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Aestheuc pleasure has mcreasmgly become a cntrcal concept in the analysis of

"contemporary cultural productmn ananly, 1t has become an analytrcal focus for studies of

- P
ot

the nature and role of“ popular culture m comemporary socxety Thls thesrs mvestrgates :

concepts of aesthenc pleasure and therr development, transformatron and currenc& in vanous PR

drscrphnes and dlscourses and exarmnes thelr appllcauon wrthm culrure art and (

o 'communtcauon. T

Ihls thesrs as an mqurry into the:- hlstoncal and socral 1nﬂuences of categonzatrons of .
aesthetlc pleasure pnvrleges recepuon and the commumcatrve Tole: of cultural objects rather

than a more tradrtronal acknowledgement of producuon or}entated aesthetre values The long

8 :

‘establrshed d1v151on between high art and mass culture that is rellant on- the opposrtron

v/ . - - . ;

culture versus commerce Lheory is now problemattc Condrnons of pleasure can no longer
be vrewed as 1solated from commercral exchange Consequently an analysrs of pleasure is left -
with” amblvalent categonzauons with which to consrder the multiple forms of cultural practice
.and the hegemonic conditions of caprtalrst society. Wrth the growth of consurner culture
pleasure becomes linked with the commodrﬂcauon of cultural products, but most 1mportantly,

.commercral'and technological developments have restructured'.fOrrns of reception, hence the

framework within which aesthetic pleasure can be conceptualizecL

- T~
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INTRODUCTION .

e

My approach to pleasure/takes up Barthes concept of pleasure as a crmCal
: 2

prmc1ple"1 AestheUC discourse is shifted in Barthes’ reference to pleasure; set in motion as
drift, pleasure. remains mdetermmate and undecxdable .as ideological forrn_:_

- An entire minor mythology would have -us believe that pleasure (and singularly
the pleasure of the text) is a rightest notion. Or the right, with the same
movement, everything abstract, boring, political, is shoved over to tHe left -and
pleasure is kept for oneself: welcome to our side, you who are finally coming to -
the pleasure of literature! And. on the left, because of morality (forgetting Marx’s
and Brecht’s c1gars) one suspects and disdains any "residue of hedonism." On the
right, pleasure is championed -against intellectuality, the clerisy: the old .reactionary
myth of heart against head, sensation against reasoning, (warm) "life" against
(cold) "abstraction” .. On the left knowledge, method, commitment, combat, are
drawn up against "mere delectation" (and yet: what if knowledge itself were
delicious?). On both sides, this peculiar idea that pleasure is simple, which is why
it is_championed or disdained. Pleasure, however, is not an elemenmt of the text,
is is not a naive residue; it doés not depend on a logic of understanding and
on sensation; it is a drift, something both revolutionary and asocial, and it cannot
be taken over by amy collectivity, any mentality, any ideolect.?

. B - .

The coucern oEr'rhé thesis is theoreti,c'al‘_,". i\n_r'?ﬂchat a broad historically based analysis
frames - aesthetic discourse aud the _coucepfualizatiou of pleasure. ‘Aesthetics as discourse is read
“as ‘an historically determined conjuncture of hlghand low . cultural forms thichl posit pleasure
as closely ted to' the process of 'fc_u'ltural nlodernl?auori:~ _corﬁmercial ex_change,‘ developme:(xts in .
technology, changes in perception and modes of .sigm'ﬁca,tion. This approach‘suggests cultural L
transformation as a movement towards both an autonomy aesthetic and commercial |
diversification,” hence the recognition of varied processes of cultural reception. Thus as liarthes

" observes, pleasure is not simple but as historical, political, and social as culture itself.

The. first’ chapter examines the origins’ of aesthetic discourse as_anj_rinde‘pehdent and

- systematic critique. Under the influences of eighteenth century - scientific doctrines, especially

RSN




developments m he natural sc1ences aesthetlc values were ratronahzed and codrﬁed as

concepts drawn from an orgamc natural worch But as aesthetlc values were mcreasmgly

Ed
.

compared to nature T.hlS was a nature deeply codrﬁed through sc1entrﬁc reason. Once: aesthetlc

values were vrewed s both "natural” and orgamcally percelved, an aesthetlc autonomy could

oL

L be easxly ratlonahzed as the means to separate the aesthetlc sphere from cornmemal

conditions and th& soc1al and subJectlve relatrons of‘ everyday cultural practlce Such a

dlsmterested" >aesthet1c the legacy of enhghtenment discourse, denies not only everyday
W -
expenence but the very conditions of its cultural and economic formauon The result, the

concept of aesthetic pleasure is rationalized as a ’hlgher umversal value W1thout 1nterest or

cultural utility.

During the late eighteenth and“nineteenth century, me'ideoloéy of classical liberalism
dominated social, political, and economic  thought.  Closely ~?éoﬁnected o "the ideology of
hberahsm Romant1cxsm as both an aesthetic and political sensxblhty developed mto a popular
‘cultural movement_ Chapter two outlines the cultural links between the world views of

TN

Romanticism and 11berallsrn (especrally the 1deology of bourgeoxs 1nd1v1duahsm) and exammes

how Romanticism grew into an opposmonal force to challenge the condluons of _ec_onormc and

cultural modernization, of which it was an -integral part

The RomanUc popfularlzauon of the notlon of the genius and the subhme was essential
to an autonomy that enforced an aesthetically percetved separation from the mﬂuences of the
industrialized rnodern .world and the rise of the bourgeoxsxe to the centér of both economrc '
and political power. Romant1c15m prov1des the historical antecedent of the drscourse of
. aesthetic negation and estabhshes dual opposmons that detach hlgh culture from a-
commercially regulated culture or as it is often called a culture of consumptton As the
increasingly mdustnallzed capttalrst economy sharply differentiated work from- letsure soc1al
1nterest_s wrthm new commercial formauons of culture became both stgml‘ ed. and dlffused TheA_".

pleasures of commercral cultural practices were easily rendered as. aesthetlc quahues "lower in



s 1nroads of mass culture popular or more commercral forrns of culture were denrgrated as

B :.value or-a form of debasement concurrent with condrtlons of commodrty exchange Thrs" '

‘notation of the popular was 1mmersed wrthrn two pnmary condrtrons of moderruzatron"

*7 technologrca.l forrns of reproductron and the cultural hegemony of. the bourgorsre Hrgh ‘“and“

low cultural forms became 1ncreasmg1y opposrtronal in status Hrgh art as a pure

3
% 4

autonomous sphere of aesthetrc pleasure was 1ncreas1ngly 1nsutut10nalrzed to guard agarnst the

t

[ - - P

products of srandardriauon and mampulatlon .

AN

' Pleasure wrthm rerfrcatlon is developed in the third - chapter as a drscussron of natural".:.,f.f, :
and “false needs outlrned through Marxs concept of use—value and exchange—value My

A -analysrs centers on the work of Theodor W. Adorno and Max 'Horkhermer and therr crmcal

W

‘*‘wapprarsal of. mass culture formulated in the term the culture 1ndustry The condrtron of

e 'relﬁcatlon as ouLllned by Adorno leads to aestheUc receptlon wrthm commercial cultural B

wl

exchange as - forms or "mass ,deceptron subJectrve expressron s demed wrthm the

™

accornpanyrng adnumstered components of culture’s subJectlon 'to exchange—value If culture is ..

enurely "debased"‘through cornrnerclal condrtlons as Adorno postulates thls establlshes the
v Q S ‘
»'?necessrty for aesthetrc experrence to excert ‘4 "distance" in order not to engage 1n the

conditions - of rerfrcauon Such a process of\ negatlon becomes the aestheUc legrumauon of
g PIOdUCUOH yalues and the recepuon process hence Adornos cultural cnt1c1srn re]ects the S

1mrnanent possrbrhtles of aesthetrc pleasure For Adorno the pleasures of commodrty

onsumpuon rernarn -an; artrﬁce of subJectrve realrzauon The farlure to acknowledge pleasure \

as an 1mmed1ate aesthetlc expenence was largely deterrmned by Adornos refusal to accept the

lntegratlon of ammercral and technologrcal mﬂuences wrthm cultural producuvrty in’ general
Thrs concept of aestheuc negauon 1s cnt_qued through the recogmuon of aesthetrc o
_'expenence held at the level of everyday cultural exchange and the potenualrty of
‘cornmumcauon within symbolrc meanrng AestheUc condrttons of perceptron and srgnrfrcauon '

fwrthm the producUOn of cultural meanrng and symbolrc relauons deny condruons of rerfrcauon )



as torally man1pulaUVe and deceptwe in expenenual qualmes Therefore factors of economic
| and social exchange wnhm conclmons of commercral culturé are glven srgmfrcance as symbollc

.',,relauons of aesthetrc recepuon rather than def' mng the subject isolated w1th1n a fa]se

R .
('v'.f.

copsciousness. .o

Walter Benjamrn wnung dnnngt the 'same period as Adorno, recogmzed technologlcal

f .‘cultural 1nfluences w1th1n forrns of reproducuon as a primary factor 1nfluenc1ng not only the
producuon qualmes of cultural Ob_]eC[S but most importantly the changed condruon of therr
reception. . In refenng to producuon aestheucs and technological forms of reproducuon -
Benjarrun c1tes a challenge to the cap1talrst forces of production. In his chlef concern w1th
the 'loss of the ,iaura ,'-receptlon no longer‘ el1c1ts-.a purely contemplative response'wBenjarmn
describes how:-an inactive' :'-"di'stracted" audience is able to meet the: cultural object "halfway

- These transmonal values in the reception process define cultural expenence as dependent on

. altered forms of aesthetic production and reception Wthh demand an eva]uatron of traditional

aesthetic values.

Chapter four discusses Benjamin’s unfinished study: of :'»the origins of? mass culture in the
'.nineteenth century. Drawing on the notion of a A"-’phan‘ta'simagoria" of pleasure, references to
Benjannn’,s' analysis of reproduction techniques is a means,-‘to examine the early technological
fOrmations" of commercial culture as sensuous, complex deVelopments that both incorporate and
contradjct. the social norms and cultural values which ‘def'lne nineteenth century modernlity.' The
.ﬁgure of the njnetee‘nth century jflaneur is representative of these cultural. changes within the
~hegemony of capitalism. The Aaneur, representing the- subject 'immersed wlthin the nineteenth
century culture of consumption, serves as the means to identify the extension of commercial
exchange into all aspects of experience. As the ﬂaneur dernonstrates, 'subjective identification

within the terms of a commodity aesthetic extend beyond the constraints of capitalist

exchange-value.



This emphasis: on external influences is essential to Benjamin’s political interest in a

social collectivity that is reliant on his interpretation of Marx. In establishing an inquiry into

e -

£y

the urban conditions of cultural modemization, Benjamin -evokes Baudelaire’s epic poetry,

especially his use of correspondences as a way of grasping a direct sensuous involvement in

cultural transformation. Thus popular ple,asure is both a quality of the commodlty aesthetic

and an evaluann of new modes of recepuon

Chapter five takes a stronger critical appralsal of the pursuit of aesthetic. pleasure The
concept of the postmodern condition opens up an inquiry - into comemporar\ culture by
re-examining the historical context of high modernism, hencé questioning the effectiveness of
aesthetic discourse as a negation of the social. The postmodefn condition is termed a proces\sA
of aesthetic resistance rar_her than a negation through aesthetic autonomy. Resi‘s’tance puts
“interest” back into aesthetic experience by acknowledging the reception of ‘aesthetic pleasu‘re
as socially 'consu'tuted. Thus postmodernism by going beyond an autonomy aes&ée[ic displaces
the binary oppositional system of aesthetic evaluation - most importanty the division between
high art and mass culture. This analysis leads to a point of‘ destablization or a semiotic shift
towards difference, rather than relving on dominant and subordinant codes of an aesthetic

judgment.

2

The feminist criique of modes of i'epresemauon has transformed the postmodern
evaluation; difference as sexual difference establishes the methodology to investigate relations .
of power and cultural instrumentalization. By privileging sexual difference as a power relation,

the culural codes of perception and signification are broken down to signifiers that identfy

pleasure: desire, the body, vision, the erotic, and feushism. == .

4

Chapter five cites Barthes' “pleasure of the text” as the most instructive source of this
analysis. Although Barthes’ reading of pleasure is not included untl the later part of the

thesis, it is singular in seeking precedents Jor aesthetic displacement as a pervasive pleasure

L}
o

/___
(¥4



and political -force. It is, therefore, disparities of pleasure (as are most exemplary in Barthes’
concept of pleasure), rather than an - "organic" harmonious and universally valid aesthetic, that

posif‘pleésure as a critical principle.



CHAPTER 1 |
AESTHETICS AS 'SYSTEMATIC CRITIQUEA
To determine a priori the connexion of the feeling of pleasure or displeasure as
an effect, with some representation or other (sensation or -concept) as its cause,
utterly impossible; for that would be a. causal relation which, (with objects of
experience,) is always one that can only be cogmzed a posteriori and with the
help of experience.!
Necessity and_ universality are the criteria of the a priori. The a priori is defined

as being independent of experience, precisely because experience never "gives" us
anything which is universal and necessary.’

Introduction

During the eighteenth century, aesthetics became viewed a§ independent from the
traditional constraints of philosophical and literary criucism.’? The origins of deﬁniﬂg aesthetic
discourse as an independent and specialized body of knowledge cbrresponds to a shift 'in
focus from categorizing how a work of art fits the terms of a specific genre, 0 eétablishing
an inquiry into the reception of art as a specific subjeetive response and critique. In ;:arliér
aesthetic theory, associated with classical criticism, distinct genres were standardized as theories
of minetic represenfau‘on orientated primarily to placing the production of art within specific
categories. Art in its various genres was regarded as imitative, not in a sense .of copying, but
as how specific forms are codified as ideal representau'ons,l which‘Lhen serve to consﬁtute a

pragmatic relation with an audience.’

'Immanual Kant, The Criu'ghe of Judgment, trans. James Creed Meredith (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1952), p. 63.

:Gilles Deleuze, Kant’s‘CriLiea]:‘ Philosophy: The Doctrine of the Faculties, trans. Hugh
Tomlinson and Barbara Habbejam (London: The Athlone Press, 1984), p. 11.

‘Ernest Cassirer, The Philosophy of the Enlightenment, trans. Friz C.A. Hoelln and James P.
Pettegrove (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1951), pp. 275-276.

York Oxford Umversuy Press, 1953), pp. 20—21



Jurgen H;abermas. b'y applying Max Weber’s charactt_zrizatioﬁ of mod}errﬁ'ty' as the
sc-i'entiﬁc disruption of the world views expressed in religion and metaphysics, outlines the
specialization of knowlédgé "vdun'ng the .eighteenth century as forming three autonomous |
spheres: science,; morality, .,and aesthetics. The efforts to ‘deVelop these disciplines as rational, -
independent,bod‘ies of knowledge conLrjbute’d "to‘Lhe gfowth of aestheﬁtics‘as guidf;d by Lhr_ee:‘.‘
structures of cultural order: the cogniﬁ;re-inst:umen‘fal of sciénce, practicél ’moralilty,,“and Lt.;‘q
‘am'stic_ sphg}e as ‘an aesthetic expressi\"ié rationality.’- §uch a {altiopal'izationfof -cultural order
influenced aestheﬁg. discourse to changé its focus -frorﬁ ﬁe production aspects of art as
imitation to an\mqmry ‘into conditions of reception which Would legitimize aesthetic discourse
as an autonomous body of knowledge: | |

:The various arts were removed from the context of everyday*;?life and conceived

of as something that could be treated as a whole .. As the realm of

non-purposive creation and disinterested pleasure, this whole was contrasted with
the life of society which it seemed the task of the future to order rationally, in

st?) adaptation to definable ends.®
The pledsure in an aesthetic experience, or aesthetic pleasure as an integral part of an

aesthetic response, similiarly was viewed as separate from everyday lived experience.

N
-

Aesthetic Methodology

Influenced by the méthodology of the natural sciences, aesthetic discourse identified a
self-reflective form of aesthetic inquiry independent from the inﬂuencesf of rhaten’al and social
conditions. The logic of §cientiﬁc methodology increasingly aeﬁ-ned'coﬁditions; of "truth" as
Vessemial fo aesthetic discourse and integral to continuing structures of aesthetic validation.
Consequently, in_aesphetic,discourse as ‘in the natural sciences, additional classification a"nd‘t

ordering of terminology occured. By utilizing this methodology of objective, rational conditions,

‘Jurgen Habermas, "Modernity: an Incomplete Project,” in The Anti Aesthetic: Essays in
Postmodern Culture, ed. Hal Foster (Fort Townsend, Washington: Bay Press, 1983), p. 9.

°F.H. Kuhn, cited and wtans. in Peter Burger, Theory of the Avante—Garde, trans. Michael
Shaw (Minnesota: University of Minnesotata Press, 1984), p. 42.



aesthetic discourse was institutionalized as a comparative "systematic® form of judgment and

-

critique.”

“This- inquiry into conditions of an  aesthetic experience was systematizeo Lhrough the
formulauon of hlerarchrcal values an aesthetic. judgment (response) could now be validated as
expert cnUcrsrn The rauonallzmg factors of aesthetic reception narrowed and a separauon
grew berween the.. aestheUC sphere and other areas of cultural srgmﬁcatron Thls clmsron
primary to eighteenth century aesther.ie theory, established aesthetic experienge as separate from
external interests. Relying on this methodology - of i'nternal constraints, 'ant.:aesthetlc experience
is designated to be impartial. Aesthetic judgment without interest established e'laim to universal

validity or a universal judgment; detached from life’s interests and activities, a "disinterested"

pleasure is established as a feeling or expression primary to aesthetic ends.

1]

\‘The systematic ordering of aesLheue pleasure dlsplays Lhe mcreasmgly paradoxical
lemems that conmbute to the traditon of a "high" modermst aesthetic. Firstly, an aesthetic
response is no longer primarly concerned with the object itself (as in classical genres),‘ but
ln( determining aesthetic values which consu'tute an aesthetic exp,e-rience. Secondly, an aesthetic
judgment can now be rationalized as based on Aconditiorbr's evaluated.as umiversal while also
treating reception-as\)entirel_v'subjectilr'e.. The pleasure in such ajjuogment isk aesrheUC reception
without the inducement of desire and wiLhout gxperiential interest Of course, while ‘everyday"
cultural experience fails to support only ‘one set of aesthetic codes or Taste, the influence of

science contributed to a long term commitument to universal values, which isolated a “purity"

in ‘aesthetic reception through a subjective contemplative approach almost entirely divorced

from representational or conceptual content. ' ’ -

Accepting the independence of an.aesthetic response, as both distinct from social

conditions and scientifically rooted in its value judgment, attributed to conditions which . .




privileged an autonomous position (;f art. . Cultural produéts could now ‘b‘e-easily designated‘i.a\ :
place within a high and low ‘;estheu'c: sphere. This division assigr;fed co_nditiohs for either
genuine or Spun'ous_ cultural forms within the acceptance of a priori vconditions of aé;thedc
experience.! Such a prrédetermined interpretiv,q construct Ls unmotivated and without. coﬁéeptual
criteria, consequently this "disinterested” aesthetic claims a natural basis fof aes'mqbtic

experience. Classifying aesthetic reception as entirely subjective and _r_1atural,»i.e. untainted by
interest or purpose, established for art theory a contemﬁlative aesthetic "distanée_" from Lh¢
econc;rrnc change and ‘poh'tical unrest “of the eighteentﬁv and nineteenth century. Immanual Kant
wa_s" most influential in defining this "diétance" by formulating aesthetic pleasure within a

priori conditions of reception. -

Kantian Aesthetics: the Rise of the Subiective Universal

Ty

Modernist aesthetic theory claims. a dependency on KanLi_an phi!osophy_.‘ Because of Kant
it became possible, if fact credible, to ask, is there a "higher" aesthetic pleasure. In m
Critique of Judgn;neng, Kant constitutes"thé exister;‘ce ~of a subjective aestheiic ﬁhich is
U‘anscéndenta] in ﬁat the subject in' its contémp:létio;l of ‘Lhre aes&ﬁetic object ‘withdraws from
: ; 7' both practical concerns and LheoreUcaJ cmcna It was this transcendental aesthetic that Lhrough

¢

-comparisons with the narural saences Tas 2. teleologlcal Judgment T came 0 Jusufy

‘Hans Relchenbach The Theon of Relativity and -4 Priori Knowledge, trans. and ‘ed. Maria
Reichenbach (Berkeley and .Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1965), p. 48. v
Reichenbach outlines "Kant’s 'principles of a priori knowledge as defining a number of
co-ordinating concepts that determine the reception of an object through an aesthetic judgment
which is reliant on this synthesis. Quoting Kant’s construction of the object through ordering

perceptions, Reichenbach writes:

Th» concept of a priori has two different - meanings. First, it rheans "necessarily
true” or "true for all tmes”, and secondly, "constituting the concept of the ‘
object”. :

These concepts lead to the aesthetic claim of universality.

10



- condi‘tjons. of universaiity,asé well ’as"a' "supersensible" abstract subjectivity.’ When an aestheUC

- -~

apprarsal is. assessed as naturahzed percepuon subjectwe pleasure negates external factors
grvmg precedence to an mtemahzed subjecnve "depth" whrch in. Kantran terrns establrshes the L
fcntena for aestheuc freedom By restnctmg the aesthetw to thrs natural transcendental form

of expressron gurded by expert cnumsm aestheUc pleasure is 1deahzed wrthrn an abstract

sphere w_rthout ) 1nterest_« (desrre.)» 'or uulrty (cultural experience).

As an aesthetic judgment in Kantian terms is entirely subjective, buf -also "universally
valid for everyone”, the subjective aspect of the reception of art exists apart as self-reﬂective
'contemplauon” ‘Thus Kant gives primary emphasis to a umversale valid aestheti¢ Judgment
and critique, that separates the aesthetic sphere from all direct . representatron Rejecung the —
rmmanence of ideological .repres_entauon, the aesthetic sphere is valued as an abstract condition
without interest. It is this detached "disinterestedness" of cognrtwe expressron ~which permits
aesthetic theory to deny practical mterest, hence ignore the contradrcuons of a Subjecuve
universal communicability". A "higher" aesthetic experience is therefore dependent'»on two
paradoxical terms; it is both an entirely subjective condition yet establishes aesthetic criteria
as privileging a universal experience:

As the subjective universal communicability of the mode of representation in a

judgment of taste is to subsist apart for the presupposition of any definite

concept, it can be nothing else than the -mental state present in the free play of
imagination and understanding .. for we are conscious that this subjective relation
suitable for a cognition in general must be valid for -¢veryone, and consequently
as universally com_mum'cable,' as in any determinate cognition, which always rests
upon that, relation as its subjective condition.'!

Aesthetic experience, as .a feeiing of pleasure. (or displeasure), is not then a causal

relationship. but one situated in a sphere claiming signification independent from immediate

experience or sense-perception - the transcendental. Thus pleasure without mediatory culturally

‘Kant, p. 14
YKant, p. 58.

- *Kant, p. S8.
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based experience shaped the conventions of art theory that continued to dominate ‘much of

art criticism well into the twentieth century.

Non-Sensuous Taste

Kant’s theory of Taste (that pertains to pleasure in the beautiful in art) exists
independent from the "agreeable” and -the "good".!’ The agreeable, accofdirig to Kant, is
without aesthetic value because it is based solely on individual feeling without universal
qualities. What is morally good may establish ¢laim to universal validity, but remaining reliant
on a conceptual basis of analysis no association is given to aesthetic experience. By
exemplifying the agreeable and the good, Kant draws a distinction between the practical and
the conceptual for the purpose of demonstrating how neither of these conditions influence his
thesis of aesthetic pleasure. This approacﬁ gives Kant the methodology to reject causal terms
and to establish an entirely subjective position as an autonomous expression of aesthetic

pleasure:

Every rteference of representation is capable of being objective .. The one
excepton to this is the feeling of pleasure and displeasure. This denotes nothing
in the object, but is -a feeling which the Subject has of itself and of the
.manner’ in’" which it is affected by the representation.’

Thué Kant’s "ffée play of <imagi1}’ation and understanding” that is "common to all" subjugates
needs, desires,._and other éocial contexts of culture within a rumber of aesthetically designated
dichotomies of reception. This conceptualization of aesthetic reception gives prééedence to an

evaluation in which one opposiu'onalivelement is privileged over the other. Beginning in -\the
eighteenth century, art theory perpetuated. this dichotomy as the éubjective ‘took . precedence

over the objective, the individual over the social, nature (beauty) in contrast to style, axﬁzm

autonomous feeling of pleasure over an immediate experience of gratification, designating to

~“Kant, pp. 48—'53.'

“Kant, p. 42.
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aesthetic theory the high over the low sensibilities.

Burger suggests that Kant’s analysis of aesthetic pleasure is primarily concerned with a
critique of bdurgeois, cultural life.* fn Kant's critique the "interests” of the bourgeoisie are
completely alien to values of thé&aesthetic sphere:

If anyone asks me whether I consider that the palace I see before me is
beautiful, I may, perhaps, reply that I do not care for things of that sort that
are merely made to be gaped at. Or I may reply in the same strain as that
Iroquois sachem who said that nothing in Paris pleased him better than the
eating-houses. I may even go a step further and inveigh with the vigour of-a
Rousseau against the vanity of the great who spend the sweat of the people on
such “superfluous things .. Everyone must allow that’ a judgment on the beautiful
which is tinged with the slightest interest, is very' partial and not a pure
judgment of taste.'’ '

Kant suggests that the bourgeoisie, now established within privileged positions at the center of

political, econorni»c,r and cultural power, act as phillistines lin th‘eir apprec;iatidri of culture. They
- merely show interest in immediate sensuous gratification (such as. the eating ‘habi'ts> of ﬁhe
"[roqious sacherh") and identify aesthetic criticiSm with practicaliand moral su_ppositions.
(Rousseau’s docm‘ne). Neither is acceptable to. Kant’s aesthetic theory. But Kant’s admonition

of bourgeois ideology also displays identification with his own class by valorizing universal

principles above all other qualities:

With his demand that the aesthetic judgment be universal, Kant also closes his
eyes to the particular interests of his class. Toward the products of his class
enemy also, the bourgeois theoretician claims impartality. What is bourgeois in
Kant’s arguement is precisely the demand that the aesthetic judgment have
universal validity. The pathos of universality is characterisic of the bourgeoisie,
which fights the feudal nobility as an estate that represents particular interests.'®

“Burger, p. 43
Kant, p. 43.

