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It is important to be aware of the means

by which artists have been manipulated as well -

-as the means by which they attempt to manipu-

late the commonly held myths about art and

- -the external social and political forces that

~ shape art. Without such, conscious reallzatmn,
. the artist remains a pawn’of those who dictate

their role in the system while they themselves
become dictators of the cultural fdrms of a

. society for the purposes of investment and

- posterity. This discourse should serve as a base

for the rerouting of artistic practlce in human

‘ affalrs -

Jn our dialogue we have attempted to
raise important issues in the form of an argu-
ment; the argument to be pursued and

-amended as we learn more about how to under- :

stand the problem of art. While not covered in -
this short paper, it might be noted mutatis .
mutandis that similar problems exist in the.
social sejences. At this point, the article has
different voices, the problem of the different

~ backgrounds of thie participants.

WHAT IS ART?

In a way, this question is both central
and at the same time potentially misleading.
As a cliltural or social category defining a-
status or merit, it defines the limits of accept-
able ‘Art’ in our s6ciety. As a guide to an un-
derstandmg of human expression, it can in

~ various gmses mask the myriad forms that

suc?x expressmns take. Given that all defini-
tions essentially imply limits, it is essential
that the question of ‘what art is’ not be re- -
duced to formal or logical examinations of any
set of arbitrary diacritica. For us, the ques-
tion implies. that ‘art’ is not necessarily a
category or simply a thing but an activity
rooted in its social context and c1rcumstances
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Instead of attempting to locate 4 meaning or
 use of a word or concept outside of a practice,”
‘what seems important is to emphasize the ac- -
tivity rather than the result. Only when seen
as a socially rooted activity will we be address-
ing all the richness that diversity .in perfmmance ,

~ brings to any given form of human expression.

tis tempting to engage the problem as

 formalist critics and aesthetic philosophers.

For them, if it is not entirely clear ‘what art

is’, it is eminently clear ‘what is art’. Essential-
ly the problem of defmmg art is reduced to a
methoddlogy of mouthtalk? where it is not so

~much what is said but who is saying it. The

‘definition of ‘what art is” becomes rot so

- much an attempt to describe and understand

an 1mportant (and universal) domain of human
activity but a form of bestowing status in
which the problem of human expressnon is
mystified.. -

Critics and phxlosophers have led us tp
believe that the value of an artwork comes
from its potential to evoke emotion, to ex-
hibit aesthetic qualities, or to'portray a reality.

" At the same time, these critics define art as

autonomous, with a meta-language of its,,owh}’
By a combination of these attributes, a form ' -
of expression and its product can thus be
labelled ‘art’. Art By this definition is alienated -
from its socxology and from its context.

-What become 1mportant are the formal

elements purified of their meaning, their
context and their roots. SuppoSedly, we are

- left with the pure ‘artistic’ experience. By the
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use of such a formal, unspecxfled and essential

ly unrooted language, critics and those who

control the arts can arbitrarily define whatis
and is not ‘art’, which is why they know ‘what
is art’ and not ‘what.art is’.
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Yet, the problem remains how we know
somethmg is ‘art’? By reducing the definition.
of ‘art’ to a formal meta-language, things and
their underlying social activity are separated

by an artifical set of categories. In fact, critical -

tosthose who use such a 'meta-language in evalu-
atmg a work of art is their supposed neutrality
in terms of the very ‘social process by which
either the art or these critical standards are
produced. Effectively, formal standards are
deemed to have more intellectual clarity and
force, precisely because they afe without so-
cial content. Standards withott any soclal refer-
rent by which they can be tested are ipso facto,
arbitrary. What we are belng told- 1mp11c1tly is
that the very strcngth of formalist'standards’
lies in their atbitrary natul(e The idea that
art is an autonomous form bouind by a tradi-
tional meta-language, is a ‘misleading dogma
which contributes to the proliferation of eso-
teric formalisms, empty of meaningful con-
tent; a definition without parameters. As'a *
guide to. understandmg human phenomena, it
- should be absurd. It tells us nelther how we
" can know intersubjectively What ‘ait’ is or
where it begins and ends. As a result, crmcs
can seriously digue about the status as art
of the Brillo boxes that Andy Warhol silk
screened; or they can feel it'is necessary to be
polled to decidé whether Watts' ‘Tower even-
deserves the sobrlquet ‘foll-art’, It would be *
laughable if it were not for its 1ns1d10usness
How these works have been used what ™~
meaning they have for varlous groups of -
‘people and why critics are cilosen to be Judges
goes unquestioned. ,

