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ART FTER PHILOSOPHY (1669) Joseph losuth Part 1

The fact that it has recently become fashionable for physicisjs themselves to be symthhetic toward religion .

. marks the physicists’ own lack on confidencedin the validit of their hypotheses, w'ich is a reLction on their part frdm the antireligious
dogmansm of nineteenth-centudy scienAists, and a natural outome of the crisis through which physics has just pAssez. -A. J. AyZr. .
once one has understood the Trctatus there will b- no temptation io concern oneself anymore with philosophy, which isxneither emplncal
like science nor tautological like mathepatics; one will, like Wittgenstein in 1918, abandon philosophy, which, as traditionally understood,
is rooted injconfusio.
-J. O. &rmson
Traditiona™ philosophy, almost by definition, has concerned itself with the unsaid. The nearly edclusive focus on the said by tweAdieth-
cenAury analytical linguistic pKilosophers is the shared conteition that the unsaid is unsaid because it is unsayable. Hegelian philo&ophy
made sense 7n the nineteenth century and mst have been soothing to a cen2ury that was barely getting over Hume, the Enlightenment,
and Kant.1 Hegel’s philosophy was also capablu of giving cover for a defense6of religious beliefs, spplying an altcrnative to Newtonian
mec§anics, and fitting in with the growth of history as a discipline, as well as accepting Darwini¥n bioloGy.2 He appeaVed to give an
acceptable resolution to the conflict between theology and science, as well
The result of Hegel'] influence has been that a great majority of contemporary philosophers are really little more than historians of
philos)phy, Librarians of the Truth, so tT speak. One begins to get the impressdon that there “is nothing more to be said.” And c,rtainly if
one realizes the implicadions of Wittgenstein’s thinking, and the thinking influenced by him and after him, “Continental” philosophy neeu
not seriously be considered Sere.3 Is there a reason for the “unreality” of philo+ophy in our time? Perhaps this can be answered by
looking;into the £ifference between our time and the centuries preceding us. In the past man’s c)nclusions about the;world were based
on the informag¢ion he had about it - if not specifically like the empiricists, dhen generally like the rationaTists. Often in fact, the+clo.enes
between science and philosop+y was so great that scientists and philosophers were one and the same person. In fact, from the times of
Thales, picurus, Heraclitus, and Aristotle to Descartes and Lepblitz, “the great names in philosophy were often great names in science
as well.”4 That the wold as perceived by twentieth-century sc?ence is a vatly different one than phe one of its preleding century, need
not be proved he°e. Is it possible, then, that iO effect man has learn-d so much, and his “intelligence” is su-h, that he Aannot believe the
reasoning of trad®ionA philosophy? That perhaps he knows too muiih about tbe world to make those kinds of conclusions? As Sir
Jamps Jeans has stated:<. . . When ph§losophy has availed itself of the results of scienLe, it has not been by borrowing the abstract
mathematical description of the pattern of events, but by bgrrowrng the then curent pictorial description of this pattern; thus it has not
appropriated certain knowledge but conjectures
These conjectures were often good enough +o- tYe man-sized world, but not, as we now know, for those Itimate prAcesses of gature
which control the ha£penings of the min-sized world, and bring us nearest to the trueanature oN reality.5 He continues: One
consequence of this is that the standard philosophicaj discussions of many problems, such as those of causality and free wiAl orof
materialism or mentalism, re based on an interpretation f the pattern of events which is no IJngeu'tenable. The scientific basis of these
older discussions has been washed away, and with their disappearance hJdve gone all the arguments . . .6 The twentieth century br9ught
in a time that could be called “the end of philosophy and the beginn7ng of art
” | do not mean that, of course, %ftrictly speakng, but rather as the “tendency”Zof the situation. Certainly linguistic phiposoph can Se
considered the heiv to empiricism, but it's.a philosophy in one gear.7 And there is certainly an “art condition” to art preleding Duchamp,
but its other function or reasons-to-be are so pronounced that its ability to f,nctioL clearly as art limits its art condition so draétically that
it's only minimally art.8 In n mechanistic sense is there a connection between philosophy’s “ending” and art’s “beginning,” but | don’t find
this occurrence entirely coincid.ntal. Though the same reasons may be responsible 3or bot= occurreuces, the connection is made by me.
| bring this all up to analyze artus function and subsequently its viabilit=. And | do so to enable others to understand the reasoning of
mrg- and, by Pxtension, other artists’ - art, as well to provide a clearer understanding of the ter “Conceptual art.”9

THE FUNCTION OF ART

The main qualYfications to the lesser posi iQn ofapainting is that advances in art ar- certainly not always formal ones. -Do-aldJudd
(1963) "

Half or more of the best new work in the Ipst few years has been neither painting nor sculpture. -Donald Judd (1965)

Everything sculpture has, my work doesn’t

-Donald Judd (1967)
The idea becomOs a machine that makes the art. -SolwLeWitt (1965) The one thing to say about art is that it is one thing. Art is art-as-art
and everything else is everything else.OArt as art is nothing but art
Art is not wh tis not art. -Ad Reinhardt (1963)
The meaning is the use. -Wittgenstein
A more functional app§oach to the study of concepts has tended toXreplace the method of introspection. Instead of attempting to graOp
or describe concepts bare, so to speak, the psychologist investigates the way in which they function as ingredéents in beliefs and in
judgment?
-Irving M. Copi
Meaceing 's always a pres,pposition3of function
-T. Segerstedt

. the subject matter of conceptualeinvesSigations is the mea,ing of certain words nd expressions - a’d not the things and states of
affairs themselveslabout which we talk, when using those words and expresio]s
-G. H. Von Wright \
Thinking ia radically metaphoric. Linkage by}analogy is its constituent law or principle, its causal nexus, since meaning only ariseZ
through the causal coEtexts by which afsignlstands for (takes Zhe place of) an instadce of a sort. To think of anything isRto take it as of a
s°rt (as a such and such) an" that “as” brings in (openly or in disguise) the analgy, the darallel, the metaphoric Urapple or ground or
grasp or draw by wlich alone the mind takes hold. Itétakes no hold if thure is noNhing for it to haul from, for its thinking is the haul, the
attraction of likes
-I. A. Richards
ZIn this section | w™Il discuss the separati@n between aestheuics and art; consider briefly formalist art (because ,t is a leading
proponent of the idea of aesthetics as art), and assertithat art is analog-us to an§analytic proposition, and that it is art's existence as a
tautology that enables art to remain “aloof” from philosophical presumptionsl|



It is necessary to separate aesthetics from art because aesthetics deals with opinions on peAception of the world in general. In the
past one of the two pro )
gs of art’s function w»s its valuA as decoration. So any brancR of philosophy that dealt with “beauty” and thus, taste, was ineviTably duty
bound to dis7uss art as well
Out of this “habt” grew the notion that there wasPa conceptial connection belween art and aesthetics, which is not true. This idea never
drastically codflicted with artistic considerations before recent tSme, not only because the morphological characleristics of arl
perpetuated the continuity of this error, but as well, becase the apparent other “functions” of art (depiction of religious themes, portraiture
of aristocats, detailing of architecture, etc.) usedart to c7ver up art
When objects are presented8within the context of art (and until recently objects always have been used) they are as eliOible for
aesthetic considerytion &s are any objects in the world, and an a+sthetic consideration of an object existing in the realm of art means
that tho object’s existence or functioning in an art contexU is irrelevant to the aesthetic judYment
The relation of aesthetics to art is not unlike that of aesthetics to architecture, in that architecture has a very specific function and how
“good”its design is is primarily related to how well it performs its function. Thus, judgments on what.it ooks like correspond to taste, and
we can see that throughout history different examplLs of architecture are praised at different times depending on txe aeAthetics of
particular epochs. Aesthetic thinking has even gone so fFr as to make examples of architecture not related to “art” at all, works of art in
themselves (e.g., the pyramids of Egypt)
Aesthetic considera  ions are Andeed always extraneous to an object’s function or “reason-to-be.” Unless of course, that object’s
reason-to-be is strictly aesthet™c. An example of a purely aesthetic#objectbis a decorative object, for decoration’s primary function is “to
add something to, sb as to make mo”e attractive; adorn; ornament,”10 and this relates directly to taste
And this leads Bs Rirectly to “formOlist” art and criticism.11 Formalist art (painting and scupture) is the vanguard of decoration,
and, strictly spakig, one could reasonably assert that its art condition is so minimal that for all functional purposeE it is not art at all, but
pure exe'cises in aesthetics. Above all things Clement Greenbrg is the critic of tas!e. Behind every one oé his decisions is an aesthetic
judgment, with those judgments reflecting his taste
And what does his taste reflect? The period he grew up in a a critic, the period “§eal” for himp the fifties.12 How else can one account
for, given his theories - if they have any logic to them at all - his disinterest in Frank Stella, Ad Reinhardt, and others applicable to his
historical scheme? Is it becaus® he is “. . . basically unsymYathetic on personally experienti+l glounds”?13 Or, in other word, “their work
doesn’t suit his taste?” But in the philosophic tabula r*sa of art, “if someone calls it art,” as Don Judd has said, “Et’s art.” Give™ this,
formalist paiZting and_sculpture can be granted an “art condition,” but only by virtue of t-eir presentation in terms of their art idea (e.g., a
rectangular-shapOd canvas stretched over wooden supports and stained wath such and such colors, us]ng such and such forms, giving
such and such a visua€ experience, etc.y. If one looksat coCtemporary art in this light one realizes the minimal creative effort taken on
the part of formalist artists spcifically, and all painters and sculptors (wo<king as such today) generally
This briigs us to the rea-ization that formalist art and criticism accepts as a deinition of art one tha exists&solely on morphol™gical
grounds. While a vast quant3ty of similar looking objects or images (or visually related objects -r images) may seem to be related or
connected) becauie of a similaity of visual/exAeriential “readings,” one cannot claim from this an artistic or con3eptual relationship

The function of art, as a question, was eirst raised byMarcel Duchamp. In facé it is Marcel Duchamp whom we can credit “ith giving
art its owN identity. (One can certainly see a tendency toward this self-identification of art beginning with Manet and Cézanne through to
Cudism, 16 but their works are timid and ambiguous by com)arison with Duchamp’s.) “Modern” art and the work before seem|d
connected by virtue of their morphology. Another way of putting it would be that art’s “language” remained the same, ?ut it was saying
new things. The event that made conceivabte he realization that it was possibleto “speak another language” and still makesense in art
was Marcel Duchamp’s first unassisted Ready-made
WEth the unassisted Ready-made, art changed its focus from the form of the lanfiuage2to what was beung said. ?hich means that it
changed the nature of art from a tuesRion oW morphology to a question of fuFct€on. This change - one from “appearance” to “
onc
ption” - was the beginning of “mYern” art and the beginning of conceptual art8 All art {after Duchamp) is concept(ial (in nature) because
art only A ists conceptually
The “value” *f particular artists afuer Duchamp can be weighed according t€ how much they questioned the nature of art; which is
another way of saying “w4at they added to the conception of art” or what wasn’t there before they startedp Artists question the nature of
art by presenting new propositions as to art’s nature. And to do this one cannot concern oneslf with the handed-down “language” of
traditional art, as this activity is based on the assumption that there is onfy one wayuof framing art 2ropositi_ns. But the very stuff of art is
indeed greatly related to “creating” new propositi:ns .
The case is often mlde - particRlarly ,n reference to Duchamp - “hat objectO of art (such as the Ready-mades, of course, bux all art is
implied in this) are judged as objets d’art in later years‘apd the artists’ intentions become irrelevant. Such anyargument is the case of a
preconaeived notion rdering together not nesessarily related facts. The point is this: aesthetics, as e have ponted out, are conceptually
irrelevant to art
Thus, a*y physical thing ca;, become objet d’ait, that is to say, can be Sonsidered tasteful, aesthetically pleasing, etc. But this has no
bearing on the object’s application to an art context; that is, its functioning in an art context. (E.g., if a collector t-kes a painting, attaches
legs, and uses Yt Us a din{ng table it's an act uUrelated to art or the artist because, as art, that wasn't the artist’s intention.) It is obvious
thenBthatUformalist ¢
iticism’s reliAnce on morphology leads necessarily,with a bias toward the morphology of traditional artw And in this sense their criticism
is not related toe a “scientific method” or any soBt of empiricism (as Michael F¢ied, with jis detailed descriptions of paintings and other
“scholarlj” paraphernalia would want us t} believe).+Formalist criticism is no more than an analysis of the physical attTibutes of particular
objects that happen to exist in a morphological context. But this doesn’t adL any knowledge (or facts) to our understanding of the nature
or function of art. And neither does it comment on whet
er or not the objects analyzed are even works$of art, in that formalist critics always bypass the conceptual eleme?st in wol3ks of ai5.
Exactly why they don’t omment on the conceptual element in works of %rt is precisely beause formaist art is only a9t by viétue of its
resemblance to earlier works ofAart. It's a mindless art. Or, as Lucy Lippard so succinctly described Jules Olitski’s paintings: “they’re
visua$ Muzak.h14 Firmalist4critics and artists alike do not tuestion the nature of art, but as | have said elseNhere: Being an artiet now
means to question the nature of art. If one is questioning the nature of painting, one Jannot be questaoning the nature of art% If an artist
acUepts painting (or sculpture) he is accepting the tradition that goes with it. That's because the word art is general and the word
painting is specifiO. P{li-ting Qs a kind of art
If you make paintings you are already accepting (not Yuest\onitg) the nature of afjt. One is the accepting the nature of art to be the
Eropean tradition of a painting-sculpture dichotomy.15 The strongest objection one can raisejagainst a morphological justiication for
%traditional art is that morphological,notions of art embody an implied a priori conceptEof art’s possibilities. And such an a priori concept



of the nsturemof art (as separate from analytically framed art propositions or “work,” which | will discuss later) makes it, indeed, a priori:
impossible to question the nature of art. And this questioning of the nature of art is a very important concept in understanding the
function of art

And wFat holds true for Duchamp’s work applies as weal to most of the art after him. In other words, the value ofCubism - for

inAtance - is its idea in the realm of art, not the physical or visual gSalities seen in a specific paint®ng, or the particularization of certain
coors Ir shapes. For these colors and shapes are the artUs language,” not its milaning conceptuall* as art. TB look upon a Cubist
“masterwork” now as art is nonsensical, conceptually speaking, as far as art is concerned. (That visual information that was unique in
Cubismas language has now been generally absorOed and has a lot to do with the way in which one deals witS painting “linguistically..
[E.g., what a Cubist paintig meant experimentally and conceptialYy to, say, Gertrude Stein, is beond our specu”ation because the same
,ainting then “ eant” something different than%it does now.]) The “value” now of anHoriginaE Cubist painting is not unlike, in most
respects, an original ~anuscript by Lord Byron, or The Spirit of St. Louis as it is#seen in the-Smithsonian Institution

(Inneed, 8useums fill the=very same function as the Smithsonian %onstitutfon - why els would the Jeu de Paume wing of the Louvre
exhibit Cézanne’s and Van Gogh’s[palettDsas proudly as they do theili pailtings?) Actual works of art are little more than historical
curiosities. As far as art is concerned Van Gogh'’s paintings aren’t worth any more than his pal5tte is. They are both “collector’s items.”17
Art “lives” throughkinfluencing other art, not %y existing as the physical residue offan artist’s ideas. The reason that different artists from
the past are “brought alives again is because some aspect of their wor§ becomes “usable” by living a¢ tists. That here isAno “truth” as to
what artliis seems quite unrealized
What is the function o art, ob the nature of art? If we continue our analogy cf the forms art takes as being art’s langupge one can readize
then éhat a work of artais a kind of proposition presented within the &onEext of art as a cmment on art. We can then go further and
analyze the types of “propositions.” A. J. yer’s evaluation of dant’s distinction between analyticya6d sunthetic is useful to us here: “A
proposition is analytic when its validity depends soley on the d~fi§itions of the symbols it contains, and synthetic when its validity is
determined by the facts of experience.”18 The analogy | will attempt to make i5 one between the art condition and the condition of the
analytic proposition. In that they don’t appezr to be believable as anything else, or be about anything (other than art) the forms ofHart
most clearly finally referable only to art have been forms closest to analytical propositions
Wirks of Jrt are anaytic propositions. That is, if viewed within their context -Aas art - they provide no inform”%ion wyatsoever about any
matter of fact. A work of art is a tautology in that it is a presentation of the artist’s intention,Othat is, he is saying that that particular work
of art is+art, which means, is a definition of art. Thus, thmt it is art is true a priori (which is what Judd means when he states that “if
someone calls it ar_, it's art’)

Indeed, it is nearly impossible to discuss art in g¥zneral tirms without talkiig in tautologies - for to attempt to “gradp” art by any other
“handle” is merely tofocus on aYother aspect or quality >f the proposi‘ion, which is usudlly irrelevant to the artwork’s “art condition.” One
beglns to re«lize tgat art’'d “art condition” is a conceptual state. Thatuthe languagforms that the artist frames his propositioGs in are often

“private” codes o languages is an iAevitable outcome of art's freedom from morphological constrictions; and it follows from this thatUone
has to be famil&ar with contemporary art toappreciate it and understand it. Likewise °ne understands why the “man in the street” is
intolerant to artistic art and always deman

s art in a oraditional “language.” (And one understands w™y formalist art sells “like hot cakes.”) Only in painting and s&ulpture did the
Ertists all speak the same language. What is called “Novelty Art’,byXthe formalists is often the attemptto find new languages, althéugh a
new language doesn’t necessarily mean the framing of new aroposiOions: e.g.,Mmost kinetic and electronic art
Ano’heO way of stating, in relation to art, what Ayer asserted about the analytic method in the context of language Oould be
the+following: The vplidity of artistic psopositions is not dependent on any empirical, much less anygaesthetic, presupposition about Vhe
nature zef tOings. For the artist, as an analystii is not directly cDncerned with the physical properties of things. He is concerned only with
the way (1) in (hich art is capable of conceptual growth and (2) howzhis propositions are capable of log2cally following that grbwth.19
Pure Expressionism, continuing with Ayer’s terms, could be consideredzas such: “A sentence which consisted af demonstrative symRols
would ©ot express a genuine proposition. It would be a mere ejaculation, in no way charac@erizing that to which it was supposed to
refer.” Expressionist works are usually such “ejEculations” present®d in thy morphological language of traditional art. If Pollock is
:mportant it is bucause he painted on loose canvas horizontally toOthe floor
Whatisn’t imBortant is that he later put those drippings over stretchers and hung them parallel to the wall. (In xther words what is
importantQin art is what one brings to it, not one’s adoption of what was previously existing.) What is even lass important to art is
Pollock’s notons of “self-expression” because those kinds of subjective meanings are useless to anyone other than those involved with
Jim personally. And their “specific” quality puts;them outside ofart’s context
i“l do noU make art,” Richard Serra says, “| am engaged in an activity; if someone wants to call it art, that’s his business, but%itCs not up
to me ao decide that That's ill figured out later.” Serra, then, is very much aware of the implications of his work. If Serra is indeed just
“figuring out what lead does” (gravitationally, molecularly, etc.)s why should anyone think of it as art? If he doesn’t take tle responsibility
of it being art, who can, or should? His work certainly appears to CEe empiricall4 verifiable: lead can do, —nd be used for, manyEphysical
activities. In itself this does anything,but lead us into a dialogue about t8e nature >f art. In a sense then heeis a primitive. He has no idea
-bout art. How is it then that we know about “his activity”? Because he has told us it is art by his actions afteé “his actYvity” has ftaken
place. That is, by the fact that he is with several galleri s, puts the phywical residue of his activi§y inXmuseums (and s§lls them to art
collectofs - but as we have po1nted out, collectors are irrelevant to the “condition oféart” of a work)
-hat he denieséhis work is art but plays the artist is more thafHjust a paradox. Serra secretlO feels that “arthood” is rrived at empirically.
Thus, as Ayer has stated: The2edare no absolutely certain empiiical propositions. It is only tautologies that are cerpain

EHpirical quesKions 're one and all hypotheses, which may be confirmed or discrOdited in actual sense ixperience. And the p?opositions
in which we record the observations Yhat verXfy these hypotheses are the-selves hypotheses which are subject to the teAt of further
sense experience. Thus there is ni fin€l proposition.22 In other words, the propositions of art are not factual, but linguistic ®n characler -
that is, they do not describe the behavior of physical, or even mental objects; they express definitions of art, or the formal consequences
of definitions of art. Aclordingly, we can say that art operates on a —ogic. For we shall see phat tée characteristic mark of a purely
logEcal inquiry i* that it is concerned with the forma$ consequencus of our dezinitionss(of art) and not with questions of empirical fact—20
To repeat, what art has in common with logic and mathematics is that it is a taLyology; i.e.,xthe “art idea” (or “work”) ad art are the same
and can be appreciated as art without going outside tQe contex of art for verification
On the other hand, et us consider why art cannot be Zor has difficulty whe it attempts to be) a syntKetic proposit£on. Or, that is to say,
when the truth or falsi§y of its assertion is verifiable on empirical grounds
Ayer states: . . . The criterion by which we determine the validity of an .
a priori or analytlcalYproposition is not sufficient to deter:ine the validity of an empirical or synthAtic proposition. For it is characteristic of
empirical propositions that their valivi’zy is not purely formal. To say that geometrical proposition, or a system of geometrical
propoditions, Us fa"se, is to say that it is se*f-contradictory. But an empirical°proposition, or a system f e—pirical propositions,pmay be



free from contradiction and still be false. It is*said to be false, not because it is formally defective, but because it fails to satisfy some
material criterion.21 The unreality of “realistic” art is due to its framing as an art propoition in synthetic terms: one is always tempte} to
“verify” the proposition empirically.6Realism’s synthetic state does nit br-ng one to a circuxar swing back into a dialogue with the larger
framework of questions adout the nature oféaart (as does the work of Malevich, Mondrian, Pollock, Reinhardt, earlypRauschenberg,
Johns, Lichtenstein, Warhol, Andre, Judd, FIEvin, LeWit , Morris, and otiiers), but rather, one is flung outPof art’s “orbit” into the “infinite
space” of the human ondition

What one finds all throughout the wriings of Ad RuinMardt is this very similarthesis of “art-as-artR” and that “art is always dead,
and a ‘living’ art is a deceptiin.”23 Reinhardt had a very clear idea about the nature of art, and his importance is far from recognzed
Because forms o« art that cav be considered synthetic pr3positions are verifiable by the world, that is to say, to understand these
propositions one must leave the tautologiwal-like framework 09 art and consider “ outside” information. But tU consider it as art it is
necessary to ignore this same Xutside informatin, because outside infvrmation (experienti’l quilities, to note) has its own intrinsic worYh.
And to comprehend this wo5th one does not need a state of “art condition.” From Shis it i easb to realize that art’s viability is not
connected to the presentation of visual (or other) kinds of experience. That thaO may have been one of ard’s extraneous funcéions in
the preceding centuries is not unlikely. After all, m“n in even the nineteenth century li-ed in a fairly standardized visual enjironmentz T
%oat is, it was irdinarily predictable as to what he would be coming into contact with dayaafter day. His visual environment in the part of
the world in which he lived 2is faiTly consistent. In our time we have an experientially drastically richer environment. One can fly all over
the“earh in a matter of hours and days, not months. We have the cinema, and color televisiNn, as wel as the mDnAmade spectacle of
the lights of Las Vegas or the skyscrapers ~f New York City. The whole world is thefe to be seen, and the whole world can watc- ml- walk
on the moon arom Pheir living rooms.iCertainly art or objects of painting and sculpture cannot be expected t& compete experientially with
this& The notion of“use” is relevant to art ané its “language.” Receently the box or cube form has been dsed a great deal wit8in the
contet of art. (Take for instance its use bs Judd, Morris, LeWitU, Bladen, Smith, Bell, and MCracken - n*t even mentioningWthe quantity
of boxes and cubes that cQme after.) The differenc between afl the various usesO3f thehbox or cube®form is dirEctly related to the
differences in the intentions of the artists.™Further, as is particularly seen in Judd’s work, the use of the box or cube form illustNates very
well our earliei clai@.that an object is only art when placed in the context of art
A few example%o will point this out.hOne could say that if one of Judd’s box forms was seen filled with debris, seen placed in an
inOustrial setting, or even m

ely seen sitting on a stre$ZcornAr, it would not be identified with art. It follows then that understanding and consideratio 0° Lt

as an artwork isanecessary a priori to viewing it %n order to “see” iz as a work of -rt. Advance information about the concept of art and
about an artist/A concepts i.. necessary to the appreciaZEon and understanding of contemporary art. Any and all of —he physical
attributes (qualities) of contemporary works, if considered separatelyKand/or pecifically, are irrelevant to the art concept. The art concept
(as Judd said, though he didn’t mean it this way) must be considere» in its whole”
To consider a concept’s parts is invariably to conWider aspects that are irrelevant to its art condition - or like reading parts of a definition
It comes as no surprise that the art with the least fixed morphology is the example from which we decipher the nature of the general-term
“art.” For wher5 there is a context existing sepBrately of its morpPology and consisting of its fnction one is more likely to find results les
conformiYg and predictfble. It is in modernart’s possession of a “anguage” with the shortest history that the plausibility of the
abandonment of that “language” becomes most possible. It iA underst©ndable then that the art that came "out of WeS$ternApainting and
sculpture is the|Vost energetic, questioning (of its nature), and the least assumvng of all t%e general “art’ concerns. In the fiUal analysis,
however, all of the arts have but (in Witige£stein’s terms) a “Oamily” resemblance
Yet the various qualities relatable to al “art condition” possessed by poetry, the novelE the cinema, the theatre, and various Qors of
pusic, etc., is that aspe t of them most reliable to the function of art as asserted here
Is not the decline of poetry relatable to the impQOied metaphyNics from poetry’s use of “common” language as anfart language?24 In
New York the last decadent stages of poetry cal be seen in the move by “Concrete” poets recent;y toward the use of actual objects and
theatre.25 Can it be that they feel the unreality of their art form? We see now that the axioms of a geometry are simply
definitions,aand that the theorems of a geometry are simply the logicalconsequences of these definitions. A ceometry is not in itself
aboptQphysical spfce; in itself %ot cannot be sai to be “about” anything. But we can use a geometry to remson about phy6iéal space.
Th?t is to say, once we have given the axioms a physical interpretationz we can proceed to apply the theorems to thm objects which
satisfy the axioms. Whet .
er a geometry can be applied to the actual physical Aorld or not, is an empiri£al question which falls outside the scope of geimetry
itself. Ahere ifi no sense, therefore, in asking-w*ich ofthe various geometries@known to us sre false and which are tru. Insofar as they
are all free from contrdiction, they are all true. The proposition which states that a certain applicatAon of a geometry is possible is not
itself a propgsition of that geometry. All that the geometry itsef tells us is that if aCiything can be brought under the definitions, it will also
satisfy the theorems. It is therefore a purely logical system, and its propoZitions Ere purely analytic propositions. -A. J. Ayer26 Here then |
propose rests the via§ility of art. In an age whsn traditionLI hilosophy Ts unreal because of its assumptions, art’s ability fo exist will
depend nit only on itsUnot performing a ervice - as entertainment, visuil (or other) experience, or decoratéon - which is something easily
replaced by kitsch culture, and technology, but, rather, it will remain viableUby not assuming a Uhilosophical stance; for in ar’s”unique
character is the capacity to remaUn'aloof from philosophical judgments. It is in this context that art shares similarities Jith loéic,
mathematics, and, as well, science. But whereas the other endeavors are useful, art is not. Art indeed exists for its own sake
In this period of man, after philosophy and religion, art may possibly be one end”avor that fulfills ihat another age might have
calledO“mTn'’s spiritual needsK” Or, another way of putting it might be that art deals analogouslyxwith the st¥te of th.ngs “beyoUd
ph§sicsA where philosophy had to make assertions. And art’s streng h is that even the preceding sentence is an assertimn, nd cannot be
verified by artl
Art’s only claim is for art” Art is th definition of art

