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. than to dfiﬁn(ﬂ tﬁe (li‘"_mmi.t i’
The purpose of this article is 49 encircle ral gfﬁ oretical. T ke a.]miiéfneﬁ} !
audience, [f (s discursive rather than strictl) ? 'he rest of the[ g : ) This s not
“audience” [ meaningful only in relation 1© L0 which i b (:,;1&; ;) £ other
which it is o part, and as pary of the SOCE'eQ/ ear in a Hlfﬂ’ -il a.t st be
lo say that the question of audiience must di5% relationships th
considerations, by rather that there qre “’erf«ﬂe . syphean push up the
serutinized if anything t}tterestmg is to be le its ﬁ”a[ g dierice: must be
Photography has macde what seems 10 frotograp h};’au@ cori. thut s
hill into the high are world, and therefore the fre ar t-wor-l 'S‘} of the art
considered in terms of s changing relation ¢ ong mefnbers ;-0 0 e"s relation
engulfed it. The most imporiant distinctions ,a ¢ determtﬂa”f 4

. : ; es 'n the relationship
audience are those of social class, the weight* arket

Pl e ‘ons similarly
to culture, In the mediating rofe Played by th s relation
between artist ane au

facts and

dience, the netywork of © Ly pisit cultural arifae
determines the relation betipeen, those who €’ ‘tion in the art system
those who are (5, 4 pPostiion to buy them. psent P Osltw’};wﬁm”
Historical determinants of the artist’s P oLine of the & One ideological
include the loss of direct Pationage with the de, narket statlt:]-? s. which are a
aristocracy and artisis® resulting entry into f7€€ o its oulETov U:] se fo the
consequence of modernity was Romanticism 7% st '8 ProPer i " ‘of art
Mayor source of curreng altitudes about the art* ec"f"gsalyfefﬁfg ideology of
Public. Unconcern with audience hag become ent of the e uﬁo change
Producers’ professed attitudes and q central € duce? aiﬂf;;zp must become
Western art set g4y by its critical discourse, [f; f? L world, g

£ eir re ] 13 1t to dO.
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Some
Features
of the
Aundience

See
Tables 1,2, 3,
pp. 314-317

A ter i festtb‘? 1th these quesuo”ﬁ artists must &ttﬂ flg fo
f U g i } ] ure out hoiw
& o CUSSLON OFf Qri-LvG nsfitufions s appi’ p]’la e,
dl'é } #] f f-1en .”.’d {rs .
ff’ach an I[H.l(fl(fl(-ﬁ. H(Jt‘ [£3 ) d ! LS i
& 0L, € hlgh ort M)Olld ()f $hots Sal&i’ tRa CrILICLsm,
l ’.)h I g.ra h_)‘ enlers fh s 3 5
' le Hlvﬂlpued 1 s P] ()(Iucttoﬂ, pu!)huzalwu (1l dl&tfu)utlo” must
PEOP 2
S”“ggle LUIUE s Cha”.glfli Cu[tu,ft?[ ”’I‘.E(l””lg.

i i ‘auchence” ing note of.
It seems appropriate to begin a discussion of * auch.en‘cc by tal:ng Ny h_
ft Seeh t ‘&Ifew is anything o discuss. There are societies, after all, in wt <t:[ _
e o i i stion. But segmenta
i itioni ¢ call) art 15 not In question. |
ial positioning of {(what we art. . -
o pt m thegcuiture of late capitalism, where the myths E;n(cll 1:]& tl;u o
aren d ; e
o 1 life can be seen to diverge and where there is an unacknm\li e gt o o
sacial hife ¢ _ . o
hetween social classes over who determumes “‘“truth.” In OPT 50C ;ett} -
o : - 5 produy
dictions between the claims made for art and the acnalities 0 1!~. pl
iction i - !
d distribution are abundantly clear. While cultural myth activel yd ?h]?m'
e ing its historical moment an
i iversal—transcending its historica :
art is & human universa oviea ¥ e
ditions of its makmg, and above all the class of its maie;s. :ln mi
con : : o e o - .
d that 1t 18 the highest expression of spiritual and imleta[_) v:1 "
e in I rally relative m its con
i Tust in #s appeal, cultwrally :
art is patently exclusionary L : el e
iudiss}:lubly wedded to big money and “upper class” life in g

A mere staastical survey of ihigflz-culuu‘e fcg?fmwiez zflnpa::lﬂail::z?;; .
me its mcome level, types of occupation, i
zl\lvcrfei;i]f tl);'h‘l:clﬂture,"’ serving quite l?icely to show hl(m;) EE,ltZi s]
really 15 to definable segments Ofl’ the edi;lcate;x dudedgand
minimally sophisticated opinion poll will suggest 0\}1 rckuded
lower-class people feel.” There ave, however, n(j exp ‘a‘ aions 1
of income and class; only a theory of (.:ultlm'e can lacc'oall ks
of the audience. Further, there is a sub]ectwe., ideo ogii ty »
n the very meaning of the idea. of art that is essent;la' c:h [;t_. -
the various forms of art in their lct{itulﬂe. The tx(';]t blzomm&
connoisseurship, the social ‘E;i-lh;e ofitugh :;tdd?:;zr‘: i :hure g
distinetion between a hig culture a 1 2 Al
gi: ?he logic of dominatéon ﬂ;?t 1(.15031(?1:}5:1 E;i:;:‘(i:]lz;.s tc;fet};il
re proclaim it as the sell-evident, tural,
f:ilﬂit]lilzedppersons, its distinctive feattll:es are mzﬂ{]gzllzh;gzlg
‘backdmp of the rest of culturel:. Wl’ hat is obscure tllsi o gl
attitudes necessary for partaking in that culture, the comp

1. Hans Haacke’s surveys at various lc?cations indicatz{? tl;zl_tj't'h
e i e and oy i, o, o o
:1‘3) l::tdhli:t;?a:::.l ‘E:: Eaackei% Fr rar.ning and Being Framed (Hahf
oot ;0111)?5:;2 fBﬁ:r;::lll [a)zj;g;];ilggilhel, L Amour de Uart: Les
teur public (Paris: Les Editions de minutl, 1969).

tions under which fne may acquire them, and the res
the means for domyg so,

It can be meaning{ully claimed that virtually the entire
the art audience, but in makin

irictedness of aceess to

society s payt of
g that claim we should be aware of what we age
saying. The widest audience 1s made up of onlookers—people outside the group
generally meant by the term “audience.”” They know of high culture mostly
through rumer and report. The vast majority

of people in the traditional
working class are in this group, as are people in most office. technical, and

service jobs; they were probably taught the ““valye’ of high art in school and

retain a certain (:lmrchly feeling" about art hut have little real relasion tait. Yet

their knowledge of the hare lineaments of high eufrure plays a part in underdi.-

ing the seeming naturalness of class distinctions—that 18, m maintaining capi-
talist social order—for the manscendental lofuness that i attributed to ap
artifacts seems attached as well to those who “understand”” and own them, the
actua! audience. helps keep people in their place to know th
cally do not qualily to participate in high culture.

As to who does own high culture: Everyone knows who they are, thase
men m white tes and tuxes, those women in flnowlength fwrs, the Rockefellers,
the Whitneys, the Kemnedys, Russian ballet dancers, the international jet set,
the Beautiful Peaple, the men who run the world of high finance, government,
and giant corporations, and their wives and daughters, They are very good at
sniffing the wind, and every time a cubtural pracice is developed that fries to
outrun them and thejr ability to turmn everything mto money, they manage to
buy it out sooner or later and turn it into investments, In their own cultural
arena they are, hy definition, unheatahle.

