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TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY DISCOURSES in art history, philosophy
of art, and art practice have inherited a long tradition of aesthetics, as well
as of the many important challenges that have been broughr against this
tradition. Increasingly, however, contemporary art historians, philosophers,
artists, and curators acknowledge the limitations of traditional aesthetics
while renegotiating the continuing and fundamental importance of
aesthetic questions, Their work is not just a continuation of traditional
aesthetics but, in effect, a “rediscovery” of aesthetics. With this rediscow
ery comes a growing awareness of the cI'oss—disciplin:U')r1 nature of aes-
thetics and, therefore, of the interconnectedness of art hisrory, philosophy,
and art practice, This bock brings rogerher important international voices
from these three fields that rearticulate traditional aesthetical positions
with a view to dex-'eloping an aesthetics that can respond to contemporary
issues and circumstances,

This book shows that recoghition ol:pernicious theoretical and prac-
tical limitations of traditional aesthetics does not necessitate the elimina-
tion of aesthetics tout court Instead it brings about its “rediscovery” ina
way that breaks sh:lrply with older models. This rediscovery of aesthetics
drives a complex bur dyn:lrnic and valuable set of discourses and debates
exploring the material character, theoretical influences, and, increasingl}',
political contexts of artworks and their expl:lnations.

In this regard, many of the essays in this volume are reactive: against
formalism, against the soversignty and autonomy of the traditional view
of aesthetic judgment, and against contextfree universalist approaches to
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questions of v:iiidiry and truth in aesthetics. They are not, however, oniy
reactive, because many of them actix-'eiy seek to determine the conditions
and impiications of aesthetic identifications and explanations of artworks
and of their pubiic and private reception. From these discussions emerge
diverse and powerfui contestations of traditional aesthetics that open a
wide field oi:possibiiities for future aesthetics,

“Rediscovering Aesthetics” thus promises a renewal of interpreta-
tion and debate within and across the various disciplines that work to
undermine and I'EPi:lCE traditional models of theoretical expi:marion.

The focus on cross—ciiscipiinary ap_proaches is one of the most impor-
tant aspects of recent aesthetics. It underscores the fact that aesthetics has ne
singie definition or subjecr matter, It is taken to mean sirnpiy “phiiosophy of
art’? i:oiiowing Immanuel Kant’s lead, it also invokes gener:ii questions of
beauty and taste’ (an approach that has come under attack for its alleged reli-
ance on the sociopoiiricaiiy _probiemaric notion of “pure” aesthetic jucig—
ments!), and it also refers to various types of “sensuous” experiences and
effects more gener:iiiy, such as experiences of the ugiy, the disgusring, and so
on.? Tn an even broader context, one also hears of an “aesthetization” of
entire cultural domains, such as reiigion or _poiitics. Due to its _poiysemy,
aesthetics can appear like an :irbirrary pi:icehoider for a wide range of incom-
mensurable issues. Aesthetics’ seeming lack of “substance,” combined with
stereorypicai ideas about its precccupation with subjective taste and ineffable
emotions, to some suggest honrigorous reflection and uncritical value jucig—
ment. This nurtures the two perh:ips most serious concerns to which any re-
discovery of aesthetics must respond: It involves withdrawal either from
critical and rigorous thinking or from social action and life.® The key issue is
how to maintain a role for critical thought in aesthetic discourse that ensures
that aesthetics is not relativized to the point where it dissolves into a mere
matter of taste. One possibie way is to provide open burt discursiveiy negoti-
ated spaces in which different ap_proaches and ex_pianations can be debated
and criticized without the presumption or expectation of agreement, We
hope that this velume offers such a space,

In the first part of this introduction we outline recent rediscoveries
of aesthetics in art history and art theory, _phiiosophy, and art practice, Tt
is written keeping in mind readers who are either new to aesthetics or new
to the ways in which aesthetics has been taken up inareas other than their
own. Those who are well familiar with aesthetic discourses across the vari-
ous felds might want to jump to the second part There we highlight
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three themes that we consider crucial for maintaining a critical position
oh any rediscover}' of aesthetics: the issue of vaiidity (motivated by inqui-
ries into the _pecuii:lr vaiidity of aesthetic judgments), the issue of subjec—
tivity (motivated by the sripul:lred “sp ecial link” between aesthetics and
the human subjecr), and the issue of the poiirical dimension of aesthetics
(highlighted by the poiiticai implications of piumiist approaches to aes-
thetics, such as the need for negotiation and appeai).