By defining ‘art”in th1s way, the art work
is removed, alienated and isolated from its
progess, its effect and ultimately its power,

Art, throughits associations with such’ notions
must, by the force of the’ argument, become
prxmauly concerried with artjas-art, not as ac-;
tivity. ‘Art s thus isolated, aliehated and ds
such bécomes.capable of either pure formal-
isms (Stella) or expresswns of this alienation
(deKooning): As such it-is embraced as pure
and cleansed but, as Barthés points out,” ~

powerless RICE concerns become the world of -

_art, its goal autonomy Work is-defined as ‘for '
its own sake’; more impottant, the formal
definition not only delineates a'cognitive

#
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domain, it creates its own socnology By creat-

‘ing pure standards, the formalist creates a pure:

sociology. Somethlng must tell the formalist
a product is ‘art’.’If it is not in terms of what

_is, it must be rooted in who says it is, orwhere
‘it is. The context is defined (although never
“stated) and that is what makes it art. The il-

. lusion of autenomy creates the actuality of a

bondage rooted in mystification. For example,
rarely, if ever, is a work of art discussed in

.-terms of its cash value. But there is a covert

relationship between that which is praised for
its uniqueness and the obvious marketability
implied therein, If artists must live and eat
and they must do ‘art’ to survive, is there any
wonder about the emphasis on esoterica, '
umqueness, ‘avant-chic’? What ‘art’ becomes
in such a situation is what ‘art’ is today, the
plaything of those who control society; a
product for the ruling class. Such definitions
by removing art from its-actjvity, create the
very hegemony that artists yearn to escape:’
while substituting a status over which neither
artists nor their products have any control.
Given these problems it becomes essen-
tial to ask, do we emphasize the ‘thing™or the
totality of the human activity involved? For
us, it seems essential to begm with the latter,
if only because art is activity rooted in a socio-
logy even'if defined formally. Art cannot es-
cape history, nor the complex relations in
which it finds itself. It,can be denied that such
relations exist, and the illusion of autonomy
created, but as we have argued, only at the
cost of mystification and the loss of meamng

‘mystlflcatlon connotes. It is true for art as it -
. is-for all things,

~—

- If formalist definitions have falled to ac-
curately ‘delineate the study of art, how

“should such a study be defined? Certainly it

is not' with distinctions which define the art

of one group as ‘art’ and another as commer-
cial, folk, or non-art '‘Decisions about art
should be based on the partlcular role the ac-
tivity plays in human expression, its particular.
domain as metaphor and expression ina =
bounded form. This necessitates at least two

~ dimensions to begin with. First, as expression,

as form, art is-a relation to human labor and
creation, i.e, its history. Second, art is a social -
activity, rooted in language and, as all langu--
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age, rooted in its social conditions, It is a
tbmg-m relation. A discussion of ‘what art is’
is also about ‘how art is’, ‘why art is’ as part -
of the process by which we create our world
and are created by it. 3
Art cannot be understood as a problem
sui generis. The problem is part of the under- .
standing of all human activity but like all
human activity has its particular domains. As
a result, art must be understood as a part of
all cultures and groups witha diversity of
forms, functions, places and roles. Its study
must encompass all its forms whether valued
or not; its meaning and success based on its
soc1ology and not purely its formal character-

istics. It is neither context-free nor independent.

It is one of iany human activities and, likée all
activities, must be understood in its relatlons
to all human activity.

- WHAT CONSTITUTES AN ARTISTIC
ENTERPRISE? .

What dlst1ngu1shes one actwlty from
another such that one is deemed ‘worthy’ of
prcservatxorq and another 1gnored appears to
be a question of the standards by which that
activity is judged and the qualifications of the
person(s) doing the judging. In a capltalxst sys-
tem it seems obvious that some a(;tlvmes (or
their results) are considered more ‘valuable’s-
in a market sense—than others. Bricklayers
may produce numerous exciting relationships -

- when arranging bricks, the form of which may
appear similar to minimal sculpture of the
60, yet they,never sell their work on those

- grounds (be the price more or less than that

of the minimal sculptor). Nor do we appear

to confuse thé two works. What then differen- -

tiates the two if in. fact their end products are
visitally similar?-If the mason were to locate
the bricks at the Guggenheim, the product
'would be _copsidered art. It must have been a

curous sight-for a tile layer to see Carl Andre’s -

metal squares, similar in size and location to
the real flooring already installed at the Whit-
ney or the Modern, or the electrician’s amaze-
ment over any exmtlement generated by .Fla-
vin’s fluorescent tubes. Without its special con-

‘text and the entourage of people who fabricate _'

~ an evaluation it’s just a floor or a light fixture,
" not art. Art is more than its end product. If .
the products appear e1m11ar and yet somety !