Between the People who own and defige the meaning of art ag high
culture and those who are mtimidated by it are those who actively caltivate an
“appreciation” of art ag evidence of elevated sensthilities,
sional and managerial class,” sometimes called the new p
marked by Srong consciousness of it advantages vis-3-
working class and i just as strongly marked by its a
cultural privileges of jis class superiors, the big bow
dimensions of mdependence that once characterized this clags position have
been dramaﬁcally reduced, the professional and managerial class is still inclined
to count tts blessings when it compares itself with the working class, and it

clings 1o its cultural pretensions as proof of jis unfetteredness in relation (o the
workaday world,

at they infrinsi-

The new “*profes-
eity bourgeoisie, is
vis the wage-enslaved
spirations toward the
rgeoisic, Although the

It is useful to make a further distinction among members of the actual aodience
for high culture—thar between the audience simple and the market, a smallish
subset of thar andience. Such » distinction was of hitle meaning in Western

socicties when patronage relations existed between the dominant cla
artists, for then buyers closely

audience for secular works un

sses and
controlleed apt production; there was no other

tl late in the eighteenth centurv. B arfere




Table 1. Nationai Endowment Budgec, 1978 and 1979

1978 1979
f:;(iiegc(t,:: ............... $ 4018268 & 3,718,000
Dance ................... 6,939,231 7783700 +11
Exhibition Arts .. ... .. ..., 7.201.210 8.,0057(300
Follk Arts. .. .............. 1,532,428 2,376,500
Lierature . ............... 3.772.800 4,060,070
Media Arts .. ... .. 8,077,281 8.,?1121400
Musevm Aud . ... L 11,501,155 11,377,000
Music ................... 14,642,304 12,570,000
Opera ... ............ .. 4,074,320 4,774,900
Theater . ............... .. 6,577,686 7,0??1300
Visual Avts ... ... 4.884,750 4,533,000
Education ... ... ... ... .. 5,074,172 57.5591000
Federal-State Partnership 18,946,060 2?;:37283
ergovernmental Activities . . - 200,
ISI;;‘;EI‘I:;I::; ............ 2,973,002 3,369,000

. N
SOUGRCE: Adapted [rorn “"NEA to Ask $200M for FY 1980 . . ., Art Uorker
York, January 1979} 1. 1.

* Data furnished by the National Endowment for the Al‘ts..,l_.(._)fﬁ .
Northeast Hegronal Com'dinatf)r. Tbe columns da not a‘d(}i] “ﬁ 'gei ;:i j 1
supphied; presumably, admimstrat%ve costs a(:cn.ur;; got; tf‘e i o

" 1979 showed a 20 percent increase over —from $12
$149.6 million—and about a 60 percent increase over 1977
m]‘l‘hl;:(;p reflects money taken out of Music category for establig

Ausic ater category. :
M‘:‘é{? l:ljo :;flile Art %’b?‘/cers News :.uticlte clarified that the NEA
request between $180 and $200 million, an‘d therfattez iu
would mean a 34 percent mcrease over the 1979 budget._q.
A spokesman . . . said that the Endowment expects if;\t ieast
.. . though declined to specuie.lle on the chane:e:s ,Gf fcgi\{_};]\i
requested.”” The Carter admimstl'a_llon had earlier a‘; C- gover
to lumit increases to 7 percent. {The 1979 Eiudgel ncreds
1978 was 1 percent below that proposed by Carter.} 5

Note the sizes of music, media and museum aIEc.;cau_QITfs
stales, and compare the relatively small amount avaliahl_.c?l_.
arts producers and eritics. Symphony, Opera, and Dange o
very powerful.

Table 2. Musenm Attendance and Edueatienal Attainment“ N

Educational Level Attained Percentage of Each Category Who Visit
Museums

Greece  Poland France Holland

Less than prowary o 0.02 012 015 —
.............. .30 150 045 o050
............ 0.5 10.4 i0 20
......... 115 .7 125 173

Primal"_\' educatton

SOURCE: Adapted fram Joh Berger et al.,

Heow of Seeing (1
BBC ane Penguin, 1972

24 tlaa m‘igim!ﬂ_\' drawn fra
Pares: Eduions de Minui. 106

anuclon aund Harmondswarth -
n Pierre Bourdiey and Al
). Appendix 3. Table 4.
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Darbel. L fmowr do I ary (
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with respect 1o the United St
having completed 4 secondary education (
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ates. but it seems clear that
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tack—querving art audiences about educationa]
polled visitors o the Jolm Weher Gallery i Man-
in 1972, OF abowr 820 people responding, 80
gradnated from college (84% of artists, 7% of others
with a professional ar interest. and 73% of (hose wihout such interest). Of
4.547 replies 10 Haacke's query at the Mitwaukee Avt Center iy 1971, 39
pereent of people witly 4 prolessional interest in ar and 59 per
without were i ar had graduated fromn college. See 1]
and Being Franed {(Halifax and N
College of Art and Design and Ne

frted States)
musenms. Tz.tking the opposite

background—I Jans Haacke
hattan’s Soho (ar disiriet)
percent were in or had

tnt of those
ans flaacke, l“r(rm.ff.'g
ew York: The Press of the Nova Scotia
w Yook University Press, 1975).




When Hans Haacke polled visitors to the Johu W cher Gallery in Sohg (see

. s (o the Wusemm® ) X
Fable 3. Occupation and Attitudes (o Fable 2 for a complete reference) in 1973, he asked abour their pare,
Ta

H

s
Slillecl and Professional estimated *“sacioeconomic background™ (offering a vague set of ('aregorreq
OF the places listed below, | Masind White Collar and uppe having more relation (o mcmne than to social class). Of the 1,324 replies, 3
SELITLY PRI Lrpeatiie . " .,
which does a museumny remm Workers Warkers pereent chose “poverty™, 18 percent, “lower middle income™. 34 percent,
vou of nost? - 30.2%, “upper middle income™: 4 percent, “wealthy™; 11 percenit gave no answer
. 1% : .
Chureh oo 66% 28 {65% reported their own 1972 gross income as under $10. O() 0.} In the 1973
Juareti, oL 24 &
i .9 34 45 polt and in one Haacke carried out in the same cirenmstances | ne 1972 (858
ATV e
Library Hall - * veplies), the following vesponses were obtained with respect Lo occupation
veare Hall . oo
Lecture Fle ) (46% reported an annual gross mcome wnder $10, 000):
Departient Store or
entrance hall in puble ” 1972
bullding .. ...cooove e 9 _
libwary . ..... 9 ATSS 30%
Church and libvary . . 9 -
. 4 = iy - - '..; : : s g .
Chureh and lecture hall .. ~ 9 professional, technical, an kindred workers
o - i mg arl professionals * tha ealers 2
Libraey and lecture hall o 105 (including art professionals other than degl ) 3
r L4 - : Mmanagers, officials, proprietors (includine dealecs). ., .
MNone of these ....... .- 4 9 ) ll gers, oflicials, proprie (including dealer ) 4
No 16Dl « oo 3 ' derical workers . b
Noreply e . =
100 (n="53)  100{n =98} salesworkers. ... 0
" 1clon and Harm craltsmen and foremen ... 1
[ [rorn John Berger ec. al.. s of Seeing (Lo N Bourdiers
SOURCE: Adapted [ror 5 94 data on"lﬂdli\ drawn from Plerre i OPeraives T b
o T2} p. ) 4, Td ] .
BBC and pev "m[ T’q( rf)(}lulb Editions e Minuit, 1969). Appendix Rousenives J
i v ?
Darbel. L Amonr de ‘ - en o . .
biy in France. The accupational categories giv G students 19
0 Presumably i France. ’ L . at “'man o8 :
‘ P‘t“‘-’“i bivisions. to my way of thinking, except tha s Phers 2
arcut class divisions, yomertr .
clearcut class ¢ itional working class. S 1
learly represent the tradinonal w
aearty 1t DORIWO 1]

under 1 percent
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L age declined an;
hetoric of productive emam.‘lpauoﬂ w pat:i(z;zg?ree market-:
' conclition appreximatlng.the compe d to obscure (i

they entered into a ;dt r. Once again, ideological accounts ten may cha
which Il say more (;i' e;]C(* and market, suggesing that lEve_l’YOntr:r . fneani
contours of b(.)th o ‘u; th equipped with the right inclinations. -
to belong to elthe-r 01“ (')e :ralue”) is held to transcend or e?fe'n c::)han ik
of art (mughly; - ;bdiscussions of the ecnnomics_ of aﬂ (1ts ﬁxfan dgthéf :
material existence, an rolessional seminars and business ]OUITIEI":; them-ﬁ--
tions) are f:onﬁl'li?d tof(i such discussions that 1s meant to 1‘(}5;11;5 The ée
a fmmu.]alc endmg the ultimate judge, buy onlylwhat you iike n raci

Phiﬁsﬁmsm: taste ° q:ve thus been made mysterious. But we cal

developed a r

effects of the market h

of the parameters.