'*Burger, p. 43.
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nd Nature,

.‘ Kant’s aesthetic judgment classiﬁed an aééthe‘ticé "purity” through nature and the forms
which nature produces in accordance with its metaphysi_cal Uadit;on of autonomy.!” In this
Way, aesthetic pléasure was established within formalist p*rinciple.s;hiéh qesignageg to artistié
producﬁon the same primacy of form found in the aesth»etic‘ "finality of nature".’* Fine art
is then": defined as‘éppearirié "just as free from the constraints of arbitrary rules as' if it
wére a product of mere- nature‘".19 Thus when aesthetic discourse d'r‘e’w comparisons to science
(through ¢; priori judgment), art theory, institutionalized as de;achéd from the ‘social :including’.
all commercial aspects of culture, sought legitimétion inlassociating aesthetic principles as
linked to -both art and nature, or more spedﬁmlly principles that defined nature through

science.’* Within this comparison nature is synonomous with knowledge: ""Nature” .. does not

so much signifyg a given group of objects as a certain "horizon" of knowledge, of the

"Kant, “pp. 216-221.

- UKant, pp. 67-68.

In painting, sculpture, and in fact all the formative art in architecture and
horticulture, so far as fine arts, the design is what is essential. Here is not what
gratifies in sensation but merely what pleases by its form, that is the
fundamental prerequisite for taste .. The charm of colours, or of the agreeable
tones of instruments, may be added: but the design in the former and the
composition in the latter constitute the proper object of the pure judgment of
taste. To say that the purity alike of colours and of tones, or their variety and
contrast, seem to contribute to beauty, is by no means to imply that, because in
themselves agreeable, they therefore yield an addition to the delight in the form
and one on a par with it The real meaning is that they make this form more
clearly, definetly, and completely intuitable.

“"Kant, pp. 166-167.

“Kant, p. 167.
Kant describes this as: \

(T)he way .in which a product of art seems like nature, is by the presence of
perfect "exactness in the agreement with rules..

14



" comprehension of reality”.?! Thus Kant’s formallsm privileged an analyt1c of teleologlcal
judgment demonstrating an interest in the grounds of knowledge Wthh could claim a

4 mversal judgment, rather than establlshmg the conditions for aesthetlc pleasure.

e

Art came to be viewed as a rival of nature and yet wa§ perceived' as containing the

same "essence." As,illustr_ated. by Holbach in System of Nature, the "'essence" of art and
nature strive to realize an organic whole: "All is in order in a nature, no pkart of‘which
can ever_ﬁ.'deviate from the certain and neces'.saryr rules which issue from the essence it has
rec;ived "?2 This condition of nature was prevalent in both the philosophical and scigenu’ﬁc
ratJonaJe of the Enlightenment and sought to return to a categorization of the. organic

“w{hole\ as apphed to both aesthetic form and” receonn Such’ claums to an "organic" whole,

s

when raised to the level of a systematic aesthetic, supported a universal condition for
. “ .

aesthetic experience.

/

As an approach to comparing knowledge to "truth" in nature, aesthetics became

. non-empirical in order to define an "inner space" for constituting Kant's transcendental

w~

subject.”® This analysis was largely advanced through the doctrine of scientific liberalism
associated with the work of Issac Newton: ’ &

Newton’s physics were evidently successful in the experimental field .. (he) had
shown that such methods could reveal the mathematical wisdom of Creation. This
was not a gratuitous hypothesis, but a fact accessible to immediate perception.
Man could now presuppose the -integral rationality of reality and assume its
validity in any branch "of theory .. Nature was the place where all human values
were to be found, a transcendental reality full of life and movement, where God,
Man, and things were subject to mathematical harmony.?

*1Cassirer, p. 39. ‘ ' ' , , 1\“

23Cited in Cassirer, p. 69.

$Richard Rorty, -Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Pnnceton New Jersey:- Princeton
Umver31ty Press, 1979), pp. 137-139.

_————e . e S Sh S e

Massachusetts; London, England: M.LT. Press, 1983), p. 8L
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‘This dependency on a "mathematical” and "harmonious” ordering of nature through science

| was formative in dcterrrﬁning modernist aesthetic judgment, as not only en»tjre;‘ly serlif—conseious
and self—reﬂectivé, but sélf¥critical in its evaluation and codification. As Céssirerwéﬁtég’ in his
study of eighteenth century aesthetic discourse: | fS

Whether it is the dispute between reason and imagination, the conflict between
genius and the rules, the foundation of the sense of beauty in feeling or a i
certain form of knowledge: in all these synthesis the same, fundamental problems .
recurs. It is as if logic and aesthetics, as if pure knowledge and artistic intuition .
had to be tested in terms of one another before either of them coud find its
own inner standard and understand itself ip the light of its own relational .
complex.?* :

Pleasure in Form

These influences of scientific ordering and "natural" c'o"diﬁcation were contjnued'wﬁimin a
high modemist aesthetic. Paradigms of aeéthetic autonomy and "purity" were valued, above all
else, as the means th bdrssolve all questions of representatron formalist prrncrples now soughtM
a traditional unity and “"natural” coherence through abstract prmcrples .

The avant-garde poet or artist tries in effect to imitate God by creating
something valid solely on its own terms, in the way nature itself is valid, in the
way ‘a landscape - not its picture - is aesthetically valid; something given, '
increate, independent of meanings, similars or originals. Content is to be. dissolved
so completely into form that the work of art or literature cannot be reduced in
whole or in part to anything not.itself .. The nonrepresentational or "abstract," if
it is to have aesthetic validity, cannot be arbitrary and accidental, but must stem
from obedience to some worthy constraint or original. This constraint, once the
world of common, extroverted experience has been renounced, can only be found
in the very processes or disciplines by which art and literature have already
imitated the former. Those themselves become the subject matter of art and
lrterature 26

Clement Greenberg, the most influential art critic of modernism and the visual arts,

established for twentieth century aesthetics a criticism almost totally déperrdent’ on a logic of

formal constraints which deny external influences:

»sCassirer, pp. 276-277.

*Clement Greenberg, "Avant-Garde and Kitsch," in Art and Culure: Critical Essa‘ys (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1961), p. 6. : -
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It follows that a modernist work of art must 'try\'i’rr pringiple, - to~aveid™ - ‘
dependence  upon .any. order of experience not given in the most essentrally

construed ‘ nature of-its meédium ., The arts are to achieve. concreteness, purlty
by actlng solely in terms of thelr separate and irreducible selves:”” . L.

By clarmmg Kant as the "ﬁrst real Modermst Greenberg accepts the terms of
erghteenth century aesthetrcs,“ Thrs entrenchment in "its area of competence m Greenbergs
evaluation, deﬁned aesthetrc expenencefas & contmurty of tradition and formalist. prmcrples
- But how -is thls exclusrveness marntalned agamst the condltrons of commercial . culture. or what
means might constrtute in - the twentreth century an aesthetlc sphere sharply d1st1nct from all - |
aspects of experrence now mtegrated Wl[hln the hegemony - of mass culture and commercral
exchange? Contrastrng the values of genume culture thh the v1canous expenence _and
"faked sensations” of the pleasures of commercral culture Greenberg evaluates an aesthetlc
freed from 1llu51on1st1c and imitative 1nfluences (both classrcal renderings and mass culture

’fwere delegated to krt.sch) uch qual.r.t_res‘ satrsfy the modernist call for aesthetic ‘punty
: /'"ragamst the influences of mz culture leading to Greenberg’s now well known formalistic
'reductron - the work of art can not be reduced to anything but its own pnvrleged

purpose of autonomy Hence the values whrch Greenberg gives to aesthetlcs are formal values

dependentf-on* a "ll_teral essence” of therr medium that preserved any attempt. a’tj_ leyellmg

Greenberg, "The New Sculpture in Art and Culture: Critical Essay s, (Boston: Beacon Press, '
1961), - P 139. - e AR

o

2’Clement‘Greenberé "Modernist Painting,” in Modern Art and Modernism: A Critical
Anthology, eds. Francis Frascina and Charles Harrison (New York: Harper and Row,

- Publishers, 1982) p 5.

Because he was the ﬁrst to cntlclze the means itself of crrtrcrsm I conceive of
Kant as the first real Modernist. The essence of Modernism lies, as I see it, in
the . use of the characteristic methods of a discipline- itself - not in order to
- subvert it, ‘but to entrench it more firmly in- its area of competence. ‘Kant used
logic to ‘establish the limits of logic, and while he withdrew much from its old
~ jurisdiction, logic was left in all the more  secure posession of what remained to
1t_ - . i
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,, rReahsnc illusionistic art had dissembled the medium, using art to conceal art”

- Modernism used art to call attention to art. The limitations that constitute the
migdium of painting - the flat surface, the shape of the support, the properties
of ‘the pigment - were treated by the Old Masters as negative factors that could -
be acknowledged only implicitly or indirectly. Modernist painting has come to
regard these same limitations as positive factors that are to be acknowledged
openly.”’

And as Greenberg continues:

It was the stressing, however, of the .inelectable flatness of -the support that
remained most fundamental in the processes by which pictorial art criticized and
defined itself under Modernism .. Flatness, two dimensionality, was the only
condition painting shared with no other art, and so Modernist painting orientated
itself to flatness as it did to nothing else.’

In ‘this way the privileged signifier within Modernism is a pleasure in the "purity" that is

~viewed as embodied in form. The elemental pleasures of material substance within form

reasserted a separate and independent aesthetic -existence (rather than implicit awareness of
material composition) and established a visual complicity with the "natural”,.or as Greenberg
states the "absolute", to subvert not only other sense—perceptions, but the means (if only jn

formal terms) to define an aesthetic autonomy from. mass culture.

Conclusion

R

Once aesthetic values were established as originating in nature, §which eighteenth century‘
science defined as supporting universal laws, references to a subjectwe Tesponse, validated only
speciﬁc experiences as aesthetic. Such a rationalization of nature was primarily perceived as
an "agency" of reason, which assumed a systematic "orgaﬁic" whole rather than examining
parts within a larger cultural system, especially as contrasted to the complexities of modern

commercial culture.’!

*Greenberg, "Modemist Painting," p. 6.
-‘°Greenbefg "Modemist Painting,” p. 6.

‘1Cassirer, p.' l4.
Cassirer suggests that m comprehending new scientific modes of analysis, reason was viewed
as a "concept of agency, not of being". When applied to the rational ordering of aesthetic
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The concept of the "disinterestedness” of an aesthelic judgment and critjque separates
an aesthetc experie'nce‘ from all representation and cohceptual meaning and transforms the
aesthetic into an abstract -experience, which continues as a primary element of modérhiét
aesthetic theory. This érhphasis on aesthetic contemplation wiLhout"'vimerest is dependent“on
Kant's philosophical inqﬁiry inio Lhe relation betweeq the subject and the reception of an
aesthetic object. A systemauc aesthetié ‘experience without interest, therefore- permits a
rationalization of a "pure” aesthetic judgment claiming universal validity. I‘n this way, an

=

aesthetic experience is primarily defined through formal characteristics, or as in Kantian terms,

that which pleases by its form rather than gratified by the senses. Drawing on Lhisranalysis
. - ’

devoid of sensuous pleasure, the eighteenth century concept of reason definedsaesthetics as

cut of from the irﬁmediac;.’ of lived experience. The historicalland ideological co’mbonems of

" such an aesthetic have been discussed in this chapter, but remaining unresolved are Lhe.

problematics Qf ‘an aesthetic theory that defines representation as something to "be avoided

like a plague”.’? Represeniation as the signification of meaning and the identfication of

subject positions will be discussed in the following chapters.

S

The aesthetic division between high and low sensibilities forced the homogenization of_
class, sex, and racial differences within a perceived universality of aesthetic discourse. By

e

giving distinction to aesthetic recepuon within a "higher” aesthetic sphere, the separation

L¢]

C

‘perween autonomous art and commercial exchange - or an aesthetic and non-aesthetic sphere
- hacame increasingly defined as adversarial in their cultural utility. As art “rivaled” nature
{a nature deeply entrenced within scientific principles), it was the demand for universality

which codified Lhevrgiifferences petween the beautiful and the useful. Consequenty, in

validating an aesthetic sphere, that fails 10 recognize immanent cultural experience, aesthetic

iycont’d) discourse, Cassirer defines reason as the methodology of understanding the complete
knowledge of a structure, or an "organic” view of comprehending the whole rather than the
parts of a svstem. y T

“*Greenberg, “Avant-Garde and Kiwsch.™ p. &
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discourse is viewed as a linear transition of increasingly formalistic and philosophical

principles, rather than within the complexities of economic, social, and political inﬂu-ences.

d R =

»
KP,
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CHAPTER I v
ROMANTICISM, CLASSICAL LIBERALISM: TOWARDS A DEFINITION OF POPULAR
PLEASURE |
Now so to place these images (of nature) totalized, and fitted to the lifnit; of
the human mind, as to elicit from, and to superinduce upon, the forms
themselves the moral reflections to which they approximate, to make the external
internal, the internal external, to make nature thought, and thought nature, - this
is the mystery of genuis in the Fine Arts.!

People mutht be amur_hed .. they can’t be alwayth a-working, nor yet they can't
be alwayth a-learmning. Make the betht, of uth; not the wurtht?

Introduction

The term romantic generally signifies both cultural attitudes and political sensibilities. As

-a cultural movement popularized during the nineteenth century, Romanticism - has historical

influences extending_ to both the politics of the French Revolution and the economic
transformations of the Industrial Revolution. But as a cultural formation, that suggests an
aesthetic of modern experience, Romanticism inherited a broad philosophical legacy; most
influental was Getman metaphysics.’ Developed as a philosophical tradition of relating the.
individual to Lﬁe material influences of the modern world, rom;ntic aesthetic values
emphasized the penfé'ctibility of nature over the Ofgen alienating and threatening economic and
social -transformations of the industrialized world. Consequenty, romantic aesthetic values
posited art as inseparable from“ﬁature and by sﬁgring a similiar philosophi@ grounding art

sought the very "essence” of productive natural forces.

~

Coleridge, Literary Remains, cited in Abrams, p. 53.

Charles Dickens, Hard Times (New York and Scarborough, Ontario: Signet Classic, 1961),
p. 49.

Spoken by Mr. Searly, the proprieter of a horse-riding circus troupe, to the utilitarian
educator Mr. Gradgrind.

‘Anthony Thorlby, ed. "Introduction,” The Romantic Movement (London: Longmans Green and
Co. -Lid, 1966), pp. 1-2. - . .
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Equaliy -valued was an "organic” view of the world throygh which nature was

| contfastc_e;i vto‘ the mechanical and commercial conditions of modern culture. The —;ornanti'c
vision, as.a ,means‘ to reject the atomized society and mechanical divisfons of the commercial
world, found sola&e in “human consciousness often idealized within a nostalgia for pre—capitalist
conditions. As a nostalgia for a peﬁod when alienations of the industrialized world did not
exist, an aesthetic tied to pre—capitalist conditions, more than any other um'fying'fprce,

became the focus of romantic consciousness.* Evoking this nostalgia, the romantic search for

aesthetic resolution came to both negate and attempt to justify the modern world.

Attempts to reconcile the urban and social conditions of modernity developed as an‘}
internalized aestheti& response. In achieving this end, Romanticism as an aesthetic aeveloped
multiple contraditions. Romanticism constituted a pedagogy of unitary individuality and
subjective alienation from the commercial world. But paradoxically, romantic values were
inseparaBle from the historically specific practices of cléssical liberalism and the related
ecc;nomy of bourgeois capTLaJism, in fact, liberalism was the foremost condition of support for
the same elements of modernity rejected by the Romantic movement. So while classical
}ibéfalism supported the commercial and social uﬁlity of competitive market exchange, in
* contradiction romantic metaphors of artistic production anhd reception often signified an

internalized consciousness of transcendence from lived conditions.

This romantic consciousness identified a subjectivity of spontaneity,” individual creativity,
and aesthetic autonomy. As these qualities were applied to art, the cbncept of the genius and

the elements of the sublime manifested the extreme demonstration of romantic pleasure. The

‘Robert Sayre and Michael Lowry, "Figﬁres of Romantic Anti-Capitalism,” New German
Critique, 32 (Spring/Summer 1984), pp. 48-49. ‘ .

The Romantic soul longs ardently to return home .. What the present has lost
existed once before, in a more or jess distant in past. The determining
charactenistic of this past is its difference from the presence; it is the period
when the alienations of the present did not yet exist
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'separanon from the problems of the mdusmallzed world was increasingly internalized as the
cultural formations of Romanticism wavered between nature and progress, metaphy51cs and
polmcal expediency. In this way, the aesthetic limits of Romanticism altered aesthetic
discourse. Or as Abrams suggests,” the production of the work of art became the external
relation of an internal expression of philosophical "truth". This internalization of aesthetic
production was integral to the values that dominated aesthetic discourse during the next
century:
To put the matter schematically: for the represe’ﬁtatjve eighteenth century critic,
the perceiving mind was a reflector of the external world; the inventive process
" consisted in a reassembly of "ideas" which were literally images, or replicas of
sensations; and the resulting art work was -itself comparable to a mirror presenting
a selected and ordered image of life. By substituting a projective and creative
mind and, consonantly, an expressive and creative theory of art, various romantic
critics reversed the basic orientation of all aesthetic philosophy.’
The changes in these aesthetic standards- were vastly diversified as Romanticism favoured
‘multiple genres and art forms against the standardized academic desthetic. In this

djversxﬁcauon Lhe concept of the gemus and the sublime played an integral role, as did

‘é hberal social theory.

The Concept of Genius

Kant’s, formulation that "fine art is a product of the genius” foreshad_oWed the theories
of artistic prdductien and‘ the aesthetic rof lart pour l’artA that prospered in the nineteenth
century. Cassirer’s inq'uliry into eighteenth century aesthetic foundations of the genius suggests‘
that the concept of the genius forms a link with the theological ‘mysticism of the
Renaissance, rather than a critical perspective associatedﬂ with the emerging ideas of the

Enlightenment.® Judging by transformations in traditional relations of cultural production,

including patronage and audience reception, the concept of the genius defied its historical

‘Abrams, p. 69.

sCassirer, p. 313.
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context Plaéed within the, nineteenth century relatiqns of cultural production. an& the ideology
of classical liberalism, the popularization of the role of the geﬁius supported the sepa:atibn of
the individual from social and. historical lirm'taﬁon§ and typified the process of art as., -
un;lienated labour. Preservinﬁg: an artistic‘ sPace not sublimated to the comrnercial world ”
contributed to defining ae;menc activity as antithetic to the market and delegated the arnst

as a "special kind of person"7 Thls speaahzanon is not merely v1ewed as an economic Or
professronal ca[egory but contrasts aesthetic vaJues to conditions of the mdustnahzmg world
especially the d1v1310n of laboux The qualmes Df artistic work: as an aesthetlc (and also

moral) force separated the "organic” from the "mechanical” world; this division privileged the

conceptualization of "fine art” as the product of genius to structure an aestﬁetic_ autonormly.

The) pleasuxe gained frqm an association with the products of genius could ‘be
disassociated frgﬁl commercia]l)} based cultural forms and the intervention of a commodity‘
aesthetic. The concept of the genius as a "higher" sphere of production divided an aesthetic
expetience from the patterns of cultural consumption that were assured of appropriation
Lhro{xgh ,commercialrchaﬁnels. The legacy of Kantian phiiosophy'within the Romantic aesthetfc
enforced Lhisl division by incorporating - the uncon;cious into the artistic process. Placing the
unconé.cious at the ccn[é; of aesthetic judgment suijUgated desire and privileged aesthetic
pleasure to revitélize ‘an ideal state of contemplation:

The aesLheﬁc pleasure in the beautiful consists in great measure in the fact that

in entering the state of pure contemplanon we are lifted for the moment above
all ‘willing, ie. .all willing wishes and cares; we become, as it were, freed from

ourselves.?
By retaining the .Kantian priorities of subjective expression within a dynamic of internal

. - . . R ‘ . . . . . 3 .
consciousness, the romantic sensibility rejected the imitative constraints of academic art, as well

as subverting the influences of commercial culture which signifed impersonal modes of

Raymond Williams, Culture and Society: 1780-1885 ([Dndon Chatto and Windus, 1985) pD.
. 35-36.

— eS| e, e

(New York: The Humanites Press, 1958), p. 160.
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exchange. This aesthetic of subjective,. internalized’isolation was viewed as a "higher"r value or
claim’to "truthf',.and aesthetic experience conld be held apart from the utilitarian demands»
of economic determinants and, more specifically, the actual conditions of the artist producfng
in socxety9 This focus on producuon aesthetics (the genius) as an element of individual
"creation” mystifl ed the relation between art. and its audience. The emerging bourgemsne

‘readily gave their support to this transition, as art viewed as autonomous was easily termed

“universal without laying claim to a direct economic relationship or a specific utility.

Aesthetic Transformation

Cultural change occured \fapidly with 'Lhe-rise to power of the bourgeoisie within not
only économic but social conttol. In addmon to changes 1n patronage conceprs and practices .
of leisure time transformed the COI’ldlLlOl’lS of both cultural producuon and consumpﬂon In all
culturally defined activi_ty, the socially dependent‘ relations between the artist and traditional
éystems of oauonage were replaced Jﬁbyg,,_more impersonal structured relations of commercial and
state support. Changes occured in not o'nl)‘? the production and distribution of Lradition'al

cultural forms, but new economic relauons of exchange realized cultural products aligned along

new consurnpuon patterns and changes in audience pamapauon While the market demanded
increasingly commercialized systems of production and distribution, art was granted an
institutionalized status (thus preserving -its aesthetic autonomy and self-referental status), or as

Burger demonstrates "art as institution" delegated to art its social function.'®

*Williams, Culture and Societv: 1780-1885, p. 40.

‘While in one sense the market was specializing the artist, artists themselves were
seeking to generalize their skills into the common property of imaginative truth. -

“Burger. pp. 24-25.
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Burger’s analysis refers to the social placement of art. Here the evolution of bodrgeois

society plays an important role:

Autonomous art only establishes itself as bourgeois society develops, the economic
and political systems .become detached from the cultural one, and the traditionalist
world pictures which have been undermined by the basis ideology of fair
exchange release the arts from their ritual use."!!

Burger’s emphasis on the non-linear development of art as ritual to art as institution
interprets’ an aesthetic as an overall product of cultural influence. The outcome is the
transformation - of the utility of art in the social sense or the function of art, while also

acknowledging, as Burger makes clear, that art as an institution functions according to an

inward autonomy which must be differentiated from the content of individual works.? When

~ the work of "art is institutionalized the resulting ideological function of art pérmiLs

categorically an exclusion of a non-aesthetic sphere of interest and continues to assert the
validity of universal values. The institutionalization of art could then preserve traditional

. A\
interpretations of "fine art”, especially against challenges that stemmed from technological

influences.

The Sublime

The "éublime" as a cbncept divorced ffom material qualities of representation was
essenual to the definition of nineteenth century aesthetic autonomy.v The sublime, refering to
"organic” vé]ues derived from nature, was held in contradistinction‘to vthe scientific positivism
of the Enlightenment, but its formulation was only possible within‘the similiar systematization

of aesthetc principles. 'As an evaluation of nature and moral consciousness, the sublime was

‘*Habermas, cited in Burger, p. 24.,' .
'For example, the Romantic movement produced many artists with political interests; Burger’s
analysis focuses on the “historical avant-garde” (Dada, early Surrealism, and Russian
post-revolutionary artistic practice). Burger argues that the major activity of the avant-garde
was an attempt to transform the bourgeois institituion of art in order to reintegrate art
within evervday experience.
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both an individual-"'and social sensibility comprehended through un:approachablenatural forces,

ie. those beyend the doctrine of science.

The concep\g\ of the sublime served to generate a transformative dynamic of aesthétic
reception by comprehending that which is most spontaneous and unrepresentable in nature. As
art reflects nature, what is most unrepresentable in art is defined as releasing a "hfgher" or
superior, abstract pleasure.- The romantic confidence in the pleasurés of art could -therefore
count on a social and philosophical transcendence. Suggesting the pleasure of identification
“with nature, the sublime in its detachment frorn'Lhe "vulgar” associations of commercial
exchange distinguisﬁed aesthetic pleasure from -the rapidly changing siructures ’énd often
fragmented existence of the social sphere. But most importantly, Lhen sublime continued Mthin
aesthetic discoﬁrse the interplay between subjectivity as both highly ‘individual yet unargueably
universal. Separating the sublime as a quality of that which is u‘nrepresentable,‘or again
returning to Kant without a designated conceptual base, preserved the means to validate a -
universal aesthetic judgment, in this way “legislating” a standard‘Lhét is "valid for

gveryone™.*?

The sublime entrenched the categorization of displeasure as well as pleasure in aesthetic
norms. There is pleasure in the beautyva.nd form OQR&QJIC, but both pleasure and
displeasure are expressed in the unaccountable and uncontrolled choas of nature. But most

importantly, the sublime as an aesthetic sphere without worldly association or specific content,
: @

re-esiablished for aesthetic theory an autonomous subjective condition of pleasure as primary

to aesthetic reception.
r

As a mediatory element of aésthetic pleasure, positioned between historical forces and

artistic Isolation, the romantic ideal of the sublime served the artisUs own interests within Lhe

“*Francis Ferguson, "Legislating the Sublime,” in Studies in Eighteenth Century British Art
and Aesthetics, ed. Ralph Cohen (Berkeley, California; London, England: University of
California Press, 1983).
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- nevertheless were reliant for their income and philosophical idealism.

PN

bourgeois sphere of patronage and the commercial modes of cultural consufnption. ‘Many

romantic artists rejected the bourgeois domination of culture and adapted the concept of the

“sublime to .evade, the system of bougeois interests and social privilege to which they

Utlitarian Philosophy

Although the sublime as an aesthetic sensiblity gained support and popularity within the
Romantic movement, the concept of the sublime had ealier gained notoriety as a utilitarian |
guide to social management Edmuﬁd Burke first ouﬂined the concept‘ofsthe sublime as a
moral intervention within @e economic creed of ;:lassical liberalism. While Li'lé sublime still
retained qualifiers- of the unrepresentable, especially in nature, Burke applied Lhe éoncépt, of
the sublime to a particular social utility linked t0 "passions that belong to spc;ety".“ These
passions, or pleasure conceived within a moralizing utilitarian application, attempted to
designate individual gratification of needs within Lk}e structureé of society. This utilitarian ~
noton of pleasure justified an analysis* which intepreted the social specificity of human actions
as primarily motivated by a désire to achieve;pleasmae and avoid pain. In an essay first
published in  London, 1789, Jeremy Bentham writes: |

Nature has placed mankind under ﬁhe governance of two sovereign 'masters,-painﬁ

and pleasure. It is for them alone to point to what we ought to, as well as to
determine what we shall do.** -

UUiiLaﬁan philosophy jﬁstiﬁed“social and economic change. as providing tire oppertunites for
the ."greatest happiness” of the largest number of ‘people. The ideology of utilitarianism .as a
moral practice as well. as a social and public invesiigqtion of individual experience outlines

the individual within society as closely reguléted by self-interest and mediated by pleasure. .

