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study of art. Yet every time that apparently inevitable end
was lamented, things nevertheless carried on, and usually
in an entirely new direction. Art is produced today in un-
diminished volume; the academic discipline, too, survives,

n]f}‘lnno‘h unth ]pcc \nfnll‘hr nnA more cplf.r‘nnhf fl‘lnn evear.
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What does stand serlously in questlon IS that conceptlon of
a universal and unified niStGI“_y‘ of art’’ which has so 10113
served, in different ways, both artist and art historian. Art-
ists today often decline to participate in an ongoing history
of art at all. In so doing they detach themselves from a tra-
dition of thought which was after all initiated hv an artist,

D“ 4 AR2Z%L2

Giorgio Vasari, and in many ways for artists, a tradltlon

Todo v --‘-L A:\mm’\v\ L‘!\"I\

‘w"hiCu pi‘OVidcd artists witii a comimon prograim. Art histo-
rians appeared on the scene only much later. Today they
either accept a model of history which they did not them-
selves devise, or shun the task of establishing a new model
because fhev cannot. Both the artist and the art hmtormn

have lost falth in a rational, teleologlcal process of artistic

l«-n nnnnnn & = ﬂﬁ““"!rl -6- -, fln M amd Aa
1113!.\)1)’, a }JlULCbD Lo € Cdltica Out i€ O11e ana ac

scribed by the other.

The perplexity arising from this situation is not neces-
sarily to be regretted, for it can incite the artist toward new
objectives and the art historian toward new questions.

What seemed for so long self-evident—the commitment to

kﬂ nn“f‘ﬂ“* I\F [~ R o ﬂ]] I’\Fﬂ’\‘h" II“;‘IQFCO] “]’1;:1’(\"“1” ﬂF
UlC CONCePt Of an aun-emoracing, universa: Iiisiory ol

art—suddenly strikes us as peculiar. But to reflect on the
demise of a history of art is surely not to prophesy the end
of the discipline of art history. Our theme is rather the
emancipation from received models of the historical pre-
sentation of art, an emancipation often achieved in prac-

t_ice bnt aldam reflacted unon. Thece mnr]pls were fOr the
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most part varieties of stylistic history. They presented art
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as an autonomous system, to be evaluated by internal cri-
teria. Human beings appeared in these histories only as

c nr 1Ffna rl he ac nofrr\r\r:
O Ul 1L neea UL, ad patiuvlls.

The old art history sustalned its flI’St crlsls at the
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versions of the hi story of art coexisted, models which in
their notions of “progress’’ superficially resembled one an-
other, but which in their actual accounts remained quite
independent. Both versions Dreserved a faith in the exis-
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premodern perlods. Thus the historical account broke
down precisely at that point where it might have engen-
dered an.alliance. This failure only revealed the extent to
which both versions of the development of art had survived
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c
its sources can be understood. For we have ar-
rived at a point where questions about the meaning and
function of art can only be discussed profitably within a

larger context nF nact and nrpcpnf pvnprlpnr‘p nF art. Tndny

ARRL (Wi wWRitwal POROSL fRare WA ALY Wl Pl Rl

artists include both older and modern art in the same ret-
rospeaive survey, accepung both as historical puencmena
as a single problematic legacy to be confronted or con-
sciously rejected. Likewise, the boundaries between art
and the culture and people that produced it are being chal-

lenued The interpretative tools nf the old art hmtnrv were

w4l saV LA RAAN RJARS Q2 8 22288

refined to such an extreme that they threatened to become
e iho ols 1 nv\r! 1 l'\nao Finldc sirhoare the invantare
€1nas ]J.l Lllclllacl ’ Allll 111 t1IVOL 1ICiIWWD Wl.lc].c L1 lllVCllLULy

of historical material was more or less complete, they
came to be of no practical use at all. Crossing the bound-
aries between art and its social or cultural “background”
demands different tools and different goals of interpreta-
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tion. Only an attitude of experimentation promises new
answers. The connoisseur, although he retains his right to

existence, can as little provide these answers as the positiv-

ist who trusts onlv in strictly factual information, or the

oY, A C.__ 1 L s ('_ ______ ~4
specialist who jealously defends his field against dilet-

Today the artist joins the historian in rethinking the
function of art and challenging its traditional claim to aes-
.thetic autonomy. The dutiful artist used to study master-
pieces in the Louvre; today he confronts the entire history

T s aLl . TYal ol AL PRI JERUR DU L ~ Lo
UL 111AallN]IIIQU 1) tllt: DI ltlbll IVIUDCUILLL, ACA lUWlCUglllg tuc 111D~
toricity of past cultures and in the process becoming aware

of his own historicity. Anthropological interests prevail
over exclusively aesthetic interests. The old antagonism
between art and life has been defused, precisely because
art has lost its secure frontiers against other media, visual

PR | l ........ amd o tamctmand s Aomotand ae Arme AF v ariAIie
alll 1L 115!.[15 L, aAallUl 1> 1115LCAll ULIUCIDLILULUU ad ULIC Ul val luid
systems of ex d ing t rid. All th

opens up new possibilities but also new problems IOr a dis-
cipline which has always had to legitimize the isolation of

its object—art—from other domains of knowledge and

interpretation.
This is not to suggest that art historians are to abandon
the work of art as their primary object of inquiry, nor are

T I Y § T W
they to borrow from social history or other disciplines
what tuc_y ghl ofi "id out for themselves. Both the role of

art in human society and the nature of the individual work
of art—its status as an image or its “‘figurality”’—are per-
manently changing: they are more than ever deserving of
scholarly attention. The role of art in our own society, at

least in its traditional rnamresrauons is as uncertain as its

1
f:drther course }S unprnt‘hr\fﬂ]ﬁia ‘A’n no ]nngpr 'n;}a‘vh fo

ward along the narrow path of a unidirectional history of
art, but instead have been granted a kind of momentary
respite, in order to reexamine the various statuses and jus-
tifications of art, both in past centuries and in the era of
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modernism. Artists today are rethinking their own tasks,
the surviving possibilities of such media as painting and
sculpture, in light of the historical legacy of art. Art histo-
rians are testing different models of telling the history of

art, not f}'\p historv nF an u nchalleneged evolutio on but the

Ari LRy MLA\-VA.A LLvLLb\.r“ o W AL uy

hlstorv of ever new solutions for the ever new problem of

>

b o o PR | PRSE R J. ..........

thl. miaxKes arn lIIldgC alla "w'hat ITIaKeEs It a LUIIVlIlLlIlg
vision of “truth” at a given moment. Finally, the problem
of the status of modern over against contemporary art de-
mands the general attention of the discipline—whether

one bellpvpg in nanmndprnmm or not
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The present situations of art history as a discipline and
fthe e"perie nceof artas a gEner ral puc:I"O"i"e“lOi“ allow for
no easy answers. Initiating a fresh discussion of problems
common to all art historians seems more urgent than offer-
ing a program of action. Indeed, I am avoiding nothing so

much as a new or other ‘ ‘system’’ of art hmtnrv On the

contrary, I am convinced that today only provxsxonal or

even fragmentar" assertions are pUbblUlC. IVIOTEOoVEr, 1 oiten
judge from w:tﬁm_ a German background, which may seem
a disadvantage for English readers but may also confirm

that even in a world of disappearing boundaries, indi-
vidual positions are still rooted in and limited by particu-
lar cultural traditions. Thls appl:es even more to personal

OoNMy nr-f INnNc N
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topic here.

The following essay is above all an assessment of the dis-
cipline as it is practiced today, and more particularly, an
inquiry into its old and new problems in light of our con-
temporary experience of art. The second essay provides

X I]"\Qf the fircet lacke namelyv a ratracnective nn tha aarlier
wilial LG LISt 2aliy, [iailiCly, « TCLIOSPeCUve Ul 1l Caliil

tradition of art-historical writing. Since they were first
published the argument has been extended and modified
somewhat in a shorter article focusing on the fiction of a
world history of art and on further problems suggested by

the contemporary art scene.! Meanwhile, the synopsis of
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premodern and modern art called for in the following
pages has been attempted in a monograph on Max Beck-
mann.<

The English version incorporates a number of revisions,
clarifications. and altogether new observations, malnlv in

S P A

tions, and altogether n
the sections of the first essay on modern and contem porarv
art (whors civeiimctances change so rapidlv). I a 11
«a v (wiaili o CIrCulnistannces cnan 5 oL ai.ubu_y}- y i dlll ll.l

fully aware of the limits of my capacity to deal with prob-
lems of this range. Whatever is new and more coherent in
the English version owes much to the discussions with my
translator and former student Christopher Wood (Harvard

Umversuy) whose share goes beyond the mere labor of
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1. The Disengagement of Art from the History of Art
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USAGE IS AMBIGUOUS. IT DENOTES ON TH
t as SUCh, and on the ot
of that history. Thus ‘““das Ende der Kunstgeschichte,”” or
“the end of the history of art,” seems to suggest either that
art is at an end or that the academic discipline is at an end.
Neither shall be claimed here. The title is meant to raise

instead two further possibilities, namely, that contempo-

™m < fah + £ et
rary art indeed manifests an awareness of a history of art

but no longer carries it forward; and that the academic dis-
cipline of art history no longer disposes of a compelling
model of historical treatment. Such problems common to
both contemporary art and contemporary art scholarship
will be the theme of this essay. I would like to begin with

an anecdote

LRad SRAANV N T v e

On 15 February 1979, the Petite Salle at the Centre Pom-
pidou in Paris was filled “with the regular ticking of an
alarm clock attached to microphones.” The painter Hervé
Fischer, who described these proceedings himself, mea-

A FOL 311G vy LALS MO ALNAR RAAVOV pANVNRRRRIAADY fRiiiiohiAL,

sured the breadth of the room W1th a ten-meter tape.!

Fischer walks slowly before the audience, from
left to right. He is dressed in green, with a white
Indian shirt embroidered with flowers. He guides
himself with one hand along a white cord sus-
pended at the height of his eyes. With the other
hand he holds a microphone which he speaks
into as he walks: ““The history of art is of mythic
origin. Magique. Ieux. Age. Anse. Isme. Isme. Isme.
Isme. Isme. Neoisme. Ique. Han. Ion. Hic. Pop.
Hop. Kitsch. Asthme. Isme. Art. Hic. Tic. Tac. Tic.”
One step before the middle of the cord he stops
and says: "I, a simple artist, last-born of this asth-
matic chronology, affirm and declare on this day

The End of the History of Art? 3



in the year 1979 that THE HISTORY OF ART IS ENDED.”
He takes one step further, cuts the cord, and says:

“ ]’\ "t ll‘l T ~vaé ¢thhn e virnae thn lact
A0l Imoment vv.uDlL 1 Cut Llla.L COI'a was uic 1 L

S
event in the history of art.” Letting the other half
of the cord fall to the o-rnnnrl he adds: “The linear

—~asa 2822 2 9 3 = NS hAAWAy Adhws EAwEWET

prolongation of this failen line was merely an idle
illusion of thought.”

He then drops the first half of the cord: “Free
from now on of the geometrical illusion, attentive
to the energies of the present, we enter the era of
events, of posthistorical art, META-ART.”

