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The New Art History

The New Art History provides a comprehensive introduction to the fundamental changes which have occurred in both the institutions and practice of art history over the last thirty years. Jonathan Harris examines and accounts for the new approaches to the study of art which have been grouped loosely under the term ‘the new art history’. He distinguishes between these and earlier forms of ‘radical’ or ‘critical’ analysis, explores the influence of other disciplines and traditions on art history, and relates art-historical ideas and values to social change.

Structured around an examination of key texts by major contemporary critics, including Timothy Clark, Griselda Pollock, Fred Orton, Albert Boime, Alan Wallach, and Laura Mulvey, each chapter discusses a key moment in the discipline of art history, tracing the development and interaction of Marxist, feminist, and psychoanalytic critical theories.

Individual chapters include:


	Capitalist modernity, the nation-state, and visual representation

	Feminism, art, and art history

	Subjects, identities, and visual ideology

	Structures and meanings in art and society

	The representation of sexuality.



Jonathan Harris is Senior Lecturer in the School of Architecture at Liverpool University. He is the author of Federal Art and National Culture (1995), co-author of Modernism in Dispute: Art Since the Forties (1993), and co-editor of Art in Modern Culture (1992).
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Aims and readers

The discipline of art history has undergone fundamental change over the last thirty years. This book attempts to characterise some of the major aspects of these changes and to provide the outline of an explanation of them. This is a formidable task and my account will necessarily be limited in lots of respects. Nevertheless, my intention is to draw together an account of changes within the intellectual character of the subject with an account of the varying and overlapping ‘situations’ – institutional, historical, broadly social and political – within which these changes have occurred, in the period since about 1970. Given the relative brevity of this study, kept to this length in order hopefully to attract a readership that is as wide and big as possible, yet also given the ambitiousness of my aim – that is, to provide the beginnings of what might be called a ‘social history of art history’ since the 1970s – it should be obvious that my choice of themes, materials, and case-studies has had to be highly selective. Indeed, beyond these constituent elements, all my analytic cues (for example, art history ‘since about 1970’) and basic assumptions (for example, that art history is an identifiable ‘discipline’ at all, and therefore can be said to have a coherent ‘intellectual character’) are equally provisional, by which I mean questionable. This study, therefore, is offered as a contribution to a developing understanding of the history of an area of knowledge. While I certainly believe my account is true, I recognise that it is based on a particular, contingent focus, related to a set of specific interests, emphases, and arguments that isn't offered, and could not stand, as a full or exhaustive explanation.

These qualifications are necessary because I don't want to mislead any of my potential readers about the intended purposes, or possible functions, of this book. I have in mind several different groups of readers who might find my account useful in different ways. One group consists of those studying art history in a formal institutional context – at a university, college, or possibly at high school. I certainly hope that I have provided a compelling account of changes in the discipline and their place in recent social history that will be of value and interest to these students. One of the book's aims is to furnish a kind of contour map of major aspects of recent art-historical study concerned with, for example, visual representations of gender and sexual identity, and to examine the relationship between these art-historical concerns and the emergence, in the same period, of so-called ‘new social and political movements’, like feminism and gay and lesbian rights activism.

But my study should emphatically not be seen as the set ‘textbook’ or ‘course-reader’ that provides the Truth, nor as the only resource needed to understand very complex, extensive, and still developing intellectual arguments, scholarship, debate, and politics. It would be ironic if this were to happen, because I try to show that the discipline of art history generally has become much more open, interrogative (questioning), and self-critical than ever before – forcibly challenging, specifically, the assumption of, or belief in, locating a single, unquestionable Truth or History. It is also true, however, that academic institutions continue to use art history, like any other academic discipline, as a machine through which to ‘process’ students in order to ‘produce’ graduates claimed to be expert in certain skills, knowledge, and ways of thinking. The tensions between the critical intellectual openness of developments in art history and the continuing conservative institutional culture of academia over the past thirty years (related to the functional role of universities in modern capitalist societies) is a major theme within this study.

A second group of readers for whom this book is intended is those who are what might be called the ‘operatives’ in academia: the teachers who organise and implement the processing of students and produce the graduates in art history. I don't mean to be rude. I am one of the operatives as well, and can see that whatever general attitudes I might want to encourage students to adopt – for instance, a questioning of orthodoxy, or a desire critically to consider the place or value of knowledge in contemporary society – at the same time I know that I am inevitably also involved in the work of ‘institutional reproduction’. That is, reproducing the discipline of art history, helping to supply what comes to stand as art-historical Authority and Truth, and producing ‘trained’ graduates equipped with what appears – to the graduates themselves and to their prospective employers – as fixed, certain, and definitely useful knowledge and expertise. And it is right, I think, that students should leave university with confidence in the value and applicability of what they have learnt. But I certainly think it's true that, compared with twenty years ago (when I graduated), the content of that art-historical knowledge and senses of its value and purpose have changed enormously. That change importantly concerns calculations of the social value and usefulness of knowledge, and its relationships with broader cultural and historical developments.

The creative, interrogative, and critical scrutiny that, for instance, Marxist and feminist art history has shown over the past three decades significantly emerged out of a slightly earlier ‘moment’, that around the social and political disturbances of May 1968 that occurred in numerous countries throughout the world. In the riots, demonstrations, strikes, sit-ins, and many other actions which took place in cities such as Paris, one participating group – protesting university students – made it obvious that they clearly did not have confidence in the value of what or how they were studying, or in the uses to which that knowledge would be put in the world beyond the lecture theatre. Class and gender politics, then, together with fundamental questioning of the nature of capitalist and imperialist nation-states in the later 1960s and early 1970s acted as a motor for radical developments in art history. The Vietnam War particularly focused opposition to US economic, political, and military power in the world. These campaigns were orchestrated or assisted by radicalised students (and some academics) involved in the ‘moment of May 1968’ who were determined to pursue directly political and ideological aims, but also related cultural and artistic questions and debate. Such inter-related intellectual interrogation and activism was conceived as a form of struggle necessarily advanced both on the streets and in the university seminar room. Both these situations, the participants recognised, were ones where ‘real politics’, to do with power relations, ideologies, and material interests happened, and where real social change could and should occur. Projected socialist or feminist ‘revolutions’ – ideas and ideals of a fundamental reordering of social and political life – would have to occur throughout all the institutions and social relations within society, including those of academia.