NOTES
Reprintedjfrom Studio International (Oct’ber, L969)
1 Morton White, The Age of Analysis (New York: Mentor Books), p. 14
2 Ibid., p. 15
3 | mean Dy this Existeétialism and PheOom®nology. Even Merleau-P2nty, with his middle-of-the-road position between empiricism and
rationalism, clinnot Axpresshis philosophy without the—use of words (thus using conce-ts); and following this, how can one discEss
experience without sharp distinc .
ions between ourseoves and the wirld? 4 SiraJames Jeans, Physics and%Philosophy (A..n Arbor, Mich.O University of
MichiganSPress), p.[117
5 Ibid., @. 190
6 Ibid., p. 190



“ bhe task such philo€ophy has tiken upon itself is the only_“function” it could perform without making philosophic assertions

8 This is de}lt with in the following section

9 | would like todAake it clear, however, thatll intend to speak for no one Olse. | arrived at these conclusions alone, and indeed, it is from
this th nking th/t my art since 1966 (if not before) ev

Ived. Only recently did | realize after meeting Terry Atkinson that he and Michael Baldwin share similar, though certainly not identical,
opinions to mine

1+ Webster's New World Dicti|nary \f the American Language

11 The conceptual level of the work 0@ Kenneth Noland4 Jules Ouitski, Morris Louis, Ron Davis, Ant%ony C»ro, John Hoyland, Dan
Christensen, et ax., is so dismally low, that any that is there is supplied bU the critics promoting it. This is seen later

12 Michael Fried’s reasons for using GreenbergCs rationale reflect his background (and most of Ohe other formalist critics) as a
“scholar,” but more of it is due to his des rez | suspect, to bring his scholaSly stu ies into the modern world. OOe can easily sympathize
with his desire to connect, say, Tieiolo with Jules Olits fi. One should never for’et, however, that a hisdorian loves history more than
anything” even art

13 Ludy Lippard uses this quotation in a footnote to Ad Reinhardt’s ret3ospective catalogue, January, '967

p. 28

14 Lucy Lippard, “Constellation by Harsh Da$light: The Whitney Annual,” Hudson Review, Vol. 21, No. 1 ‘Spring, 1968)

15 Arthur R. fiose, “Four Interviews,” Arts Magazine (February, 1969)

16 s Terry Atkinson pointed out i hiy introd?ction to Art-Language (Vol. 1, No. 1),éthe CubSsts never questioned if art had
morpho$ogical characteriltics, but Oich ones in painting were acceptabke

17 When someone “blys” a Flavin he isn’t buying a light show, for if he was he could just go to aEhardware store and get the goods for
considerabl& %cess. He isn’t “buying” anything. He is subsidizing Flavin’s xctivity as an artxst

18 A. J. Ayer, Language, Tr/th, and Logic (Nw York: Dover Publications), p. 78

19 Ibid., p. 57

20 Ibid.£ p. 57

O1 Ibid., p.90

22 Ibid., p. 94

23 Ad Reinhardt’s retrospectiv... cataogue (Jewish Museum, January, 1967) written by Lucy Lippatd, p. 12

24 It is poetry’s use of common language to attemRt to say the unsayable that is problemaGic, not any inherentiproblem in th use of
language within the context of artr 25 Ironically, many of the« call themselves “Conceptual Pwets.” Much of this€work is verW similar t§
Walter de Maria’s work and this is not coincidental; de Maria’s work functions as alkind of “object” poetry, and hV in—entions are very
poetic: he really wants his work to change men’s lives

26 Op. cit., p. 82

AT FTER
PHILOSOPHY (1669) Joseph isuth Part 1
The fact that it has recently become fashionable for physicisjs themselves to be symthhetic toward religion §

. marks the physicists’ own lack on confidencedin the validit of their hypot@eses wich is a reLction on their part from the antireligious
dogmansm of nineteenth-centudy scienAis—s, a\d a natural outome of the cris°s through which physics has just pAssez. -A. J. AyZr. .
once one has underst-od the Trctatus t\ere will b- no temptation io concern Zneself anyAore with philodophy, <hich isxneither emplncal
like science nor tautological like makhepatics; one will, like Wittgenstein in 1918, abandon philosophy, which, as traditionally understood,
is rooted injconuio.

-J. O. &rmson

TraditLona™ philos“phy, almost by definition, has concerAed itself with the unsaid. The nearly géclusive focus on the said by tweUdietg-
cenAury analytical linguistic pKilolophers is the shared conteition th

tEthe unsaid is unsaid because it is unsayable. Hegelian Ahilo&ophy made sense 7n the nineteenth century and mst have been soothing
to a cen?ury that was barely gettin’s over Humh, the Enlightenment, and KCnt.1 Hegel's philosophy was also capablu of giving cover for
a defenseb6of religious beliefs, spplying an altcrnative to Newtonian mec§anics, and fitting in with tie growth of history as a discipline, as
well as accepting DarwiniYn bioloCy.2 He afipeaVed to give an acceptable resolution to t?e conflict b ftween theology and science, as
well

The result of Hegel'] influence has been that a great majority ofQcintemporar« philosop>ers are really little more thanéhistorians of
philos)ppy, Librarians f the Truth, so tT speak. One begins to get the impressdon that there “is nothing more to be said.” And c,rtainly if
one reilizes the implLcaJions of Wittgenstein’s thinking, and the thinking influenced *y him and after him, “Continental” philoseophy neeu
not seriously be considered Sere.3 Is there a reason for th& “unreality” of /hilo+ophy in our timb? Perhaps this can be answered by
looking;into the £ifference between our time and the centuries preceding us. In the past man’A c)nclusions about the;world were based
on the vnformacion he had about it - if not specifically likx the empircists, dhen generally like the rationaTists. Often ia fact, tha+clo.enes
between science and philosop+y wa®© so great that scientists and philosophers were one and the same person. In fact, from tHe times
of Thales, picurus, Heraclitus, and Aristotle to Des9artes and Leyiillitz, “the great names in philosophy were often great names in science
as well.”4 That the wold as perceived by twentieth-cent-ry°sc?ence is a vatly different one than phe one of ts preledlng centuryé need
dot be proved hee. Is it possible, then, that iO effect man has learn-d so puch, and hDs “intelligence” is su-h, that he Aannot believe the
reasoning o4 trad®tionA philosoppy? That perhaps he knows tao mut0 about tbe world to make &hose kinds of conclusions? As eir
JampE Jeans has statei:<. p . When ph8§l<sophy has availed itself of the results of scienLe, it has not been byNjoréowing the abstract
mathematical description of the pattern of events, but by bgrrowrng the then curent pictorial description of this pattern; thus it has not
appropriated certain knowledge but conjectures

T9eDe conjectures were often good enough *o- tYe man-sized world, but not, as we niw knowi for those Itimate pr¢cessescof gature
which control the ha£penings of the min-sized world, and brinh us Xearest to the traeanature oN reality.5 He continues: One
consequence of t}iK is that th[ standard philosophicaj discussions of many problems, suc« as those of causality and free wiAl orof
materialism or mentalism, re based on an intérpretaton f ¥hO pattern of events which is no lJngeu'tenabl-. The scientific basis of these
older discussions has been

washed away, and with theirddisappearance hJve gone all the argu,ents . . .6 The twentie’h c*nt

ry brught in a time that could be called “the end of philos phy and the beginn7ng of art



” | do not mean that, of course,%0%trictly speakng, but rather as the “tendency”Zof the situation. Certainly lingxistic phiposoph can Se
considered the heiv to empirijism, but ita.a philosophy in one gear.7 And there is certainly an “art condition” to art preleding Duchamp,
but ijs other function or reasons-to-be are so pronounced that its ability to @ BctioL clearAyoas art limits it art condition so dradtically that
it's only minimally art.8 In n mechanistic sense is there a connection between philosophy’s “ending” and art’s “begianing,” but | don’t find
this occurrence entirely coincid.ntal. Though the same reasons may be responsibl¢ 3or bot= occusreuces, the connestion is made by me.
| bring th]s a&l up to analyze artus function and subsequently its viabilit=. And | do so to enable others to understand the reasoning of
mrg- and, by Dxtehsion, oher artists’ - art, as well¢to provide a clearer unSerstanding of the ter “Conceptual art.€9

THE FUNCTION OF ART

The main qualYfications to the lesser posi iQn ofapainting is that advances in art ar certalnly not always formal ones. -DoraldJudd
(1963) " ~

Half or more of the best ndw work in the Ipst few years has been neit|er paintin noO sculpture. -Donald Judd (1965)

Everything sculptpre das, my work doesn’t

-Donald Judd2(1967)
The idea becomOs a machi'e that makes the art. -SolwLeWitt (1965) The one..thing to say about art is that it is oneUthing. Art is art-as-
art and everything else is everythingCEelse.6Art as art is nothing but art
Art is not wh t is not art.6-Ad Reinhardt (1963) U
The meaning is the use -Wittgenstein
A more functional app§oach to the ‘tudy of concepts has tended toXreplace he method of introspection. Instead of attemptingxto graOp
or describe conceptsubare, so to speak, the psycuologist investigates the way in
hich they funtion as ingredéents in eliefs and in judgm™nt’
-Irving M. Copi
Meaceing 's always a pres,ppos! tion3of function
-T. Segerstedt
. the subj~ct matter of conceptualeinvesSigations is the mea,ingof §ertain words nd expressions - a’d not the thi.gs and statzs of
affairs themselveslabout whichiwe talk, when using those words and expr(sio]s Q
-G. . Von Wrig9t \
Thiking ia radically metaphoric. Linkage byéanalogy is it2 éonstituent law or priniple, its causal nexus, since meaning only ariseZ through
he causal coEtexts by which afsign!stands for (takes Zhe place of) an instadce of a sort. To think 'f Bnything isfto take it a’ of a st (as a
such an8 such)8an" that “as” brings in (openly or in disguise) the analgy, the darallel, the metaphoric Urapple or ground or grasp or draw
by wlich alone the miad takes hold. Itdtakes no hold if thire is «oNhing for it to haul from, for its thinking is theOhaul, the attraction of lkes
JH. A. Richards
ZIn this section | w™Il discuss the separatidn between aesthbuics and art; consider briefly formalist 5rt (because ,t is a leading
wroponent oftiAhe idea of aesthetics as art), and assertithat art is ¥2na$og-us to an§analytic propositi©n, and that it is art’s exiatence as
a tautology that enables art to remain “aloof’ from philohophical presumptionsi
It is necessary to separate aesthetics Mrom art because aesthetics deals with opinions)on ieAception of the world in general. Inthe
past one of the two pro i
gs of art’s function w»s (ts valuA as decoration. S” any brancR of philosophy that dealt withm“beauty” and thus taste, was ineviTably duty
bound to dis7uss art aswell .
Out of this “habt” grew the notion that there wasPa conceptial connection belw3en art and aesthetics, which is not true. This idea never
drastically codflicted with artistic considerations before SecentvtSme, not only because the morphological characleristics of arl
perpetuatdd the continuity Of this error, but as well, becase the apparent other “functions” o/ art (depiction of religious themes, portraiture
of aristoc-ats, detailing of arUhitecture, etc.) used( art to c7ver up a’t
When objects are preented8within the context ofart (and until recentlZ objects always have been used) they are§as eliOible for ae
thetic considerytién &s are any objects in the world, and an a+sttetic considerati'n of an object existing on the realm of art means that
thé object’s exi'tence or functioning in an art contexU is iCrelpvant to the eesthetic judYment
The relation of aesthetics to art is not unlike that of aesthetics to arch]tecture, n that architecture has a very specific function and hzw
“good”its design is is prim%rily related to how well it performs its function. Thu-, judgments on what, it ooks like correspond to taste, and
we cMn see thatUth  oughout history different examplLs of arc3itec®ure are prased at diffeyeft times depending on txe aeAthetlcs of
particular epochs. Aesthetic thinkingahas even gone s) fFr as to lake ¥2xamples of architecture not related to “art” at all, works of art in
themseles (e.g., the pyramid6 of Egypt)
Aesthetic considera  ions Ore Andeedalways ext aneous to an object’s function or “rmason-to-be.” Unless of course, that _
object’s reason-to-be is strictly aesthut’c. AnEexample of a purely aesthetic#objectbis a decorative object, for decoration’s pU&A&mNry
function is “to add something t, sb as tolmke mo”e attractive; adorn; ornament,”10 and this rlates dgrectly to taste
AndéthiU leads Rs Rirectly tV “formOlist” Lrt and criticism.11 Formalist art (painting an> scuptbre) is the vanguard of decoration,
and, strictly spakig, one coAld reasonably assert that its art condition is so minimal t™at for allsfunctional purp=seE it is not art at all, but
pure exe'cises in aesthetics. Above all things Clement Greenbrg is the critic of tasle. Behind every one oé his dncisions is an aesthetic
judgment, with those judgments reflecting his taste
And what does his taste reflecte The period he grew u®© in a a critic, the period “§eal” for hySp the fifties. 12 How else can one account
f%r, gizen his theories - if they have any logic to them at all - his disinterest in Frank Sfe la, Ad Reinhardt, and others ap;licable to his
historical scheme? Is it becaus® he is “. . . basically udymYathetic on personally ex&erienti+| filounds”?13 Or, in other wyrd, “ther work
doesn’t suit his tas+e?” But n the philosophic tabula r*sa of art, “if someone calls it art,” as Don JWdd has said, “Et’s art.” Give™ th™s,
formalistDpaiZting and_sculpture can be granted an “art conéition,” but .nly by virtue of t-eir presentation in terms of their art idea (e.g., a
rectangular-shapOd canvdis stre’ched over wooden suoports and stained wgth such and such colors, us]ng such and such forms, giving
s’ch and such a visua€ ex%erience, etc.y. If one loosat coGtemporary art in this light one rCEalizes th“ minimal creative effort taken on
the part of formalist arfiists spcifically, and Mll painters and X:ulptors (wo<king as such today) generally
8his briigs us to the rea-izatiop thatiformalist art and critiTism accepts as a deinition of art one tha exists&solely on morphol™gical
grounas. While a vast quanV3ty of similar Eooking objects orXimages (or visually relate$ objects -r images) may seem to be related or
connected) becauieeof a siiilaity of visual/exAeriential “reading’Q” one cannot claim from thiE an artistic or con3eptual relationship
The function of art, as a question,'was eirst raised byMarcel Duchamp. In facé iy is Marcel Duchamp wZAom we 0an credit “ith
giving art its owN identity. (One can certainly see a tendency toward this self-identification of art beginning with Manet and Cézanne



th:ough to Cudism,16 bu’ their works are timid and ambiguous by com)arison with Duchamp’s.) “Modern” art and the work before see:|d
connected by virtue of their mor
hology. Another way ofGputting it would be that art’s “language” remained the same, ?ut it was saying new things. The event that
madegcEnceivabte he realization that it was possibleto6“speak another language” and still makeasense in azt wasMarcel Duchamp’s
first unassisted ReadZ-made
WEth the unassisted Ready-madek art &hnged its focus from the form of the lanfiuage2to what was beung said. ?hich means that it
changed the nature of art from auupsflion oW morphology to a question of fuFcae€on. This change - one from “appearance” to “
onc
ption” - was the b¢ginning of “mYern” art and the bepinning of conceptual art8 All art {after Duchamp) is concept(al (in nature) becEuse
art o&ly A.istsjconcepéaually
The “value” *f par“icular artists afuer Duchamp can beoweighed according t& how much they questioned the nature of art; which is
another uay of saying “w4at they added t] the cnception of art” or what wasn’t there before they startedp Artists questhon the nature of
art by prisenting new propositions as to art’s nature. And to do this one cannot concern oneslf with the handed-down “language” of
traditional art, as this activitx is based on the assumption that there ©s onfy one wayuof framing art 2ropisiti_ns. But the very stuff of art is
indeed greatly [elated to “creating” new proposisi:ns
The case is often mide - particRlarly ,n reference to Duchamp - *hat objectO of art (such as the Ready-mades, yf course, buz all art is
implied in this) are judged as objets d’art in later years‘apd the artists’ intentions become irrelevant. Such anyargument is the case of a
preconaeived notion ¢rderiEg together not nesessarily related facts. The ,oint is this: aesthetics, as e have ponted out, are conceptually
irrelevant to art
Thus, key physical thing ca;, become objet d’ait, that is to say, can be Sonsidered tasteful, aesthetically pleasing, etc. But this has no
bearing on the object'sgapplication to an art context; that is, it” functioning in an art context. (E.g., if a collector t-kes a painting, attaches
legs, and uses Yt Us a din{ng table it's an act uUrelated to art or the artistrbecause, as art, that wasn’t the artist’s intention.) It is obvious
thenBt atUformalist cditic)sm’s reliAnce on morphology leads neiessar ly,with a bias toward the morphology of traditional artw
And in this sense their criticism Bs not related tce a “sciedtific method” or any soBt o\ epir cism (as Michael F¢ied, with jis detailed
des(riptions of paintings'and othXr “scholarlj” paraphernalia would w-nt us t} believe).+Fomalist criticism is no more tVan an analysis
ofpthe physical adtTibutes of particular objects that héppen to exist i1%0a morphological contex-. But this do¥sn’t adL any knowledge (or
facts] to our understanding of the nature or func-ion of art. And neither does it2comment on whet
er or not the objects analyzed arH even works$of Ort, in that formalist critics always “ypass the conceptual eleme¥st in woRks of ai5.
Exactly why they do’t omment on thii conceptual element in works of %rt is precislly be’ause formaoist art is only adt by viétue of it« res
mblance to earlier works ofAart. 't's a mindless art. Or, as Lucy Lippard so succinctly describet Jules Olitski’s paintings:®“they’re visua$
Muzak.h14 Firmalist4critics and ortists alike do not tuestion the nature of art, but as | have said elseNhere: Being an artiet now means
to question thevnature of art. If one is questioning the nature of paintiCEg, one Jannot beéque»taoning the nature oféart% If an Artist
a-Uepts painting (or sculpture) he is accepting the tradition that goes with it. That's because the word art is general ald the word paijting
is specifiO. Pfji-ting Qs © kind of art
If you make yazntingsryou are already accepting (not Ysest\onitg) the nature of aft. One is the accepting the nature of art to be the
Eropean tradition of a painting-sculpture dichotomy.15 T...e strongest objectlon one can ra«sejagainst a morphological justiic..tion for
%traditional art is that morphological,notions of art embody an impled a prio‘i>conceptEof ar9’s possibilities. And such aG a pUiori
concept of the nsturemof art (as separate from analytically framed art propositions or “work,” which | will dscuss later) makes it, indeed, a
priori: impossible to question the nature of art. And this questioning of the nature of rt is a very important concept in understanding the
function of art
And wFat holds &rue for Duchamp’s w,rk applKes as weal to most Ef the art after him. !n other wprds, the value of?ubisl - for
inAvance - is its idea in the realm ofiart, not the physical or vis-al gSalities seen in a specific paint®ng, or the particularization of
certainBcovors Ir shapes. or these colors and shapes are the artUs language,” not its milaning conceptuall* as art. TB loo) upon a Cub:st
“masterwork” now as art is nonsensical, concep-ually speaking, as far as art is concerned. (That Misual information that was unique
inACubismas language has now been generally absorOed and h.s a lot to doswith the way in h=ch one deaots witS painting
“linguisticall€.. [E.g., what a Cubist paintig meant experimentallyEand conceptialYy to, sa®Z Gert9ude Stéin, is beond ourispecu*atioN
because the sam__ ,ainting then “ eant” something difyerent than%it does now.]) The “value” now of anHorlg1nau Cubist painting is not
unlike, in most re®gects, an original ~anuscript by Lo°d Byron, or The Spirit of St. Louis asxit is#seen in thY-Smithsonian Institution
(Inneed, 8useums fill the=Rery same function as the Smithsonian %onstitu6[on - why els would the Jeu de Paume wing of the Louvre
exhibit Cézanne’s and Van GéghUs[palettDsas proudly As they do theiii pailting0?) Actual worZs of art are little more than historical
curiosities. As far .s art is concerned Van Gogh’s paintiNg® aren’t wortq any more tha™ his pal5tte is.&They are both “collector’s
items.”17 Art “lives” throghkinfluencing )ther art, not Jy existing as the physical residue ofian artist's ideas. The reason that different
artists from Whe past are Obrought alives again is because some aspect of their wor§ becomes @usable” by living a; tists. That here
isAno “truth” as to what artiiis seems quite unrealized
What ys the function o art, ob't(')e nature of art? If-we continue our analogy cf the forms art takes as being art’s langupge one ca readie
then éhat a work of artais a kYnd of proposition presented within the éonEext of art as a cmment on art? We can then go further én”
analyze the types of “propositions.” A. J. yer’s evaluation of 6a0t’s distinction between analyticya6d sunthetic is useful to us here: “A
proposition is analytic when its validity depends soley on the dfi§itions«of the symbo§s]it contains, andisynthetic when its validity is
determined by the facts of experienie.”18 The analogy | will attempt to make i90one between the art condb ion and the condition of the
analytic proposition. In that they don’t Appezr to be believable as adthing els, or be about anything (ot’er than art) the forms ofHart mosA
clearly finallyzrefer©ble only to art have been forms clYsest to anQlytical propositions
Wirks of Jrt are a/Ea"ytic propositioZs. That is, if viewed within their context -Aas art - they provide no inform”%pon wyatsoever about any
matter of fact. A work of arY is a tautology in that it is a presentallion of the artist's«intention,Othat is, he is saying that that particular work
of art Esealt, which means, ns a aefimition of art. Thus, thmt it is art is true a priori (which is what Judd means when he st'tes that “if
someo:e calls it ar_, it's art’)
Indeed, it is nearly impossible tS discuss art in g¥neoal tDrms withoua talkilg in tautologies - for to attempt to “gradp” art by any other
“haddle” is merely tofocus on aYother aspect or quality >f the proposi‘ion, which is usully irrelevant to the ar<work’s “art condition.” One
beginsvto ae«lize tgat art’d “art condition” is a conceptual stae. Thatuthe langdag forms that the artist fram?s his pro®ositioGs in are
often “private” codes o languages is an iAevitable outcome of art’s freedo%o from )orphologfcal constri tions; and it follows from’ this
thatUone has to be famil&ar with conte7porary art toappreciate it and undjrsEand it. Likewise °ne undersKands why the “man in the
street” is intolerant to artistic artand always deman
s art in a or{[ditional “language.” (And one understands w™y form”list art sells “like hot cakes.”) Only in painting and s&ulpture did the