\
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proclaims differences with regard to value,
preservation, reverence, etc. then we must
look elsewhere for the rationale behind that

‘dlStll’lCthl’l. A brief review of the processes-

seems in brder, For such,an analysis we might
sketch two- scenar10s~ 1) a retired salesman
who diligently paiuts from a photo of an urban
street, and 2). Richard Estes depicting a down-
town street, How do we differentiate Richard
Estes from the salesman? Also, how do we dif-
ferentiate Estes, the illustrator, from Estes,

 the painter? Both Estes and our salesman ap-

ply paint to a canvas in an effort to portray a
prearranged subject. Are the two activities

the same? Is only the status of the firial prod
uct dxfferent? If we assume that the answer to -
the first questlon is ‘yes’, then we are left with
the assumption that the determinants of what
is and what is not art are based on some set of
arbitrary, formal criteria. What differentiates
the products are a measure of worth, not a
delineation of the processes involved, ie. a

subjective evaluation. What remains unanswered
s why we can distinguish Duchamp s type-

writer from another typewriter, or a Campbell’s /
soup can from the Campbell’s soup can. Are -
the works of earth artists really unlike the jobs
done by the Army Corps of Engineeis? Both
forms idolize man's ability to shape the en-

-vironment to place a formal imprint by man

on nature—an homage to man’s ability to

_ change the natural ecology. Both leave unques-

tioned the social cost of such domination. Now,
if the end product appears to be like other
processes—how do we deteimine an drtistic
enterprise from one that is not? Formalist
critics and even radical artists solve this prob- ")
lem by applying credibility to the context
through which the activity of ‘art’ is performed
and exhibited ie. galleries and museums and

the network. of people who comprise the art
system. Effectively, what makes one art and
one not art is the definition which makes the -

!
~ distinction and the partlcular soc1o~pollr1cal

relationships which give these formalist
definitions their credibility. The pr oblem

of what is-art is reduced to the problem of.
who controls its definition, not what it isasa
set of parallel human activities. In the above
examples, artistic expression is present in all
the products descrlbed Artxstlc status—which

' !




" of art.

is not art—is ascrlbed to only some. A study

of art and the attempt to understand it as a
human activity is thereby mystified. What we
are directed to is a study of Only particular -
forms. As a result, the study of art becomes
fetishized and self-perpetuatmg What we
should be studying in our attempt to-under-

stand art is 1) art as a set of paralled activities ;

with different formsand contents, 2) the
social system whlch underhes any definition

If we are to accept the need for a'con-
textual base, in'which to root a defmmon of
art, the artistic act1v1ty ‘must be seen in rela- .
tion to its social imbeddedness and the par-

- ticulars of given groups. However, the activities -

are not only social. They manifest themselves'
in metaphorical langudges which necessitate
levels of compreh'ension based on the same
prerequisites as other languages, Essentially

- the study of art cannot be removed from its
~sociology. What needs to be understood are
" the diverse means art has used to realize a

structuring of the world in metaphorical form.,

. In order to také advantage of such diver-

sity of forms and contents which art is both
capable of and has produced, those concerned
with' understandmg art must become consci-
ous of: 1) how soc1al/pollt1cal and economic
forces shape art, 2) how artists’ biases affect
the shape of art, 3) how the general public -

‘has been and can be involved in the process of -

art, 4) how art is organized as a social and
political phenomena, 5) how various defini-
tions of art affect its role and 6) how art is.
and'may be rooted in social activity. (Does it

have to be for-its-own sake?) While these are - '

only some of the questions that must be an- ~
swered, it seems clear that any understandmg
of art must be historical, cultural and social.
SHOULD ART BE DEFINED BY ITS
END PRODUCT?
The socially- learned definition of art as

"~ a “product of /beauty, implying a personal, un-

analyyable creative force that transmits and‘,
raises the art (object) beyond a skill. .

has resulted in the promulgation of a myth

The notion that the artist creates mysterious-
ly, in isolation, alienated.from the larger cul-

“ture has furthered the already problematic: gap

between the art actlvrty and the larger popu-

1
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cision tostudy the art act1v1ty through its
residue in the form of end prodults reduce,s

- " .
lation. Thrs gap is the result of the basic struc-
ture of our social and polltlcal institutions

which force the art activity to be patronized

~ and its products to be captured by the wealthy.