Recent (Re)Discoveries
Art History/ Theory

In art hisrory and art rheory, aesthetic considerations have oniy re-
centiy been rehabilitated as the anaiysis of experientiai or _perceptuai quaii—
ties thistoricaiiy reconstructed artworks, Thereby “rediscovered” aesthetics
is freed from concerns with be:lury and taste, which historians tend to treat
with great suspicion,

This suspicion seems justii‘ied, at least initiaiiy. Until recenti}' art
history, in many respects, relied upon its distance from aesthetic reflection
to ensure its autonomy and credibiliry as a distinct discipiine. Art hisrory,
it seemed, did not need aesthetics to achieve good results. Indeed, aesthet
ics might remove art history from what properi}' cohcerns it, nameiy, the
concrete and changing historical circumstances of the emergence and de-
velopment of particular artworks and styles. Aesthetics, understood as
little more than connoisseurship, is thus taken to compromise the histori-
c:liiy rigorous or “scientific” stuciy of art in the Germanic tradition of
memiﬁﬂ:x.{mﬁT In short, at the heart of the art historiecal suspicion lies
the legirimare concern that attention to speciﬁc art objecrs, sryies, periods,
and so on (and to their historical, sociological, 1nrhropoiogical, and other
contexts) could be replaced with personal taste.

Another art historical suspicion identifies aesthetics with attempts to
provide genemi onroiogies of artworks, definitions of art “as such,” or :m:lly—
ses of isolated aspects (depicrion, make-believe, artistic or moral value,
etc.). Art historians often consider these phiiosophicai issues far remowved
from the art historical “business as usual™® as they appear directiy o_p_poseci
to art historical concerns with material and historical speciﬁciries.

One important source for renewed interest in aesthetics is the histo-
riographic turn of art history Foiiowing the pubiication of major texts on
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the history of the discip line.” This “:1rch:1&oiogy” has uncovered an uneasy
reiationshi_p with art history’s immediate neighbors: _phiiosophicai aes-
thetics and visual culture studies. In the view of many art historians, both
phiiosophers and researchers of visual culture negiect the rigorous and
systematic study oi:particuiar artworks in their sp ecific historical contexts
for the sake of estabiishing universal accounts of either art and aesthetic
experience (phiioso_phy) or images in genemi (visual culture studies). The
disciplines thus make an uneasy ménage  trois, which, as W] T Mitchell
put it, catches them in an unresolved “tri:ingui:ition. 10

However, if art history is distinct from one of its immediate
neighb ors—visual culture studies—then this is _preciseiy by virtue of its
reiationship with the other—phiiosophicai aesthetics. After all, art his-
tory is the study not of images or the visual in gener:ii but of very par-
ticular objects—works of art—rthat, at the same time, have been the
pamdigmatic objects of aesthetic judgment. This suggests that art histo-
rians might have to :1cknowiedge that aesthetic considerations and pro-
cesses have formed part of the conditions under which thatwork has been
understood historicaiiy. This is true also for “an-aesthetic” and “anti-
aesthetic” Ppractices of twentieth century and contempaorary art because
they too [perhaps most of all) are diaiecticaiiy related to aesthetics.

For these reasons any wholesale rejection of aesthetics by art histori-
ans (both traditional and “new™ ") appears not oniy somewhat ciisingenu—
ous but also negiects some potentiaiiy important implications of aesthetics