. fich collectors ‘ o
Certaily the Ve;’};ljlli)c[l;lo:off:cthe art world. Big collectors, now l“__Cf
ral ¢

from keeping the cash flowing, have ?t gre?t_
; allery directors and curators and often ad_
: d granting agencies. They also do

(including corporate ones) are sil

constant substructu'
pheto collectors, asid >
leverage with museum an ‘ ; ‘
or bourd members mubeumjscums securing windfall tax savings &
e oo “'mrk:l::;lzf their 1other holdings by' the sarma.t&1
e monetal'y . st in relief is the ability of collectorg 0
e vt ancial advantag

otography, : o tho ab
p:l higtogography of the medium to ‘smt thtta ;o
tlle cut influences of market on audience at Jarg
clear- 3

[ Ile are. VEVET, Ulaliy pe( p &3 be W Ihe

e o h(.)\ 4 ) i 10 . )

BCUlat]Un Cn[ella.lIlIIlenl al lld status _atid ely mu h hﬁ(',all
L] ]

y y 3
Vﬁ]ue I}iell lllﬂue!lCe 18 not i(ﬂmaﬂve, et the Con
.

] h
1 ) is far more subject to ;
ket. This market segment 1sﬂmugh e i

high bourgeoisi

art for d
investment

layer of the mar] . et segme
in capitalist economies than is big money,

and-bust cycles, o
s capifalist economu o in what

) As Cdp]- that bring about specifiable changes m e

buymng patterns - example, dealers have lately supporte }.

or X 4 s of U‘(’,ﬂdy art, mCi

| ard swings, ch
s experience downward g

e,

roe oets to see. . .

lifwsgmd even artists’ salaries) ceilt all)n tth'ch get reviewed b

5 A . ut whi
. ' not at a

ance, which sell kitle or ! ance the dealer

une “; { currency and which therefore enhanc mes from

~worle ! o - T CO :

aﬂt \:E age and knowledgeability. Bl.eu‘-d aﬂd\;ﬁti‘; money is tigh

P? ] (%\merican Impressionist pamtmg;- ) El ther on mitk
ol, say. d mvestors fall back for n e
- mvestors et

investment declines anc ) e general fisc

mvejﬂ historical material. This, as well as ﬁ;Bgt whein b
usuadly ecrease support to nonsellers.” Bu

alers (o d . . abo
cause dealers to onger term and nvestors worry.

tain over a ) . ncladim
are uncertail ov as now—many mvestors, includin
y—

* money m art. L
beir m ""c()ﬂBCUhlc

governmental stabiht. -
millions of dollars to mvest, pu ey
tock market and savings accounts

8

e
5. FExcept on t
earafore oravide tax shebters.

he part of the lmited-lie dealerships tha

Atlantre Monrthly for Jlanuary 1979 Debopal, Trustman addres

‘announced sales fin America) of $112 million for ... 1977.
. over the previous year. . , . More Americans have become w,

Tangibles encompass gems, gold ( notoribus!y, the krugerrand), veal estate, ol -
luggage, and objets d’art; vases, anfiques, classy craft items such as silver gy
ceramics, and old art by dead artists—lately including “vintage”

photo prings.
People unconcemned with art discourse can pe comfortable wigl

1 such work, ’

~and skewing it toward thesr particular favorites, such as Photo Realist paint-
ings. (At the same thne, couniries such as Britain that are in worse financial
shape are experiencing an outflow of old-rnaster paintings to high bidders from

As dealers concentrate on work that sells and decrease their support of
the less salable, museums and noncommercial galleries also show it less. Artists

then make less of it, though the newer sorts of mstitutiona) funding-ﬂteaching

begins to tip

ying audience seems to
have a negligible effect on what kind of contemiporary art geis supported and

produced and therefore on what it gets to see. Popular response no doubt has
somewhat more effect on the planning for cultural-artifact museum shows,
such as the King Tut and People’s Republic exhibits, providing a convenient
support for any move that granting agencies and corporate sponsors make

toward these pseudo-populist projects and away from exhibits o

f coutemporary
work,

So far I've talked about the actual audience ag relatively homogeneous and as
beyond the artist’s power to determine. But artsis nay want to reach a
different audience from the usugl highﬁculturemconsuming public or different
audiences at different times. The idea of discriminating among publics is rare
In art conversation (though hardly so in marketing), with historical underpin-
nings. A certain lack of concern with audience ook hold with the Romantic
movement in carly nineteenth-cemmy Europe, an unconcern which was linked
to the loss of secure patronage from the declining anstocracy and the state, The

objects with the tantalizing combination of imaginary and regl ownership: Imaginary

com-
pany with the very rich, the hint of solid mvestment bound to nise in value,

7. To underline this point: Tnvestment in art has been discussed incy

reasgly often in
business and other magazines addressing people with money, especially in fight of the stock

market’s ““October massacre” of 1078, [n “F he Art Marker: Investors Beware,” in the

ses the market’s incredible
boorn: “Ar i big business, Sotheby Parke Bernet, the international auctjon house, .,
78, an mcrease of $32 millien

ary of inflation and have heran
PUtting more capital infa cole g e




; tion of the artist was of someone whose pmduct.ion (:anno't.
i ally o '10 edd toward any particular audience. In one version t%le artist
mn'm'lau'y (’11\1\3:2{;6 springs of éi'eaﬁﬁﬁ’» such as Genius and Inspiration .(01
ilzclisnlt(:f];:iieth-cenn11y America, irlt‘em’all pSYChﬂifﬂ fiig‘ce?)j {1.1:61}36531(13:; ;
scious control and whose audience 15 L'h!!c'il'se]f. ik .tmni 1“0}{3 o, ari
kind of scientist, motivated to perfal)lm mvesﬁgﬁt}oms} m:ioi . art.,.
“experiments” to discover objective facts or cap?bﬂmfail (c))I: t\; qimi.i ji,ly H; -
perception, the medium itself, an(.i so on, for plfes‘?t(‘l : - .trcated i ot
peers. Production clearly pl-ticlommTte;i, and marketing was .

: odation to vulgar reality. . . .
cssalyAa;:zziﬂinagainst the canons (?f high—arﬁ [)1-0dilctl0;1 of :111(; z;fizn .
cratic order helped clear the way for artists to choo.ﬁse t.lenun‘l t]l s
more freely. Bul artists, as a class now petty boulgems,“‘e :n mny
toward a ;'ange of subjects and Zf:an‘nentsltkhe:itt::j ;nq(th ,[hat !

bourgeois audience-mar :
311:.::.01;62failiz,t::c:larginﬁity int that class, -and .their new} eit.l;z[llegf; .
{,;overnmenl elites, contributed to 2 sm,;lglgkc. ag:;l;s; ;h:; l I:O(;i e