“‘Ferguson, p. 133

“Jeremy Bentham, "An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation,” in Ethical
Theories: A Book of Readings, =d. AL Melder (Engelwood - Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall Inc.,
1950), p. 341 ’ , o
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Bent.ham’s doctrine of egoistic Lhedenism v&las most - influential irl" designating pleasure as
udlitarian = socially specific - heace acQuiﬂng'a categorization- within a moral force wlllch C
could be applied within the often chaotie and seemingly uncontrollable conditions of | ufpan
.change. But for Bentham, pleasures seldom acquire qualitative distinction; instead pleasure is
viewed within a quantitative inteneity tiecl_ to individual motivations, which can then be
positioned as the,vrl"leans for acquiring a maximum benefit in economic efficiency pf
organization and a minimum application in soc1al administration. Bentham’s abrupt quantitative
detemﬁnants of pleasure and pain as a philosophy of social reform have been used by
‘Foucault to demonstrate the modern, technologically mﬂuenced applications of social
technologies of power. As an example, the disciplinary technology of Bentham’s plans for - the
* never built Panopticon isolated the individual for observation and control without allowing any
f reeiprocation of the "gaze". Thus the individual comes under administrative surveillance as the

"object of information, never a subject in communication”.'¢

‘Bentham’s reform program, as it encountered confrontation between the profit motive
(individual achievement and self-interest) and social cohesion, outlined a dochine of |
quantitative pleasures calculated to a‘chi‘eve maximum social management in -relation to'
economic change. According to Bentham, pleasures differ in intensity but not in qualitative
characteristics; pleasure is merely quanti’rative. When taken to its loweét common denorhinator:

n17

"Quantity of pleasure being equal, pushpin is as good as poetry. Bentham’s dictum
valorizes the simplistic utility in playing the game pushpin; poetic pleasure is denigrated to a
falgehood of description. Valued merely a&gillusion, poetry was ea‘sil‘y“ combined by Bentham

with a false morality which contributed to inciting the emotions over reason, hence lacking

“*Michel Foucault, Discipline and Pumsh the Birth of the Prison, trans. Alan ‘Sheridan (New
York: Pantheon Books, 1987), p. 200.
It is useful to note that the original french tide, Surveiller et Purmr suggeszs surveillance

rather than chsc1plme

“Harry K. Girvetz, The Evolution of Liberalism (New York: Collier Books; London: Collier
MacMillan Lid, 1950), p. 30. B
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any soc1al adaptablllty to commercial progress.’* If aesthetic pleasure is v1ewed as dlffermg
not quahtatwely but in categones Wthh more readlly suggest a quanutanve appraJsaI

pleasures of the new  patterns of commermal exchange are speaﬁed as mdmdual sansfacnon

wnhm consumpUOn practices.

This utilitarian ground for individual pleasure has its _orig"in in the philosophy of -
‘. Hobbes and Locke.!* Viewing thein‘d_ividual as operating/.v'vithin self-interest andi i;nde_pendent
hedonism conceptual:izes”pleasure as Qpereﬁng distinctly separate from the social.v"Such an

- eqﬁation of ‘pleasure ﬁrqvided resources fe'r-‘ the bourgeoisie to”reject traditfionélly organized
 social relati_bris,v that recjﬁire a c'ollectivﬁty of’- subject identification Vover the rational gratiﬁeation
of quantitative material needs. In fact, since all_' ecdons are governed by the desire to achieve
pleasure and"-“ayoid pain, all commercial condifions‘ of exehange are validated és’/entirely
 beneficial in their éffects. Or more specifically collective moral evaluations become. less

~ important if humans are governed solely by a utilitarian notion of pleasure.

J By explaining pleasure in quantitative terms, l%entham suggests individuals remain passive
arid unfullfilled unless linked ‘to egoistic meaﬂsro‘f self-gratification. This utiliteriah a"ppli‘cation
supported rapid econon1{c change, including the division of laboer andrthe 'acquisitieﬁ of
social eontroir as well as economic interests by the bourgeoisie. Consequently, the '~uﬁlimﬁan
-theory of formulating ple’asure as a means of soc;al management -supperted the 'inteérii;ion of

all classes into the economic-system. This mainly urban integration. was 1nﬂuent1al in

regulating changes in the patterns of social hegemony within the expandmg commodlty markeL‘

“Abrams, p. 301. -

(Oxford Claredon Press 1962) _
Drawing on the phﬂosophles of Hobbes and Locke, MacPherson gives specific attention to the

unifying principle of "possessive .individualism”, which he outlines as connecting basic
philosophical assumpuons tied to inquiries into human nature as well as concepts of liberalism
which advanced egonomic. and political formations of early capitalism, especially the advocation - -
of private property and relations of ownership and contracts. ,
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The Culture of Consumption

As suCh a social analysis va’lidated ideological components as "natural". hence neutral
and logncally rational (progresswely umversal) in the1r application, liberalism as a socnal force
7 served the economic demands of the newly emerging bourge01se It was the psychological
‘»‘l,‘:'*‘assumptlons “of liberalism - mdmduals were believed to be. egonstlc and: possessing an-
Jatonnsttc outlook on all fcrrns of___cqntmnmcanon - that were-; diffused within the Romantic
movement:.\Asl cultural sig'niﬁers,these: ccnlpleiu'ties of the liberal faticnalization of human
nature and the metaphors of- the -roman'ti’cf _imagination.lv (as highly indi.‘x"idua.li‘stic and expressive)
were focused within the plurahstic 'n'otion_cf" the "L_i_be”ral_ Imagination”.?® These charactetistics
of cultural expression “gained an iinc"rieasing‘;"hegemon;;_ within economic paradigms of progress.
The "'r'esult' was that these ideologies, ’:Whic‘h 'positioned the individual as -s_tanding apartb from
‘society, played an",increasi-ngly 1mp0rtant "role» in restructuring work and leisure within a
culture -of .consumption o'r';a»-recognit'i‘:c‘)n :cf the integration v_c")f pleasure within a commodity

~-aesthetic.”

As lelsure became dlstmctly separate from work, class interests became both entrenched
and diffused within the ~separation of urban culture from earher rural traditions. The

:‘stgmﬁcatlpn of wealth and prospe_ntyl_developed as a "culture of enJoyment,, which

T differentia"ted the valuesrof early capitalism - a productive orientated culture - from an

. emphasis on the pursuits: of pleasure and the cultivation of style within consumption
patterns.’! Aé’_both a display of boutgeois wealth and urban leisure, the rise df consumer

_culture acted-to bcth, affirm and reject ciass barriers, consequently to denote the activities Qf'

Colin Mercer, "A Poverty of Desire: Pleasure and Popular Politics,” in Formations of
Pleasure, Formations Collective, Tony Bennett et al. (London, Boston, Melbourne, and Henley:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1983) p. 92.

"Martin 'J. Weiner, English Culture and the Decline of the Industrial Spirit: 1850-1880

(Cambridge, London, New York, New Rochell, Melborne, Syndey: Cambridge University Press,
1981), p 13 _ : :
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the "mass".

During Lhe.eighteenth century, the reference to "mass' media” became used along with’
the .term "popular to designate the d1ver51ﬁcat10n of cultural products within commerual
relations of productxon and consurnptxonl2 Art no longer received legmmauon from one
- privileged somal group, as cultural projducts were inseparable from relations of c9mmercxal
exchangé. This process .took piace in all the arts, but most importantly Lhé changes in the

production and reception of literature and the visual arts (especiélly painting) were ~most,

emblematic of the influences of commercially regulated culture.

A continued rise in general literacy, along with an increased urban population with
leisure time, influenced a growing demand for commercially produced cultural products. Those
that were already literate within the new business and merchant classes read considérably

more and women of all classes contributed to an increased demand for all types of

literature:

In the fifty~year period between 1730 and 1780 at least one new magazine a
year: was presented to the London public the majority bearing thé "something for

. everyone” format, including questions and answers on all spheres of personal life ‘
. news, gossip, and fiction. Prototypes of nearly all. forms of modern magazines - -
were introduced and for the ‘most part flourished: women’s journals, gossipy

theatrical monthlies, true and love story magizines, news- dlgest, book Teviews, and

even book condensauons 2

Similiar changes took pldce in Lhe v1sua1 arts. Larger audlences were attracted to the
Salon. Visual images were included in alI 1vpes of pubhcatmns New interests in journalism
and commercial forms of criticism played an important role in encouraging a new relationship
in the documentation and commercial distribution of art work. As early as 1686, the first

auction catalogue was published in England; four years later an auction house was established

“*Leo Lowenthal, Literature, Popuiar Culture, and Sociegx‘(Palo Alto, California: Pacific Books,
1961), pp. 52-108. . ‘

e

“Lowenthal, pp. 52-53.



in Convent Garden.” Ij)ealers established commerdal\links between arust and patron. With the
opening of njuseums and galleries, painting became accessible to a larger audience, but as art
became increasingly accessible to the public it was also institutionalized to affirm th® values

of high culture as separate from conditons of commercial exchange.

4

The ideologies that supported an aesthetic autonomy, especially within the dictum of
Part pour ['art or Aestheticism must be- viewed as inseparable from the nev;f patterns of
consumption and leisure time. In order' 10 preserve the "purity" of high culture as detached
from commercial exchange, EQE popular (commercial) and the utilitarian were v_iewéd as the
site of debased cuitural forms and inferior pleasﬁre. But as the commodity aesthetic, at 1¢ast

as a site of pleasure, provided access to- both limitng and legiumating social differences,
B

cultural products of all types began to demonstrate a complicity in artistic production that
integrated within the products of high modernism the pursuits of urban leisure. As
demonstrated in the representation and techniques of Impressionist pafintingsk, the individualistjc‘
sausfactions of the new middle class were increasingly. realized within commodity cpnsumptjon;
this pursuit of pleasure linked the cultural values underlying high modernism with the new
forms of mass culture: | |

It is remarkable how many picures we have in early Impressionism of informal
and spontaneous sociability, of breakfasts, picnics, promenades, boating Lnips,
holidavs, and vacation travel, These urban idvlls not only present the objective
forms of bourgeois recreation in the 1860°s and 1870’s; they also reflect in the
verv choice of subjects and in the new aesthetic devices the conception of art
solely as a field of individual enjovment, without reference to ideas and motves,
and they presuppose the cultivation of these pleasures as the highest field of
freedom for an enlightened bourgeois detached from the official beliefs of his
class. In enjoying realistic pictures of his surroundings as a spectacle of traffic
and changing atmospheres, the cultivated rentier was experiencing in its
phenomena! aspect that mobility of the environment the market and of industry
:0 which he owned his income and his freedom. And in the new Impressionist
techniques which broke things up into finely diseriminated points of color, as well
as in the Taccidental” momentary visiors, he found in a degree hitherto unknown
in art, condidons of sensibility closely related io those of the urban—promenader

07 Aesthetics in the Eighteenth Century,” Comparalive

) op. 2K2-1E3,

(PN
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~and the refined consumer of juxury goods.?’

In order to achieve its own hierarchical position as a pleasurable objec‘t,llmpressionist
painting could not reject the representations of a -consumer based cultureﬂqr the political and
€conomic heéemony of the bourgeoisie. This new culture of consumption, as a Sensibility thatii
~crossed over both modern urban culture and nature to orientate pleasure as entertainment,
identified the individual as both class bound and socially fragmented within changing social
structures. But these influences also suggested certain aspects of cultural integration between

classes.
Conclusion

By the nineteenth century, the autonomous status of art within bourgeois society
increasingly defined its function and social context. Areas of cultural mediation between the
status of highf;t and the political and social hegemony of the bourgéoisie are increasingly
institutionalized. Burger’s concept of "art as instititutioii" is the mediumiof exchange which
gives éllowaiice for artistic expression both academic and critical. The privileging of art ask a
"u‘nique aesthetic sphere is internalized within the institution; aesthetic experience retains a
formalist criique inherited from Kantian philosephy and the romantic legacybof naturalized
aesthetic creation. This aesthetuc stratificaion provides a sharp distinction between high art; and

the mass produced products of a culturally integrated commercial exchange.

The autonomy of art, which was increasingly viewed as antithetical towards commercial
culture and the social sphere, was at the same time closely ted to the liberal characterization
of an individual, unitary” subjectivity. The classical liberal notions of economic evaluation tied

to the cultural sphere were associated with aesthetics activities linked to self-gratification or a

**Mever Schapiro, cited in Thomas Crow, "Modernism and Mass Culture in the Visual Arts,"
in” Modemism and Modemity, eds. Benjamin H.D. Buchloch,. et al. (Halifax, N.S.: The Press
of the Nova Scotia College of Art and Design, 1983), pp. 224-225.
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utilitarian pleasure. In contrast, Romanticism exploited ‘these same characterizations as a means

of cultural refusal to the rapid social and economic changes of the nineteenth century. .

Such 'developments in the pluralistic idenLiﬁc;aLion of the subjective self became equally
a negation and the immanent expression of the i‘nineteenth century bourgeois'ie. The "Liberal
Imagination”, as the sensibility from which the twenn'egh century concept of pleasure take its o
roots, includes both -the individualism of classical liberalism and the idealism of cultural
Roma.m.icism, which merge in the cdmmercial ifitoxication” of a conlsumer ‘based culture and
the economic hegemony of the rfgiddle cl;ss. This pluralism crossed over characterizations of
thé division between the mechanical (or artiﬁ;:ial) and nature, and as technological ‘
developments influenced irmovatiye forms of cultural producr_ion, pleasure within a popular,
)comfnerciaI culture and an aesthetic of autoﬁomy influenced by Romanticism assumed
oppositional effects. As a result,"‘classical liberal ideology confronted the needs and desires of
traditional pleasure - those of a truly vernacular foundation - within a conflict between high
and low sensibilities. Tracing pleasure by ‘recognizing both the traditions of the hierarchical,
qualitative terms of aesthetic autonomy and the quantitative systematization of Bentham’s utility
aclénowledges not only that the relations of commodity production have emefed the aesthetic

sphere, but suggests a direction of inquiry into the intersubjective and symbolic relations of

consumption patterns. It is these conditions which determine the relations that subjects have

.

with objects.
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CHAPTER III
PLEASURE' WITHIN REIFICATION

‘Recepuon tends to dull the critical edge of art, its determmate negation of
society.!

Both (high art and mass culture) are torn halves of an integral freedom to
which however they do not add up.’

[ntroduction

Pleasure within reification concerns the exchange-value and use-value of culturai forms.
Reification, a Hegelian concept adapted by Georg Lukacs, defines the alienation of culture
from its traditional status the "organic" value form of use-value.’ Reified culture is defined
in terms of the relations of capitalist commddity exchange, and most importantly according to
Marx’s analysis, subjectivity is determined by the "mysterious” conditions- which commoditities
extend to the relatons between individuals:

A commodity is .. a mysterious thing, simply because in it the social character

-of men’s labour appears to them as an objective character stamped upon the

" product of that labour; because the relation of the producers to the sum total of

their own labour is presented to them as a social relation, existing not between

themselves, but between the products of their labour. This is the reason why the
products of ‘labour become commodities, social things whose qualities are at the

same lime perceptible and 1mpercepuble by the senses.*

If relations between humans afe similiarly viewed as relations between objects of exchange,

reification determines lived experience as suiting its own ends rather than an autonomous

subjectivity within a distinct definition of specific human needs. Here the decisive qualities

‘Theodor W. Adomno, Aesthetic Theory, trans. C. Lenhardt (London, New York: ‘Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1970), p. 325.

‘Theodor W. Adorno, letter to Walter Benjamin, 10 November, 1938, Aesthetics and Politics,
trans. and ed. Ronald Taylor (London: Verso Editions, 1980), p. 122.-

‘Georg Lukacs, Historv and Class Consciousness, trans. Rodney Livingstone (London: Merlin
Press, 1971), pp. 87-89.

‘Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, in The Marx-Fngels Reader, 2nd: Edition, ed. Robet C. Tucker
(New York, London: W.W. Norton and Company, 1978), pp. 320-32L
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- are those- imm’ediately accessibie (or denied) by -the senses. Speciﬁc to this condition, . -:
. subjective expenence Is deprlved ‘of -an authentic contact with objects (use-value), and as a-
‘consequence any possﬂxlmes for subjectivity are denied: - -

Its basis is that a relation between people takes on the character of a thing and N

thus acquires a phantom objectivity; an autonomy that seems so strictly rational

and all embracing as to conceal every trace of its fundamental nature: the

relation between people.’ .
Access to a subjective experience is therefore denied at both an individual level and as a
socially valued response. The basis of this disintegration of subjective elements privilege a
"natural” and often idealized precapitalist economic and social base, and suggest a deeply
traditional view of cultural values. But if the concept of an "organic" materiality of culture

symbolizes the only authentic one, aesthetic conditions within capitalism remain entirely

spurious.

In Alienation; Marx’s Conception of Man in Capitalist Society, Bertell Ollman describes

Marx’s designation of "object” in reference to "the object of a subject” rather than a
reference that gives priori;y to material qualities.* If Ollman’s interpretation is correct, which [
think it is, Marx’s cdncept of alienation, comparative to eighteenth century aesthetic discourse,
also claims a ﬁrirnary subiective .interven:tion or the object has to conform to the reception
of the subject Marx’s inter_p;etation connects subjects to dbjects within a concept of needs
("human nature") and community of values, which are contrasted to the' increasing loss of
praxis through subjugation to the exchange-values of a capitalist economy. This economi:c:
summation of ﬂle predominance of “exchange-value over use-value focuses on subject—objegif','
relations within economic production as a determinate influence on conditions Aof CONsSciousness
and the loss of specific qualities of experience: -

vP-roduction thus produces not -only the object but also the manner of consumption,
not only objectively but also subjectively. Production thus creates the consumer ..

*Lukacs, p. 83.

*Bertell Ollman, Alienation: Marx’s Conception of Man in Capitalist Society, 2nd. Edition
(Cambridge, London, New York, Melbourne: Cambridge University Press, 1971), p. 78.
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’varoduction produces consumption by creating tile speciﬁey'manner of consumptl.on

and, further, by creating the stimulus of consumption, the ablhty to consume, as

a need .. of socially created and natural needs.’ .

"Socially created and natural needs" within capitalist production are vitai to the concept
of reiﬁcatien as the term to ‘discuss human subjectivity and"aesthetic experience. For Marx,
needs are always linked to essentla.l powers". The relatlon of needs to power, both natural
-and external is most apparent in the unrealized and unfullfilled pote;mal of human nature.
~Consequent1y Marx defines needs as linked to the senses in an objective condition that |
mcludes both internal and external relations with nature. This condmon is historical in 1ts/

cultural forrnauons

The formmg of the five senses is a labour of the ennre hlstory of the world

down to the presenr_“

Marx decla‘res?h'umans "real sensuous beings" establishing a critical analysis of the
senses and sense-perception as influenced by the relations of power within capitalist productive
forces. In contrast, Bentham’s caeegorization of the senses are a simplistic adaptaition to
capitalist production values, and av01ds entirely COIldl[lOl’lS that further collective cultural
praCUCe and social meaning. Benthams principles of unhty fail to recogmze elements of
mediation between productive forces and human needs, or on the superstructural level in -
-Marx’s terms, cultural formations and "natural powers". As Marx explains in a critique of
Beﬁtham’:

What is useful to this normal man and his world is absolutely useful ... This |
yard-measure .. he applied to past, present, and . future.’ ~ ‘

Bentham, taking the petit-bourgeoisie as his model, emphasized the gratification of a
simplistic, utilitarian appropriation of needs, in order to justify the privatization of pleasures

‘Marx, The Grundrisse, in The Marx-Engels Reader, ed. Tucker, pp. 230-231.

*Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuécript_.s of 1844, in The Marx—Engels Reader, ed.
Tucker, p. 89.

Y

"Marx, Capital, cited in Ollman, p. 73.
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which could lead to an undéflying system of social management. Marx’s assessm’enx“ of |
sense—perception under capitaﬁsm, especially a subjective realization that is not estranged- from
the object (in the activity of labour) and is collective in praxis, cohtributes to cultural
crfticisxp an historically drawn analysis of needs, desires, and the .commodity form:

(H)e that would critize all human acts, movements, relations, etc.,l by the prinéiplé

of utility, must first deal with human nature in general, and then with human

nature as modified in each historical epoch.!® ’
But as Qllman outlines, when socially created needs within capitalist commodity relations
“subjugate "natural” needs, subjective-objective relations viewed simply within exchange-value,
remain an. anthropological problematic:

To say that man is a corporeal living, real sensuous, objective, being full of

natural vigour is to say that he needs real, sensuous, objects as the objects of

his being ‘or his life, or that” he can only express his life in real, sensuous

objects.!' |
Such a dynami'c between "natural” and "false” needs establish reification as extending Marx’s
commodity fetish into a universal categorization of cultural signification and exchange. This
‘u'n.iversality was discussed by Georg Lukacs as a uniformity of subjugation"to‘ forms of

N

capitalist appropriation or a "second nature".'?

The critical theory of the 'Frankfurt School outlined a Version of this concept of
reification by going beyond Marx’s abstraction .of needs and "natural powers” to apply
aesthetic theory as a critique of subjective alienation within all -aspects of experience. As

use—-value, the object satisfied desires and needs in Marx’s simplification, but the commodity

19Marx,"Capital, cited in Bertell Ollman, p. 73.

"Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripté of 1844, in The Marx-Engels Reader, ed.
" Tucker, p. 115. '

"?Lukacs, p. 86. : .
When the commodity becomes the universal category of society, the reification
assumes decisive importance in that it subjugates men’s consciousness to the forms

in which the reification finds expression. The conditions of this servitude to
relations of reification is called "second nature".
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as exchange-value was now viewed as positing subjectivity in an fentirely different sphere.
This critique of exchange-value viewed "needs”, and in turn the isenses, as not primarily
claiming "natural” suppositions, but influenced by external conditiq‘}ns, especially technological

developments tied to economic and cultural formations of capitaliém.

The Culture Industry

The term "culture industry” was introduced by Horkheimer and Adomo to describe the
)systemau'c integration of subjective elements by capitalist regulated forces of production thich-
manipulate co,nscio@sness within "false” needs.” Viewed at its most exireme analysis, the
culture industry operates "'frorn,,,above" as a form of "mass deception” elirrﬁhating the
"popular” ;)f cultural integration Afrgm below - the people.’* Reception within the culture
industry (h‘eriéi Adomo recalls Kar;t’s formaiism to critique the possibilities of subjective
expression) is not a primary active -agency but becomes manipulated b.y~ mass produced and
mass circulated products. The culture industryl as a cbncept to describe the reification of all
social relationships and the integration of aesthetic evaluation Within the structures of -

commodity consumption, gp’r\esents for - Adorno the c‘ond}ition that denies all traces of an

automomous subjectivity.

Uhder this détermining influence of the rcommodities of the culm;e industry, reiﬁedl
culture is not only instrﬁmental iowards the social sphere, but administrative in its structure.
Linking culture with all the aversions of administrative ordeﬁng, Adorno writes:

The demand made by administration upon culture is essentially heteronomous:

culture - no matter what form it takes - is to be measured by norms not
inherent to it and which have nothing to do with the quality of the object, but

"Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adomo, "The Culture Indusiry: Enlightenment as Mass
Deception,” in Dialectic of Enlightenment, trans. John Cumming (New York: The Continuum
Publishing Company, 1982). <

“Theodor W. Adorno, "Culture Industry Reconsidered," New German Critigue, 6 (Fall, 1975),
p. 12. . «
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-rather some type of abstrapt standards imposed from without.!* )
In this "uncomfortable relation” between cu‘ltﬁre and administrat.ion the es-senti'alj' opposit.ionél -
status which Adorno equates with aesthetic values is denied. The capacmes for human
expression, - "either llberal and individualistic in style are 1n;egrated within the - priorities of :

economic factors.'$

The central influence of this loss of individual cultural empowerment within capitalist
hegemony is for Adorno reliant on the transformation of the social structure from the.
classical liberal model (which focuses on free market forces) to more recent monopolistic
developments. The market, in fact all commercial conditions, are defined és'increasingl_y losing
their influence of self-regulation, necessitating other forms of integration that lead to an
administered total system of cultural exchange:

(T)he free market ideology of the nineteenth century, which allowed -the cultural

sphere a relative autonomy from the forces of production, has given way in the

twentieth century to a domination of the form of exchange in all realms of

social existence. Culture, which existed to give meaning to and make sense of

life, albeit in a reified form detached from social existence, has become so

entirely permeated by the commodity form that in a reciprocal movement,

meaning and reification have become mutually interpenetrating in the systemaUC

generation of illusion.!’

Or as Adorno and Horkheimer write:

Today, when the free market is coming to an end, those who control the system

are entrenching themselves in it."*

Aesthetic theory yiewed from these progressions of monopolistic capitalism interprets the
necessity to establish conditions that enable the signifying practices of culture to ex‘ist‘ as

A : :
distinct from the manipulative control of dominant interests. Culture without freedom of

“Theodor W. Adorno, "Culture and Adrm'nistratioﬁ," Telos, 37 (Fall, 1978), pp. 97-98
1*Adorno, "Culture and Administration,” p. 102.

"Richard Allen, "Critical Theory and the Paradox of Modemist Discourse,” Screen, 28 (Spring .
1987), p. 77. .

""Horkheimer and Adorno, p. 162.
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R —e. ] . ’;.:‘ - . . \
expression is a regulated process which Adorno and Horkheimer position  within specific

historical change: fascism inverts culture to make politics aesthetic; the culture industry -

~ transforms art to mere entertainment:

Advertising becomes art and nothing elsé, just as Goebbels - with foresight -
combines them: l'art pour l'art, advertising for its own sake, a pure representation
of social power.' 3 '

Both deny a subjective realization within the placément of an aesthetic autonomy.
Conseguently, Adorno argues for a dialectic of aesthetic "freedom" conveyed through the
autonomous dimension of artistic form, which strives to remedy the inadequacies of the social
© . world:
Assuming that one has to differentiate form and content before grasping their
- mediation, we can say that art’s opposition to the real world is in the realm of
form .. The manner in which art communicates with the outside world is in fact

also a lack of communication, because art seeks blissfully or unhappily, to seclude
itself from the world. This non-communication points to the fractured nature of

R aI-LIO

~ This "fractured nature"” of art and the lack of communication delegated to .artistic
practice serves as justification for aesthetic negation. But Adorno also proposes that within a
dialectic of formalist criticism and the denial of social .experienée, art can no longer be
legitimated solely within traditional values.’' This designation of aesthetic negation enables a
process of "de-aestheticization" which separates art from ideological manipuiation, but in so
doing, art fails to exert its influence as an immediate response. Comparatively, pleasure in
the reception of the autonomous art object must always exert an aesthetic "distance" iﬁ order:
not to engage in the social sphere. But the culture industry robs the individual of this
subjective "distance"; it is this ideological manipulation - the pleasure within reification -
that Adorno defines as the advocacy for an aesthetic negation. Within the culture industry,

the purveyor of culture for the masses, Adorno and Horkheimer conclude that: "Pleasure

YHorkheimer and Adorno, p. 163.

**Adorno, Aesthetic Theory, p. 7.

‘'Adorno, Prism, pp. 32-34.
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promotes the resignation which it ought to forget."?? i

The Fun of the Art Lover

Adorno’s aesthetic formalism attempts to transform both the illusionary standards of
classical mimetic representation as well as resist the exchange-values of commercial culture.
Such a process of disavowal becomes the sole legitimation “of the aesthetic sphere and in
dismissing the commodity as aesthetically valid in any form, Adorno rejects the possibilitieé of

pleasure as an immediate effect.