12

for art historical practice,

Philosophy

Tn phiioso_p hy, the claim of a “reciiscm-'ery” of aesthetics is _petha_ps
most contentious. However, while phiiosophers working, for ex:u'npie,
within phenomenoiogicai, hermeneutical, or post—structuraiist frameworks
have continuousiy gmnteci aesthetics a central role in their overall thought,
the status of aesthetics within phiioso_phy as a whole has been a troubled
one. Often considered less serious or less important than “core” disci-
piines oi:phiiosophy such as ontoiogy, epistemoiogy, and ethics, aesthetics
has also suffered, es_peciaiiy in the Angio_phone tradition, from a consid-
ered “dreariness” that John Passmore had already identified in the 1950s."3
In 2003 Richard Rorty still described Anglo-American aesthetics as “the
most isolated and least respected branch of what one calls ‘philosophy’ ™
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and even on the current official Web site of the American Society of Aes-
thetics, Mary Devereaux observes:

there is lictle room for disagreement: philosophers widely regard aesthetics as a mar-
ginal ficld . . . notonlyinthe relatively benign sense that it lies at the edge, or border,
of the discipiinc, but also in the additional, more rroubiing, sense that it is deemed
philosephically unimporr:lnt.'5

Devereaux suggests that this marginaiizarion “is reiariveiy recent,
iargeiy an artifact of the rise of:m:liyric philosophy itself.” whose ernph:lsis
oh iinguistic philosophy, logic, and concep tual :maiysis most likelypushed
aesthetics away from the central position it had enjoyeci until the days of
British Idealism (in opposition to which :m:liy‘ric philosophy was con-
ceived). Consequenriy, aesthetics became associated with so-called conti-
nental philosophy and a more iitemry sryle of thought. Moreover, since
the 1960s, aesthetics has been under attack for its traditional foundation-
alism, elitism, and bourgeois values. The identification of aesthetics with
the institutional perpetuation oi:capir:liisr ideoiogy has cast serious doubts
on its iegitirmu:y.15

That aesthetics recently has received much attention, especiaiiy in
:m:liyric aesthetics,'” despire these serious concerns is perhaps due to the
fact that, as concepruai artist _]oseph Kossuth said, art rheory, and art it
self, have become “more l::hiiosol:)hicstl”1E= and self-reflexive. A more iikely
exphnation, however, is that recent philosophicai aesthetics has been pay-
ing more attention to art Less inclined to follow the srereorypic:li phiio—
sophic:li irnpuise to ighore material and historical p:lrricuiariries and to
concentrate on conceptual or ideal universals, aesthetics has gained new
vigor and, above all, has added new, “undreary” substance to the debate,
As Anita Silvers has said, “H:lppii ... we have begun to get aesthetics
right, for philosophy now turns to art, rather than art to philosophy, for
illumination.”? According to Peter Osborne and Andrew Benjamin this
also means that phiiosophical aesthetics needs to cross its institutional
boundaries: “Phiiosophy and criticism become inexrric:lbiy intertwined,
and both become bound to art history” ="

The Art World

Conremporary art criticism, curatorial practice, and art practice have
also seen a signiﬁcanr reevaluation of aesthetics. Mark Wilsher, commenting
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in Art Monﬁﬂ.ﬂ_’y on the ongoing debate about aesthetics and artistic prac-
tice in rhejournal, observes that aesthetics is returning ina “surrepritious
rather than overt form” as renewed reflections on “the idea of beauty.™!
Celebrated examples include the installation artist Olafur Eliasson who
creates spectacular (and extremely popular) artworks, which are, above
all, sensuously pleasing. Other examples include the unapologetically
sensuous films and installations of Bill Viela and Matthew Barney's
asronishing Gesamtkunstwerk [roral work of arr], the “Cremaster film
series,

There are speciﬁc historical reasons for the art world’s regained “aes-
thetic apperite.” They include, for example, the desire, inherited from the
modernist :u-':mr—g:lrde, to differentiate oneself from preceding artistic
generations and p:lr:ldigms. Currenrly, this pl:lys out in a move away from
the postmodern era (itself a problematic concept], which, in order to bor
row Hal Foster’s term, was “anti-aesthetic =~ at least insofar as its rejection
of modernism implied a rejection of modernist aesthetics,

A renewed interest in art of the 1960s and early 1970s has also been
central to the current reevaluation of aesthetics. >3 First, this occurred be-
cause aesthetics gained prominence in art of the 1960s as the target of
resistance and opposition. When the work of Marcel Duchamp was
rediscovered by Fluxus artists as well as Robert Rauschenberg and later by
Bruce Nauman and Robert Morris, it was appropriated as a means to
criticize a modernist doctrine enforced by Clement Greenberg, Subse-
quenrly, in rejecting Greenberg’s limited wersion of formalist (Kantian)
aesthetics, these artists anricip:lred a link between antimodernism and
anti-aesthetics that became characteristic of postmodern discourse and
art practice. Thus artists of the 1960s explicitly engaged with aesthetic
questions and p:lr:ldigms even if only to reject them.