The problems resulting from a definition which

‘'sees art as an end product manifest themselves

strongly when we become aware of the means

by which the exhibition of such products as .
: products in galleries and museums transform
the art'activity from a potentially genuine cul-

tural effort into an elitist endeavor whose
products are viewed and eventually possessed
by only a small pottion of the culture. A de-

N

and narrows the real potential to see artists -
as people, citjzens of a culture, who for what- -
ever pecuhar teasons employ metaphorlcal
languages in order to expose the attitudes,
criticisms of contradictions of a particular
view of reality at any given time. -
Indeed artists get side-tracked, first
through restrictive education and later -
through the efforts of the power structure to -
view art works as valuable entities whose exis-
tence is mdependent of other things, acts, ;
events. When an art woik is viewed in a larger

) context the emphas1s automatically shifts

from the artist’s personal conception of reality
as manifested. primdrily in a product (event)

as an end in itself to an investigation of those
forces which shape the artists’ views of reality. -
Further, by transforming art from a product
to'an activity, the importance of standards
which define the productts as art lose their
force. All thmgs as relations to metaphorxcal
expression in a bounded form become a part

. of art.no matter what thelr use ot final lpca-

tion may be. By removing art from its defini-
tion as product the concern becomes more

~what it means and what it does rathcr than

What it is, . S
" HAS ART ALWAYS BEEN A FUNG- |

"TIONARY OF THE POWER STRUCTURE?

The problem is essentially historical but

~ -at the same time a function of the defimtxon
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we assign to the category ‘art’. Historically, -

‘not all societies have had power structures. In
fact, throughout most of human history socie-
"ties have had neither classes based on chffer-

ential access to production and resources nor



a cultural system based on the hegemony of
one class or social system over other classes
or systems. Band and tribal societies are de-
fined by the absence of such structures. 7
Nonetheless, it may be validly claxmed that al-
‘most all societies have had activities‘and prod- '
ucts that we could (and should) categorize as.
art, To that extend it may s1mply be stated
that throughout history ‘art’ has rarely been -

_ cither dssociated with or under the control of
a rulmg class. Even in class based societies
‘art’ has.existed-outside of the mainstream or

control of dominant classes.8 All classes and

*groups have had art of their own and both ac-

tivities and thmgs with. clear artlstlc content
and form.

o et W1thm the domain of art as a self-
conscious and formal social and cognitive
domain the problem of art and its relation to
a ruling or dominant class still remains. Here, .
the'problem is primarily, as we have shown, a
definition which denies the critical import of

“sociology. ‘Art’ as a self-conscious, categorical-
ly autonomous form with a particular meta-

‘language deemed to be separate andisolated
from other socio-political functions, may be

_ said to have rarely if ever existed outside the

" domain of the dominant class. Such art that

has existed outside the hegemony of the -

dominant class is normally categorlzed not as
art but:as some sub- gencra of artistic form
which might be labelled ‘primitive’,.‘commer-
cial’, ‘black’, ‘working class’? or other form
of ‘art’. Art here is, by definition, the art of
the dominant class; the class i in control of the
museums, the universities, the media whxch
today assigns: obje\cts with the status ‘art’,

We have said that at one critical level

the problem of the position of art in society

is definitional. Yet the very problem of defini-

tion which seems to.remove drt from its saciol-

ogy is at its root only possrble in particular .

social systems-ie. class based systems. More, °

it is only credible and supportable when en-

capsulated in capltallsm Thus we are not
surprised by the relationship betwetn for- -
malism and the creation of the autonomous
and fragmented status of art in modern capi-
talist society. Nor are we surprised by the -
uniquenkss of this relation to modern capital-
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‘A self-defined, autonomous art categori-

' 'cally separated from other uses and functions
~ in which the product and the creator of that

product are descrlbed in terms of ‘their-own-

~ sake’ necessitates particular polltxcal economlc

relationships for its support. These in turn,
we shall see, are a part of a partlcular sociology

__which in turn defines the art that it produces—
_orat least that which falls ,under the rubric
“and soc1al practice which categorizes art. At

the base of any such art-for-arts-sake is an
economic system in which nog all members of

