male
perception. “CImisdign is oileof thg:mechanjsms by,which
Aifie arg rein{drdespthe -valyes apdzbelieRd 5f the. powerful
4ndZsuppresses thezekpeienceof thérs. " 4

It can be meaningfully claimed that virwally the entire society is part of
the art audience. but in making that claim we should be aware of what we are
saying. The widest audience is made up of onlookers—people outside the group
generally meant by the term “audience.” They know of high cultre mostly
through rumor and report. The vast majority of people in the traditional
working class are in this group, as are people in most office, technical, and
service jobs: they were probably taught the “value™ of high art in school and
retain a certain churchly feeling* about art but have little real relation to it. Yet
their knowledge of the bare lineaments of high culture plays a part in underlin-
ing the sceming naturalness of class distinctions—that is, in maintaining capi-
talist social order—for the transcendental loftiness that is attributed to art
artifncts seems attached as well to those who “understand™ and own them, the
actual audience. It helps keep people in their place to know that they intrinsi-
cally do not qualify to participate in high culture. -5

,;/i:(«(ﬁlmﬂalﬁr@imgh)r;si’ But when the 1gth and early 20th centuries
conjured up the threat of the masses “rattling at the gate,” to quote
Hall, and lamented the concomitant decline of culture and civilization
(whiclr-fhgsycilduie avas ihyatiablgateasgd b Zedising), there was yet
another hidden subject. In the age of nascent socialism and the first
major women's movement in Europe, the masses knocking at the gate
were also women, knocking at the gate of a mule-dominated culture. It
is indeed striking to observe how the political, psychological, and
aesthetic discourse around the turn of the century consistently and
obsessively genders mass culture and the masses as feminine, while

high culture, whether traditional or modern, clearly remains the priv- .

ileged realm of male activities.

Any ruling class which feels threatened tries to hide the content
of its class domination and to present its struggle to save an
outdated form of society as a struggle for something ‘eternal’,
unassailable, and common to all values. Hence the defenders of
the bourgeois world do not speak today of its capitalist content
but of its democratic form, though this form is cracking at
every joint.” 5 g
ditterpptlocatibh Az raib @ % vie-modezotZpmdlictton- The
working class is potentially revolutionary because it is indis-
pensable to the capitalist economy, not because it is marginal to
it. In the same way women are central — not marginal — to the
process of reproduction. It is precisely because the ruling order
cannot maintain the status quo without the continued exploita-
tion and oppression of these groups that it seeks to mask their
central economic role by marginalizing them on the cultural,
ideological and political levels. The paradox of the position of
women.and the working class is that they are at one and the
same time central and marginal(ized). In the case of the
intelligentsia, whether avant-garde artists or psychoanalysts, it
.may well be the case that their role under late capitalism is truly
peripheral in the sense that they have no crucial function in the
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cconomic order, mpchlikenhedLimnpenpipletarigt Biechtidedlized ¢

that-ertcignrrould ﬂnd,shoddﬁ)@vﬂt@ﬁ'ﬁe«hfﬂhmww siggde argu-
ment is that art criticisin fulfills its purpose best when it keeps its place, when it
confines itself to the elucidation and evaluation of high art. In this way, art and
art criticism form a mutually ‘supportive closed circuit, cloistered from the
exigencies of social reality. By denying criticism an interest or leverage in social,
economic, or political structures (particularly those in which art circulates),
these arguments act as a kind of moral smokescreen, self-righteously rejecting
alternate forms of criticism, but also masking the real political service their own @
criticism provides both through noninterference and through the promotion of
prevailing values. Sny*plrpar@dAailireanizricsmzthen as-onle- i@ Puilure-rwo

agk /hugb@lhﬁrﬂ@ﬂ!ﬁm The Exxon and Rockefeller men suavely offered facts,
figures, and descriptions of their expanding underwriting of art. The woman from NEA was
positive but cautious: the federal art budget wasn’t running much ahead of inflation. The
audience shared her pleasure over the [act that President Carter’s budgetary. stringency hadn't
affected the arts, and everyone refrained from mentioning what did" feel that ax: social
services and aid to cities. But tRe 2allery-direcor-naidlg sketclied @ pichir.obslashes-in-state

A capitalist society requires a culture based on images. It
needs to furnish vast amounts of entertainment in order to
stimulate buying and anesthetize the injuries of class, race,
and sex. And it needs to gather unlimited amounts of infor-
mation, the better to exploit natural resources, increase pro-

W ductivity, keep order, make war, give jobs to bureaucrats.

