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The Rule of Style!

Richard Neer

Résmmeé

Richard Neer met en question Uidée selon lagneile i y airait denxc types o his-

Toire de Fart, et piis précisément, deie maniéres d'analyser Je « style » d'nne anvre |

d'art. La premitre qui serait la compétence d'amatenrs écdairés fconnoisseurship),
et la seconde, [iconologie drudite. Aprés avoir sonligns les contradictions de icowolo-
gie, dont Panqfsky a5t d la fois ke fondatenr et fe medllenr exemple, Neer redéfinit fo

o Style o commme « pne grammaire de possibilités concepinelles se dévelsppant bis-
torigueppent. » Neer coneluf que Ibistoive de lart congprise comme connoisseurship

est la miienx qualifie pour apprébesder cet obyet,

Note: This paper represents a slightly expanded version of '

tall given at the session Art History — Aesthetics — Semiotics. The
tendency to flit from one to the other is an artifact of the confer
ence format.

It is conventional in America to say that there are two Ar
Histories.” There is the art history of museumns and curarors and
dealers, dominated by questions of quality, authenticity, attribu
tion, and style: in a word, connoisseurship. Then there is the art

""This paper has benefited enormously from conversations with Arnold Davidsond
Joel Snyder, James Conant, and Stanley Cavell, none of whom is responsible For
whatever errors it contins. I'd fike to thank, in addition, Robert Morrissey for his
hospitality; Frangois Jullien for bis collegiality; and Jim Chandler for reaching mé
how to exit a moving vehicle in a hurry.

* See, e.g, C. Haxthausen, ed., The Two Adrt Histories: The Musowm and the Ulniversity
{(Wilkamsrown, Claxk Art Instirure: 2002).
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history of the academy, dominated by the example of Panofsky,
specifically dhe later Panofsky as he institutionalized himself in
Princeton. The Panofskian method — once it became well and
truly a method, that is, teachable and replicable — articulated a
hierarchy of word and image, such that one explained images by
reference to words drawn from a real or metaphorical archive”’
The resultng iconologies tended to distingnish peremptorily
between pictorial content and pictorial form in order to focus
exclusively on the former. At their most extteme, they degenerat-
ed into cryptography, decoding images by means of literary
ciphers. The undetlying premise was that there exists a causal rela-
ton between a given text and a picture: pictures have meanings,
and those meanings ate known through verbal inscriptions. That
this method encourages virtuosic displays of eruditon may
account, at least in part, for its populazity within the academy. It
is work performed more in the library than the museum.

The opposition of connoisseurship and iconology is some-
times taken as one between formalism and historicisin, hence
between Kant and Hegel. Connoisseurship, so the reasoning goes,
is concerned altimately with style as an astonomous system, while
icenology is a form of cultural history. But matters are more
complex. Indeed, Panofsky’s work prior to his arrival in America,
supremely his Perspective as Symebolic Form, was precisely an attempt
to think beyond the opposition of Kant and Hegel: to interleave
a Kantian theory of schematized perception with a Hegelian his-
toricism.” Mainstream Anglophone art history tends to overlock
this aspect of the Panoiskian enterprise; so it is worth discussing
further. :

*'The literature on Panofsky is immense. A fine English-language study is Michael
Ann Holly, Panafiky and the Foundations of Art History (Ithaca, Cornell: 1984).

* B. Panofsky, Pergpective as Symbolic Form. Tr. C. Wood (New York, Zone: 1991). On
this essay, see James Fliins, Poericr of Perspective (Tthaca, Cornell: 1994): 187-212;
Joel Soyder, v Brdterin 77 (1995): 33740
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Kant discusses schemata chiefly in the first Critigne. A
“schema,” he writes, “... signifies a il of the synthesis of the
imagination.” A schema is, in Kant’s idiom, the rule according to
which intniions of sense are subsumed under categories of
understanding; the rule, that is, according to which the formaliza-
tion of the manifold in perception takes place. The tesult is
appefception, subjective awareness of the world around us. Kant
calls this schema, or rule, “a product and as it were a monogra
of pure a prieti imaginadon.”™ In calling the schema 2 “mono-
gram,” at least part of Kant’s point Is that the schema is not itself
an image. It is not an image of the world, still less an image of the
magination, but what he calis a “representation,” or sign.
Following this rule in processing apprehended sense-data
amounts to making perceptual images, provisional syntheses of
the manifold in perception.