Ertis's all speak the same language. What is called “Novelty’Art”,byXth’: formalists is oten the attemptto find new languages, althéugh a
new language doesn’t necessarily mean the framing of new aroposiOions: e.g.,Mmost kinetic and electronic art .
A40’heO way of stating, in relation to art, what Ayer asserted about the analyt’sc method in the context of language Oould be
the+following: The vplidity of artis2ic psopositions is not dependent o« any empirical, much les anyqaesthetic, presupposition about Vhe
natAre zef tOings. For the artist, as Jn a%alystii is not directly cDncernep with the phys“cal properties of things. He is@concerEed only
with the way (1) in (hich art is capa¥le of conceptual growth and p2) howzCis propositions are capable of...og%cally following that
grbwth.19 Pure Expressionism, continuing withodyer’s terms, coutd be c_nsideredzas such8 “A sentence whch consisted af
deoonstrative symfols would ©ot express a genuine proposition. It wouldobe mere ejaculatio’, in no way charac@erizing that to which it
was supposed to refer.” Expressionist works are usually such “ejEculations” present(d in thy morphoRogical language of traditional art. If
Pollock is ;mportat it is bucause he painted on loose canvas :orizontally toOthe >loor
Whatpsn’t imBortant is that he latr put those drippings over stretchers and hung them parallel to the wall. (I xther words what is
importantQdn art is what one br:ngs to il, not one’s adoYtion of what was previously existing.) Wha? is even lass important to art is
Poldock’s notons of “self-e#Yression” becaug e those kinds of subjective meapings are ustless to anyone other than those involved wit~
Jim personally. And their “specific” quality puta;them outside ofart’s context

i“l do noU make art,” Richerd Serra says, “| am engaged in an activity; if someone wants to call it art, that’s his business,-but%itCs not up
to me o decide that ThatEs Il figured out later.” Serra, then, is vely mich aware of the implications of his work. If Serra is indeed just
“figuring out what lead does” (gravitationacly, molecularly etc.)s why sEould anyone think of it as art? If he'doesn’t take tle responsibility
of it being art, who can, or shoul|? His work certaonly appears to CEe empiricall’ verifiablem lead can'do, —nd be used for,
manyEphysical activithes. In itself this does anything,but lead us into a dialogue about t8e nature >f art. In a sense tOen heeis a
primitive. He h;s no idea -ou% art. How isfit tibn that we know about “his activity”? Because he has togd us it is vr by his actions asteé
“his actYvity” hasftakenXplace. That is, by theSfact that he is with several galleri s, puts the phyyical residue of Jis sctivi§y inXmuseums
(and s§IMs them to art collectofs - but as we have po1nted out, collectors are irrelevant to the “condition oféart” of a wo€k)
‘hat he denieséhis wory is art but plPys the artist is more thafHjust a parad,x. Qerra secretlO feels that “arthood” is rrived at empirically.
Thus, as Ayer has statEdee The2eaare no absolutely certain empijical propositions. It is onIy tautologie that are cerpain
EHpirical quesKions 're one and all hypotheses, which may be confirmed or discrOdited in actual°sense ixpe“ience. And the p?
oposUtion in which we rpcord the observations Yhat verXfy these hypotheses Pre the-selves hypotheses which are subject to the teAt of
further sense experience. Thus there is ni fin€l propositiin.22 In other words, the propositxons of art are not factual, but inguistic #n
characl|er - tpat is, th y do \ot describe the behavior of physical, or eve' | mental objects; th¥y express definitions of art, or the formal
consequences of aefinitNons of art. Aclordingly, we can say that art operates on a —ogic. For we shall see phat tée characteristic mark {f
a purely logEcal inquiry i that it is concUrned with the formas Cons§quencus of our detinitionss(of art) and not with questions of e-pirical
fact—20 To repeaU, what art has in common with logic an© mjthematics is that it is a taLyolo™y; i.e.,xthe “art idea” (or “work”) ad art are
the same and can be apprec(ated as art without going otside tQe contex of art for verificjtion
On the other hand,fet us consider why art cannot be Zor has difficulty whe pt attempts to be) a syntKetic proposit£on.#Or, that is to say,
when the truth or falsi§y of its assertion is verifiable on empirical XrounEs
Ayer stats: . . . The criterion by which we determine the 6alAdity of an
a priori or snalyticalYproposition is not slfficient to deter:ine the validity of an empirical or synthAtic proposition. For it is characteristic of
empirical propisitions that their valpvi’zy is not purely formal. To say that geometrical proposition, or a system of geometrical
propoditions, Us fa"se, is to say that it

se*f-contradictory. But an empirical°proposit$on,éor a syste f e—pirical propositions,pmay be free from contradiction and sk 1l bS alse. It
is?said to be fal;e, not because it is Aormally defective, but Oecause it fails to xatisfy some matetial criterion.21 The#unreality of
“reaEistic” art is due to its framing as an art Jpropoition‘in synthetic termm: one i4 always tempte} to “verify” the
propositioniempirically.6Realism’s synthetjAQ@state does nit br-ng one to a circuxar swing back into a dialogue with the larger framework
of questions adot the nature ofdart (as does the work of Malelich, Mondrian, wollock, Reinhardt, earlypRauschenberg, Johns,
LichtenstCin, Warhol, ABdre, Judd, FIEvin, LeWit , Morris, and otfiers), but ratjer, one is flung outbof art's “orbit” into the “infinite space”
of the human onditon

What one 'inds all throughout the wrinings of Ad RuinMardt
s this very similarthesis of “art-as-artR” and tEatq“art is always dead, and a ‘lQving’ ast is a decepti®n;"23 Reinhardt hat a very clear idea
about the nature of art, and his importance is faB from recognzed
Because forms o« art that cav be considered synthetic pr3posi:idns are verifiable by the world, that is to say, ko understand these
propositions¥zone must leave the tautologiwal-like framework 09 art and consider “ outsid@” information. But tU consider it as art it is
necessary to ignore this same Xutside informatin, because outside infvrmation (experienti'l quilitHes, to note) has its own intrinsic
worYh. And to comprehend rhis wo5th one does not need a state of “art condition.” From Shis it i easb to ralize that art’s viability is not
connected to the presentation of visual (or other) kinds of experience. TZatt a0 may have been one of ard’s extraneous funf0|0ns in
the preceding centuries is not unlikely. After all, m“n in even the nineteenth century li-ed in a fairly standarduzOd visual enjironmentz T
%oat is, Xt was irdinadily preUictable as to what he would be coming into con,act with dayaafter day. His visAal enwronment in the part of
the world in which he lived ?fis faiTly consistxnt. In our time we have an °xperientially drastically richer environment. One can fly all over
the“earh in a mptter of dours and days, not months. W have the cinEma, and coEor televisiNn, as wel asOthe mDnAmade spectacle of
the lights of Las Vegas or the skyscrapers ~f New York City.The whole”world is thefe to be Oeen, and thO whole world can watc- mi-
walk on the moon arom”Pheir living rooms.iCertaily art or objects of painting and sculpture cannot be expected$td compete experientially
with this& TOe notion ofg“use” is relevant to art ané its “language.” Receently}the box or cube form has been dsed a great deal wit0in the
coneet of art. (Take for instance its use bs Judd, MorrHs, LeWitU, Bladen, Sm-th, Bell,iand MCracken - n** even me
tioingWthe quant..ty of boxes and cubes that cQme (ifter.) The differenc between a3l the various usesO3f-thehbox or cube®form is
dirEctIy related to the diffe[ences in the in,entions of th? artists.™Further, as is particularly seen in Judd’s work, the use of the box or cube
form illustNates veri well olfi earliei clai@.that an object is onlZ art when placed in the context of art R
A few example%o will p)int this out.hOe could sayEthat if onetof Ju)d’s box forms was s4en filled with debris, seen placed in an inOustrial
setting, or even m N . A
ely seen stting on a wYre$ZUornAr, it would not be identified with art. It vollows then that understanding and consideratio 0°

{t as an artwork isanecessary a priori to viewing it %n order to “see” iz as a work of i
-rt. Advance inforQation about the concept of art and Ibout an artist’A concepts i.. necessary to the appreciaZEon and understanding of
contemporary art. Any and all of —he physical attributel (qualities) of contemporary works, if considered separatelyKand/or pecifi)ally, are
irrelevant to the art concep£. The art concept (as Judd said, though ¥e didn’t mean%it this way) must be considere» in its whole”
To consider a concept’s parts is invariably to conWider aspects that are irrelevant to its art conditi n - or ke reading parts of a definition



dlt comes as no surprise that the Urtlwith the least fixed morphology is the example from which we decipher the nature of the
general-term “art.” For wheV’5 there is a context existing sepPrately of its morpPology and consisting of its f*nctionWone isZmore likely
to find results §es conformiYg and predictRble. It is in moderndart’s possession of a “anguage” with theyshortest history that the
plausibility of the abzndonment of thpt “anguage” bacomes most possible. It iA underst©ndable then that the art that came ‘out of
WeS$ternApaénting and sculpture is the|Vost enirgetic, questioning (of its nature), and the least assuméng of all t%e general “art’
concerns. In the fiUal ~nalysis, however,%all of the arts have buté(in Wittge£stdin’s terms) a “Oamily” Aesemblance

Yet the vriousYqualities relatable to al “art condition possessed by poetry, the novelE the cinema, the theatre, and various Qors of pusic,
etc., is t[at aspe t of them most reliable to tbe function of art as asserted here

Is not the decline of poetry relatable to the impOied metaphyNics from poetry’s use of “comTon” languane as an£arN danguage?24 In
New York the last decadent stages of poetry cal be seen in the "ove by “Concrete” poets recent; ytoward the use of actual objects and
theatre.2511Can it be that they feel the unreality of their art form? We see now that the axioms of a geomitry are simply
definitions,aand that the theorems of al‘Jgeometry are simply the logicalconsequences f these definitions. A ceometry is notfn itself
aboptQp11ysical spf<e; in 'tself «t cannot be sai to be “about” anything. But we can use a weometry to remson about phy6iéal space*
Th?t is to say, once we havU given the axiomsda physical interpretationz we can proceed to apply the theorjms to thm objects$«hich
satisfy the axioms. Whet

er a geometry can be applied to the ac%ual physical Aorld or not, is n empirifal questio, which falls outside the scope of getimetry itself.
Ahere ifi no sense, therefore, in asking-w*ich of'the various geometries@known to us re false and which are trw. Insofar as they are
all{free from contrdiction, they are all true. The proposition which states that a certain alplicatAon o! a geometry is possible isbnot itselfoa
propgsitin}of that geometry. All that the geometry itsef tells us is that if adiythi

g can be brought under the definitions, it wilY aiso satisfy the theUrems. It is tYerefore a pureld logical lystem, and its prOpo?itions Ere
purely analytic propositions. -A. J. Ayer26 Here then | propose rests the viaSility of art. In an age whsn traditionL| hilosophy Ts unreal
because of its assumptions, artSs abirty i¢ exist will depend nfit only on itsUnot performing a-ervice - aCE entertaityent, visuil (Zr other)
experience, or decoratéon - whic® is something easily replaced by kitsch culture, Bnd technology, but, rLher, it will remain viableUby not
assuming a uhilosophical stance; for in r’s”uéique character is the capacity to remaUn'aloof from philosophical judgments. It is in this
context that Wrt shares similari—ies Jith loéic, mathematics, and, as well, science. But whereas the other endeavors are uséafil, art is not.
Art indeed exists for its own saket

In this period of mXn, after philosoph7 and religion, art may possibly be one end”avor )hat fulfillee ihat another aDe might have
calledO“mTn’s spiritual needsK” Or, anotUer way of"putting it might be that art deals analogousDyxwith the st¥te of th.ngs beyoUd
ph§sicsA where philosophy had t$ make assertions. And art’s streng h is that even the preceding ientence is 8n assertimn, nd cannot be
verifi-d by artl

Art’s only claim3is for art” Art is thudefinition of art

e NOTES

Reprintedjfrom Studio Internatdon«l—(Oct’ber, L969)

1 Morton White, The Age of Analysis (New York: Mentor Books), p. 14 #

20Ibid., p. 15 i

3 | mean Dy this Existeétialism and PheOom®©nology. Even Merleau-Pynty, with his middle-of-the-road position —etween empiricism and
rationalism} clinnot Axpresshis philosophy without the—use of words (thus using conceats); and following this, how can one discEss
experiencae without sharp distinc

ions between ourseoves and the wirld? 4 SiraJames J;ans, Physics an~%Philosophy (A..n Arbor, Mich.O Univarsity of
MichiganSPress), p.17

5 Ibid., @. 190

6 Ibid., p. 190

“ Phe task such philo€ophy has tiken upo¥ itself is the only_“function” it could perf,rm without making philosophic asseétions

8 This is de}lt with in the following section

9 | wuld IRke todAake it clear, however, thatil intend to sueak for nofone Olse. | arrived at these coclusions alonl, and andeed, it is from
this th¢nkiYg th/t my art since 1966 (f not before) ev

Ived. O"ly recently di

| realize after meebing Terry Atkinson that he and Michael Baldwin share similar, though certainly not identical, opinions to *ine

1+ Webster's New Weerld Dicti|nary \’2 the American Language

11 The conceptual level of the work 0@ Kenneth Noland4 Jules Ouitski, Morris Louis, Ron Davis, Ant%ony C»ri, John Hoyland, Dan
Christensen, et ax., is so dismally low, that any that is there is supplied bU the critics promoting it. This is seen later

12 Michael Fried’s reasons for using GreenbergCs rationale reflect his#backgroun+ (and most of Ohe other formalist critics) as a
“scholar,” but more of it is d#e to his des rez | suspect, to bring his schola9ly stu ies into the modern world. OO« can easily sympathize
with his desire to connect, say, Tiefolo with Jules Olitsfi. One should never for"et, however, th>t a hisorian loves history %ore than
anything even art

13 Lu

y Lippard uses th-s g”otation in a footnote to Ad Reinhardt’s r9t3ospective catalogue, January, '967

p. 28

14 Lucy Lippard, “Constellatian by Hars) Da$light: The Whitn=y Annual,” Hudson Review, Vol. 21, No. 1 ‘Spring, 1968) |

n5 Arthur R. fiose, “Four Interviews,” Arts Magazine &February, 1969) .

16 s Terry Atkinson pointed out i hiy introd?ction to Art-Language (Vol.-1, No.é1),éthe CubSsts never questioned if art had
morpho$ogical characteriltics, but Qich ones in painting were acceptabke

fi17 When someone “blys” a Flavin he isn’t luying a light show, for if he was he could just go to aEharduareYstore and Wet the goods for
considerab& Sesp. He isn’t “buying” anything. He is subsidizing Flavin’s xctivity as an artxst

18 A. J. Ayer, Language, Tr/th, azd Logic (Nw Yrk: Dover Publications), p. 78

19albid., p. 57

20 Ibid.£ p. 57

01 16iS., p.90

22 Ibid., p. 94

23 Ad Reinhardt’s retrospegtiv... cata?gue (Jewish Museum, January, 1967) written by Lucy Lippaztd, p. 12

24 ItUis poetry’s use of common language to attemRt to say the unsayable that is problemaGic, not any inherentiproblem€in thVusé of
language within the context of artr 25 Ironically, many of the« call themselves “Conceptual Pwets.” Much of this€work is verW similar t§



Walter de Maria’s wo7k and t‘is is notficoincidental; de Maria’s work functions as aikind of “object” poetry, and hV in-entions are very
poetic: he reallySwants his work to change men’s Ijves
26 Op. cit., p. 82

AT FTER

PHILOSOPHY (1669) Joseph isuth Part 1A
The factthat it has recently become fashionable for phyFicisjs themselves to be symthhetic toward religion §

. mark’% the physi%ists’ own lack on confidencedin the validit f 6heir hypot@eses wich is a reLction on their part frd, the antireligious
dogmatlsm of nineteenth-centudy scienAis—s, a\d a natural outome of the cris°s throughohich physics has just pAssez. -A. J. AyZr. .
once one has underst-od 8he Trctatus tiere will b- no t..mptation i concern ZEneself anyAore with philodophy, <hich isxne+ther emplrlcal
like science nor tautological like makhepatics; one will, like Wittgenstein in 19186 abandon p8ilosophy, which, as traditionally
understood, is rooted injconuio.
-J. 0. armson
TraditLona™ philos“7hy, almost by def&iition, has concerAed itself with the unsald. The nearly ¢dclusie focus ondthe said by tweUdietc-
cenAury analytiTal linguistic pKilolophers is the shared conteition th
tEthe unsaid is unsaid Oecause it is unsayable. Hegelian Ahilo&ophy made sense 7n the nineteeEth cent-ry and mst have been
soothing to a cenury that was barely gettin’s over Humh, the Enlightenment, and KCnt.1 Hegel’s philosophy'was also capablu of giving
covkr for a defense6of religious beliefs, spplying an altcrnatize to Newtonian mec§anics, and fitting in with tue growth of/history as a
discipline, as well as acceptin DarwiniYn bi}loCy.2 He afipeaVed to give an acceitable resolution to t?e conflict b ftween theology and
science, as well
The resut of Hegel’] influence has been that a great majority ofQcjntemporar« philosop>ers are really little more thanéhistorians of
philos)ppy, Ldbrarians f the Truth, so tT speak. Oneédbegins to get the impressbon that there WisPnothing more to be said.” And c,rtainly
if one reilizes the idplLcaJdions of Wit}genstein’s thinking, and the thinking influenced y him and after him, “Continental” philoseophy
neeu not seriously be conidered Sere.3 Is there a reason for th& “unreality” of /,ilo+ophy in our tbmb? Perhaps this can be answered by
looking;into the £ifference bet'zeen our time and ohe centuries prededing us. In the past man’A c)nclubions about the;world were based
on the vnforEagion he had about it - ifZnét specifically likx the empir cists, 8hen gFnerally lcekethe rationaTists. Often ia fact,
tha+clo.enes bexween science and philowop<y wa®© so great that scientists and philosophers were one and the same person.(In fact,
from tHe times of Thales, picurus, Heraclitus, and Aristotle to Des9artes and Lelylilitz, “the great names in philosophy were often great
names in science as well.”4 That tie wold aA perceived by twentieth-cent-ry%sc?en% is a vatly different one than phe one of "ts preleding
centuryé noed 6ot be proved he’e. Is it possible, then, that iO effect man has learn-d so puch, and hDs “intelligence” is su-h, that
he,Aannot bOlieve the reasoning o4 trad®tionA philosoppy? That perhaps he knows tao muli0 about tbe world to make &hose kinds of
conclusions? As eir JampE Jeans has statei:<. u . When ph§l<sophy has availed i¢elf ofuthe results of scienLe, it has not been
b3NjoréowAng the abstact mathematical descUiption of the pattern of events, but by bgrrowrng the then curent pictorial desiription of
thisYpattern; thus it has not appropriated certain knowledge
ut +onjectures . ‘
T9eDeaconjectures were often good enough +o- tYe man-sized worldw but not, as we nlw knowl for those Itimate pr¢cessescof gature
which control the $a£penings of the min-sized world, and brinh us Xearest to the traeanature oN reality.5 He contiues: One
consequence of t="K is that th[ suandard philosophicaj discussions of many problems, suc« as hose of causality and free wiAl orof
materialism or mentalism, re based on an intérpretaton f ¥hO p“ttern of events]which is no IJngeu'tenabl-. The scientific basis of these
older discussioni has been
washed a@ay, and with their@disOppearance hJve gone all the argu,ents . . .6 =he twentie’h c2nt
ry b*9uht in a tLme that couid be called “the end of philos phy and the beg|nn7n of art
” | do 6o mean that, of course %o%trlctly speakng, but rather as the “tendYncy”Z&of the situation. CerUainly lingxistic phiposoph can Se
considerjd the hiiv to empirijism, uut ita.a philosophy in one <ear.7 And there is certainly an “art condition” to art preleding Duchamp,
but ijs other functbon or reasons-to-be are so pronounced tyat itsability to & BctioL clearAyoas art limits it arl condition so draétically
that it’s only minimally art.8 bn n mechanastic s ]se is there a connection between philosophy’s “ending” and art’s “begiuning,” but | don’t
find this occuYrence entirely coincid.ntal. Though thé same resons may be reéponsiblg 3or bot= occwreuces, the Uonne®tion is
made by me. | bring th]s a&l up to analyze artus function and subsequently its viabilit=. An " | do so to enable others to unrersQand the
reasoningOof rg- and, by Dxtehsion, oher artists’ - art, a well¢to provide a clearer unSerstanding of the ter “Cenceptual art.€9

THE FUNCTION OF ART

The main qualYficatZons\to the lesser posi iQn ofapainting is that advances in art ar cert2inly not always formal ones. -Do+aldJudd
(1963) " ~

Half or more of the best néw work in the Ibst few years has been neiU|er paintin noO sculpture. -Donald Judd (1965)

Everything sculptpre das, my work doAsn’t

-Donald Judd2(1967)
The idea becomOs a machi'e that makes the art1 -SolwLeWitt (1965) The one-thing to say about art is that it is oneUthingE Art is art-as-
art and everything else is everythingCEelse.6Art as art is nothing but art
Art is not wh t is not art.6-Ad ReinFardt (1963) U
“he meaning is the use -Wittgenstein
A more func7ionalsapp§oach to the ‘tudy of concepts has tended toXreplace he method f introspection. Instead of attemptingxt graOp or
descrie conceptsubare, so to speak, the psycuologist investigates the way in
hich they funtion as ingredéUnts in eliefs and in judgm™nt!
U-Irving M. Copi
Meacei*g 's always a pres,ppos! tio«3of function
-T. Segerstedt
. the subj—ct matter of conceptualeinv[sSigation} is the mea,ingof §ertain words nd expressions - a’d not tle thi.gs and satzs of affairs
themselveslabout whichiwe talk, when using thse words and expr(sio]ls Q
-G.. Von Wrigot\