Hervé Fischer explains this symbolic act in his tempera-
mental book L'Histoire de ['art est terminée. The new for its
own sake “‘is already dead in advance. It falls back into the
myth of the Future.” The “perspectival vanishing point on

the imaginary horizon of history is reached.” The loglc ofa

II II“
i1 uii-

™ A 1 + F. A in¢
linear development, a development forward into

written and unrealized history of art, has been exhausted
“The ideal of novelty must be relinquished if artistic ac-
tivity is to be kept alive. Art is not dead. What is finished is
its history as a progress toward the new."’2

Thus Fischer denounces the cliché of an avant-gardist

and ind A raiorte tha antivra nina anth.
his 1St Ory Gf art, and inaeea ICjECLSs Ue envire nind teenth-cen-

tury conception of history which could (for the bourgeoi-
sie) celebrate progress and simultaneously (for the
Marxists) demand it. Fischer is just a single voice in the
chorus of the post-avant-garde, attacking not the modern
as such but rather those modernist ideologies whose ero-

sion has provoked the most widespread irritation. Whether

written by historians, critics, or artists, the history of mod-
ern art as a history of the avant-garde, in which one mo-
mentous technical and artistic innovation follows close
upon another, simply cannot be written any further. But

the example of Hervé Fischer suggests also this: that the
qllpchnn nF uwhether art hac ]'ncfnr'v at all nnrl 1F SO, whaf
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it mxght look like, is hardly a purely academic question, for
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critics and artists. For the producers of art have always
assumed that they were producing art history as well.

Th 1 rr
There is nothing new in this correlation drawn betwe

the scholarly practice of art history and the contemporary
11:

r

experience of ari. But not cvery art historian is willin 1g to
a

acknowledge it. Some practitioners consider the tradi-

tional conception of art indisputable and thus avoid ques-
tions about the meaning or methods of their scholarly
work; their experience of art is limited to historical works
and to private encounters with contemporary art, beyond

F s - = = ‘_AA‘A = ,_L_A__ . A B al_ _ 4 -1 _L — !1_.
LIICID SCI1oiariy aCtivilty. ror oulicers, e task 01 UHicorctricaily
justifying the study of art history is left to a handful of re-

sponsible authorities, and in any case is rendered super-
fluous by the success of scholarly practice. They answer,
meanwhile, to a public more involved in art than ever, a
public demanding that the discipline reconsider its object,

longer exists an integrative aesthetic theory.® Instead a
multiplicity of specialized theories compete against one
another, shattering the work of art into discrete aspects,

disputing over the functions of art, treating even aesthetic
experience itself as a prob' . Some of these theories cor-
respond to contemporary forms of art which, to quote

Henrich, have ‘“relieved the work of art of its traditional
symbolic status’” and ‘‘reassociated it with societal func-
tions.” With this we arrive at the main theme.

2. The History of Art as a Representation of Art

‘lr]ﬁI “l U F=% ol E I‘\ I’]al“l
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with the conception of art history artlculated by Giorgio
Vasari in his Lives of the Artists of 1550.4 In the introduc-
tion to the second part of that work Vasari announced am-
bitiously that he did not wish merely to list artists and

The End of the History of Art? 5
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course of events. Because history was “‘the mirror of hu-
man life,” the intentions and actions of men were indeed

its proper subject. Thus Vasari would strive to distinguish
in the artistic legacy “‘the better from the good and the best
from the better,” and above all “to clarify the causes and
sources of each style as well as the rise and fall of the arts.’

Ever since these enviably self-confident sentences were

o fiIrI‘I nf tha ort-:of‘r- mnact haec haon An an
J § L o -y VL ‘ll\.f Al LI LI l.l QoL lluo |G AL WS ¥ § ll l.l LG N

by the historical mode of presentation. Obv1ously art, like
any other human activity, has been subject to historical
transformation. Nevertheless, the question of a history of
art is particularly treacherous. There have always been
skeptics who deny outright that one could ever trace the

hi f ab h “ ” 11
u:fnru n an cfror‘finn erie 2 art nc ‘LID QQ ﬂlﬁllc
ALiSvUL y (=993 uv LiAV LIV Juvil QAo [~ 3 Sy PAVRRS

worshlpers of art who adduce the proverbially timeless
beauty of the museum-bound masterpiece as evidence for
the independence of art from history. The phrase “art his-
tory”’ yokes together two concepts which acquired their

current meanings only in the nineteenth century. Art in the

tory, meanwhlle re51des in hlstorlcal events. A hlstory of
art,” then, transforms a notion of art nurtured in the works
of art into the subject of a historical account, independent
of and only reflected in the works. The historicization of art
became in this way the general model for the study of art.>
It was always predicated on the conception of an ars una,

whose integrity and coherence were reflected in an integral

and ~nharant art hictarv Tlndar tha aviam nr 7IVYC 111171
aii\ul L«UIICLLILL al.l. LllDl—UIJ VIIWUCLl LiIU QANIiUVLIL VLl ©®io «viliuuw Qo

championed by the Vienna School of art history from Alois
Riegl to Karl Swoboda, even objects which served pri-
marily nonaesthetic purposes could be explained as works
of art. Interpretation in the context of a unified art history
transmuted them into aesthetic objects, into works of art

in the sense familiar since the Renaissance.

6 The End of the History of Art?



3. Vasari and Hegel: The Beginning and End of a
Historiography of Art

nfnonfh ~on
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uity constructed historical models which proved
clearer than the narrative styles of conventional histo-
riography. They found it worthwhile to contemplate the
genesis or decadence of the good style in literature or the
visual arts: it permitted them to erect a norm of style

which in turn seemed to con stifnfp ..h\., verv meaning of art
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Historical development was thus construed either as an
C_.
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approach toward that presupposed norm, and therefore as
progress, or as a retreat from it, and therefore as retrogres-
sion. Under this model the work of art simply represents an
intermediary stage, a way station along the route toward

fulfillment of the norm. Even if complete in itself, a work of

AAAW ALS WA CAAW AANSA ¢ Ad ¥V onam A b SAR Awwan;

always remains open-ended in the direction of that
e T cmmvence smmrm A mewtmnn] et o 2mmaesme AF A1l sliomore
WL LIk, AL DCCIIIDD Pd,ldUU)klbdl tlldL a i, Ul 11 tili lsb,
should disturb the static character of a work of art, yet it is

precisely the possibility of future fulfiliment of that norm

which renders every result relative and inserts it in a his-

torical process. Moreover, the concept of style serves to

name the various phases of the process and fix them in a
fi

r\‘rr\ln ’T‘L\l‘ ;“fﬂ"“v‘nfﬂ‘ﬂ l‘:mﬂn] T ﬂ]‘l"\"ﬁ ATLY VO I\r “‘ MHATLITY
e 452 A 9 AAIL MIBCL 7 CLUL 11113I0C 11 1O Alvvayd avvale UL 111D UVvvll
standpoint within this process. Thus the historical repre-

1

sentation of art began as applied art theory; it persisted in
this form, however, long after that theory had outlived its
usefulness.

P ammim ~F o Vee o

~ PO R
tUU €reciea a canoii o1 Valuc,

PR Ry Py ot

Renaissance hist riograp
and in particular a st andard of ideal or classic beauty. The
advance toward the fulfillment of the norm represents for

The End of the History of Art? 7



Vasari the historical progress of art toward a universal
classicism, against which all other epochs are to be mea-

sured. Obviously, the principles of composition of Vasari’s
art history are inextricably bound up with his standards of

sic phase.

The framework of the conception of the classic for Vas-
ari, as it was for all his contemporaries, was the familiar
blologlcal cycle of growth, maturity, and decay.® The re-

ta r

Ity of this CyClC provmea the formula of rebirth or

e cimile drawn heatwean an ancie
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modern cycle may have only been a fiction, but it did seem
to furnish historical proof of the very existence of a norm, a
norm which because it had already been once discovered
could therefore be rediscovered. The classic, then, merely

— —~= 4L — e & ThY PR PR

no longer fulfill them. As long as the
edged, history could never contradict him. Thus
was writing the history of a norm.
The rigid framework of this art history was as practical
o)

or Vasari as it was lmnra(‘hr‘n] for his success
W

as in a sense confirmed by his most important heir,

<

asari

rs; and yet
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own time but rather that of anthulty, in the form of an
internal or stylistic history of the “rise and fall of Greek
art.”7 To be sure, Winckelmann drew an analogy to the po-
litical history of the Greeks; nevertheless his history pre-

e format of an orgamc and autonomous course of

nlmnlml ’a A~ ~Anmt
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in favor of the art of a lost and distant past challenged the
monopoly which Florentine classicism had claimed upon
antique classicism. From a standpoint of disinterested de-
tachment Winckelmann sought an understanding of the
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“true antique,” particularly, because he hoped it would be
imitated in his own time, in the visual arts. For all that is

' ™Y Aal F o r“lhla (‘I!I_
1 MGG Ot a CYCiC CUn

before, aesthetic criteria

the art hictarie
LCAIN QA1 L LIIOLUL AN

Al

was still a sort of applied art criticism
Indeed, not until much later was the disengagement
of art historiography from a system of aesthetic values
achieved and then only at great cost. Historians of art

C eto IHVOKe eliﬂel" Ine mOGCIS OI Convenuona1 ﬂlS[OfiC
r\}'\ archin or ascthetic n]'\ loconhiec whi Lr‘h had Fnr he'
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part undertaken to define art outside a historical and em-
pirical context. Here, to speak with Hans Robert Jauss,
“historical and aesthetic points of view'' part ways.? At the
core of this most fundamental shift stands Hegel S Dhlloso-
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and, as reflections upo art and its status in the modern
'v‘v'Oi‘ld, many of his ideas very much retain their curr
and indeed their capacity to provoke further thought.

For our purposes the “‘new’ in Hegel's aesthetics con-
sists in its philosophical justification of a historical treat-

ent of the development of art, indeed the art of all times

Aapralllili vl At

and of all peoples. “Art invites us to mteii ctuai considera-
tion, and that not for the purposc of creat i
for knowing philosophically what art is.’ The aim of art
history, then, is to define the role of art, a role which has
already been played out.!! Crucial is the idea that art, as a

projection of a Weltans schauung, is mextrl able from the
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history of culture. Thus although modern interpreters may
narcict 11 ~Anrnosdaring ard mnrn]tr ne “art V7 thic art u nt
PE1O10L 111 LULIoIUTL 1115 aAl bt 111Ul a0 ail, Ltill S art WaD ot

in fact heeding a norm inherent in its own nature, but

rather was drawing on the historical circumstances and

material at its disposal to express a Weltanschauung.!?
The idea of a history of art as a history of the function of

The End of the History of Art? 9



art in human society has been subsequently disparaged a

an ‘‘aesthetic of content.” And yet, nrn\ndpr] that it 15 sev-
ered from its dogmatic mooring in Hegel's “‘system,” it re-
TAING Yroarer ms1nl‘\ [ Py 4' Av\l- u’\r‘-n] Limnnlc PaX37-% ol ol.rnfnl-\nrl
IALALLLD vl 1110411 P 103 C AL LICSGL AR111i00C 41 TVULL OALULULICAL

out, in par orklng historical model for the develop-
ment of art. “It is the effect and the progress of art itself
which, by bringing before our vision as an object its own
indwelling material, at every step along this road makes its
own contribution to freeing art from the content repre-

SPnfp(‘] W}lpn ‘the content ic evhalicted” anri all the sSVm-
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bols bereft of their meaning, then “the absolute interest” is
lost, and art, uaV1ﬁg fulfilled its special mission, is “rid of
this content.” Further artistic activity along this line pro-
ceeds only in contradiction to the content. However, in
modern art the "bondage to a particular subject-matter
and a mode of portrayal suitable for this material alone” is

no longer obligatory, and indeed becomes ‘‘something
nact: art tharafhrae hae lha~ram a Fran snctriemant’’ whinslh
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the artist uses for himself and with regard to “‘the sub-
stance of his own consciousness. It is therefore no help to
him to adopt again, as that substance, so to say, past
world-views,” as for example when the Nazarenes convert-

ed to Catholicism in hopes of reviving art in its primal

mctinne 13 Proacicely that whirh Hoool identifice ae the
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universal essence of art—its symbolization in objective
form of a historical Weltanschauung—must ultimately,
and paradoxically, be a phenomenon of the past.