And if Marxists and feminists active outside of academia differed in their understanding of what would constitute an authentic social and political revolution, and in how such a revolution would or could be brought about, then disputes relating to these different understandings also came to characterise developments within Marxist and feminist art history in the 1970s. Later, other forms of political and ideological activism and intellectual inquiry – based on, for example, questions related to ethnic and sexual identity and representation – also began increasingly to complicate both politics and art history in the 1980s and 1990s. (It is also important to note that often the radical academics and students of art history were themselves part of those groups active outside of the university, engaged in pursuing radical social change ‘in the society’ at large.)

Given that my book is directed at academics as well as students, and is, in a way, ‘autobiographical’ because it is partly based on my experiences as a university lecturer, I am particularly concerned that my intentions are not misunderstood by my peers. I am profoundly aware that my colleagues in the discipline – all those art historians known and unknown to me – have lived through all or part of this period (and some through many years before it), and are well placed to judge, according to their own experiences, my account of what has happened and why. Radical art history is nothing if not partisan, engaged, and sometimes highly polemical. I hope what I have to say will similarly interest those who teach and produce art history – of all kinds – and encourage them to assess their view of the past three decades, a process which will involve, as it has with me, a valuable reconsideration of their professional lives.

Conceiving the structure of parts and implicit logic to this study has involved attempting to maintain a fine analytic balance. On the one hand, I identify some basic organisational categories and concepts, such as ‘Marxist art history’ or ‘feminist art history’ or ‘psychoanalytic art history’. On the other, I consider some fluid intellectual ‘projects’, which represent the development, over a thirty-year period, of internally differentiated and, in some ways, contradictory bodies of work produced by, for example, a single author, or direct partnerships, or a looser tradition of thematic inquiry. ‘Categories’ and ‘projects’, however, are not finally mutually exclusive. Categories understood as concepts also change historically, and ‘projects’ always involve the persistence of certain concerns and values. In this study, ‘categories’ and ‘projects’ are really serviceable names for different, but related forms of analytic attention, differentiated ways of bringing something into focus from a particular perspective. These inevitably relate to my own interests and values, which I hope I make clear, though I approached the writing of this book with the intention of questioning my own ideas as much as clarifying and stating them.

A third group of readers I hope this book will appeal to is those who perhaps have not studied art history formally and certainly don't teach or research it in universities, galleries or museums, or in any other specialist institutional or professional context. This group might include people who do, however, have an interest in art and history, and who regularly watch art programmes on television, who like to visit art galleries and museums or churches, who have art on the walls of their homes, and have read some books about particular artists or art movements. Though parts of the argument I put forward here may be difficult for non-specialists to follow, what I hope will be the generally accessible tone of my account is intended specifically to attract and retain these readers, who perhaps have heard of Marxist art critics and historians like John Berger or T.J. Clark, or of feminists like Griselda Pollock and Lucy Lippard, teachers and authors who have long been associated with political and social critiques of art, art criticism, and art history.

It is often claimed that intellectual developments in the humanities and social sciences since the 1960s have bred a set of increasingly difficult and technical jargons of analysis intelligible to fewer and fewer initiates. The term ‘Theory’ has often been used as a synonym for these arcane forms of analysis, and recent ‘Theory’ in art history has certainly received its share of this kind of criticism. This criticism is sometimes warranted and sometimes not, as I hope to show. The difficulty of some terms and traditions of analysis within art history cannot be avoided, I believe, because the issues that are at stake are undoubtedly complex and require some specialised concepts that should be used in specific and rigorous ways. But the truly radical implication of Marxist and feminist art histories – rich and divergent analyses, that is, of the economic, political, ideological, and aesthetic operation of cultural artefacts and ideas – should be that this knowledge, understood as a set of tools for understanding and helping to challenge and change the social order, is potentially open and valuable to all, not just to those who have studied art history at university level. In order to reach and retain as many readers as possible I have kept my essential arguments in the main text. The notes and ‘selected bibliography’ sections to chapters contain supplementary material of various kinds: some additional commentary, evidence in the form of quotations, and a substantial amount of reference to relevant bibliographical sources. I recommend that the non-specialist reads my main text and turns to the notes only afterwards, in order to follow up particular points of interest.

The practice and politics of teaching ‘theory’ in the humanities and social science disciplines within universities, including that of art history, is most crucially a question of accessibility. This is the matter of producing a radical pedagogy appropriate to the social radicalism of the ideas and critiques in radical art history – hard enough, to reiterate, because most universities continue to exist, and are funded primarily, to process students and produce graduates in order to reproduce existing society. But many students, never mind people with a non-specialist interest in art, find the difficulty of recent ideas and arguments a great hurdle to overcome. As someone who, at various points in my life, has been a member of all of these chief reader groups I've identified – the lay person before going to university, the student, and now the academic – I hope I have managed to produce a clear enough argument from which all three groups may learn.



New, critical, radical, social

In my opening section I avoided using the term that may well have drawn you to this book in the first place: ‘the new art history’. It is a familiar phrase that has been around for quite a while now, since at least 1982, and probably earlier in informal usage.1 Though it is an expression that certainly must be examined, because it has become common currency – albeit given very different kinds of value – in this book I will generally use the terms ‘radical art history’ or ‘critical art history’ instead, for reasons that I will explain in some detail later in this Introduction and in the following chapter. All three terms, however, imply a negative to them, something against which they can be measured and be shown to be superior. ‘New’, modern, up to date, is set in contrast to ‘old’, which carries the implication of old fashioned, out of date. ‘Critical’, questioning, explanatory, is used in contrast to ‘unthinking’, ‘passive’ or ‘accepting’. ‘Radical’, fundamental, basic, is opposed to ‘peripheral’, ‘superficial’, or ‘subsidiary’. In addition, in political terms ‘radical’ is also used to mean ‘extreme’, and this can be applied to both left- and right-wing ideas and organisations. (Might there be such a thing, it is worth asking, as right-wing radical art history?) In all these cases the former terms – new, critical, radical -share the sense of meaning better and the questions of why, when, and to whom they should have this implication will need to be addressed.

By the mid-1980s, however, the phrase ‘the new art history’ was the one being most commonly used to name a range of developments in academic art history related to issues of disciplinary methods and approaches, theories, and objects of study.2 This set was usually identified as comprising: (a) Marxist historical, political, and social theory, (b) feminist critiques of patriarchy and the place of women within historical and contemporary societies, (c) psychoanalytic accounts of visual representations and their role in ‘constructing’ social and sexual identity, and (d) semiotic (in Britain, ‘semiological’) and structuralist concepts and methods of analysing signs and meanings. In contrast, the terms ‘radical art history’ and ‘critical art history’ had been used prior to the mid-1980s to designate only forms of art-historical analysis linked directly to political motivations, critique, and activism outside of the university.