Adorno accepts categories of experience as already, given within the- culture -industry.
The introduction of the commodity into all afeas of culture provides the context for an
enjoyment that is fetishized within "blind consumption”. Any subjective realization remains an
internal contradiction or recognition of the negation which elevates autonomous art from the
products of mass culture:

The subjectivist approach to art simply fails to understand the subjective

experience of art is itself meaningless, and that in order to grasp the importance

of art one has to zero in on the .artistic object rather than on the fun of the

art lover”’
For Adorno, the pleasures of commodity consumption remain merely an artifice of subjective
expression. Reception of an aesthetic linked to commodity production begins and ends with
exchange-value, specically monetary exchange. The outcome, decides Adorno, at his most

pessimistic, is that the individual gains pleasure not from listening to the concert but from

buying the ticket.** Monopolistic capitalism through the conditions of exchange therefore

2?Horkheimer and Adorno, p. 143.

3 Adorno, Aesthetic Theory, p. 20. My italics.

**Theodor W. Adomno, "On the Fetish-Character in Music and the Regression of Listening,"
in The Essential Frankfurt School Reader, eds. Andrew Arato and Eike Gebhardt (New York:
Continuum Publishing Company, 1982), pp. 278-279.

The consumer is really worshipping the money that he himself has paid for the
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. entrenches us power in cultural goods Adorno’s despondency in citing new consumpuon r

- -y 7
: ’_pract1ces is so rellant on this suz generzs of reification that in refenng to reception he \\
defines "conformity as replacmg consciousness".?* This expenence cheats the pleasure seeker

"out of 1tself" to situate Lhe fullﬁllment of desire through the commodity forrn as ~another

means of exploitation.?

Sea;ching f(;r vtile tfaditjon of agenéy in subjective fullfillment, Adorno grants the ;
possibilities. of realizing a subjective response only within an earlier historical éra rfot
- regulated by 'commerciéi cultural forms and speci_ﬁcall)-/" cornmbdity hconsﬁx%ption. Cultural
criticism extends this analysis, as criticism can only "share the blindness of its object".?” An
aesthetic dependent on formalistic principles therefore sustains a relationship with objects that
is not reiiied, but this condition exists only as an internal negation. Adémg provide_fs'
examples of such moderﬁist resistance to commodity production in Lhe WOrk of Schonberg,

Kafka, Beckett, and Kandisky. For example, Schonberg’s use of atonality is a strategy to

evade commodification and reification while articulating it in its compostional technique.”®

Within these conditions of reification, an immediate subjectivist approach is” "false" and
"manipulative”; the "fun of the art lover" is inseparable from this formulation of "mass
deception”. As subjective reception within the; products of the culture industry remains an

"easy" aesthetic enjoyment and a definite compromise, Adorno establishes the structures of

further denial:

*(cont’d) ticket to the Toscanini concert. He has literally "made" the success which he
. accepts as an objective criterion, without recognizing himself in it -

K]

Adorno, "Culture Industry Reconsidered," p. 6. o -
:Adorno, "On the Fetish-Character in Music and the Regression of Listening," p. 274.
*’Adorno, Prism, p. 27. |

*Andreas Huyssen, "Adorno in Reverse: From Hollywood to Richard Wagner," in After the
Great Divide: Modernism, Mass Culture, Postmodernism (Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana
University Press, 1986), p. 34. ‘




However strong historically the tendency t0wards_a recurrence of pleasure may be,
pleasure remajns infantile when it asserts itself directly and without mediation. Art
absorbs pleasure as remembrance and longing; it does not seek to reproduce

_ pleasure as an immediate effect.29

" The 1nfant11e associations of exchange—value -.0r pleasure within.. reiﬁcatron - deny an

- 1mmanence of cultural pleasure providing at best only superﬁcral grauﬁcatron

A3

-Re-teading Adorno

-

This dpbr'éssité 'systeig@-of administered social control that Adomo connects with the
products of the culture 1ndustry is not entirely consistent with a more rigorous readrng -of
the essay 'The Culture Industry Enlightenment as -Mass Deception”. A reading can be |
propo's_ed that . outlines Adomo’s view ol' ‘the culture industry as not peing entirely dependent

on an aestheticll'autonomy supported by a closed dichotomy of high and low cultural forms’®.

Most importantly' Adomno’s aesthetic categorization of _cultural products is marked by (
specific historical relations. The condition of reification that'is described as perpetuated
through the technOlogicall apparatus of the culture industry is not pr,imarilzy a critique of its:
“products, but, as we have seen of the conditrons of inequality within the politrcal and
'economic.conditions-’ ofr capitalism:: "A technological ratronale is the rational of domination
itself."3! A_détno locates the loss o‘E' aesthetlc values and forms of experience, especially the

_possibilities of the reception of an autonomous subjective expression, not in the- individual

»Adorno, Aesthetic Theory, p. 21

3 Mariam B. Hansen’s "Introduction to Adorno, "Transparencres on Film"," outlines a
convincing position on reading Adorno "agdinst the grain" in New German Critique, 24-25
(Fall/Winter, 1981-82), pp. 186-198. This approach is expanded by Huyssen in "Adomno m
Reverse: ' From Hollywood to Richard Wagnar". Huyssen reads Adormo "against the grain” in
his inquiry into the development of modernism’ since the nineteenth century, and as a
response to the increasing commercial conditions of all forms of cultural production. His -
analysis views modernism within cultural conditions that act to both appropriate and transform
popular culture but also positions cultural experience within an economic and ideological -
complicity.-" : "

“Horkheimerand Adomo, p. 121.
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reception of cultural products .i‘ncluding art, but within the closiires of the capitalist mode of

production:

Interested parties explain the culture industry in technological terms ... it is
claimed that standards were based in the first place on consumer’s needs .. No
mention is made of the fact that the basis on which technology acqurres power

is greatest’?
Thus Adornow aclmow'ledges that the enactment of desire, and what he ‘s,e‘es as. a "false”
subjectivity" wlthin exchange-value, is an integrallinfluence ‘of the capl?talist system, but not
necessarily the end result of all popular culture, or as Adorno concludes:

The attitude of the public, which ostensrbly and actually favors the system of the
culture industry, is a part of the system and not an excuse for it*

Granted Adorno derides all thecproducts"of. mass culture as constituting a false -
realization of pleasu’re;\‘the ~movi'e theatre 'becomes a bloated pleasure apparatug” and jazz is
a ,"regression of listenlng" This state of manipulation is rnseparable from unrealized
possibilities ‘of subjeetive expressron.‘_ Cultural expenence is posited _no't; as an immanent
identification 'wi'thithe popular 'inraginatjon, but is enclosed wlt’_hi‘n the structures of the
capitalist syste‘m. As Adorno writes contrasting popular forms in:,;nre—capitalist conditions with

their latet*{o?r‘hatjons under commercial exchange:

Amusement and all the elements of the cultural industry emsted long before the
latter came into existence.’* . L

t

Light Art o |

Adorno’s essay on the culture industry can therefore be "re-read” to support a thesis

that contributes to understanding the transformations that occured in the traditional distinctions

between a high and low aesthetic sphere. "Light" art is not a decadent form, suggests
. ; ‘ _

“?Horkheimer and Adorno, p. 121
**Horkheimer and Adorno, p. 122.

“*Horkheimer and Adorno, p. 135.
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Adofno, refering to the pleasures associated with a popular response to culture.” Neither is
"light" art a betrayﬁ/ vof the ideal of "pure” expression, that Adorno places 'as the necessity
of préserving'art’s autonomy from the reified status of the social world. "Light” fo;rns of
_distraction have remained in the shadow of ;utonoxhdus art, beéaﬁse the presumed purity of -
the aesthetic sphere was perpetuated by the bourgebise. But Adomo’s relianée on individual
(and liberal) aestheﬁdsm generally fails to include modem developmems in aesthetic
production and reception. Conseq,uentlj"Adorno’s arguement perpetuates the Kantian

transcendental subject that is granted ‘autonomy ‘from commercial conditions of culture or a

-7

”’Tpurpbseless for the purposes declared by the market".’®

s

Adorno’s dialectic »of_ art and the social also delegates-to "1ighl" art the role of
insLitutjonéJizing the most decadent or academic art ';ssocialed with the political and economic
hegerﬁony of the bourgeoisie. In fact, Adorno’s view of autonomy in the work of art, as ar‘
source of refusal to positions “of power, was aiso a response (o écademic cultural criticism
that resides in the comfort to be found in the divorce between high and popular culture, art
and “entertainment’’ But because Adorno -does manifest a belief {n the cor}vdiu'ons which posit
all cultural practice within consumption as subsumed within reified conditions of cqpimlist
production, this postion has often named him an elitist Such a categorization of aesthetic.
judgment domiriates Adornio’s »critique of how the culture industry has determined the
'development of popular music.”‘ Adormo’s myopic attitude was not a return to traditional

aesthetic values as the unique precedents for the validation of an autonomous aesthetic;

instead, ‘he attempts a dialectic which includes a process of "de-aestheticization” 10

**Horkheimer and Adommo, p. 133,
“*Horkheimer and Adorno, p. 14&.
3'Adomo, Prisms, p. 27.

-‘“Adorgo, "On the Fetish-Character in Music and the Regression of Listening,” pp. 270-299.
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demonstrate the inadequacy of a reliance on either an immanent or transcendental critique.*®
As Adomo writes to Benjamim, recognizing the problematic of art’s relation® to the social:
The reification of a great work of art is not just loss, any more than the
reification of the cinema is all loss. It would be bourgeois ‘reaction to negate the
reification of the cinema in the name of the ego, and it would border on

anarchism to revoke the reification of a great work of art in the spmt of
immediate use-value.*

But Adomo’s principles of aesthetic negetjon do constitute an abrupt asseru'on)of denied

possibilities Aof subjectivity within the conditions of capitaJ‘ism. This dialectic of art and the
social is in fact a critical, if not melaneholy', reflection on the . "two halves" which dqmiﬁ'c)t
add up. . -

Reception of the Popular: Technology and Cultural Production

The failure for Adorno to acknowledge immanent pleasure within social praxis was
dominated by his critique of technological determinism, which he located within the products
of the culture industry. Adorno’s explanation of how the term culture industry was .siected
examines assumptions which deny all aspects of a popular response when leveled against
-Teified, technologlcal conditons of mass culture. Because of the contradlctory references to
mass culture ~ as condmons Wthh arise when mass and popular medxate a response ~ the
term culture industry was coined:

In our drafts we spoke of "mass culture”. We replaced that expressmn with

"culture industry” in order to exclude from the outset the interpretation agreeable

to its advocates: that it is a matter of something like a culture that arises

spontaneously from the masses themselves, the contemporary form of popular art

From the latter the culwre industry must be distinguished in the extreme.*!

Adorno’s denial of acceptance of a truly popular culture, or in keeping within Adorno’s

“"Adorno, Prisms, pp. 33-34. "
**Adorno, letter to Benjamin, 10 March, 1936, Aesthetics and Politics, p. 123.

**Adorno, "Culwure. Ihdustry Reconsidered,” p. 12.
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aesthetic formalism, an aesthetic experience that is not "denatured”, is inseparable from his
reliance. on upholding a dialectic between art and the social. This dependency on an ;
autonomous aesthetic sphere is influenced by a failure to come to terms “with two prrmary
aspects of cultural change. Firstly, Adorno’s insistence on an aesthetic autonomy suggests a
refusal_ to define consumption within mediation other than an ,economig_,.i [echnological
determinism, hence "manipulation”. But secondly, and most importantly;' this notion of
manipulau’on _leading to "mass deception"‘ was a failure to re-evaluate subjective and social
identification \gvi.thkin the signifying‘structures of cornrnercial culture. ‘A brief inquiry into

aesthetics ‘specific to film provide the best example, because of the very nature of the

technological - apparatus and the representations of film production and receptjon."

Adorno describes the technology of film as limiting  access for individual reception or
aesthetic contemplation by the audience. Frlms were merely ‘a- product to be consumed as an
ideological model:

Real life is becoming indistjngui’sai;le from the movies. The sound film, far-

surpassing the theater of illusion, leaves no room for imagination or reflection on
the part of the audience.* \

Because the film medium is inherently representational, the social is easil; projected into the
product, thus significance rests with the content, not as Adorno proposes with purely abstract
aesthetic values.*” Because of this ‘reliiance on a Kantian inscription of pleasure, that preserves
an aesthetic of conterpplation, Adomo failed to accept that patterns of response within
technological means of reproduction could incur an aesthetic reception other than the
instrumental relations of reification. As a result of this condemnation, Adomno describes the

laughter of the audience at the movie theatre to be nothing more than "a parody of

humanity":

**Horkheimer and Adorno, p. 126.

#!Theodor W. Adorno, "Transparancies on Film," New German Critique, 24-25 (Fall/Winter,
1981-82), p. 202
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Its members are monads, all dedicated to the pleasure of being ready for
anything at the expense of everyone else. Their .harmony is a ecaricature of
solidarity. What is fiendish about this false laughter is that it is-a compelling
parody of the best, which is conciliatory.* .

Or as Adomno continues, the culture industry can not provide the immanent framework for

desire, as a result, pleasure is denied:

The monastic theory that not asceticism but the sexual act denotes the
renunciation of attainable bliss receives negative confirmation-in the gravity of the
" lover who with foreboding commits his life to the fleeting moment. In the
culture industry, jovial denial takes -the place of the pain found in ecstasy and in
asceticism. The supreme law is that they shall not satisfy their desires at any
price; they must laugh and be content with laughter.®’

B This denial, expressed as "conciliatdry laughter”, suggest the attempt by the culture
industry to reconcile "light” art with "serious” art (high art), and vice versa. This is
especially relevant to Adorno’s music criticiéih. In Adorno’s aesthetic finalization this cheats
the pleasure seeker out of immediate pleasure within both the illusi_pns of the culture
industry and the false position of affirmative art. Thus Adorno prcsentsvthe diéhotomy of

high and low forms as existing in a forced dialactic relation of negative space:

Only where“ the appearance of pleasure is lacking is a faith in its possibility
maintained.* - .

~

Consumption as Symbolic Exchange‘

Combining aesthetic pleasure with the cultural and the political through aesthetic

negation defines consumption practices as having very little differential meaning in society.

-The concept of reification, as a mediation on Marx’s commodity fetish, seeks the emancipation

of subjects, but to the extent that objects are purely exchanged and not given a primary

cultural function they enter into a system which neutralizes the subjective dimension leading

**Horkheimer and Adorno, p. 141.
“Horkheimer and Adorno, 'p. 141

4 (
**Adorno, "On the Fetsh-Character in Music and the Regression of Listening," p. 274.
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to pleasure. Consumption without any uﬁlity - practical, s'ymbolié,' o‘r otherwise - invokes a |
litany of negative values.” Therefore pleasure, as an expressibn of éultural forms immersed
within exchange-value, appears as’ a denial in reference to "the fun of the art lover" and‘
elements of cornmodiﬁcatibn limit the experience of 'pleasure in .consumption as fal§e l.
consciousness. Furthermore, and most i»mportantly, consumption without symbolic value -

. -practical, - political, pleasurable — is nothing but a commodity fix.** Calling this an addicﬁouJ '
would suit Adorno’s historical anxiety by playing into the structures of totalitarianism [h;lt ‘he
pbsits within_tecimological determinism. But the cultural system of modemn capitalism is mo’re'A
than subjugation to authofity; without dismissing exploitation_entirelyb it has become necessary
to recogm’ze these conditions at the level of communication‘or the potentiality of symbolic *

exchange.

Baudrillard’s énalysis of consumption circumvermts this simplistic view of use-value within
conditions of alienation, yet at the same time vremains closely ‘associated hto its concépts. By
moving from the concept of reification,. thn exists as -a_critica'l dimension of the commodity -
fetish, Baudrillard examines consumption within a structural mode' of signification which
disptaces the privilegéd subject of Marx’s anthrépological desighation of "natural” needs.
Therefore consumption does not arise from objecti\}_ely defined V"needs" within subject-object
refations, but a socially mediated system rationalized and regulated by»_b the . commodity as "sign
form" or a system of exchange of objects considered as both material production and codes
of ‘signjﬁcatidn. In this ar}alysi_s the commodity is not separate from the sign in defining

cultural representation and the social code of communication:

a

*"This approach to the symbolic value within consumption is based on the work of Marshall
Sahlins, Culture and Practical Reason (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, =
1976);, Jean Baudrillard, For a Critique of the Political Economy of the Sign, trans. Charles
Levin (St. Louis, Mo.: Telos Press, 1987); and Stephen- Kline and William Leiss, "Advertising,
Needs, and "Commodity Fetish”," Canadian Journal of Political and Social Theory, 2, 1 :
(Winter, 1979), pp. 5-30.

“tFrederic Jameson, "Pleasure: A Political Issue,” in" Formations of Pleasure, p. 3.
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The origin of meaning.is never found in the relation between a subject (given a
priori as autonomous and conscious) and an object produced for rational ends - .
that is, properly.ﬂ the economic relation, rationalized in térms’ of choice and’
calculation. It is to be  found, rather, in difference, systematized in terms of a
code (as opposed to private ca.lculathn) - a differential structure rhat estabhshes
the social relauons and mot the subject as: such 49 S

Because Baudrillard * defines structures of 31gmﬁcat10n ._and Symbolic e);change at,the céntré of\
the commodity forrn,«thesex fr_el‘atidns of communication mediate soc1al exchange and suggest
that the éommodity form does not mystify people but socialize them.® In this éxchange, the
symbolic qu-ailities of consﬁmption goods (objeéig)" are not niere]y ‘a fetish of the commodity

form (the condition of the reified subject) but serve a cultural "uuhty" This concept of

Marshall Sahlins is unllnanan in that it def‘ nes 51gmﬁcat10n w1thm cultural meaning and

k4

symbolic evaluatlon: .
(T)o give a cultural account of production, it is critical to note that the social ‘
meaning of an object that makes it useful to a certain category of persons is no
more apparent from its physical properties than is the value it may be assigned
in exchange. Use-value is not less symbolic or less arbitrary than
commodity-value. For "utility" is not a quality of the object but a significance of
the objective qualities. The reason Americans deem dogs inedible and cattle-
"food" is no more perceptible to the senses than is the price of meat. Likewise,
what stamps trousers as masculine and skirts as feminine has no necessary
connection with their physical properties or the relations arising there from.’!

This cultural'-process, of meaning prod‘ucti\on applies a semiological model to the social
logic of consumption. This \mOQeI is an exchange of signifying pfactices OI a reception- process
in which humans "define objects in terms of_‘r.hemselves and themselves in terms of
objects”*? Thus signification serves a cultural utility, in that as Sahlins outlin?es, it depgnﬁines
a meaningful process in determining what is "reality”. While this reality is a social reality
recognizablyv marked by a‘ market‘ rational, it must also be thought of as a system of

symbolic exchange dependent on consumption ‘as defining the relation of the subject to

**Baudrillard, p. 75.
*’Baudrillard, p. 147.
*1Sahlins;” pp. 169-170.

~ “Sahlins, p. 169.
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-
commodity goods. This conceptual analysis draws from Saussure’s model of the sign. All
values are exchanged within signification; the relation between signifier and signified is
arbitrary thus there are no fixed meanings or uniyersal concepts. As all values are relational
there are no "natural” needs: ‘ g

This is true of language communication. It applies also to goods and products.

Consumption is exchange. A consumer is never .solated, any more than a speaker.

It is here that total revolution in the analysis of consumption must intervene:

Language cannot be explained by postulating an individual need to speak (which

would pose  the insoluble double problem of establishing this need on an

individual basis, and then of articulating it in a possible exchange). Before such
questions can even be put, there is, simply, language - not as an absolutely,
autonomous system, but as a structure of exchange contemporaneous with meaning
itself, and on which is articulated the individual intention of speech. Similiarly,
consumption does not arise from an objective need of the consumer, a final

- intention -of the subject towards the object; rather, there is social producﬂon_, in a
system- of exchange, of a material of differences, a code of signification and
invidious (statuaire) values.*’

Baudrillard’s analysis does not entirely shift away from categories of exploitation, terms |
such as "hyperreality”, "implosion", "simulation", and "simulacrum" St_ill refer to reification.
But by transfering critical interpretation from commodity production and exchange—valﬁe to the
level of the sign, objects of consumption reject the conceptof a singular use-value -posited

[ N . *
" within pre-given needs. Desire within consumption, according to Baudrillard, seeks experiential
needs and fulfillment of human subjectivity in that it "threatens” the equivalence on which
our social and economic exchange is based.’* The question of hoW, this "threat” occurs is
answered by Baudrillard in an "exhaustion” of established values and codes. But as DD’Amico’s
critique of Baudrillard states, this condition remains problematic in the practices that form
everyday experience. Thus capital extracts pleasure (reification), but we also take pleasure in

capital.’* The real issue for pleasure comes down to the relation between praxis and the

symbolic order.

**Baudrillard, p. 75.
s‘Robert D’Amico, "Desire and the Commodity Form," Telos, 35 (Spring 1978), p. 107.

**Baudrillard, Simulations, trans. Paul Foss, Paul Patton, Phlllp Beitchman (New York
Semiotexy(e) Inc., 1983) p. 35.
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Conclusion

kAdor'no’s désignau'on of exchang&value as _cultural "deception” recognizes neither
irjdividual‘Aexpression nor collective participation within the reception procéés. This concept of
reiﬁcation{ grounded in the products <;f Lhe; culture industry is a ctitique of the commodity
nature of forms of aesthetic production. The commodity nature. of commercial culture
eliminated for Adorno any subjective position that would locate pleasure as a direct responsé
to the cultural object. In refering back to Marx’s subject—objeét relations, there rerﬂains no

: - 4

acces$ to use—yaiue. By eliminating immanent reladof the artistic process, as viewed by
Adorno, is constréined by a methodology which supports formalist conditions internalized

within the art object. Thus formal constraints preserve the autonomy of art and establish a

detachment, however limited; from social origins, hence any association of art with the culture

industry. ‘ .

The autonomy of aesthetic experience, z;s an internalized, self-reflexive "totality”, has
limited Adorno’s contribution to an aesthetic inquiry Lhaf recogn>izes aeéthetié evaluétion within
historically defined cultural formations and social experience. Reification as a key stmcmral
feature within cultural meaning concerns the problem of subjectivel identification, but accepting
the process of consumption as symbolic exchange gives significance to. social relatibns rather
ﬁmn the atomized subject. In Adorno’s view the value of exchange within consumption, as
the predominate value, derides the critical edge of culture by accepting subjectivé identification
‘within cultural representations solely as false consciousness. Adorno generally failed to
differentiate between an inciustrialized.i standardization of cultural production and a sﬁbjective
and socially regulated reception. By posing the problem of aesthetic categories within the mass
production énd distribution ~c'>f‘ commodities and forms of cultural signification, Adomo’s

analysis serves to question changed conditions of subjective identification. But by,graspi‘ng the

. /I’



relation between art and the social as existing in a solely negative space, there can exist no

direct fexperienq:e of aesthetic pleasure within cultural - forms.
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) " CHAPTER IV
WALTER BENJAMIN'S CORRESPONDENCES OR SENSUOUS PLEASURE m_
To live means to leave traces.‘j |
Panorama and "Hﬁ&es"; ﬂanéﬁr and arcades, modernism and the unchangiﬁg,‘

without a theoretical interpretation —-is this a "material” which can patiently
await interpretation without being consumed by its own aura?

- Introduction
It wds Walter Benjamin who first grasped conditions of reproduction as a primary
vfact‘or influencing the mediatory elements of cultural objects:

Everyday the urge grows stronger to get hold of an object at very close range
by way of its likeness, its reproduction.’ :

Benjamin’s emphasis on the concept of the aura dpens up a focus for cultural criticism Lhat,\
locates at the center of a philosophy of art an experiential condition of aésthetfc utility and
| immédiacy. As Benjahﬁn notes, it is the aura that "withers" in Lhé age of mechanical
reproduction; as the object is detached from »Lh‘e 4domain‘ of traditional values, aesthetic .

experience is defined as accessible through the availability of the plurality of copies.

Conditions of aesthetic pleasure are restructured within technological forms of
reproduction and can be conceptualized as "reactivating” the object in a pesition of
"closeness” and aesthetic/political intention. This immediacy is the opposue of aesthétic

dlstancé an unapproachabllm retzuned as ritual appearance or reflective contemplation.* B)&

/

‘Walter Benjamin, "Paris, Capital of the Nineteenth Century,” Reflections, trans.- Edmund '
Jephcott (New York, London: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1978), p. 155.

‘Adorno, letter to Benjamin, 10 November, 1938, in Aesthetics and Politics, p. 127.

‘Walter Benjamin, "The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproductlon, Illuminations,”
trans. Harry Zohn (New York: Schocken Books, 1969), p. 223. : :

‘Benjamin, "The Work of A in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” p. 243.
In defining this aesthetic response, Benjamin clarifies the difference between aesthetic content
and aesthtic form. \



)

- ifittoducing the now well known concept of the aura, or more deductively the loss of the

" aura, Benjamin presents an analysis of reproduction techniqués which integiate technology into

culture and values immanent criticism rather than privilegirig criteria of an aesthetic autonomy.
, = ‘ N

Here Benjamin Hsts outmoded concepts such as creativity and genius, eternal value and

mystery.
Aesthetic Proximity

Techniques of reproduction, by denying the auratic privileged condition of art - the.
original that presérves an aesthetic value of originality - bring historical changes in rec_ept]dn;

art becomes approachable, hence more accessible:

Even the most perfect reproduction of a work of art is lacking in one element:
its presence in time and space, its unique existence at ‘the place where it
happens to be ... Secondly, technical reproduction can put the copy of the
original into situations which would be out of reach for the original itself. Above
.all, it enables the original to meet the beholder halfway, be it in the form of a
photograph or a phonograph record. The cathedral leaves its locale to be received
in the studio of a lover of art; the choral production, performed in an
auditoriu:a or in. the open air, resounds in the drawing room.’

Enabling the original tb meet the "beholder halfway" defines an aestheti%: response which
Bgnjamin ﬁimself often questions. The loss of the aura presgnts' conditions for the
disintegration of an autonomous aesthetic, but Benjamin also lameﬁts the loss of the aura as
the experiéﬁc:‘e of the ana defines a response corhmon to the "gaze of nature”, hence more
easily associated with a traditional human response: "To perceive the aura of an object we

look at means to invest it with the ability to look at us in return."* With the loss of the

*(cont’d)

The closeness which one may gain from subject matter does not impair “the
distance which it (art) retains through its ritual appearance or cult value.

‘Benjamin, "The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” pp. 220-221.