Hegel's aesthetic philosophy is perhaps best introduced
to our argument in the problems of the “classic’ style and

nf the “nactnece’”’ Af 2t Waoa are farcad heore tn cimnlifv
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drastically. The classic phase of any art is its “moment of
perfect development as art,” in which it demonstrates
what it is capable of as art.!4 This sounds familiar, but was
in fact established by Hegel on quite new grounds. The
idea of cyclical repetition w1th1n a particular art form—

Q1 l f Te Fﬁl" PYQm“]P nr M {" ‘IQ (rlvpn 1m Pﬂf‘ll"P]'\l T"'IP
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classic does not end in decay which can then be reversed,

as in earlier theories: the classic is bound to a mental and

cultural aevelopmem which is not repeat able. Rather, the
i ich f

v]nc 10 1C frn nr‘ 4"’ l\\r romanti
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~J
enters art with C rlstlam y. The classic becomes in its new
remot‘ness as inoperable as it is inviolable. Painting and
music succeed sculpture as artistic forms of higher ab-
straction, forms demanded by the subject on its historical
trajectory toward reconciliation of spirit and world.

But the ultimate resolution of this fundamental disunity,

which Hegel found to be preserved in all contemporary
+Lnl\.¢inn ~F et - | P A Avtler ha rlr\]n"ﬂ"’nt’l st tn A
L1ICUVLICO Ul. GJ.L wiil DUUOCHUCIILL_Y uUcC uCLCEaLcu lUL LU ait

but to philosophy. The novelty in these ideas is evident. It
consists not in locating the classic phase in art, but rather
in locating art in history, namely, as a transitory stage in
the process of the spirit’s taking possession of world. Art as

a sensory manifestation of the spirit, has assumed a histor-

.
ical finecti on Thiic art can— indead mnef_.__;\nnnmp e
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subject of a universal art history, through which this func-
tion can be reconstructed. Here, too, if in a different way
from that of Hervé Fischer, is implied an end of the history

of art.
But this “pastness’’ of art, its “‘death within the histor-

ical world” (as formulated by a dissenting Benedetto
Croce), !> serves Hegel's argument in a way too complex to
b‘ r‘du‘ ed to the thesis of an “end of art.” “Art, considered

its highest vocation, is and remains for us a thing of the
ast. . .. [Art] has rather been transferred into our ideas

stead of maintaining its earlier necessity in reality and
y ng the hicher nlace.”’1¢ Where an absolute necessi-
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y is i lacking, “art, taken purely as art, becomes to a certain
extent soime Lhii‘ig superﬂuoua 17 Art may well acveiop
further, but its form has “ceased to be the supreme need of
the spirit.”’!® None of these thoughts can be extracted from
the argument as a whole. The “pastness" of art cannot be

discussed outside the “system.”” Likewise the concept can-

(s
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y crisis of art as
dramatized by Fischer, as if this had all been anticipated
by Hegel.!® Rather, Hegel's argument was symptomatic of
a new understanding of art itself characteristic of his ep-
och. On the basis of this understanding rests the entire pro-

ject of the historical study of art as a scholarly discipline.
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in another time in history but also because it fulfilled an-
other function in history, precisely that function from
which, in Hegel's view, it had achieved aesthetic eman-
cipation in his time. As Joachim Ritter formulated it,

“older art, when treated historically, deserts both the con-

text QFifc hictnarical « WO rld"”’ and ite hictnrical anr-hnn 20 ch
A AT ALZAUDLN/A LANvEAL UL AL CALLWA A M LALIAULWV/L AWiAlL AARIWw L

sl

“resuscitation” corresponds to contemporary culture and
its capacity to “‘appreciate’’ historical works of art.2! “The

pastness of art in its highest sense implies that the work of
art—once endowed with an aesthetic presence—no longer
stands in that religious and historical context out of which

it emerged. It becomes an a1 utonomous and absolu ute \"rgrk
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of art 22 Thus reflectlo n art gain a new dlmensmn But
Hegel offered art hlstory as contemplatlon of past modes of
human expression, modes which no longer—as with
Winckelmann—suggest a model for the future of art itself.

4. Art Historians and the Avant-garde

1is time stood at a turning
point in the history of art scholarshi . After the romantics
invoked historical art for the last time as an example for

contemporary art, the art historians and the artists parted
ways. The historians. with notable exceptions such as Rus-

-~ LA Asaduird ATRAANS ) PV AniAld AANWLREE W AN wiRww adsd Dwmwald &S

kin,23 no longer found room for the artists of their time in

it3m ~F nrt anmd temdand s1c1:aller ~oncs A+~ -.".-.4-.-. an
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unbroken history of art into the present. Artists no longer
turned automatically to masterpieces of historical art for
guidance but rather subscribed to a new “mythology,” the
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self-appointed mission of the avant-garde.?* History under
this metaphor becomes an army with the artists playing
the role of a sort of band of advance scouts. The forward
march of art becomes the responsibility of a cultural elite

who feel entitled to define progress among themselves and

VV AAN7 ANwrwra Aiwiwnai aain Wl ERAAANALEY TaLvadaTwa ¥V s ea

who are nonetheless convmced that history w1ll take

Tnm smmmee 18 2 nen 2126 n AL cmcmm e mcc i< me I |
the rear. It is an elite of pluglt:bmvca, repi

ac

clites of power or high culture but paying for h privilege
with the stigma of the outsider.

It is significant that the term “avant-garde,” once it had

been introduced by Saint-Simon, oscillated constantly be-
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tween political and artistic applications. In the political

Anrmnai it +tha lalhal AF L + : A las +1h
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positionists, in short, any faction whose social visions
could not be realized.?5 In the artistic world it was the em-
blem of the Refusés, who broke with the Salons and the
conventions of official art. In earlier dreams of unity, polit-

ical and aesthetic avant-gardes were programmatically in-

tartwwinad Tn artiro conflict Tl Lo ntit haturaan theca trvwn
Eriwinea. in pra\,u\,\, COILiICL OI'oKe Ut oetween tnese two

utopias, between artistic autonomy and political anarchy,
as the history of the debate over autonomous or engaged
art demonstrates.

.

ince the deve
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plrlcal art scholarship, then, art criticism and art history
have been essentially separate enterprises. Only occasion-
ally would contemporary art furnish points of contact be-
tween the two parties. Alois Riegl and Heinrich Wolfflin, to

name two promment examples, harmomze in a curlous

torical art seems to take on traits of contemporary art.
Rlcg1 s notion of St:y'xc, " for exam p le, was abstracted from

all other factors which condition a work. Its “leveling po-
tential” was so great that out of the historical works could

be distilled an abstract notion of an “art pur.”’26 Wolff-
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lin's “principles,” which were supposed to correspond to
“forms of seeing," appeared simultaneously with the first

)
i

rary art experience, and not necessarily consciously.
| & .&

e 4 e +1a abi sl Ao T PP the art
ror it is wortn macking tne aist inction between the art

historian (like Ruskin) who wrote about the history of art
in order to propose lessons for the art of his own day, and
the art historian (like Riegl, Wolfflin, or Franz Wickhoff)

who was merely unable to avoid seeing historical art with

€yes trained from recent art experlence." Usually, as for

‘A,;r\lr"\r\cr nnd latar Arn far A’AV’V\AV‘ ‘A’ﬂ‘ lan~h 28 1+ oo ~t
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modern art but traditional art which was the “victim” of
an altered aesthetic conviction. Traditional art suddenly
seemed to offer what one had come to know—or else to
miss—in modern art. Most such authors wrote without

ever Ieeiing cnauenged to I'CIDIDK melr evomuonary 1’1’10(1-
ele or to rpﬂect Orl the ‘*‘stnrlcal rnnfnrn that mndernicem
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1mp11ed In rare cases such as Wilhelm Worrmger s doc-
toral dissertation, “‘Abstraktion und Einfithlung”’ (Munich,
1907), the retrospective on historical art revealed such
“modern” features in old art that even artists felt justified
in their views: what had hitherto been mere archival mate-

r museum bpieces for the conservative bnnr(rprncn: had
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orm
inally been “correctly’’ interpreted. In short, points of
contact between art production and art history were al-
most as many in kind as there were art historians. And yet
fundamentally the two activities were carried out on dif-

ferent planes: the historical discipline did not normally de-
fine its task in licht of what had havnened to art in

2% ot M hed of of

modernism, nor did it wonder whether these xperlences
m1ﬁl«+ lnntrn ATrEr TV A P e thatev tsmn it el | P
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program.
Of course, there was confidence among all those who di-
rectly or indirectly sympathized with the creed of avant-

14 The End of the History of Art?



. gardism that art follows a continuous path of progress and
innovation. There was no need to fear the rejection of tradi-
tional by avant-garde art as long as the latter seemed

merely to extend what the former had already initiated:
the perpetual renewal of the physiognomy of art. Since
vEEW YT rem—“ b R WEEW AR ~o J bt
avant-gardism was best judged

e
a universal art-historiographical paradigm. Thus the ob-
vious temptation was to write a continuous history of
avant-garde art from the very beginning all the way to the
present, and so to deny that he breaks which had occurred

- T Tt

in any way threatened the imaginary continuity of eternal
art. It is Gi’il_"y’ with the crisis uf avant-gar rdism and the loss
of confidence in meaningful continuity and direction that
this program of writing art history has been deprived of its
most needed support from the contemporary experience of

art.2?
5. Contemporary Methods of Art History

Yet iready in the nineteenth century art history had earned
1.

the task of arranging historical art in a meaningful sequence -
without being able to appeal to a stable conception of art.In
this art itself offered no further guidance, and yet retained
just enough autonomy to continue being studied as “art.”

Excenting such nositions as Semner's materialism the tack

AR P AR VRMLAL PUOALAVIAD A0 WIVRLARIE O AR LVL ACRLAOIRA; BAEL. LCAOL

was understood to be that of ordering the works of art in the

.lllusee 1maginaii‘e IIILU a Sequerlbc WIllLI] dppedrcu to OC
governed by a lawful development of form, as for instance in
Wolfflin’s so-called “art history without names’’ or in Lud-

wig Coellen’s Der Stil in derBildenden Kunst.3° The exclusive
concentration on artistic form. as opposed to content or

L% 4 w- ANd saay :no

‘1

function, was seconded by traditional aesthetics, which had
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This was still, for example, the position of Adorno: the func-
tion of art is its lack of function.3! Stylistic history in its
purest form, accordingly, banished from its historical ex-

"
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planatio all those factors and conditions which were not
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1 ¥
In the fo llowmg pages I would like to sketch critically
some of the historical approaches developed in the mean-
time, to challenge their respective claims to exclusivity,
and to characterize some of the problems they have be-
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queathed to us. For although these approaches are as
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they can no longer cla1 to represent all that art history is
capable of; nor must they ever be confused with timeless
rules of procedure.