Second, art practice after modernism challenged the traditional dis-
tinctions that had long supported the lfselﬂrecognition of aesthetics as a
unitary discourse. Tt mdically challenged the notion of an ontologically
stable work of art by exploring what Lucy Lippard famously called the
“dematerialised” art objecr. ** Further, when the distinction between art
and nonart was blurred (which led Arthur Danto to his fameous reflections
on the “end of art™*%), the loss both of the art object’s identiry and of the
distinction between “art and life” resulted in a corresponding loss of cer
tainty about what the rightful object of aesthetics actually was. Just as art

“w n 1
Was UP—ICOI'—gI".'.le, S50 Was aesthetlcs.
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Third, the recent resurgence of interest in art of the 1960s has moti-
vated a genemi reassessment of its own aesthetic dimension. For exa_m_pie,
minimalism has _proved receptive to theoretical accounts couched in _phe—
nomenologic:ﬂ, bodiiy, sensuous, and aesthetic terms, which is not sur
prising given the influence that artists and critics at the time (such as
Robert Morris and Rosalind Krauss) drew from phenomenoiogists such as
Maurice Merleau-Ponty. 26

However, aesthetics remains probiemaric forart practice, Tt has been
argued that a return to narrowiy aesthetic and srylisric issues anachronis-
ticaiiy divorces artworks from their originai volatile economie, poiiticai,
social, and historical contexts. The critical edge of radical art practice
from the late 1960s and early 1970s may thus be blunted by the focus
on effect, spectacle, and falsely constructed notions of communality and
spirituality.

These obj ections have camiyzeci curatorial defenses of a new aesthet-
ics. For exampie, the French curator Nicaolas Bourriaud has criticized tra-
ditional, less “specracuiar” art practice for faiseiy asserting “an independenr
and private symboiic space.” Tn opposition, he announces aesthetics’ nec-
essary move into “the realm ef human interactions and its social context.”>7
However, the “aesthetic turn” as a curatorial strategy is also contentious
because it is feared to prioritize aesthetic (i e, sensuous, pl:ly‘i"ul, or pie:ls—
urable) effects over critical social and _poiiticai dimensions of contempo-
rary art practice,

Such objecrions, however, :1pp1y not only to the pracrical business of
making, curating, and writing about art. They should inform all debates
about aesthetics and about the implications of its recent rediscoveries,

Themes of (Re)Discoveries

In this second part of the introduction we will brieﬂy discuss three
core themes that are meant to indicate important genemi issues for critical
cross—discipiinary debate: the issue of V:liidiry, the issue of subjecriviry,
and the polirical dimension of aesthetics,

Ttis important to acknowiedge that dis cussing these themes in rela-
tion to aesthetics does preciseiy not mean newiy to “discover” aesthetics,
as if one could ignore its rich and probiemaric hisrory, or nosralgicaily to
“rediscover” it, as if one could go back behind “gm-aesthetic.” “anti-
aesthetic,” or “in-aesthetic” c:I'iti-:lues.:E= Rather, it is preciseiy attentiveness to
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the complex history and problematic nature of aesthetics that makes pos-
sible a more historically and poiiticaliy sensitive view of both its inescap-
ability and its potential.:"‘

In art history, philosophy, and artistic practice, structures ofjustii‘i—
cation and legitimation obviously involve institutions and consensual ef
forts. But even though beliefs in transcontextual universal ideas of value
and truth have been destabilized, the need to identii:y or establish stan-
dards, ii:only as situational agresments, remains, In the iight of our every-
day practices of making claims, of judging and of being judged, the
outright denial of the possibiiity of such standards is both ethically dubi-
ous and theoretically unconvincing,