-geois world view and against the incr ommodific
;ﬁ:eP(Xﬁﬁﬂllgla the new mythology 9f art demed‘the C:,H:L flt:‘,:ﬁ
questions of showing and sales l‘emame(.l of g.reaf 1m3?](1];1 alan,, b
waves of artists tned io answer tlr}em Iw;th I'B]BC‘L'IOH-. (}t} o ga . fo

began to be heard at just the historical momentl m‘\\rr]ﬂ;(l:e Vano__
were on the verge of dommationhby Ir;m:et fé;:ﬁto;&;mw ,art o
ant-gardist trends in nineteenth- an . Werk -  art hag
szr:riesg of rejections and repat;ria}'ion?} w;ﬁ ;:ljg:ezlnt;) tl})}{;u;} i(i:;_ cul
' ir wniital conterpt for the ]
;Ja[:;:dlb }Tethafilmovements of thel ?ate ninetee.nth m(;d eazlg Htlv\e:m
often were part of a larger oppositional culture (anb sjo:; o
direct political practice). That was ll‘ll;_‘, s(t: :z ;;1231 ,?e of vers
ism,”” as most post-cubist art came : - Yet, for the
f,;?;im:sol?fomlialjst modernism, such as that prop;undéi b
enitic Clement Greenberg at mid-century, there can tlal ntoc_oﬁig
between the work of art and it‘s.context other than' i a;ééﬁl__ :
objects within the aesthetic tradition alncl the B'.HSWGT'IHE- B i
In the United States, the domimant lgh-art s ¢
1940s on has distorted the history Of. alt forms 0.‘: oppos;.t.lo_&n
explicitly part of a revolutinnaqlz project or n.e)t, into ;J}EE ué;rnc
trend, with a relentless inattentllon to the foulnatlvle s_-aﬁdi
and, thus, of the andience. Artists .wﬂh \vorkmg%iaig At
wise showed sohdarity with revolutionary and pro l(la A "
their opposites, those who pI"OdU(‘:Cd fcln' ﬂ.]e ﬂom: H-l-O' -
realist” market} are neutrahz-ed in thi.S hlst()l'}.('. U rE
ing over the stnident thirties in Amerlca, aga]lzls:l wﬂ_l.
a reaction) art and politics were fruitfully linked o

and the Soviet Union, and then but breefly, i the transient, euj.)horically
anarchic moment of hberation.

The proscription agamst a clear-eyed interest in the audience is part of
an elaborated discowrse on the nature o

f art that was developed in the periad
of consolidation of industrial capitalisrn, Resting on the philosophy of Imman-

uel Kant, the eighteeml'l-cenmly German idealist philosopher, mode
built its house on the hase of “artistic frecdom”
used as its architect the faculty of taste, “Taste” is the construct Kant used (in
The Critique of Judgment) to distingnish the response to art from all other
human responses, including appetite and sexual desire, morality, and religions
sentiments. In the Kantian tradition, the aesthetic has no object or effect other
thar the satisfaction of taste, and all other concerns are excluded as contami-
nants. For the present topic, the signal issue is the impossibility of a sense of
responsibility to any auchence, a ban that was related 1o the Ron
of the artist as utterly alone, perhaps a rebel, unassimilable within bourgeois
social order, and, finally, uncorafortable in his own existence, In the folldoye of
advanced capitalism this figure lies behind the unsympatheic mass-culture
view of the average artist as a kook and a misfit, or at best g lucky (because
financially successful) fraud, reinforcing the confinement of a positive relation
to high art to the socially elite, specialized audience.
The protacols of taste mvolve a curious attitude to
ment hecomes a kind of noncalculated, innate
resonance with it. Normal
one sees hefore one’s eyes

rmism has
from the nudience-rmarket and

nantic figure

ward judgment; judg-
response to the work, almost a
standards of judgment abaur the meaning of what

are negated, and in particular the referential tieg
between the work and the world—especially the social world—

signal system itself becomes the praper subyj

know that there is a resmricted body of knowiedge that must be used to interpret
the codes of art at the same fime that the

¥ recognize their outsider status. One
is left confroming a void of permissible 1

esponses out of which the exit line is
olten an apologetic and self-derogating ““I don’t know anything about art but
I know what 1 [don’t] like.”” For

the art-world audience, the knowledge that
informs their taste recedes into unimportance compared with the compliment
to their inborn “‘sensibilities”™ (taste) that an appreciation of high art offers.

Modernist American critics with the power to define a discourse and an
art practice, such as Clement Greenberg, posited an opposttion between bour-
geois high culture and a mare widlely comprehensible culture as that between
avant-garde and kitsch and imagined avant-gardism to be magically revolu-
tionary through a liberation of imagination without any need to change social
struciures; others, like Harold Rosenberg, derided the value of art informed by
“Community Criticism,” instead favoring idiosyncrasy and unwilled art; and
scores and hundreds of critical hacks have emulated, embellished, and pop-

ularized thege doginas.? Informing this critical line was a militant anti-Stalinist
reaction against thirties” art-warld progressivism,

are broken. The
ect of conversation. Mass audiences

9. From a randomlv eelneradd 3o 1. 4 Lo




The
Coneerns
of Art

\ f oen;
How might artists and other cultural workers abrogate the gosllljel 0 % ny
o 1 uesticy
i 1atj0ngand formalist concerns? Once we even think (o pose lt1 (: gl )
o 7 i d by questions that intervene
; dience, we are confronted by qu : ven
how to construct an au : y b
L of our a JLE:
k ourselves what the poin i i
We must, for example, as : o e
inj nctior; against this). For instance: to entertain, amuse, le th,
aoh ' 1 ify, satisfy, tickle the sengj
de!.fuse inculcate, educate, edify, mystfy, beautify, san:.f{; e s
kl . g R ,
ties, alienate, make strange, terorize, socialize. Some of these a
& ’ J i i ; rants, or m
oth:ar art-world purposes, such as turning a profit, getting grants,
reputation. . _ ‘
lep All art, from the crassest mass-media production to the lmost esrt()itg
- M . ™ A 1 e
1d pract;ce has a political existence, or, more accmn d;le};i an‘
oxis ] i ] orminan
existence. It either challenges or supports (tacitly petl:;ap.s) ; gt oming
. iod i ted States,
) was a dry pertod in the Uni ates,
a culture calls Truth. There : =
the Second World War through the McCarthy pfiﬂod t(()i the BI?CL e
i vor ed shut to socially invested work.
which the art world slarnm . y investec .
cultural heresies of the sixties, art with a conscious poht;callonentau n W
' i Cheories of culture, as
alist cultural monolith, Theorie
to breach the neuira : | ' :
re ideologies and journalistic promotion, have captured attentig
me .
useful in developing an informed art Practlce. i
Following a taxonamy of politicized art developed during ;
i i oo
of Soviet cultural experimentation, we may categorize arltJJ a._ 0
mtentions: to agitate about immediate issues, such as partic ar:_s_-
bz, 1 ize about more gener
? les; to propagandize abo ner
hazards, tenants’ struggles; 0 propa : :
h aas?pelsonal liberties, institutionalized violence against wornen
sue . st .
wsurgency; or broad theoretical education, such as 1the Iln;am
7 rategies of cultural fo
my, the strategies o
the structure of the econo s 0 ral
“agitation” and “propaganda” evoke a familiar negative resp
agita ! : af ‘ :
ny gia]ready been used to discredit earlier appealanlccshoil s;(i) |
TEey call up pictures of clenched-fist posters, yet it should g
that only crude works of agitation and prop?ganda arefcl:u_ i
that offend our ideological precepts are dismissed out o ang
% : ¥ . a
and agitational works from earlier periods are often 1ec1;1p81_'
* . .
ideology; photography provides unending examples in the:
’ .