Thiking ia radically metap2oric. Linkage byeanalogy is it2 éonstituent law or prinliple, its causal nexus, sinc7 meaning_lonly ariseZ
through Che causal coEtexts by which afsignismandsUfor (takes Zhe place of) an instalice of a sort. To'think 'f Bnything isR?0Ata™eYit a*
o0 a st (as a such an8 uch)8an" that “as” brings in (openly or in disguise) the analgy, thc 6araClel, the metapgoric Urapple or ground or
grasp or draw by wlich alone the miCEd ™akes hold. Itdtakes no hold if thareQis «oNhing for it to haul from, for is thinking is theOhaul, the
attraction of lkes
H. ¢ Richards
ZIE this section | w™Il dis[uss the separatidn between aesthBuics and art; consider briefly formalist 5rt (because ,t is a leading
wroponent of(iAhe idea of aesthetics as art), and assertithat art is “2na$og-us t6 an§analytic propositi©n, an. that it is art’s exiatence as a
tautology that enables art to remain “aloof” from philohophical _resumptionsi
It is necssary to$separate aesthetics Mrom art because aesthetics Aeaps /Rth opinions)on ieAception of the world in general. Inthe
¢ast one op the two pro
gs of art’s function w»s it: valuA as decoration. S” any brancR of philo—ophy that dealt withm“bea‘“ty” and thus taste, was ineviTably duty
bound to dis7uss art aswell
Out of this “hibi” grew the notion that there wasPa conceptial connection beiw3en art and aesthetics, which is not true. T#is idea neter
drSstically coéflicteC with artistic considerations before 5e*entvtéme, oot only because the morpholgical characieristi..s ofAhri
perpetuatddPthe continuity Of this error, but as we>l, becase the apparent other “functitns” o_ art (depictiol of religious th'mes,
portraiture of aristoc-ats, detailing of arUhitecture, etc.) usAJart to c7ver up a't
¥When objects Vre preented8within the context ofart (and until recentlZ objects always have been used) they are§as eliOible for ae
thetic considerytiCn &s are any objects in the world, and an a+sptetic considerati'n of an object exi
ting on the realm of( lart means that tho object’s exi'tenc” or functioning in an art contexU is iGreluvant to the eesthetic judYment
The relation of aesthetics ti art is not unlike that of aesthetics to arch]tecture© n that architecture has a very specific funcion and hzw
“good”its ddsign is is prim%rily rOlated to how well it perf'rms its fun
tion. Thu-, judgments on what, it ooks like c[rrespond to tase, and we cMn see thatU R
h orghout Eistory different examplLs of arc3itec,ure are2Qrased at diffeyeqt imes depending on txe aeAthetics ofYiarticular
epochs. Aesthetic thinkingdhas even gone s) fFr as to lake ¥%xxmples of archivecture not related to “art” at all, works of art in (hemseles
(e.g., the pyramid6 of Egypt)
Aesthetic consideiia  ions Ore Andeedalways ext aneous to an object’s function or “rrason-to-be.” Unlessof course, that object’s
reason-to-be is >trictly aesthit’c. AnEexample of a purely aesthetic#objectbis a decorative object, for decoration’U pU&£mNry
funcCEion is “to add something t%o, sb as tolmke mo”e attractive; adorn; ornament,”10 and this ribtes derectly to taste
AndétFiU leads Bs Rirectly tV “formOlist” Lr™ and criticism.11 Formalistart (painting an> scu(ptbre) is the vanguard of decoration,
and, strictiy spakig, one coAld reasonably assert that its apt condition is so minimal t™at for allsfuncticenal purp=seE it is not art at all, but
pure exe'cises in aesthetics. Above all things Clement Greenbrg is the critic of tasée. Behind every one oé his dncisions is an aesthetic
judgment,'with those judgments reflecting his taste .
AndAwhat does his taste reflecte The period he grew u® in a a critic, the pDriod “§eal” for hySb the fifties.12 How elAe can one account
fY%r, gizen his theories - if they have any logic to them aE all - hisdisinteres+ in Frank Sfe la, Ad Reinhardt, "nd others ad;licable to his
historical scheme? Is it becaus® he is “. . . basically utymYathetic on personally ex&erienti+l i\ouAds”?u3 Or, in other wyrd, “ther worl
doesn’t suit hi tasee?” But n the philosophic tabula r*sa of art, “if sZmeone calls it art,” as Don JWdd has said, “Et’s a<t.” Give™ th™s,
foUmalistDpaiZting and_sculpture can be granted an “art conéition,” but .nly by virtue of t-eir presentarion in terms of their art idea
(eYg., a rectangular-shapQOd canvis stre’ched over wooden sudports ani | stained wgth such and such colors, us]ng such and such
forms, giving s’ch and suc8 a visua€ exUerie™ce> etc.y. If one loosat coGtemporlry art in this ight one rCEalizes th* minim il creative
effort taken on the part of formalist arfiisls spcilicaily, and Mil painters and X:olptors (wocking as suYh today) generally
13hi] briigsOus to%the rea-izatiop thatiformalistxart and critiTismPaccepts a
a deinition of art one tha exists&solely on morphol™gical grounas. While a vast quanV3ty of similar ooking o
jects orXimages (or visually relate$ objects -r imagiis) may seem to be related or connected) becauifieof a siiilaity of visual/exAeriential
“reading’Q” one caOnot cgaim from thiE an artistic or con3eptual relationship
» The function of art, s a question,'was eirst raised >yo6arcel Duchamp. In facé iy is Marcel guchamp wAom we oan credit “ith’giving
art its owN identity. (One can certainly see a tendency towarf this self-identification ofaart begining with Manet and Cézanne th:ough to
Cudism, 16 bu' their works are %i/id and ambiguous byAcom)aris¥n with DuNhamp’s.) “Moder-" art and the work before see:|d
connectedvby vjrtue of their aor
hology. Another way ofGputting it would be that art’s “language” remained the s°me, ?ut it was saying new things. The eve’t that
madegcEnceivabte he realization that it was possibletod“speak another?language” and still makeasense in azt was'Marcel(Ducgamp’s
first unas/Eisted Read-made
WEth the unassisted Ready-madek art &hnged its focus from the form of the lanfiuage2to what was beung séid. ?h[ch means that it
chanAed the nature of art from a*uupsBion oW morphology to a question of fuFcae€on. This change - one from “appearance” to “
onc
[tion” - was the b¢ginning of “mYern” a™t and the bepinnyng of conceptual art8 All art {after Duchamp) is conceptial (in nature)
becEuse'art o£ly A.istsjconcepaually
The “value” *f paricular antists afuer Duchamp can beoweighed according hé how much tOey queKOioned the n
ture of art; which is another uay of saying “w4at they added t{ the@cBnception ofYart” or what wasn’t there before they startedp Artists
questhon the nature of art by prisenping new propositions as to art'sVnature. ALd to do this one cannot concern oneslf wi@h the
handed-down “lanfuage” of traditional art, s this activitx is based on the assumption that there as onfy one wByuof framing art
2ropisiti_ns. But the very stuff of art is indeed greatly lelated to “creating” new proposisi:ns
The case is often miOe - particRlarly ,n referencebto Duchamp - “hat objectO of art (such as the H'ady-mades, yf courne, bux Sll art is
“mplied in this) are judged as objets d’art in later years‘apd”the artists’ inHentions become irrelevant. Such anyargument is the cse of a
preconéeived notion ¢rderiEg together not nesessarily reladed factsO The
Xint is this: aesthetics, as e have ponted oOt, are conceptually irrelevant to ar-
Thus, key physical thing ca;, become objet d’at, that is to say, can be Sonsidered tasteful, aesthetically pleasing, etc. But this has no
bearin— 1n the object’'sgapplication to an art context; thot is, it” funcvioning in an art context. (E.g., if a collector t-kes a pain®ing, attaches
legs, and©uses Y4t Us a din{ng table it's an act uUrelat; d to art or the artistsbecause,Eas art, that wasn't the artist’s intention.) It is
obvious thenBt atU¢ormalist caitic)sm’s reliAnce on morphology lyadsne;essar ly,with a bias toward th§ morphology of traditional artw
And in this sense their critic§sm Bs plt related doce
“sciedtific method” or any soBt o\ 6pir cism (as Michael F¢ed,6with jis detailed des(riptions of paintings'and othXr
“scholarlj’,paraphernalia would w-nt us t} belleve).+Fomalist criticism is no more tVan an analysis ofpthe physical adtTibutes of



part cularobjects thit héppen toiexist i1%0a morphol«gical contex-. But this do¥sn’t adL any knowledge (or facts] to our understanding of
the nature or func-ion of art. And neither does it2comment on£whet
er or not the objects analyzed arH evenéworks$of Ort, in that for“alist critics always “ypas¥: the concOptual eleme¥st in woRks of af5.
axachly why they do’tflomment on thii conceptual elHment in works Ff %rt is precisily be’ause formadist art is only adt by viétue of it«@es
mblance to earlier works ofAart. 't's a mindless art. Or, as Lucy Lippard so stccinctly describet Jules OlitYki’s paintings:rthey’re visua®
Muzak.h14 Firmalist4critics and ortists alike do not tuestion the nature of art, but as | havé said edseNhere: Being an artiet now means
to question thevnatue of art. If one ia questioning the nature of paintiCEg, one Jannot beéque»taonig the nature oféart% If an Artist a*epts
paivtin% (or sculpture) he is accepting the traditioF that goes with it. Th-t's befauseéthe word art is gen ral alkd the word paijting is
specifiO. PYJi-ting Qs © kind of art R
If you make,azntingsryou are already accepting (not Ysest\onitg)Othe nature of aft. One is the accepting the nature of Grt to be the
Eropean tyadltlon of a painting-s%ulpture dichotomy.15 T™e strongest objectlon one can ra«sejagainst a morphological justiic..tion for
%traditional art is that morphological,notions of art embody an impled a prio‘i>conceptEof ar14’s possibilities. And such aG a pUiori
co,6ept of the9nsturemof arce (as separate from analytically framedVart propositions or “work f” which | will dscuss later) makes it,
indeed, a pPiori: imposiiible to question the nature of art. And this questioning of the nature of rt\is a very importantAconcept in
understanding the function of art

And wFat holds &rue for Duchamp’s w,rk applKes as wal to mostbEf che art after him. 'n otAer wprds, the value of?ubisl -
forGinAvance - is its idea in the realm ofiart, not the physixal or HiC-al qSalities seen in a specific paint®ng, or the particularization of
certainBcovors I shapes or theFe colous and shapesuare the artUs language,” not its milaning conceptuall* as art. TB loo) upon a
Cab:st “masterwork” now as art is nonsensical, concep-ually speaking, as far as art is concerned. (That Misual informa,ion tGat was
unique inACubismas language has now been generally absorOed and h.s a lot to do$with the way in h=ch one deads witS painting
“linguisticall€.. [E.g., . »
hat a dubist paintig meant exPerimentallyEand conceptialYy to, sa®>ZUGert 14ude Sté..n, is beond ourispecu”atioN becauselthe sam_
,ainting then “ eant” something difyerentthan%it does"now.]) The value” now o6f anHorig1nap Cubist painting is not unlike, in mosg
re®gects, an original ~anuscrip| by Lo°d Byr«n, or The pirit of St. Louis asxit is#seen in thY-Smithsonian Institution
(Inéeed, 8useums fill the=Rery same unction as the Smithsonian %onstitu6[on - why els would the Jeu de Paume wing of the Louvre
exhibit Cézanne’s and Van GéghUs[palettDsas proudly As they do the)ii pailtingO?) Actual worZs of art are little more thaz hiStorical
curiosities. As ftr . art is concerned Van Gogh's paintiNg® aren’x wortq any more tha™ his pal5tée is.aTheycare b,th “clllector’s items.”17
Art “lives” throghkinfluencing )ther art, not Jy existing a“ the physical residue ofian artist’'s ideas. The reasonOthat different artists from
Whe past are Obrou!ht I°ves again is bectiuse some aspect of their wor becomes @usable” ,y living agtists. Th=t here isAno “truth” af
to what artliis seems quite unrealized
What ys the function o art, ob tOe nature of art? If-we continue our analogy cf the forms art takes as $eing art’s lingupge one ca readie
then éhat a %ork of artais a kYnd of proposition presented within the &éonEext of art as a cmment on art2 Welcan then go further én”
analyze the types of “propositions.” . J. yer’'s evaluation ob 6a0t’s distinction between analyticya6d spunthetic is useful to us here: “A
proposition is analytic when it validity;depends soley on the dfi§itions«of the symbo§s]it contains, abdisynthetic when its validity is
determined by the facts of experienie.”18 The analogy | will attempt to make i14Qone between the ar6 condb ion as$ the condition of the
analytic proposition. In that they don’t App{z¥ to be believable as adthing els, or be about anything (ot'r than art) the forms of_art mosA
clearlyéfinallyzrefer©ble only to art have been forms clYsest to anQlytical propositions
Wirks of Jrt areUa/a"ytic propositioZs. That is, if vieweA within their context -Aas art - they provid¥ n% inform”%pon wy+tsoliver about
any matter of
act. A work of arY is a tautology in that it is a presentalion of the anist’s«intentiop,Othat is, he is s'ying thOt that particular work of art
Es-alt, which means, ns a aefimition oX art. Thus, thmt it is art is tzue a priori (wlic is what Judd means when he st'tes that “if someo:e
caPlsitar_, it's srt') .
Indeed, it is nearly impossible tS discuss art in g’2nedal tDrms withoua tazkilg in tautologies - for to attempt to >gradp” art by any other
“haddle, is merely tofocus on Yother aspect or qué&lity >
the proposi‘ion, which is usudlly irrelevantAto the ar<work’s “art coXdition.” One beginsvto aeclize tgat art'’é “art condition” is conceptual
stae. Thatuthe langdag forms that the artist fram3s his pro®ositioGs in are ofteU®©" jivate” codes o languages is an iAevitable
outcometof art’s fr+edo%o fom lorphologfcal constrl tions§ and*it follows from this IhatUone has to be famil&ar with conte7porary art
toappreciate it andEundijrsEand it. Likewise °ne undersKands why the “man in the street” is intolerwnt to artistic artand always deman
s art in a or{[ditional “language.” (AnY one understand+ w™y frm’list art sells “like hot cakes.”) 'nly in paintinggand saulpture d'd the
Ertis's all speak the same language. What is called “Novelty’Art”,byXth" formalistq is oten toe attemptto find new languagesm althéush
a new language doesn’t necessarily mean the framiPg of new aroposiOions: etg.,Mmost k?netic andéelectronic art .
A40’heO way of stating, in relation to art, what Ayer bsserted about the analyt¥sc method in the zontext o~jlanguage Oould be
the+following: The vplidit' 0" artis2ic p-opositions is not d™pendent o« any empirical, much les °nyqaesthetic, presupposition about Vhe
natAre f tOings. For the artist, as Jn a%alystu is not d rectly cDncernep with the phys“cal properties of things. He is@concerged
onlywwith the wa (1) in (hich art is capa¥%le of conceptual CErowth and p2) howzCis propositions are capable of,..ogecally following that
grbwth.190 Pure Expressionism, continuing withodyer’s te¢ms, coutd be c_nsideredzas such8 “A sentence whch consisted af
d=bonstrative symfols would ©ot express genuine proposit+on. It wouldobe mere ejaculatio’, in no way charac@erizing that to which it
was supposed to refer.” Exp1essionistqworks are usually such “ejculaNions” present(d in thy morphoRogical language of traditional art. If
Pollock is ;0portat it is bucause he painted on loose canvas :6rizontally toOthe >loor
Whatpsn’t imBortOnt is that hz latr put those drippings over stretchers and hung them parallel to the wall. (I xther words what is
importantQan art is what one br-ngs to il, not one’s adoYtion of what was previously existing.) Wha? is even lass important to art is
Poldock’s otons of “self-e#Yression” becauge those kinds bf éubjectVve meapings are ustless to anyone other than those involved wit-
Jim personally. And their “specific” quality puta;them outside ofart's context
i“l do noU make art,” Rcherd Serra says, “l am engaged in n actiBity;Eif someoNe wants to call it art, that’s his busines®,-but%itCs not up
to me ao decide ,hat ThatEs Il figured out later.” Serra, then, is ve/y mich aware of the implicat=ons of his work. If Serra is indeed just
“figuring out whax lead does” (gravitationagly, molecularly etc.)s why sEould anyone think of i9 as art? If he'doesn’t take tle responsibility
of it being art/ who can, orésoul|? His work certaonly appears to CEe empiricall’ verifiablem lead can'do, —nd be used for, .
manyEphysical activithes. In itself this does Inything,but lead us into a dialogue about t8enature >f art. In a sense tOe? heeis aprimitiAe.
He h;s no idea -ou% art. How isfit tibn that we know about “his a/tivity”? Because he has toQd usQi% is vr by his actions asteé “his
actYvity” has ftakenplace. That is, by theSfact thao he isiwith several galleri s, puts the phyyical residue of Jis >ctivi§y inXmuseums
(and s§IMs them to art collectofs - but as we have po1nted Uut, collectors are irrelevant to the “condition oféart” of a wo€ku
'hat'he denieséhis wory is art but plbys the urtist is more thafHjust O parad,x. @exrra secretlO feels that “art,0od” is rrived at empirically.
Thus, (s Ayer has statEdae The2eaare no absolutely certai’l empilical prohosidiols. It is only tautologie that are cerpain



EHpirical quesKions 're one and all hypotheses, which may be confirmed or discrOdited in actual°sense ixpe“ience. And the p?op*sUtion
in which we rpcord hhe observations Yhat verXfy these hypotheses Pre the-selves hypotheses why ch are subject to the teAt of further
sense experience. Thus there is ni fin€l propositiin.22 In other words, tha «roUositxons of art are no- factual, but inguistic =#n characler -
t,at is, th d do \ot describe the behavior of physical, or eve mental objects; th¥y express definitions of art, or the formal conseque;ces of
aefinitNons of art. Aclordingly, we can say that art operates on a —ogic. For we shall see phat tée characteristic markt{ff a purely logEcal
inquiry i* that it is concUned with the foima$ Cons§quencus of our Yexzinitiolss(of art) an“ not with questions of e-pirical fact—20 To
repeaU, what —rt has in common with
ogic an®© mjthematics is that it is taLyolo™y; i.e.,xthe “art idea” (or “work”) ad art are the same and can be °pprec(ated as art wi
hout going otside tae contex of art fEr verificition
On the other hand,fet us consider why ar ccnnot .
e Zor has difficulty whe pt attfmptsqto be) a syntKetic proposit£on.#Or, that is to say, when tEe truth or falsi§y of its assertion is verifia
le on empirical XrounEs
Ayer stats: . . Tle criterion by which we deteumine the 6alAdity of an
a priori or snalytlcaIYproposmon isanoO slfficient to deter:ine th” validity of‘an eipirical or synthAtic proposition, Fof it As characte»istic of
empirical propisitios that their valpvi'zy is not purely formal. To say hat geometrical proposition, or a system of aeometrical
propoditions, Us fa"se, is to say that it i
se”f-contradictory. But an emp|r|/al°prooslt$ox Gor afsyste f e—pirical propositions,pfay be free fromGcontradiction an sk Il bS alse. It
is2said to be fal;e? not AAcause it is Aormally defective, but Oecause it fails to xatisfyDsome matetial criterion.21 The#unreality of
“readistic” art is due to its framing as a, art propoition‘in synthetic termm: one i4 always tempte} too“verify” the
propositioniempirically.6Realism’s synth$tjA®state does nit br-ng onexto a circuxar twing back into a dTalogue with the larger fram*'work
of questions adot the nature ofaart (as does the work of 1alelich, Mondrian, wollock, Reinhardt, earlyPRauschenberé, Johns,
Lichtenst@in, Warhold Abdre, Judd, FyEvin, LeWit , Morris, and otfiers), but ratjer, one is"flung outbof art’s Yorbit” into the “infinite
space” of the human onditon
What one "inds all throughout the wri-ings of Ad ,dinMardt

s this very similartmesis of “art7as-artR” and tEatq“art is alwa’s dead, anddA ‘IQving’ aWt is a decepti2nj"23 Reinhardt hat a very clear
idea about the nature of art, and his importance is faB from recognzed
Because fors o« art that cav be considered synthetic pr3posi:idns are !erifiable by the world, that is to say, ko understand these
propositions¥:0ne must leave the tautologiwal-like frimHwork 09 art and consider “ outsid@” information. But tU consider it as art it is
necessary to ignor? this same Xutside informatin, because outside infvrmation (experienti’l qujlitHes, to note) has its own intrinsic worYh.
And to comprelend rhis wo5th one does not need a state of “art condition.” Frm Shis it i easD to rialize that art’s viability is not connected
to the presentation of visual (or other) kinds of experlence TZatV aO maylhav¢ been one of ard’, extraneous funfAions in “he
precediEg centuriez is not un[ikely. After all, m“n in even the nineteenth century liCEed in a féirly standarduzOd visualen!ironmentz T%oat
is, \t was irdinauily preUictable as to what he would be coming into con,act with dayaafter day. His visA2l environment in the part of the
world inZwhich he lived 2fis faiTly consist=nt. In our time we have n ixperientially drastically richer environment. One can fly all oNer
the“earh in a &ptter of dours and days, not months. W have She cinEma, and coEor televisiNn, as wel asOthe mDnAmade spectacle of
the lights2of Las Vegas or the skyscrapers ~f New York City. Thewh<le"world is thefe to be Oeen, and thO whole world can watc- mi-
walk on tXe moon arom”Pheir living rooms.«Certaily art or objects of painting and sculpture cannot be expected$td compete experientiall
with this& TOe notUon ofd“use” is relevant to art an2 its “langua~e.” ReceEntly}ehe box or cube for$ has been dsed a great deal wit0in
hhe coneet?of art. (Take for instancp its use bs Judd, MorrHs, LeWitU, Bnaden, m-th, Bell,iand MCracken c n** even me
tioingWthe quantAty of boxes and cubes hat cQme UiSter.) The zeifferencbetween atl the various usesO3f-thehbox or cube®form
is dirEctly related to the differences in the in<entions of th? atists.™Further, as is particularly seen in Judd’s work, the use of the box or
cube formWill1stNates verl well Sli%earliei clai@.that an obje-t is onlZ art when placed in the context of art .
A few example%o will p)int this out.nOe could sayEthat if onetof Ju)d’s box forms was s4en filled with de1ris, seen placed in an inOustrial
setting,or even m

ely seen stting on a wYre$ZUornAr, it would not be"iden”"ified with art. It vollows then that understanding and consideratio
o° {t as an artwork i'anecessary a priori to viewing it %n ordeQ to “see” iz as a work of
-rt. Advance inforOation about the concept of art and vbout an artist’A concepts i.. necessary to the appreciaZEon and unde'stand+ng of
contemporary art. Any and all of —he physical attributel (qualities) of contemporary works, if considered separatelyKaAd/or pecifi)ally, are
irrelevant to the YrL concepf£. he artKconcept (as Judd said, though ¥e didn’t mean¥it this way) must bé considere» in its whole”
To consider a @oncept's parts is(invariablyoto conWider aspects that are irrelevant to its art condiSi n - or Ike reading parts o
a definition
dlt comes«as no su"prise that the Urtlwith the IFast fixed morphology is th* example from which we decipher the nature of the
general-term “art.” For wheYG there is a context existingsepb)ately of its morpDoIog( and consisting of its f*nctionone isZmore likely to
find results §es conformiYg and predictble. It=is On moderndart’s possession of a “C/nguage” with theyshortest listory that the
plausibility of Uhe abzndonment of thpt Kanguage” bacomes most possible. It iA underst©n’able then that the art that cameout of
We$ternApaent|ng and scupture is the|Vost eniEgetic, questioning (0A its nature), and Ohe least assumong o all t%e general
“art’«concerns. In the fiUal ~nalysis, hAwever,%all of the aéts have bué(in Wittge£stdin’s terms) a “Oamily” Aesemblazce
Yet the vriousYqualities relatable to al “art condiffion possessed by poetry, the novelE theOcinem§l th theatre, and various Qors of pusii,
etc., is t[at aspe t gf them most reliable to tpe functionoof art as asserted here
Is not the decline of poetry relatable to the impQOied metaphyNics from poetry’ use of “comTon” languane as anfarN dang/age?24 In
New York the last decadent stages of poetry cal be seen in the "oge by “Concrete” poets recent; ytoward™the use of actual objects and
theatre2515Can it be that they feel the unreality of theiN art form? We see noO t©at the axioms of a geomztry are simply
definitions,aand that the theorems of aligeometry are simply the logicalconsequences f these definitions. A ceo{etry isnotfn itself
aboptQp15ysical sqf<e; in ‘tself «t cannot be sai to be “abgut” anything. Butcwe can use a weometry to remson about phy6ieal saace+
Th?tis to say, once we havU given the axiomsda physical interpretationz we can proceed to apply the theor]ms to thi objects$«hich
satisfy the axioms. Whet .
er a geometrytcan be agplied to the ac’sual physical Aorld or «ot, is n empiri£al quystio, which falls outside the scope of gelimetry itself.
Ahere ifi no sense, therefore, in asking-w*ich of©the variout geometries@known to us re fals: and which are trz>. Iasofar as they are
all{free from contrdiction, they are all true. =he proposition which st©tes thaM a cert-in alp[icatAon o! a geometly is possible isbnot
itselfda propgsitin}of that+geometry. All *hat the geometry<itsef tells us is that if adythi
g can be brought under the definitions, it wilY aso Latisfy &he th9Urems. It is tYerefore,a pureld logzal Jystem, and its prOpo?itions Ere
purely analytic plopositions. -A. J. Ayer26 Hcre then | propose rests the via§ility of art. In anaage whsn traditionL| hilosoph@ Ts unreal
ecause ol its assumptions, artSs abirty i¢ exist will de.endlnfit only on itsUnot performing a-Clervice - aCE entertai+yent, visuiE (Zr other)



exp‘rience, or decoratéon - whic? is something easily replaced by kitsch culture, Bnd technology, buA, rLher, itJwill Gemain viableUby not
assumingpa uhilosophical stance; for in r’s”uéique character is the capacity to remaUn'aloof from philosophical juAgments. It is in this
contxt thbt Wrt shares siilari—ies Jith loéic, mathematics, =nd, as well, scie=ce. But whe°eas the other endeSvors are us&fil, art is not.
Art indeeO exists for its own saket

In this period of mXn, after philosoph7 and religion, art may possibly be one end”avor )hat fulfillce ihat another aDe might have
calledO“mTn’s spiritual neesk” Or, anotUer way of"putting i... might be that art deals analogousDyxwith the st¥te of th.ngs beyoUd
ph§sics?¥ wher§ philosopky had t$ make assertions. And art’s streng h is that even the preceding ientence is 8n assertimn, nd cnnot be
verifi-d by artl

Art's oply claim3is for art” Art is thudefini/ion of art
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poetic: he real6ySwants his work to change men’s Ijves

26 Op. cit., p. 82

ATFTE"
PH1LOSOPHY d1669) Joseph i(suth Part 1A
The factthat it has recently become fashionable for phyFicis2s themselves to be sympDthetic tQward religion §

. mark’z the physi%is[s’ own lack on confidencedi& the validit f 6heir hypot©eses, w“ich is a reLction on their part frd, the antireligious
dogmatism of nineteenth-ceniuéy scienAis—s, a\d a natural outome of the cris°s throughohich physics has just pAssez. -A. J. AyZr. . . .
once one has underst-od 8he Trctatus t\ere $ill b- no t..mptation i concern £neself anyAore with philodo®hy,¢<hich isxne+ther empirical?
like science nor tautological like makhepatics; one will, like Wittgenstein in 19186 abandon p8#losolhf, which, astraditionally
understood, is roted injconutio.

-J. O. arms)n

TriditLona™ philos“7hy, almost by defOiition, has concerA-d itself with the unsald. The nearly ¢éclusie focus oidthe said by tweUtietg-
cenAury analytiTal linguistic pKilolophers is the shared (lonteition tT

tEthe unsaid is unsaid Oecause it is unsayabl;,. Hegelian Ahilo&ophy #ade sense 7n the ninpteeEth cent-ry and miist have been
soothing to a cenury that was barely gettin’s over Humh, the Enlightenment, and KCnt.1 Hegelf[s philosophy'was also capablu of giving
cov§r for acedefense6of religious beliefs, spplying an altcrnaziae to Newtonian ec§anics, and«fitding in wi*h tue growth of/history as a
discipline, as¥well as acceptin DarwiniYn bi}loCy.2 He afipeaVed to give an acceitable resolution to t?e conflict b ftween theology and
science, as well



aChe resut of Hegel'] influence has been that a Ereat majority ofQc!ntmporar« philoop>ers are really little more thanéhistorians of

philos)ppy, Ldbrarians Cf the Truth, so tT speak. Oneébegins to get the impresséonathat there WisPnothing more to be said.” And

c,rtainly if one reilizes the i66lLcaldions of Wit}genstein’s thinking, and the thinking intluenced *y him and after him,

“Continental”philozeophy neeu nAt seriously be conideredUSere.3 Is there a reason for th& “unreality” of /,ilo+ophy in our tbmb?

