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'Has it been the professional characteristics of o

" word ‘work’ to mean many

, ] ) .

What is the na_;qr'e}_6f.5';jqu_rfw¢'_fk?'wp'a¢ s

its relation to-other work? o
-+ Such iquestions.reflect the dilemma cur- -
rently engaging you atists seeking ‘cultyral -
‘change’, as, for example in the New York

forum Artists "’ga_eting'fo-f".(.’ultural Change.

\your work, (or rather, the work-role you've
adopted) which has impesed limitations on;,
the forms your social/cultural relations have’

been able to take? Or has an a prioni self-iden-

tification as artist ctfectively preciuded your
potential for significant social/cultural change:

" (regardless of reflexive illusions of change in
your'socialityfyout"sdcial'félqt_;idns‘"with‘ C
other artists). - o

1’5 indicative of the confusion of present

© circumstances that:you artists are using the

things: the ‘work’

" means either the object, the manifestation of

" ton to other work. This lack of clarity is further

'~ concept; or the range: of various activities of
. to'miaking.
. to directing); or the com- .

labout/production (from thinking . .
oy to designing . .
‘prehensive sense of oen re, life-work.
' What akes questions concerning the. .
' nature of your work ‘awkward’is that you'ye -
evadéd the recognition that the real nature of
your work can only be revealed by‘its rela-

N “compounded by your adoption of the label of -

artist as ‘cultiral worker’; and concomnitant
notions of artists’ identification with the-work- -
ingclass. o i IR
1. . Artist’s work, _‘-L"reativc’-_work;“int’elltc— L
- tual’ work: why do we accept making art as :
more ‘naturally’ work than we do say, play,.
-or speculation, (the traditional Aristotlean

characteristics of Jeisure)? MaKing art hasbeen -

R B

' profeésiOnaliséd and institutionalised to an -

historically unique degr'e‘e,‘-and as the distin-

" guishing feature of High Culture it existsas

“an integral part of Capitalist superstructure. . -
Tts practice is highly valued as an index ofin-. -
dividualistn, and its products are used as ve-

hicles of propaganda. These are certainly

' ivark-like.‘func_tibns_f(ath’drigbthcrs,v_liké ex-.

change-value speculation, and the reification. .
of consumption): Butit's also the ‘hormal’;

the street-level acceptance of art-work as

 work which has magnified its pervasive and.

‘socially inflexive effect.

We take for granted that lfalay,'- and specu

lation (and recreation) falk within the realm

of leisure. But we find thatJeisure has been

o prdfessiqinaﬁlised'afr'xd_'iir:nst'i_t'u;_iphaliéed toa -,

- simvilar degree; thait sits firmly as.a.massive_ .

spectlative and e’n}reprehéﬂf'ial sector of capi- -
talist economies, that its ‘stars’ are sanctified-

 as cultfigures, and ghat they and their para-

digmatic forms are used as pawns for.interna-
tional diplomacy. It isno coincidence. The.

" factors of control are the sarfie: Tf Art and . -35

 Leisure-are thus so markedly similar, why does_

the distinction between art-as-wotk, i.e. cul-
ture, and leisure-as-not-work persist? :

"2, There seem to be all kinds of leisure, in-'
- ventive ways.we find.to use our spate ‘time,

capacities which all people have in'common,

. and whicli in the case of artists has expanded -

1o become their work-role.. And further, it's

- ,__'_argu'ed _tha; this ‘heightening* of creative

capacities forges the link between artists’
work and the commen experience of leisure.
- There are some members of this society
(the service and academic profe ssions, .the '
self-employed, ‘housewives’, artists, etc.) who

- have, it seems, a much greater control over .




1e use ‘of th  time than others and; one as-

€S, 4 COIT!

ifference? Even these sclf-

self-determination of work-

"detenm_n_efgi;rridiyridﬁaigy___arqsubjéc’t}to a ‘tmiver- -

sal clock-watching; the ‘automatic’ division of .

o

self into use-value equivalents. And when an

',Yindivir_ju,al'?s_'Lti;’iji_:jr-is__.ébns'id_éred divisible into -

3

‘work’ and:.‘flfgégﬁme.’ fractlons, when the ’

value q_f_-;th;dtzi,ftee},t:ime;-i_s',_cléfinéd_,by its use- - - _*. .
potential, (valje sofd in work, value boyghs -

in leisure) then: the rationalisation of compen:

_sation for labour as fte_e_doméin?lcisu_ré‘:.iJS'_ acs:
be seen tobe

conspicuous fallacy. If this can

the case in advanced capitalist soci

,2s:a persuasive model for v?ql'mi,ta"ry.'St:r\iiti_@,def":;; o

howiis it that such a condition has become:

acceptable as a way of life, even ‘the good -

life’? If we recognise that leisure; thus deter- -

Sufffiféd_'a’i‘kilfid'o‘f“ devaluation in relation.to”
its sipposed (mythical) value, then the Dow’
Jones of artists’ work (thus defined) has alsg ~ **