=

Crmo narticritlarlay armhitingie variamée ~F ctvrlictin hhict e
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declared themselve st be the ke eys s to general historical ex-

planations. Riegl's “Kunstwollen” is the most famous and
disputed attempt to identify an independent impetus be-
hind the transformation of forms. The term was introduced,

in the spirit of historicism, against the axiom of artistic

clz;l] [To) fl‘\nf Aavoen an arcrhnins Aarndant fvy]a ~rial
OnNiil; OV LliGl WVvLuill All allliailis Ul uhbaUCllL Lyl\/ wUuiIu U"

measured in terms of its own intentions—a logical conse-
quence of the new science of art which made everything its
object.32 Because every ‘Kunstwollen” corresponds to a
respective Weltanschauung, the latter too became a stylis-
tic phenomenon. Artistic styles became the visual projec-

t1iANnc nFcfu]nc nf] vingnrthinking The hictnrv nf far mnm
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somewhat startling about-face, now teaches us general his-
tory: from the style of an age is extrapolated the entire spirit
of an age. The art historian could explain ‘“‘history”’ through
the history of “art” and its all too clear pattern of change
and development and at the same time explain ' art " by

T
ite course Qnr‘ trancformatione ll"l "ncfnrv Thic
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project asserted not only the autonomy of art, its timeless
existence beyond its constantly changing faces, but also the
autonomy of a discipline over against mere historical or

social disciplines. Obviously this smooth symmetry be-

16 The End of the History of Art?



tween style and history fails to come to terms with all the

immaonca Ai1ffiriiltine int ¥/
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into the “inner history” of art. Riegl, and after him Max
Dvorak, raised as well the intriguing possibility of a histor-
ical psychology of art. But it remained a possibility, never
properly pursued by their followers. For apparently nothing
could prevent the emergence of an independent stylistic

.
]’\‘lcfnr\r which f\lIf‘“{'\'l"fPl‘l ta emhrace harmenerntie
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entirety of art.

The concept of a “Zeitstil"”’ was even questioned by other
factions from within the camp of stylistic history. I have in
mind the self-generating “vie des formes’ conceived by
Henri Focillon and extended by George Kubler in his fas-

clnatino cfllA\r Tlda annna nf Tim0 33 unrn 13%7-) anrnnnfnr Y
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remarkable revision of the old cyclical model. A particular
artistic form or problem follows, under the most varying
conditions, similar cycles, which do not fit into a chrono-
logical framework but rather obey an internal schedule:
the successive phases of an early form, a mature form, and
so forth. Thus the model of problem solving is brought to
life again, although this time without the aesthetic doc-
trine uluisperlSlmc to Vasari. The new sequences are not
repeatable, because at a certain point in the sequence
the problem changes and a new sequence is inaugurated,

which then according to the particular evolutionary condi-
tions at hand finds its own time curve. The date of a work is

LA B L) AALR AL VEAAAANS WwueL - LA

here less important than its age in a sequence of trials

nd errors. One SCULpLUi‘e can be contemporancous with
another and yet, according to theme or technique or pur-
pose, stand at another point in the sequence: it could for

example be an early form which shares a historical date

7 "l ';n ra')r];nr\' A Ni11tar moaﬂ;ﬂr\'
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with a late form. Fhrnnn]nmoa] time, which groups simu 11-
taneities together under the rubric of a Zeitgeist, is here
Aicss nct fFomnrr cxrofote —— +hhnt Hireen ~rrrere tersdtiagen
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a system, or as Adorno would put it, “under the unity of a

212 A -

problem.’’34 It is not the objective chronological length of a

~l}
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governed by very different conditions. These ideas have
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1uug been familiar to natural scientists and aﬁthi’OpOlO-
gists. But like all versions of stylistic history, Kubler’s ap-
proach is overly rigorous when it singles out particular fea-
tures or problems of historical art and then attempts to
trace their courses through a morphological development.

And whereas in Riegl’s case the symmetry between style
A hictarv w

o1 ng
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never makes an appearance at all.
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The history of art reduced to the development of forms

could hardly live up to its claim to be a synthetic represen-
’as h: S nn]v ]ncnr'nl that for-

v' [ X4

mal analysis found a pendant in onology The problem of
the content of art was Simply uc1egat€:u to a different

“method.” This only institutionalized the idealistic di-
vorce of form and content. It also implied the final divorce
of art from history. Content was excluded from the analysis

of forms, and forms from the nnn}vqm of content: at least as

long as one understands forms as more than mere signs
PRyEA f vu 4 e Ln nnnnnnn n]l thhto mxa I\LI!II\

Coaes 1or cointent. ine UUJCLuLuAa to aii this are ObDViOUs.
Content often only materializes in its definition through
artistic form, and may not even exist on its own at all. Like-
wise, artistic form is often the interpretation of a particu-
lar content, even if this content is nothing more than a

certain notion of art. The divorce of content and form robs

tation of historical rpn!ifv Ity
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his
mirror of an internal evolutlon, nor is content—the refer-
ence to the world and reality—exterior to form.

The iconologist inquires after the original meanings of
works of art and the cultural interpretations encoded in

them. The process of decoding itself is celebrated as a her-

menaoiitic art cyummeatrically camnlamoantineg the nricinal
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historical encoding.3> Too often this degenerates into a
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promising success in the cases of Renaissance and Baroque
works of art, especially those wi th }uuar‘y texts and pro-
grams created expressly for them. This certainly does not
apply to the original version envisioned by Aby Warburg,
which sought to locate art within a vast repertoire of forms

of cultural expression, as one of an entire array of symbolic

languages thhm world culture. But this approach was
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method for interrogating works of art from the age of
humanism.36

Iconology in its narrowest and most dogmatic applica-
tion was even less likely than stylistic criticism to con-
struct the desired synthetic art history, not least because it
could not identify a “‘real” object of that history. Iconology
would have had to, against its will lift the restrictions on
the classical genres of “high art” and to broaden the field
of questioning to other sorts of images and texts. Riegl, as
we have seen, had already done precisely that. He deliber-
ately transferred the conception of style developed for art
onto all that which would later be called material (‘_11 ure,

onto objects of fashion and everyday consumption.3? His
procedure corresponds in a remarkable way to the aestuet-
icization of the living environment undertaken by Art
Nouveau. But precisely this obsession with definitions and
demarcations betrays in its own way just how difficult it
was to make “art’ the object of art history.

This applies as well to a strain of hermeneutical thought
from which art historical scholarship has borrowed con-
siderably and out of which certain specifically German idi-
osyncracies have developed, especially in terminology and
the use of language. I must generalize here and at the same

f1rma limit mvucalf +tn nrahlame Af the idaalictic traditian
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the so-called philosophical hermeneutics represented by
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Dilthey, Heidegger, and Gadamer—which in their art-his-
torical application became most virulent.3® It will however
be granted that hermeneutics “overcomes the positivistic

naiveté which lies in the very concept of the ‘given,’ through
reflection upon the conditions of understanding.” In so

.......... pon ditions standing.
doing it offers a critique of positivism, and as such is today
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scholarship loses its own direction. In this sense every self-
reflective art history is grounded in a hermeneutic
tradition.

The problems arise when the aesthetic experience—that
is, an essentially prescholarly perlence-—}s declared the
Alian~t Al cAl A tasder on el oy Cevm ~L o nl et
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the ancestry of aesthetics and hermeneutics. Once an abso-
Iute aesthetic became no longer tenable, the theme of ideal
beauty was replaced by the single work of art, which recon-

stituted itself afresh as the nhleot of thn]ar]v 1nvesuoa-

tion. The end of the hllosophlcal concept of “art’ as such
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is left to art criticism.*% The objective for scholarship is no
longer the vmdlcatlon of an ideal of art but rather in-
terpretation as a method. The interpreter, according to Dil-
they, aims at a “scientifically verifiable truth”; he is able

+r 1:nAaw ftrar
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productive process of u_n_d rstanding between the subjec-
tive consciousness and the aesthetic constitution o
work.41

But the consciousness here becomes more important

than its object, and the interpretation, which is bound to

ite nun narcantinn nf thinoe 1in tha anAd nnnrlr'mc nnlxr cp]F
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In its less felicitous art-historical applications it permits
the interpreter, left to his own devices, to ‘“reproduce” the
work in the conjuring act of a guaranteed method. The
danger increases when such hermeneutic principles hard-

en too quickly into a system. The “creative act of viewing”’
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(Sedimayr) is exercised upon an object which is meta-
phorically called a “Werk” and distinguished from a mate-
rial “Kunstding.”4? Too often the interpreting art his-
torian sets himself up as a second artist, a “‘re-creator’’ of

the work. I would like to avoid this conception of a "“work.”
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This application of hermeneutics—polemically charac-

terized here—has left us suggesuons for the di‘lal_‘y‘SiS of
works of art but no compelling model of art historiography.
It has tolerated historical research only as a preparatory
stage, an auxiliary discipline beyond which according to
Sedlmavr the “second’ art historv actuallv begins. Today
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the terminology left behind by th1s school has become more
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understanding which it represents, must remain open to
change and revision. Here a questioning procedure became

entrenched which ought to have been renewed for every
generation. It is in fact a contradiction in itself when the

interpretation of an aesthetic product is raised t

[aZ e} I “']A ﬂ“fl c“'l\f! e~ Anﬂw‘n Cad Fay J
o Te 9 B § 1C dAllll FIACUL S uus 1l cLauuoC u1ilicCil 1u1115 113
C_a.da _er'.. S sense is always a process of self-understandin

insight.43
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forms are referred back not to ideal types but rather to vi-

sion itself. It is perhaps best examined with reference
to Wolfflin. The famous principles, such as “open” and
“closed” form, constitute a catalog of general laws which
are grounded on two fundamental premises: first, that art

117 ihad by ~rartnin a mnrinrt limite: cornnd
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that these limits correspond to equally limited possibilities

of seeing, which exist as physiological and psychological
constants.** I do not wish to challenge these theses so
much as the use which Wolfflin made of them when he
classified stylistic epochs with only a few, supposedly uni-
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versal, criteria. The “natural laws” of art which Wolfflin
recognized in the alternatives chosen by the great histor-
ical epochs for him became the true objective of scholarly
analysis. He pretended that it was possible to produce a

perfect symmetry of vision and structure, and of interpre-
tation and art. But the problem is greater than these objec-
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tions mlght suggest. Seeing is surelv not merely derived
from biological conditions, but rather reflects cultural con-

ventions which, to put it briefly, are not to be explained by
the physical structure of the eye. Since vision is in its turn
subject to historical conditions, Wélfflin finds himself at a
loss to explain its transformation.

The whole topic of historical vision and historical style,

nhyvinticly n-: coc etill laraans :nﬂivnb in tha ranl Af “01"\]-\1\‘_
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ogy. Already Wolfflin had ventured into a potentially fruit-
ful psychology of forms but did not develop it for fear that
it would interfere with his system of humanistic values and
aesthetic norms. Yet the crucial problem for any history of
forms remained the problem of finding a psychological key

to artistic form. a kev which would unlock the mvsterv of
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the metamorphosis of art. Granted, it is never just pure
Lﬁﬁ—us _W'Ill(.ﬂ WE see [7 Tather Iorms alrcauy Leemulg wi LIl
life and meaning. Thus as soon as artistic form was under-
stood as a mediated reality, the psychological implications
of vision could become explosive.

Psvcholoov. howeve er, cannot investi
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communication of reality with its own means, because
ale o 2 o VY o A O .o L L s Yt ... AS
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The relationship between the content or subject of an im-
age and its form lies beyond the range of psychology, be-
cause one must first know what is communicated in an
image in order to show kow it is communicated. The psy-
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chology of perception and representatlon SO brllhantlv
crmmlrare Fae Son 'l:.‘....... wan baoes ~1.7 wle lanmtanan Fe ~Lll.
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in the conventions and transformations of mimesis: the re-

production of nature in the artistic image, the translation

ate the cultural
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of vision into representation.*® It succeeded in correcting
the naive model of an ever more perfect duplication of
nature in art by revealing in our conception of nature con-
ventions, whose matching and correcting generate stylistic

change.