Yet while these factors can have conr'lliiderall)le Eift'ec]t{ ﬂ(]);xb T;Igf:;ary
they have never had much effect on (;;ea mD ..d brandt ant
ir disdain of social pressures . . . sc pto.r avi a8 el
f;f:pl(:ig;i that the artist is forced into certain z.acuons 'b?dzozirt;ty.
foreed, unkess it is his desire to bt? so for motw::s (;)ll.j o
Discovering Modern Art: The Intelligent Laymct; s Guide /
Pop [New York: Random House, 1966}, p. 19 .)l -
10. There are as always plenty of people w 10.“ Zve o
remains to be seen who the pompz;r photographers will be, ey
i id Hamilton and Helmut Newton, . o
e D?’llé I:‘I;';Tf:ll;'t of Ben Shahn or Leona:d Bas@ r;aay h.a:
but in Hme it seems to have less ‘cor‘lt.ent —llhat 15,6 efs‘,:;’;‘i
namtings of Mark Rathke or Chefford 94H which at B

» the courthouse survey, are readily
recovered for art—usually in dismembered torm, auterr by a

The theoretical, which IS Most similar to the art-theoretical modernist
project, has the greatest snob appeal and is most easily assimilable into high
culture, It s notoriously prone to turn back on itself anq vamsh mto form-
conscious academicism, Yy there are fundamenta theoretical issues thag
should be brought up before 4 mass audience; even making the point in one’s

art that ideology is ropted in real social relations i to deal with theory, the
theory of culture,

The audiences for each type of wo
the content, mcluding the form, The “audience,” then, is a
whose composition depends net only on who is out there but
want 1o reach with a particular type of w
passivity i art-wopld artists”
structure of the art waorid,

Lifeur,

tk depend not on the category but on

shifting entity
on whom you
ork, and why. There is an enforced
relation o the audience, however, buil into the

The “art world” (revealing ternt! )
ment of its regular consumers and
consumers and work together,
spaces, and the people who 1

includes the producers of high ar,
supparters, the institutions that by
meluding specialized publications and p
u them. Since the art world 15 fundame

a seg-
ng the
hysical
ET

view of high art: The gallery

i5 a space apart from any con
just as art’s only rightful mil

ieu is Art. The gallery is 4
Just as the art within j is the secular repl

motto above the gallery door reads,
you're buying), ve who enter here,
made apart from an audience and in which o space is t}
sufferance of an intermediary, where the audience may “
where the few may appropriate”jt
digm of artist/antwm‘k/ga.l]ery/audience severs
commifment to an audience, and political a
whether it jsn’t against their int

The art jowrnals--
discourse, have played

fore have helped nail the coffin lid shat on

> of internationalized commu;
Both the frong and the back of the book—hoth

essential. In the early seventies the maiae ar. o .

4 -

cern othey than Art,
secular temple of Art,
acement for religion, The nvisible
“Abandon worldly congerns (except if
”" The patadigm is one in which work is
en secured, at the
visit” the work {and
1t physically). This sequential neewark para-
any sense of responsibility or
riists must sertously question
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d too often covertly monetary. I wll pass h_ghtly o;;er ! thd;;-t,::at
close, &0 ' : iticisn and reviewing is peppered with pu p!CbC labore
field of art }fﬂdole from dealers, a fact too well kn9m1 to be EBUt .
peOlple ont Z more widespread in Europe Lha?n m Amfuca.” Aréff)m
which may be their advertising—gallery advertising. T}u'a nel;vtl e
li;t:!}; ﬂlYQ]?“éve \Ovl;ﬁch lionized photography andlbegan 3 gesﬁin; -tliwﬁd o 016

- ; . tici as stammed by
trumpeted fm‘éy Ha:ltlo zl;l:rlrlll:j :: }le‘zls"n;i\/;‘;rxian takeover .Of the editoriﬁlp
that-be (\tho h‘;’_r tef .Eaced with the danger of destl‘ufstloIl by the Wﬁh
and was “m;; \ l?sin;. Dealers felt that reviews, vivhjch are w}haF .
of gallery ? }‘;elommg sparse and sloppy and that in any casef 16 Jou
buyers, Iw‘ele‘ & eriously aesthetic vantage point. Exit the editors.
pardizing HS 1mt12(i) COmI;’lercia] galleries there are other .pla!:es W
. .In adrdmO‘rl re the museums of course, but such mstltu.tlﬂ__
exhibite thzloi}h and even some unions run nencommercial:

jeo

CO"PO‘“&O?S’ alleries typically play only a small part lll‘l those orga
“’BI'L R gf r existing are ideological. Large corporations consciou
- “eai;r;i xzork, wanting to appear as patrons of Artv,f;f;?
co“:](:tlzps of this or that trend; they want ta(; branj ﬁ;epzv;n e
o is 1 ronage but sales an :. :
e th‘?ﬁ:ﬁg;‘:;:;'t; E::::?}agke the general 5allely-going o
f‘frpz;aitsci‘:de the more marginal membe;*sl;i'l;he Ecket of entry
revious i 100 1 ial import of high art. .
PTEVi(é‘:St?‘zﬂgaﬁ;:;i;ha;;O;;‘ﬂ(;edpm Iusenms plaz an inte
Havi afl democratic mandate, they cater to the broa ]est a 2
o but have special slots for each level of culture. |
Safel)f a'tmmt museums opened token “cmnmun@ orie
e manyf local waork, mass culture, ethnie hentage.,__.
o melarlllges“ LOl-hn'lem on My Mind” fiasco of Thomas P
e 'mo!itan Museurn of Art in New York demonst_ra
it ;hecxf:lf pdenizens can cause themselves when they: sitel
gh- ! . ‘ ‘ .
- Ojfl?nu:(;:g ::it;l:](:ilress a more 1'estricte(i'. ?ﬁudl
1 Orl\l’lez?e;:i York’s Museum of Mo.dern Al"t, z: PZO]_BG
o v and the Kremlin of modernism, B the proto 1);p1 .
- ‘Jit:?aeology, and the social group it addresses.™ 1ts
ture, )

19. The invention of minirnal art in 1hc‘ sixties p.rovt;ctihfo {
ellisibl aning and locking remarkably hke. not}-ung thie
u1teulg1ble‘m(?t has sold very well 1o big companies as f.xpl.)r_op. ite
Mc}mem':g 1bbies which reflect the same Bauhaus-derivé .
offices anht ?0 be ;;ppl'ﬂpﬁately lofty photographs to sewewdl
‘hfﬁ": Ough't style of weak-kneed swrealism, say, might be i
Mmorg llfor }one instigation of the ideological role of the:
Alan W k;.]lﬂcll, “Ritual and Ideology at ;!.1;:8 ;\/I;iiu;nmo
Mearrism and Are {Los Angeles, January 1 .

*part of & campaign to counter negative publiciry by
sreplacine a threatorine. £ 1. LT

contemporary photography and its putative antecedents as well, thanks to the
efforts of John Szarkowski, curator of photography.

Museums and nonconumercial galleries are under the Damoclean sword
of censorship in the form of dismissal of curators and directors or reduced
monetary support from donors or board members with conservative tastes. Ag
I suggested earfier, the cultural climate for the showing of “advanced” (thus,
low market value) work disappears in times
donations from mdividuals dirinish, the bureancratization of art proceeds, 14
Museurns are generally conceded to he in some trouble, and many have even
opened boutiques selling copies and cultural artifacts within their walls; these
thriving businesses create 1ips in the seamless ideolo,

gy of museology, and have
upset many art-world ohservers, The December 6, 1976, issue of Newswweek
reported that: “New Fork Trm,

es art critic Hilton Kramer has accused them of
destroying the ‘sacred hush’ that should pervade museuras by distracting
patrons with ‘counterfeit materials,” * 15 The advancing bureaucratization m
its Cotporate-sponsorship form i ominous, for here
1S strongest negative mfluence. Corporate Sponsors
the widest museum-going

of economic constitction, Ag

audience taste may have
want theiv names to reach
audienice and, as in thejr own galleries, wish o
support only sure winners, art that poses the least challenge to entrenched
ideology, Corporations sponsor exhibitions of the most heavily commodified art
and that which is most acceptable to mass cultyre. 16

———

14. On a panel about funding at the 1979 meein
m Washington, D.C., some of the human m
representative of Exxon, Rober Kingsley {
On Social Grease for calling art 4 *

g of the College Ant Association held
eaning of art emerged. On the panel were a
now dead), needled by Hans Haacke in his work

*social fubricant™ necessary for the maintenanee of bustness
execitives in big cities; someone from the Rockefeller F oundation; sorneone from the National