‘Benjamin, "On Some Motifs in Baudelaire,” [lluminations, p. 188. .
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o mstrtutronallzed conditions of aesthetrc productio™and _receptron-.”\

aura a.change occurs in not only how the object is approached, but aesthetic gvaluation ‘and -
criticism. As aesthetic reception is now foremost, criticism and enjoymeﬁt fuse to turn
technologrcal reproductron into a polrtrcal force." Each individual may now’ approach art as an K

expert a greater understandmg dnd apprecratron (aesthetic pleasure) becomes possrble because

. -
S
.

of chahged forms of receptlon

The progressive reaction is characterized by the direct, intimate fusion of vrsual
- and emotional enjoyment with the orientation of the expert. Such fusion is of -
_ great social significance. The greater the decrease in the social significance of a_n
-art’ form, the sharper the distinction between criticism and enJoyment by the '

- public’
The ‘collecti\'?e reception of art as an aesthetic force within a political analysis 'is for'eh'lost in’
Benjamms interpretation of the mﬂuences of technology But by substituting a pluralrty of

copres for a unique exrstence - the aura - BenJamm rather undralectrcally d1smrsses the

-

_The concept of the aura, as lescribed within these mﬂuences of mechamcal

'reproductron is the most celebrated of Benjamin’s desthetic concepts but the least able to

| wrthstand the forces of | cultural hlstory The isolation of artrsttc productron from socral and
polmcal conditions and the subjugatron of technology within caprtalrst commercral prrorrtres
continue to fetishize the unrque autonomy and value of the- ongmal art object (especrally
pamtrng) By emphasrzmg the changed condmons of aesthetrc receptfon Ben]armns analysrs of
~ the loss of the aura provrdes essentral condrttons for an analysrs of pleasure ‘as a cntlcal
concept the transformatron of an aesthetic- "distance” leads to- aesthetrc engagement as” a Q'
consumptron practice that demes extraneous criticism. For this . reason rt is Benjamms later

' unﬁmshed essays on the commercrally based culture of: nmeteenth century Parls that are

integral to an mqurry into. aesthetrc pleasure and the commodrty form .

"Benjamin, "The ‘Work of Art in the Age of Mechamcal Reproductron pv.':2>34." T

*Burger, pp. 47-48. . ' ’ o
Burger is careful to point out the -historical context of auratic art Especrally relevant are hrs
comments on collective and individual recepetron 1t is only with bourgeors art that receptron

15 mdmdual



' Mechanr:cail ‘Reproduction g Aesthetic Intention

Tlle loss of the aura is not only lmked to altered , forms of reception due to’ '
reproducuon techmques but to a spemﬁc intention within cultural producuorL Techmque ,1s
that aspect - of productnon Wthh allows the author/artrst to situate work within contemporary
conditions by supplying the exrstmg producuon apparatus or by constrtut.mg a challenge to the
producuon forces“ Usmg film as an example BenJarmn suggests Lhat the apphcauon of
”technology corrects the" loss of the aura; new relauons of accessrbrhty and: collectwrty work

agfaini relf' cation, Exhrbmon—value begms {o replace earher forrns of produouon as new

'ques transform percepuon and - fuse aesthenc intention to new forrns of’ recepuon
Benjamin provrdes a number of examples:

Before the advent of the film there were photo booklets with” pictures which
,ﬂltted by the onlooker upon. pressure of the thumb .. Then there were slot
machines in bazaars; their picture sequences were produced by the turning of the
crank .. Before the rise .of the movie the Dadaists’ performances tried to create
an audience reaction which’ Chaplin later evoked in a more natural way .. Before

- the movie had begun to "create its public, pictures that were no longer immobile .
captivated an assembled audience in the so-called Kaiserpanorama. Here the public
assembled before a screen into which stereoscopes were mounted, one to each
beholder. By 'a mechanical process individual pictures appeared briefly before the
stereoscopes, then made ~way for others. Edison still has to use similiar devices in
presenting- the first movie strip before the film screen and projection were

~ known.™® -

Benjamms chlef aesethic concern is the altered condition of reception resulung “from Lhe
culrural transforrnauons of an urban, consumer society. Evaluating consummron he describes
| how-an inattentive,” "distracted” audrence drsplaced a contemplatwe reception to meet the
product '"halfway" This transition descnbed the subjecuve experience of cultural forrns as-

dé’pe__rlrdent on altered conditions. of sense—percepuon and far less on tradmonal aspects of -

“artistic production values. Mass cultural products, through their immediacy, therefore demand °

"Diane’ Waldman, - "Critical Theory and Fllm Adorno and "The- Culture lndustry" Revrsted"'“-
\ew Gerrnan Crrugue, 12 (Fall, 1977), .p. 57 .

“Benjamin, The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” pp. 249—250.
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an evalﬁiﬁoq of ‘those elements that give value to the art object and enforce its, aura.

Consumption as Reception; Benjamin’s Dream-World .

A

The commercial culture of Paris in Lhe nmeteenth century as "dream-world" to'ok"' on

s

'polmcal meamng for Benjamin w1Lhm a crmcal anaylsns m Wthh "neither exchange—value nor
: 4

'use—value exhausted the meaning of Lhmgs"“ Benjamlns 1nqu1ry into the products of mass -

culture sought for a way to mterpret the illusions generated by commercial, technologrcal

forms and how within "rnechanical reproduction”, “as termed by Benjamin, the "reality”

engendered by mass cu’lture is itself an: illusion.'? Taking pleasure in mass\"'“‘c'-iilture remains J

L

umesolved in BenJamxns categonzauons of polrUcal expedlency and utopian collectlv‘ity But
most importanty for BenJamlns 1nqu1rv 1nto the ongms of mass culture, the aesthetle power
“of "redemption”, as a quality formall:y de51gnated to art, now moves into Lhe sphere of ¢

“commercial. cultural products.'®
_ .
Reception within the ' "dream-world" that mediates - Benjamin’s interest in the commodity

is guided by conditions of desire and. "wish—fulfillment".’* Benjamin’s reference to visual

o

"'Susan Buck-Morss, "Benjamin’s Passagen- Werk: Redeeming Mass “Culture for. the
Revolution,” New German Critique, 29 {(Spring/Summer, 1983), pp: 212-213.

Buck-Morss’s essay is based on Benjamin’s’ unfinished study of. Paris during the nineteenth
century. These essays, concerned with the origins of commercral ‘culture; - Were begun in 1927
but remained unfinished at the time of BenJamms death in 1940. - - :

”Buck—Morss pp. 212-213.
l3R1chard Wolin, Walter Benramm An AesLheue of Redemption, (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1982).
Richard Wolms excellent book  discusses BenJamms work as an aesthetic” of redempuon

: -
“Benjamin’s reference to "dream-world" was llkely influenced by the Frankfurt School’s
_interest in Freud, especrally Freud’s concept of the pleasure - principle as operating unchecked:
in the unconscrous to motivate Lhe forces of dreams as elements of wish—fullfillment: T

The dream-work is not srmply more careless more 1rrauonal more forgetful -and’
more incomplete than waking thought; it is completely different from it.

qualnatwely and for that reason not 1mrnecl1ately comparable with it It does not
‘think, calculate, or judge in ‘any way at -all; 1t restricts g_self to giving r.hrngs a
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memory traces are combined . with a material analysis of production aesthetics. Taking his
aesthetic foundation from Marx’s analysis of production, changed forms of reception are

viewed as .mediated not only by conditions of the present, but the ways in which Lhe7néw"

-interrningle with the old: | . vea

(These wish-fulfilling images mahifest an emphatic striving for dissociation with
the outmoded - which’ means, however, with the most recent past. These
tendencies direct the visual imagination, which has been activated by the new,
back to the primeval past. In the dream in which before the eyes of each
epoch, that which is to follow appears in images, the latter appears wedded to
- ¢lements from pre-history, that is, of a classless society. Intimations of this,

"‘deposued in the unconscious of the collective, mingle with the new to produce
the utopia that has left its traces in thousands of configuations of life, from
permanent bu1ld1ngs to fleeung fashions.* - -

[N

- Benjamin integrates Marx’s analysis of historical productive activity into cultural theory as a
’ means to define the character of experiehce, but posits reception over factors of production
as the variable in social relatioris. Consumption then appears as a moment in production, that

as a subjective - process contains elements of sense—perception. Marx elaborates a partial view

of the importance of consumption in The Grundrisse: "
As soon as consumption emerges from its initial state of natural crudity and
immediacy - and, if it remained at that stage, this would be because production
~itself had been arested there - it becomes itself mediated as a drive by the

object. The need which consumpuon feels for the object is- created by the
perception of iL' .

. Benjamin’s "wish-fullfillment” in the object is marked by thesé relations, but is rarely as
self~constrained, instead a utopian quality combines wiLh'\poliLical goals. Because modes of

production are dominated by images in which the new is intermingled with the old (or the

Y“(cont’d) new form .. the dream has above all to evade censorship, and with that end
in view the dream-work makes use of a displacément of psychical intensities to
the point of a transvaluation of all psychical values. The thoughts have to be
reproduced exclusively or predominantly in the material of visual and acoustic
memory traces, and this necessity imposes -upon the dream-work considerations of
representabilit y. »

Freud, cited in Kaja Silverman, The Subject of Semiotics (New York and” Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1983), p. 6l

“Benjamin, "Paris, Capital of the Nineteenth Century," p. 148.

Marx, The Marx-Engels Reader, ed. Tucker, p. 230. My italics:
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outmoced), commodity consumption is given the j%bility to transform both sensuous experience

and the "unconsciousness of the collective” through changed forms. of perception.

A[ this point of soc1al mediation between the individual and the collective, an aestheue

pleasure 1denuﬁes the products of the commodity world as contajning not only both reified
conditions and utopian elements (here he refers to Fourier's socialism), but teehnological forms
of cultural production contain transformative aesthetic values. This could be called a
"phantasmagoria” of pleasure. Refering to the world exhibitions, Benjamin writes:

They create a framework. in which commodities’ intrinsic value is eclipsed. They
open up a phantasmagoria that people enter to be amused. The entertainment
industry facilitates this by elevating: people to the level of commodities. They
submit to being manipulated whlle enjoying their alienation from themselves and
others." :

Pleasure within reification, as Benjamin describes, is both utopian in its cultural formation yet
. 9

cynical in its realization. It is this cynicism that retains a moral tone toward capitalist

commodity production and exchange.

These conflicts of the "dream-world" are viewed by Benjamin as both a state of
sleeplessness and awakening. This dialectic of consciousness integrates individual and collective

pleasures:

The conditon of sleep and waking .. has only to be transferred from the
individual to the collective. To the latter, of course, many things are. internal
which are external to the individual: architecture, fashions, yes, even the weather
are in the interior of the collective what organ sensations, feelings of illness or
health are in the interior of the individual. And so long as they persit: in
unconscious and amorphous dream-form, they are just as much natural processes
as the digesuve processes, respiration, etc. They stand in the cycle of the
every-identical (myth in the negative sense) until the collective gets its hands on
them politically and history emerges out of them.!'®

Benjamin’s analysis of mass culture as "dream-world” is both illusionisuc in forgetting (the
reification of the present) and a collective consciousness in its remembering (a classless

society). Altered forms of sense-perception is the Key to this analysis. The audience is

1“Benjamin "Paris, Capital of the Nineteenth Century p. 152.

“Benjamm cited in Buck-Morss, p. 225.
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approached through- the innovative products of commodity producu'oh, which opens the
consumption process to an interpretation of lived experience mediated by a consciousness
which has the potential to act as a "kaleidescope of reception” in which each turn collapses

the old ordenr.into new.!® Benjamin associates ‘Lhe lyric poetry of Baudelaire with these

sensibilities of .cultural modernization by linking the turns of the kaieidescope with capacities
of modern consciousness:

Thus the lover of universal life moves into the crowd as though into an
enormous reservoir of electricity. He,; the lover of life, may also be compared to -
a mirror as vast as this crowd; to a kaleidoscope endowed with consciousness,
which with every one of its movements presents a pattern of life, in all its
multiplicity, and the flowing grace of all the elements that go to compose life.*

And Benjamin is encouraged to write, remembering Baudelaire’s sensuous perception of modern
life: "Redemption looks to the small fissure in the ongoing catastrophy."?!

:[hé relevance of interpreting an aesthetic of cultural products in }cqﬁjunCtjon with the

reception of modern experience (for Benjamin commodities become animate objects), rather

>

than the naturalism of nature (as proposed 'by academic art), gives a new acceptance to the

artifice of "second nature". As- there is pleasure in illusion in Benjamin’s "dream-world",

4

there is illusion in pleasure.

Reality and IHusion: the Panorama |

—_—— e el

Benjamin describes the inuoduction of the panorama as an attempt to reproduce nature

-

within the city:

There were tireless exertons of technical skill to make panoramas the scenes of a
perfect imitation of nature. The attempt to reproduce the changing time of the

*Benjamin, "On Some .Motifs in Baudelaire,” p. 175

:Charles Baudelaire, "The Painter of Modern Life," in Baudelaire: Selected W;‘iu'ngs on Art
and Artists, trans. P.E. Charvet (Middlesex, England: Penguin Books, 1972), p. 400. :

*'Benjamin, "On "SOmg Motifs -in Baudelaire,” p. 159.
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day in the landscape, the risbing‘of, the moo"'rh, the rushing of the water—fa_lls.22
Once the authority of art as a unique object had been undermined by technoloéical
“_reproduction, nature - i‘n: the urban envjfonmeht exists in &e t;éhnical skill of the .panorama.
Benjamin suggests Atkiha'it‘ it is this reversal that points out the "cl’osene‘ss"_lof modern_ experignce

to reveal how commodities ‘create a reality of representation which is illusionistic in its

Lechnologiéal formation.

The first appearance of panofama painting occured around tiie beginning of the -
nineteenth century, but by the end of | the century the popularity of panoraxrias had rapidly .
declired.? Périoramas were erected so Lheir pictorial qualities, often historical scenes or >
landscapes, were illumiﬁated from above while the viewer stood at horizon level in a
darkened position, not unlike the positioned view or "gaze” of the later ﬁlm audience. In
Lh.is way the real and illusionistic spa&es of the panoramas claimed the 'attention of the
spectator. Sculpturgl.‘effects, paint, and lighting were combined to achieve a pretence of reality

while exploiting illusion.

Daquerre considered his illumination techniques for the panorama as important.as the
daguerrotype. This description of Daquerre’s work, written in 1839, identifies the central
concern of Benjamin’s fascination with the nineteenth century cultural imagination ;as defined

through altered forms of percepfual optics:

The depictions of the diorama, as Daguerre called this invention of his, used a
painting appiied to both sides of a vertically stretched canvas and various
directions and modifications of the reflected and translucent light, either joined
together or in proper sequence, in order to attain the various effects of daylight,
moonlight, or firelight; they were among the most interesting productions of
arustically applied optics, or, if you prefer, of painting Lhat by applying the laws
of optics, achieves visual illusions.’* .

**Benjamin, “Paris, Capital of the Nineteenth Centhry," p. 149.

SDolf Sternberger, Panorama of the Nineteenth Century, trans. Joachim Neugroschel (New
York: Unzen Books, 1977). :

““Cited in Dolf Sternberger, p. 188.
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Studio lighting created the iilusions of an artiﬁcial\nature, but -most importantly Lhe‘panorarha.
aeviCes were simple and their simplicity created an “illusionistic virtuos’ity"_ as an ;anci m
itself. Or in contemporary terms, special effects were admired for their own entertainmem
‘value. ‘There was no evidence of deception to obscure or Lrgnsform: "This art of déception
“was done for its own sake and not to deceive."* Panoramas achieved a new immediacy of
cultural representation no longer obtainable in nature due to indpsm‘al conditions and

increased urbanization. o \

The so%;fand illusionistic space of the panoramas exemplify, as nature becomes artifice,
‘. - N )

the transformation of cultural products in the nineteenth century. Identifying nature with “the
artifice of mass culture was a way to interpret the commodity aesthetic as a “natural™
component of urban experience. As Buck-Morss outlines:

The nightmarish, infernal aspects of industrialism were veiled in the modern city
by a vast arrangement of things which at the same time gave corporeal form to
the wishes and desires of humanity. Because they were "natural" phenomena in
«the sense of concrete matter, they gave the illusion of being the realization of
those wishes rather than merely their reified symbolic expression. Mass media
(Benjamin would have called it mechanical reproduction) could now replicate this
commodity world endlessly as the mere image of an illusion (examples were
Hollywood films, the growing advertising industry, Riefenstahl’s "Triumph of the
- Will"). But the critical, cognitive function in which a politicized art might
participate was precisely the opposite: not to duplicate illusion as real, but to:
interpret reality as itself. illusion.*® '

»

Thus Lhe :liquidétion of art in its traditional forms, at légst as outlined in Benjamin’s essay
"The Work ‘\o'fv Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction”, provides insight into how

aesthetic pleasure and cultural practice rherge between illusion and reality, and therefore how ’
we interpret illusions as the "real”. For reality, suggests Buck-Morss, has become artifice as‘<

technology has moved the power of art as illusion into commercial culture.

*Sternberger, p. 11

*Buck-Morss, pp. 213-214.
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Natuie and the Spell of the Usefull Illusxon i

The amusements of the urban environment of Beﬁjamin’s analysis ~ the panoramas, the
ércades, the world fairs - is the transference of culture to a landscape of signification and
symbolic recognition immersed within a commodityﬁ aesthetic. The products of the cbmmodity
world becorﬁe "natural objects” in this cultural sphefe. Baudelaire’s poems exemplified .fqr.
Benjamin this placing of the “"natural” within the landscape of the city. The ren‘unciation of
the "natural” writes Benjamin, "should be dealt with first in relation to‘ the metropolis- as
the ‘subject of the poet":?’

. Nature is a temple whose living pillars

Sometimes give ‘forth a babel of words;

+Man wends his way through forests of synibgls
“Which look at him-with their familiar glances.

AT

As long-resounding echoes from afar
- Are mingling in a deep, dark unity, ,

Vast “as the night or as the orb of day, _ \

Perfumes, colors, and sounds commingie,”® o ' .
Baudelaire was influenced by the anti—na[ura‘list‘theorie‘s of the nineteenth century, which
although extremely diverse, inaugurated a-"man-made” order over -the ‘increasing prob'l’e‘matics “
of a "natural” world“’ During the mlddle of the nme%e,ex&h century the Samt—Slmomans the
Positivists, and the Lheones of Marx gave primacy to an urban, mdusmallzed world of work
which imposed new. order and in fact sought a more moral, social foundation than that
found in rural histories.’’ Praising the objectified relations of production (the artiﬁcial”‘) over

[ >4

nature, Baudelaire is reported to. have said: "I find- unenclosed water intolerable. I like it

“Walter Berijainin, "Central Pa-rka," New German “Critique, 34 - (Winter, 1985), p. 35.

#*Charles Baudelaire from "Correspondances”, cited by Benjamin in "On Some Motifs in
Baudelaire,"” pp. 181-182. ' o : ' .

**Jean~Paul Sarwe, Baudelaire, Lrans Marun Turnell (New York: New Dlrchons Books, 1950);
p. 103. ' .

‘*Sartre, pp. J03-104.
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imprisoned in a yoke between the geometrical walls of a quay."! By giving an aesthetic
quality to the artificial as well as'the natural, Baudelaire expressed his acceptance of a .

modem aesthetic; hence the falsehood Lhat Baudelaire found in assoc:ianng aesthetic pleasure

o

solely with an "organic" nature.

- The oftenrcontradictory‘ inﬂuences between the "natural” and‘ the artfical, as well as
rural - and u‘rban‘life,are immensely significant during the nineteenth century, because ‘within
the representation of an increasingly commercial culture they became redefined and reorganized
as bouréeois cultural - experience: |

Visual images of nature and the new parks of Paris were only comprehensible, of
interest and of value, to a certain public; an audience so positioned as to be
able to relate to both sides of the urban/rural question. Landscape had little to
say to the peasants whose. lands were painted. Writing on town planning and
urban ' renewal was irrelevant to the problems and self-definitions of the urban
unemployed or the landed gentry. But both could make active constructive sense
to a range of urban social groups .. who were also addressed by new housing
and shops, by the products of art and Salon exhibitions, by the new illustrated
journalism "and cheaper literature, the availability of leisure, of faster and more
extensive travel.’?

5o ;
These eomblex‘"interests-" constituted social norms and cultural ilalues, which marginalized the
residual beliefs of rural uaditions and early foims of market eichange. to establish the
‘plezisure's of bourgeois culture. These social coni/entiona influenced Baudelaire’s concept of
modern experience; culture was as equally symbolic as nature. .and to idealize nature was to
fail to‘gra'sn, the new forms, of urban, social relations. ‘As nature is one construyction or
metéphor for experience, the commodity world of ‘the city environmem is simiarly filled with
symbolic references. Within conditions of indusmalizadon, both are artiﬁce‘ and known mr{)ugh
culturai interests and political identities. Quoting Bnudelaire’s criticism of the "Salon of 1859",
Benjamin rejects the coneept of the 6riginal - Nature - against the.-;landscape of me

B

abundance of commodities, or refering -to the disintegration of auratic art he favours the

*!Schaunard, cited in Sarr.re, p. 10s.

~ 'Nicholas Green and Frank Mort, "Visual Representanns and Cultural Politics, Blf k, 7
- (1982), p. 63.

e
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"truth” of the "useful illusion™:
I long for the return of the dioramas whose enormous, crude magic subjects me
to the spell of a useful illusion. I prefer looking at the backdrop painting of the
stage where I find my favorite dreams treated with consummate skill and tragic
. concision. Those things, so completely’ false, are. for that very reason much closer
. to the truth, whereas the majority of our landscape pamters are llars precisely
because they fail to lie.”

By rejecu'ng bourgeois myths of auratic art, Baudelaire gives recogqitioﬁ to the inescapable
“"tragic concision” of style that occurs when art enters Lhe technological - reproduction of
commercial culture. Benj'amin’s appro.ach to the products of mass culture - the "naturalism"
‘of the pandrarna — is then a valorization of illusion within a reality that is already
illusionistic within the producté and images of 'mass °cul‘ture. But it is also a recognition that
~ pleasures of quernity are equally iin-mersed within the transformed sensé—perceptic;ns of the

"useful .illusion”.

The Flaneur: Consumption as Distraction

The Paris afcades are inLroduced by Benj‘arnin with fgference to Lhé ﬂanéw. '
Architécture and the flaneur are signiﬁcanrt‘ for Benjamin’s analysis of ae‘étheﬁc experience as
both demo_nstréte a modem_ link to the commodity aesthetic. Architecture provides the |
exemplary form of reception within Lhé urbaﬁ milieu of nineteenth century P;u‘is: "(That)
which is consummated by a collectvity in a stat‘e' of distraction.”** Receptioh as a state of
"distraction” is an acsthé;ic that Benjamin utilizés to refer 1o Lhe'cﬁltural ‘landscape of Lhe
City. Bec;uée_aréhitecture'can be linked to the past (at least in Benjamin’é f:imiliarity with
nineteenth century Europe) its claim to be a "living force” has significance injcomprehending
the relationship ofVILhe masses 10 art Represéndng both a tactile and visual stimulated space, "

“Cited in Benjamin, "On Some Motifs in Baudelaire,” p. 191. o

“Benjamin. "The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” p. 239.
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architetture is not only utilitarian .but also serves a ritualistic cultural function.’® In -
recognizing these two cultural conditions, Benjamin is concerned to point‘o‘utf that such means

of cultural appropriation is not the attentive concentration of the tourist before a famous site, -

but habitual practice ‘as a’trace of cultural experience.

Collectivity when combined witﬁ distraction are Lhe keywords in Benjamin’s aesthetic
inquiry into popular cultural forms. Reception as a state of distraction is noticeable ‘in all
areas of culture and is‘SYmp[omatic of 'profound‘,ch'anges in perception. The haptic responsé
of the movement 6f the crowd, as influenced by the architecture of the city and modern
transportation, combine with optic qualities of the new cultural formations of technological
reproducﬂ'on (film, photography, print ﬂ“lf;dia and”other mass produced images)\. In contrast to
a traditional aesthetic .response whi;:h is passive and individlialisu'c in its c,:))hterhplation of
auratic dist-arice, the products of reprodﬁcti‘on (Benjamin refers to film as the "true means of

experience”’*) are by their material and reproductive qualities the means of displacing the

individual from a static position of reception; _art meets the "beholder‘halfway".

Benjamin’s most significant application of the disruptions and estrangement of traditional -

- forms of experience is his inquiry. into the consumption practices of Paris during the

3
-

nineteenth century. The "man on the street” became a pedestrian who moves onto, the
sidewalk and follc;ws the cbnsumption patterns :of ‘the arcades. 1f§arlier in, Paris, sﬁch walking‘
or onlling was not a 'pleasure (before Hausmann’s. reconstructive work, wide pavements were
rare, so there was little protection from vehicles of transportation):

Arcades where the flaneur would not be exposed to the sight of carriages that
did not recognize pedestrians as rivals were enjoying undiminished popularity.’”’

*Benjamin, "The Work of' Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” p. 240.

**Benjamin, "The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” p. 240.
“Walter Benjamin, "The Paris of the Second Empire in Baudelaire,” in Charles Baudelaire: A
Lyric Poet in the Era of High Capital, trans. Harry Zohn (London: New Left Books, 1973),

pp. 33-54.
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This transition in public space provided new opportunities for consusmption, but most
1mportantly a new sense¢ of praxis within v1sual 51gmﬁcauon This visual representauon was
closcly ued to the commodlty and consumption as a pleasurable actmty But Benjarmns
description of this cultural transformation includes a sense of loss towards more traditional
concepls of ‘experience.'The pedestrian adapts its activities to technological "shocks”, but when
immersed within the crowd, individuals demonstrate a uniformity of behaviour and expression.
Benjamin quoting George Simmel explains:

The interpersonal relations of people in big cities are characterized by the

markedly greater emphasis on the use of the eyes than on that of the ears. This

can be attributed .chiefly to the institution of public conveyances. Before buses,

railroads, and streetcars became fully established during the nineteenth century, .
SN ‘people were never put in a position of having to stare at one another for

*  minutes or hours on end without exchanging a word.’®

This situation was not pleasurable for Benjamin. The  predominance of the eye over the other
senses, especially the ear (as the sound of urPan traffic became background to the
multi-media representations of mass culture), was symptomatic of the urban geography. But in
Benjamin’s analysis, pleasure within these representations of mass culture also takes place
under the "protective eye":

There is no daydreaming surrender to faraway things in -the prdtectiVe eye. It

may even cause one to feel something of pleasure - 1n _the degradation of such
abandonment.*’ -

Theie is no "daydreaming surrender” in [hls experence, but at worse. one feels pleasure in’
degradauon When he writes of this reification of culture, Benjamm retreats to the | |
degradatmn of such abandonment ‘of the senses, but as: commodlty production and
consumption engulf all modes of desire, both social, polmcal and sexual, Benjamln constructs
pleasure within new cultural formations. This expressed-a growing hegemony “in economic and
social life: |

With the founding of department stores, for the first time in history, the
consumers felt themselves as the masses. (Before they learned that only through

““Benjamin, "On Some Motifs in Baudelaire," p. 191

“Benjamin, "On Some Motifs in Baudelaire,” p. 191.