" the society must produce for the support, sur-
vival and teproduction of that society. Said
‘another way, such an art form demands that

some produce surplus products which are ex- -

- propriated for the support of those who do

not. produce More, it assumes a polmcal
economy in which there is both a way of de- -
ciding how this product is to be appropriated
and how value is to be assigned to non-produc-
tive activities such that they may besupported -
and rewarded. Loglcally it is possible to have

such systems whereby those whose product has
- been exproprlated would decide on its use by '

others, However, in such societies the value of
things would have to be also defined by their
social usé and exchange effectively based on

- social utility. In such societies therefore an
“art’ could not exist where it is defined pre-

cisely in terms of same abstract value, ‘Art’
could not be either autonomous or w0rthy by
4 measure whichr emphasxzes its separation’
from social utility and its 1mportance because

“of its-own-sake. Where things are given worth

" in terms of their use, measutes of that worth
.must be both concretd and rooted in a soc1a1
-practice.

Where measures of worth are separated
from the process of social use and production,
where the worth of things are not a function
of the production involved and where some
live off the productive surplus created by
others ie. control that surplus production, we

have a class based society. In such societies it . ‘

becomes logically and politically not only
expedient but imperative to separate worth
from both social utility and the productive -

system. Justlflcatlon and legitimization for those

who do not produce the surplus supporting
the society must be found and the nature of

'



!
worth isolated from both social utility and .
production, precisely because those who con-
trpl production are themselves non produc-
tive. Since production and the labor put into
. it are expropriated by those who do not
produce, the product and by extension all
things.must be divorced from their social .
basis and given a false autonomy. This is es:
‘sential because the value things have is primar-
’11y the labor used to produce them while
their use and control in class societies is
divorced from that labor. Thus, things must
‘be viewed as separate and autonomous, and
 their value based on a system of categories
- which hides the process that created them. As
such, things must be fetishized as thmgs-m- '
themselves. i class based societies ie. capi-
talism, where thé appropriation of things is
based on a concept of a free individual ina
frée market, where exchange value replaces
“use value and labor value must produce a sur-
plus-value, things 1 must be mystified as autono-
mous and free; as thmgs-m—thcmselves Thus

we get a semes of contradictions in which things

. are free yet related,  autonomous yet having
value—valué being a relation. In order to medi-
ate this contradiction and at the same time to
justify its explmtatlve use of people as well
as measure labor and its results outside of the

~ process by which it is created, things and

people are commoditized. :

‘While both the history and relations of -
capitalism are clearly more complex and hid-
den, these relations are critical to an under-
~ standing of art in capitalism. First and fore- -
most, artists do by necessity live off the sur-

T plus value prodqu:d by others. Secondly they
~do not receive this value as an exchange of use

values but as a series of commodities based on
" ‘exchange value. As the products of those who
labor are essentially expropriated by those
who control the labor process, artists must
receive most of then‘ rewards frpm the domi-
nant class. Thus artists exchange their products
for the expropriated products of others. In
such a situation, the artists’ product must be
equalized to other products; must be assigned

" avalue i in the exchange; must be commoditized.
" 'As we said, the critical mode in exch'mge

value is neither the labor that went into it nor
~ the use to which it is put. Rather its value ad-

/ i

heres as a commodity. In such a situation, for
_-art to have worth it must have exchange value:

- - As a result it must be removed from its con- - -

b
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text and assigned a series of arbitrary relations
which will guarantee its value; thus such criter- "
ia which separate art from its activity, which

like cherries demands that it be boxed, stored .

»and sold.

Art as part of Ycapltahsm must be reduced

to an autonomous product like all things. It

must be a function of a value, The autonomy-

‘that it rece1ves is effectively 1llusory for its
-autonomy is rootéd precisely in the conditions-

and structures of the society which it claims -

to transcend. More, such an art form demands -

that it be supported and.in so doing becomes .
part of the' domain of the dominant class je.
the class with the resoyfces to either control

_its use or its manufacture. The more costly it
is, the more it needs support and the more it
bécomes encapsulated by the dominant class. .
~ For this class, their interests demand that things

be alienated and commoditized. Thus, the for-
mal notions of art become the handmaxden of

4 class society, not its anti-thesis.

‘What we are positing is that art for its

“own sike is anything but that. To the degree

that artists demand an artificial autonomy and -
art is defined formally, it will femain within

-~ the purview of the dominant class. It defines

and is defined by, specific contexts; yet at the
same time able to transcend these contexts.