For instance, the German art historians Kurt Foster and O.K. Werckmeister had used the terms ‘critical art history’ and ‘radical art history’ in 1972 and 1982 respectively, the latter with an eye specifically to the relationship between Marxist art-historical scholarship and anti-Nazi activity, coupled with a critique of modern West German capitalist Cold-War society in the late 1960s and 1970s. In broader terms, both Foster and Werckmeister saw themselves as social historians of art, producing analyses of art's ideological role in historical and contemporary societies.3

Werckmeister specifically argued that radical or social art history had to be distinguished from merely academic, methodological debate in universities. If Marxist critique of society had been intended as an instrument of political practice, he claimed, then Marxist art history could not be ‘explained as the advance of a new methodology from within the discipline but must be situated within the larger intellectual and academic movements of that time’. Werckmeister was careful to say, that is, that Marxist art history had authentic roots both inside and outside the university, in specific institutions and other social organisations within society as a whole. Its emergence into the mainstream of academic debate, however, did not occur until what he called the ‘second general and political crisis of late capitalist society, from about 1968 to 1973’.4

The term ‘social history of art’ had also been current from the early 1970s and was effectively another synonym for radical or critical art history. Its use then was related particularly to the work of T.J. Clark, who explicitly invoked the idea as an available tradition in his 1973 book on Gustave Courbet (discussed in Chapter 2 below). In the later 1970s the phrase was adopted by, or applied to, a range of art historians including, for instance, Fred Orton and Griselda Pollock in England, and, in the US, Albert Boime, and Alan Wallach and Carol Duncan.5 Clark had been at pains to point out in a polemical 1974 essay, however, that the tradition of ‘social history of art’ had earlier precedent in the 1950s’ writings of Arnold Hauser (as well as in those of, for example, Ernst Fischer, Francis Klingender, and Meyer Schapiro active in the decades between the 1930s and the 1960s). Indeed, Clark claimed that a number of scholars from the earliest decades of the twentieth century, and some from the nineteenth, formed the richest part of the antecedent tradition upon which social historians of art should draw inspiration.6

Though the name ‘the new art history’ had not then entered the language of art historians, Clark, like Werckmeister, saw what danger a purely academic and specialist notion of art-historical development – ‘hot-foot in pursuit of the new’, he said – would imply. Identifying two art historians, Alois Riegl and Max Dvořák, as ‘the really important historians of the nineteenth century’, and calling the scholarship of Aby Warburg, Heinrich Wölfflin, Erwin Panofsky, Fritz Saxl and Julius von Schlosser the discipline's ‘heroic phase’ of development, Clark claimed that contemporary practitioners had neglected that phase's fundamental concern ‘with the conditions of consciousness and the nature of representation’. Instead they had reduced the ongoing debate and arguments of these pioneering scholars to a matter of mere ‘methods’ – formal analysis and ‘iconography’, which constituted what he called the modern discipline's ‘dreary professional literature’.7 This preoccupation with formal analysis and hunting for symbols now makes up the mainstream of the discipline, Clark argued, and though this art history is being produced in the present its values and purposes were the opposite to that genuine creative intellectual inquiry identified, by various people, as ‘critical’, ‘radical’, or ‘social history of art’.

Now, inevitably, some hefty generalisations are made when commentators compete to characterise extensive fields of scholarship in a subject like art history. And each commentator necessarily brings to bear his or her own interests and values upon the discipline, its institutional contexts, and society as a whole. Fred Orton and Griselda Pollock, social historians of art who worked and published together in the late 1970s and early 1980s, drawing extensively on both Marx's own texts and subsequent Marxist traditions of social and ideological analysis, have retrospectively characterised that which they opposed (and continue to oppose) in the discipline as ‘the institutionally dominant art history’.8

Their point is that this definition does not just include the ideas and values, selective traditions, and historical narratives produced in universities by academics and reproduced by students – ideas and values, selective traditions and historical narratives, that is, based on monographs of mostly ‘great’ male artists, along with the ‘dreary professional literature’ of formal analysis and symbol hunting identified by Clark. ‘Institutionally dominant art history’ also includes the organisations, such as museums and galleries that collect, curate, and display art, and the corporations that commission and publish art history books. Orton and Pollock's 1979 study of Vincent Van Gogh, which was intended to offer a critique of the ‘Great Male Creative Artist-Genius’ idea, and to locate the artist as an actual person in a real social and historical world, was lucky enough to find a publisher. However, Thames and Hudson would not accept Orton and Pollock's proposed title, which it saw as a commercial risk because it seemed too unrelated precisely to the popular Male Creative Artist-Genius myth embodied in the art-historical persona ‘Van Gogh’. So Orton and Pollock's study Rooted in the Soil: A Van Gogh Primer became Thames and Hudson's Vincent Van Gogh: Artist of his Time. Some compromise seems implied in the final title, but Orton and Pollock's point is that art history is as much a matter of money and commodities, in publishing and the dealing-gallery, as a matter of ideas and arguments in lectures and seminars.

If these economic and commercial bases to art history are not understood, and the discipline's relationship to these wider social and political processes remains unrecognised or idealised, then claims about the radicalism of developments since the 1970s will be deluding and self-deluding. The term ‘new art history’ has been seen by social historians of art, therefore, as no less than an ‘ideological disarming’ of such radicalism's true critical and political potential. Adrian Rifkin, for instance, has claimed that the idea of ‘“new art history” represented a conceptual policing of the potentially fruitful effects of interdisciplinary disintegrations, as well as a neutralizing into a new disciplinary canon of the politics, feminist or anticolonialist for example, that had driven and determined its development’.9

My use here, then, of the terms ‘radical art history’ or ‘critical art history’ in preference to ‘new art history’ is intended to indicate the recognition that since 1970 art history developed forms of description, analysis, and evaluation rooted in, and inseparable from, recent social and political activism, while it also took up legacies inherited from scholarship and political activism from much earlier times in the twentieth, and nineteenth centuries.