For the young Panofsky, pictorial images were derivative of
these Kantian perceptual images. Just as pesceptual images are
structured according to rules (schemara), so pictures are struc-
tured according to rules of composition and style. Kantian rules
link categories — pure concepts of the understanding, such as
space, time, magnitude, and cause — with apprehended sense-data,
The pictorial equivalent would he the rule or form by which a
painting figures space (or time, or magnitude, or cause ... J: hence
the interest of perspective. But Panofsky did not stop with
Kantian schemarta. He went further: he historicized schematized
perception in and as the history of art. The grand claim of
Perspective as Symbolic Form was that historical changes in the style
or structure of pictures ~ say from Roman to Late Antique to
Medieval to Renaissance — implied a corresponding change nol in

1. Kanv, ratigwe of Pare Reason, tr. B, Guyer and A. Wood (Cambridge, England,
Cambridge University Press: 1998), p. 273,
¢ Kant, Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 273
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perception — which Panofsky took to be organic and gnchanging -
but in #he rule for formalizing pereeption. That is, changes in style‘track,
changes in the schemata of sensible concepts — changes in the
typography, as it were, of the Kantian monogram. ‘

One might suppose that such changes would entail changes
in how we actually see, but for Panofsky they did not. Panofsky
posited two modes of seeing, psycho-physiological and intellectu-
al, the one unchanging and zhistorical, not rule-bound; and the
other subject to rules that change with time. We all see the same
way physiologically, and yet our schemata ate not unnlrersal but
historical. Panofsky argues that Greco-Roman perspective corre-
sponds to physiological seeing, while Renaissance perspective cot-
responds to intellectual seeing. The one gives us the woa.:ld. 48 We
“really” see it, the other as we formalize it rationally. This is puz-
zling, What is this psycho-physiological seeing, that is at once
present to consciousness and (at the same time) not subject to
rules or schemata? .

Panofsky’s distinction between two modes of seeing (?choes~
the brief account of perception in §26 of Kants Criigie {;/
Judgment. There Kant describes the synthesis of the manifold in
percepton as a two-stage process. The first stage h‘.a calls appf.‘ef?mf
sion. Apprehension involves an initial schematization - a -pl}{ﬂB:
tion, one might say — of the manifold inw .quanta of 1n.’fofr.na—
tion.” This process is by definition pre-conscious: schem?nj_tzatmn
represents a structural limitation on our p.ercept.uai capacities. For
Kant, however, this secming limitation is in fact mtf,gtal to human
freedom itself. Tt is integral because apprehension is, exactly, pre-
conceptual: the faculty of understanding imposes no concept'
upon it. “[Tlhe freedom of the Imagination consists in the fact

* A phenomenos is by definition a qaantam: “[Whatever we present in infuition
according o the precept of the Judgment (and thus represent aestheucnlly)gf\s
‘ ] 3 S - '
always a phenomenon and thus a quantum” (Kant, Critigne of Judement, §25, p. 109}
alway
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that it schematizes without any concepi... ™ Indeed, as the aw
“wild” intake of guanta, apprehension can proceed infinitely: 1
mere seriation, one damn thing after another. But “Reason,” sa
Kant, “requires totality”” We can think the infinite logically, b
we cannot grasp it perceptually. In order to make sense of
manifold, the streaming quanta must be subject to synthesis
the faculty of the Understanding, “Reason consequently desire
comprehension in oze intuition, and so the [joint| presentation of :
thesec members of a progressively increasing series.”" This secot
stage Kant calls aestbesic comprebension. It occurs in conformity s
rules: the dicrates of Reason itself. Aesthetic comprehensi
names the application of schemata or rules to the apprehend
quanta: it is a synthetic operation, schematism in action. '
Panofsky, however, renders this distinction incoherent. Fo
his thesis to work, physiological seeing must be at once presentt
consciousness and free from historical /cultural rules or schema.
ta.”" The result is chimerical. Kantian apprehension, standin
intermediate between the unknowable things-in-themselves an
subjective consciousness, is by definidon smwinbl. We only see
what the mind comprehends, not what the eye apprehends: that
is, after all, the whole point of the distinction. Another way of
putting it would be to say that we do not see the light that falls o
the photoreceptor cells in our eyes: we see what the brain makes
of the signals that the eye transmits to it. Sever eye from brais
and the result is blindness. Not, however, for Panofsky. For him,
Classical art somehow evaded this metaphysical conseraint to give
the truth in painting (that is, perhaps, the structural function of