,Artlls found in all societies as an active expres-
sive element. People clearly relate to art, pat= |
“‘ticularly an art that relates or addresses theit’
‘needs, feelings and problems. No matter how

commodltlzed art is it can and does’ exhlbxt

~ imeanings, contents, forins that actively express

human concerns and as such is used, acted -

- upon and effective. But to the extent that art.
~ defines an artificial autonomy based on its

own ineta-language it removes itself from -
people—or most people—and accepts a c‘or'n-“'
moditized value and status at the expense of ' .

, effect and commumcatlon. This does not

mean that there will be no art. People produce .
art whether autonomously or not. People pro-
duce art for themselves, as an activity within
the larger spectrum of their lives, as part.of -
their productive activities, as a part of theit

everyday non-autonomous lives. To not label
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it art is simply to create a false vajue and
demand encapsulation by those whose inter-
ests demand thmgs-m-themselvee.

- In answer to our questlon art has not
been fundamentally nor historically within -

- the complete hegemony of a dominant class.
‘Nor has it always demanded an illusory auton-

omy. Only when it is for its own sake does it
* demand relations with the dominant class for
_its support, If this is ttue, it becomes impera-:

tive that radical artists concern themselves '
" not with the art of the dominant class as a

commoditized form. It demands-a critique of
this art and the position it takes, it demands
‘examination of why this art often suceeeds in
5p1te of its own self definition. Most important
it demands an undetstanding of art produced-
by people as activity rooted in their dajly

-lives, and as a use value not alienated nor

~ autonomous; not separate and distinct but- -

as an active part related to life as a complex |

and social phenomenon. It demands a critique
of society as well as art. For. it is in society
that art will change, not as art-in-itself.

St Louts Mzssourz :

NOTES L

L' whyars AN ARTIST AND A SOCIAL
SCIBNTISTATTE'MPTING T0. COLLABORATP “The

idea of a dialogue]| between an armt and 4 social scientist

is presented heré, in an admlttedly carly stage, as an effort

to expose the relattonshlps between the activity. of art and -
its social imbéddedness. ‘This question and answer format
was used in an attempt to initiate discussion that would
discover those overlapping points. of'contact which could -

be mvemgated in further d(.pth at a later date. An exchangc .
between members of two dmlplmes should bring into.

. focus the relevance of all thoge artifacts, act}vmes and

. ,Y'.
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- concepts in which words descnbe other words w1thout 4

-3

B mdependent of its socialjcontext. While formalists may.

4,

5.

‘aesthetics’ of everyday life which the artist hasbeen
trained to ignore for the most. part, or to glorify indis-
criminantly: :

Among many social scientists, ‘mouthtalk’ refers to
4 Y w

meaningful content. \

Autonomy refers to a concep‘txon of art as a form

admit that the social context exists at some prior level,

“the art product isvalued asa form aboutitself which .

exists for its own sake and whose understanding is based’ "

- in an independent meta- language For an insightful dis-

cussion of what this meta-language is.and how it works, '
see Henri. Lefebyre’s Everyday sze in the Modem World '
Hmper and Row. 1968. N ‘

ot

‘By sociology is megant the :process' of art as 2.social
product and its self-critical understanding as-such a.
product, As Goldmann points:out, to separate art ﬁom
its role as a social phenofnenon either creating or v1ewmg'

. it, is essentially to remove it from its sociology and as a.,

result creates a form of mystification (cf. Philosophy and

. Humun Sciencés. Cape. 1969). More xmportant a thing .
is. not only what it is, but also how we understr{ it de,,

its socxology

For a discussion of the mystlfled and.powerless role

- of art in modern western society, see Roland Barthes.
. Mythologies, Cape. 1972.

6. Webster’s Third New Internatwnal chzonary, 1971.
G&C Merriam Co. |

7. - Sahlis; Marshall. Tribesmen. Prentice Héllr 1968.
Krader, Lawrence, The i«ormalzon of the State

, Prentice Hall 1968

8 1t may be tioted here that many art critics and his- B

torians might argue that this islonly valid if we classify these -
in terms of non-traditional art objects, As we have argued, . '
this is precisely the problem with such crltxcs and historians
and their self proclaimed.* art :

9 ‘These terms may appear to be 1ncon51stent Certainly

formalist critics would see them as such, For us, what i is

i critical is the differentiation-of artistic forms by: the use of

amendments to the.category, art, Eventually, all, if:not -~
equal are similar in their sub-genera status, Moréover, we do

“not necessarily hold that all are of equal importance or worth

but they are all artistic forms (ef. Bartheﬁ)

10 " gee mepel jean The Cult of Art, Stem & Day 1969
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