Terms and texts

The chapters that follow this Introduction offer a continuous argument about the relations between forms of radical art-historical analysis and their socio-political contexts of emergence and continuing interaction. My first chapter examines in further detail the distinctions drawn between ‘old’ and ‘new art history’, or between ‘institutionally dominant art history’ and radical art history. It concludes with a short case-study intended to highlight key issues in the book as a whole. This is based on a dramatisation of contrasting positions which are often identified as ‘structuralist’ and ‘Marxist’, represented here in discussion of a highly influential essay by Rosalind Krauss from 1980 and a chapter from a recent book by T.J. Clark. Both texts offer accounts of Pablo Picasso's cubist period. Do these two essays stand diametrically opposed in analytic and evaluative terms? Or could they be shown, in fact, to share a number of assumptions and values in common? It will become clear as the book progresses that, as I've already indicated in the discussion above on the strain between attention to ‘categories’ and ‘projects’, many of the themes and problems that both Krauss and Clark address have always been interwoven in much of radical art history, though their unravelling and subsequent rearticulation at certain points in the work of specific authors are also highly significant. Chapters 2 to 7 and my Conclusion examine a variety of texts that exemplify this interweaving of concepts, arguments, and analytic procedures.

Each chapter's account is based on a discussion of these exemplary essays and books published during the last thirty years. In a few cases I have included examination of texts by authors who have identified themselves not as art historians, but as art critics and sometimes art theorists. Both these terms signal a range of differences from usual notions of the art historian and of art history. One way in which the discipline has fundamentally broadened since 1970 has been to include, within both teaching curriculum and research activities, forms and objects of study which would not have been recognised to be within the ‘canon’ of traditional art-historical study before the 1970s. We shall return many times in what follows to the definition and problems of the canon – that is, the set of artefacts deemed worthy of study, and by extension, those forms of study equally regarded as legitimate within the discipline – and to the ways and contexts in which canons are assembled and maintained.10

I have chosen to discuss only those texts that I think have value, though it will become clear that I have defined value differently depending on the text under consideration. ‘Value’ here is largely synonymous with ‘exemplary’ and I discuss some of the complexities of this notion below. The meanings and problems of exemplarity are important because I made a key decision that this book would be based on the evidence of actual texts, rather than on the generalisations or characterisations that I could have concocted to stand for the kinds of analysis examined. Such characterisations sometimes clearly have pedagogic uses, and it may be the case that I appear anyway to extrapolate from the texts considered, and therefore generalise at certain points in my study. Perhaps a certain amount of this is unavoidable and necessary. But my study is offered as a work of history, as I've said (the beginnings of a social history of art history), and I think the use of texts that have exerted actual historical significance in a number of ways over the period strengthens the historical basis of my argument. Now it is true that the concept of history itself has been subject to extreme scrutiny by generations of scholars in many fields since the 1960s, particularly in relation to questions of the nature of truth and reality. Aspects of these debates will make numerous appearances in what follows. My decision to base this book on actual texts written by real authors (thirty-seven considered in some detail, to be precise) indicates, as I've already made clear, that whatever claims I make necessarily have limited value. This treatment, though, I believe, is more defensible than one that bases judgements on a series of extended generalisations that could be characterised, depending on your point of view, as either compelling fictions or groundless caricatures.

To say that the texts that I consider in the book are ‘exemplary’ is really to say that they may be used to represent certain things. That is, they are presented here to stand for things absent. By including them here I have made them into representations of those things, though some texts will be used to represent a number of different things. The question of the selection of these texts, and the criteria upon which their selection has been based, raises some of the core problems of ‘canon-formation’ mentioned above. Likewise, the issue of the representativeness of these texts evokes some of the problems art historians, critics, and theorists face when dealing with all kinds of visual artefacts. I acknowledge that these texts have been plundered for my own purposes and, though I strongly defend my interpretations, I hope you will read them all carefully yourself if you haven't already. Indeed, this will be essential to a full understanding of my argument and its possible weaknesses. I do not have the space here to include an exhaustive analysis of these texts, nor to consider fully the treatment of the artworks discussed by the authors of the texts. You should at least be familiar with the important artefacts examined in each of these texts, a limited number of which are illustrated herein.

What would it mean to say that these are the ‘best’ texts to have chosen for my purposes? If I had been an ‘old’ art historian and decided to spend the whole book attacking radical art history on the grounds of its obvious left-wing political bias and inability to recognise the undoubted universality of Great Art, then the ‘best’ texts to use for this purpose would have been – in terms of their scholarly merit according to the enduring values of academic neutrality and humanism – the ‘worst’! In other words, unless criteria are carefully specified, notions of exemplarity remain vague, confusing, and, as in this hypothetical situation, actually contradictory. I think all the texts that I discuss in this study have positive intellectual value; that is, they show various kinds of sustained and rigorous thinking, are very or quite interesting, and are mostly well written. It will become clear, however, that I think some are more interesting, useful, and valuable than others! The nature of my intellectual and political perspective should become reasonably clear, given that I have based my account on what I would define and embrace as ‘historical materialist’ principles concerned to explain the rootedness of all art and art-historical ideas and values in material social life. I develop this notion in the chapters that follow. Marxist art historians have always drawn on historical materialist philosophy developed by Marx himself – though clearly in differing ways and to differing degrees related to specific social, political, and ideological contexts, some of which I examine below. At any rate, it should be clear that I see all of radical art history through the ‘window’ of this philosophical outlook.

Are the texts that I have chosen exemplary in the sense of representing certain distinct forms or traditions of analysis? Some, for instance those texts by T.J. Clark and Griselda Pollock, have come to be seen as ‘models’ of a certain kind of radical art history – ‘Marxist’ and ‘feminist’ respectively. I am less certain about this sense of exemplarity. It is true that Clark's early book on Courbet draws on versions of Marxist ‘ideology critique’, and that Pollock's discussion of the relationship between feminist and Marxist theoretical concepts (‘Vision, Voice and Power: Feminist Art History and Marxism’, first published in 1982) invokes longstanding ideas and arguments in socialist and feminist thinking. In that sense these texts could be said to reflect, embody, instance, or exemplify intellectual traditions (all these terms have particular nuances). However, these texts are certainly not reducible to these generalised ‘traditions’, and it could be argued that later texts by Clark and Pollock have become much more idiosyncratic, even independent of tradition. Clark's essay on cubism is a case in point.