The notion of aesthetic judgment helps to understand how stan-
dards of truth and wvalue, now understood in terms of mfia’ii_y, can be
maintained despite their contextual nature. The critical point here is that
validity claims about artworks are paradigrnatic insofar as they are
framed by contextual factors, which acknowledge positions within con-
ventional, historical, and thus social and poiitical situations. At the same
time, however, humans are both free in making aesthetic judgments (they
typically do not refer to “objective” cognitive or moral, normative de-
mands) and are open to question the limits and frames of reference of
these judgments. (Humans instead appeal to their sense of “communal
values” and are thus left to negotiate disagreement and dissent).?® Accord-
ingly, validity claims in general must be recognized as phenornena that,
likeartworks, evoke multip leinterp retations, notuniversal, once-and-for-all
explanations. They are not based on abstract, extra—woridiy principies bur
are features of the complex everyday discipiines and practices we use to
understand and explain them. Thus, aesthetic judgrnents show how we
expect discourse to function in generai—not in a neutral and abseclute
way but as interlocutory, argumentative, and open to debate.

The position outlined here can be appreciated more i"ully in iight of
a philosophicai tradition that has, at least since Alexander Gottlieb Baum-
garten and Kant, anchored aesthetics in the experience, creativity, taste,
and judgment of human subjects, whose sensual and affective characteris-
tics are regarded as irreducible to cognhitive capacities or obj ective princi-
ples. In contemporary discourse, this is often investigated in terms of
not transcendental but concrete (i.e, embodied and situated) subjects
who experience the contingency and particuiarity of their socichistorical
situations. Consequently, because individual subjects always already find
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themselves within an intersubjective context, there is no single perspective
available for them from which they could make absolute judgments. This
also means that our judgments do not always get assent from everyone
and that there is no single way to enforce assent. Others are always free to
dissent or ighore our claims, so that, for ex:lmple, Barnett Newman might
well be right to say that aesthetics is for many artists “like ornithoiogy
must be for the birds.”3!

As a consequence of the social character of human identity, aes-
thetic judgments lor experiences) are never poiiticaiiy neutral, but they
are utterly implicated in structures of social power and division, without
however—and this is im_portant—being reduced to narrowly poiitical or
social concerns. As Andrew Bowie has shown, one of the most important
lessons we learn from aesthetics is that “it is a mistake for phiiosophy to
relegate subjectivity to being mereiy a function ofsomething else, such as
ianguage, ideoiogy, history, or the unconscious.”?* On the contrary, aes-
thetics reminds us of the irreducibiiity of human subjectix—'ity.ﬁ At the
same time, it teaches us to attend to how we live through and negotiate
our own autonomous (yet embedded) subjectivity in order to form and
defend our individual (yet sociaily committed) and relative (yet by ne
means merely private) positions on grounds ofpersonal and social experi-
ences. Aesthetics is thereby inextricably connected with issues of subjec—
tivity, validity, and poiitics.

Understood in this way, aesthetics eﬁectively takes on board the
criticisms Hal Foster described as “anti-aesthetic” and thus becomes “a
practice, cross—discipiinary in nature, that is sensitive to cultural forms
engaged in a _politic. .. or rooted in a vernacular”3 Such aesthetics, as
Paul Mattick pointed out, “is actuaii}' quite unlike ornithology.” Artists
themselves participate and intervene in aesthetics because they, “unlike
birds in the wild, are engaged in a cultural and therefore historicaliy
evoiving suztix-'it_),'.”?’S The role of aesthetics in this activity as well as in the
construction of communities of shared values and “truths,” and hence the
compiex rei:itionship between aesthetics and poiitics, are thus of critical
importance.