Cvomb;ich in Art and Illusion uses such generally valid
patterns of perception to explain what takes place in the
W szl AL o caa --- en 24 camamann A /Y SRpTOR I B & - “.‘..-...L."l_._--
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of stylistic change’’ describes the history of styles (like the
histories of taste and fashion) as a history of options for or

against possible forms which are then tested against the
nhle(‘t (nature).4? The history of art is thus construed as a

a2 T Wma 4222880 ~a L2 L 223 LI2L32

learmng process in which the representation of reality is
posed as a pe

It would, however, be an error to reduce the entire prob-
lem of artistic form to an act of imitation. Imitation is only
measurable where art imitates nature. But when art imi-
tates reality—social, religious, personal—the constants

against which the result of the imitation are to be mea-
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ways be defined anew before its transmission or imitation
can be evaluated.?® But then of course each humanistic dis-
cipline (social history, intellectual history, and so forth)
will insist on defining historical reality in its own way.
Thus the art historian finds himself confronted with a

. .
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him to greater modesty in his own field.
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6. Art and Reality

Granted, some theories of art deny that art has anything to
do with reality at all. A familiar variant is the view of art as

a beautiful illusion which disguises or fancifies rgahtv A

WEALALALWAL ALAVAJAVWLR L‘l\rll “lU

utopian version offers art as an apparition of a p0551ble fu-
ture, or a promlbe of per&undl nappmess But even the posi-
tions that see art only as an illusory reality, or only as a

projection of a reality, offer an agenda for historical re-
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search: for they too interpret reality, directly or indirectly,
positively or negatively. Reality materializes first in the
mind of the individual who interprets it (in our case the

;I-‘_tlst) and then again in the ';1;1 (v)'fv he individual who

~ “Y\FDL\ A b ]
apprenenas tni

s int s
jects it (in our case the beholder). Artistic mimesis thus a
ways articulates an experience of reality. This reference to
reality obtains even in cases of extreme aesthetic camou-
flaging or encoding. It applies, in ways which were hardly
foreseen, to twentieth-century art.*® I am thinking of the

N
m\rchr*a] r‘]nlmc nF SO~ called ahetract art ta malksa tha iny nc1=
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ble visible and to reveal natural laws hidden behind per-
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transferring ‘“the magic of reality . . . into painting’’ and
Paul Klee when he said, “‘Art does not reproduce the visi-
ble, but makes visible,” were referring art to reality.5° Re-

ality is never what it seems to be at first olance. Even the
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simply a matter ot techmcal ability. Not even photog-
raphy, the self-proclaimed medium of objective documen-
tation, kept its promise: instead it became in the hands

winhiAlas £ine &L.. IS G T ..C.. _l-a.-- A § 23SV Ter mce smmmamms
VCI1ILIC 1UL LIIC .llllCllJ ClaliVUll Ul 1 dllly. Vll Luduy ad llldlly
appreciations of photography could be cited as there are

!

ways of seeing and representing the world.5!

In the nineteenth century the artist went out into the
open air in order to see nature differently from the way it
had been handed down to him by a canon or a workshop

b i ttnen Tdocd smmdcsoem T2rm e Tm &LA on emaler Lt s i meediae L
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gan to a--alyze ontemporary civilization, whose urbar
1

and industrial aspects struck him as the quintessence of
“the modern.” Modern life brought subjects and themes
into play unknown to the old academic hierarchy of gen-
res: technology, for example, or the metropolis.

r1
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But even naturalism and realism, in the original ver-

sions of Courbet and his generation, did not in the long run
succeed in nrn\n{hmr art—still at the margin of society—

.......... viding
with meaning and functions. Every reproductlon suf-
cﬂ‘-nrl "‘vnm 41-\’\ chants 10vn A ' E-Yoh ¥4 r\r v-t\'\‘:"" e “Mnm 4’1‘\@ vt
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ever circulating styles were already compromised by their
pluralism and inflation. So arose the desire both for an un-
spoiled reality as well as for a compelling “truth” in art, to
be manifested in an authentic, timeless style. Program-

matiec inteantinne ware nftan cithiact tn ths 11taniae which
lllabl\f A1ALLLALIVJLIIO VYL LAL Vlilwll cuu_]\.-\.«l, L7 LI uLUtJlaO VViili.11l

developed with the pure forms of an ideal art. The tension

between art and hfe artist and public, persisted as the art-
ists retreated into private worlds created only for their

own visions.
In the nineteenth century art found itself estranged from

ordinarv pvnpr ence and nercention nr‘ (Yo cnno’hf new
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ways of seeing reality. Disencumbered of s perf1c1al re-

b -

perception and cognition of the world. But these new ways
were inevitably referred back to the old ways, to the banal,
false and culturally exhausted formulas for the reproduc-
nd exnerlence of reahtv Naturalism acceded to the

claims t

those same claims. Finally, rejecting once and for all a stat-
ic world view and the conquest of nature through linear
perspective, art invented ways of seeing which were pre-
linguistic and no Ionger culturally determined.?2 The

LA S N L D, /4. V. PEUNRTY N [ (I T S e m o
J.Cdll LCb lllLUIIIIUCb \.lV.lUllCt} alc ledy& ulbllllbt 1IULIl a4
known reality. Although such artists claimed access to a

timeless reality, this reality too is ultimately only com-
prehensible historically. In this sense, Peter Gay, in his
book Art and Act, reconstructed the historical contexts of
Manet, Gropius, and Mondrian. New modes of perception
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were tested, both as new approaches to reality, and as ap-
proaches to a new reality. The “‘nouveaux réalistes” sought

to rpcn]vp fhp estrancement
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stract palntx g had attained. P ovocatxo and mental and
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own reality, and at the same time to acknowledge his own
expectations from art. Art and life—either in mutual il-
lumination or mutual denial—stood simultaneously at dis-
posal. The history of this confrontation could be extended

ad libitum. In our context it bears witness to the impor-

r W nealr alhAnt

tanco nF CY\O'\"I‘“” Ol‘\ﬂi‘lf Y'D")l txy ‘171\ m o C
ll. YV \’FU“L\ CA UL

tance of speaking about reality wheneve
art. This relationship is immanent precisely in the form of
the work of art, which either as image or counterimage al-
ways participates in a dialogue with a recognizable form of
reality. It is supplemented by the diachronic relationship
to other statements about reality which the artist encoun-

ters in f]'\ historv of art, and which either correct or con-
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At this point in the argument we may agree that art does
not merely exist within an internal history of forms ex-

clusive to a particular eenre or medium Tndppd in such a

sive to a par genre or medium. Indeed, in such a
state of isolation it is robbed of the full quota of re ahty
with which it was endowed. aL_'y}is riticism is pPi itched at
a high level of selection in its mterrogatlon of the ork of
art, underrating both its claims and its binding force, in-
deed, selling it short. Art set free in this fashion, even to the
idealistic extreme of being removed from the context of
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style, has always found its panegyrists. Art thus assessed is

acrinninalls, 311 L. Lhzictnmimnn] $onm b e Tt ~ae
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come the theme of philosophy but not of historical writing.

This thesis in no way denies the fundamental insight
that artistic form survives as an object of contemplation
even after the original message has lost its immediate

force. For it is prec1sely this surv1val of form which con-
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stitutes the experience of art in the familiar sense; indeed,

the appeal the fascination of form sets historical questions
in motion the first n]aop It manifests itself in the work
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as a creative power not only to artlculate reality but also
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tions to the work of art.

The common denominator of the historiography of art
had always been, above all, an ideal notion of art which
was then explicated through the history of art. The loss of

. N .
ﬁ'nc naradiom Adid nat aliminate the avnerience nf art
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but—ijust as did the loss of a traditional conception of his-
tory—it transformed scholarship.®>3 The discipline won
new insights into its material and had to account for these
insights with new theories. Only the work of art itself—not
a definition of art, whatever it might be—was capable of

ctino the nressure nf the new anectionce Thic wac of
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course always an object of 1nterest, but now it was seen in
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all €n C.ly new Way 1ne WOrK O{ ali LCSLILIC not to art out
to man. And man in his artistic appropriation of the world
does not lose contact with the world but rather bears wit-
ness to it. He reveals his historicity in his limited world

view and limited range of expression. In this sense the
-« a vw " L X
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work of artis a hlstorlcal document.

Thus it is understood by Svetlana Alpers when she poses
the question I Art History?'’54 In this polemical formula-
tion the work of art, instead of “art,” is put to interrogation

and as a “piece of history” restored to that historical ter-
rooted hv the champnions

ANV AlZNaidprsANSRRS

r‘ltnrv from which it had been up
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of an autonomous art. Autonomous art had been thought of

as the bearer of a “higher truth.” The mystery of the cre-
ative act itself, removed to a sort of aesthetic no-man’s-
land, only fostered this sort of idealism. Thus Alpers could
plead for a ““demystification” of the creative process. .
Artistic form is a historical form: it was so often condi-

tioned by genre, materlal, and technique, but also by con-
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ents an ns,
web as “pure form.” No longer can Wolfflm's “inner hlsto-
ry” of art, in which “every form works creatively further,”

be read from form.35 Recent concepts such as ‘“‘icono-
graphic style” or “genre style” correspond to a change in
questioning strategies. The new concepts demonstrate that

fl’\p nlrl nnhnn nF a cfvlp travelino an 2 Aane-wav ctreet of
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formal development has collapsed 56 In its place appears
UIC WUFK UI d.['l WH]CH Ou,uples I.Ile iﬁtérsecuon 0[ IHC gen-
eral historical and individual lines of development. It is
bound as much to a contemporary horizon of experience as
to historical traditions.37 Just as it was generated by more

than ntl\pr urnrl(: nF art. so it lm:arc witness to more than
LW ALANSLE W BAARRAL
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_}U.St art. Countless conditions which entered into it, and

eftects which proceed from it, converge to a single point, as
in a lens, in the work of art.

Several recent studies have tried to relate or coordinate
the visual structure of works of art, their aesthetic organi-

zation. to more general notions nF their time nprl pnlfnrp. |
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only mention the works of Michael Baxandall, such as

Painti g and Exp(?‘r‘z nce in rlfteei’itn~l,entury ual_'y, or Al-
pers’'s own much discussed Art of Describing.58 But there is
still another approach to artistic form as a truly historical
form. Now that the notion of style, be it the style of an era

or the stvle of an “rt st has lost its central status there hac
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emerged a new interest in what it is that makes an image
an image, or to put it differently, how artists have con-
ceived of the aesthetic constitution of their products. Perti-
nent examples are Michael Fried’s Absorption and Theatri-
cality, Wolfgang Kemp's Der Anteil des Betrachters, and

Norman Brvson's Word and ’mnoa 39 For the 'figurality”
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or quality as an image of a painting, as distinct from a text,
L. L. Ltctmn, ~C: i IR M I ) I P seamd 11 T

11ad Ildu a 1H>WULY O1 llb OWIl WwWiliCil 1S Still 1ar ECIy unio1a. 1n
writing such a history we find ourselves alongside the art-
ist, tracing the career of the concept of image he was using

and sometimes inventing. For it was never just the mate-
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conception or efmltlon of what this work was to be. This
applies most obviously to the seventeenth century and
thereafter when painting became at times its own subject
matter, commenting upon itself as art, or as a demonstra-

4132 afff228225222

tion of painterly skill, or on the nature of such skill. But the
£ aricisial
L 1

1e was producing but also a certain

o cmmn el o e ler smandnban

cture as a PTooiI€Inl surcry préaaics
the moment when the artist was allowed to make it the
topic of his creation. The historical change of artistic form,
finally, was prepared by a concern both with meaning en-
tering the work from an outside source and with the re-

production of visual truth and “life.” If we conceive of
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an image of style, then we discover a new historical se-
quence which makes room for all the various individual
concepts of a work.