Endowment for the Artg {NEA}; someone from & stale mranting agency; and 4 gellery director
at a huge California state university. ‘The Fxxon snd Rockefeller men suavely offered facts,
figares, and descriptions of their expanding underwriting of art. The wornan from NEA was
positive but eautious; the fedoral art budget wasn’t running much ahead of inflation The
audience shared her pleasure over the fact that President Carter's budgetary stringency hadn’t
affected the arts, and everyone refrained from mentioning what did feel thar ax: social
services and aid to cities, But the gallery director acidly sketched a picture of slashes in state
and local art budgets, of canceled shows, of musenm and gallery closings, of abrupt firings,
The session encapsulated the workings of the fiscal eisis, in which federal controf may be
consolidated at the cxpense of state and local control and in which the public sector—with
ruunicipalities like New York and Cleveland experiencing the crisis most acutely—rust cede
a wide range of funding, services, and 1obs to the “‘private™ sector. For a powerful analysis
of the more general relationship between the State and the private sector in advanced

capitalist society, see Jarnes O’Connor, The Fiscal Creses of the State {New York: St Martin’s
Press, 1973},

project of simulacrum production that
Newsiweek: headlined as “Rocky’s Art Clones” {Qctober 16, 1978). Fortune had it as their
Cover story, captioning the cover phato “Nelson Rockefeller, Salesman™ {October 23, 1978),

16. The largest corparate sponsors include gian conglomerates and multimationals,

among them Xerox, Mobil, Exxon, Rothmans, and Philip Mormis, for whom patronage is

CONSTUCHNE a corporaie “parsnmalin,




! specially the
aps few union-run and community spaces, especia
Perhcfi ‘ogliz}:ﬁl” commurnties reguiall-ly draw audlf.:n(':es :}:l:a:; 21:1: Hs](ljll; .
of ﬂnd for ““thir cases the art shown is art made W}th:l e e
Wori'(mg o l‘n mar;Z() true of the art world *‘community™}, and' t € Wg
{which of course I?E ing topical or even polemical. Of ali. ga!lery Slt?ath!..
e 0' di‘f:alg oppositional wark has the best likelihood o realiy
e thfit o ‘wcol;ege and hbrary galleries may aisq take ‘chance;,
- Althol?f }iy! ut:K:.Ihow work that reveals a mussionary mtention to
are more likel

warmed-over high art down to the viewers.

i eared side by side in the Sund
o ! i;ni;:];;‘gﬁi I}?l:zi:leslzezilf t?lpepArts. ... And Its:'f:lf ” a.n;l “Bienr:lng
T e fis.” Tllle first ties the rise of corporate spending to the seve
mation a.nd Aeshetcs the portfolios of arts foundations and museumns dlll:ll:g
o 'bem'Sl‘l markfeiltsoil;ll certain industres, The second .clcscnbes Plnh;}) M;f;Zm;
;:jp;;dly n;m%/il:;:lia designed around Pop art, It p;owdes, lamo;lg rl?é :elro g
e o b i iences i iately destroys irony, The L
example Of. how a il lZda;::»crii;n;ﬁo!rr:';]‘;g::lw'}itll the r);im:mporatior.l of postfr;J
frame {“.’}m.:h bad Occll'gwd form back into mass culture) meant .@m.aJrle,szne.se:El ’
e it o ne\‘i{j var; 1'ee;entati0r11 2 collapse that destroyed ?he whispere c.: i
P amlllj b)phigh—art audiences and replaced it \V]f] aduia;zl;y ;r: _
o apPrel]e“( i}' qi\s art were, at the Philip Morris plant— E}le- worl s;l : tg;g
s e i l:;kretfte factory”—strategically placed to conn;adm.t the ud:'
highly _ﬂuwmated mt% m; to drown out symbolically workers’ flhenanon an i
. rh'e' JObS' o :: the existence of a shared cultural umt?r bfatween ;Em
e EHgll-1 a veneer of civilized decor over matenal issues o e
and worken: aﬂddm : ag the desire for self-determination, Bender writes, hs!
s s 'd?mf}n . ::imum aesthetic return to help attain s.,uch mundanck :
e it D(ri mt.ivitv and edging out competitors in a tight labor mar,
- imr’easmg e I;mberE.W Sarnofl, collector of contemporary art, w;;a
1 l-'o(lquomitte: for fhe.Arts, council member of the Coo;')er—iHc::ttth =
Busmessf ‘t)}llrem':Vhitnev Musenm of Amencan Ar; tal—.lndbcm:ie:rt] (311 ot
trustee o 3 . , b ”
Y Cm‘pomijim[]{(?; “:]li: 5;;::3:‘322? among his pOSiﬁDI:lS diz:]go
Yo NBij']h nge ’the American Home Products Corporation, Pt; .
York St(_’ck I:.gL gnfz;;icﬂﬂ Arbitration Association, anq th: Roperd_ u
goun;isog;nics and exccutive positions at Cowles Il;ub(l]:ca:;izsi{a;ﬁ o
- : e, Banquet Foods, 3w
ﬁicmr;:ri};lwlf:t?;lm:; 7E$§zinﬁxsnissraﬁg§ and of several collegzes
er ol

art.” But in the

opened, and the
(later openting outposts in Soho, and s0

succeeding years, the scores of new commercial galleries that
older ones that reoriented themgelves

on), to cash in op the boom in the ant market provided potent reminders of
how closely art has remained tied 1o commodity production.

Efforts to bypass the gallery system included the formation of
nsurgent artisis’ cooperative galleries especially by women; the increasing use
of electronic and print media, which can be disiributed by artists themselves,
and the emergence of “alternative spaces” fop showing work. The formation
of cooperatives was spurred by feminists® resolve (o reach audiences both
outside and within the art world, despite their exclusion from established
nstitutions, evidenced by

the minuscule gallery and museum quotas for
women. More importandly, they meant to shake the
macist orthodoxjes of the o \

mtermediary but often requ
some are simply

miiitantly

ire & prohibitive amount of time ang money: and
alternate rontes to glory—and the same old audience, As ¢
electronic and print media, they can he quite expensive and are also now weli

ation. Although these movyes have by
varying degrees, their potential isn’t exhausted.
So-called alternative spaces embodied
arcltics, often contempt for

and, outside New York, sometimes a rejection of N
as a democratized way of circulating work and ideas among a smaller rather
than a larger audience (producers rather thap shoppers or browsers—they are
sometimes called “artisis’ spaces”), they pose no inherent challenge to ar(-
world ideologies dergone a fair degree of nstitirtionaliza-
a funnel for

now

ew York domination, Begun

and have already un
tion, having been adapted to provide

government grant money.
Those run by artists tend to have a

more-or-less explicit though enervated

17 The rejection was of art’
market domsination far mage than of
Formaltsm moved away Bom the stress on compositio
Bauhaus aesthetics 1o the formalism of 1he Duchampian art-as-idea, There was litde overt
politicization of the iden of art ar much attention to the role of art within elass soctety. Angd
except for 4 sector of the organizod ferninists, fow artists reafly went aftor dudiences with lesg
art education. Finalty,

the fact that the formation of trye work collectipes op collaborations
was hardly ever sertously consicler

ed reveals much about the retention of atteurship.
It can he argued that the tyn away from commaodity produ
further move into the ““twentioth

century,” since handjep
cultie gt large by industrial cbiaw. 1. -

§ commodity status gnd ;

ts consequent vulnerability 1
the ideology of art

as 4 specialized entity within culgype,
0 and transcendence symbolized by

clion was an tevitable
afts had long been superseded in the
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" e publici .
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ts, photography wa . e
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e “*documentati

narrats

i ing to
valuation attaching ‘ } e
capitalize on the unsellable by mventmig thit El a?el,ial

: J ily raphy and wrntten .

relies most heavily on photography e e

In the early seventies the lack of an estal - nai{giehd

) - ] ! @ St _
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* All collapse and dominant cultur:
of oppositional culture afte

adva
spectacle,
media (in
consequent dev. :
tyhood, or “stardom. '
ingly able to ahsor}? all mstancei f oppositional oo
d convert them mto mere _sty 1st‘|, s, thes 7
he ket and the celebration of the what-is. In P
g:fn:ziion—of increasing impoeriance m the art wor I

SCer - pie, d Sp I
8. Recen Y. itll £XAITY le, an a]{C!IlﬂUVC spad Sh (
i Ce ace show (i asti

little-known photographer. whi

¥ til recently, .
by a well-connected and, un e it

showi Iy Qtos 0[ flowers at a commer
P C
5 h
W ] m 0! p&(‘ m arn er CIty
show later aved on to an altermanve 5§ e otk t

CLEITRLL T_I.ﬂg grea
a phUtO COHC(' oT W}l() 15 &CCLEITH lai eater- a

comcidentally, o

i i ked in
iply art-world husiness-as-usual Jooking a fittle na .
51 oo \
\ds of photography and alternative spaces .
Wor 19. See Guy Debord, Society of the Spepctac e
Black & .Reei 197l7) and Walter Benjamin, *“The Wor {
ack & ,

5
/ ! ah Arendt, frar
O e 0 am Hhisminalions. Ed- Hann

revised. Enal

and informed our sense of ¢

ahstract expressionists onward and now central o the
the role of photography is fundamental.