" Kant, ritigue of Judgment, §36, pp. 161-62. lralics added.
" Kant, Cregigae of [ndgment, §26, p. 115,

W [ant, Crtique of Judgment, §26, p. 115.

" Christopher Wood argues essentially this same point in his Introduction to
Panofsky, Perspective as Symbolic Forom.
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the Classical in modern nistotiography). Fhis root incoherence ot.'

psvchomphysiological seeing brings down DPerspective as Symbolic

Form. ‘
In fairness, Kant himself was less than cleat on the subject

" [13
of schematization. He calls the celation of sense to schema 2
mysterious art hidden deep in the human soul.”” We ate all of us

artists for Kant vision is a creative — albeit rationgl — act.
Panofsky was merely taking the phrase literaily an_d studying what
we artists do when we actually use brushes and chisels; and hé xjras
the fact that we do different things at differ-

trying to account for .
yet remaining almost miraculously

ent times and places while
comprehensible to one another. N

Panofsky’s later work largely abandoned these ambitions.
was not, and is not, a study of the typog-

Iconology in Ametica ki
; gation of rules. But it is the ear-

raphy of perception, Of 2L INTETEOR e
wition of style as the material correlate of a rule, a rule #

lier In , :
15 T want to see if

concrefo as Kant puts it, that T wish to emphasize. .
f it is possible to salvage it from the deen
s formulation. To that end, T want
ates to the semiotic account

it is ptoductjve, and 1
contradiction of the Panofskia

o loolk at the notion of a rule as it rel

i it mi i\ s sense of art his-
of pictures, and then at how it might give us as s

tory as a discipline among others. . .

One way to think of the semiotic account of pictures, as it
flourished in the 1980s with Norman Bryson and Mieke Bal, is as
pt to cesolve the coniradiction in Panofsky: the contra-

an attem : . ntra-
etween physiologicai and schematized seeing

diction, that is, b : . : o veare
Semiotics resolved the contradiction by ignoring phystology an

2 Kane, ritique of Pure Reasor, p- 273.

' Kant, Critique af Pure Reason, p. 273. A L . . N

1 M. Bal and N. Bryson, “Somiotics and Art History, Art Buflerin (19913 174-298,
In retrospect this essay, which seemed like a manifesto when it first appeared, was

iy fact a swan song
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f‘ocusmg on the idea of the monogram: the schema of.
tlDI‘l,. understood as a sign. It claimed that pictures are s 1
are the the sign or monogram of @ préior/ imagination f th
that is, which structures perceptidn. Ther; is 9.1.1 hom
E:'\etween Pictures and schemata. How do the two link up?
{i‘ml{ up via tl?e concept of a s, The pictoral sign I':n
monogram-sign” are both stuctured according w0 the. s
rul‘e ~ they are both structured like a language (tlhis is th Ea
clan.n of structuralism as it came via Jaicobzor}bnnd Lévi~StrZ
Talqu the monogram as exemplifying a linguistic rule ml%d'
Possﬂale to atgue that images were ﬂng:Liistic ?ulés put into ;.
riallpmcjﬂce. They were rules in concreta. Panofsky’s ph.rsioio r
seeing c.hsappeared from the account, and all that remﬂ}ined glc
finguistic rules and their matesizl correlates, that is. pi “ ”
Now, there are many reasons wh otic .'Sj S
Now, the : 3 $ why semiotics disappeared frot
art lustory. in America. And make no mistake: it’s gone. There is fi :
more semiotics in American art history in any st;bng sense of th
word; as evidence for that | merely observe that it h;s been fift .
years since Norman Bryson last published a book. Many of the "
sons for ‘thi‘s disappearance are bad, by which I mean c;udei\r c(t)}e'at?
1f:aI: semiotics fell victim, over the course of the 1990s. to thLE:l) .
tionary backlash against postmodernism. But the closc:st. thi o
rf_:spec.table reason has to do with the difficulty of applyin n§ -to .
pictozial depiction in the way that semiotics ;lemzlfclljs; Of" cone,
nobod}.’ will deny that there are rules to iconogmphv:.”’ ThizlL'wi)?
Byzantine art, with its elaborate rules for who ;{ets s‘.quare ha;oes