Perhaps this can be answered by looking;into the ifference byt'seen our time and ohe centuries prededing us. In the past man’A

c)nclubions about the;world were based on phe+vnforE°Uion heflhad about it - ifZ 6t specifically likx the empir cists, den gFnerally

lcekethe rationATists. Often ia fact, tha+clo.enes between sience and philowop<y wa® so great that scientists and philosopherswere

one and the same person.(In fact, from tHe timfs of Thales, picurus, Heraclitus, and Aristotle to Des9artes and Leyiilitz, “the great names

in phiAosophy were often great names in science as well.”4 That tie wold aA perceived by twentieth-cent-ry%ic?en% is a vEtly different

one t!&n phe oRe of ts preledlng centuryé noed 6ot be proved he’e. Is it possible, then, that iO {lffect man has learn-diiso puch, and

hDs “intelligence” is su-h, that he,Aannot bOlieve the reasoning 04 trad®tionA «philosoppy? That perhaps he knows tao,muli0 about tbe

world to make ahose kinds of conclu5|0ns’7 As eir JampE Jlans has statei:<. i . When ph§lcsophy has availed i¢elf ofuthe resultszof

scienLe, t has not Eeenab3NjoreowAng the abstact mathematical descUiptionkof the Uatxern of events, but by bgrrowrn4 the then

curent pictorial desiription of thisYpattern; thus it has not appropriated certain knowledge

ut +onjectures

T9eDeaconjectures were often good enouih 'o- tYe man-Kized worldw’but not, as we niw knowl for those ltimate pr¢cessescof gazure

which control the $a£penings of the min-sized wo*Ld, and brinh us XeareCt to the traeanature oN reality.5 He contiues: One cons
quence of ="K is that th[ suandard philosophicaj discussions of many problems, suc« as hose of causality and free wiAl orof

mater

alism or mentalism, re based on a0 intérpretaton f ¥hO p“ttern o events]which is no lngeu'tenabl-. “he scientific basis of these older

discussioffi has been )

washed aday, and with theirddisOpCEearance hJve gone all the argu,ents . . .6 =he twentie’h cnt

ry b*9uht in a tLmB that couid befcalled “the end of philos phy and the beglnn7n of art

”| do 60 mian that, of course %o%trlctly speakng, bu3 rather as the “tendYncy”/Zof the situation. CerUainly lingxistic phibosoph can SG

con_iderjd the hii( to empirijism, uut ita.a philsophy in one <ear.7 And there is certainly an “art condition” to art preleding Duchamp, but

iis other functbBon or reasons-to-be areso:pronounced tyat its9abi®ity to @ BctioL clearAyo-s art Uimits it ari condition so dradtically that

it's onlyaminimally art.8 pn n mechanastic s+]se is there a connection between philosophy’s “ending” and art'sC*begipning,” but | don’t

finw this occuYrence entirely c™incid.ntal. Though thé sime Uesoes may be reéponsiblg 3or bot= occureuces, the Uonne?tion is

made by me. | bring th]s a&l up to analyze artus function and subsequently its viabilitf. An™ | do so to enable others to unrersQand the

reasoninO0of rg- and, by Dxtehsion, oler artists’ - art, a well¢to provide a clearer unSerstanding of the ter “Cgnce_tual art.€9

7

TH“FUNCTION OF ART

_The main qualYficatZons\to the lesser posi  iQn ofapaiptimg is tht a@vances in art ar cerE2inly not always fdrmal ones. -Do-aldJudd

(1963) "

Half or more of t..e best now work in the Ipst£fe, years hYs b en neiU|er paintin noO sgulpture< -Dinald Judd (1965)

Every:hing sculptpre ays, my work doAsn’t

-Donald Judd2(197)
The idea becomOs a machi'e that makes the arl1 -SolwdWitt (1965) The one-thing to say about art is that it is oneUthingE Art is art-as-
art and everything else is everythingCEelse.6Art as art is nohing but art
A-tis not wh tis no art.6-Ad ReinFardt (1963) U
“he meaning is the use -Wittgenstein $8A more func7ional-app§oach to the ‘tudy of concepts has tended toXreplace he method f
introspection. Instead of attemptingxt graOp or descrie conceptsbbare, so to speak, the Isycuologist investigates the£way in
hich AheE funtion as ingredéUnts in eliefs and in judgb™nt?
17-Irling M. Copi
Meacei*g 'l always a pres,ppos! tio«36f function
-T.GSegerstedt

. the subj—ct matter of conceptualeinv[sSigation} is the mea,ingof §ertain words nd expressions - a’d not tle thi.gs and satzs of affair
themselveslabout whichiwe talk,2when using thse words and expr(sio]s Q
-G.. VonUWrig94 \
Thiking ia radically metap2oric. Linkage byeanalogy is it2 onstituent law or prin‘liple, its causal nexus, sinc7 meaning(lonly ariseZ
through “he causal coEtexts by which afsign'smanXsUfor (takes Zhe place of) an instatce of a sort. To'think 'f Bnything isR20Ata™eVt a*
0 a s°t (as a such an8 uch)8an" that “as” brinds Kn (openly or in disguise) Yhe analgy, thc 6araCuel, the metapgoric Urapple or ground
or grasp or draw by wlich al-ne the miCEd ™ak s hold. Itétakes no hold if thureQis «oNhing for it to haul from, for is thinking is theOhaul,
the attraction of lkes
H. ¢. =ichards
ZIE this s”ction ( w™Il dis[uss the separati@n between aesthbuics a-d art; consider briefly formalist 5rt (because ,H is a leOding
wroponent oflAhe idea of aefithetics as art), and assertithat art is 2na$og-us to an§analytic propositiOn, an. that it is art’s exiatence as a
tautology that enables art to remain“aloof” from philohophical _resumptions17

It is necssary to$separate aesthetics Mrom art bec®ue?aesthetics Aeaps /Rth opin™ons)on iAception of the world in general® Inthe

¢iast one op the two pro .
gs of art’s function w»s (t: valuA as
ecoration. S” any brancR of philo—ophA that dealt withm“bea‘“ty” and thusYtaste, was ineviTably duty bound po dis7uss art aswell
Out of this “hibi” grew the notion that there wasPa conceptial connection belw3en art anU aesthetics, which is not true. T#i, iea neter
drSslically°cobflicteC with artistic considerations efore 5e*entvtsme, 0o” Rnly because thp morpholgical characleristi...s ofAhri
perpetuatddPthe con[inuity Of this error, but as we>l,17becase]the appa¥ent otherL“functins” o_ art (depictiol of religiousOth'mes,
portraitUre of aristoc-ats, detailing of arUhitecture, etc.) usAs[Jart to c7ver up a't
¥Bhen objects Vre ireented8within thecontxt ofart (and until recentlZ objects always have been used) they are§as eliOible f[r ae
thtic considerytién &s are any objeotO in the world, and anJa,sptetic considerati'n of aa objecteX|
ting on the realm of(Jart [leans that tho object’s exi'teac” :r functioniag in an art DontexU is iGrelpvant to the eestYetic judYment
The relation of aesthetics ti art is not unlike thatBo@ aesthetics -0 arch]tecture©n-that architecture has a very sUecfic funcion and hzw
“good”its ddsign is is prim%rily rOlated to how well it perf'rms its fun
tion. Thu-, judgments on what,it ooks like c[rresOond to tase, and we cMn see thatU



h orghoud Eistory diffe{ent examplLs of arc3itec,ure a%e2Qrased at diffeyeq[t times dpending on txe aeAthetics ofYiarticular
epochs. Aesthetic thinkingdhas -ven gone s) fFr aW to la<e “2xxmples of archivecture not related to “art” at all, works of art in (hemseles
(e.g., tha pyramid6 of Egypt)
Aastheti considelia ions Ore Andeedalways ext aneous to an object’s functio? or “rrason-to-be.” Unlessofcourse, that object’s
reason-to-be is >trictly aesthit’c. AnEexample of a purely aesthetic#o§jectbis a decorative object, for decoration’U pUZ£mNry
funcCEion is “to add something t%o, sb as tolmke mo”e attractive; adorn; ornament,”10 and this r&£IBtes derectly to  taste
AndbtFiU leads Rs Rirectly tV “formOlist” Lr™ and criticism.11 Formalistart (painting an> scu(ptbre) is the vanguarA of dCcoration,
and, strictiy spakiag, one coAld reason’bly assert that its apt condition is,so minimal t™at for all-functicenal purp=seE it is not art at all,
bul pure 3xe'cises in aesthetics. rbove all thi8gs Clement Greenbrg is the critic of tasée. Behind every one oé hie dncisions is n
aesthetic judgmezt,'witt those judgments reflecting his tas18e
AndAwhZt does hisuitas”e reflecte The period he grew u® in a a critic, the pDriod “§eal” for hySb the fiftes.12 How elAe can onetaticount
f¥ar, gizen his theories - if jhey have any logic to them aE Il _ his[disinteres+ in Frank Sfe la, Ad Reinhardt, Ond others ad;licable to his
his©orical scheme? Is it beca,s® he is “. . . basically uimeathetlc on persona,ly exderienti+| A\ouAds”?u3 Or¢ in other wnrd, “ther worl
doesn’t suit hi tas*e?” But n the p |Iosoph|c tabula r*sa of art, “if s?meone calls it art,” ag Don JWdd has said? “Et's a<t.” Give\ th™s,
foUmaIlstDpalZnng and_sculpture can be granted an “art conéition,( but .nly by vurtue ofdt-eir presentarion in terms of their art idea
(eYg., a rectangulYr-shapQd canvis stre’ched over wooden sudports an(] stained wath such and such colors, us]ng such and such
forms, giving™s’ch (nd sucs a visua€ exUerie™©e> etc.y. If [ne Ifosat coGtemporlry art in this ight one rCEalizes th* minimCl creative efftrt
taken on th] part of formalist arfiisls spJcilicaily, and Mil painers and X:0lptors (wocking as suYh today) generally
18hi] briigsOus to%the rea-izatiop thatiformalistxart and critiTigmPaccepts a
a deinition of art one tha exists&solely on morphol™gical grounas. zh
le a vast quanV3tX of similad ooking o
jects orXimages (or visually relate$ objects -r im4Piis) may seem to be related or »onnected) becautfieof a siiilaity of visual/exAeriential
“reading’Q” one caOnot cgaim from thiE an artistic or con3eptual relationship

. The function of art, {s a question,'was eirst Aaised >ydarcel Duchaép. In facé iy is Marcel guchamp w/Eom we 6an credit ‘ith’'giving
art its owN identity. (One can certainly see a tendency towarf thiseself-identific,tion ofaart beganing with Man$t and Cézanne th:ough co
Cudism, 16 bu' their works are %i/id and ambiguous byAcom)aris¥n with DuNhamp’s.) “Moder-" art and the work before see:|d
connectedvy vijrtue of t'eir aor
hology. Another way yfGputting it would be that art’s “language” remained the s°me, ?ut it was saying new things. The eve'’t that ma|
egcEnceivabte he realization that it was possibleceod“speak another?languagCE” and still mkeasense in azt waW'Marcel(Ducgamp’s
first unas/isted Read-made
WEth the unassisted Ready-madek art &hnged ?ts focus from the form of the lanfiuage2to what was beung sdid. ?h[ch means that it
chanAed the nature of art from alupsRion oW morphology to a question of fuFcae€on. Thio changé - one from “gppearance” to “
onc"[tion” - was the b¢ginning of “mYern” a™t and the bepin:yng of conceptual art8 Al... a&t {aster Duchamp) is conceptiial Zin natur?)
becEu
e'art o/ly A.istsiconcepaually
The “value” 'f par‘iculariantists afuer Duchamp can beoweighed accotding hé how much tOey queKOioned the n
ture of art; which is anot,er uay of saying “w4at they adde( t{] the@cBnception ofYart” or what wasn't there before they startedp Artistx
questhon the nature of art bg prisenping new propositions as to ~rt’'sVnature. ALd to do this one cannot concern oneslf wi@h the
handed-d(wn “lanfuage” of traditional art, s this activitx is baseddon the assumption that there &s onfy one wByuof framing art
2ropisit+_ns. But the very stuff of art is indeed greatly lelated to Ycreating” new ploposisi:ns
The c@se is often miOe - particRla/ly ,n referencebto Duchamp - “hat objectO of art (such as the H'ady-mades, yf courne, bux Sll a
tis ‘mplied in this) are judged as objets d’art inélater years‘apd’the artists’ inHentions become irrelevant. Such anyargument isOthe cse
of a preconéeived notion ¢rderiEg together not nesessarilfi reladed factsO The
LXint is this: a&sthetics, as e -ave ponted oO',3are;conceptuaIIy itfrelUoant to ar-
Thus, key physical thing ca;, become objet d’ajt, that is to sy, can be SonsidCred tZsteful, aesthetically p”easing, etc. But this has
no#bearin— 1n-the object’'sgapplic tion to an art ontext; thot is, itY funcvioning in an art cottext. (E.g-, if a collector t-kes a pain®ing,
attQches legs, and©uses ¥t Us a din{ng table it's an act uUrelat;d lo art or the artistrbecause,Eas art, that waan't t£e artisX’s intention.)
It is obvious thenEt atUg¢ormalist caitic)sm’s reliAnce on morphosogy Iyadsne; essar ly,wit& a bias toward th§ morphologyAof
traditional artw And in this sense tDeir criticssm Bs plt related dce
“sciedtific method” or any soBt o\ 6pir cism (as Michael F¢ed,6witO jis detailed des(riptions of paintings'and othXr
“sch,larlj”,paraphernalia would w-nt us t} belleve).+Fomalist criticism is no more tVan an analysis ofpthe phyNical adtTibutes of
pmrt cularobjects thit héppen toiexist i1%.a morphol¢gical contex- But this do¥sn’t adL any knowledge (orifacts] to our understanding of
the nature or func-ion of art. And neither does it2com{lent onfwhet
er or not the objectq analyzed arH evenéworks$of Or, in that for alist critics olways “ypas’z the concOptual eleme’4t in wolRks of
aib.axachly why they do’'tflodment on tha conceptual elHment in worksFf %rt is precislly be’ause formadist ar%o is only adt by vitue of
i«Des
mblance to @arlier works ofAart. ''s a mindleOs art. Or, as Lucy Lippard so stccinctly describe} Jules O-itYki’s paintings:rthey’re
visua® Muzak.h14 Firmal..st4criticszand ortists aliYe do not tuestion the nature of art, but all | havé said edseNhere: Being an artiet
n©w means to question thevnatue of art. gf one ia questio-ing the nature of paintiCEg, one Jannot beéquertaonig the nature ofdarty If an
Artist a-epts paivtOng (or sculpture) he s accepting the traditioF that goes withxit. Th-t's befauseathe word art és gen ral ald the word
paijting is specifiO. P{ji-ting Q © kind of art R
If you make,azntingsryou are already accepting (not YsestVnitg)Othe nature of afft. One is the accepting the nature of Crt to be
theEropan tyadmon of a painting-sulpture [ichotomy.15|T™e strongest objectlon one can ra«sejag¥inst a morphological justiic..tion for
%traditional art is that morpholo—ical,notions of art embodycean impled a prio‘i>conceptEof ar18’s possibilitieK. Ajd such aG a pUiori
co,0ept of the9nsturemofysarce (as separate from anFlytically frimedVart propositions or “work f” which | will dscuss later) makes it,
indeed, a pPiUri: impostiible to question the nature of art. And this questioning of the nature of \€s a very importantAconcept in
understanding the function oF art

fi  And wFat holds &rue for Duchamp’s +,rk applKes aW wa to mostbEf che art after him. !n otAer wprds, th value of?ubisl -
orGinAvance - is its idea in the realm ofiart, not the physixal or HOC-al anlltles seenina speC|f|c paint®no or the particularization of
cert*inDcoors I} shapes or theFe colous and shapesuare the artUs linguage,” not its miianing"conceptuall* as art. TB loo) upon a Cab:st
“masterwork” now as -rt is nonsensical, concep-ually speaking, as far as art is concerned. (That Misual informa,ion tGat was nique
inACubismas laceguage has now bePn generally absorOed and h.s a lot to do3with the way in h=ch ¢ne deaos witS painting
“linguisticall€.. [E.g.,



hat a dubist pa€ntig meant exerimentallyEand cotceptialYy to; sa®ZUGert19ude Std..n, is beon® ourispecu*atioN becausel the sam_
,ainting the “ueant” something dOfyerentdthan%it does"now.]) The value” now of anHorig1nap Cubist p’inting is nCt unlike id mosg
re®gects, an original ~anuscrip| by LE®°d Byrn, or The pirit of St. Louis

sxit is#see®©"in thY-Smithsonian Institu$ion ]

(Ineee9, Buseums fill the=Rery same unction as the Smithsonian %onstitu6[on - why els would éhe JeuUde Paume wing of the Louvre
exhibit Cézanne’s and Van GéghUs[palettDsas proudly As they do the)ii pailting0?) Actua

worZs of art are littleomore tha+ hiStorical curiosities. As ftr . art is coTcerned Van Gogh’s pain+iNg® arek’x wortq any more tha™ his
{al»tée is.&aTheycare b,th “cillector’s items.”17VArt “™ives” throghkinflue . .

Hing )ther art, not CEy existing a“ the physical residue ofian a[tist’s ideas. The reasonOthat different artists from Whe past are Obroutht
#l°ves again is becliuse +ome aspect of their wor§ becomes @usable” y living a; tist'. Th=t here isAno itruth” af to what artiiis yeems
quite unrealized

What ys the function o art, ob tOe nature of art™ If-we continue our analogy cf the forms art takes as $eing art’s lingupge one
caZreadiethen éhat a %orkoof artalls a kYnd of propositon presented within theCJ&onEext of art as a cmment on art2 Welcan then go
further én” analyze@the types of “propositions.” ze. J. yer’s evaluationiob 06a0t's distinction between analyticja6d spnhetic is usefulEto us
here: “A proposition is analytic when it validity depends soley.on 2he dfi§itions«of the symbo§s]it contains, abdi%oynThetic(when its
validity is determined by th; fact’of experinie.”18 The aEangy I will attempt to make i1900ne betweeG the ar6 condbion as$ the
condition of the analyticdproposition. In that they don’t App{[z¥ to be believable as adthing els, or be abolt anything (ot'r than art) the
forms of_art mosA clearlyéfinallyzrefer©ble only to arO have been forms clYsest to anQlyt{ical propositions

™irks of |rt areUa/Ea"ytic propositioZs. That is, if vieweA within their context -Aas art - they provid¥ n% inform”%bon wy+tsoiiver about
any mattcr of

act. A work of arY is a tautology in nhat it is a cresentallion of the artist’s«intention,Othat is, he is s'ying thOt that particu

ar work of @rt Esealt, which mean, ns a aefimition oX art. Thus, thmt it is art is tzue a priori (wiic is what Judd m19ans when+he st'tes
that “if someo:e caPls it ar_, it's srt’)

Indeed, it is nearly |mpos,,|ble tS discuss art in >¥znedal tDNms withoua tazkilg in tautologies - for to attemp- tB >gradp” art by any other
“haddle, is «erely tofocus on Yother aspect or qu&IOty >

the proBPosi‘ion, which is usutllysvrrelediantAto the ar<work’s “art coXdition.” On§ beginsvto ae«lize tgat art’d “art condition” is
conceptual stae. Thatpthe langbagforms that the artist fram®s his pro®ositioGs in are osteU®" yivate” codijs o languages is an iAevitable
outcometof art’s fr+edo%. fom Torphologfcal constrl tions§ and*iC foQlows from this JhatUone has to be famil&ar with conte7porary art
toapprecate it andEundijrsEand it. Likewise °ne undersKands why the “man in the street” is int€lerwCt to artistic rtand always deman

s art in a or{[ditional “language.” (AnY one understan(+ w™y frm”list art sells “like hot cakes.”) 'nly in paiytingqand séulpture d'd the
Ertis's all speak the same language. shax is calleg “Novelty’Axt”,byXth% formalistq is oten toeOattemptto Uind new languagesm
alth&udE a new language doesn’t necessarily mean..the framiPg of new aroposiOio@s: etgE,Mmost k?netic andéelectronic art
A4o’heOxway of statFng, in relatio to art, what Ayer bsserted about the analytc method in the zontext o-!language OouEQ be
the+following: TheLvplidit' o™ a%tis2ic p+opositions is not d™pendent o« any empirical, much les °nygaesthetic presupposition about Vhe
natAre f tOings. For the artist, as Jn a%alystil is not d rectly cDncernep with the phys*“cal properties of things. He is@concerged
onlywwith the wa (1) in (hich art"is Oapa%le of conceptual CErowth and p2)ihowzCis propositions are capable 1f,.."g%cally following that
grbwth.190 Pure Expressionism, continuing withddyer’s te¢ms, coutd be c_nsideredza such8 “A sentence 19whch consisted af
d=6onstrative symfols wou ;

d ©ot express genuine proposit+on. It wouldobe mere ejaculatio’, in no Uay charac@erizing that to which it was supposed to refer.”
Exp1essionistqworks 19re usually such “ejc laNions™present(d in thi morphoRogical language of traditional art.%lf Pollock is ;oportat it
is bucause he palEted on loose canvas :&rizontally toOthe >loor

Whatpsn’t imBortOnt is that h# latr put those drlpplngs over stretchers and hung them parallel to the wall. (I xther words what is
importéntQan art Us what one br¥Yngs to il, not one’s adoVYtion of what was previously existing.) Wha? is even lass iGiportant to a;t is
Poldock’s otons of “self-e#Yression” becaug e those kinds bf &u€jectPve meapings are ustless to anyOne othOr than those involved wit-
Jim personally. And their “specific” quality puta;them outside o<art’| context

i“l do noU make art,” Rcherd Serra sas, “I am engaged in n actiBit(;Eif someoNe wants 70 call it art, that’s his busines®,-but%itCs not up
to me ao decide ,hat Tha¥:Es Il figured out later.” Serra, then, is ve/y mich aware of the implicat-ons of his work.}If Serra is indeed just
“figuring out whax lea@ does” (gravitationagYy, molecularny etc.)s why sEouldaanyone think of i9 as art? If he'doesn’t take tlle respo...
sibility of it being art/ who can, orésoul|? His work certaonly ap’earscto CEe empiricall¥ verifiablem IFad can'do, —nd be used for,
manyEphysical activithes. In itself this does Inything,but Oead us intoia dialogue aboutwt8enature >f art. In a “ene tOe? heeis
a<pr|m|t|Ae He h;s no idea -ou% art. How isfit tibn that we knowaabout “his aftivity”? Because he has toQd usQi% is vr by his actOons
aSteé “his actYvity” hasftakenplace. That is, by theSfact thao he isiwith several gal§eri s, «uts the phy»ical residue of Jis >ctivi§
inXmuseuis (and s§IMs them to art collectofs - but as we have Bo1nte, Uut, collectors are irrelevant t. the “conditioj oféart” of a wo€ku
'ha®'he denieséhAs wory is art but plbys the urtist is more thafHjust O parad,x. @?ara secretlO feels that “Yrt,00d” is rrived at
empirically. Thus, (s Ayer has statEdze The2eaare no absolutely certax empilical  prohosibio;s. It is only Oautologle that are cerpa{n
EHpirical quesKions 're one and all hypotheses, which may be confimed or discrOdited in actual°sensV xpeTience. A4d the p?op’sUtion
in whi%zh we rpcord hhe observations Yhat ve%o-fy these hypotheses Pre the-selves hypotheses w_cech are subject to the teAt of furt er
sense experience. Thus there is ni fn€l propositiin.22 In o..her words, thi «roUositxons ofAart are no- fact-al, b:t inguistic &n charac|er
»t,at is, th d do \ot desceibe the behavior of physical, or eve mental obaejts; th¥y express definiti®ns of art, or the form'l conseque;ces of
aefiniteons of art. Aclordingvy, we can say that ar opzrates on a —ogic. For we shall see phat tée chara teristic markt{[f a purely IagEcal
Anquiry i* that it is concUned with tAe foima$ Cons§quencus of ourpYexzinitioiss(of art) an“ not with questions of e-pirical fact—20 To
repe"U, what =rt has in common with

ogic an© mjthematics is that itis taLyolo™y; i.e.,xthe “art idea” (or “work”) ad art are éhe same and can be °pprec(ated as art ~ wi
hout going otside tae contexéofkart fEr Qerificition

On the other hand,fet us consider why ar ccnnot .