It is still posstble that the meaning structure of art has been undergomg
reorgamization while the marker merely faltered briefly and then regained 1is
stride. The late seventies may turtn out o have been a revane
which the controlling mterests within the audience and market
to reestablish the stratification of the audience and its objec

social meaning of art—

hist period n
elites regrouped
13, therehy reassert-
ng, for example, the preeminence of painting as artifactual meaning bearer
and as tangible investment. [ any case, photography’s position is neithey
threatened nor threatening but rather rationalized within the system.
Whatever iis causes, the rapid assimilation of phomgraphy into high ar
has occasioned a continuing serjes of changes in the place of photography
within our entire culture as well as in the meaning assigned to photography as
a force within arl, The mtermingled “history”” of photography and painting,
formerly disavowed, is now paraded by both sides, though more so by photog-
raphy people. The [ollowing chance quotation from a review reveals the occa-
sional absurdity of using these media to validare each other with no attention
to conditioning factors outside the oeuvre of particular producers: “For all his
critical sobriety, [Walker Evans] was one of the fathers of pop art . ., Evans’
famous print of a small-town photographic stadio . . . looks forward tw Andy
Warhol’s hundreds of Campbell soup cans, cach painted in its litdle niche on
the canvas.”" 20 Ag photography has moved closer in and farther out and then
back again to the charmed circle of high art, it has replicated the ideology and
many of the gambits of the more established arts, In the current phase of art-
world acceptance, the “history of photography™ (old prints} is doing hetter
than present work, a fact that seems unarguably market-determined. hatog-
raphy is selling well and getting vegular critical attention (and therefore art-
literate audience attention); art-world interest still tends to be confined to dead
photographers, to a few unassailably established bving ones, and to those
closest to conceptual art. There is litde interest, indeed, in the photographic
discourse that was craft-oriented or a pale version of abstract expressionisin,
and a new discourse is being developed that can be better assimilated to ar-
world discourse. Photo critics are retiving in disgust, outclassed by New Yorlk
art erttics working hard to create, borrowing from this or that Ewropean school
of literary or cultural eriticism, a mystified language of comment and analysis
m which to couch their increasingly esoterie accounts of the “essence™ of
photography,

For most of the art world the acceptance of photography seems tied to 1

vision of it conceived in terms of the modermnism now moribund in the other
arts. That is not accidental; it was necessary to the process of is legitimation
that photography pick up the torch of formalism and distantiation from real-

world concerns, for photography had o reengineer its own high-culture/low-

cwlture split: a central matter for photography. which has penetrated daidy life
ulture as no form of visual representation has

20. Alfved Frankenstein @
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hotography from the late Gfties through the

reseen in terms of its revelatory character not in
but m relation to its “real” subject, the producer.

relation to its iconic subject

For most of the art audience and especially for buyers who want investment
that will appreciate in value, the certainty attaching to elevated sentiments, to
the Kantian rhetoric of removal and farmal values, to the denial of the rele-

vance of subject and context, offers the reassuring familiarity

of a discourse
that sounds like art-ten-years-ago, dishing up again the ruling ideas of painting

sixties. Many photographers produce for this
market, and young ones are trained to do 50, learning as quickly as young
professionals in any field what the road is to success.

So photography penetrated the high-art audience in its
tation and raised its sights above its previous audience of other, often amateur,
photographers. The older, hobby-oriented photo magazines may still concen-
trate on cralt: printing papers, films, lenses, exposure times; but elsewhere the
new “semiologic” discourse appears. The new photo journals are being con-
structed on the madel of art journals and the newer, cheaper newspaper-format

publications. A great urge for respectability emanates from their very typefaces
and layouts. Nevertheless, the smallness and newness

of the field is betrayed

by the existence of an academic journal calling itsell ““The History of Photog-
raphy.”

moment of hesi-

In the realm of production, a theory-inspired approach,
“structuralism,’

making,

referred to as
" a latter-day minimalist modernism borrowed from small film-
appears i art-photo galleries whereas it could never have entered the
photo galleries of an earlier epoch; it has not made it into the controlling
cornmercial dealerships such as New York’s Light Gallery or Marthorough
Gallery, although the pussy porn of Rebert Heinecken is now being marketed
by Light. It is usually art audiences and dying-to-be-hip fringes of the photo
audience—mostly mterested professionals, including curators and critics—that
are the audience and potential market for such work.

While art photography was divorcing its old audience
classier one, the industry was increasing its pursuit for the
of the new status of photography are disserminated in ver
ever-widening circles of the audience. The value of fi
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21. “For a wild weel in December

photokina packed u dozen halls in Cologne. . . .
While commerce reigned

supreme in the football-field-sized halls, the asesthetic sidn of the
medium was revealed across the Rhine with photography exhibitions at the city’s art museum
and at ather galleries. The growth of photokina, from sleepy tade show (o big-time world’s
fair, reflects the surge in popularity of photography itself. Taday photography is a boundless
industry with millions of dollars in annual sales, + - Indeed, it is hard to imagine a more
insatiable buying public than that existing in taday’s photographic marketplace.” (John von
Hartz, “Photoking: World's Fair of Photography.” in the “Mametndace’ cantin F Do
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in a comfortable hackwater but now find themselves at the portals of discovery
with only a halting knowledge of the language of uiopia. [ won't forget the
theory-terror exhibited at the last meeting of the SPE {my first), or people’s
fear of offending anyone at all, on the chance that a Job, a shaw, or a critical
notice might walk away with themy; 1 both understand and don’t understan
the pull of fame as it roars near. Artists have had 3 tonger time to learn the
game.

There is a sense in which photography, the most reifying of representa-
ttonal forms, verbal or visual, is a sitting duck for the big guns of art. Even in
the earlier moments of photography’s gallery life, the craft orientation was
pervasive; the tradition of single fine prints in white overmats merely replicated
the presentational style of paintings and graphics. In Stieglit2’s universe art had
to be a propter hoc motive, not a belated discovery in wark originally meant
for use. The conversion of photographs that once did “work™ o noninstru-
mental ones marked the next great leap into art. In the historical moment of
ts utterance, as [ tried (o show earlier, this insistence on the uselessness of art
was meant as a cry of the producers’ liberation from the object relations of
their product. In an jronic reversal, the denial that the neaning of photographs
tests on their rootedness in the stream of social life preserves the photography
at the level of object, a mere jter of value hanging on u wall,

It requires quite a lot of audience training o transform the relation
between a viewer and a photograph to one primarily of mysteriousness, though
the gallery dislocation helps. The dual qJuestions ol art’s nstrumentality and of
its truth are particilarly naked in relation to Photography, which can be seen
everyday outside the gallery in the act of answering (o a utilitarian purpose, in
assertions of truth from legal cases to advertising to news teports to home
album. This eudtural disjunction, made possible by commodity fetishism,
accounts for the desperation with which young photographers snatch at the
vulgarismt that only lies are art and that the truth of photography must there-
fore be that it is all artful lies, constructions outstde the understanding of the
comman mind. There is an exquisiteness to this hermeneutic, 4 et ecstasy
that accompanies the purported lift m understanding that sees beyond the

world of appearances through the agency of mere light, magical light, in a
feaden culture gone increasingly object-bound. But the art world’s sleight of
hand consists in substituting another mystificatory vei] of meaninglessness for
the naive one of transparency,

Let us now tmagine a relation between viewer and photographic project

feeling co-opted. From this point on the ereative individuals are only the grist for the
economic mills. Collectors and potential collectors are now the stars of the show. , .