3. Themyth of fieedom-accessible-through' -

leisure is implicidy disseminated through - -

schooling a'r'!d'_"rs.‘oéiigi'-_cojnditi;ofiing'(tﬁc_hl—'t_ur&-- o
tion): it is petvasive in liberal-bourgeois ra-
tionality, and'is gf&;iﬁédfekpioiteg by the
‘leisure industry”: Hence the common dcéept-

-ance of a 'monétaryf'_equivaiexit for free time,

- and the (obviously) concomitant notion of
the consumption of leisure. | e
. The myth of fieedom-accessible-in-cql:

‘.t_ure‘is“ more'__.cjusive,‘:havipg_(suppos:é&[y) B

. greater intrinsic (¢soteric?). value: it’s the -

Sophisticated arm of the consciousness indus- -

“try, being stratified and regulated in its upper . ..

sts.or entreprencurial expertise.” . .
' Underwriting the social power of leisure-

Z,'cui;ure"inél;jtufions is thg-flibétai'-t{ig' / of the .
.-"freé individual’ as the prime-agent arid pro-

ucer.of itéms of cultural valie. Whichis~
precisely why i this society, where Liberty .
is:an inalienable Right, when the quality of -

the moments-of freedom ¢njoyed by any in-

reaches by those with. vested economic inter- . -

dividual is beld to be in'doubr; that the sus- . -
tine Aodel Free Man cin'be seen to T

exert a necessary regulatory and reassuring
{pacifying) force;

1t is'the awareness of this. *

mined by the values of the laboist market, has

s
¥y

- society:(i)'th

- When the manifest experience. of these needs
do not reinforce thie class relations which ob- -

i, the historical fragility of High Culrure,

~used asan instriument: of class power becomes
apparent. That is, its need to embody certain B

* ruling clas alke. csuch -
:__disjuncti_(:)r,_lsa_(the'falflﬁ;'e;tpreirji:fotg'e classre- -
. lations ) do occur, gnd frequently, itisa

" rences are mediated and smoothed; and that =

. meabure of the effective

ime than oth Cas . (merely) symbolic role which artists play in .~
ondingly gredter accessto - n:

‘the:scenario. o,i"-_—'C‘si;l\)"l'.ti‘ll‘i?_-ﬁ':l'h\eg'fi'l_n'i)'njz= whichis " ey

‘the source of their collective angsz, .
O '

between ‘leisure”and: ‘culture’ are motivated :

To go' deeper: the distinctions mairitained |-

- primaily by the needs of two sections of this« ~ -

~ship ‘of ‘-_mas's’:_:cu:lture':rimplemepting itshege-: -
“-mony-over the bounds of freedom/conscious- -
 hess (and its means of expression), and:(ji)
... 'the needs of the-petty-bourgeoisie, to.demon- - .

- strate their ascension. from mere consumption " -

. of leisure to the consumption of culture,. -

transcendental val 'Les-;is'.so-'_t;h'al:'_it'_g:t_)'_n‘tinucs
o be gratifying to the petty-bourgeoisie and
' y While it appears that such

i -7 the control of thé',rhl-ii__lg-élaés over'the "~

-its mystificatory manipulation of ‘reality”. : -
' (That artists live within

_economic base is firmly maintained through -

~tion as,gii",hiStof’z—‘__icﬂl‘ly determined social sec- 1

. tion; separate from the real economic base,

~And let us recognise that the reflexive illusion

-ofa base/superstructural analysis of the cul-
- tural sphere giving credence _
tity with the productive base, simply because -

- . work.in thatﬁsrhei:e produces ‘things’, is. o
C oo lwdicrousy 4 o R .
. 3 We're hardened to the deterministic re- |

. lationship between those petty-bourgeois' as-

pirations which surface in the consumer’s role

. in Culture, and its interpretative media—the

e

aides de camp of the cultured elite. We’re-

aware that they treasure their utopian models *

of the ‘attist as honest ‘worker’. But withinia

wider body of literature thar takes an overtly
tidealogi cally informed critical relation to cul- .-
-7 ture, one also finds ready advocacy for the no- .

j- o _!fl

3

e riling class, who through'its -~
*€ontrol -qf-,_H_;gheﬁultu-;e"reproduces1ts power -
oy for its own imperialist ends, through its owner- )

. tive superstructural func-
tion in the cultural sphere that these oceur-

hat artis K thése disjunctions .
-of High Culture'is indicative of their disloca- = .

to-claims to.iden- -

; .