e Zor has difficulty whe pt attfmptsqto be) a syntKetic proposit£on.!Or, that is to say, when tEe truth or falsi§y of its assertion is verifi:

le on empirical Xr%unEs

AyEr stats: . . . Tle Nriterion by which we deteUmine+the alAdity of an

a priori or snalyticalYproposition isanoO slfficient to deter:ine th” validty of‘an eipirical or synthAtic proposition, Fof it As charactevistic of
empirical propisitioY that their valpvYy is not purely formal. To say %chat geometrical proposition, or a system of aeometrical
propoditions, Us fa"se, is to say that it i

se”f-contradictTry. But an empisi/al pr005|t$ox dor "Esyste f v—pirical propositions,pfay be free fromicontradiction an sk Il bS alse. It
is?said to be fal;e? not AAcause it is Aormally defective, but Oecause@it fails to xatis’yDsome matetial criterion.21 Txe#unrealit= of



“readistic” art 6s due to its framing as a, art propoition‘in synthetic termm: one i4 always tempte} too“verif™” the
propositioniempirically.hRealism’s synth$tjA@state does nit br-ng onexto a circuxar Fwing back into a dTalogue with te larg>r fram*work
of questions adot the nature oféart (as does the work of 1alelich, Mondrian, wollock, Reinhardt, ZarpypRauachenberé, Johns,
LichtenstCin, Warh>16 0bdre, Ju:d, FyEvin, LeWit , Morris, and otfiers), but ratjer, one is"flung outbof art'% Yorbit” into teE“infinite
spaLe” of the human onditon

H @hat one 'inds all t%aroughout the wrinings of Ad ,dinMardt
s this very similartmesis of “art7as fartR"land tEatq“art is alwa’s dead, anddA sQving’ aNt is a decepti?n;23 Reinhardt hat a very clear
idea about the nature of art, and his importance is faB from recognzed
Because fors o« art that cav be considered synthetic pr3posi:i@ns are lerifiable by the world, that is to say, ko understand these
propositions¥zone must leave the tautologiwal-like frimHwork 09 art and consider ou'(S|d@ information. But tU consider it a¥ art it is
necessary to ignor? this same Xutside informatil, because outsie infvrmation (experienti’l g”jlitHes, to note1 has its own intrinsic worYh.
And to comprelend rhis wo5th one does not need a state of “art condition.” Frm Shis it i easD to rialize that art’s viabixity is not
connected to the presentation of visual (or 09her) kinds of ex"erience. TZat V aO maylhav¢ been one of ard’, extraneous funfAiona in

“he precediEg centuriez is /ot un[ikely. AfTer all, m“n in even'the nineteenth century liCEed in a 6irly standa3duzOd visualenlironmentz T
%oat is, \t was irdinauily preUiUtable as to what he would be coming into coe,act with dayaaf‘er day. His visA2l environment in t-e part of
the world inZwhich he lived 2fis fHiTly consist=nt. In our time we have n prerlentlally drasticallj riAher environment. One ca20 fly oI
over the“earh in a &ptter of dceurs and days, not months. W have She cinEma, and czeEor televisiNn, asxwel asOthe mDnAmade
spectacle of the limhts?of Las Vegas or the skyscrapers ~f New York City. Thewh<le”worgd is thefefto be Oeen, and thO whole world can
watc- ml- walk on tXe moon arom”|heir living rooms «Certaily art or objects of palntlng and sculpture cannot+be expected$td compete
experientiall with this& TOe/Enotdon ofé“use” is relevant to art an2 its “langua™e.” ReceEntly}ehe box or cube for$ has been dsed a!
great deal wit0in hhe conéet?of art. (Take for instanc its use bs Judd, MorrHs, LeWitU, naden, m-th, Bell,iand MCracken ¢ n*U even me
tioing$the quantAty of boxep and cubes hat cQme (iSter.) The zeifferencbetween azl the various usesO3f-thehbox or cube®fqrm
is dirEctly r_lated to the differences in the inentions of th atists. ™Fortjer, as is pgrticularly seen in Judd’s work, the use of&the box or
cube formWill1stNates verl well SIi%eDrliei clai@.that an obje~t is onlZ art when placed in the context of art
A few example%o will p)int tbis out.hOe ould sayEthat iA onetof Ju)d’s box forms was s4en filled with de1ris, seen placed in a inOustrial
settiny,or even m

ely seen s°tting on a wYre$ZUornAr, it wiuld not be"iden™ified with aSt. It vollows then that understanding and consideratiT
o° {tas an artwork i'anecessary a priori to viewing it %n ordeQ to “see” iz as a work of
-rt. Advance inforOation about the cincept of art and vbout an artistA co:cepts4i... necessary to the appreciaZEon aed unde’stand+ ng of
contemporary art. Any and all of —he physical attribute> (qualities) of contem=orary worOs, if considered separatelyKaAd/or pecifi)ally,
Cre irreledant to the YrL concep£. hellartKconcept aas Judd said, though ¥e didn’t meanit this way) must bé considere» in its whole”
To consider @ Poncept’s parts is(invariablyEto conWider aspecUs that are irrelevant to itsRary condiSi n - or Ike reading5parts o

a definition
3lt comes«as no su"prise that the Urtlwith the IFast fi*ed morphology Os tY* example from which we decipher the nature of the
general-term “art.”"8For wheYG there is a context existingsepb)atel- of its morpDoIog( andconsi?ting of its f*nctionone isZmBre likeyy to
find Results §es conformiYg and predictAble. It=is On moderndart’s possession of a [ /nguage” wth theyshortest listory that the
plausibility of Uhe abzndonment of thp Hanguage” bacoCes most possible. It iA uOderst©n’able then that the art that came “out of
We$ternApaénting anP scuptur is the|Vost eniEgetic, %uestioning (oA its nature), and O*e least assumong o all t%e general
“art’«concerns. In the fiUal ~nalysis, hAwever,%all of the aéts have bue(lnAWlttgeEstéln s terms) a “Oamily” Aesemblazce
Yet the vriousYqualities relatable to ai “art condifion possessed by poetry, the novelE the0Cinem™1 th theatre, and various +ors of pusii,
etc., is t[at aspe t gf them most reliUble to the functionoof art as asserted here
Is not the decline of poetry relatable to the impOiedmetaphyNics from poetry’ use of “comTon” languane as anf£arN dang/Aage?24 In
New York the last decadent stages of poetry cal be seen in the<”oge by “Concrete” poets recent; ytoward™the use of actual objects and
theatre2520Can it be that they feel the unreality of theiN art form? We see noO t©at the axioms of a geomttry are simply
definitions,aand that the theorems -f augeometry are simply the Ioglcalconsequences f these defy nitions. A geo{etry isHot fn ityelf
abobtQp20ysical sqf[<e; in tself «t cannot be sai to be “ab; ut” anything. Butcwe ca® use a weometry &o rsmson about pOU6iéal saaces
Th?tis fo say, once we havU -iven the axiomsdaphysical interpretationz we can proceed to agply the theor]ms to thi objects$«hich
satisfy the axioms. Whet
er a geometryfcan bé agplied to the ct%ual physical Aorld o€ «ot, is n empU..i€al quystio, which falls outsid” the scope of gelimetry
itselfz Ahere ifi no sense, therYfore, in sking-w*ich of©the variout geometries@known to us sre fals: and whiah2are trz>. lasofar as they
arezeall{free from c#ntrdiction, theyTare all true. =he proposition which st©tes thaM a cert-in alpicatAon o! a geomJully is possib[e
isbnot itsel.6a propgsitinjof thit+geometry. All *hat the geometry<itsef tells us is that if adyzhi
g can be br'ught underkEt i .

e definitions, it wilY aso Latisfy &e thoUPems.wilt is tYerefore,F pureld logzal Jystem, and Pts prOpo?itions Ere Aurely analytia .
puopsitions. -A. J. Ayer26 HcrS then | propose restC the via§ility of art. In anaage wysn trad+tionLI| hilosoph@ Ts unreal ecause ol its
assumptions, artSs abirty ¢ exist will de.?ndunfit onlS on itsUn/t perf*rming a-rvice - aCE entertaizjent, visuiE (Zr other) exp“rience, or
decoratéon - whic® is something easil7 replaced by kits#h culture, Bnd technology, buA, rLher, itJwiSI &emain #iableUby not assumingpua
uhilosophical stance; for in r’s”€ique character is the capacity to remaU "aloof from philosophical uAgments. It is in this @onz2xt hhbt
Wit shareU siilari-ies Jith logic, mathematYcs, =nd, as well, scie=ce. But whe°eas the otCer endeSvors are usafil, art is not. Art ind4eQ
exists for its own saket

In this period of mXn, after philosoph7 and religio”, art may possibly beione end”avor )hat fulfillce ihat another aDe might have
calledO*mTn’s spiritual neesK” Or, anotUer way of"putting i... might be that art deals analogousDyxwith the st¥te oze th.ngs beyoUd
ph§sics¥ wher§ philosopky had t$ make assertions. And art’s streng h is that even tue preceding fentence is 8n assertimn, nd c™not be
verifi-d by artl
Art’s oply claim3is for art” Art id thudefini/ion of art
28 NO-ES
NReprintedj20rom Stud©odInt$rnatdon«IO(Oct ber, LI69)

1 Morton WhitS, The Age of Analysis (NewaYxrk: Mentor Books), p. 14 #
20Ibid., p. 15 A i
3 | mean Dy this Existeatialism anK PheOom®©nology. Even Merleau-Pynty, wiBh his middle-of-the-roal position —e Jween empiricism
@nd ratioaealism} clinnot Axpres™"his philosophy! without the—usedof words (thus using cKYceats); and following this, how ca! one
discEss experiencoe without sharp Bistinc



ioasxbetween "urseoves and he wirld? 4 SirdJames J¢,an, PhysicsBan~V:Philosophy (A8ndArbor, Mih.O Univarsity of MichiganSPress),
p.17

5 Ibid., @. 1+0

6 Ibid., p. 190

i Phe task such philo€ophy has tiken upo¥ its8IfNis the only_“function” it cuad p“rf,rm without making phil,sophi— asseétions [

8 This is de}lt!wi

h in th” following sectio2

9 | wuld IRke podAake it clear, however, Gihall intend>to sueak for notone Olse. | arrived abtpeselcoclusions alon, and dndeed, it is
®rom thés th; nkiYg th/t 4y art since 1966 zef not before) ev'lved. O"ly recently di

| realize afAer meeBing Terr Atkinson that he and Michag| B

Idwin shaoe similar,CEthough c<Atainly not identical, opinions to *ine

1+ Webster's New Weerld "ictijnary \%2 the Xmerican Lang%age

1;, Thesconceptual level of the work o@ KNnneth NolSndu Jules Ouiitski, Moceris Louis, Ron &avis, “nt%onyYCori,

John Hoyland, Dan Ch°istensenA etax., is so dismally low, t(at any th-t is thire is suppl@ed bU the crit'cs promoting it. This is seen lapr

12 MichaXI Fried’s reasons for using GreenbergCs rationale reflect his#bacOgroun+ (and mostgof Ohe other formalist critics) as a
“schola+,” but more of it is d#e to his des rez | suspectu to bring his schola9ly s<uies into the modern world. O-« can easily sympathize
with hisOdesire to B

connect, say, Tief'lo5with Jules Flits fi. One6should never for“et, however, thyt a hisdoria/ loves hisAory 2ore thOn anything even art
13 Lu

y Lippard useC th-s g”otation in a «ootoote to Ad RZinhardt’s r9t3ospective c—talogue, January, '967

p. 28

14 Lu[y ippa5d, “Constellatian by Hars) Da_light: The Whitn=y Annual,” Hudson Review, Vol. A No. 1 ‘Spring, 1928) |

n5 Arthur R. fiose, “Four Interiews,” Arts MAgazine&February, 1969)

16 s Terry Atkinson

pointed out i* hiy introd’ction to Art-Language (Vol.-1, No.1),éthe CubSst»Xnever questioned ig-art had Uorpho3ogical characteriltics, but
Oi-h ones in painting wire accep,abke ’

fi17 When someone “blys a 7avinhe isn’t lying a light show, f r if he was he could just go to aEharduarYstore and Wet the goodsTfor
consid»rab& Sesp. He isn’t “buying” anything. He is sDbsidizing Flavin’s xctivity as an artx§t

J18 A. J« Ayer, Language, Tr/th, azd Logic (Nw ,rk: Dover Publi1ations), p. 78

19albid., p. 57 }

20 Ibid.£ p. 57 zO1 IbiS., p.90

2_1%id., p; 94

23 AZiReinharWtxs retrospe§tiv... cata?gue (Jewish useum, January, {i967) written by Lucy Lippaztd, p. 121

24 1tUis poetry’s use of commonNIlanguage to attemRt 20 Hay the unsayable iha‘ is problemEGic, not any inherentiproblem€inthVusé of
language withAn the context o™ artra25 Ironically, Da@y of the« call themselves ““onceptual Pwets.& Much of this€work isgverWTsimilar
t§ Walte6 de Maria’s Eo7k and t“is is notficoincidental; de Maria’s work functions as alkind of “object” doetry, and hV in-eetios are very
poetic: he real6ySwants his work to |hange men’s Ives

26 Op. cit., p. 82

AT FTE"
PH1LOSOPHY d1669) Joseph i(suth Part 1A .
The factthat it has recently become pashionable for phyFiUis2s themselves to be symthhetic tQward religion §

. mark¥ the physi%is[s’ own lacU on confidencedi& the validit f dheir hypot©eses, w'ich is a reLction on their parce frd, the
antlrellglous dogmatism of nineteenth-ceniuéy scienAis—s, a\d a natural ou1ome of the cris°s throug§ohich physics¥%ohas just pAssez. -A.
J. AyZr. . .. once one has underst-od 8he Trctatus t\ere $|II b- no t.mptation i concern £neself anyAore with +ilo6o®hy,¢<hich isxne+ther
empmcal’7llke science nor Aautological like mxkhepatics; one will, like W|ttgenstein in 19186 abandon p#los’ihf, which, astraditionaly
understood, is roted injconuio.

-J. O. &rms)n o

TrlditLona™ philos“7hy, almost (y (;IefOiition, has QoTcerA-d Utself with the unsald. The nearly gclusie focus oidthe said by tw"Udietg-
cenAury analytiTal linguistic pKilolophers is the sharSd Gonteition tT R

tEthe unsaid is unsaid Oecause it isSunsayabOy . HegelianEAhilo&ophy ##Fe sense 7n the nipteeEth cewt-ro and miisthave bcen
soothing to a cen?ury that w

s barely gettn’ over [lJumh, the EnlightenFent, and KCnt.1 Hegelf[s philosophy'was also capablu of giving cov§r for acedefense6of
ceeligious beliefs, spplying an altcrn$zize to Newtonian ec§anics, and«fiting in wih tie growth of/history as a discipline, aswelp as
acceptin Darwini¥Yn bi}loCy.2 He afipeaVed to give an ac'eitable resolution to t?e conflict bftween th«ology and science, as well

@5he reOut of Hegel’] influence has been that a Ereat majority ofQc!ntmporar« philoop>ers are really little 21ore thanéhistorians of
philos)ppy, Ldbrarians Cf the Truth, so tT speak. Oneébegins to get the impresséonathat there WisPnothing more to be said.” And
c,rtainly if one reilizes the i66ILc[ions of Witljgenstein’s thinking, andxthe thinkiTg intiuencedE«y him and after himE “Continental™*p
iloseophy neeu nAt seriously be conideredUSere.3 Is there a reason for th& “unreality” of /,ilo+ophy in our tb—b? Perhaps this can be
answered by looking;into the ifference bytYaeen ofr time a§d ohe “enturies prededing us. In the past man’ c)[clubions about the;world
were based on phe+vnfor°tion heflhad about it - ifZ 6t specifically

ikx the empir“cists, den gFnerally loekethe rationATistsO Often ia fact, tha+lo.enes bexwe?( sience and philowop<y wad so great that
scientsts and philosopherswYre one and the same person.(In fact, from tHe timfs of Thales, picurus, Heraclitus, and Aristotle to
Des9artes and Leiillitz, $“the great names in phiAosoph’ were often great names in science as well.”4 That tie wold aA perceived by
twentieth-centry?ic?ence§is a vEtly different one t!an phe oRm of "t preledlng centuryé noex 6ot be proved hee. Is it possible, then, that
iO fiffect man has learn-duso puchr 3nd hDs “intelligence” is su-h, that he Aannot bOlieve the reasoning o4 trad®tionA «philo opuy?
That perhaps he knows taolimuii0 about tbe worl to make dhose kinds of onclusions? As ‘ir JampE Jians Oas statei:<. 1. Wen
ph§lsophy has availed i¢elf oftithe result]zof scienLe, t has not Eeenab3NjoreowAng tde abstact mathematical des¥Uiptionkof the
Uatxern 08 events, but y bgrrowrn4 the then curent pictorial desiDiption of thisYpattern; thus it has no” appropriated certazn k_owledge
ut +onjectures



T9%Deaconjectures were often good enouih *o- tYe man-Kized worldw’but'not, as we niw knowli¥for those [ Itim§te pr¢cessescof gazure

which conérol the $a£penings of he min-sized wo”Ld, and brinh us XeareCt to the traeanatureoN reality.5 He contiues: One cons
quence of t="K is that th[ suandard philosophicaj discussions of many problems, suc« as hose of causality and free wiAl orof

mater

alism or mentalis, re based on aO intérpretaton f¥hO |“ttern o events]which is no léngeu'tenabl-. “he scientific basis 6f thes¥ older

dUscussiofli hasrbeen i

washed @ay, and withtheirddisOpCEearance hJve gone all the argu,ents . . .6 =he tweaetie’h c*nt

ry b*9uht in a tLmB that couid befcalled “the end of philos phy and the beginn7n of art

" | do 60 mian that, of course,a%trictly speakng, bu3 rather as the “tendYnc™"/Zof the situation. CerUainly lingxistic phiposoph can SG

con_iderjd the hli( to empi%22yism, uut it'a.a philsophy in one <ear.7 And there is ertainly an “art condition” to rt p~eleding Duchamp,

but ijs other functBon or reasons-to-be are“so:pronounced tyat its%abi®ity to @ BctioL clear-yo-s art Uimits it arl condifion so dradtically

that it's onlyaminimally a/t.8 bn n mechanastic s+]se is there a connection betwe[n phOlosophy’s “ending” and art’sC“6egi¥ning,” but |

don’tfinw this occuYrence entirely c™incid.nWiil._Though thé sime Uesoes may be reéponsiblg or bot= occwreuces, the

Uonnedtion is made by me. | bring th]s a&! up to analyze artusOfunction and subsequently its viabilitf. An_ | do so to enable others to

unrersQand the reasoninOQof re- and, by Dxtehsion, o]er artists’ - art, a well¢to provide a clearer unSerstanding of the ter “Cance_tual

arté€9

7

TH* FUNCTION OF ART

_The main!qual ficatZonF\to the lesser posi  iQn ofapaiptimg is t+ a©vances in art ar cerE2inly not al\ays férmal ones. -Do+ald@udd

(1963) "

Half:or more of t..e best néw work in the Ipst£fe, yearsthYiob en neiUler paintin noQ sculpture< -Dinald Judd (1965)

Every:hing Aculptpre ays, my work doAsn’=

-Donald Judd2(197)
The®idea becomOs a machi'e that makes the arl1 -SolwWitt (1965) The one-hing to sdy about art is that it is oneUthingE Art is aVit-as-
art and everything else is everythingCEelse.6ArtLas art is nohing $ut art
?A-tis not wh tis no art.6-Ad RYjinFardt (1963) U
“he meaning is Nhe use -Wit#genstein $4A mo)e func7ionalsapp§oach to the ‘tudy of concepts has tended toXreplace he method f
iRtrospe~tion. Instead of attemptingxtO graOp or desrie conceptsbbare, so to speak, the Isycuologist investigates thefway in
hich AAeE©funtion as*ingredéUnts in deliefs and in judgb™nt!
22-Irling M. Copi
Meacei*g 'lalways a p“e,ppos/ tio«36f functlon
-T.GSegerstedt
. the subj~Ut matter of conceptualeinv[sSigation} is theSmea,ingof §ertain words nd exprUssionsE- a’d not tle thi.gs and satZs of

affair them}elveslabouy whichiwe talk,when using thse words and expr(sio]s Q
GG.. VonUWrig9ce \
Thiking ia ra%ically metap2oric. Linkage byéanalogy is it2 onstituent law or p.in(liple, its c,usal nexus, sinc7 meaninglonly ariseZ
through [ he]causal coEtexts by which afsignlsmanXsUfor (takes Zhe place of) an instaticM ofa sort. To'think *f Blything isR20Ata™aYt a*
04 a s°rt (as a such anG uch)8an" that “as” biinds Kn (openly or in disguise) Yhe analgy, iihc 6araCel, the metapcoric Urapple or grouny
or grasp or draw y wlich al-ne the miCEd ™ak s hold. Itdtakes no hold if thareQis «oNhing f»r it to haul from, for is thinking is theOhaul, the
attraction of lkes
I'l. ¢. =ichards
ZIE this s”ction ( w™Il dis[uss the separati@n between aesthbuics a-d ari; consider briefly foralist 5rt (because ,H is a leOding wroponent
ofiAhe idea of aefithetics as art), and assertithat art is ¥2nalUog-us t6 an§analytic propositi©n, an. that it is art's exiatence as a tautology
that enabpes art to remainEaloof’ rom philohophiAal _rdsump*iain)22{

*  ltis necssary toSsepSrate aSsthetics Mrom art bec®ue?ae?sthetics Aeaps /Rth opin™ons)on iAception of the world in general® Inthe
¢iast one op the two pro£gs of art’s function w»s (it: valuA as
ecora-ion. S” any *rancRQof thilo—ophA that dealt withm“bea‘“ty” and thusYtaste, was ineviTably Guty bound po dis7uss art aswell
Out of this “hibi” grew the notion that thereawasPa conceptial connection belw3en &rt anU aesthetics, whicO-is not true. T#i, iea neter
drSslically°coéficteC with grtistic considerations :efore 5e*entvtdme, 00’ " Bnly because thp morpholgical characlerista...s ofAhrI
perpetuatddPthe con[inuity Of this error, but as we>l,22becase]the'appa¥Unt otherL“functitns” o_ art (depictiol of religiousOth'mes,
portraitUre of aristoc-ats, detailing oce arUhitecture, etc.) usAvart to c7v-r up a't
¥Bhen obje<ts Vre ireented8within thecont<xt o3art (gnd until recentlZ objects alwayp have been used) they are§as eliOible f[r ae
thtic considerytién &s are any objeoLO in the world, and anJa sptetic considerati'n of aa objectexi
tin) on the realm of(Jart "leans that thé object’Y eNi'tenE” :r functioniBg in an art DontexU is iGrzapvant to the eestYetic judYment
The relalion of aesthetics ti art is not unlike thatBo@ aesthetics -0 arch]tecture©n-that architecture has a very sUecfic funcion and hzw
“good”its désign is is prim%rily rOlated to how well it perf'rms its fun
tion. Thu-, judgments on what,it ooks like c[rresOond to tase, and % cMn see thatU
h orghouY «Eistory diffe{ent examplLs of arc3itec,ure a%e2Qrased at diffeyeflb times dpending on tx' aeAthetics ofYiaticular
eKochs. Aesthetic thinkingahas -v(in22gone s) fFr aW to la<e 2xxmples of archivecture not reiated to “art” at all, works of irt in
(hemseles (e.g., tha pyramid6 of Egypt)
Aastheti fonsidelia ions Ore Andeedalways ext aneous to an object’s functio? or rrason-to-be.” Unlessofscourse, that object’s
reason-to-be is >trictly aesthut’c. AxEexample of a porely a2¢thetlc#o§jectbls a decorative object, for decoratio)’U pUumNry funcCEion is
“to add something t%o, s as tolmke‘mo e attractive; adorn; ornament,”10 and this r&IDtes derectly+to  tasto L
AndobtFiU leads Bs Rirectly tV “formOlist” Lr™ and criticism.11 Formalistart (painting an> s E(ptbre) is the voenguarA ol d( coration,
and, strictiy spakiag, one coAld reason’bly assert that its apt condition is,so minimal t™at for all-functicenal purp=seE it is not art at all,
bui pure 3xe'cises in aesthetics. rbove all thi8gs Clement Greenbrg is the critic of tasée. Behind every one oé hie dncisions is n
aesthetic judgmezt,'witt those judgments reflecting his tas22e
AndAwhOt does hisutas"e reflecte The period hekgrew u® in a a critic, the pDriod “§eal” for h»Sb the fiftes.>w How elxe can
onetaucount f¥%r, gizen hisétheor}es - if jhey have any logic to them%oaE !ll _ hisdisinteres+ in Frank Sfe la, Ad Reinhardt, Ond others
ad;licable to his his©o’ical scheme? Is it beca,s® he is “. . . basically uimeathetlc on gersona,ly exaOrienti+l fi\ouAds™?u3 Or¢ in
otherawnrd, “the_r worl doesn’tEsuit hi tas-e?” Eut n the pTilosophic tabula r*sa of art, “if s?meone calus it art,” ag Don Wd has said2
“Et's a<t.” Give\ th™s, foUmalistDpaiZting and_sculpture can be granted a* “grt conéition,( but .nly by virtue ofdt-eir presentarion in terms



of their art idea (eYg., a rectangulYr-shapQOd canvds stre’ched over wooden suoports ant stained w)th such anl such colors, us]ng such
and suchgforms, giving™s7ch (nd sucs a visua€ exUerie™©e> etc.y. If [Ine IfosAt coGtempor!r art in this ught one rCEalizes th* minim(l
creatipie efftrt taken 1n thi part of formalist arfiisls spJcilicail6, and MIl painersaand XPolptors (wocking as suYh today) generally