At the heart of this debate lies the question of the autonomy of aes-
thetics. Simpiy put, the question is; If there is an autonomous “aesthetic
realm,” does this mean that it is separate from social (and thus politicai)
realms, or does its very autonomy provide the opportunity for resistance,
dissent, and freedom, in short the opportunity for _politicai action? The
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early Greenberg, for example, argued polemically that the avant-garde’s
antipathy to kitsch phced it in a dialectical and politically charged rela-
tionship with capitalisrn. Thus, whilst radical art was tied to the bourgeoi—
sie by an “umbilical cord of gold” it also offered an alternative value
system to, and thus critique qf: c:lpit:llism. 36

The question of aesthetic and artistic autohomy in the arena of po-
litical action receives a considered articulation in critical theory. Max
Horkheimer, Theodor Adorno, and Herbert Marcuse, for ex:lmple, ar
gued that aesthetics has an important function in the project of f:reeing
pmctical reason from the dominance of “instrumental rationality.” This
position resurfaces in Adorne’s polernical call for art’s autonomy: In dis-
tinction from an art for the masses that promises radical democmcy, he
posits a “committed art” that proves its commitment by continu:llly strug-
gling to liberate itself from “the real.” that is, by continually reasserting its
autonomy from the political and social status quo as well as from its ines-
c:lp:lble m:lteri:lli't)-r.37 Cle:lrly, then, exploring the possibilities aesthetics
affords for politics does not imply asingle position or :1ppro:1ch but allows
for different and even diverging views,

However, it can also be argued that art gains a political agency by
giving up its independence from sociopolitic:ll values. ﬁccording to this
view art is politic:ll precisely because it is deeply embedded in society and
can change peoples opinions. The highly charged works of Joseph Beuys
and Hans Haacke, for example, take politic:ﬂ action as their driving force.
They bring to mind Benj::min’s call for an “activist art” for which the art
ist puts “an end to his :1utonomy” and uses his artistic activities in the
service of the political goals he supports.33

In conclusion, we propose that rediscoveries of aesthetics need not
merely reflect earlier dilemmas but can bypass or even transcend them.
For ex:lmple, many of the contributions to this volume show that the op-
position between modernist aesthetics and postmodern anti-aesthetics is
already being surpassed by contemporary aesthetics (in philosoph}' as well
as art history) and by contemporary art practice. This opens up an entire
realm of questions that had been closed during much of the second half of
the twentieth century, when it seemed almost irnpossible to conceive of
aesthetics in terms of anything but the opposition between medernism
and postmodernism. Now there are also politic:ll reasons for getting be-
yond that deadlock. As Isobel Armstrong warns us in Radical Aesthetics,
by neglecting aesthetic questions, these “questions are implicitly left to the
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reactionaries—an assumption that makes it more rather than less impor-
tant to remake aesthetic discourse.”® For the issue of aesthetics—far from
being a matter of mere connoisseurship or apoiiticai enjoyment of beauty
and pie:lsure—is relevant to the preservation of the possibiiiry of criticism
and debate in a piuraiisr world,

Synopsis

The contributors to this volume do not :ICiOPL' a single, coherent, and
:lgreed line. This is to be exp ected since rhey come from different theoreti-
cal and practicai backgrounds whose presuppositions and practices are be-
ing resha_ped in signiﬁcant ways as interpretation and debate emerges, This
has important irnpiic:u'ions for aesthetics under construction. The essays in
this volume—under the influence of critical rheory, feminism, hermeneu-
tics, phenomenology, pragmatism, and other pamdigms—oi:ten show, rather
than ex_piicitiy say, what is at stake here: That henceforth aesthetics must
strive to escape from the limitations of abstraction and disinterestedness in
favor of 2 more hisroricaiiy and poiiricaiiy sensitive view that recognizes
both the inescapabiiity and positive potentiai of aesthetics.

The book is divided into three sections. The first section focuses on
a rediscovery of aesthetics in art hisrory, the second section contains
phiiosophicai reflections on the status of aesthetics in contemporary dis-
course and on the future of aesthetics, and the third section emphasizes
the compiex relation between specii‘ic art practices and aesthetics.