" B in Cl 45 !
worfof I, m.ld;[[.e-n-Stmu\s:., Anthrapologie stracturale (Paris, Plon: 1958). The eacly
< ows Matin represents a particul isti applic . he

rork SEnts arly sophisticated applicati i

mors ol : i . y stucated application of this the-

o rom th;j American perspective, the essays in N, Bryson, ed., C altigram: Brsa
P Tew A Fetapn Fr . ~ . "t Ly 3 "y At I ERAYS
; 7 fm:!{}ﬁaw Franee (Cambtidge, England, Cambridee University P i’
988) were especially important. £ e e

* The classic statement bein R rene. agres, i F AVE [=Arra N Fl
a Ba s, AV ; i ‘
. Sl f ) 3 }f/)ﬂ/ CES, AL L rs @\4 <, Tilk
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and who gets round ones, ot whether the crucified Christ should
have his eyes open of closed. But what linguistic rule allows us 0
see figures in the first place? What grammat $tructites depiction as
such? That was the big question for semiotics in the history of art.”

Thete are really two problems  here. First, although the

Saussurean sign is diacritical, it is a notorious fact about pictures
that they offer continuous surfaces, not particulate ones. The pic-
ture is a continuous surface, so there is nothing that can function as
A meme ot semiotic unit at the level of depiction. Omnce we have sep-
arated figure and ground, then we can talk of discrete units. But a
robust semiotic account would have to accousit for that initial seg-
regation; and the continuous surface makes that operation incom-
patible with the diacritical postulates of Saussure. The closer you
look at any picture, the more difficult it becomes to identfy the
grapheme. In France, one might consider this objection a
Bergsonian one — and I am not going to follow it up, beyond not-
ing that it corresponds to the problem of apprehension, that is, the
problem of an inaugural division of the manifold into quanta.

The second problem, and the more interesting one, concerns
the notion of a rule in depiction.” In a semniotic account this rule
would do the work of grammar. For Saussure, languages have gram-
matical rules, hence linguistic systems of signs must have grammars
as well. Saussure’s famous metaphor s the chessboard, and part of
the point of that metaphot is that the game of chess has certain
rules that you cannot break.” You carsof put a pawa into check, and

" ps seated in N. Bryson, 1ision and Painting: The Laogic of the Gaze (New Haven,
Yale: 1983).

s PFor this arpument sc¢ Richard Wollheim, “On Formalism and Pictorial
Representation,” Journal of Aesthetics and vt Criticiom 59 (2001): 127-138. First
printed as On Formalis and Trs Kinds (Barcelona, Fundagio Antoni Tapies: 1996).

" Ferdinand de Saussure, Cosrse i General Lingmistier. Te. R Harris (London,

Duckworth: 1978): 88.
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just so you cannos use words in certain combinations. Saussurean
grammar impilies the possibility of an ungrammatical sentence. But
then the question is: what would be ungrammatical in depiction? It
is one of the grear lessons of high modernist painting, say Piet
Mondrian or Barnett Newman, that a7y mark on a surface may
imply a distinction between figure and ground, hence any mark is
potentially pictorial. Instead of arguing this point, I will simply
quote authotities. Here is Walter Benjamin: “Graphic line is deter-
mined in opposition to surface. ... Graphic line designates the sur-
face and thereby determines it by coordinating it itself as its back-
ground.”™ And here is Clement Greenberg: “The first mark made
on a surface destroys its virmal flatness”™ [ suppose that when
Benjamin and Greenberg can agree on something, then it deserves
out attention. It follows that pictorial depiction is not rule-bound 7
the way that a sewiotic acconnt reguires™ The problem, or, as Gombrich
called it, the “riddle,” of accounting for histerical styles in their his-
tory and in their potential comprehensibility is something to which
the historical study of art is committed.™ But it is precisely this
combination - history plus comprehensibility — that remained
unclear in a rigorous semiotics. We need to understand what art his-
torians can possibly think they are doing,