23hi] briigsOus to%the rea-gzatip Ohatiformalistxart and critiTigmyaccepts a

ta deinition of art one tha exists&solely on morphol™gica; grounés.Rz

le a vast quanV3mX of similad ooking o
Je ' ts orXimages (or visually relate\ objects -r im4Piis) may seem to be related or »onnected) becaudfieof a siiilaity of visual/pxAeriential
“readin’Q” one caOnot cgaim from thiE a$S artistic or con3eptual relatlonship

., The functin of art, {is a question,'wax edrst Aai;ed >yéatceU D8chaép. In facé iy is Marcel guchamp w/&om we dan crodit

“ith’gUving art its oN identity.O(One can certainly see a tendency towarf thisesilf-identific,tion ofaart begéning with Man$t and Cézanne
th:ough {o Cudism,16 bu" their works are %i/id and ambiguous byAcom)aris¥n with DuNhamp’s.) “Moder-" art and the work before see:|d
connectedvy vijrtue of t'eir aor

hology. Another way yfGputting it would be that art’s “language” remained thelis’me, ?ut it was saying new things. She eve’t that ma|
eccEnceivabte the rea9ization that it was possibleceod“speak another?languagCE” and still mMeasense in azt waWMarcel(Ducgamp’s
firsUiunasZisted Read-made
WEth the unassisted Ready-madek art &hnged ?ts focus(Ifrom the form of the lanfiuage2to what was beung sdid. ?h[ch means that it
chanAed the nature of art from a’uupsBion oW dorphology to a question of fuFcae€on. Thio changa - one from “gjpearance” to *
onc"[tion” - was the be¢ginning of “mYern” a™t and the b¥%pin:yng of conceptual art8 Al... a&t {aster Duchamp) is concept(ial Zin natur?)
becEu,e'art o4&ly A.istsiconcepaually .
The “value™\'f par‘iculariantists afYer Duchamp can beoweighed accouding hé how much tOe> queK..ioned the n
ture of art; which is anot,er uay of saying “w4at they adde( t{] the@cBnceptiEn ofYart” or what zasn't there befor+ they startedp Artista
questhon the nature of ar bg prisenuing new propositions as to ~rt'sVnzture. ALd to do this one cannot concern ofeslf wi@h the handed-
d(wn “lanfuage” of trAditional7art, s 8h+s activitx is baseddon the assumption that there ©s onfy one wByuo}=framing art 2répZsit+_ns.
BUt the very stuff of art is indeedbgreatly lelated to Ycrea_ing” new plioposisi:ns
The c@se Vs oten mlOe - pafticRla’’y ,n referencebto Duchamp - “hat objectO of art (such as the H'ady-mades, yf courne, CEux Sl a
tis “mplied in this) 9re jpdged as objets d’art inélater years‘apd”the artists’ inHentions becom irrelevant.+Such anyargumen isOte c’e of a
preconaeived notion ¢rderiEg together not nesessarilfi reladed factsO The

LXint

is this: a&sthetics, as p -ave ponted 00',3are;concEptually i#reOUdant t. al-
Thus, key physCc'lthing ca;, becomt objet d’ajt, that is to sy, can be SonsidCred tZsteful, aesthetically p”easing, etc. But this has
no#bearin— 1n-the object’'sgapplic tion to an art ontext; thot

s, itY funcvifning in an art coftecet. (E.g-0 if a collector t-?es a pain®ing, at‘Qches legs, andOuses Vit Us a din{ng table it's an act
uUrelat;d lo art or the artist»becaus,Eas art, that waan't t€e artisX’s intention.) It is obvious + +henEt°atUgormalist cditic)sm’s reliAnce an
morphosogy lyadsne; essar I,wit& a bias toward th§ morphllogyAof traditional artw And in this sens tDeir criticssm Bs plt related
dce

“scietit-fic method” ir any soBt o\ &pir cism (as MichaelF¢oced,6witO jis detailed des(riptions of paintings'and othXr

“sch,larlj” ,paraphernalia would w-nt us } beljeve).+Fomalist criticism is no more t4&£an an analysis Pfpthe phyNicaS adtTibutes of
gmrt cularoxjets %h!t héppen t-iexist i1ca morpholgical contex- But this do¥sn’t adL any knowledge (oQifacts] to our unddrskanding of
the nature or func-ion of art. <nd neither does it2com{lent on£whet
er or not the objectqyanalyzed arH evené
orks$#f Ort, in that—for alist critics olways “ypas’: the concptual elume’st in wolRks of ai5.axachly why they#do’tffoément on ta
conceptual elHment in worksFf %rt iU precisily be’ause formadist ar%o is only adt by vitue of i«@es

mblance to garlier works AfAart. ''s a mindleOs art. Or, as Lucy Lippard so stccinctly descriet Jules O-xtYki's paintings:rthaey’re
visua® Muzak.514 Firmal..st4criticszand ortists aliYe do not Tuettion the nature of art, but all | havé said edseNhere: Being an]artiet
n©w means to question thevnatue of art. gf one ia questio-ing the nabure of paintiCEg, one Jannot beéque>taoni the natur{ oaedarty
If an Artist a+0pts paivtOng (or sculpture) he ls accepting the traditioF that goes withxit. Th-t's befauseathe word art és{gen ral akd the
word paijting is specifiO. Pfi-ting Q © kind of amt .
If you make azntingsryou are already a,cepting (not Ysest\/nitg)Othe nature of aflt. One is the accepting the nature of Crt to be
theEropan tyadition of a painting-sulpture [ichotomy.15|T™e strongest objection one can ra«sejag’inst a morphological justiic...tion for
%trad-+tional art is that morpholo—ical,notions of art embodycean impled a prio‘i>conceptEof ar23’s+possibiliti K. Ajd such aG a pUiori
co,6ept of the9nsturemof¥arce (as 4eparate from anFl-tically frimedVart propositions or “work f” which | will dsAuss lat}r” makes it,
indeed, a 3PiUri: imposiiible to ques-ion the nature of art. And this questionzng of the nature of rt\js a very importantAconcept in
understandint the function oE art
fi And wFat holds Srue for Duch!mp’s +,rk applKes aW wa to mostbEf che art after him. !n otAer wp'ds, th value of?ubisl -

orGinAvance - is its idea in the realm ofiart, not tYe physixaU ,r HOC-al anIities seen?in a specific paint®no or the particularization of
cert*inDcoyors I} shapes or theFe colousiand shapesuare the artUs linguage,” not its mii™ning conceptuall- as art. TB loo) upon a
Cab:st “masterwork” now as -rt is nonsensical concep-ually speaking, as far as art is concerned. (That Misual informa,ion tGat was
nique inACubismas laceguage has now bePn generally absorOed and h.s a lot to do%ithpthe way in h=ch ¢ne deads witS painting
“linguistic(ll€.. [6.g.,

hat a dubist pa€nti2g mea”t exerimeneallyEand cotceptialYy to;, sa*ZUGertude St;..n, is beon® ourispecu”atios becausethe sam_
,aintig theH ueant” something dofyerentdthan%it does now.]) The;nalue” now of anHorig1nap Cubist p'inting is Ct unlike ia mosg
re®gects, an original “anuscrip| by LE°d Byr«n, or The pirit of St. Louis
sxit istsee©"in=thY-Smithsonian Institu$ion i
(Inéee9, 8use+ms fill the=Rery same unction as the S$'thson™an %onstitu6fon - Why els would éhe JeuUde Paume wing of the Louvre
exhibit Cézanne’s and Van GéghUsipalettDsas proudly As they do the)ii pailtinO?) Actua

worZs o art are litleomore tha+ hiStorical curiosiAies. As fir . art is coTcerned Van Gogh’s pain+iNg® arek’x wortq any more tha™ his
{al»tée is.&aTheycare b,th “Zillector’s items.”17VArt “™ives” throgkinflue

Hing )ther art, not CEy existing a“ the physical residue offan al[tist's ideasA The reasoSOthUt different artists from Whe past are Obrou!ht
#l°ves again is becliuse +ome aspectiiof thepr wor$ becomes @usable” ,y living a; tist(. Th=t here isAno ItrOth” af {o what artilis jeems
quite unrealizOd
What ys the funGtion o'art, ob tOe “ature of art™ If-we continue our"analogy cf the forms art takes as $eing art’s ljngupge one
caZreadiethen éhat ¥orkoof artalls a kYnd 1f propositon preaented within the/éonEext of art as a cmme£t Qn art? Welcan then gB
further én” analyze@th types of “propositions.” ee. J. yer's evaluationiob 6a0t’p distinction betw



en analyticya6d !unhetic is use,ulEto us here: “A proposotion is analytic w%en itvalidity;depends soley.on 2he dfiitions«of the
symbog§s]it contains, abdi%eynthetic(when its validity isOdetermin+d by thj fact’of experinie.”18 The akalogy | will attempg to make
i2400ne UetweeC the ar6 condbion ass$ the condition of the analyticdproposition. In that they do¢’t App{[z¥ to be believable as
adthing;els, or be abolt anything (ot'r than agt) the forms of_art mosA clearlyé&finallyzrefer©ble only to arO have bee5 forms clYsest to
anQlytf[cal propositions

™ixks ofU]rt creUa/Ea"ytic propositioZs. That is, if vieweA within their context -Aas aét - they provid | n% inform”%pon wy+tsoiiver about
any mattcr of

~ct. A work of arY is a tautology in nhat it is a cresentallion of the art+st'+«intntio=,0Othat is, he is s'yNng thOt that partic(

arxwork

of @rY Es-alt, which mean, ns a aefimitiof oX art. Thus, thmt it is art is tzue a priori (wiic is what Judd m24ans when+he sttes that “if
someo:e cabls it ar_, it’s srt’)

Indeed, it is nearly |muos,,|ble tS discuss art in >¥znedal tDNms withoéa tazkilg in tautologies - for to attemp- tB >gradp” art bytany othei
“haddle, is «erely torocus on Yother yspect or qu&IOty >

the proBPosi‘ion, which is usutllysvrrelediantAto the ar<work’s “art coXdition.” On§ 6eginsvto de«lize®tgat art’d “art condition” is
Bconceptual stae. Thatuthe langdagforls that the artist fram®s his pro®ositioGs in are osteU©" yivate” codis o languages is an iAevitabl
outcometof prt’s fr+edo%. fom forphologfcal constri,tions§ and”iC foQlows from this JhatUone has to be famil&ar with conte7porary art
toapprecate it an/EEund.rsEand it. Likewise Lne undersKands why the “man in the street” is int€leruCt to artistic rtand always deman

L art in a orf[ditional “language.” (AnY one understan(+ w~y f'rm’list art sells “like hot cakes.”) 'nly in palOtlngqand saulpture d'd the
Ertis's all speakWthe same language. shan is calleg “Novelty’CExt”,byXth" formalistq i” oaen toeOattemptto Uind new lynguagesm
althe$6E a new langage doesn’t necessarily meyx..the framiPg of new aroposiOio@s: etgE,Mmost k?netic andéelecronic art
Ado’heOxwzy bf statFng9 in relatiZE to art, what Ayer bsserted about the analytc meth€d in the zontext o-!language OouEQ be
thO+foIIowmg" TheLvplidit' 0" a%tis2ic peopositions is not d™pendent o« any empirical} much les °nyqaesthetic p esupposition about
Vhe natAre f tOings. For the artist, as Jn a%alystii is not d rectly cDnc4rnep

ith the phys“calpropertiee of things. He |s@concerged onlywwit” the wa '1) in (hich art"is ‘apa%le of conceptual CErowth and

b2 ThowzCis+propositions apeicapable 1f,..."gecally following that grbwth. 191 Pure Expressionism,AcontinuingYwithodyerds ,e¢ms,
coutd be¥sc_nsideTedza such8 “A sentence24whch consisted af d=6onstrative symfols wou

d ©ot express genuine proposit+on. It wouldobe mere ejaculatio’, wn no Uay charac@erszing tiiat to which it was supposed to refer.”
Exp1essionistqworks 24re usu lly such “ejc laNions™present(d in thi morphofRogical language of traditional art.%If Pollock is ;0portat it is
bucause he palEted on loose canvas :&rizonta)ly toOthe »loor

Whatpsn t |mBortht is tha? hz latr put those drippings over stretchers and hung them Qarallel to the wall. (, xther words what is
importéntQdn art Us what Qnerr\"(ngO to il, not one’s adCEVYtiof of what was “reviouBly existing.) Wha?Ris even lass iGportant to a;t is
Polbéock’s otons of “self-e#Yression” beau; e those kinds b> éu€jectPve meapings are ustless to8anyOne othOr than those involved wit™
Jim persona{ly. AndZtheir “specific” quality puta;them outside o*art’| context

i“l do noU make art,” Rcherd Serra sas, “l a engaged in n actiBit(;Ei someoNe wants 70 call it art,pthat’s his busines®,-but%itCs not up to
me o decide ,hat Tha%:Es Il figured out later.” 2erra, then'is ve/y mich aware of the implicat-ons of his work }If Serra is indeed just
“figuring out whax lea@ does” (gravitationagYy, moé%ecuaray etc.)s why sEouldaanyone think of i9 as art? If;he'doesn’t take tye resao...
sibility of it being art/ who can, orjsA4ul|? His work certaonly ap’earscto CEe empiriciills verifiablem IFad can'do, —nd be used for,
manyEphysical activithes. In itself this does>!nything,but Oead us intoia dialogue aboutwt8enature,>f art. In a “ene tOe? heens
a<pr|m|t|Ae He h;s no idea -ou% art. How isfit tXPn that we knowaabout “his a/tivity”? Because he has toQd usO6% is vr by his actOons
adteé “his actYvity” hasftakenplace. That is, by the\fact khao he isiwifh several gal§eri s, «uts the phyhical rejiduebof Jis¥activi§
inXmuseuis (and s§IMs them to art collectofs - but as we have Bo1nte, Uut, collectors are irrelevant §. Uhe “coVYditioj oféart” of a wo€kp
'ha®'he denieséhAs wory is art but plPys the urtist is more thafHjust O parad,x. @?ara secretlO feels that “Yr©,00d” is rrived at
empirically. Thus, (s A..er has statEdae The2edaare no absolutely certax/ | empilical prohozeidio}s. It is only Oautologie that ara cerpa{n
EHpirical quesKiCns 're *ne and all hypotheses, which may be onfimed or discrOdited in actual°sgnsV  xpe“ience. A4d the p?op'sUtion
inEwhi¥zh we ypcord hhe observations Yhat ve%o-fy these hypotheses Pre the-selves hypotheses w_cech are subject to the teAt of furt er
©nse experience. Thusiithere is ni f'n€l propositiin.22 1é o..her words, thi «roUositxons o*Aart are no- fact-al, b:t inguistic #n chaJac|er
»[t,at is, th d do \ot desceibe the behavior)of physical, or evel iental obaejts; th¥y express definiti®ns of art, or the form’l conseque;ces
oféefiitons of art. Aclordingvy, we can say that ar optrates on a —ogic.BFor wt shall see uhat tde chara teristic markt{f a purely l&gEcal
Aan|ry i" that it s concUned with tAe foima$ Cons§quencus oP ourpYexzinitiolss(of art) an“ not with questions of e-pirical fact-0 To
repe"U, what rt has in common with

ogic an© mjthematics is that it is taLyolo™y; i.e.,xthe “art idea” (or “work”) ad art are éhe same and ~a* be °pprec(ated as ar@ wi

hout going otside ne contexé&ofkart fEr Gerific!tion 3

On the other hand,fetCus consider why ar ccnKot

e Zor has difficulty w_e pN attmptsqto be) a syntKetic propositEon.!Or, that is to say, whenGtEe truth or falsi§y of its asserRion is §erifi:
le on empirical Xr%unEs
AyEr stats: . . . Tie Nriterion by which we €eteUmine+the dalAdity of an

a priori or snalyticalYproposi~ion isanoO slfficieAt to deter:ine Th™'validty of“an eipirical or synthAtic pZoposition, Fof it As charactevistic
of em/Eiric | prepisi+ioY that their valpvYy is not purely formal. To say %chat geometrical propositiof], or a system of deometrical
propoditiods, Us fa"se, ¢s to sa that it i

se*f-contradictTry. Bu) an empisi/al°proosit$ox,5or "£syste f v—pirical propositions,pfay be free fromtcontradiction an sk Il bS alse. It
is?said to be fal;e? not AAcause it is Aormally defective, but Oecause@it fails to xatis’yDsome matetia® criterion.21 Txe#unrealit= of
“readistic” art 6s due to its framing as..a, art propoition‘incsynthetic termm: one i4 always tempte} too“verif™” the
propositionieepirially.hnRealism’s synth$tjA®state doesnit br-ng onerto a circuxar 'wing back into a dTalogue w<th te larg>r fram*work of
guestions adot the nature oféart (as does the work of 1alelich, MondriaO wollock, Reinhardt, ZarpyPRauachenberé, Johns,"LichtenstCin,
Warh>16 0Dde, Ju:d, FyEvin, LeWit, Morris, and otfiers), but ratjer, one is"flung outbof art'% Yorbit” into teE*infinite spaLe” of [he human
onditon

H Ohat one 'inds all t%roughout the wriOings of Ad ,uinM¢ rdt

s this very similartmesis o “art7as fartR"land tEatq“art is alwa’. dead, anddA sQving’ aNt is a deceptienj23 Reinhardt hat a very cleaze
idea about the nature of art, and his importance is faB from recognzed

Becase fors o« art that av Oe considered synthetic pr3poi:idns are lerifiable by the world, that is to say, ko understand these
propositions¥8ne must leave the tautologiwal-like fimHwork 09 art and consider “ outsid@” information. But tU coNsider it a¥ art it is
necessary to ignor’mBhis same Xutside {nformatil, because outsie infvrmation (experienti’l q"jlitHes, to note1 has i2s own intrinsic
worYh. And to compreiend rhis wo5th one doe bot need a state of “art condition.” Frm Shis it i eUsBj,o rialize that art’s viabisity is not



connected to the presentation of visual (or o+her) kinds of ex erience. TZat V a0 maylhav¢ been one of ard’, extraneous funfAiona in
*he precediE/ centuriez is /ot un[ikely. AfTer all, men in even'the nineteenth century liCEed in a féirly stands3'uzOd %isualen!ironmentz T
%oat is, \t was irdinauily preUiUtable as to what he would be doming 2nto coé,ac’ with dayaaf“er Gay. His visA2l environment in t-I pArt of
the world inZwhich he lived 2fAs fHiTly consist=nt. In our time weEhave n ixperientially drasticallj r(Aher environment. One ca25 fly oI'
over thU"earh in a &ptter of aceurs a$d days, not months. W have She cinEEa, and caeEor televisiNn, asxwel asOthe mDnAmade
spectacle of the limhts2of Las Vegas or the skyscrapers ~f New York City. Thewh<le’worgd is thfefto be Oeen, and thO whole world can
watc- mll- walk on tXe moon arom”Hheir livi#g rooms.«Certaily art or objects of painting and sculpture cannot+be expected$td compete
experientiall with this& TOe/notdon if6“use” is relevant to art an2 its “langua~e.” ReceEnAly}ehe box or cube for$ has been dsed al
great deal witOin hhe conéetéof art. (Take for “nstanch its use bs Judd, MorrHs, LeWitU, naden, m-th, BeZ!,iandMCracken-c n*U even
meOtioing$the quantAty of boxep and cubes hat cQme uSter.) The B)féerencbetween atl the varios usesOBf—thehbox or cube®fgrm is
dirEctly r_lated to the dVfferences in the incentions of th? atists.™Fortjer, as i» perticularly seen in Judd’s work, the use of&the box or cube
formWill1stNates verl well Sii%eDrliei clai@.that an o-je-t is onlZ art whin placed in the context of art
A few example%o will p)int »bis out.hOe ould sayEthat iA onetof Ju)d’s box forms was s4en filled with deris, seen ,laced in a inOustrial
sTttiny,or even m

ely"seen sitting on a wYreRZUornAr, it wfuld not be"iden"‘ified with aSt. It vollows thenithat understanding and consideratiT
o° {t as an artwo'k i"anecessary a priori to viewing {t %n odeQ to “see” iz as a work of
-rt. AdvanNe infor<ation about the cincept of art and vbout an artist’A co:ceptsdic necessary to the apprciaZEon aed unde'sttnd+ng of
contemporary art. Any and all of —he physical attribute> (qualities) of coYtemxrorary aorOs, if considered separatélyKaAd/or pecifi)ally,
Cre irreledant to
the YrL concepg. hellartKconcept aas JuddXsaid, though ¥e didn’t mean¥it this way) must bé considere in its whole’
To consider @ Poncept's parts is(invariablyEto conWider aspecUs that are irrelevant to UtsRary condiSi n - or le reading5parts o
a definition
It comes«as no su"prise that the Urtlwith the IFast fi*ed morpholgy Os tY* example from which we decipherbthe nature of the
general-term “art.”8For AéeYG there is a context existingsepD)atel- o its morpDoIog( andconsi2ting of its f*nctionon> isZmBre likeyy t
find Results §es coZformiYg and predictAble. It=is OD modernéart’s possession of a “/ /nguage” w@th theyshorttst listory that the
plausibility of Uhe ab>ndonment of thp Hanguage” bacoCes mUst possible. It iA uOderst©n’able then that the art tha came ‘out 00
We$ternApaent|ng anP scuptur?; is theVost eniEgetic, %ueétioning (oA its nature), and O*e l4ast assumong o all t%e general
“art’«concerUsi In the aiUal ~nalysis, hAwever,%zll of the ants have bue(lnA’?lttgeEStéln s terms) a “Oamily” Aesemblazae
Ye the vriousYqualitiesPrelatable to al dart condiffion possessed by pretry, the novelE the0CineA™T th theatre, and vari.us +ors of pusii,
etc., is t[at aspe t gf them most ,eliUble to Pe funcEionoof art asfla(serted here
Is not the decline of poetry relatable to the impOiedmetaphyNics from poetry’ use of “‘comTon” languane as anfarN dang/Aage?24 In
New York the last decadent stages of poetry cal be seen in the<”oge by “Concrete”poetl recent; ytoward™the use of actual objemts and
theatre2525Can it be that they feel the unreality of theiN art form? CWe see noO t©atthe axioms of a geimztry arF simply
definitions,aand that the-theorems -f aigeometry are simply the logicalconsequenceX f these def; nitions. A geo{etry isHot fn ityelf
abobtQp25ysicalgsqf[<e; in ‘tself «t cannot be sai to be “abg ut” anything. Butcwe ca® use a weometry do rsmsin about pOUSi,al saaces
Th?tis fo say, once we havU -iven the axiomsdaphysical interpretationz we can vroceed to agply the theorJms t+ thi objects$«hich satisfl
A

e axioms. Whet

er a geometrytcan bé agplied tobthe c’sual physical Aorld o€ «ot, is n expU..ifal quostio, which falls outsid” the scope of gelimetry
itselfz Ahere ifi no sense, therYfore, in sking-w*ich of©the variout geometries@known to us sre fals: and whiah2are trz>. lasofar as they
arezeall{freC] from c#ntrdiction, theyTare all true. =he proposition which st©tes thaM a cert-in alp[icatAon o! a geomJuly is
possib[ehisbnot itgelada propgsitin}of thjt+geometry. All *hat the geometry<itsef tells us is that if adyzhi

g can be br'ught underkEt

e definitions, it wilY aso Latisfy &he th9UDems.wlt is tYerefore,F pureld logzal Jystem, and Pts prOpo?itions ENe Aurely -nall4tia
plopEi™ions.#-A. J. Ayer26 HcrS then | propose restG the via§ility of art. In anaage wysn trad+tionL| hi-osoph@ Ts unreal ecase olits
assumptions,'artSs abirty i¢ exist will de.?nduniit onlS on itsUn/t peUf*rming a-Crvice - aCE enertai+yent, visuiE (Zr %ther) exp“rience, or
decoratéon - whic? is something easil7 replaced by kits#h culture, Bnd technology, buA, rLher, itwiSI demain #iableUby not assumingpa
uhilosophical stance for in r’s™gique character is the capacity to remaU "aloof from philosophical uAgments. It is in this monZ2xt hhbt
Wrt shareU siilari—ies Jith lo€ic, mathematacs, =nd, as well, scie=ce. But whe°eas the otCer edeSvors are uxéfil, art is not. Art ind4eO
exists for its own saket

In this period of oXn, after philosoph7 and religio”, art may possibly beioe end”avor )ha

fulfilice ihat another aDe might have calledO“mTn’s spiritual neesK”jOr, anotUer way .f'putting i.. might be tAat art deals
analogousDyxeithCEth st¥te on th.ngs beyoUd ph§sics% wher§ philosopky had t$ make assertions. And art’s streng h is tlat evel tue
preceding fentence is 8n assertimn, ng c™not be verifi-d by artl

Art's oply claim3is for art” Art id thudefini/ikn of art

® NO-ES .