8. Possible Areas of Art-Historical Research
The project of writing the history of art has survived all t

often on the fiction of elevating a
no

hero of the story. But there is no new model in sight which
could claim the same comprehensiveness. For the more
complex our conception of the work of art and its manifold

determinants, the more difficult becomes a synthetic treat-
till canable of br
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fied perspective of a “history of world art.”’60 Traditional
art history, which had achieved precisely this, can serve
today only as a foil before which new tasks for empirical
research may stand out in relief. Some of these I would like

to mention in passing, with no intention of setting out any
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1. The dialogue among the humanistic disciplines is be-
coming increasingly more important than the indepen-
dence of the individual disciplines. Theoretical statements
from within fields, which especially the younger disci-
plines have cultivated in hopes of demonstrating their sci-
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entific rigor, tend toward closed systems and only hinder
this development. Openness to other disciplines is surely to
be encouraged, even at the price of professional autonomy.

2. Stylistic history cannot simply be replaced by social
history or any other simple explanatory model, though

there lv\owo heen ceveral nromicing attemntce to enlarce tra_
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ditional models of sociological research in this area.®! Any

dpproacn WHICH neglects [ﬂe Iorm OI I.l'le WOI'K Ol er, ll'l'
deed, fails to make it a central theme of the analysis, is
dubious at best. For with this form the work expresses
what it has to say. Form is not so easily deciphered as it

might at first seem. Nevertheless, functional analys]_u and
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reception aesthetics offer the possibility of rela
t

1.
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which it referred.

3. Reception aesthetics as developed for literary history
by Hans Robert Jauss, which is more complex than Gom-
brich’s psychology of style, suggests specific directions for
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empirical research Wlth its help the history of forms may
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works but also pec ple appe--rf’z Reception aesthetics

sketches out historical sequences in which a work is bound
not only to its original audience, and not only to previous
art, but also to future artists or works. Each new work of
art is confirmed or corroborated against a “horizon of ex-

noartatiAane » Tr thic twrnew mrnditntinm and racantinn taoathar
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effect the historical transform 1 irt. Ab
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procedure brings the original beholder together w1th the
contemporary beholder: the one as cause of the work, the
other as source of the question posed to the work. Accord-
ingly, in the “perpetually necessary retelling”’ of art histo-

valitntinm and ¢
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a
contemporary testing”’ of the work must coincide.53 The
contemporary mterpreter is now influenced not only by
the “historical succession” of earlier interpreters but also
by his own experience of art. In this way the inquiry con-

3
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stantly finds new directions. With this we arrive at a fur-
ther aspect.

4. Contemporary art not only violates the frontiers of
aesthetic autonomy and repudiates the traditional experi-
ence of art but at the same time seeks renewed contact

with its own social nnr] r'nlhlral environment resolvin
4 A v;;x;;v;&l. A WwaI\TaA v L
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thus the celebrated conflict of “life and art.” One mi ght
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single out an analogous tendency in recent ar
phy, that trend toward an mtegral w of things known
under the motto of “art in context.”6 Studles of this kind
disclose in historical art precisely that “grounding in life”
which contemporary art is so eager for, or show how this

relationship to llfe was later dlsplaced or 1deolog1call

Fr\w-m rl | & PPN thn tuassr anttnnétnnm ~m tha v
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to the “seam’ between art and life.

5. Another experience drawn from contemporary life is
the increasing familiarity with technical information and
its manipulation through the mass media. This has edged

v
o
?

the problem of language and media in general in ideologi-
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into the foreground of the social and human sciences.65
This is not to suggest that historical works of art should be
mechanically interrogated as if they were modern media
systems, because in the past they functioned altogether dif-
ferently. On the other hand the common study of language

and art can ce
Qilui Al L vAll v

I
bolic communication. Interest i
growing and correspondingly the understanamg of images
in conjunction with language finds ever more currency in
the dialogue among the disciplines. Art may even be under-
stood as another sort of language. With this I do not mean

f]"ln conventinnal matanhar of a naatical “‘1lanciiace Af ars’
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but rather a system of symbolic communication locked

nto the forms themselves.%¢
It is no longer necessary today to justify our interest
in media, linguistic systems, and symbols. We are sur-
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rounded increasingly by images, signs, and sounds with
unsettlingly wide ranges of effectiveness, in which, as Sus-

an Santao in her haonk On Dlnnfnnvnnla-u Anfr.n]nr‘ f]-\n Frnn_
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tiers between reproduction and realltv medium and fact
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bolic systems—whether images, words, or numerals—
which throw light on problems of perception or suggest a
new kind of technical “reading.” Modern art early on be-
gan the challenge to farmllar formulas of seeing and per—

day all too often replace nature as the dominant experience
of our world. In such an environment it is surely legitimate
for art history to investigate formulas of perception and
media in the historical material, too, though under all nec-

P .

€ssary precautions.

6. The retrosnective on historical art possible todav re-
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veals aspects of this art which were simply not yet appar-
ent earlier. In any empiriua diSCipliﬁc, the permanently
shifting reception of the object of inquiry invites a constant
revision: every generation, in interpreting the object, ap-

propriates it anew. Precisely that lack of a social role

which dis i‘g' rishes contemporary from traditional art
sharpens our se n51t1v1ty to prior functions of art. This dis-
continuity b een the two is not eliminated by the mere

fact that art is stlll produced today.6® Rather, this experi-
ence conceals the widening gap. It betrays itself in the per-
manent self-analysis of contemporary art, which has so

lono beer ated uestions about the verv purpose
of the production of art. Self-analysis in the sense of self-
K JIU T f.criticism—which Y P,
Qoubpt ana €even Sseil-CritiCisinm-—winicn S0 Oitén accoin-

panies the consciousness of inherited art history as a bur-
den—is not to be confused with traditional self-reference
as described above (pp. 28—29). In such a climate the ques-
tions about the functions of historical art assume a special
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urgency. Perhaps one day yet a universal history of art will
be conceived along these lines.®® This would no longer be a
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rather a successio of societies and cultures, each with a
different reper ire of forms and functions of art.

f
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since art, in Harold Rosenberg’s words, confronted "the di-
lemma of its own existence in an epoch of new media that
have assumed most of art’s functions.”70 Already in 1950
Jean Cassou argued in his book La Situation de 'art moder-

»
T

public ascribes to art, namely to erect an image of the real-
ity in which it hves."71 This voice harks from the era of
“abstract art as universal language 72 Since then pop art
and the “nouveaux reahsmes up to and 1ncludmg junk

;;;;;;;

albeit with controversial methods and results, has re-
gained a certain faculty for articulation in face of the
world, a faculty which it seems no other medium is capa-

ble of r'pn!anlno' To be sure, these are only experiments
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within a confusing d1versxty of contemporary notions of art
dll(.l Ul.ﬂCr mc‘:dia lllc art IIldIl&Cl aﬁd Wor lu Ul LUIICLLO_I—S
only succeed in further obscuring the role of the “visual
arts’’ in our society.

Such insights are bound to affect our perspective on his-

torical art. Even the existence of art can no longer be si
ply taken for granted, without asking how 1t came into
latemer e 6 virlan <1, ont "I‘Ln AL."“.- - +L ¢
UCil 15 Or 1O Wlldl— Ldb!\b ll. Wds S€t. 111€ 00Sserv

i
once fulfilled other functions than it does today, or that it
may have subsequently surrendered some of those func-

tions to other media, suggests a new repertoire of topics for
historical research, a repertoire which has of yet hardly
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gained a foothold in the discipline. As long as art was con-
sidered a natural mode of expressio for every epoch—
Y P n oo ctnnd T Atroctinm Cinca I¥~oal

Wil .ICII. LU bC SUre i1ias sitooqa in HUCBLIUII auu..c ncscr—uﬁc
needed only to recount its history and extol its achieve-
ments, or, as the case may be, lament its current loss. Since
we no longer enjoy this confidence in the eternal presence
of an immutable art, there is far more justification for curi-
osity about the earlier history of this art. For only some-
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g ACIL 4D IIUL OVILSU VIMUILL lIVUIILY A val \v‘l‘lll\rll&\'

the understanding. In this sense the newly recognized his-
toricity of art calls for a new audacity, a willingness to pen-
etrate into realms long declared off-limits by the idealistic
tradition. At the core of this project is the restoration of the
bond between art and the public which makes use of it, and

t}'lp rnncrr]prahn'n I'\F "\ﬁ‘ll an] \ll t“\ Wwna
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bond determined artistic form.
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Any unified account of the history of art must find room for
modern art. Yet conventional introductory textbooks often
give the impression that modern art does not exist at all. In

AT AENS @ Wrdn

the bookstores, meanwhile, it seems as if only books on
modern art are p‘Liuuaucu 1:.v1ucnuy the two types of liter-
ature have little to do with one another. The reasons for
scholarship’s negiect of modern art are manifold. The “dis-
continuity” of which we have spoken commenced not only
with the desertion of the traditional genres and the re-
pudiation of the concept of art which they embodied, for
example in the first “actions” of Marcel Duchamp. It is
equally apparent in the so-called abstract art, which
seemed to have renounced art’s rightful object. Art histo-
rians for the most part declined to take part in modern-

ism'’s challenge, a challenge which might have inspired a
radical reexamination of the orthodox account of Westem
art Tf\(‘feod f]nn‘r h]ﬂr\ﬂr‘ 4+ omoa]‘ran mnt 4 A YR ATY n‘: oS ot 4 nw;f-_
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stract qualities of form simultaneously with the ap-
pearance of the first abstract paintings. Yet he took no
concrete position on contemporary art.”3 With exceptions
such as Nikolaus Pevsner or Meyer Schapiro, virtually all
those art historians who have molded the profile of the dis-
cipline steered clear of modern art. Those who did confront
modernity either failed to develop general models of in-
terpretation (on the level of Wélfflin’s ““Grundbegriffe’’) or
else practiced two different models of historical treatment
simultaneously. Thus to the rupture of art in the modern

era corresponds an analogous breach in art-historical

Q(‘hn]arc}nn Pnncprxraf ve (‘pc 106 hp sure, 1 “Sed to lament

vuulv

the betrayal of tradition dern art, and thus admitted
recent history to their accounts as an unfortunate aberra-
tion.”4 The champions of modernism used tradition in the
opposite way: to justify the new in terms of the old. But
even they did not continue the history of art “under the
unity of the nr‘nhlem ’; still less did they ask how modern

—aaa . Eea -—rana § S wiaa

art mlght have altered our understandmg of premodern

ARl 4
aill.