(for.masses) Tiid 2s amabjectof survgillarted féraulers). The

production of images also furnishes a ruling ideology. Social

change is replaced by a change in images. The freedom to

consume a plurality of images and goods is equated with

freedom itself. The narrowing of free political choice to free

economic consumption requires the unlimited production
12 and consumption of images.

ratilets 3 2iRegooddife.” And while no one would deny that advertisements
purposefully embody the ideological projections of the particular class whose
interests they perpetuate, the point is that all cultural representations function
this way, including representations of gender, class, and race. Such designa-
tions are ihevitably hierarchical in the manner by which they privilege one
element over another, in the ways they direct and dominate. Therefore. it is
not that representations possess an inherent ideological content, but that they
carry out an ideological function in determining the production of meaning.

Remiists ate practicedArp ppliticah - theny« beeadsé Zof-tite
retdilons gheydd; Sg-dor Hot,sisrain Abalomifany distoursésZaid
filodes ¥E gept@eriatign? Politics is not merely a matter of content
nor of commitment of the producer. Political effectivity is the
product of an intervention in a specific network of discourses and

% conditions of production and consumption:

! )

quegions,of domingtPpriZatld résiétance2igs politics. If culture is
no longer detached from the social formation but understood as a
crucial area of the production of values, beliefs, identities, ways of
living, the practices which comprise it can become a legitimate
area for political struggle.!*



aca de mia

The current conditions of artistic production in Great Britain
are dominated by the major institutions such as the Arts Council
and the Tate Gallery, art publishing, art education and the art
press including thgmatiorl fpanems-whichseoverthervisuateatts.
These comprise one of a set of interlocking art worlds which
involve the commercial galleries and dealerships, the quasi- .
independent organisations such as the Museum of Modern Art at

" Oxford otZf Jnstitmed{gntempotaty AT Zhd’the Whitechapel
Gélléry iz Lpndony the regional art centres and galleries funded
in part by Regional Arts Associations and also the fringe groups
and artists’ organisations. It is the discourses and practices
produced across these institutions that define what is socially
produced and ratified as ‘art’, i.e. that selection from the quantity
of works made and sold which are taken to constitute significant
high culture.?' The accepted modalities of art making that these
interlocking institutions circulate are limited and impoverished.??
But they are hegemonic. Not only do they produce the dominant
ideas of high culture but this set of attitudes subordinates all others
and makes them relative to it. What cannot be accommodated,
however, within these definitions, presenting a serious challenge
to them, can be, and often is dismissed as not art at all (see- |

7

Another traditionally establishea |de.a ACcgpfe¥Benys is that, not only does the artist act outside conventional behaviour (artist as James_
Dcan); but that the arlworl‘(l acts outside the conventional realms of understanding (art is not there to be understood and all that). The reliance of
an art practice on metaphysical propositions produces a self-defined system whose parameters are circular (enclosed) Thésezhernvetic

Ty . '3 - 7, - . 9 . i
spntingeritidealogiés are completely/dsyoid of elootTheology might help out though.