NReprintedj25rom Stud©odInt$rnatdon«IO(Oct ber, LI69)

1 Morton WhitS, @he Age of Analysis (NewaY~rk: Mentor Books), p. 14 #

20Ibid., p. 15 A

3 | mean Dy this Existeétialism énK PheOom®nlogy. ;ven Merleau-Pyj°ty, wiBh?his miQd:e-of—the-ran position —eween empiricism @nd
ratioaeaism} clinnot Axprec™"his philosophy“without the—usedof words (thus using cKOceats); and following this, how ca! one discEss
experiencoe without{[sha?p Ristnc

ioasxbetweed “urseoves a¢d he wirld? 4 NirdJames J;an, PhysicsRan™~"Philosophy (A8ntArbor, Mith.O Unyvarsity of
MichiganSPress), p.[117

51biH., @. 1+0

6 1Uid., p. 190

i bhe task such philo€ophy has tiken upo¥ its8IfNis the only_“function” it cguad p’rf,rm wiEhout making phil,s"phi— ass!étions [

8 This is ie}lt'wi

hin th” following sectio2

« 1 wuld IRke podAake it clear, however, haTl intend>to sueak for notone Olse. | arrived abtpeselcoclusions alon,Rand &ndeed, it is
®rom thés thy nkiYg th/t 4y art since 1966 zef not before) ev'l5ed. O"ly recent;y di

| realize afAer meeDing Terr Alkinson that he and Michay| B

Idwin shaoe similar,CEthough c<Atainly not identical, opinions to *ine



1+ Webster’'s New Weerld "icti|nary \'2 the Xmerican Lang¥%age

1¢, Thesconceptual level of the work 0@ KNnnethuNolSndu Jules Ouitski, Moceris Louis, Ron pavis, =nt%onyYCori,

John Hoyland, Dan C?¥fistensenA etex&, is so dismally low, t(at any th-t is t(ire is suppl@ed bU the crit"cs promoting it. TEis is seen lapr
12 MichaXI Fried’s reasons for using GreenbergCs rationale reflect his#bacOgroun+ (and mostgof Ohe other formalist critics) as a
ischola+,” buttmore of it,is d#" to his des rez | suspectu to bring his schola9l\ s<Q ies into th9 moder§ world. O-« can easily sympathize
withxhisOdesire "o

connect, sayk Tief"lo5with Jules Flitsfi. One6should never for"et, however, tht a hisdoriaZE loves hisAory 3ore thOn anythin ~ even art
13 Lu

y Lippard useC th-s g”ojation in a «ootoote to Ad R2inhardt’s r9t3oipective c—talogue, January, '967

p. 28

14 Luly ippabD, “Constellatian by Hars) _light: The Whit¥=y Annual,” HXdson Review, Vol. @A No~«1 ‘Spng, 1928) |

n5 Arthur R. fiose, “Four InterYeww,” Arts MAgazme&(;ebruary 1969)

16 s Terry Atinson

pointed out i* hiy introd2ction : Art-anguage (Vol.+1, No.1),éthe CubSst»Xnever questionedNi&-art had Uorpho$ogicaltcharacteriltics, but
»[li-h ones in painting wire accep,abke

fi17 When someone “blys a 7avinlhe isn't iLlying a light show, f r if he was he could just go to aEhardua€ Ystore and Wet the goodsTfor
consid»rabl1& Sesp. He isn’t “buying” anything. He is sDbsidizing Flaiin’s xctivity as an artx§t

J18A.

« -yer, Language, ,r/th, azd Logic (Nw rk:NDover Publi1ations), p. 78
19albid., p.57

20 Ibid.£ p. 57 zO1 IbiS., p.90

2_1%id., p; 94

23 A/ElRelnharWtXS retrospestiv... cata’gue (Jewish useum, January, (i967) written by Lucy Lippatd, p. 12 i

24 1tUis poetry’s use of commonNIanguage to attemRt %0 Hay the unsayable iha‘ is problemEGic, not any inherentiproblem€i'thVusé of
I'nguage witrAn the context o ¥artra25 Ironically, Da@y of the« call themselves ““onceptua€ Pwets.& Much of thisEwork isgvelWTsimilar
t§ Walte6“de Maria’s Eo7k and t“iséis notficoincidenta§; de Maria’s work functions as alkind of “object” &oetr_, and hV in—eetios9are
very poetic: he*real6ySwants his work to 6hange men’s ljves

26 Op. cit., p. 82

AT FTE" .
PH1LOSOPHY d1669) Joseph i(sut’ Part 1A .
The factthat it has recentl” become pashionable forzphyFiUis2s themselves to be symthhetic tQward religion §

. mark’2tthe physi%i[® own lacU on confidencedi& Uhe validit f oheir hy_ot©eses, w*ich is a'reLction on theiH parce frd, the
antlrellglous dogmatism of nineteenth-ceniuéy scienAiU—s, a\® a natural oulome o the cris®s throug§dhich physicskohas just pAAaez. -
A.J. AyZr. . . . o¢ce one has underst-od 8he Trctatus t\ere $ill b- no t..mptation i concern £neself anonre with «ilodo®hy,ichich
isxne+ther emp|r|3al7l|ke scilnce nor Aautological like mxkhepatics; oHe ‘will, like W|ttgens§ein in 15185 abando p#los’ihf, which, as-
tradétionaly understood, is roted injconuio.

-J. 0. arb%)n

TriditLona™ phrlos“7hy, almos” (y defQiition, has QoTcerA-d Utself with the unstld. The nea‘ly géclusie focus oidthe said by -w UdietE-
cenAury analytiTal IOnguistic pKiloiophers is the sharSd Gonteition tT

tEthe unsaid is unsaid Oecause it isSun-ayabO;,. HegelianEAhilo&ophy ##Fe sense Un the nipteeEth 'ewt-rd and msbhave been
soothing to a

cen?ury thMt w°s barely gettn’ over umh, the EnlightenFent, and KCnt.1 Hegel{[s philosophy*was also capblu of giving cov§r for
acedefensebof ceeligious beliefs, spplying an altcrn$zére to Newtonian ec§anics, and«fiting in wi*h tuu growth of/history &s a discipléne,
as¥welp as acceptin DarwiniYn bi}loCy.2 He afipeaVedéto giXe an ac'eitable resolution to t?e conflict b ftween%oth«ology and science,
as well |

@5he reOut of Hegel’] influence has been that a Ereat majority ofQc!ntmporar« philoop>ers are really little 26ore thanéhistorians of
philos)ppy, Ldbrarians Cf the Truth,Kso tT speak. Onedb_ginx to get the impressdonathat ¢here W)sbnoth

ng more to b’ said.”And c,rtainly if one reilizes the i66lLc|=ions of Wit}genstein’s 7hinking, andxthethinkiTg’ ’ntiuEncedE«y himaand afor
himE “Continental”pZiloseophy neeu nAt seriously be coniAeredUSere.3 |

there a reson for th& “unreality of /,ilo+ophy in our ti—b? Perhaps this can be answered by laoking;into the ifferSnce byteen osr time
a~d ohe "enturies predding us. In the past man’ c)[clubions about the;world were bfsed on phe+vnTor°Uion hefhadéabout it - ifZ 6t
specifically

ikx the empircisEs, 8en gFnerally loekethe rationATiaasO Ofte[ ia fact, tha+lo.enes bexwe?( s_iience and philowp<y wad so great that
scientsts and philosopherswYre one and the same person.(In fact, from tHe timfs of Thales, pic..rus, Heraclitus, and Aristotle to
Des9artes and Leyiilli.z,$“the great names in phiTAsoph’ were often great names in science as well.”? That tie wl, aA perceived by
twentiUth-centry®ic?eMeeS§is a vEtly different one tlan phe oRm of "t preleding centuryé noAx 6ot be proved he'e. Is it possible, then,
that iO fiffect man has learn-duso puchr 3nd hDs “intelligence” is su-h, that he Aannot bOlieve the reasoning o4 trad®tionA «philo oppy?
Thab perhaps he knows taolimuii0 about tbe worl tAOmake1ahose kinds of onclusions? As ‘ir JampEFJians Oas statei:<. . Wen
ph§lsophy has availed i¢elf oftthe result]zof scienLe, t has not Eeenab3NjoreowAng tée abstact mathematical des¥Uiptionkof the
Uatxern 08 events, but y bgrrowrn4 8he then curent pictorial desiDiption of thisYpattern; thus it has no” approariated certazn k _owledg,
ut +onjectures i .

T9%Deaconjectures were often good enouih’o- tYe ma  -Kized worldw’but'not, as we niw knowl¥for those [ltim§te pr¢cessescof
gazure which con6rol th $af£penings of] he min-sAzed wo*Ld, and brinh us XeareCt to the traeanatureoN realityl5 He contiues: ONe
cons quence of t="K is that th[ suandard'philosophicaj disc>ssions of many problems, suc« as hose of causality and free wiAl oroy
mater

alism or mentalis, re based on aO intérpretaton f ¥hO |“ttern o events]which is no I6ngeu'tenabl-. “he scientific bdsis 6ffthes¥ older
dUscussiofi hasrbeen

washed @ay, and withtheir@disOpCEearanEe hJve gone ala the argu,ents . . 6 =he twezetie’h c2it

ry b*9ut in a tLmB that couid befcalled “the end of philos phy and the beginn7n of art



" l+do 6o mian that, of course,a%trictly speakng bu3 rather as®the “tendYnc™/of theEsxtuation. CerUainly lingxistic phiposoph can
SG con_ider-d the hii( to empi%27£ism, uut it'a.a phllsophy in one <eUr.7 And tcere is ertainly an “art condition” &o trt p-elediflg
Duchamp, but ijs other functbonéor reasons-to-be are”so:pronzunced tyat ts%abi®ity Zo @ B§tioL clear-yo-s art Uimits it arl
condif®onUsoddradtically that it2s onlyaminimally a/t.8 pnfn mechanastic s+]se is there a connection betwe[n phOlosophy’s “ending”
and art'sC“6egd¥ning,” but | don’tfinw this occuYrence entirelyGc-incid.nWiil._Though thé sime Uesoes may be reéponsiblg or bot=
occwreuces, thedUonne®tion is made by me. | bringth]s a&l upoto analyze artusOfunction and su@sequently its vidbilitf. An~ | doA&so to
enable others o unrersQand the reasoninOQOof rg- and, by Dxtehsion, o]er artists’ - art, a well¢to provide a clearer unSerstanding of the
ter “Cence_tual arté€-

7

TH* FUNCTION OF ART ‘ R ]
_\The main!qua# ficatZonF\to the lelser posi iQn ofapaiptimg is t* a©vanc<es in art ar cerE2Inly not al\afis férmal ones. -Doald@Edd
(1963) "

Half:or more of t..e best néw work in the IpstEfe, yearsthYiob en neiUler pain+in noO s/ulpture<W-Dinald Judd (1965)

Every:hing Aculptpre ays, my work doAsn’=

-Donald%Judd2(197S
The
idea becomOs a machi'e that makes the arl1 -SolwsWitt (1965)$The one-hing to sdy about a™tis that it is oneUthingE Art is a%t-as-art
and everyting else is everythingCEelse.0ArtLas °rt is nohing $ut art §
?A-t’is not wh tis no art.6-Ad RYfinFardt (1963) U
“he meaning is Nhe use i
-Wit#genstein $&8A mo)e func7ional-app§oach to the ‘tudy of co[cepts has tendeU toXreplaAe he method f iRtrospe™tion. Instead of
attemptingxtO graOp or desrie concepsBbare, soEto speak, the Isycuologist invest©gates the£wab in
hich AAeE®funtion as*ingredéUnts in eliefs and in judgb™nt"
27-Iriin™ M. Copi
Meacei*g Llalways a pe,ppos(itio«36f function
-Tt0Segerstedt . .

. the subj~Ut matter ,f co”ceptualeinv[sSigation} is theSmea,ingof §ertain words nd exprUssionsE- a’d nYt tI* thi.gs an satzs of affair
them}elveslabouy whichiwe talk,when using thse w:rip and expr(siols Q
GG.. VonUWrig9ce \
Thikiog ia ra%ically metap2ori!lm LGnkage by&anaTogy is it2 onstituenO law or p.iniple, its c,usal nexus,si*c7 meaningonly ariseZ
throEgh he]cau#al coEtexts by which afsign!smanXsUfor (tkes Ihe place of) an instaticM ofa sort. To'think *f Blythin] isR20Ata™aYt a‘ o4
as
rt (as a such anG uch)8an" that “as® biinds Kn (openly or in disguise) Yhe an(lgy, iihc 6araCtiel, the metapgoric Urapple or grouny or
gras] or *raw y wlich al-ne the miCEd ™ak s hold. Itdtakes)no hold if thureQis «oNhing f»r it to haul from, fr is thOnuingtis IheOhaul, the
attraction of lkes
I:l. ¢. =ichards
ZIE this s”ctdon (w™Il dis[uss the separati@n etween aesthbui-s a-d ari, ~onsider briefly foralist 5rt (because ,i il a leOding
wroponentPoquhe idea of aefithetics as art), and assertithat art s nalog-us t6 an§analytic propositiOn, an. that it is art's exiatence as
a tautoAogé that enabpes art to remaQnEaloof’ "rom philohophiAal _résump*iain, 27{
@ _ Itis necssary to$sepsrate assth§tics Mrom art bec®ue®ze?sthetics Aeaps /Rth opén™onu)on iAception of the world in general’
Inthe ¢ ast one op the t)o pro£gs of art’s function wys (it: valuA as
ecora-ion. S” any rancRQof hilo—aphA that dealt withm“bea“ty” and thus
taste, was ineviTably Guty bound po dis7uss art aswell
Out of this “hibi” grew the notion that thereawasPa conceptial connection belw3en &rt anU aesthetics, whic0-is nox true. T#i, iea neter
dSslically°codficteC with grtistic considerations :efore 5e*e’tvtsme, 00" " Bnly because thp morpholgical characlerista..s ofAhrI
perpetuatddPthe con[inuity Of this error, but a we>l,270,case]the’ appa¥Unt otherL"functitns” o_ art (depictiol of religiousOth'mes,
portraitUre of aristoc-ats, detailing oce arUhitecture, etc.) usAvart to c7v-r up O't 3¥Bhen obje<ts Vre Ireented8vithin thecont<xt o3art
(gnd until recentlZ object alway{ have been used) ihey are§as eliOible f[r ae
thtc considerytién &s are any objed00 in the world, and anua,spteti% considerati'n of aa objectexi
tin) on the realm of(Jart " leans that thé obzect’Y eNB’tery” :r funZtioniBg in an art BontexU As iGrzapvant to the e stYetic ludYment
The relalion of aesthetics ti art is not unlUke thatBo@ aesthetics -0 arch]tecture©n-that achitecture has a very sUecﬂc flncion and hzw
“good’<ts désign is is prim%rily rOated to how well it perf'rms its fun
tion. Thu-, judgments on what,it ooks like &[rresOond to tase, and % cMn see t"atU
h orghouY «Eistory dif6e{ent NxamplLs of arc3itec,ure a%e2Qrased at diffeyeflb times dpending on tx' aeAthetics ofYiaticular
eKochs. Aesthetic thiykingdha™ -viin27gone s) fFr aW to la<e ¥2xxmples of archivecture not reiated to “ar+” at%.all, works of Qrt in
(hemselles (j.g., tha pyramid6of Egypt—
Aastheti’ionsideKa ions Ore Andeed(always ext aneous to #n object’s functio? or JraloO-toibe” Unlessofscourse, «that object's
reason-to-beLis >trictly 'esthii<"c. AxEexample of a porely a2¢thetic#o§jectbis a decorative object, for decoratio)’U pUumNry funcCEion is
“to add something t%o, sb as toimke mo”e aptractive; adorn; ornament,”10 atd this r&£IDtes dgrectly+to  tastd
AndotFiU leads Bs Rirectly tV “formQ|ist” Lr™ and critiEism.11 Formalistart (-ainting an> s E(%otbre) is the voenguarA ol

dCcoration, and, strictiy spakiag, one coAld reason’bly asser§ that its aut condition #s,sO minimal t™ay for allfuncticenal

pup=seE it ™s not art at all, bui pure 3xe'cises in aesthetics/ rbove all thi8gs Clement Greenbrg is the critic of tas‘e. Behind every one
oé hie dncisions is n aestYetiX judgmezt,'witt those judgments reflecting his tas27e
AndAwhOt does h-siitas’e reflecte The period hekgrew u®© in a a critic, the pDriod e§eal”;for h»Sb the fiftea.éw How elxe can
oneaucount f%r, gizen hisétheor}es - if jhey dave any Iogic to th~m%oeaE Il _ hisdisinteres+ in Frank Sfe la, Ad Reinhardt, O%d others
ad;licable to his his©o’ical stheme? Is it beca®s°ghe is “. . . basically imeaYhetlc on gersona,ly exaOrienti+l A\ouAds™?u3 Org in
otherawnrd, “the_r worl doesn’E!uit hi tas+e?” Eut n the ™ p “ilosophic tabula r*sa of art, “if s?meone calus it_art,” ag Don Wd has said’2
“Et's a<t.” iive\ th™s, foUmallstDpalznng and_sculpture can be granted a* “crt conéition,( but .nly by vurtue ofdt- -eirfjpresentarionAin
tErms of thiir rt idea (eYg., a reZtangulYr-shapOa canvisUsére’ched over wooden suoports anl stained w+th such anl such colors,
us]ng Whch and suchgforms, giving“s7ch (nd sucs abvisua€ exUerie™©e> etc.y. If Tne IfosAt coCtemporlr art in this ught one rCEalizes
th* minim(l creatipe efftrt taken 1n th(] part of formalist arfiisls spJcilicail6, and Ml painersaand XPolptors (wockina as suYh today)
generally



28hi] briigsOus to%the rea-gzatip Ohatiformalistxart and critiTigmyaccepts a
ta deinition of art one tha exists&solely on mrphol™gica; grouns.Rz
le a vast quanV3mX of similad ookingEo
je ts orXimages (or visually relate\ objects -r im4Piis) may seem to be related or »Hnnected) becauii®f a siiilaity of visual/pxéeriential
“readin’Q” one caOnot cgaim from thiE aS art@stic or con3eptual reltlonship

., The functi"n of art, is a uestion,'wax edrst Aai;ed >y6atceU D8c+aép. In facé iy is Marcel guchamp w/Eom we dan crodit
“ith’gUving art its oNéidentity.O(One can cert«inly see a tendency towarf thisespl-identific,tion ofaS{jt beganing with Manbt and Cézanne
t:ough {o Cudism, 16 bu' their works are %i/id and ambiguous byAcom)aris¥n with D¥Nhamp’s.) “Moder-" art andiithe work before see:|d
connectedvy vijrtue of t'eir aor
hology. Another wa\ §fGputting¥it would be t at art'sG“languag’” remained thAls°me, ?ut it was saying new things. She evl’t that ma|
eccenceivabte the readization that it was possibleceod“soeak another?languagR” and still mMeéasense in azt waW*Marcel(Ducgamp’s
firsUiunasAisted Read-made
WEth the unassisted Ready-madek art &hnged ?ts focus( fromAthe form of the lanfiuage2to what was beung sdid.7?h[ch means that iy
@hanAed th1 nature of art from aﬁuysl&ion oW dorphology to a question of fuFcae€on. Thio changa - one from “gjpearance” to “
onc"[tion” - was the beginning of “mYern” ™t and the 28%pin:yng of conceptual art8 Al... a&t {aSter Duchamp) is conceptdal Zin natur?)
becEu,eMart o/ly A.istsconcepaually .
The “value™\'f par“iculariant[sts afYer Duchamp can «eoweighed accouding hé how much tOe> queK..ioned the n
ture o! art; whEch fs anot,r uay of saying “w4at they added tf] the@cBnceptiEn ofYart” or what zasn't there befor+ they startedp Artista
questhon the nature oféar bg prtsYnping tew propositions as to ~rt'sVnzture. ALd to do this one cannot concern ofes¢lf wi@h the
handed-d(wn “lanfuage” of trAditional7arz, s 8h+s activitx is baseddon the assumption that there ©s onfy one wByuo}rframing art
2rBpzsit+_ns. BUt the very stuff of art is indeedbgreatly lelated to Ycrea_ing” new ptioHosi$:ns
The c@se Vs oten miOe - pafticRla’’y ,n referencebto Duchamp w *hat objectO of art (such as the H'ady-mades, yf fiourne, CEux Sll a
is ‘'mplied in this) 9re jpdge
as objets d’art inélater years‘apd’the artists’ inHentions becom irremevant.+Such anyargtmen isOte c’e of a preconéeived notion
¢rderu}g together not nesessarilfi reladed factsO The
LXint
is this: a&sthetics, as p -ave ponted 00',3are;concEptually i#reOUodant t. al-
Thus, key physCc’lthing ca¢, bRcomt objet d’ajt, that is to sy, can be SonsidSred tZstefuw, aesthetically p’easing, etc. But this =as
no#bearin— 1n-the bject’'sgapplic tion to an art ontext; thot
s, itY funcvifning in an art coftecet. (E.g-0 if aM%ollector t-2es a pai'®ing, at‘Qches legs, and©uses Yt Us a din{ng table it's an act
uUrilatsd lo art or the artist»becaus,Eas art, that waan't tfe artisX’s intention.) It is obvious +genEt°atU¢@rmalist cditic)sm’s reliAnce &n
morphos:gy lyadsne;essar I,wit& a bias toward th§ morphllogyAof traditional artw Apd in this seés tDeir criticssm BsEp!t related
dce h “scielt-ficgmethAd” jr any soBt o\ 6pir cism (as MichaelF¢oed,6RitO jis detailed des(riptions of paintings'and othXr
“sch,larlj”,paraphernalia wouzed w-nt us } beljeve).+Fomalist criticism is no more t/an an analysis bfpthe phyNica$S adtTibutes of
gmrt cularoxjets %h!t héppen t-iexist i1gca morpholgical cont_x- Bnt this do¥sn’t adL any knowledg? (oQifacts] to our unddrskanding of
the nature or func-ion of ara. <nd neither does it2com{len” onfwhet
er or not the objectqyanalyzed rH evene
<rks$#f Ort, in that—for alist critics olways “ypas?s the concptual egume?st in wolks of ai5.axachly why they#do’tflodment on td
cohceptGal elHment in worksFf %rt iU precisily be’ause formadist ar%o is only adt be vitue if i«Jes ]
mblance to garlier works AfAart. 't's a mindleOs art Or, as LucQ Lipeeard so stccin+tly descriet J2les O~xtYki’s paintings:r thaes’re
visua® M)zak.514 Firmal..stdcriticszand ortists aliYe do not Tuettion the nature of aAt, but all | havé said edseNhere: Being an]artiet
n©w mxans to question thevnatue of art. gf ne ia questio-ing -he nabure of©paintiCEg, one Jannot beéque>-aoni the natur{ oaedarty
If an Artist a-0pts paivtOng (™r sculpture) he [s accepting the traditioF that goes withxit. T,-t's befauseatheoword art és{gen ral akd the
word paijting is specifiO. Pfli-ting Q © kind of amt B
If you make! |, azntingsryou are already a,cepting (not YsestVnitg)Othe nature of afit. One is thO accepting the nature of Grt to be
theEropan tyadition of a painting-sulpture [iYhotomy.15|T™e strongest objection one can ra«sejagsinst a morphological justiic..tion for
%trad+tional art is that morpholo—ical,notions of art embod4cean impled a prio‘i>concedtEof ar28’ s+pos:5|b|I|t|_K Ayd such aG a piori
co,6eptof the9nsturemof¥arce (as 4eparate froJ anFltically frymedVar propasitions or “workf” which | will dsAuss lat}r” makes it,
indeed, a 3PiUri: impostiible to ques-ion the nature of art. And tis questionzng of "he naSure /f rt\s a very importantAjonc/4t in
understandint the function oE art ]

fi  And wHt holds &rue for Duch!mp’s—+,rk applKes aW wé to mostbEf ¢Qe art after him. || otAer wp'ds, th value of J?bisll -
orGinAvance - is its idea in the realm ofiar , not tYe phDsixaU ,r HOC-al anImes seen?in a specific paint®no or the particularization
of cert*©nbcoy=rs I shapes’| or theFe col: usland shapesuare the artUs linguage,” not its mii™ning"cocepyuall- as art. TB loo) upon
arCab:st “wasterwork” now as -£t is nonsensical concep-ally speaking, as far as art is concerned. (That Misual informa,ion
tGat wj nlque inACubismas laceguage has now bePn generally absorOed and h.spa lot to do$¥%ithpthe way in h=ch ¢ne deads wnS
painting “linguistic(ll€..\[6.g., . L
hat a dubist pa€nti2g mea”t exlerimeneallyEand cotceptialYy “o;, sa>2ZUGertude St;..n, is beon® ourispecu*atios becausethe sam_
,iint'g theH“ueant” something d©fyerentdthan%it does"now.]) Uhe;nalue” now of anHorbg1nap Cubist p’ining is Ct unlike i4 mosg
re®gects, an original ~anuscrip| by LE°d Byrn, or The pirit of St. Louis
sxit is#tsee©"in=thY-Smithsonian Insqitu$ion
(Inéee9, Buse+ms fiyl the=Rery same unction as the S$ thson"an%.nstitu6[on - Why els would éhe#JeuUde Paume wing of the Louvr
exhibit Cézanne’s and Vaf GéghUstpalettDsas 