We are thrown together because the soc1a1 organrzahon oi' our Iabor RO
doesn‘t match the real cond1t10ns of our soc1a1 mterchange. You want to -

: '-'work ‘you. want your work to.be mte grated into the things you are workmg
for._ But. how is it poss1b1e to d1scuss work when all. the real: 1ssues
coalesce around the gocial relations. of _13 ing? . . R :

The. s0c1a1 divisions of product:on generate ‘social’ ‘programs‘ wh1ch are:
self-perpetuating but not self- su-persedmg. These mediate ‘between (soclal)
form-and (social) content — between ‘society’ ‘and ts.. Form Ioglc‘aflly
underwrites. 'society's’ insurance policy. Form is 'society’s! mstrument
for: determmmg soc1a1 meaning. So can we begin to'leave culture out?. -
Cultural meaning is'justa superstructural manifestation of social form- _
as—content- ‘cultural art fo:-rns are determined. by thelr h1stor1ca1 embedded-
‘ness-in the ‘dominant social strata. There are’ no pure forms’ or neut-'-a1 . .
formis, “The ‘touted ‘autonomy of forms is-a function of dw:dmg gomg-on Hh el
“into seuarate s-pheres, such as. 'dlscourse'-and 'actlon' -

.. 80, how is it possﬂ:le to.go on? ‘And, more complexly, how is 1t possﬂ:ﬂe

" to- learn and- teach going=-on 'without (i) giving our concrete tasks a 'PTOgramm_-’f

- atic. character, or (11) estab11sh1ng the rules for correct consumptmn/
appropnatlon of the products of our d1scourse actmn complex'> L .
. .For’ all of us, the. bone of contention domes down to the nature of poss1b1e o
' concrete tagks ('pro_]ects) -And, as 1mportant1y, our constructed relatmn '
to these tasks. We can't develo-p a shopping-list for. the nature of ‘good -
~work!'. ‘That is. askmg the wrong questiopn. But there is & prograrnmatlc _
' reratlon which is. poss1b1e -~ contert that is. neceszaryaud correct, -Form
is merehr the structure of responSe tos patflcular social event .There -
is no basis for a permanent re‘ét;on to form, We’ have ‘to treat form as o
strategxc and forget about. ii in order to get to a. pomt of ta1k1ng about L
correct content : : T UL
i The: celebratlon of 'plurahty of cultural forms is Just 11bera1 dwersrflc- _
atton/ dwersmn of the worst kind. It is the base of control — plurahty
'never means democracy but h1erarchy — the ontolog1ca1 regunentatwn of
Tcontents?. . We have to see’it clearly as a problem of reproductmn,_not
of. reflectmn.- What.is the'iise if the product reflects a soc1ahst awareness
but. a"eproduces the: torm of capitalism?. Form fixes content. L
 Ourideological Space is shot through with’ h1stor1ca11y embedded
: cultural disarray. If we look at the work we dp as constltutmg hrstoncally
linked, contmuous points of referen,ée that index cnto all our theories:’ _
T -and practmes and’ index us.-into 'progress’, '1macr1nat=on and. creat1v1ty i '
then our \relatwnshrps w111 revolve around work and- w111 be externahzed, ]
self m1rror1ng ShO‘p'plng lz.st reahty' : '

P . . - . . N . i T '
‘. In contrast ‘our. soc1a1 mterchange engenders the :deolog:cal spaee

v ior d1a1ect1ca1 work but - this dialectic> .1 work is not art.. Our revolutmn-”_i.,,_

1zed soc1a1 relatlons are not subJect'»matter of 'revolutmnarv formahz.atlons 3

Posﬂ;wn Parer resented bq Ian Burn’ and’ Mayo 'T'hom?soc_*o Art1sts Mec,mg

for f"ul ura

nge. December let 9'75\ S _ L ’




: n of the artxst as the model free man

< Harold' Rosenberg stretches a point to
ascnbe the idea fo Marx: “The ‘artist is the .
only fi igure in this soclety who is able not to
be alienated; ‘because he works dlrectly with
the materials of ‘his own experlence and trans-

forms them Marx therefore conceives the ar-'.

tist as the model free man of the future”.
‘ (Dzscovermg the Present, Umvers1ty of

s

' fundamentally aestheticin character, -via the
- process of disalienation, wherein “the rich

~-man profoundly endowed of all his senses .. *;"
18 srmultaneously the human bemg in need of. .
a totality iof human llfe-acuvmes", (Marx and

' Engels: Economic and Philosophical-Manu-~
‘scripts of 1844)..From this quotation, R. C. -
Tucker-is lead to conclude- “In Marx's view,
the. relationship of the new man:to. nature— '

“thati 15 to ‘his own anthropologlcal nature!

R

:‘_Chlcago Préss; 1973, p. 19). Marx’s early.con- K
- ception of communism. has.been read as being © . .

= 'New Yark New. York

L

So there it s, you re gettmg it both wayu" :

_as Sunday worker and’ weekday artist, and'it
- becomes all too easy to see this’ kind.of wish
- fal attnbutlon as'your real nature, “Ah y

" that's us, the real workmg class”

It becames necessary’to ask wbose ar-

- tist, whose class? And where, as the. perpetra~

tors. of the distinction between culture at‘ld

le:sure, between expensive and free creatmty,
- and the: latter s total devaluatxon via ‘mass’
~culture, must artists owe their allegiance and..
© social reponmblhty? Artistic llcense, poetic ‘,
“license, class licénse ., ., . perhaps it's timesto.
- check whether i 1t s about to explre con

N\