The institution functions as a collector of such hermetically sealed packages (sorry, practices), which it can safely display side by side without
fear of ideological contamination.® : ok o

The cult of
expertise and pofessionalisin, for example, has so restricted our scope of
vision that a positive (as opposed to an implicit or passive) doctrine of non-
interference among fields has set in. This doctrine has it that the general
public is best left ignorant, and the most crucial policy questions affecting
human existence are best left to “experts,” specialists who talk about their
specialty only, and“<to gse-thie-word first-givei wide sociabapprebation by-
Walter Lippyrann-inPublic-Optnior arid ‘The:PlumtorrPablic— “insiders,”
people (usuaily men) who are endowed with the special privilege of know-
ing how things really work and, more important, of being close to power.! 3
viféctigedaty. Separation, simplicity, silent norms of pertinence: this is one
depoliticizing strain of considerable force, since it is capitalized on by

santlards;sf fhe fnalé celture: lltiged-Broude called for a professgox}s, institutions, discourses and a massively reinforced consistency
reexamination of the basis upon which works of art are of specialized fields. One corollary of this is the proliferating orthodoxy of
judged to be “good” or “bad.” “What are [the critics’] val- separate fields. “I’m sorry I can’t understand this— I'm a literary critic, not
ves? Where do these values come from? Whose life expe- ~1 a sociologist.”

riences do they represent? And, finally. are those life ex-
periences and values necessarily the only ones out of which 4
art may come?”

Wicisig of Betiist Tt @r-ws-foHows: ““Art can’t change
anything. so if you care about politics you should be a politician instead of an
artist.” (This plays in tandem with another act called, “It’s not art, it's
sociology.”) Next comes *‘Social-change art is rendered useless when co-opted

With regaici to individual practice, it is easy to see that many of the artists 3 by exhibitions and sales within the mainst art wodd.”

in question have found themselves occupying, successively, different places
within the expanded field. And though the experience of the field suggests
that this continual relocation of one’s energies is entirely logical, an art
criticism still in the thrall of a modernist ethos has been largely suspicious of

- v
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such movement, calling it eclectic. This suspicion of a career that moves - The lie of official culture is that society-invested art is sullied. deficient in
continually and erratically beyond the domain of sculpture obviously its conception, deformed in its gestation, brutalized by the conditions of its
derives from the modernist demand for the purity and separateness of the birth; and abused in its lifetime. To rescue ourselves from this daljag\ng fiction
various mediums (and thus the necessary specialization of a practitioner surcly requires a new emancipation from market relations, and it demands a

fasn p g ; ! 2 ; o are. THE) ol
within a given medium). BU/‘WP&I{ZS éaeaxc’ﬁonmne'pomtﬁivww S q re-thinking of all the facets of the production of art v ithin culture. Phlclettre

nnd,’qp‘lneﬁhw&&pcielvgyﬁnﬂ«poliﬁ& During the last twenty years, there has
been a gradual recognition that forcing artists to choose between rgidly defined
mediums aod roles, or between art world and “‘real” world, is a classic way of
keeping evérybody in their places.- Divisiveness through division of labor—still
reflected in remaining taboos against the interdisciplinary—is a vestige of early-

sixties, Greenbergian formalism,'McWiuMs—c}mnstppmbimlh' 6

W& The current political environment, moreover, d;es not favor cntical .pr;xc-
jo tices in any media, AntiArsetmy-réasomibsié to-predicythav the-photograplifo -



 alter natives ?

How might artists and other cultural workers abrogate the gospel of genius,
isolation. and formalist concerns? Once we even think to pose the question of
how to construct an audience, we are confronted by questions that intervene. 1o
We must, for example, ask ourselves what the. point of our art is (despite the

injunction against this). FM&MMMM(;@& ]

The resulting experiments with art spaces and with art forms
which resisted commodity exchange on the market— body art, art
as idea, process art, land art and so forth, were limited in their
effectivity because of a lack of any analysis of art as an
institutional practice. JE4étifufichg stgl? gsrmusedrits7galleries,
owhers’ Hothes migfnekely, seertgszostebtst gl use WHIgHAmervEhe
afiéy the, discretefgmene of privatezcreation, artist? cdult Avotry
WA, k- drgais o Wakifig ¥.purer: ave; ncoptaniiged by ks
explditsibs- in }(w nlagket place, dr/dreams’ of jan’ ary/which/cdn
withstand incorfidration/and- acpcfiically from withir.thé sfstein
by vitwied of -the/ 4rt@§l‘slirxteﬂtidr;/fﬁf;lr;fo'/ﬂ?fspgm fadigally 2.