I. Aesthetics in Art History and Art Theory

Richard Woodfield gives a historical account of the :1rnbiguous rela-
rionship between aesthetics and the discipline of art hisrory. He points
out that the first rediscover}' of aesthetics occurred at the beginning of the
twentieth century when academic phiiosophicai aesthetics was rejected in
faver of a new aesthetics that drew from the materials of art hisrory. It was
called Kunstwissenschaft by Ernst Gombrich and others. Woodfield con-
cludes that contemporary art historians stand at “the end” of art history.
Thus, they are free to escape the stmightjacket irnposed by the Eniighten—
ment concept of art and its modernist consequences,

James Elkins conducts a discussion on why any rediscovery of aes-
theties by scientific discourse is probiematic. Art and science, he suggests,
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are very different because rhey have different value systems and thus
different criteria of success. For example, few artists have been deci-
sively influenced by science (alrhough many have been influenced by
rechnology) and Virru:llly no scientists have required art in their work
(:11rhough many have used it). Moreover, Elkins argues that science and
art put different values on such terms as “beauty,” “aesthetics,” “ele-
gance,” and so on. He concludes that the two cultures really are sub-
sranrially separate, resulring in different accounts of:image producrion
and interpretation.

Michael Ann Holly discusses the art historical writings of British
art historian and critic Adrian Stokes. She uses Stokes's Stones of Rimini to
reveal a new model of writing about art that blends scientific and poetic
moments. It is concerned with both art historical facts and aesthetic
judgments. She further ex_plores how art history is an essentially melan-
cholic activity as one mourns and attempts to reconstruct the “lost” objects
of historical and aesthetic reflection. In turn, this opens up a discussion on
the nature of art historical discourse and on the role that aesthetic judg—
ment plays in art historical method.

David Raskin argues that art had never forgotten aesthetics;
rather, it was trapped in an orthodoxy from the 1960s when “nothing
short of conviction marttered ar all” Through a discussion of positions
advanced by Rosalind Krauss, Michael Fried, and T. J. Clark, Raskin
questions how medern and postmodern art challenge us precisely to sepa-
rate facts from values,

Richard Shiff explores the disconnection between experiences of
artworks and the language used te describe those experiences. He argues
that a model of aesthetic experience can be used to reappraise art from the
1960s (late and posrmodernisr art). He examines how works by Newman,
Bridger Riley, Donald Judd, and Richard Serra produce relevant percep-
tual effects that need to be accounted for in terms of the phenomenoclogi-
cal experiences they engender.

Thierry de Duve engages in aesthetic terms with Robert Morris's
work from the late 1960s. He thus shows that anti-aesthetic art remains
part of modernist aesthetic discourse. He returns to Kant’s account of
aesthetic experience in the Critigue of Judgment and applies it to minimal
and concepru:ll art. In parricular, de Duve demonstrates ernpiric:llly that
Morris's work illustrates how Kantian “free play” remains relevant to art
hitherto characterized as antiformalist and anti-aesthetic.
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Il. Aesthetics in Philosophy

Arthur Danto thinks that aesthetics will be an inescapable feature
of experiencing art as iong as “there are visible differences in how rhings
look.” He claims that the concrete future of aesthetics will be conditioned
by the overall differences between the disci_piines of art history and _phi—
ioso_phy. He holds that the rediscovery of aesthetics involves a rethinking
of the role pl:lyed by aesthetic qualiries in the visual presentation of mean-
ings, Danto’s argument thus irnpiies a major turn from onroiogic:li ques-
tions (which he had _previousiy made central) to aesthetic questions,

Diarmuid Costello argues that aesthetics became marginalized in
posrmodern art iargeiy due to the dominance of art critic and theorist
Clement Greenberg. Costello discusses how Greenberg’s coupling of me-
dium specii‘icity with aesthetic quaiiry, and his grounding of this in a
limited reading of Kant, overdetermined subsequent art world concep-
tions of aesthetics. Thus, when Greenberg’s theories were rejecred by art-
ists and writers, so too was a parricuiar undersranding of aesthetics.
Costello investigates the historical conditions of this rejection and sug-
gests how Kant’s theory of art rnight be used to retrieve aesthetics for
contemporary debate.