70 -



scarcity.)*® : ,

~ The popularity of the panoramas coincided with the appearance of ‘ the arcades.
Benjamin described the arcades as "collective architecture” designed in keepmg with new
‘ consumption activites. Built of iron and glass, the new  construction materials of the nineteenth
: ‘century, the arcades, which were privately, owned yet open to the public, set precedents for
the twentieth century mall. Benjamin quotes from an illustrated guide to Paris (1852):
" The arcades, a rather recent invention of industrial luxury are glass-covered,
~ marble-panelled passageways through entire complexes of houses whose proprietors
have combined for such speculations. Both sides of these passageways, which are
“lighted from above, are lined with the most elegant shops so that such an ‘
arcade is a city even a world, in miniature.*!
:By Benjamin’s time the arcades were outdated. Once the h‘eightt of commercial luxury, the
arcades, built for . bourgeois consumption, now sold only novelties and fashions from the
past*’ But the arcades stll stood for a specific "dream-image” of the commodity form, ‘and

it was within such an image that during the nineteenth century the pedestrian was

transformed into a consumer - shopping became a leisure activity.

- Capital, for Benjamin, was. epitomized by the roley, of the nineteemii century - ﬁaneyr, in
fact'h under the "gare" of the flaneur capital was immersed within images of visual
representation. There was the pedestrian who was Jostled by the Parisian crowd, but there
was also the flaneur who demanded‘elbow room and assumed a lifestyle given over o
enjoyment.s, But although the flaneur was abondoned to capital, he was not subsuined byzﬁ- iL
Representing commercial enjoyment, the ﬂaneur'exploit_ed the urban conditions to gaiil an

"unfeeling isolation of each in his private interests".** In order to accomplish this task,

**Benjamin, cited by Buck-Morss, p. 231

*'Benjamin, "The Paris of the Second Empire in Baudelaire,” pp. 36-37.
“*Buck-Morss, p. 216. ﬁ.

“'Benjamin, "The Paris of the Second Empire in Baudelaire,” p. 54

*‘Benjamin, "The Paris of the Second Empire in Baudelaire,” p. $8.
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Benjamin views the ﬂaneur -as coded by the symbohc exchange of . consumphon that lS the

ﬂaneur acts .as if he was a commodrty but most 1mportantly his awareness of a commodrty

,aestheth restrams any expenence of ' possessron by the commodrty Form - the ﬁaneur shapesffi -

his own desires. If the pleasures of the arcades stood for the expenence of bourgeors life,

s

thls enjoyment in empathy with commercial exchange was both pleasurable _and degr’admg_ As__‘- L

Benjamin writes making refereﬂcel to Baudelaire’s aesthetic of the modem'

~ -In the atumde of someone W1th this kind of enjoyment he . let the” spectacle of
the crowd act up on him. The deepest fascination of this spectacle lay in the
fact that as it intoxicated him it did not blind him to the horrible . social reality.
He remained conscious. of it, though only in the way mtorucated people are
“still” aware of reahty s .

The Afaneur also symbolised the relation *between leisure time and jthe -growth 'of o
industrial labour, espegially machine driven work within the factory. The ﬂanew,( tepresenting )
the calture of consumption rather than production challenged the ﬁetion of urban, i~nc_lustrial‘
time by pursuing instead the pleasures of ‘-"private" interests: |

His leisurely appearance as a personalrty is his protest agamst the dmsron of

labour which makes people into specialists. . It is also his protest against their

industriousness. Around 1840 it was briefly fashionable to take turtles for a walk .

in the arcades. The flaneurs liked to have the turtles set the pace for them. If
" they had their way, progress would have been obliged to accomodate itself to

this pace. But this attitude did not prevail; Taylor, who popularized the-
watchword "Down with dawdling!” carried the day.'® :

The architecture of the city became a "private” sphere for the ehjdymeut of .the

flaneur. Benjamin describes, the arcades under the "gaze" of the ﬂanuer as a cross'between a_[

street and a private interior: "He is as much at home among the facades of houses as a

citizen is in his four walls."*” Benjamin extends thls descnpuon of undrfferenhated -space

~

between -what is public and private to define the department _store as the decay of the

**Benjamin; "The Paris of the Second Empire in Baudelaire,'; p. 59.
**Benjamin, "The Paris of the Second Empire in Baudelaire," p. 54.
‘"Walter Benjamin, "The Paris of the Second Empire in Baudelaire," p. 37.

The facades of houses refer to the structures of the arcades.
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‘ prrvate mtenor and the publrc space of the arcades (as they signify pattems of consimption)

o Y e )

now grve the feelmg of pnyate enjoyment_

-

E

' ':‘P'r:r'l/ate\ Interests M mg Social “Bond

——

P o e . B .
-
o "h ~

Mass Medra From Collectrve Expenence to the Culture of anauzauon John

kl',"-.‘.",'Brenkman addresses prwate and collectwe mterests W1thm cultural modernization.*!, By

1dent1fymg consumpuon as cultural pracuce especrally w1th1n the mﬂuences of mass culture

5

,‘_v'and technologrcal reproducuon Brenkman PfOVldeS ‘an inquiry mto the hrstorrcal mﬂuences that.

;form publrc and prrvate mterests Crung Baudrrllards analysrs of consumpuon and cultural

.meamng as the transubstanttauon of €conomic - exchange—value mto srgn—exchange value '

)
N

Brenkman argues that Lhe mneteenth century bougeorsre not only struggled for caprtalrst

N economrc conrrol of producuon “as a pnvate mterest, but consumpuon wrthm mass cul[ure

completed the separauon of producers by mtegratmg thrs same pnvate mterest to~ the very

vfoundauon of the publrc or Lhe socral bond of consumer culture” The caprtalrst economy

,_was ongmally formulated wrthm pnvate interests, but"the capltalrst mode of producuon has

P

transformed through commodrty consumpuon and lersure actmues colle.ctwe condruons and
symbolrc exchange The ﬂaneur srmrlrarly represents for BenJamm this [ensron between‘
prrvate and publrc mterests or the SUbjGC[ consmuted by the exchange—values and the
commodrty aesthetlc »of ,commercral culture. u | \ o ' ‘

Wrth the extensron of mass medra mto all aspects of expenence (these are the -
) technologrcal condmons extendmg 0 the phantasmagorra of pleasure) it rs nat supnsmg to
- reflect in, the tw’entieth’ century' on a completely altered conception of publrc space'.,As Robert

. Venturi cynically _comments: \.‘.“A‘rnericans don’t need piazzas - they ‘should 'b‘eflrome -watching

“John Brenkman, Social Text 1, 1 (Winter, 1979).

L

*Brenkman, pp. 102-103.
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. same program alone, ;;;Thrs separateness does not deny the symbolrc exchange within
; . T
consumpudn that is 1t does “not isolate publrc aspects of mass mediated cultural expenenceJ,-:_:.';';,

but mstead artrculates a clanﬁcatron of altered sense—percepuon ‘within cultural practrces For

ewmple televrsron has now become a dornmant form of pubhcness“52 Televrsron can be ,

sard to serve the Same funcﬂorr 1f not m the same manner, as the prazzas used to

Caprtalrsm twnhm these” early forms of the "society of the spectacle'l restructuredme
,forms of publrc exchange -and the relauons srgmﬁed by the cornmodrty the novelues of
fashion, and the altered sensrbrhues of cultural norms 53 Benjamin’s readmg of the orrgms of
mass culture define experrence,, sense—percepthn and cultural, meaning as [he':c‘DUC?ﬂ diversity
m reception. Or asv. Brenkman notes:. 3 e |

(M)ass .communication is effectwe only msofar as - we hear in 1t some(eCho of )

-our actual or virtual collective speaking = which is why.even the most -
manipulative examples of mass culture contam a residual utopian or crrtlcal

drmenslon54
Forms of consumptlon medrate the srgmfymg practices of a commodrty aesthetlc but as: the -

ﬂaneur demonstrates thrs subjectrve 1denuf‘ cat_lori “extends beyond economrc determmants “The -

R -

ﬂaneur suggests a readmg of style as the refusal to accept 4 readily 1dent1ﬁed set of cultural,(,.

-

values.,Thrs vst_ruggle for srgmf_vmg pracuees is * the mterconnectwe component between,:_zmargmal'

“Cited in*Hal "Eoster Recodi ngs _AQ xctacle, Cultural Pohtrcs (Port Townsend, Washmgton
Bay - Press 1985) P 172 '

—*Brenkman p. lOO. ' o
. - - % ) o

*Daniel Davan and Elihu Katz, Electromc Ceremomes Televrslon Performs a Royal

~Wedding,” in On Signs, ed. Nfarshall Blonsk'v (Balumore Maryland John Hopkins University

Press, 1985), p. 32.

“Guy Debord, Society of the Spectacle (Detroir: Black and Red, 1983), paragraph 34.
This use of Debord’s phrase suggests that the spectacle is - capital to such a degree of
accumulation that it becomes an image.

&

“*Brenkman, -p. 105,
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‘and dominant cultural forms.’*

Aesthetic 'pleasurje ‘within cultural' forrns is a mediated relation .Lhatrinclud;es_ subjective.
. conditions of conéumptibn as a process of "naturalization”, not simply by coércion or |
‘.ideo'logical domination (as an external ercev), but a hegemonic process of "winning and
shaping (;f consent”. In this way, the social condiﬁons of éépiralism and hegemonic. signifying
practiées appear both legitimate and 'u"qannal". This concept of hegemonic relations within
'c':omfnodity consufnpu’bn moves away from class b(v)und' ideologies atcr) address the transformfed
spaces of "public" and "private” ider.lti'f'lcatic?:}r as is validA for a popula;-i culture. Such
experience-i‘n cultural formations conffont a,socially“.'and"col'lecﬁ»‘vely» boﬁnd subjectivity:

They turn the subject.toward anéther hori.zo.‘ri; of social,.'eVXis'tence, where people’s

vital and libidinal needs, collectively. recognized and collectively expressed, could

confront and be confronted by the world these very people produce.’® -
Thfs *experience of the popular immersed within the collec;tive has - evolved within diverse
cultural movements: feminism, race _relaﬁons, gay rights, labour, youth and student movements,

music, . etc. . %

From Superstructure. to Correspondences

In "Expressions -of the Economic” Michael Rosen outlines the Kantianm iﬁﬂhenees on
Benjamin’s concept of experience..” Rosen argues that Kant’s aesthetic was;f{)rrha_tj‘ve for

Benjamin as aesthetic criteria_that is foundational, but required a re-evaluation. Rosen .

discusses an early. essay which suggests that, for Benjamin, Kant’s' philosophy is to be: - -

acknowledged but criticized: : .

1

>

#Dick Hebdige, Subculture: The Meaning of Stvle: (London and New York: Metheun; 1979).
' S

**Brenkman, p. 107.

“"Michael Rosen, Times Literary Supplement, »Februa\;y 4, 1983. p. 109.



,

What is to be accepted, he thinks, is the fundamental turn given to philosophy
"7 by Kant (what Kant himself calls his "Copernican revolution") - a turn away
from purporting to investigate the nature of _reality directly, towards an
investigation of our experience of that reality. Yet, fundamental though Benjamin
considers Kant’s turn- to the question of experience, he is critical of what he
takes to be the restricted coriception of experience — as if to experience were
simply to catalogue sense-lmages under general rules - Wthh ‘Kant himself

presupposes.”?

Thus even in Be'nj'amin’s most materialist, "fedembtive" criticism his arueulauon is reﬂecuvely
Kantian. But unlike Kants aesthetic judgment, expenence is not pnmanly concerned with
initiating aesthetic ordering as knowledge, hence forming an attempt to catalogue the senses.
And because Benjamin does not begin with the unitary bourgeois subject, the primacy of the
individual is not abstracted within the transcendental epistemological inquiry of Kant’s theory
of experience. Instead the placement of the individual and subjective-objective relations a,re‘
inves;igated through external cultural- influences. Th'es’e externl influences - reference to
sociological and technological deV'eiopments - dre closely tied to perception as a séﬁsuous

[

evolvement within economic and political forces. .

This emphasis on external influences is essential o Benjamin’s interest in Marxism, but
in confrontung Marx’s conce-pt‘of | superstructural elements Benjarﬁin refers instead to
"correspondence”. Benjamin evokes Baudelaire’s correspondances as a way of grasping both
economic factors and social relatons within all aspects Mof 'culture, i/rgg)fact correspondances
atlempt 10 grasp the notion  of "modem beauty”.** Benjamin’s correspondences are a "trace”
orA mediation that grasps the percepuons of the technological forms of cultural modenﬁzapon

as viewed w1thm both memories of the past and dcsires of the presént. But desire for

Benjamin is more readily linked to the past:

The correspondances are the data of remembrance - nbt historical data, but data
of pre-history. What makes festive days great .and significant is the encounter
with an earlier life*®

-

“Rosen, p. 109, .

“Benjarun, "On Some Motifs in Baudelaire,” p. 181

\,‘ AN
“Benjamin, "On Some Motifs in Baudelaire,” p. 182.
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Reference 1o the significance of "festiv\al days is similiar to Mikhail Bakhtin's description of
the carnivelesque as a 'unique -type of communication impossible during everyday experience

positioned within the inequalities of economic and social conditions.*!

The carnivalesque sanctions a cultural force that is seen as preceeding the ordering of
Lhe social by soliciting a residue of past history. As the site of popular pleéeure, as a
relnﬁon between the body, language, and political practice, many elements of the carnival are
alien to official culture. In the popular, Baknt.in elicits a cultural pleasure that does not know
negation by combining sensuous characteristics and strong elements of entertainment; utopian,
| cultural‘_ideals and lived experience merge in the joining of art and life. [n deﬁning this
~ process, Bakhtin is aware of the aesthetic elements whereby the carnival activities attempt tn

detach cultural forms from hierarchical social codes:
In fact, carnival does not know footlights, in the sense that it does not
acknowledge any distinction between actors and spectators. Footlights ‘would deeroy
a carnival, as the absence of footights would ‘destroy a theatrical performance.
Carnival is not a spectacle seen by the people; they live in it and everyone .
participates because its very ideal embraces all the people.* :

Popular pleasure as Bakhtin demonstrates requires a direct involvement founded on =~ -

“soctal - ordering and cultural meaning. This anproach to full participation raeher -than ‘meaning

through techniques of “"alienation” is reworked by Pierre Bourdieu’s examination of aesthetic
sensibility that is linked to an economic and sociological regulated reeepLion and appraisal:

The desire to enter into the game, indentifying with the characters’ joys and

; sufferings .. is based on a form of investment, a sort of deliberate "naivety",
ingeniousness, good-natured credulity ("We're ,here to enjoy-.ourselves”), which
tends to accept formal experiments and specﬁ‘lcally artistic effects only to the .
extent that they can be forgotten and do not get in the way of Lhe substance of
the work.**: :

sIMikhail Bakhtin, Rabelais and his World, trans. Helene Iswolsky (Bloommgton Indiana
Bloomington University Press, 1984).

¢’Bakhtin, p. 7.

iPierre Bourdieu, Distinctions: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste, trans. Richard -
Nice (London, Melbourne, and Henley: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1979), p. 33. ‘

. Bourdieu’s analysis excludes formal expenmentanon and techniques of elements of "dis upnon

]
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No longer accepting Lhe privileging of form over _con‘tent, Bourdiew’s overt sense of Lh‘e
necessity of participation is a ‘réjection of fhe traditional institutional and class based authority
of art, but it is equally suspect to ﬁlz;ce too much confidence in a "pure" spéhiaxiéity as 11 .
is in "pure" form. R.efen'ng to épontaneity (even when' placing "naivety" in quo‘tations),‘
Bourdieu cannot fail to limit his aiguemém to a simpiistic notion orf’ form and conté_ﬁt; which
views aesthetic modémity as assessed in terms Lﬁat divide rather than clarify histofi"cal;
institutional, and politiéal pressures within both high and low forms. In. iderllp'fying»va ‘popular
aesthetic expression, ihe mediatory elements that Benjamin searches for in.correspondénces,
contain an ambivale_ﬁce (or pathos) towards the transformaﬁon of cultural elememé that
connect with the 'social as both manipulative and redemptive conditiqﬁs. Here illusion and
reality again play an important coneepfualization of how experie'nce“ and consqioﬁsncss, memory
and perception, are approached not as a metaphysical interest, but as cbrrespondences which

connect all areas of culture.

Aéknowledging that new forms of cultural 'prdduction have the power o reprganize
aestheu'c value within the commodity form, —Benjamin writes:

The unique significance of Baudelaire consists in the fact that he was the first to

have inflinchingly -apprehended the productive power of a self-alienated humanity

- in the double sense of the term - agnosticized [agnosziert] and intensified
through reification.** ” :

Baudelaire’s poetry and prose achieved for Benjamin an exemplary form of aesthetic
production’, but most importanty 'Baudelaire’s work grasped Lhe’secular aesLheLi‘cs of the
C(;mmodity world as a functional integration of exchange—valﬁe into a popula;l.ae‘sthetic
pleasure. Thus approachiﬂng the commodity form and the audience, as simili'afl:y ‘Vengaiged in a -

reitied world, the instrinsic meaning of exchange—vélue is both an aesthetic q_ualiiy of the

commodity and an evaluation of new modes of reception.

)

**(cont’d) such as Brecht’s displacement of narrative form. }
{ e

Benjamin, letter to Horkheimer, 16 April, 1938, cited in Wolin, p. 23L
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\Engaging the commodity form, Baﬁdelaire did not hesitate to send his;rpoetry t0 many
publishers any number of times.®* By exemplifing Bé’udelaire’s perception bf modern
experience, Benjamin connects both the commodity natlire of 'értistic prodilctioﬁ and the
"mass” nature of its public. The rela}ion of aesthetics to the masses, both in. their
homogeneity as well as their diversity, influenced Baudélaire’s“c.reative position of the cultural
understanding of audience capabilitieg ‘and constraints. Refering to the reception ofi the masses
as a state of "distfaction", as Baudelaire termed his relations- with Lhee réaders of the Fleurs
du mal, I‘Be'njamin writes: | |

Will powe'rtand the ability to concentrate are 'not their strong poinfs; what they

prefer is sensual pleasure; they are familiar with the "spleen” which kills interest

and. receptiveness. It is strange to come across a lyric. poet who addresses himself

to this, the least rewarding type of audience.**
If - the vvigu'/er is "alienated" within the perceptions of the forces of mass culfure this -
reificaton occurs in such é way that the auvdience is "distracfed-" in Benjamin’s_terms. -
Baudélaire associated ' this reception with the "spleen” of sensuous pleasure. An "organic” or
"diéinterested" reception is répfaced by Lhe"'spleen" as attachment to :;1 commodity - aesthetic.
The “spleen”, aé lower 'paﬁ of the body (lowness of spirit) or ﬁofdseness in audience
reception ("distraction"), suggests Benjamin’s philosophical search ;forr ﬁnding Lhé "Lnie"Al
aesthetic experience of the masses. It is Baudelaire who as the "poet of the spleen”
recaptures the subordination of nature as an ideal reference, and suggests a chénged "finality" -
of nature within the illusioné of mass \chvllture.é’ ‘If the audience is "distracted” ‘then this

reception includes reification within the répresentations of mass culture. The artifice of mass

culture, where illusion has. replaced Nature, finds solace in “spleen” as a guard against

melencholy associated with the fragmentation of experience resulting from abrupt change;

**Benjamin, "Central Park,” p. 49. 7
**Benjamin, "On Some Motifs in Baudelaire,” p. 155.

“T.JL Clark, The Absolute Bourgeois (London: Thames and Hudson, 1973), p. 174,
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Baudelaire’s "spleen” writes Benjamin is a "dam against pessimism".t®

.

It is "spleen” that has buried the "transcendental subject’ of aesthetic ggoﬁrse.é,g'_ But
as art 'leaves the realm of "beautiful semblance",r Benjanﬁn ‘makgs it clear thewy tgék of the
aesthetic sphere is not merely a culture of enjoyment, Eut holds é capacity fof socxal
change.”* And most impc.mantylvy, for Benjamin, as well as in the "eminently sensuous ;
refinement” of Baudelai.re’s poetry, this cultural engagement remains free of bourgeois |
affirmation. It is- affirmation through ' comfortable, aesthetic appreciation, ‘rather than ajcﬁtical
_énjoymem, that Benjamin refers to as "cosiness” (mz‘lde'easier as ‘a, re"sult of mechanical
reproduc\tion) which denies ihe"'uue culture of the senses":

This fundaméntal incompatibility of sensuous pleasure with cosiness is the decisive

mark of a true culture of the senses. Baudelaire’s snobbery is the eccentric

formula of this inviolable renumeration of cosiness, and his "satinism" is nothing

-but the constant readiness to disrupt it where and wherever it should appear.’”!

- Aesthetic pleasure, viewed within the developments of technology, demonstrates a compatiblity

with such “comforts”, but primary for Benjamin’s criticism, aesthetic pleasure is a receptivity -
to the complexites of urban sense-perception and  cultural values without losing sight of the .

crisis of modern experience. We must be aware that the "cosiness” that Benjamin aligns. with

certain pleasures of capitalist culture enforce a paralysis of social change.'

“Benjémin, "Central Park,” p. 32.
**Benjamin, "Central Park,” p. 35. , o
“°Benjamin, "The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” 'p. 222.

(A)djuétment ‘of reality to the masses and of the masses to reality is a process
of unlimited scope, as much for thinking as for perception.

Fe

“'Benjamin, "Central Park," p. 45, .
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* Conclusion

o

/’t Society, deﬁnes Susan'Sontag, becomes modern when one of its chief actjvities is

| producrng and consumrng 1mages £ This concept of moderntty concludes the framework for
Benjamrns analysis of the origins of mass culture, applrcatlons of technology, and the role-
‘that_he designates to néw forms of reception. Cultural formatlons tled}to exchange of
commodities and i-mages- of representation establish \consumption' practices -as a specific
experience of cultural modermzatlon Consumptlon is defined through socral and symbolic

relatlons wrthm a world that is greatly 1llu31onrst1c in Benjamin’s terms, because it is

'understood through mass produced images and changes in perception- rather than claiming the

stability of the original - the aura. Benjamin defines this disintegration -of the aura as a way -

to approach the changed _forms of er;perience that occur through contact with a commodity
a_esthetic and c.ultural, forms ‘?as_sociated 'with technologically* influenced , experience.

As the position sof the subject is displaced from the static positjon of a contemplative

‘ . 7 ) : '

aesthetic, ‘cubtural conditions .of reception grasp the experience of the commodity aesthetic as a
- move awa)'/,from nature to artifice. Accepting artifice,: or illusion, as a cultural concept w’ith.inl'
‘techniques ‘of production is not a ;falsehood orl deceptjveness in, recepu'on,rfhut a bconditjon of
modern'experience (within :commercial culture)' that del:tes an 'aesthetic-"'totality“ of the
autonomous concept of nature. Benjamms descnptron of the medrauon “of aesthetlc pleasure is
critically valrd in that del'rnrng receptlon as the "distance - to be ‘pr_‘erc:ed_a tremendous
fragmentauon of traditional expen‘ence‘and cultural _yalues occur. 'l'hisv analysis of percep_tlon,
within the forces of cultura'l modernization, taltes place in such a tech'nological -condition of
cultural drsplacement ‘that the utopran element that Benjamm includes defines the audlence as
formmg ? active relationship as a collectmty Here Benjamms analysrs remains utopian- in
its polmcal pnonues But although Benja.mms analysrs of aesthetlc cormmébdification does not

comprehend much of the actual socral and polrtrcal character of. contemporary culture his

T , Vs , |
*Susan Sontag, On Photography (New York: Dell Publishing Company, 1973), p. 153.
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o | )
analy51s of recepuon lS parucularly exemplary in defining the aestheue sphere as historical
‘and cultural formauons of . sense—percepmon and 81gmf‘1catxon that mﬂuence everyday expenence.

This "phantasmagoria” of pleasure is experience inseparable from tethnological means of

reproduction; ‘ - oy
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CHAPT ER V

-

POST‘WODERNISW CONDlTIONS OF PERILOUS PLEASURE

We read a text (of pleasure) the 'way a fly buzzes around a room: with sudden,
decepuvely dec1swe turns, fervent and futile.!

(W)hat is called reproduction - as women well know - is never simply natural,

or simply technical, never spontaneous, automatic, without labour, w1tl10u[ pam
without desire, without the engagement .of subjectivity.’ _ : .

s

- Introduction

In the previous chapters, aésthetic discourse and the values which legitimate concepts of

pleasure were discussed within social and economic influences. The systematization of aesthetic

2

discourse during the eighteenth century isolated the aesthetic sphere from other areas of

1

cultural - signification especially commercial eXehange and other influences of cultural

’
v

lnodennzadon. The adversarial pdsition of high and low cultural forms set the precedents for
the now over determined traditions of modernist. art. But modernism is also a’ theory ol‘
modernization and Lh.e placement of aesthetic nleasure within a historical and social framewolk
reveal the privileging "of aesthetic/autonbmy as Llle‘ primary means of negating the

technological and commercial developmen‘ls of cultural producti\}ity" and exchange.

In The Anti—Aesthetie, ‘Hal Foster putllnes the necessity td extend beyond valuesllof g
aesthetic discourse as terms of cultural negation, or a subversive position as "a critical
interstice in an _O_therWise' instrumental world".? Eighteenth ,centu.ry aesthetic discourse as "a
meLhodolog& of "pure" lmdwledge, through Romanticism to an aestheticism ol" art pour [art,

to. an aesthetic negation as subversive, are values, or as Foster defines. "narratives of

!'Barthes, T_lle Pleasure of the TexL'p._31.

*Teresa de Lauretis, Alice Doesn’t: Feminism, Semiotics, Cinema (Bloomington, Indiana
Univeristy Press, 1984), p. 55. .

‘Hal Foster, "Postmodernism a Preface,”" in The Anti-Aesthetic, p. xv.
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modernity”, that are}no longer persuasive. d Critical cui_tur:il L‘hneory, as an attempt to
re—evaluate aesthetic pleasure wiihin the complexities of rnddem culture, must now vnet oniy
qualify the terms of modernist a_estheticﬂ values,i biit also question the conditions of framing a
..higher" aesthetic pleasure as a _polemic~of going beyen'd modernism to\ search out the |
conditions of the postmodern. But the high modernist aesthetic with its values of autonom&

. and self—refeientiality is ‘not te be reduced to an 'oppostion;f framework that is devoid of the
‘inﬂuences of mass‘culture. Positions of cultural practice must be recognized as constituted .
within complex histories and ideologies i hence the formations of diverse social and- subjective
forms of aesthetic experienee; Placed iri.this epntexL it is important ,toen‘ote that Ltie
modernist cdricept of iaes'thetic autonomy has "different social and historical -determinations, for
example, Kant’'s early aesthetic formulation in T__ne Critique of Judgment, differsnfrom
~Adorno’s cultural criticism during World War II, than it does for aesthetic experience today.