We are always given the impression that one history of
art ends just where the other begins. The “second history
of art” had its zero hour under the spell of early avant-
garde criticism and in the proximity of the Refusés. Since

then modern art has certalnl b n historically treated,
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minds with imagination, and with a faith in the perpetual
metamorphosis of an eternal art, to make sense of the pro-
cess as a whole.” In the end this history is still just as dis-
tinct from the traditional history of art as the artists
themselves wanted to be from tradmonal art. But ever
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ry—whether of classicism in Renaissance art or of the spir-
itual power of medieval art—nor the faith in an unceasing
progress of the modernist art history. Instead art history is
free to measure tradition against the modernist critique,

and at the same time to hold modern art up to the canon
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rier between the two, a barrier which only conceals false
diagnoses on both sides. The time seems particularly ripe
for such an endeavor, now that so many facts have been
accumulated, again on both sides, which contradict the fa-

miliar patterns of understanding. This situation has only
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tained by different traditions of evaluation and narration,
traditions which are fundamentally incompatible. The pre-
modern tradition, isolated by the wall of modernism, be-
came either obsolete or sacrosanct, while modern art itself
seemed only to consist of denials of tradition, to such an

.
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was no longer even perceptible. In the meantime it has be-
come clear that the “tradition in the new’’ was just as
important as Harold Rosenberg’s “tradition of the new."’7¢
We are led to wonder whether it might be possible to apply
similar standards and address similar questions to both

r\lrlnr and mndern art
1Ger ana modaern art.

Indeed, something very like this was undertaken earlier
in the century, although under different premises. When
modern art (from impressionism to cubism) had its first
impact on art-historical writing, its integration seemed

simply a matter of adopting the proper perspective, possi-
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rupture between tradition and modernism would then fig-
ure merely as another phase in art’s never-ending cycle of
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transformation. To this end Julius Meier-Graefe traced the

“evolution of modern art” back to the Renaissance and be-
vnnd 77 Werner Weisbach, following up on the ideas of the

B b hay uf
Vienna School of art history, found i pressmnlsm to be a
561“161"&} probler“ Gfp inting in antiquity and d modernit Ly s

he insisted on the unity of artistic problems and thus of art
as such.”® Modern art did not betray but rather perpetu-
ated tradition. And a constant notion of art promised to

safeguard art hi istory’s object. It was left to a handful of

historians, such as Max Dvoiak, to warn against the com-
fortable fiction of an eternal art: for in fact the very con-
cept of art, Pvorak pointed out, was subject to hxstorlcal
change.’® Nevertheless the idea of a “‘continuous chain” of
evolution—as Hans Tietze phrased it—remained popular.

Tietze, for his part, shifted the discussion to the nrnhlem of
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our own attltude toward hxstorlcal art, altogether different
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ferent from our attitude to truly contemporary art.80 But
then the aesthetic appreciation of older art (via modern ex-
perience, as Tietze saw it) is not precisely the problem un-
der discussion here, the problem facing contemporary
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modern art had deserted the familiar territory of older art,
be it the content of traditional iconography, the unidirec-
tional evolution of style, or the mimetic function. Meyer
Schapiro could relate the old and the new only by positing

an irreversible ‘‘revolution” and by abandoning any
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colors” was no product of an orderly evolution but rather
the desperate self-expression of the individual in the face of
modernity. Paintings recalled tradition by remaining “the
last hand-made personal objects within our culture.” But
they no longer served commumcatlon and even consciously
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refuge for “‘communion and contemplation,”” an argument
(and a concept) borrowed from nineteenth-century roman-
ticism.

Schapiro was describing in t
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nq] enicnde in modern art: the
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and mass culture reappeared in contemporary art.
self-reference of art, and thus the built-in retrospective on
tradition, gave way to a reference to the culture of advertis-

ing and technology, especially in the United States, where
Furnnean traditions sooner lost their dnmunance The no-
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tion of a “‘pure art”’—together with “anti-art’ as its mirror
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played in museums or not, came to resemble applied art or
everyday objects.

The question of what art has been in
it at all resembles this histor

1
inges on our understanding of modern art. Scnoiars’ an-
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dates of publlcatlon Werner Hofmann in

“the foundations of modern art,” takes a conventionai
postwar position when he draws attention to the “great
realism” and the ‘“‘great abstraction’”’ culminating in the

1920s.82 This double-sidedness of modern art, directed ei-
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his view the dual heritage of Western art, which after cen-

turies under the Renaissance ideals of illusionism and
mimesis, discovers a new “affinity”’ to medieval art. In
fact, already in the 1920s medieval art had been called in

as a justification for expressionism and, in general, for
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of extremely limited applicability, for it rests on only a
partial analogy. Hofmann’s arguments, despite his pro-
tests to the contrary, still revolve around formal structures
and their transformation. Ten years later Hofmann ex-
pressed second thoughts about the official image of mod-
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ern art, as it had been glorified by the commentators of the
avant-garde and collected by museums.?3 He concludes

.
that the nrthndonv ar-nnnnf nF a Drogress ive evaliitin no
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longer offers any stable orientation, and that the concept of
autonomous ‘‘art,” along with its rank within our culture’s
system of values, has lost its clear outlines.84 Again, the
problem of how art history is to “‘explain’’ the continuity of
an ongoing history of art appears unsolved, or even no
longer solvable. And if it is unsolvable, then the conse-

quences for our retrospect upon previous models of art his-
"I\“:I"\' “ﬂ““ﬁ&"’l\ wLre ll L Foa g alsl 7 e "A’n falel o lnnv!r‘]tv "ln""'\ rash b al
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eyes to a contemporary confrontation with the inherited
subject of our discipline—art—for the mere reason that it

presents us with problems of a new and unwelcome sort.

c
which is by no means yet a program, already begs a num-
ber of objections. Is it at all possible to embrace in the
same conspectus traditional and modern art, so profound-
ly divided? And what does one gain in the end beyond a
confirmation of their differences? In order to meet these

nhiortinne wwa nitaht ta charas fcnnx e -3 nnn:n
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the contemporary interpreter.

Traditional and modern art are certainly not to be
thought of as a single entity. Rather, they should become the
object of questions which, by virtue of the retrospective
view possible today, admit them both as historical phe-

nomena (neca thav hnth haraome traditinn and na lonocer
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bear witness agamst each other, we are relieved of the bur-
den of playing them off against each other as cultural sym-
bols. We can no longer labor under the illusion that we still
“possess’’ or “‘represent’”’ modernism, but rather must ac-
knowledge to ourselves that we have already attained a his-

torical distance from certain aspects of modernist art, a
l-’ A A AL AL -
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distance which until now we have only been accustomed to
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with older art. This does not mean that we are to level off the
gradient between older and modern art, as postmodernist
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really be surveyed when the interpreter must no longer seek

upon it a standpoint for himself and his personal aesthetic
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itself tradition, traditional art no longer appears in the
same light. One cannot appeal to modern art unchallenged,
because it no longer leaves us with firm convictions of what
“art” is. At the same time we must dispense with the notion
of a closed canon of classic art as it appeared to nineteenth-
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alters the image of art which was handed down to us with
the history of the discipline. It is now being asked how art
came into being in the first place, and what it was meant to
be in other cultures and societies. New questions emerge

whenever the 01(1, €asy certainties falter: questions which

have never heen acked hefare never cu]’\!pr‘an tn the famil.
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iar tools and procedures of evolutionism, biographical
analysis, or iconology, questions which therefore guaran-
tee no safe answers. Such questions will probably never
profit the art market or the organizers of exhibitions, for
their answers will not oblige anyone to change the labels

[l

Art hlstory’s difficulties with modern art date back to
the early nineteenth century, when art lost its traditional
public functions. Art compensated for this loss with a re-
flection on its own aims and means, on the artistic realm.
It justified its survival by insisting on absolute autonomy.

rt hlsbgrv prnpraprl at the time as a new brapch ofbdman-

scholarship, and appeared to follow the same path, iso-
}atii‘lg the artistic realm as its object Of study. But this

impression is misleading. For in fact art history undertook
to canonize the very tradition which the living art of the

time was trying to decanonize. Art history’s intentions
ble those of art; in fact they were applied to
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seemed to resem
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historical instead of contemporary art. Art history strove to
restore the values of a lost tradition, while living art either
escaped the inherited canon by means of a deliberate mod-
ernism, or else made this canon the very object of its reflec-

tion of ite commente r]nnkfc and desperate affirmatinne
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The two projects shared only thelr faith in the genius of the
artist; they parted ways when art history first explored the
evolution of national schools and sought universal princi-
ples of artistic creation. Clearly such contrary aims would

not lend themselves to an easy synthesis.

But this is only part of the problem of evaluating art
from before and after 1800. An art which is already pro-

i SRR | a1l < — TR ey L za_
uutx:u uuucr L1lC WCI(.UII]C or UIIWCILUIIIG awareness or Iis

own history, which it then seeks either to escape or to reap-
ply, is not very well suited to an art history interested in

demonstrating stable principles or evolutionary patterns.
Wh;\f the modern grt either emulated or rejected (for ex-

VAR ARAANS WA AL AL |. R AR ARA

(IQ
(
i ™)
‘s
S’
"
3
V)
y
D
-

thetlc apprec1at10n The possibility of a pplymg thxs art hls-
tory to Ingres instead of to Raphael was never even raised.
It was left to art criticism to fill the gap, at least until art
criticism itself, much later, was embraced by art history as
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Anot n ed by comparing art
history to moder literary hlstory The latter has explored
Mallarmé'’s concept of a new poetic language or the vicissi-
tudes of the modern novel—to offer only two examples—in
view of the structure of the modern mind, and with consid-
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thre,,t-n_ed by the loss of its medium, that is, language as a
b | ]

tableau and the statue lost their status as stable medla,
indeed, the activity of painting itself and even the notion of
personal creation found themselves in jeopardy. Surely
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cirzch ral‘“ho] rlleerwenfafinn miocht have inenired art hictn-
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rians to a more meaningful engagemen nt with the problem
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of modernity in art. Just the opposite is the case. The trans-

formations of modernism—from symbolism to cubism and
so forth—seemed so self-evident, so self-explanatory that
they apparently required only a description of changing ar-
tistic means. This descrintion was undertaken for the most
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part as an appralsal of a continuous chain of innovations,
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tem of “-isms.” As long as the continuity and unity of art
remained unquestioned, this evolution invited little fur-
ther reflection.

This judgment may seem unjust and unjustified. But the

dlsparlty between literary hlstory and art history can

hardlyv he ionnred Thic ic nnt +}-\n nlace to avamine the rea.
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sons for their astonishing incongruence It suffices to point
out that art history has rarely strayed beyond the borders
of the system of artistic phenomena as such, and has rarely
connected this sytem with the general experience and con-

sciousness of the modern mind or personality. Why else do
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in the general public’s evaluation of modermsm? Art in the
early nineteenth century, very much like literature,
pected to embody what the individual in the modern age
had lost, by positing a fictitious universe with access to
private experience. These circumstances prepared the way

for many of the star rtling turning points an nd apparent con-
tradictions which were to follow. There was soon no longer
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exclusive concepts of art, in the distinction between ap-
plied arts and artistic autonomy, was mirrored the plu-

ralism of modern society. By now all these are accepted
truths , yet they have scarcely molded and Qhaned the gen-

ral d scourse; indeed, they have not even established a
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th1 ituation which is our topic here.
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the cxperierce of modern art would be plUULdUlC for the
study of older art. Indeed, the emergence of modern art
must not be mistaken for an accident without repercus-
sions for our understanding of art in general, and of histor-
ical art in particular. The nexus between the one and the

other becornes all too apparent when one considers mod-
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tary on modernlsm as a historical epoch The same
reference to the world can also be expected with new confi-
dence of older art, for in fact precisely this faculty of refer-
ence was bequeathed to modern art by older art. To be

sure, such a reference cannot be distilled to a simple for-

mula. That too we have learned from modern art, whose

myr1ad variations correspond to the high complexxty of the
modern world itself. In premodern art as well the reference
to the world was embodied in numerous alternatives
which simply cannot be grasped with the monolithic con-
ceptions of closed artistic styles, such as Romanesque,

Cntl’nr‘ or Renaissance.