Though the texts discussed here contain terms, concepts, and forms of argument that could be placed within broader intellectual traditions they all also have an irreducible specificity recognisable once a ‘close reading’ of them has been performed. Many of them also contain concepts and forms of analysis appropriated from other disciplines and traditions in the humanities and social sciences, and so could be said to stand as examples of the ‘multi-’ or ‘interdisciplinarity’ Rifkin identified as the basis of radical art history. However, the ability convincingly to interweave hitherto disparate analytic forms is rare and the texts discussed here that achieve it cannot be made to exemplify any general principles or procedures claimed to be present in facets of radical art history. The selection of these texts for discussion here might be taken to indicate, however, that their arguments and evaluations could or should become models for future work. Anthologies in art history, popular as a means of representing new, critical, radical, and social art history since the late 1970s (as well as an inexpensive way for university libraries to deal with ever-expanding curriculum demands), have represented their texts in all of these ways, and in others. In their own way these anthologies themselves comprise particular versions, more or less tacit, of the history of recent art history, criticism, and theory.11

I also made a conscious decision to structure this book around texts and their arguments rather than primarily around an account of artefacts (for instance, a selection of paintings, prints, sculptures, photographs, and mixed-media pieces). This approach could certainly be a rewarding means of achieving a similar set of aims and objectives and I do consider some artefacts in each chapter. But my chief interest is in the discussion of forms of art-historical, critical, or theoretical analysis related to broad intellectual currents and their historical significance in social and political life within the twentieth century, particularly in the period after World War II. I am happy, on the whole, to live with the accusation of ‘intellectualism’ should anyone wish to throw it at me. But I think the injunction – formulated in sometimes crude and sometimes quite complicated ways – that scholars should address themselves primarily, simply, and wholeheartedly to something called ‘the works of art themselves’ misses some very important points.12

It is not only that any, and all, forms of ‘attention to’, or ‘description’ or ‘seeing of’ artefacts require mediating language, ideas, values, and conventional means of communicating this desired communion with the work of art. Some radical art historians who do the most careful looking, including T.J. Clark, Svetlana Alpers, and Fred Orton, are well aware of the intellectual prerequisites for such ‘attention to the visual’. It is also a question of considering the assumed nature and role of pleasure and satisfaction in ‘looking’ and ‘seeing’, and the wider pleasures and profits associated with intellectual labour in general. For radical art historians it has also been a case of weighing up the pleasures, profits, and, unfortunately, pains of activism in and outside of the university. In the early 1970s pleasure became a sensation, idea, and value put under critical scrutiny by art historians and theorists, such as Laura Mulvey, whose extremely influential essay on the pleasures, profits, and losses possible in looking at Hollywood films, is discussed in my fourth chapter.

In the highly politicised context of university study and research, but also in the Women's Movement broadly around the world after May 1968, questions started to be asked about who had what kind of pleasure looking at which visual representation, to the benefit or exploitation of whom? John Berger's 1973 television series and book Ways of Seeing brought this debate into a broad public realm for the first time.13 Not long after this the question of the ‘pleasure of theory’ also began to be considered: maybe for some – perhaps, indeed, for me – the study, practice, and pleasures of analysis came to equal, even surpass, the study, practice, and pleasures of looking at art! If that were the case then how might this development be related to the radically changing class, gender, and ethnic composition of art historians and theorists in the period since the 1970s? Many of these (myself included) had been brought up on television, film, and video, rather than on traditional paintings, prints, and sculptures found in the parents’ homes or art galleries and museums frequented by earlier generations of scholars. In addition, was the development of ‘media studies’ and ‘cultural studies’ in the late 1960s and 1970s – discussed in my Conclusion – partly, but importantly, consolidated by a new generation of potential art historians who decided to ‘vote with their feet’, believing that scholarly activity found a more compelling social and political relevance in the study of advertisements and the wider ‘visual culture’ of contemporary modernity?

Certainly senses, degrees, and notions of pleasure and satisfaction have an important place in all forms of scholarship concerned with looking at visual representations, whether this is acknowledged by authors or not. A range of these senses, degrees, and notions can be found as much in the work of radical art historians (often misrepresented by their critics as having no interest in ‘aesthetic qualities’ at all) as in all other kinds. I suggest a tripartite structure of sensibilities which I invoke at various points in this book: there are the scopocentric (those who believe they ground their analysis on the act of looking), the scopophobic (those determined to avoid looking altogether, or who find reasons endlessly to defer it), and those somewhere in the middle – where I place myself – the scoposceptic (those who want to see looking at art as much as an historical as a personal activity). Pleasure has links to other key concepts, discussion of which recurs below; these include notions of quality, creativity, and of course art itself, which again attract a very wide range of uses and critiques in radical, as well as in ‘institutionally dominant’, ‘mainstream’, or ‘old art history’.

A number of other criteria governing the selection of texts discussed here should also be acknowledged and all of these relate to different aspects of their representativeness. As I stated at the outset, one of my most important ‘analytic cues’ is the demarcation of the historical period under scrutiny: art history ‘since about 1970’. I explain in more detail the reasons for the choice of this date below. Accordingly, all of the texts I examine in detail were originally published (if not conceived or written) around that date. Though I argue that radical art history comes substantially out of ‘the moment of May 1968’, and that its emergence then has organic roots in the ‘New Left’ politics of ‘critical Marxism’, anti-imperialist political organisations, and the rise of the Women's Movement, some of its intellectual features, as Clark claimed in 1974, can be traced much further back.

The New Left developed across all of Western Europe and North America, and in other parts of the world as well.14 Correspondingly, forms of radical art history – with varying emphases and to different degrees – were generated in many of these countries during the 1970s. I have already mentioned, for instance, the political and historical significance of the re-emergence of Marxist art history in what was then West Germany. This study, however, concentrates on developments in the US and Britain, and all the texts considered were written in English, or translated into it, for publication. Even the texts originally written in languages other than English, such as that by Mieke Bal, have, arguably, had their main significance and influence within the debates of what I shall call ‘Anglo-US’ radical art history. However, I do not intend, through my selection and discussion of English language texts, to suggest the marginality of the work of radical art historians active in many other countries throughout the world, some of whose texts I make reference to in my notes.15 This study is in no way offered, then, as a ‘survey’ that might claim or imply any kind of comprehensiveness or neutrality in terms of coverage: such a claim would be no more plausible in the context of my aims than it is when used, as it still often is, to defend ‘survey courses’ of art history offered to university students.16

I have tried to find a balance between discussing essays and books, and between considering essays published in journals and edited collections. This is a balance between examining succinctly stated arguments in essays that have significantly influenced developments in radical art history over the period (some journals, such as Block or October, were also important catalysts), and considering sustained studies that allow a method of analysis to be more fully demonstrated.17 I have tried, through my selection, to indicate a flavour of the kinds of writings and places in which radical art history found a voice, but, again, I make no claims as to its comprehensiveness.