Thus we must ask ‘is the postmodern condition merely an adjunct to modernism or a

definitive depaiture? Or is postmodernism the valorization of a specific aesthetic and critique?

. &

Whether all these transitions are foremost in postmodern artistic pfod_uctibn and cultural

Posumodernisni: Power and Resistance

criticiSm is open to specific historical and social influences, but utilizing pbstmodemism as an

investigation of the codes of percepuon and 51gn1i“ cation Wthh define contemporary . cultural
experience dlsplaces the terms of the modermst aestheUC negation. Callmg this postmodem

expenence is not so much a funher condition for aesthetic pleasure wnhm an evaluation of -

—

specific cultural values, but a process within which to examine aesthetic experience and

pleasure as defined by practices and institutions of cultural production and technologies "of>

reproduction. This concept of postmodernism must, most importantly, strive for aesthetic

o

' ‘Andreais HuyssenA "Mass Culture 'as Woman: Modernism’s. Other,” in After The Great
Divide: Modemism, Mass Culture, Postmodernism (Bloomington and India.napolis Indiana
University Press 1986) p. 45.

—
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codifications beyon’d the modernist lcgacy' of e_ighteemh century 'aethg—u‘j discourse and the

liberal bourgeois‘ subject - privileged within an autonomy aesthetic. “

Foster oultline-s aesthetic experience as complicit in a postmodern condition of cultural
resistance.’ This term of resistance, unlike modernist principles of autonomy, implies neither
the ideal of aesthetic "purity” nor the tactics of aestheﬁc transgression (the avant-garde), buit
a deconstructive sL_fatggy based on an ae's'theLAic'of cultural 'Vexperienceﬂ encoded wiLhin'mulLipl‘e
discursive pratices and- signifyiné forms. While aftjculatjng this difference, Foster’s position
, ; : _ @ .
reaffirms the historical pfactices of the avah[—garde« in terms of power relatic;ns; the ear!y
avant-garde tradition is defined as transgressing the terms of” aesthetic discourse.and the
limitations of academic“ institutionalized culture, bourgeoisie "patronage, and social-b norms. A
critical postmodern condition is similiarily opposed to official culture, but the process orf
resistance is viewed as occuring in deconstructive terms which include (rather than aftempt to
transgress) those relationsvof "art as‘institutjon" and the representations of mass culture.

This critique revokes any transcendental "purity”" or "nathral;' originko_utside \ideology; by
putﬁﬁg "interest” back into aesthetics there is no representation "not invés[ed -or troubled by .
de;sire".’6 Refusing the high modernist condition of aesthetic negation and limiting the «related
dichotomous terms ‘of form -and content. by putting interest (as résisiance wi[hin‘ péwér
relations) into conditions of aesthetic experience, aesthetic pleasure is viewed as immanent
within cultural practice. Such a polemic of cultural resistance is an ack'nowledgeme—r‘}t of
difference rather than hierarchical and oppositional aesthetic values. This concept of differenée
is a point of destabilization which interacts with binary systems of sigﬁiﬁcation.i'Opposi\tional
terms. afe displaced through v‘.s'emiotic movement (tied to post-structuralist theory) as a shift

delegated to privileging the signifier over the signified. While difference as a political term

denies the homogeneity of ideological identification, difference is not an allowance for

*Foster, Recodings, "pp. 149-151.

‘Foster, Recodings, p. 150.
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plurallsm as an acceptance of muluple soc1a1 and economtc codes, bnt a pollttcal ecbnomy of
cultural formattons Wthh are 'viewed as orgamzed and 1nscnbed w1thm the muluple |
representanons which determme modern expertence Foster descnbes the plurahsnc acceptance
of cultural forms as a neoconservative eclecticism of hlstoncal and cultural elements Wthh

are recycled as styhsnc forms which inhibit attempts to - re—examme 31gmﬁng functlons

It 'has’eecdme clear in tnis analysis of aesthetic pleasure ‘that no_exp.etjience exists apart-'v_'"-'-'

from signiﬁcation, hence we mustrw ask what are the 'activities. dr‘ fe;iresentatidns .t'hat are

~ hegemonic? Or what are the cultural transformations that rare ‘hege\ntonic’ in ‘placing subjectivity

as an on going identiﬁcation with cultural forms and the pleasures derived frbm ‘these s_arne

forms? This approach engages the opposmonal cultural forms of hlgh modernism (espec1al}y }
“the cultural 1deolog1es whxch amcuiate a paranoxc appralsal of a commodlty aestheue) and

1ntroduces into social codes and images of representauon conditions of aestheue pleasure- that_

are open to cultural transformation. Barthes refers to this shifh as an aestheticism of erotic .

and critical values:

Simply, a day comes when we feel a certain need to loosen the theory a bit, to
shift the discourse, the ideolect which repeats itself, becomes consistent, and to
give it the shock of a question. Pleasure is this question. As a trivial, unworthy.
name (who today would call himself a hedonist with a straight face?), it can
embarrass the text’s return to morality, of truth: to the morality of truth: it is
an oblique, a drag anchor, so to speak, without which the theory of the text
would revert to a centered system, a philosophy of meaning.?

Pleasure as a Critical Principle

A

philosophical, psychological, and saennﬁc orthodo;ues of aesthetlc dlSCOUISC Barthes extrlcates

pleasure from traditional values of aesthetic discourse, claiming for ‘aesthetic theory no single

"Foster, Recodings, p. 121.
'Barthes, The Pleasure of the Text pp. 64-65.
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Judgment of a subjectrve posrtron wrthrn a srngle contrnuum of mcanrng and recepuon

:-What shall we call such drscourse" eroac ‘o doubt, for rt has to do " with
f’_-__pleasure oI even perhaps -aesthetic, if we foresee subjectmg this old. category to
L oa gradual torsion - which will - alienate ‘it from - “its; regressrve rdealrst background
s '_‘and brrng it closer to “the. body. to the drzﬂ” .

.“f.’,"",kaesthetrc pleasure as a shrft in" drscourse rs precarrous or a “frrable pleasure that . is

in, Barthes concept 1t acts through the body as an rndrvrdual" pleasure nerther entirely given

'as a- subject of socral codes (structuralrsm) nor constrtuted as the autonomous subJect of

RS ‘western metaphysrcs

L (We) must introduce into this ratronal 1mage—repertorre the texture of desrre the”
, clarms of - the body”’ ; :

.

Barthes deprcts the subject of pleasure as consrdered apart from the doxa of socral codes

-that i not rn a discourse that encloses the personal or metaphysical "I but wrthm a more.

B ‘famrlrar terrn rndrvrdual"“ Barthes does not clarm the personal or prrvate as the srte ol

m wrdual" pleasure but rather a subject posrtron we can call drfference in 1ts breach of thc

false‘ drchotomres of practrcal lrfe and contemplatrve life.”* This rndrvrdualrty is what grounds
the hegemomc mterplay between (cultural) pleasure and (non-c ultural) bliss anssance) thus ‘
Barthes_ wrrtes himself as an anachronrc subject adrrft in the notion of the prrvrleged

" signifier,'?

The semantic drfference between a culturally deﬁned pleasure and a non- cultural
: jouzssance relres on- thrs movement of the srgml‘ 1er to engage a conﬂrctual posruon of

iaesthetrcrsm.: Pleasure (plaisir) is a general term easily acceptibie _.wrthrn the" social drs(:oursc

®

i 9Roland Barthes Roland - Barthes bx Roland Barthes trans. chhard Howard (New York Hl“l‘,A
. -and. Wang,_ 1977), p. 84 ‘ . -

Barthes, ’Roland Barthes by Roland Barthes p. 7L

. Barthes, The Pleasure of the Texg p. 62.

—_— X = ==

‘*Barthes, The Pleasure of the ex; p. 58

”‘Barthes, The Pleasure of the Texg pp 62—63

87 .



(culture); jouissance (inaccurately translated as bliss) is an "immense subjective loss" or
shattering of the metaphysically consitututed and ego-bound subject (the term jouissance, there

exists no English correspondent, includes enjoyment, pleasure, possesion and sexual orgasm).
® A

Most importantly for Barthes' text of pleasure- jouissance includes both the erotic and the

‘ political. The Lheqretical notations of plaisir and jouissance are caught in the distinction
beween a consciousness of - complicity in cultural férms and those that —"ﬁght for -

hegemony".!* Thus Lhe text of pleasure is defined as both internal and external from cultural

codes:

Whence, perhaps, a means of ‘evaluating the works of our modernity: their value
would proceed from their duplicity. By which it must be understood that they
always have two edges. The subversive edge may seem privileged because it is
the edge of violence; but it is not violence which affects pleasure, nor is it
destruction which interests it; what pleasure wants is the site of a loss, the seam,
the cut; the deflation, the dissolve which seizes the subject in the midst of bliss
(jouissance).” Culture thus recurrs as an edge: in no matter what form."

Barthes’ pleasure of the text, with its privileging of the signifier and its
S A .
post-structuralist placement of the subject as "loss

or displacement, is generally praised. as a
canonical text of postr.n‘(')demism. But “Huyssen, in the essay "Mapping the Postmodern”, f.au.l;"?s'
‘ Bartheé’ disdﬁcﬁon between plaisir and jouissance as better suiting the hierarchical values of
hﬁigh culture and the aesthetic codes of modernism, rather than the postmodern condition that
is more fully inclusive of a f:ommodity aesthetic.'* To support his claim Huyssen provides the

The bastard form of mass culture is humiliated repitition: content, ideological
schema, the blurring of contradictions - these are repeated, but the superficial
forms are varied: always new books, new programs, new films, news.items, but
always the same meaning.' :

*Barthes, The Pleasure of the Text p. 7.

“*Huyssen, "Mapping the Postmodern,” in After the Great Divide: Modemism, Mass Culture,
Postmodernism, (Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1986), pp. 209-211.




But Barthes also recognizes pleasure in vernacular forms. Against the inscri-ption of. the "same
. meaning” and "humiliated fepitition”, Banﬁes elicits an erotic repitition. It is pieasurable if it
is "extravagantly repeated” or on the contrary, unexpected as in,ﬁgscription of jouissance.'®
Grapted it is a restrained acknowledgerhent of the standardization ,‘and ;eproducdon‘

technologies of mass culture, but it is through ‘means of both repitition and fragmentation,

"

that pleasure is named a subjective "loss".
| | A

Hedonism for Barthes is more than the belief that pleasure. itself is both a desired
and proper principle: a utlitarian role-model. The capacity for pleasure is a condiu’on'which‘
renders impossible any notion of stable idenuty, as Barthes explains in a deconstructive
reference to the models: of structuralism: "(A) subject split twice over, doubly perverse."!’
’Tﬁere are no conditons of “finality" iﬁ pleasure; there is not, as Barthes suggests in his
rejection of a philosophical and scientific harmony, the distinct positions of sﬁbject and object,
but aesthetic elements which proceed <by way of a displacement that acknowledges and
incorporates the heterogeneous elements in economic and cultural determinants. Reminiscent of

Bakhtin’s observation of the social transformation of cultural pleasures, Barthes writes: "On

the stage of the text, no footights."**

Sexual Difference: Social Vision and Subiectivity

The analytic concept of difference is central to the postmodern condition and has led
to theories of reception and the identification of subject positions. Postmodernism as an
evaluation of cultural experience is therefore a political as well as an aesthetic strategy. Thus

aesthetics are defined not as a "drag anchor” (Barthes) but as transitional in their means and

89



difference is used productively to apprehend the modernist oppositions between art and society
- the transcendental and immanent subject. Two critical components of cultural evaluation
evolve out of this criticism: the aesthetic conditions of a commodity culture and the feminist

deconstruction of social and subjective signification within- the terms of sexual difference.

To concei;ié{;é sexual difference within the often pervasive phallocentricity of modernist
discourse is an ‘integral part of the postmodern experience and a methodology to examine the
relations of sexuality, power, and cultural instrumentalization. The subject of postmodernism is
~ therefore not only a semiouc subject, but also a gendered subject.’’ By accepting sexual
difference as a component of subjectivity, the conditions of women’s political and economic
oppression are exposed as closely tied to a phallocentric ordering and its system of
signification. Thus we must also accept that terms of resistance not only take hold and are
constrained by these same hegemonic elements, but also claim access to a he;eronbmous space
"not represented vet implied (unseen)”:

Now, the movement in and out of gender as ideological representation, which I
propose characterizes the subject of feminism, is a movement back and forth
between the representation of gender (in its male-centered frame of reference)
and what that representation leaves out or, more pointedly, makes unrepresentable.
It is a movement between the (represented) discursive space—off, the else-where,
of those discourse: those other spaces both discursive and social that exist, since
feminist practices have (re)constructed hegemonic discourses and in the instertices
of institutions, in counter-practices and new forms of community. Therefore two
kinds of spaces are neither in opposition to one another nor strung along a
chain of signification, but they coexist concurrently and in contradiction.?

De Lauretis’ description of sexual difference exposes cultural representation as linked to

socially determined situations of vision:

(S)pectaclebferish or specular image, in any case ob-scene, women 1S consttuted as
the ground of representation, the looking-glass held up to man.”

A complex series of social relations as gender specific are lodged within representation.

-

**Silverman, p. 3L

»Teresa de Lauretus, Technologies of Gender: Essays on Theory, Film, and Fiction
(Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1987), p. 26.

“De Lauretis, Alice Doesn’'t, p. 1S.
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Women’s'experience within both the objectified female image in rsigniﬁcation a‘l;l.d the subject
position in réception is socially designated within cultural forms of representqti(;n. The woman
as spectator is bound- to representation as both image'and as subject, thus signification |
engages her /desire and foms her pleasure while making her complicit in the production of
image of "(her) woman-ness".’* Before examining de Lauretis’ analysis of the "mapping” «

oOf social vision into subjectivity through cinematic representation, it’is useful to turmn first to

relations of sexual inscription within the early forms of mass culture.

The prostitute unlike the faneur did not fair so well in the commércial cultufe of
nineteenth century Paris. The prostitute, writes Benjamin, is both "safleswoman and wares in
one".** The faneur, as voy%u.r, projects a pleasure in vision, in looking. The "gaze" directed
at the prostitute on the urban streets of Paris, reified as form of exchange, is a mkjné of
pleasure through substituting a person as object or a pleasure in scopophilia. Freud isolated
scopophilia - in which the précess of looking is itself a source of pleasure -~ as one of the
components of sexuality which exist independently of the erotogenic zones.?* Scopophilia, as
visual pleasure which incorporates desire into another person as object, in this case within
the terms of sexual commodification and commercial »exchange, is sigm’ﬁcaht in its portiayal
of woman as image and man as possessing of the "look" (the iridispenéable term which is

now integral to pleasures of the cinematic gaze). This voyeuristic vision of the spectator as

" masculine is also constructed in nineteenth century high -culture, for example, Manet’s

paintings Olympia and Dejeuneur sur [’herbe signify this social vision by evoking the

commetrcial and sexual exchanges of nleasure.

~

Benjamin - describes this structuring of vision as shaped by the conditions of a

commodity culture. The prostitute within the "object world" assumes the expression of the

“*De Lauretis, Alice Doesn’t, p. 15.
“*Benjamin, "Paris, Capital of the Nineteenth Century," p. 157.

*laura Mulvey, "Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema,” Screen, 16, 3 (Auwmn, 1975), p. 8.
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commodity:

The commodity attempts 1o look itself in the face. -It celebrates  its becorrnng
human in the whore.” S

L

£

~ The prostitute stands m for the significant role that the commodity takes when it becomes a
primary mode of exchange in the urban geography of the city. Thié?enables Benjamin to ask‘
how has signification and new . modes of perception altered the relation vof the subject within
mass culture? This relationship is historicaily centered around pre-existing conditions of the
division of labour and sexual inequality. Benjamin refers to how the process of commodity
production takes Both ijqgf% and _subjééts out of their usual relationship. Thus in both av
political and aesthetic sense prostitution exempliﬂes reification; the érotic body becomes the
instrumentalized body as it is subjected to the commodity form. Or as Benjamin definesy
"The objects of our most intimate use have increasingly be*comf:_n}ass—produc:ed.“za Benjamin
links prostitudon to the economic and social influences which established the historical
conditions of the formation of the urban masses. The rise ;)f the masses is simultaneous with

mass production, but in the prostitute, the women herself is an article of mass production.’

During the nineteeth century developments of cemmercial culture,‘ the exclusion of
women from a range of social practices and instirutionsd takes on new and increasingly
poli. al connotations; as Huyssen points out in his analysis of cultural transformation, those
excluded from high culture ére the masées, which also include women.’® Nineteenth century
aesthetics gendered mass culture as feminine and inferior, high culture remained the privileged
realm of hierarchical values which are decidely associated with masculine practice. Continuing

into the twentieth century, this exclusion in critical cultural theory, even if recognized in

historical analysis, remained in language:

*"Benjamin, "Central Park,” p. 42. -
$Benjamin, "Central Park,” p. 40.
*“Benjamin, "Central Park,” p. 40.

*Huyssen, "Mass Culture as Woman: Modernism’s Other,” in After the Great Divide, p. 47.
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Thus Adorno and Horkheimer argue that mass culture "cannot renounce the threat
of castration,” and they feminize it explicitly, as the evil queen of the fairy tale
when they claim that "mass culture, in her mirror, is always the most beautiful

in her land".*!

The aesthetic displacement of the dichotomies established between high and low culture is
" ; ' \
influential in a postmodern critique, but inseparable from this analysis is the twentieth century
interventions of women into the sphere of cultural practice and the accompanying critique of

what is at stake in the cultural codification of femininity. In this \cdntext, subjective processes

are individually formed §'et explicitl‘y social.

-Cinematic Vision

De Lauretis’ analysis of cinematic vision defines a “technology of gender” as a primary
reference for an understanding of sexual difference and visual pleasure.’? Technology of
gender takes its conceptual premise from Foucault’s theory of "technology of sex" .dnd

g

proposes that gender as discourse is the product of combining "social technologies” such as

cinema with other cultural discourse.

Cinema, as de Lauretis proposes, is most effective as an "imaging" technology.’* A
feminist critique of the process of "imaging” within cinema,\ and its representation of woman
as the object or image to be looked at, defines a voyeuristic gaze as a primary factor in
the construction of visual pleasure. The process of "imaging" designates how meanings are
attached to images; it positions the spectator both subjectively and Socially and constitutes an
articulation of desire and reception in spectatorship: Thus desire <10‘dged within "technologies: of
gender” determine signifving practices in the larger symbolic. order and at the level_of

subjective identification. As the subject-is positioned in the technologically formed process of

"*Huyssen, "Mass Culture as Woman: Modernism’s Other," p. 48. .

*De Lauretis, Technologies of Gender, pp. 1-30.

“De Lauretis, Alice Doesn’t p. 36.
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vision, a "mapping” of social relations into subjectivity occur; within this concept of mapping

e
it is important to note, that within these relations of perception and Signiﬁcation‘, vision is
ﬁot merely "a patterned réponse but active anticipation".** "Active anticipation" transfered to
visual pleasure sustain the social netwo‘rk‘ of power relations betweén male and female. Thus
the positioning of woman as object within a symbolic framework of Socia} vision raise two
important issues regarding visual pleasure. What are the signifying constructs within the terms
of cultural vision (extending beyond cinematic vision) which establish a specific sexualized
image? Here the components of ‘subjecti\‘/e’identiﬁcation with the objectified image is forémOSL .
And Vse'condly, how do these inscriptions of pleasure encode the position available td woman

as spectator?

In the well known essay, "Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema”, Laura Mulvey
outlines in reference to mainstream (Hollyw@ and their imitatons) film a spectatorship of.
"masculinisation” pervading a voyeuristic "to-be-looked-at-ness" that represents not only the
women as image, but through narrative form, editing, lighting, etc. creates a vision that
defines woman as object, thereby producing "an illusion cut to the measure of desire".’*
Mulvey’s arguement depends largely on an oppositional framewqu of dominant and :
subordinate, active and passive values that instill desire and outline the repression of certain
pleasures. Socially and subjectivity, she approaches a break with cinematic pleasurable
expectations in order to conceive new condition.s of pleasure:

It is said that ana'lysing plea;ure, or beauty, destroys it. That is the intention of

the article.*®

Aesthetic pleasure tied to "ways of seeing” has historically separated high and low

cultural forms. Modernist aesthetics privileged vision as superior to the other senses, as fine

“De Lauretis, Alice Doesn’t, p. 34.
SMulvey, p. 17.

*Mulvey,” p. 8.
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art practices sought their condmons of authermmty as a "pure" and autonomous means of
contemplation. Within the formauons of mass culture, reproduction technologies err:ployed ‘Fg
perceptual optics reliant on vision Ued o cultural formations of modernization. Benjax_mn has
discussed “closeness” and "distance” in rel_a‘tionk to the aﬁra and the imagewithin conditions
of technological reproduction. Mary Ann Doanne links this condition of reception to a -
subjective identification .that includes a proximity and separation in the -codification of ;he
gaze that structures the sexualized image.’” The male sﬁectator maintains a distance between -
himself and the lmage to posit a sE)eciﬁc voyeuristic quality of pleasure. The position of
woman as both subject and object constitute a closeness for the woman as spectator, but.also
must define female identification as a subjective vision or identification which rern_ainsl a
fetishized image, thus the woman can only adopt a passive and often masochistic position.
This fetishism is enacted in phallocentric terms (as vision) positioned within a symbolic '

process of representation and self-representation. Doanne links these relations of reception to

the - illusions of masquerade.

Resistance through masquerade lies in its denial of the production of femininity as
immanent presence in the image '— as closeness.’® As Doanne writes:

To masquerade is to manufacture a lack in the form of a certain distance
between oneself and one’s image.*’

If representations of "(her) woman-ness” establish desire and serve as a voyeuristic pleasure
must women accept the -pleasure of such a scopic drive? Doanne’s answer is that the
masquerade, "the female pretence that she is other”, is the flaunting, as well as the

acceptance of such a cultural femininity, thus as excesssive "play"”, or.as Barthes might say

*"Mary Ann Doanne, "Film and the Masquerade: Theorising the Female Spectator,” Scréen,
23, 3-4 (September/ October, 1982), p. 77.

**Doanne, pp. 81-82.

“*Doanne, p. 82.
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as‘extravagenL repitition, cultural fermmmty is constructed as a "ﬂmatmn at a dlstance
Feminist - practices have reconstructed hegemomc dlscourse but these terms of masquerade can
~lead also to pleasure - wnthm the sul)]ecuon to a passwe narcissism and forms of objectification
that are%pnmanly masochistic in that decodmg is similiarly locked wnthm cultural codes.*!
HegemEny‘, we are remined in the nou'on of resistance ‘through masquerade, is inseparable
from the signification of pervasive representation and social hierarchies, thus hegemony is not

~without ideological representation imbedded in cultural practice.
Pleasure, Privilege and Desire

Feminist theory iﬁterprets the .ideological interests of such vision, for perception and
- signification never constitute a "disinterested” aesthetic experience, but preserve conditions that
link the aesthetic gaze with sexual privilege. As Luce Irigaray describes:
Investment in the look is not privileged in women as in men. More than the
other senses, the eye objectifies and masters. It sets at a distance, maintains the
distance. In our culmre, the predominance of the look over smell, taste, touch,
hearing has brought about an impoverishment of bodily relations .. The moment,
the look dominates, the body loses its materiality.*’
The socialized vision of modern culture subjects the body to the signification of the image.
As such, vision defined through a "technology of gender" is a relation of the technical to

the social, that posits the female body as a specific site of sexual imagery and visual

pleasure.

Volume One, of Foucaults The History of Sexuality outlines sexuality as a discourse

“Doanne, p. 81.

‘'Instances of masquerade can be drawn from both high art and popular culture. Madonna o
and Cindy Sherman demonstrate this cultural practice with limited effect '

wy
F2

“2Cited by Craig Owens, "The Discourse of Others: Feminists and Postmodernism,” in The
Anti-Aesthetic, ed. Foster, p. 70. ;
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within a technology of power, hence both formulating and dispelling conditions of pleasure.*’
This "technology of sex" was formed within eighteenth century developments in éducation,
medical practices, and economic inﬂﬁences. The body became the deployment of power as
these specializations elaborated discourse: ‘the pedagogization of the sexuality of chiIdren,
psychoanalysis and anomalies of sexual practices, population control and the regulation of ihe
family, and the sexual codification of the femalé body. Mechanisms of power .afndl knowledge
are articulated on the body and not only define lrepression, but produce sexuality.as a social
and political force evz;luated within normality and fetishism. Thus "technology of “sex", as the

production of sexuality and formations of pleasure, is a discourse of power inscribed o(t\- the

human body: 3

q
H
L

(S)ex became a matter that required the social body as a whole, and virtually all
of its individuals to place themselves under surveillance.*®

\ This sexualization of the body. created socialized structures of desire ‘and hére lies‘ the
rpLyblematic for the analysis of pleasure within a bostmodern critique of cultural forms. For
example, as Foucault outlines, the desirability of sex and the rhetoric of a liberation of sex
makes us think we are affirming the rights of the body agajnst conditions of poW_er, \when
in fact within the representations of sex, the body is the very configuration of power and
knowledge:

We must not place sex on the side of reality, and sexuality on that of confused
ideas and illusions; sexuality is a very real historical formation; it is what gave
rise to the notion of sex, as a speculative element necessary to its operation. We
~must not think that by saying yes to sex, one says no to power; on the
contrary, one tracks along the course laid out by the general ' deployment of
sexuality. It is the agency of sex that we must break away from, if we aim -
through a tactical reversal of the various mechanisms of sexuality .. The rallying
point for the counter attack against the deployment of sexuality ought not to be
sex—desire, but bodies and pleasure.*

“‘Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality, Vol. "1, trans. Robert Hurley (New York: Vintage
Books, 1980).

““Foucault, The Historv of Sexuality, p. 116.

“*Foucault, The History of Sexuality, p. 157.
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Although Foucault does not acknowledge gender inscriptions in his inquiry into sexual | 1?5%“« )
%
discourse, it is this same rhetoric of sexual liberation that has failed to - overcome the
eighteenth century positioning of womén’s pleasure as disruptive of the social\,,lgrder.‘ These
 historic constr{lcts of sexual categorization, - that are greaﬂy influenced by Rousseau, subjugate

woman’s jfouissance as an absence of pleasure within representation.*t

The Lpossibilities of resistance are identified not in the sexualized body - an effective
discourse of desire - but as a diffefence, as Foucault writes, "of bodies and pleasure”. We
can now return to Mulvey’s critique, that to analyse bleasure is to destroy it; this is not a
feminist pﬁﬁﬁsm but a deconstruction closely related to conditions of pleasute. It is- therefore
formations of pleasure that are central to the postmodern critique as an attempt -t0 expose
Lt;e technologies of power that authorize certain representations while excluding or denying
others - in fact this questioning risks the validation of the "other”. Feminist criticism has
given additional meaning to this analysis by defining sexual difference as the means to
recognize "imaging" and cultural pleasure as positions of masculine privilege. The movement
of felminist resistance. "in and out of gender", as defined by de Lauretis, is a transitional
space between the representations of woman and most importantly what that represennation »
has made unrepresentable. "Oedipul pleasu;e", as Barthes defines, is the need "to denude, to
know, (o leém, the origin of the end"*; ,f;eminist pleasure is a more multiple concept of
"mapping” complex signifiers of perception 'and signification pllayed against the determﬁﬁfke‘

codes.*®

#Cora Kaplan, "Wild Nights: Pleasure/Sexuality/Feminism," in Formations of Pleasure, p. 16.
‘"Barthes, The Pleasure of the Text, p. 10.