We have nearly come to the point where transgression is a given.
Site-specific works do not autasnatically disrupt our notien of con-
test. und alternative spaces seem nearly the norm. This latter case
is instructive, for when the moderm museum retrested from con-
temporary practice, it lurgely passed the function of accreditation
on o alternative spaces —the very function ugainst whicli these
spaces were estublished. Todap-ephemeral art- works are common,

socjal pAnigarshipdvag reduabdz Some artists attempted to contradict the com-
modity status of art by making work that seemed unsalable or that was
multiply reproducible. Some began doing “‘performance™ art.'” But in the
succeeding years, the scores of new commercial galleries that opened, and the
older ones that reoriented themsclves (Juggberihg culposiii Botid-ard »o

o). 1o cash in on the hoom in the art market provided potent reminders of

how closely art has remained tied to commodity production. 4
17, The rejection was of ant's commedity stats and its consequent vulnerability to
murket domination far more than of the ideology of art as a specialized entity within culture.
Forfnlisth. iheved mwas] fraotthe-gress brr 2omiRosicion niid trasceidencd-symboli i by

Baphans Resdichcs Yo-thie-formalisi of the Diithampiarn- #re<ax-idea. There was litde overt
politicization of the idea of art or much attention to the role of art within class society. And
except for a sector of the organized feminists. few artists really went after audiences with less

art education. Finally, the fact that the f ion of true work collectives or collaborati

was hardly ever seriously considered reveals much about the retention of auteurship. S

Morcover, if the workings of the art marketplace demonstrate anything at all,
it is its capacity to assimilate, absorb, neutralize and commodify virtually any
practice at all. B;@ng,mm@caﬁwzdimcmwiw;nwm
adﬂ;mﬁcﬁg,uﬁdﬁmmmbtbmﬁhﬂwﬂl/pgnni e theitwork-%-tR_mare -
readily accépred-by thenarkeiZa Bondition Laf@r-all-ofsimle sivivatr il

As for co-optauon. the more sophisticated 4&Gvm artists become, the
more they are able to make art that works on'several levels. They can make:
specific artworks for specific audiences and situations, or they can try 1o have.
thiger.edke7diid eal-it 3oo; Avith one work affecting art audiences one way and
general audiences another. They will try to do so without sacrificing com[;h:xi(v
or aesthetic integrity, and without being assimilated into and manipulated by
the dominant culture. Art that is not confined to a single context under the
control of market and ruling-class taste is much harder to neutralize. Anditis
often quite effective when seen within the very citadels of power it criticizes. |

ffeg’yinvtha @mex:* ' What empowers such interventions must
be the location of art and its institutions in a continuum with
other social, ideological, political and economic practices. The
question is not,to be or not to be in the gallery, but rather what
relationships can be -established (and exposed) between this
institutional site of social struggle (thejartigalleryiesc?) and others.
Thus, instead of the short-circuited critiques from within
Modernism which none the less had useful repercussions, a
feminist materialist practice is founded outside the art world, but
indexes the art world to the social relations of which it is a
constitutive element.

Activist art is, above all, process-oriented. It has to take into consideration
not only the formal mechanisms within art itself, but also how it will reach its.
context and audience and why. For example, Suzanne Lacy’s feminist dinner/
organizing/performance/media events culminate in recognizable “art pieces,”
but in fact the real work includes the vearlong organizing and workshops that
led up to it, as well as film and documentation that may follow. These consid-
erations have led to a radically different approach to artmaking. Tactics, or
strategies of communication and distribution, enter into the creative process, as
do activities usually considered separate from it, such as community work,
meetings, graphic design. postering. The most impressive contributions to cur-
rent activist art are those that provide not only new images and new forms of
communication (in the avant-garde tradition), but also delve down and move
out into social life itself, through long-term activities. 9