Most of the texts were written by either US or Britain-based authors, but the distinction is complex and arguably has broken down to some degree since the 1970s when relatively cheap and quick transatlantic flight became possible for the first time. In some ways, however, the distinction between US and British radical art history and art theory was, and still remains, highly significant. Lucy Lippard's text (discussed in Chapter 3), for instance, is partly concerned with the different intellectual, social, political, and feminist cultures operative in US and British society in the late 1970s and the early 1980s. One feature of academic demography since the end of World War II has certainly been the ‘brain-drain’ of European academics to permanent jobs in North America and this has also influenced radical art history's development (though there has been a certain amount of traffic the other way as well). T.J. Clark, Dick Hebdige, John Tagg, and Victor Burgin, all of whose work is represented here, joined this migration.18

Most of the texts were also chosen because they involve discussion of what are usually called the ‘empirical objects’ of art-historical study and I want the reader to be able to assess the claims of the authors I consider, and the claims I make, in relation to their own knowledge of such ‘empirical objects’. Running the risk of repetitiveness, it is very important to remind readers that they should familiarise themselves with the texts directly and with their discussion of these objects. By the term ‘empirical objects’ I don't just mean visual representations, such as paintings, sculptures, films, photographs, and advertisements (though a selection of these is included). Art historians are also concerned with the study of producers (in one sense this is a more neutral term than ‘artist’), patrons and other intermediaries, styles of visual representation and group formations, as well as museums, galleries, and other kinds of organisation that have been involved in the broad culture of art's production, dissemination, and consumption.19 I have chosen some texts that focus discussion on these, and other phenomena, though there is no agreement that they are all equally ‘empirical’, much less significant in the same way that most traditional scholars would agree that a painting or sculpture constitutes the primary object of their study. Acts of description and forms of analysis are inseparable from senses of value and pleasure in seeing these phenomena at all, and in seeing them as worthy of consideration. If the notion that the ‘works of art themselves’ have axiomatic qualities has been thrown into fundamental doubt because it is recognised that any act of description or analysis is necessarily partial and preferential, then equally doubtful now should be the idea that all art historians should properly involve themselves with artefacts instead of, for example, the study of institutions such as art galleries or government funding bodies.20

Radical art history also has a ‘meta-discursive’ dimension, though, concerned with the exploration of abstract ideas, though these usually have a bearing – which sometimes may appear tenuous – on ‘empirical’ phenomena and the social world in general. ‘Theory’ has become one name for this inquiry within radical art history, but the users of the term, and the uses to which it has been put, have varied enormously during the period in question. According to some critical commentators, ‘Theory’ has become a detached and idealised practice in itself, not a constituent element of radical art history but a right-wing invention used as ‘a major means of disarming’ it. In contrast, theorising, the sociologist Stuart Hall remarked, is a necessary part of any critical intellectual project, but should not become an end in itself.21 Because I am in agreement with this view I have included consideration of some texts here that are mainly concerned with abstract analysis. Radical art history has always needed and carried out this work of theoretical clarification and debate, often at high and therefore difficult levels of analysis. I examine the nature and functions of both ‘Theory’ and processes of theorisation at various points in the chapters to come.



Readings, meanings, values, and politics

Any work of history has to have its evidence. The thirty-seven texts I consider here are the primary evidence for my account of the development of radical art history and assessments of its credibility will depend in large part on readers having access to that material themselves. Most of these texts, in turn, obviously use the evidence of the ‘works of art themselves’. But much of art history, and radical art history, simply isn't available for scrutiny as these texts and artworks are. ‘Art history’ tends to be used to mean that which is published or otherwise available in permanent or documented form. This would include, as well as art-historical texts, catalogues of artworks and television programmes, which are often recordings of the exhibition of artworks in particular places at particular times.22 All forms of museum and gallery displays of artworks are also art-historical phenomena because they inevitably select, order, account for, and judge artworks in all the ways that art historians writing essays and books do. These exhibitions are thus also part, at least potentially, of the history of art history. The collective labour that goes into the conception, planning, and realisation of such endeavours, and all the conversations held by people about the process (as well as their private thoughts in front of the works), might count as evidence of art-historical activity if such phenomena were seen as valuable and could be retrieved – that is, made into available documentation – and interpreted.

Similarly, and quite significantly, the work conservators do cleaning, repairing, and sometimes radically reconstructing artefacts is also ‘art-historical’ because these tasks, which might appear to be wholly neutral and value-free, always involve a set of assumptions and judgements – openly stated or tacit – about how an artefact did or should ‘look’ and therefore what, in a primary sense, it is. Some highly controversial cases have occurred, such as the restoration of the Sistine Chapel ceiling, when dispute broke out openly between factions of art historians over the ‘correctness’ of restoration, both on matters of principle and specific practice.23 But all conservation and restoration is art-historical in the sense I've identified above, whether it generates controversy or not. These practices, too, might, and sometimes have, become evidence within a history of art history.

A third area of what might be called ‘non-transcribed’ art history concerns the teaching of the subject, which would include all the lectures and seminars, course outlines, essay and examination questions and answers, slide tests, and much else that are produced in schools and universities. Once again, these activities undoubtedly have potential historical significance if evidence of them could be gathered and analysed. Although the examples of museum exhibition and conservation practices do relate to the concerns of radical art history (as some of the texts I examine concerned with displays of visual representations indicate), the activities of all art-historical pedagogy have particular significance for my study.

I will briefly mention two aspects of its relevance here. The first, as I've already suggested, is that the emergence of radical art history was related to quite dramatic changes in the social composition of both students of the subject and academics who taught and researched it in universities. In the US and Britain since the 1960s a great expansion in higher education occurred which brought in many more lower middle class, working class, women, and non-white students. Significant numbers of these were politicised, initially, by ‘the moment of May 1968’, and then by involvement in continuing social and political radicalism in British and North American societies throughout the 1970s and beyond. Their cultural backgrounds and experience, relating, for instance, to factors of class, gender, and ethnicity were in sharp contrast to that of the narrow elite of upper-middle, mostly male and white people who had been able to study at universities before the 1960s’ expansion. This did not mean that the new constituencies of students and later academics automatically shifted their interests and pleasures away from the traditional paintings, drawings, prints, and sculpture of art-historical study. It did contribute, however, to radical art historians mounting very different arguments about the nature and value of these, and other, artefacts, and to their art-historical analysis being linked to the political projects of the New Left and other new social movements in the 1970s and 1980s. And some of these politicised students and academics did decide, as I've already said, to shift their attention, all or part of the time, and for a variety of reasons, to the ‘mass media’ and the new fields of cultural studies and design history. I was one of these.