24. This would be the place to point to the outrageous sexism and white-skin privilege
of the photo establishment, despite the large number of women involved in photography and
the far greater number of nonwhites than we ever get 0 know about professionally. There is
also the further problem that (e tokenistic partial incorporation of some of wamen’s photog-
raphy o art-world photography is used to obscare both the question of oppositional

practice and the disimal inattention 10 minerity-culane photography. That is, a superficial
aceeptance of some basie fepainier demmo e 1. - . -
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for its members by the Society for Photographic Edy
about the audience for photography. In
photography in the 19704 had grearly expanded its public appearance ag g
high art and culturg) good. It had begun to seem worthy of all kinds of
attention, from artists and art students as well as fram journalists and their
publics, art writers, collectors and mvesiors, curators and museum acyuisitions
boards, and scholays, More than just a past, present, and future, photography
appeared to possess g specific historical presence or ““tradition,’
knows?—might make it a rival of the other fine artg,
photography’s command?
Descriptions of it meanings and

1eation, 1o write somethip
terest in this question was high becayge

" one that-whe
What were the timits to

possibilities offered in ag schools and
the press were likely o differ from any I might give, Despite the complexities

of interpretation and explanation in most other fields, photography’s tended tq
concentrate on the psyche, on the one hand, and on technical change, on the
other, Writing on photography was usually belletristic or rechictively formalist,
2 weave of modern shibboleths, The perspective on photographic history would
iikely see only an upward spiral into aesthetie significance. I did not intend in
my article to counter these approaches or propose alternative theories of o -
vation and intention, Insteq » I wanted (0 open up the question of audience to

include some essenial factors typically overlooked in such accounts, I wanted

to look at some of the institutions and processes governing distribution and

changes and their effects on the art world.

Although this essay’s prediction of a restored production hierarchy in ar¢
and the revalorization of an elite culture for social elites proved correct, 1 could
not have guessed the dimensions of the neoexpressionist juggernaut, Nor did |
foresee the degree of incorporation of at least the mages of dissidence and

difference (often a bedvock of nrban ghetto culture) into the newly revitalized
art-cash nexus,

& new order of socigl relations and g new account of their

contents. Despite the magnification of a “puivilege differential’ between rich
and poor, all must be svmmboliealle e .o
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Cap.lta " ball gowns ;;acked away for the duration o o
pusimes e f%he closets, and ostentabousness was m;: ed
o (':ame mz: \ ressive-looking white folks in cashmere
e gti? .'ll"V hucksters of choice forl drugs,. mé,
fime became d liﬁnancia] services.”” Competinvenes.s n 1l
e an’ chances of survival?) invafled l?ilSllI‘B
v be'uer e s}dressed their babies m pu.lvsmped- b
o ot 1 E‘Tn'eethe ivy-league colleges of their Cl’_‘OlC?'_ i
T_hem a bl:-t] mtim{ suddenly debuted in the sze.s.- fie
o fan:;;l{:lt(i);;]r::ntq }or “in"" designers hke Ralph_ Laure
long adv §

hoped to strike it rich—most of them through the purchase of ]m:tery tickets
dress like the rich, In New York’s Harlem, East and West, Ralph 1
also “in.” Fyen for the rich, the word “wealthy” s out, and ¢

For us now, style—sartorial and rhetorical—
The symbolic EXpressions o

-AUTer: s
‘rich” s iy,
suffices whege reality canpqt
f political dissidence likely to receive the wides

(however flesting) wil] aj

re. Sure enough, the mg
is period have been associated with New York’s style

media photographic magery, returned to the marketplace as tow-ticket arf
cormmodities and wearabies, Notwithstanding accompanymg claims of subyep_
sive intervention, the irony here is that the project of the historical avant-garde,
to merge ari nto life, has been interpreted a

s the achievernent of statog of
nearindistmguishability from other designer goods.

airt world as g display of energy, of “energeric-ness,” in art-heat instea of
coolness, perpetual motion in place of stability—as a magker that floats free of
content. Upscale and upbeat walk hand in hand. Yet much of the art in
question s down-side: mages of torment ang decay, destruction and apoca-
lypse. (The return of the repressed? O just the price those 0t {op pay for the

* posed by those wh Jive It}
In the East Village galleries the fashionahle cynicism that leads graffiti (etc,)
are just “ripping off the rich” 15 less ineresting than the
petty-bourgeois entreprenenrialism distinguishmg them from the bohernianism
of the (former) avant-garde.

The market angd the press for large-
up to big business. Capital-gains (ax Jay,
stewardship to favor traditional invesimey
“investor confidence,’” hag returned to t
is moclerating; and the U.S, doljag has—
but never mind—reached g new

scale, flamboyant expressiomism ad
s have been adjusted undey Reagan
1ts once again; the magic ingredient,
he stock-and-bong market; inflation
disastrously for the rest of the warld,

high. As T noted in the article proper, the
ECOnOmic contractions of the seventies wore already helping destroy the para-

economic couniterculiure, severely dampening its art-world manifestations and
causing art production to retreat to major urhap ceniers, especially New York.,

have conjoined 1o create a fully

at nevertheless has the necessary
that most favored intangi

legiimated and therefore safe Investment th
appearance of ideological risk ang—

eras—"creativity,”” The tangibles and collectibles market cou
the economic pressures {let alone the ideological ones)
attractive prospects and the tremendous
Village-type) productian e 1

ble of conservative
ld not stand up to
generated by these
oversupply of new lower-end (Fast



generating, artist-oriented art, and found a new life as a type of theatrical
extravaganza with guaranteed upscale entertainment appeal, a kind of laté.
twentieth-century avant-garde opera or virtnoso vehicle.

Needless to say, the neoexpressionist revival and the accompanying shel
ing of the communication model in art have not been good for photography
Photography has come to seem rather lukewarm, to investors and young art
(and art schools) alike. Why fool around at the low end of things when
prices, big reputations, and big investiments are in the offing? But photogra;
although no longer a glamor item, still lives. New lines of production are b
pursued, while criticism and museumization also continue. This year (1984)
major study facility was established in Southern Californua at the J. Paul G
Museum, best known for its huge budget and its hide-hound conserv.
The new collection is based on those of at least two major collectors, Ar
Crane and Samuel Wagstaff, who have thereby dramatically elevated
influence; and the museam has wooed away the photo curator of New: Yy
Metropolitan Museum, all of which erodes the power of MoMA’s John
kowski. ke

In showing and collecting, high-brow aestheticism, from Steghtz (¢
contemporary color-field photographers, has gotten more play. The oth
ular line is also art-derived {for want of a betier term}, but it stand;
contrast to fme-print or other straight photography. This work,.w
writers call “appropriation” because it uses media images divectly,
resentation and power, drawing on media theory and semiotics
feminism as well. Ultimately, it is a child of Pop Art, one more san

immediacy with which its surface offers itsell for consumption
audience mutes or liquidates its potential for open criticism. Al

despair. Here the situation is made more problematic by the felt n
mass syntax whereas the apparent readability of the ensuing: v
ensures mmisunderstanding. Yet this work’s ability to engage
political issues cannot be overJooked.
It may be that such work stands for mass culture in the br
but does so in the form of mass-media images; another indi
seeming totality of cultural incorporation, its complete inclusiver
representation in mass-media images seem the lowest-rurig: re
anything meaningful to exist, the one at which the circule
justifies the existence of the original. In video {aside from tradhtl
tary) the biggest successes are also scored by wark that 8
broadcast image or uses the editing paths and displays the :
identifiable n network or corporate logos, commercials,
(itself a teasing out of the surrealism basic to other kinds:¢
universe presented by the media, with its own focus on the |
of representation to truth, becomes the reference point.
thing. This ultimately enhances photography’s prospecis; i
—nit not necessarily for fine-print work. Many formeriyig'sti‘m

both in and outside the art world
The art world Ihas indeed changed since 1979
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