“PDe Lauretis, Alice Doesn’t, pp. 68-69.
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Conclusion

The postmodern condition exposes -pleasure as a social and political issue. The exclusive,
scientifically rendered notion of an aesthetic of high modemism, largely inherited from
- Kantian metaphysics, is revealed as dependent oﬂ preserving an aesthetic autonomy and artistic
aljthentivcity against the encroachments of mass culture. Postmodernism attempts to cross the
"Great Divide", in. Huyssen terms, between high art and mass culture, the aesthetic spher.eb
and the social, by establishing an aesthetic as formed within cultural codes and transformed
within the diversities of cultural practice. This positioning of the subject allows for ,;;1 cultural-‘

[§

"occupation” of multiple and contradictory sites (the hegemonic discourse of which both

Barthes and de Lauretis speak). Thus not responding to the whole, as Barthes Sstates, consists
in materializing the pleasure of the text and extending the sensory and the erotic -to cultural
objects of all sorts.* Barthes’ reference to the body avoids traditional aesthetic values, by
posiﬁné a reliance on a subjective position tied.to language and cultural codes, but also
Barthes conceptualizes the means to shift the terms of this hegemonic condition. This diversity
in aesthetic experience denies "manipulation” by positioning a reliance on -the possible
displacement of meaning within the signifier and the signified. Saussure addresses this shift in
meaning as- an impression being formed within sense-perceptions: N

The linguistic sign unites, not a thing and name but a concept and a

sound-image. The latter is not the material sound, a purely physical thing, but

the psychological imprint of the sound, the impression that it makes on our

senses. The sound-image is sensory, and if I happen to call it "material” it is

only in that sense, and by way of opposing it to the other term of the

association, the concept, which is generally more abstract.*°
The differential vaiues that lie within this concept of the sign as sensory form a "space" or

"gap" between signification and reception, therefore experience and pleasure are structured

within a shifting symbolic order of sigh and referent

S°Saussure, cited in Allen, p. 7L



Mulvey’s article is formative “in ,outlining the differential positioni@ fof the maséu‘line K
and fermmne in cinematic V151on as comparative to the soc1al relatnons of men and ‘women,
These condmons of 51gmf' ication and perception gamed social and polmcal ‘hegemony w1Lh1n
the commercial exchange and technological condmons of the nineteenth century. The
_ﬁvoyeuristic practices of the flaneur, for example, stand in"stark contrast to the reiﬁcaﬁoﬁ\of J
the -prostitute within a scopophillic gaze. The i)ody‘- in this case the woman’s body of the .
prostitute"r— attracts the gaze and ap%ffals to th¢ \sense—perceptions lodgedl within the
signiﬁcatibn of forms of cultural exchange and spectatorship. Gendered subjective identification
" is therefore ﬁed to technplogiéal reproduction and wsocial forms. These complex signifiers of
perception and signification are not “disinterested” but bound to, systems of privilege, which
. most importantly for an an.‘aly‘sis of pleasure posit the image over the materiality of the
body; to repeat Irigaray’s words: -"The moment, the look dominates, the body loseé.its |
matén'alit}." As the look dorninatey woman is image, thus pleasure becomes spectaclé and the

material difference of the body becomes a loss or denial.
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CONCLUSION

Certain forms of so-called low-brow art, like the circus tableau in which the

elephants stand on their hind legs each carrying on its trunk a pretty ballerina

in graceful pose, are unintentional archetypal images of the very same.truth we

try 'to decipher in art! t :
Disparities of pleasure articulates the demystification of a "systematic” aesthetic. This thesis
examines the origins of aesthetics as an autonomous, methodolically rational and
institutionalized discourse. Traditional conceptualizations of aesthetic pleasure aré marked by the
scientific doctrines of the eighteenth century, especially developments in the natural sciences.
The influences of the Enlightenment were- formative in defining an aesthetic autonomy that is
committed to an abstract "purity” in aesthetic judgment, citing universal values almost entirely
divorced from representational or conceptual content. Classifying an aesthetic experience as

"natural” and untainted by interest, desire or cognitive expression established for art theory

an aesthetic "distance" from economic and social change.

This aesthetic stratification is discussed in the thesis as leading to the now familiar |
_dichotomies of cultural forms: beauty and utility, the fine arts and commercial culture, art
and entertainment, high art and popular culture.” The thesis examines the cultural
developments that led to these dichotomies within the urban, technological and social
conditions of cultural modernity, especially the rise to economic and political power of the
bourgeoisie and conditions of a culture of consumption. To explore historically specific
definitions of pleasure as an integral part of aesthetic experience “"deconstructs” the myths of
universality and the related valorization of a unitary, subjective exp¥§dsion that is closely tied
to the ideologies of classical liberalism. Thus I have articulated a socially symbolic cultural
ordering which privileges diversity in aesthetic'reception over the values of the now academic
terms of traditional aesthetic contemplation. The thesis is consequently concerned with how

aesthetic experience is formed within external influences, such as cultural meanings and

ideologies that are inseparable from social change and technologically influenced forms -of

tAdorno, Aesthetic Theory, p. 401.
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perception and significatton (or within signifying practices and representations).

Reference to disparities of pleasure formulates a means to critique the values of an
autonomous "higher” aesthetic sphere or the principles of "purity” within aesthetic pleasure
that structure a separation )of the aesthetic sphere from everyday life, or a "disinterested”
sphere of aesthetic values detached from the"’larger symbolic order and that of culturally
defined _lived expefience. The thesis therefore examines diverse cultural models of aesthetic
experience‘and the theories which support them. Each chapter strives to demonstrate . through
a variéty of conceptual strategies and historical interpretations that aesthetics can not be
studiéd apart from the hegemomc conditions of socia‘l apd commercial influences, thus.
aestheﬁc pleasure is never "disinterested”. The conclusion is reached that aesthetic experience
is highly mediated and can be idenltiﬁed‘within multiple and differendal signifying and
perceptual processes, which, most import;antl_v, can not be viewed as separate from

technological forms of reproduction and aesthetic and social vision or ways of "seeing".

~

Crucial to defining pleasure as a critical principle in cultural analysis is a theoretical
interpretation of»Lhe historical and social designation of the autonomous position of high art
and a universal, aesthetically valid appraisal verses qualities "lower” in value or a form of
debasement entrenched in conditions of reification linked to capitalist ‘modes of production and .
exchange. This concept of reification, as discussed within a philosophical and ontological
reference to Marx’s notation of "natural” needs, suggests idealized conditions of cultural
production not associated with the commodity form. For example, as deﬁned by Adorno and
. Horkheimer, the economic and social conditions of reification aré so deeply entrenched 'in the
cultural object that the. signifying processes of culture deny the possibilities of purely abstract
"higher” values, hence the necessity of aesthetie negation through formalist principles in
seeking the possibilities of a subjectivity S€parate from the relations of standardization and
manipulation associated with the culture industry. But By transposing critical interpretations of

3' .
aesthetic production and reception from a focus on production qualities and limitations of
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comniercial exchange to a process.‘*of cultural perception and signification, an analysis of
cultural practice and pleasure seeks the experiences of the socially symbolic and the subject
immersed within a éommodity aesthetic. The thesis examined thesé cultural relatioﬁs through
the writings of Benjamin, especially his analysis of the nineteenth century origins of mass
~culture. The inﬂuencés of cultural n{odemization, ‘as defined by Benjamin,-bring cﬁmges in
“modes of reception and as art forms become reproduced, hence more accessible, aesthetic .‘,,,
expeﬁences are not only situated within a broader cultural framework, but ére posited  as 4

A

material and sensuous conditions leading to immanent pleasure within consumption pracgc%
. ! A,

Tﬁese distinctioné lead to the terms of postmodemism which challenge the intémafized,
oppositional aesthetic principles of an institutionalized high culture that reject the relations.of
the social world and a low culture that is entrenched in all its external dissimilitudes. These
principles of high \modemism lodged within an autonom}-"{aesmetic are revealed as historically
and socially formed. Thus in rejecting the terms of aesthetic negation, the strategies of
poggnodemism claim'no sacred ground; multiple forms ‘and levels of meaning and cultural
communication are defined as giving pleasure, but also incorporated within the concept of
pleasure is the necessity to acknowledg? a social construct of powe:r relaﬁons. Within cultural
sig'niﬁcation, bleasure is therefore a social and political issue, which, as ah analytical principle,
extends to the deployment of gender based "technologies” of significatich. As the image of
woman is portrayed as a particular ideological representation which engages social and
subjective identification, sexuality is viewed as .a site/sight of both power and pleasure.
Following this positjdning, aesthetic pleasure is structured, as the thesis demonstrates,. not
according to the "natural” but to the cultural. Cultural discourse makes impossible any direct

unmediated relaL{on to the bodyb, the social, and to pleasure.

"Although this thesis has articulated concepts of pleasure within a wide historical and
theoretical framework omissions are noticeable. Decidedly, most important is the work of

Bertolt Brecht This is due to the already extensive emphasis that is given to this historical .
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period in the analysis of the work of Adorno, H;)rkeimer, and Benjamin. My response to
defining concepts of pleasure also ‘does not include the work of Freud andb Lacan. Although
touching indirectly on this work are the references to "technologies of‘ génder", which are \
largely articulated as a theory 6f femininity and psychoanlysis. This was not explored in
length, but a more extensive analysis‘of pleasure is readily available in cﬁdcal film theory,
which provides a more indepth focus on the image and the signification - of woman‘ as the

object of cinematic vision.

The cdncept of materialising pleasure which structures the overall theoretical movement

N

of the thesis and forms the basis of the analysis of the transformative qualities of cultural —

to the deconstruction of a systematic aesthgu'c discourse is influenced by the work of
Foucault. As the Lhesis is grounded on the recognition of commercial, technological, and social"
influences within a cultural and historica_l context, the concept of pleasure cannot fail to
incorporate conditions of a commodity aesthetic. Thus, in conclusion, the concept of disparities
of pleasure is closely lianked to the "pleasure of the consumer"l,.beca‘.lse mést importantly

within consumption, pleasure has both material and sensuous form.

Imagine an aesthetic (if the word has not become too depreciated) based entrely

(completely, radically, in every sense of the word) on the pleasure of the

consumer, whoever he may be, to whatever class, whatever group he may belong,

without respect to cultures or languages: the consequences would be huge, perhaps
N even harrowing. ‘

hY

104



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abrams M.H. The Mirror and the .Lamp: Romantic Theory and the Critical Tradition. New
York: Oxford Umversrty Press, 1953.

Adorno, Theodor. Aesthetic Theory. Trans. Gretal Adorno and Rolf Tiedemann. London, A
Boston, Melbourne, and Henley: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1970.

. "Culture and Administration." Telos, 37 (Fall 1978), pp. 93-111.

. "Culture Industry Reconsidered.” New German Critique, 6 (Fall 1975), pp.

12-19.

. Prism. Trans. Samuel and Shierry Weber. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT
Press, 1981. ‘

. "Transparancies on Film," New German Crmgue, 24-25 (Fall/Wmter
1981-82), pp. 199-205. ,

Allen, Richard. "Critical Theory and the Paradox of Moderrii'pst"Discourse." Screen, 28, 2
(Spring 1987), pp. 69-8S.

Arato, Andrew and Eike Gebhardt, Eds. The Essential Frankfurt School Reader. New York:
Conunuum Publishing Company, 1982. .

Auali, Jacques. Noise: The Political Economy of Music. Trans. Brian Massumi. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota ‘Press, 1985. .

Bakhtin, Mikhail. Rabelais and His World. Trans. Helene Iswolsky. Bloomington, Indiana
University Press, 1984. ‘

Barthes, Roland. Criticism and Truth. Trans. Katrine Pilcher Kenneman. Minneapolis:
’ University of Minnesota Press, 1987. "

. Image-Music-Text. Trans. Stephen Heath. New York: Hill and Wang, 1977.

1975.

. The Responsrbllrty of Form. Trans Richard Howard, New York: Hill and
Wang, 1975.

. Roland Barthes by Roland Barthes. Trans. Richard Howard. New York: Hill
and Wang, 1977. .

3 . Writng Degree Zero. Trans. Annette Lavers and Colin Smith. New York:
Hill and Wang, 1953. ' :

Baudelaire, Charles. Charles Baudelaire: Selected Writings on Art @_ng Artists. Trans. P.E.

Charvet. Cambridge, London, New York, New Rochelle, Melbourne, Sydney:
Cambridge University Press, 1972..

105



. Paris Spléen. Trans. Louise 3§arese. New York: New Directicis, 1947.

Baudrillard, Jean. For a Critique of mg Political Economy of the Sign. Trans. Charles Levin.
'St Louis, Mo.: Telos Press, 1981.

. The Mirror Of Production. Trans. Mark Poster. St Louis, Mo. Telos Press,
1975. |

. Simulations. Trans. Paul Foss Paul Patton and Philip Bextchman New York:
Semiotext(e), Inc., 1983.

Bell, Clive. Art. London: Chatto and Windus, 1928.

. S ¢ Cezanne. Freeport, New York: Books for Libraries Press, 1922.

Belsey, Catherine. Critical Practice. London and New York: Methuen, 1980.

Benjamin, Walter. "Central Park."” New German Critchue, 34 (Winter 1985), pp. 32-58.

. Charles Baudelaire: A Lyric poet in the Era of High Capitalism. Trans.
Harry Zohn. London: New Left Books, 1973.

. Illuminations. Trans. Harry Zohn. New York: Schocken Books, 1969.

. Reﬂecuons Trans. Edmund JephcotL New York and London: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, 1978.

. "A Short History of Photography." Trans. Stanley Mitchell. Screen, 13, (Spring
1972). pp. 5-26. $

Bentham, Jeremy, "An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation." in Ethical
Theories: A Book of Readings. Ed. A.I. Melder. Engelwood Cliffs, N.Y.:
Prentice-Hall Inc., 1950. -

Bocock, Robert. Hegemony. London and New York:‘ Tavistock Publications Ltd. 1986.

Bourdieu, Pierre. Distinctions: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste. Trans. Richard
Nice. London, Melbourne, and Henley: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1979.

Brenkman, John. "Mass Media: From Collective Experience to the Culture of Privatization.”
Social Text, 1 (Winter 1979), pp. 94-109.

Buchloch, Benjamin H.D., Serge Guilbaut and David Solkin, Eds. Modernism and Modernity.
Halifax, N.S.: The Press of the Nova Scotia College of Art and Design, 1983.

Buck-Morss, Susan. The Origin of Negative® Dialectics: Theodor W. Adorno, Walter Benjamin
and the Frankfurt Institute. New York: The Free Press, 1977.

"Benjamin’s Passagen- Werk: Redeeming Mass Culture for the Revolution.”
New German Critique, 29 (Spring/Summer, 1983), pp. 211-240.

106



Burger, Christa "The Disappearance of Art: The Postmodermst Debate in the U.S." Teleos, 68
(Summer 1986), pp. 93-106.

 Burger, Peter. Theory of the Avant—Garde Trans. Mlchael Shaw. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesoto Press, 1984.

Burgin, Victor., The End of Art Theory: Criticism and Postmodernity. Atla;'ltic Highland, N.J.:
Humanities Press International, Inc., 1986. \

Calinescu, Matei. "The Benevolent Monster: Reflections on Kitsch as an Aesthetic Concept.”
Clio, 1 (1976), pp. 3-21. BN

Cassirer, Ernest. The Philosophy of the Enlightenment. Trans. Ffftr C.A Hoelln and James P.
Pettegrove. Princton, New Jersey: Princton University Press, 1953.

Clark, T.J. The Absolute Bourgeois. London: Thames and Hudson, 1973.

. Image of the People. London: Thames and London, I973.

Cohen, Ralph. Studies in Eighteenth Century British Art and Aesthetics:; Berkeley, Los
Angeles, London: University of California Press, 1985.

Culler, Jonathan. Barthes. Great Britian: Fontana Paperbacks, 1983.

. Saussure. Great Britian: The Harvesier Press Ltd.,, 1976.

D’Amico, Robert. "Desire and the Commodity Form." Telos, 35 (Spring 1978), pp. 88-122.

Dayan, Daniel, and Elihu Katz. "Electronic Ceremonies: Television Performs a Royal
Wedding." in On Signs. Marshall Blonsky, Ed. Baltimore, Maryland: John Hopkins
University Press,. 1985. '

De Laureus, Teresa. Alice Doesn’t: Feminism, Semiotics, Cinema. Bloofning’ton: Indiana
University Press, 1984.

. Technologies of Gender: Essays on Theory, Film, and Fiction. Bloomington
and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1987. ‘

" Debord, Guy. Society of the Spectacle. Detroii, Michigan: Black and Red, 1983.

Tomlmson and Barbara Habbejam London: The Athlone Press 1984

Deleuze, Gilles, and Felix Guattari. Anti—Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia. Trans. Robert
Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1983. |

Dickens, Charles. Hard Times. New York and Scarborough, Ontario: Signet Classic, 1961.

Doane, Mary Ann. "Film and the Masquerade Theorising the Female Spectator.”" Screen, 23,
3-4 (September/October 1982), pp. 74-87.

107



Fekete, John, Ed. The Structural Allegory: Reconstructive Encounters with the New rgnch
Thought. Mineapolis, University of Minnesota Press, 1984.

Ferguson, Francis. "Legislating the Subllme' in Studies in Eighteenth Century British Art and
Aesthetics. Ed. Ralph Cohen. Berkeley, California; London, England: Umversnty of
California Press, 1985.

Foster, Hal, Ed. The Anti-Aesthetic: Essays on Postmodern Cu!ture Port Townsend
Washington: Bay Press: 1983.

. Recodings: Art, Spectacle, Cultural Politics. Port Townsend, Washington: Bay
Press, 198s.

foucault, Michel. Discipline and Punish: the Birth of the Prison. Trans. Alan Sheridan. New

York: Pantheon Book_s 1987,

. The History of Sexuality. Vol. 1. Trans. Robert Hurley. New York: Random
House Inc., 1980.

. Language Counter-Memory, Practice. Trans. Donald F. Bouchard and Sherry
Simon. Ed. Donald F. Bouchard. Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1971.

Fry, Roger. Vision and Design. London: Chatto and Windus, 1925.

Girvetz, Harry K. The Evolution of Liberalism. New York: M.LT. Press, 1983.

Gramsci, Antonio. Selections from the Prison Notebooks of Antonio Gramsci. Ed. and Trans.
Quintin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith. New York: International Publishers, 1971.

Green, Nicholas and Frank Mort. "Visual Representation and Cultural Politics." Block, 7
(1982), pp. 59-68.

Greenberg, Clement. ‘Art and Culuire: Critical Essays. Toronto:’ S.J.‘ Reginald Saunders
Company, Ltd., 1961.

. "Modernist Painting." in Modern Art and Modernism, A Critical Anthology.
Ed. Francis Frascina and Charles Harrison. New York: Harper and Row Publishers,
1982.

Habermas, Jurgen, Legitimation Crises. Trans. Thomas McCathey. Boston: Beacon Press, 1975.

Hansen, Miriam, B. "Introduction to Adorno, "Transparancies on Film" (1966)." New German
Critique, 24-25 (Fall/Winter 1982-83), pp. 186-198.

Harari, Josue V. Ed. Texual Strategies: Perspectives in Post-Structuralist Criticism. New York:
Cornell University Press, 1983 : n

Hebdige, Dick. Subculture and the Meaning of Style. London and New York: Methuen, 1979.

“Holub, Robert C. Reception Theorv: A Critical Introduction. London and New York:
Methuen, 1584.

108



" . "The. Rise of Aesthetics in the Eighteenth Century." Comparitive Literature
Studies, 15, 3 (September 1978), pp. 271-283.

Honour, Hugh. Romanticism. England, New York, Austrialia, Canada, New Zealand: Penguin
Books, 1979. .

Horkheimer, Max énd Theodor W. Adomno. Dialectic of Enlightenment. Trans. John Cumming.
New York: Continumm Publishing Company, 1982. '

New York, Hagerstown, San Fransciso, London: Harper and Row Publishers, 1978.

Huyssen, Andreas. After the Great Divide: Modernism, Mass Culture ‘ngtmodemismf
Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1986. ’

Jameson, Frederic. "Postmodernisrh, or The Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism.” New Left
Review, 146 (Summer 1984), pp. 53-92.

.. "Reification and Utopia in Mass Culture.” Social Text, 1 (Winter 1979), pp.
130-158. : : ‘

Jardine, Alice. "Theories of the Feminine." Enclitic, 4, 2 (1980), pp. 5-1S.

Kaplan, Cora. "Wild Nights: Pleasure/Sexuality/Feminism." in Formations of Pleasure. Eds.
Formations Collective, Tony Bennet et al. London, Boston, Melbourne, and Henley:

Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963.

Kern, Stephen. The Culture of Time and Space: 1880-1918. Cambridge, Massachusets: Harvard

University Press, 1983.

Kline, Stephen and William Leiss. "Advertising, Needs and "Commodity Fetishism." Canadian
Journal of Political and Social Theory, 2, 1 (Winter 1978), pp. 5-30.

Kracauer, Siegfried. "The Mass Ornament." New Geurmah Critigue, S (Summer 1975),'pp.
67-76. . .

Krauss, Rosalind F. The Originality of the Avant-Garde and Other Modernist Myths.
Cambridge, Massachusets; London, England: The MIT Press, 1986.

University Press, 1982.

Levin, Charles. "Baudrillard, Critical Tﬁeory, and lPsychoanalysis." Canadian Journal of Political
and Social Theory, 8, 1-2 (Winter/Spring 1984), pp. 35-52.

Lowenthal, Leo. Literature, Popular Culture, and .Society. Palo Alto, California: Pacific Books,
1661. ~

Lvotard, Jean—Francois. Driftworks. Ed. Roger McKeon. Trans. Susan Hanson, Richard
Lockwood, Joseph Maier, Ann Matejka, and Roger McKeon. New York: Semiotexte,

1984.

ESS

109



. "One of the Things at Stake m Women’s Struggles.” Sub-stance, 20 (1978),
pp. 9-17. - A

. The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge. Trans. Geoff Bennington
and Brian Massumi. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984.

. Lukacs, Georg. History and Class Consciousness. Trans. Rodney Livingston. London: Merlin
Press, 1971

——— e e e —_—

and Adorno. London, Berkeley, Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1982.

MacPhersdn, C.B. The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism: Hobbes and Locke.
Oxford: Claredon Press, 1962. ’

Marcuse, Herbert. The Aesthetic Dimension: Towards a Critique of Marxist Aesthetics. Boston:
Beacon Press Books, 1978. :

7

‘Megill, Allan. Prophets of Extremity: Nietzche, Heidegger, Foucauit, Derrida. Berkeley, Los
Angeles, London: University of California Press, 1985. ’

Mercer, Colin. "A Poverty of Desire: Pleasure and Popular Politics." in Formations of
Pleasure. Ed. Formations Collective, Tony Bennet et al. London, Boston, Melbourne,
and Henley: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1983. ‘

Mulvey, Laura. "Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema." Screen, 16, 3 (Autumn 1975), pp.
6-18.

Ollman, Bertell. Alienation: Marx’s Conception of Man in Capitalist Scciety. 2nd. ed.
Cambridge, London, New York, Melbourne: Cambridge University Press, 1971.

Perez-Gomez, Alberto. Architecture and the Crisis in Modern Science. Cambridge,
Massachusetts; London, England: M.LT. Press, 1983.

Polanyi, Karl. The Greét Transformation. Beacon Hall, Boston: Beacon Press, 1944,

" Radnoti, Sandor. "The Early Aesthetics of Walter Benjamin.” International Journal of
Sociology, 7, 1 (Spring 1977), pp. 76-123.

Reichenbach, Hans. The Theory of Relativity and A Priori Knowledge. Trans. and Ed. Maria
Reichenbach. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1965.

Rorty, Richard. Philosophy an___d the Mirror of Nature. Princeton: New Jersey: Princton
University Press, 1979.

Rosen, Michael. "Expressions of the Economic.” Times Literary Supplement. February 4, 1983,
pp. 109-110. '

Sahlins, Marshalls. Culture and Practical Reason. Chicago -and London: The University of
Chicago Press, 1976,

Schaper, Eva. Studies in Kant's Aesthetics. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1979.

110



Sartre, Jean-Paul. Baudelaire. Trans. Martin Tumnell. New York: New Directions Books, 1950.

Sheridan, Alan. Michel Foucault: The Will to Truth. Lendon and New York: Tavistock
Publications, 1980. (

Silverman, Kaja, The Subject of Semiotics. New York and Oxford: Oxford Univerity Press,
1983. .

Sayre, Robert and Michel Lowy. "Figures of Romantic Anti—Capitztlism." New German
Critique, 32 (Spring/Summer 1984), pp. 42-92.

Sontag, Susan. On Photography. New York: Dell Publishing Company, 1973. .
. Against Interpretation and Other Essays. New York: Dell Pu&ishing, 1961.

Spencer. Lloyd. "Allegory in the World of the Commodity: The Importance of Central Park."
New German Critique, 34 (Winter 1985), pp. 59-75.

Stemberger, Dolf. Panorama of the Nineteenth Century. Trans. Joachim Neugrosch‘el. New
York: Urizen Books, 1977.

Taylor, Ronald. Trans. Ed. Aesthetics and Politics. London: Verso Editions, 1980.

Thorlby, Anthony. Ed. The Romantic Movement. Loadon: u)ngmans Green and Co. Ltd
1966.

* Trilling, Lionel. "The Fate of Pleasure." in Beyond Culture: Essays on Literature and
Learning. New York: The Viking Press, 1955.

Tucker, Robert C. Ed. The Marx-Engels Reader. 2nd. edition. New York, London: W.W.
Norton and Company, 1978.

Waldman, Diane. "Critical Theory and Film: Adomo and "The Culture Industry" Revisted."
New German Critique, 12 (Fall 1977), pp. 39-60. _

Weiner, Martin J. English Culture and the Decline of the Industrij] Spirit: 1850-1880
Cambridge, London New York, New Rochell, Melbourne, Syndey Ca,mbndge

University Press, 1981. .

r

Wo.lin, Richard.. "The De-Aestheticization of Art: On Adorno’s Aesthetische Theorie." Telos,

41 (Fall 1979), pp. 105-127.

. Walter Benjamin:; An Aesthetlc of Redemptm New York: Columbia
University Press, 1982.

William Raymond. Culture. Great Britian: Fontana Paperbacks, 1981.

. Culture and Societx: 1780-1850. London: Chatto and Wim%&

\ o

111