The second aspect, also already touched upon, concerns the relations between radical art history's theoretical complexities and their relation to teaching. This was and is, inevitably, a question about institutions and the social relations they generate. In the later 1960s socialists and feminists began to analyse the role of universities in reproducing both capitalist and patriarchal society. Universities were seen as hierarchical, paternalistic, socially excluding ‘knowledge-factories’ involved in maintaining all the forms of exploitation that the student demonstrators of May 1968 had set out to highlight and disrupt. But these institutions were also, comparatively speaking, ‘liberal’ and relatively open institutions that had already begun to open their doors to many who were previously excluded. The doors had opened partly because governments saw that they needed a more highly trained and bigger professional workforce to oversee the boom in western capitalist societies. But the expansion allowed new social groups to study all the disciplines taught in universities, including art history, which grew in student, staff, and department numbers very significantly during the 1970s and 1980s.

Radical art history developed within this expansion of art history generally, in Britain, for instance, specifically at the University of Leeds and Middlesex Polytechnic during the late 1970s and early 1980s. The former initiated its masters programme in the Social History of Art in 1978 and the latter provided the intellectual and material resources for the launch, in the following year, of the influential journal Block.24 Many other institutions in Britain and the US followed in establishing social history of art and feminist courses at under- and post-graduate level. There has always been a tension, if not a direct antagonism, however, between the intellectual and political radicalism of these currents and the conservative culture of university institutions, which are still – perhaps now even more – functional within the reproduction of capitalist and patriarchal society, and generally remain, despite some significant internal reforms, quite closed, hierarchical, and authoritarian.25

The arcane complexities of abstract theorising in radical art history and other humanities disciplines, if not thought through very carefully in terms of pedagogic practice, can mirror this exclusiveness. Without this planning the radical intent and implication of these forms of analysis can be lost, or worse, be experienced as actually oppressive.26 Given the general decline in Left and feminist activism throughout the world in the 1990s – though other forms of oppositional organisation, based on, for example, racial identity and sexual-orientation politics, have grown in the same period – there is a real danger that radical art history might become simply another academicism, largely unconnected to the world outside. If this were to happen radical art history would be little different, in character and implication, from that ideological entity identified by its critics (myself included) as ‘the new art history’.

The ironies in this predicament were perhaps summed up in the announcement by Buckingham Palace in 1999 that the future British monarch, Prince William, might begin an undergraduate degree in art history at the University of Bristol. If deciding to refuse a place at an Oxford or Cambridge college was not in itself sufficient indication of the Palace's ‘modernising’ intent, then the choice of art history taught in a decidedly ‘modern way’ clinched the matter. The Dean of Arts at Bristol was reported as saying that art history there had ‘changed over the past twenty years. It is no longer studied in terms of purely artistic progression or influence. Now, every effort is made to help students put works into their historical and social context and see how their meaning is affected by markets, changing taste and different approaches such as feminism.’ It was also reported, though, that Prince William would not be socially isolated at Bristol, as the university had many of the ‘Sloane contingent’ students (upper-class Londoners) who were the ‘right sort’ for the future king to mix with.27

So, radical art history can find itself being taught in one of the most exclusive and excluding contexts (the University of Bristol in the late 1990s had one of the highest proportion of undergraduates from private schools of all British universities), this despite, of course, the wishes and hopes of its proponents. But the social history of radical art history must include recognition of the actual, as well as the intended, situations in which its protagonists found themselves at the end of the 1990s, situations far distant in most respects from those hoped for within the optimism of the late 1960s and early 1970s.

To recapitulate then. I have identified radical art history as the appropriate name for a set of interacting currents of work in art history produced after 1970, genetically related to the ‘moment of May 1968’ and the emergence of the New Left, and concerned to produce social and political accounts of art and culture. Marxist and feminist radical art historians (particularly the latter) also devoted a good deal of their time to examining and denouncing contemporary mainstream or ‘institutionally dominant’ art history, as Fred Orton and Griselda Pollock called it. My account seeks to explicate several aspects of radical art history in the chapters that follow through analysis of specific texts and their relationship to the social history of the period. The character and role of university institutions – particularly their tendency to package knowledge, ‘process’ students, and reproduce hierarchical structures – is one very important context in which radical art history had, and continues, to operate. Another concerns the changing relationship between Marxist and feminist art history and the fortunes of socialist organisations and the Women's Movement (now generally renamed ‘Feminism’) in Britain and North America over the last thirty years. A third context, which O.K. Werckmeister and T.J. Clark both alluded to in essays written over twenty years ago, is the matter of the influence upon radical art history of a variety of rich and diverse intellectual traditions in literary, linguistic, philosophical, historical, and other studies.

Fred Orton and Griselda Pollock had this influence particularly in mind when they said in their critique of the notion of ‘the new art history’ that what was ‘good about it was not new’. And, in agreeing with Rifkin's view that the term functioned as a form of ‘ideological policing’, that what was ‘new about it is not good’.28 Though many essays and books published in the 1980s and 1990s have attempted to characterise aspects of radical art history, usefully drawing out particular strands, none have been concerned to place them squarely in the social history of the period or, to put it in another way, to study them, their authors, and their institutional situations as an example of what Raymond Williams called ‘the historical sociology of culture’.29



Art history, radical art history, and real history

A prevalent caricature of the social composition of art history's scholars and students before the 1970s, in Britain at any rate, represents them as upper-class, ‘amateur’ gentlemen, concerned mainly with appreciating the good taste of the paintings on the walls of their own, or parents’, drawing-rooms. Allied to this view is the judgement that there was little or nothing that was intellectually serious about this dilettante pursuit of pleasure in the university. Whatever the relationship between this caricature and what may be established as sociological fact in terms of the backgrounds of students and academics at universities in Britain and the US during the period before the 1960s’ expansion of higher education, significant numbers of scholars in other disciplines, including that of history proper, appear to have accepted this dismissive image.

Hayden White, for instance, influential US historian and ‘meta-historian’ (concerned, that is, with the history of the discipline of history and analysis of its discursive forms), reportedly ‘chided art historians with tongue-in-cheek comments about his “coming from the side of campus where real history is taught”, which he distinguished from the “slide shows to young men and women ripe for a European tour” ’.30Such scepticism regarding the defensibility of art history's procedures as a form of historical inquiry certainly was a significant aspect of the critique of the discipline mounted by radicals who joined its scholarly ranks from the late 1960s onwards. They agreed with Clark and others who saw, in the poverty of thinking and analysis characterising the contemporary practice of mainstream ‘institutionally dominant art history’, a gross disjunction between such ‘dreary professional literature’ and the seriousness of the heroic phase associated with the work of Wölfflin, Riegl, Dvořák, and others.