Paul Crowther criticizes the ways in which art has become a pri-
nuriiy manageriai _phenornenon. He claims that in late modern and post-
modern times, art is often reduced to a position of “use.” What artworks
mean is determined by critical, historical, curatorial, and administrative
interests, which are “p:lr:lsiric” upon art practice, In this guise, he argues,
art has no signii‘icant future. To securea post—manageriai future for art he
proposes a rediscovery of aesthetics as the rediscovery of the intrinsic
value of art and of aesthetic judgments for ev:liu:lring the merits or demer-
its oi:p:lrricui:lr artworks,

Nicholas Davey argues fora rediscovery of hermeneutical aesthetics
that examines how meaning shows itself in s_peciai ways in our encounters
with artworks. He, with Hans-Georg Gadamer, shows how the herme-
neutic nature of aesthetic experience highiighrs the dialectic between “the
disclosed” and “the withheld” characteristic of all attempts at understand-
ing and interpreting,

Peter Osborne holds that the recent revival of aesthetics heralds a
new openness to some problems posed by twentieth-century art but a
foreclosure of others. In _p:lrticuiar, he finds a return to Kantian modernism
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probiemaric. He argues instead for a return to a different conception of
modernism, one concerned with negation and mediation. Such modern-
ism structures the entire field of contemporary art understood as a field of
hisroric:liiy critical practices,

Wolfgang Welsch argues for an “aesthetics beyond aesthetics” be-
cause in its institutional form, often universalist or formalist in character,
aesthetics has been incapabie oi:cioing justice to the singularity of artworks.
Im-'oking Ludwig Wirrgensrein’s notion of “i:::.mily resemblances,” he claims
that there is no essence of art. He advocates the opening of aesthetics to
transdisci_piinary issues beyonci art Art is still the main interest here, but its
anaiysis now requires the intreduction oi:tmnsdiscipiinary perspectives,

Adrian Piper uses contemporary art practice to question phile-
sophical aesthetics. In an unusual move, she juxtaposes Kant's Critigue qf
Pure Reason with contemporary art practice. She tests the soundness of
Kant’s theory against the processes of art production and objects to his
claim that intuitive awareness of an objecr or process does not constitute a
form of knowledge.

1. Aesthetics in Artistic and Curatorial Practice

Carolee Schneemann surveys her radical artistic practice from the
last forry years to expiore complex interconnections between aesthetics,
peri"orrnance, poiitics, pornogmphy, and censorship. She poses two ques-
tions to her own work: To what extent does its erotic content subvert its
formal properties? Can its feminist base lend new meaning to existing
aesthetic issues? She argues that peri:orrn:mce art reconﬁgures the experi-
ence of aesthetic reflection by expanding the boundaries of art beyonci the
surfaces and frames of modernism. She alse reveals how throughout her
career censorship has arrempred to subjecr her work to aesthetic con-
straints with sp eciﬁc::.ily poiiric:li consequences.

Robert Morris poses a series of questions about the supposed innate
nature of aesthetics. anough various authorial voices he interrogates the
meaning and truth of aesthetics and brings several deﬂarionar}' notions of
aesthetics into pi:ly. In order to Open a new adventure of rhinking the pos-
sible he invokes Anaiy‘fic Cubism, the reaciyrnacies of Ducham_p, and the
work of Jasper Johns and Simone Foti. He holds that rethinking com-
modiry c:lpir:liism can lead to a new visual dernocr:lcy by undercurring
the elitism of“high art” in favor of democratic folk art
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Claire Bis]lo_p, from a curatorial perspective, ex_plores contempo-
rary art practices under the names of “ex_perimenml communities’ and
“soci:llly engaged,” “communiry—based,” “di:llogic,” “littoral,” “p:lrricip:l—
rory,” “interventionist,” “research-based,” or “collaborative” art She ex
plores how such practices are linked by a belief in the empowering
creativity of collective action and shared ideas. Using exam_ples from the
work of Superﬂex and Jeremy Deller, she discusses how such practices
engage in a redeployrnenr of aesthetics in social spheres. She concludes
that the best recent collaborative art makes both art and collectiviry more
complex.

Michael Kelly conducts a detailed analysis of Gerhard Richter'’s
Baader Meinhof series. He takes Richter’s paintings as pictorial state-
mentsabout matters of(political, artistic, _personal) lifeand death—matters
that anti-aesthetic theorists typically consider beyond the “represenm—
tional substance” of rod:ly’s art, Kelly investigates Richter’s resistance to
anti-aesthetic interpretations of his work and exp lores it as a site of regen-
eration of aesthetics as a theoretical Ppractice that can expl:lin and support
the substantial accomplishments of artistic practice,