1t}
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q0c8tdn- What is feminist art”. There is no such_entity; no
hompgeneous movement defined by characteristic style, favo:xred
me.dl.a or typical subject-matter. There are instead feminist
arustic practices which cannot be comprehended by the standard
prqcedures and protocols of modernist art history' and criticism
which depend upon isolating aesthetic considerations such as
style or media. The somewhat clumsy phrase ‘feminist artistic

practices’ is employed to shift our attention from the conventional <

Ways we consume works of.art as objects and stress the conditions
of production of art as a matter of texts; events, representations
whose_ effects and meanings depend upon their conditions of
reception — where, by whom, against the background of what
l_nhen(gd conventions and expectations. In® paperzgiven- an-the

BL i . i AR ~
Much 2eil#l work is collaborative or participatory and its meaning is
directly denived from its use-value to a particular community. The needs of a
community provide artists with both outlets and boundaries. /W['hﬂ'eﬁtﬂaddﬁng

Ay#faddetachdd,selfcogainedact. Once relation-
ship is given greater priority, art embodies more
aliveness and collaboration; partnership necessitates
a willingness to understand art in more living terms.
It may even come to be seen, not as the solitary
process it has been since the Renaissance, but as

it something we do with others. g

Mythologies weak in the empathic dimension,
such as aesthetics, tend to impose ncutrality and dis-
tance. But stressing participation more than aesthet-
ics does not mean aesthetics is unimportant, only that
there is another significant goal: Achieving mutuality

12 and co<creatiyjty in some real and visible sense. {Flie

liovs—peorge-as-amists, bot-mmot in: thereastwork: Mainstream or potentially
mainstream artists are likely to be wary of group activity, which is often seen
as weakening individual expression -and damaging careers. Though there is
little enthusiasm for, or knowledge about. art activism in this milicu, there is
genuine, if occasional, support for good causes.

Feminist art, for instance, cannot be posed in terms of cultural
categories, typologies or even certain insular forms of textual analysis,
precisely because it entails assessment of political interventions,

13 campaigns and commitments as well as artistic strategies.

]

Modernists are likely fo have trouble with this, having
committed themselves 10 the notion of art for art’s
sake. Art that has its roots, conversely, in commu-
nity and partnership, challenges the principle of au-
tonomous, rational—that is to say, professional—con-
trol. We live so much in an ethos of professionalism—
which keeps us bdund to individualistic modes of
thought and directed toward the making of prod-
ucts—that it is difficult not to marginalize or subly
discount achievements that manifest less control, and
16 point 10 new values and goals, sZawlatisattrac—

There are many issues now on the agenda of art making which
are the direct result of feminism — questions of sexual difference,
gender relations and sexuality and power . Fhetz age0

hForf 11176 7 b8 ot tredd v -

A Bich ferd

Aa ) olZa H ent
Bikz -2t 7 eptugh s g-avaraple- But the goal of
eminism is not to be incorporated as a new -ism to add richness
to the pluralism popularly labelled Post-modernism. Its base is a
mass movement of women for radical social change #mi-zhis
wakes24pcz>- vaduder@rg-Tems. For this reason feminist
interventions encounter more than the polite disdain of the
establishment. They are resisted with hostility, repression,
censorship and ridicule. The women involved are subject to
personal abuse and criticism mostly from the men whose
‘hegemony’ is threatened by the fact that women are beginning to

articulate another common sense.
>

The extent to which feminism has altered art-historical
studies is difficult to determine, largely due to the concur-
rent influence of Postmodern and deconstructive thought
in which second-generation femjnism is also involved.
However, as we have seen, since feminism is not a self-
contained methodology, but a world view, its impact is at

once harder to trace and ultimately more significant. It does
not impose itself on art and history as a canonic manifesto
.or a closed system, which pretends to delineate the validity
and invalidity of the art of the past and the present, but
instead offers a vibrant and ongoing critique of art and
culture. It goes beyond attention to women's issues to em-

brace a lotally new consideration of the production and 1

Iy evaluation of art and the role of the artist.
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