Yet history, as an academic discipline, as I've remarked, also entered a phase of great and continuing self-scrutiny at about the same time that art history found itself under interrogation by, for example, Marxists and feminists in the universities. In other words, radical art historians began – justifiably, of course, though perhaps somewhat ironically – to challenge the validity of art history's history at the moment when any and all of history's apparent certainties had already become, or would soon be, subject to critique from scholars of many different antagonistic intellectual and political affiliations.

It is true that, on the one hand, the early 1970s saw, for example, the entrenchment of a school of Marxist history committed to the belief in the objectivity and scientific basis of analysis anchored theoretically in the work of the French philosopher Louis Althusser. This had generated an art-historical variant in the work of scholars such as Nicos Hadjinicolaou, whose essays and influential book made cogent criticisms of the poverty of mainstream contemporary art history's forms and assumptions.31 But other wings of radical art history – I'm thinking of feminist writers in particular – though sometimes highly sympathetic to historical materialist precepts, and prepared to acknowledge that class struggle was a principal part of historical development, assertively shifted attention to other questions and issues relating, for instance, to gender and identity-formation and to the structures that they believed constituted and maintained patriarchal society. Other feminists, some identified or identifying themselves as ‘separatist’, saw no value whatsoever in Marxist history or art history, and, for that matter, sought no pact with socialists outside the academy.32 (I try to do justice to some of these varying and complex arguments and positions below.)

Still other scholars, developing an interest in art history, some from a base in English studies or anthropology or linguistics, began to mount a critique of art history (and later of radical art history as well) from positions based on principles and forms of analysis now usually, and loosely, called ‘post-structuralist’ and ‘post-modernist’. Several of the chapters that follow deal with work placed within these difficult and shifting categories, linked as they also are to earlier arguments identified as ‘structuralist’ and to later positions called ‘post-colonialist’.

To reiterate a point which I may have already laboured, I have had to wrestle here with both some necessary organising categories, such as these, and with representing intellectual projects and processes that have developed over years and decades which have come to include, in complex ways, many ideas, methods, and arguments associated with all of these terms and traditions of thought. Griselda Pollock's work is a case in point. The fact that she has always seen herself as a feminist first and foremost perhaps only further complicates the story I aim to tell. In fact, Marxist and feminist scholars since the beginnings of radical art in history in the early 1970s have always used, and – in that using – revised a myriad of analytic tools and procedures for understanding art and visual culture, often coupling what are sometimes dismissed as merely academic procedures such as ‘deconstruction’ with political and social critique in particular ways at particular times.33Norman Bryson's, Victor Burgin's, and Nick Green's essays and books discussed below are examples of these couplings.

My own perspective, I've said, is deeply indebted to historical materialist principles and to Marx's description of capitalist society. Later Marxist traditions (for there have been many, often in open or tacit dispute) have produced immensely valuable work preoccupied with, for example, defining the nature and role of the modern state, the function of ideologies and institutions in modern societies, and the relationship between social relationships and culture understood as the ways in which people represent and ‘live out’ their relation to society. These traditions also formed part of the root-system of my own intellectual formation as an undergraduate student of art history. I rapidly became aware, however, of the problems and dilemmas inherent in this indebtedness because in the early 1980s I wanted to support, for instance, feminist political activism and could see the value of its intellectual critique of both ‘bourgeois’ history and art history, and of Marxist history and art history.

Once one begins to accept the perspectival nature of understanding, indeed through being able to see the validity of another perspective, it becomes difficult – in fact impossible – to defend absolute notions of ‘objective’ and ‘scientific’ truth in historical analysis. The proliferation after 1970 of novel forms of political and intellectual critique, based on, for instance, questions of gender and ethnic identity, or sexual orientation, or regional location, or age, or disability, continued to push radical art history further away from the once normative belief in finding the correct, single answer to what was held to be the most important single question. This necessary and desirable ‘relative relativism’ has also brought the risk, however, of a ‘radical relativism’: the idea that all perspectives should be held to have equal weight, validity, and value. Such a relativism, if shorn of connection to social values and interests outside the academy, arguably constitutes another form of academicism – an innocuous game-playing with ideas – alongside that identified by Rifkin, Orton and Pollock as ‘the new art history’. All that one does, and can possibly do, in this anarchic market of equivalently valuable perspectives, they might say, is simply compete to find your own ‘theoretical voice’, in an academic individualist world parallel to that of the ‘free market’ for commodities outside of the universities.34

The danger implicit in recognising the perspectival nature of vision and understanding lies, then, in doing away ultimately with the notion and value of truth. By this I do not mean truth understood as an unquestionable objective knowledge (that sense had to go, I believe), but truth understood as an account of the world, and of artworks within it, that is based on certain assumptions, ideas, and values that can be stated, backed up with evidence as part of an argument, and that therefore remain subject to dispute. Truth or knowledge in this sense has a crucial heuristic aspect to it, which opens the claims made to potential revision through experience, argument, and reflection. Such a notion remains based on principles of value that can't themselves finally be ‘proved’ through experience (for instance, that men and women should have equal rights), but which are still essentially rooted in ethical and social values, that is, connected to a sense of their efficacy within the world – actual, and possible – inside and outside of the academy. Arguably, and worryingly, a ‘radical relativism’, implying precisely the end of this sense of truth, has made inroads into the academy, into the humanities disciplines and into art history, and is represented by the idea, for instance, that we have entered what several art historians, associated with deconstruction, have called a ‘post-epistemological age’.35

Such developments have complex links to two other related phenomena that will be touched upon in discussion at various points in the chapters that follow. The first is the range of intellectual, institutional, and political positions and practices grouped under the rubric of ‘multiculturalism’. This involves a number of relativising positions held by, for instance, artists, art historians, critics, social workers, politicians, state administrators, and others. The second is the connected notion, practice, and critique of what is – usually pejoratively – called ‘political correctness’ in matters of culture and public policy. Both are highly politicised areas of debate and practice, both intensely visible within university institutions (particularly in the US), and both connected in complex and changing ways since the early 1970s to arguments and debate about identity and representation in radical art history.36

Maintaining a sense of the ‘world beyond’ the academy is very important, then, both within radical art history's understanding of its own institutional development, and within its narratives and analyses of art and artists.
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