Wltl'l this we arrive at the pr oblem of the alleged unity of

PR I D

older art versus the fragmentary nature of modern art.8>
This apparent opposition, although we accepted it above,
is only partially valid. For it is nourished by an all too ide-
alistic conception of traditional art, one which we owe in

larop part to romanticism. In Fs\r‘f nlrlpr- art emerges as a
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sum of rival and complementary functions and their re-
SpECLi'v'e expi‘é‘:SSIOﬁS mready in the seventeenth century,
in Protestant Europe, art sustained a major crisis. On the
one hand, the Reformation had discredited the traditional
religious image. On the other hand, the self-sufficient work
of art, the modern tableau with its self-contained systems

of symbolization and idealization of the world, was estab-
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town fostered art on premises altogether different from
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those current at the French court. England, meanwhile, in
the process of r ecovermg from a long period of artlstlc
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discern a narrow interdependence between artistic norms
and general cultural convictions. If we take such discov-
eries seriously, we are obliged to recognize two general at-

tributes of the premodern work of art: its status as an

;m'\ﬂn I\c L\ “1’\“1’1 ““““ L 1‘\ AAAAA IJ "\"Irl Lo X o ﬁ“ ;mf\r\-n
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of art, an image which confirms, alters, or rejects a certain
notion of art. Art collecting only offered the artist’s cre-
ation an additional raison d’étre, one which in turn had its
own effect on “‘art’’ as such.

It is this double procedure of connecting and disconnect-

tma ~ld and mmndarn ard vohiclh lhal;e 110 date L=
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herent, and yet still distinctive, picture of the peculiar
phenomenon of art in Western culture. This procedure

might be clarified, and our argument brought to a close,
with some exampbles. The general disintegration of catego-
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ries and boundaries whlch modern art has encouraged
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\Jnixea nieaia, Luuagc, moriage, 00jeECt
esis performance art) only heightens our alertness to the
categories and boundaries of premodern art. The easel

painting, a relatively recent product of the European tradi-
tion, is a pertinent exambple 86 Now that its mnnnnn]v has
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ended, the question of its genesis is more interesting than

ever. Those strict categories of genre (such as landscape or
still life) or medium (such as wall painting, mosaic, or
bronze casts) which collapsed under modernism had in
most cases existed only since the Renaissance, and not yet
in the Middle Ages. The rupture of modernism was, howev-
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er, not confmed to matters of form and medium, but also
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culiar status assigned to the court artist, is a case in
point.87 This particular story ended when the salon, i

context of pubuc competition and printed art criticism,
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ceeded by the museum as the ideal destination of uncom-
missioned works of art.®8 Classical antiquity, meanwhile,
only became more conspicuous as its role in art began to
diminish. Antiquity always had a double influence on Eu-
ropean art, by providing a norm of what art was to be, and

he eracting n l‘\o*r'r 1or noainct what art varne nat tn ha Nftan
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art or architecture served the sole purpose of conjuring up
antiquity in tangible form. The career of the statue (in its
context of sculpture court or landscape garden) is the best
example; the nineteenth century’s predilection for monu-
ments, and the strange debate over the requirement of

nudity for statues, is a most intri g- ing manifestation of
crisis. The last universal Europe tyle, of the late eigh-
teenth century, was a last obeisance to antiquity as general
cultural norm, and at the same time a last bid at a truly
official and public art.

Such examples suggest answers to our earlier questions,

. . . .
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overlooking both premodern and modern art. Familiar
manifestations of art look different once they have lost gen-
eral acceptance and have been replaced at least in part by
photography and film. What has ceased to be a self-evident
norm can be examined with a new curiosity, with a detach-
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The synop51s proposed here is certainly not intended as a
quest for the lost unity of art. On the contrary, it only
promises new insights if this notion of unity—so dear to a
discipline eager to justify its own existence—is abandoned.
Our object ought instead to be the diversity of art as man-

ifested in its ever-changineg roles and definitions in I’ncfnry
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This leCI‘Slt may well help us toward a broader notlon of
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tion, one
and change Thus a synopsis of premodern and modern art
could contribute to a historical reexamination of modern
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clude contemporary art or experience of art, which in the
following pages we will attempt to distinguish from yester-
day’s modernism, or the “classical modern.” This is an al-
together different topic which is related to our previous
argument only to the extent that such a distinction be-
tWPPn mndem and contemnorarv mav nrnvp a negessaw
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precondition for a historical perspectlve on some aspects of
modernism. If such a retr ospect is indeed pUSSiblc, then it
means we do occupy a different position, one all too often
described with the fashionable and problematic term
“postmodernism,” to which we will return later. The dis-

cussion of our contemporary condition 1S no lonoer es-

pecially a scholarly question and no longer presents art

iistory with a particular agenda. Rather, it leads to a
much larger problem linked with the issue of modernism,
the problem of self-definition. Of course we all want to be
modern: but modern in what sense? Let us restrict the dis-

cussion, for the moment, to the experience of contempo-
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a
pose all too clearly the difficulties involved, may serve as an
introduction to our new topic. In her book Progress in Art the
American artist Suzi Gablik advances the thesis that art has
evolved to its highest and most authentic form only in our
own century.8? This is not a new idea: Herbert Read pro-
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Read, Gablik relies on a theory of the development of the
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o Piaget’s experimental psychology. Mankind is supposed

human
t

46 The End of the



to have undergone a mental development from figurative

thought toward abstract and operational thought, just as it
s la te stages, according to Gablik,

occurs in childhood. In its

this process is reflected in abstract art, with its complex
Aronniratinn nr fnrmnl Inninnl cvuctormc In flf\a mnr‘nvn o
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art, after transcending the boundaries of sensory experi-
ence, tended like all cognitive systems toward greater com-
plexity and higher levels of organization. To be sure, this
argument is pursued through the example of spatial repre-
sentation in painting, and thus represents the point of view

of an artict whn sees thea hic oﬂr of art c1ilminatino in or
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own time. But other 1nterpreters (for example d) have

also argued that art, liberated from its original functions,
has only now attained its rightful status and is in the posi-
tion to fulfill its true potential. Between the interpretations
of modern art as the fulfillment and as the loss of tradition
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The second voice which I would like to cite, once again,
iS that Of HCWC rlscner an artist WHO insists Ll'la.[ ‘rnoaern-
ism in its traditional forms is exhausted, and who attacks
the concept of the avant-garde as an ideology because it

demands linear progress forward into the myth of the fu-
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of the past' we must escape from it and penser hors
culture.” Thus he conceives a “Hygiene of Art”’ which is
supposed to “‘demystify’’ the sacred ideals of art enshrined
in current aesthetic theories. Instead of remaining isolat-

ed in the “art scene” the artist should address himself to

the nllhl c at large and become the nedagocue of 2 new so-
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ciety.
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rlbLllCI tOUCIIES On e tiemme oOr tne IllbLUly Ul di L .l_y ifn
declaring it to be finished: art history can only be Eurther

practiced arcnaeologlca'Iy To be sure, he draws strange
conclusions; but in the end Fischer belongs to that vast
chorus of commentators on contemporary art who under-

stand modernism as a completed cycle. As Fischer formu-
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which ended up carrying painting to its conclusion. Thxs
began with dematerialization and the reduction to the
pure idea. We are witnesses to a ‘““death ritual.’92 Against a
self-criticism which denounces art in its own medium, de-
velops an “artistic scholasticism: art as a commentary

ic ‘rnlnpr* hicher than the
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work."”?3 Artistic movements such as the so-called art
about art quote historical works of art in order to comment
critically or positively upon them.?# The escape from the
conventional genres and media, even from the category of
the “work of art” altogether is only the other side of the

came rnin Ficcher c r‘nnr‘ll inn ic nat merelv contrarv tn
WWRALRANS N\ JLilidese A ‘u\-ﬂ-l‘\d WwA\JALALN A WA q NFAL Ay AAN/ VL ALLANwWwA Ul “\SALMVALA CAL J &\

Suzi Gablik’s: rather they are talkmg about two quite
uuieren[ lnlngb. lnougn [ney DOIH SpCaK 0[ moaern aI'I
Fischer applies this term to contemporary manifestations,
Gablik to “classical modernism.” We should be wary of

this confusion and turn dlrectly to the contemporary situa-

tion which Fischer. in his m wav. is describine and com-
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menting on
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The new state of consciousness resulting from this most

recent “crisis of art’’ articulates itself among artists and
h ic above all in th themes nf nvant-cnrdp and tradl-
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txo . The ir usual antithesis is no long found to be con-
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it does not suffice to quote the refreshlngly clownish Hervé
Fischer. The situation was more acutely analyzed by Har-
old Rosenberg.

In his nolemical boo TlgeDe-Dpﬁ itio
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achieve any longer the sort of solutions which will in turn
generate further artistic problems.”> As soon as art is
pinned down to such goals or solutions, then the “end of
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51ght n the “ersatz avant-garde’’ nostalgia rules, ever
since the “adversary culture’” which the avant-garde once
claimed to represent disappeared. That happened at the
very latest with the arrival of pop art. “While art today is

not avant-garde, neither has it been absorbed into the sys-

+ + 1A th
tam nf mnce Fr1ilt1ira Tha present art vvn ria 18 rather a
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demilitarized zone.” In this “buffer area’ art finds itself
“immune to attack by both vanguard intransigence and
philistine prejudice. . . . In the aesthetic D.M.Z. all art is
avant-garde. . . . All the advanced art modes of the last
hundred years now constitute the modernism that is the

- . ’796
normal mode of expression for a wing of popular taste.

Yet things change so rapidly that even this most clear-
sighted view is no longer entirely accurate. Rosenberg’s
“ersatz avant-garde’’ in the meantime has been absorbed
into mass culture. The pretty and the decorative are cen-
tral preoccupations of contemporary art, as are technical

ciirnricee machin es and their nrodiicte cimnlecminded en-

surprises, machines and their products, simple-minded en
tertainment art, or art as entertainment in the ordinary
sense. Their opposites are the ever-new variants of concept
art, art reduced to an argument in visual form: gestures of
thought which avoid any all too tangible reference to the
material category of the oeuvre, or which use the latter as a

Aic(\nn:p for malkine a ctatement
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Another development, likewise antithetical in structure,
seems even more crucial in our characterization of contem-
porary art. On the one hand, we observe a decisive trend
toward the anticultural, the banal, and the casual which
revolts against modernism in its most sacrosanct and her-

metic cpIF.ApFInlhnn The no-]v in thic context, 1s not terri-
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ble but disgusting, anarchlcal defiant of any system of
cultural values. The ugly is also intended to be ugly in an
aesthetic sense. This current of contemporary art is in ap-
parent contradiction to itself, for it is still labeled as art

although it abhors any known definition of art. And yet we
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past rnanlfestatlons of art. Art edefmes utopia as a back-
ward view on better times, and culture as a mere memory
of what it had been. Here art history comes into play, and
with it the view on tradition.
In his book The Anxious Object Rosenberg addressed as

. . .
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tradition in contemporary art and among the art public.?
Here he makes a distinction between the familiar under-
standing of tradition—which has been lost—and a new
historical consciousness which has taken its place: an
awareness of art history which not only the beholder but

indeed sverv new 'unrlr charec Tf demande constant INNO-

Al&u\r\r“ N Vs Y VA AR SALLERAL Wil e VAW ARACRLANAYST WA AL LRALAL XARLZANS

vation as much as clear references back to a histo













































































































































































