“It looks as if we could say, "Word-language allows of sense-
less combinations of words, but the language of mmagining does not
allow us to imagine anything senseless. — Hence, too, the language
of drawing doesn’t allow of senseless drawings?” That’s a quotation

* Walter Benjamin, quoted in Yves-Alain Bois, Painting ar Madel (Cambridge,
Massachusertts, Flarvard: 1990), p. 178

# Clement Greenberg, “Modernist Painting,” in G. Battcock, ed., The New At
A Critical Anthology New York, Duteon: 1966), p. 73.

# Saussurean linguistics has clear criteria for distinguishing sense from non-
sense, but those eriteria don't seem to apply to picrures.

# E.H. Gombrich, s and Wusion (Princeton, Princeton University Press: 1961).
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from the Philssophical Investigations (§512).7 Wittgenstein asks a ques-
tion: ate there, can there be, senseless drawings? And he answets it
as follows: “Suppose they were drawings from W’z.}ich bodies were
supposed to be modeled. In this case, some drawings would make
sense, some not.” So, yes, there are some things that can .be‘caﬁed
senscless while yet remaining drawings. It sounds like a description o.f
what art historians do — but what does it mean? To understand this
formulation, it is necessary to recognize that Wittgenstein's concept
of grammar is very different from Saussure’s chessboard. It is less
2 matter of how we move the pieces on the board than of how we
come to see it as a chessboard in the first place (§31). As opposed
to a checkerboard, or a scale model of the floor in a Renaissance
fresco, or something bewildering, or an object of indiffert.zﬂce.
Importantly, Wittgenstein's grammar precludc_:s nothing except
the possibility of a totally idiosyncratic, or private, 1311guag_c.
Private language is not the violation of a rule but t'c}lr Wittgenstein
a logical impossibility. No rule forbids us to han? p1.'1v;1‘.£e %anguage,
just as no rule forbids humans from being hq@d; it is not as
though there is some potential that remains unrealized. Grangmar
is by definition shared, and once you have two people sharing a
language, however simple it may be, then you er{t‘er a world of
limitless possibility, therefore of limitless vulnerability. “The great
difficulty here” he writes, “is not to represent the matter as if
there wete something one corddnt do. As if there really were an
object, from which T derive its descripdon, but 1 we;e ‘unabie to
show it to anyone” (§374). You don’t have a descnpt]o:‘l of an
object and there is nothing you cannot show: you are sharing pat-
terns of language with others, sharing gramnars of concepts that
include “object” and “description.” The only way out of that

Y, Wittgenstein, Philssapbical Investigations, tr. GEM. Anscombe (MNew York,
Macmillan: 1958), Further references will be in the ext. Thesis references (§) are

to Part [; page references are to Part IT.
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grammat is into privacy — which is impossible. So vou cannot
break the rules of grammar, in the sense that you cannot break
P, ) 2 < Oif
Which is not to say t i ' i
being shared, cannot ce'fllseh;)t bogl ZOPiZ?lilinl;gru2$ES’ AR
50, ot break down, or leave
us stranded. That is a possibility; but there is no other so;t of lan-
guage o have (§120).* Hence “[OJur investigation ... is directed
th towards phenomena, but, as one might s;w, towards the “possy-
bifities’ in phenomena” (§90). By “’possibiﬁw,”’ .W’ittgenstein
‘r‘nians the foy possibility of our using particuiar concc;pts, like
c essb(?ar‘d and “chess” and “game.” When we sit down to play
a ga.me, it 1s not certain & priord what will happen. What if \VE;I“E
plz.iymg, and I put your pawn in check (§136)? Now, that’s somé-
thmg that can only happen if we're already playing (somethin
like) chess-. It is not an arbitrary occurrence; but it Tq a pﬁm'bz'[iff
You can either call the whole thing off, or trv to remind me of tikm
rules as you understand them (and maybe Il argue the point). Or
you can move to protect yout pawn. Something;, has hﬁppene-d to
the schema or rule of chess in that case. The investigation of
these possibilities or drénements is part of what '\Wittgenétein mea .
by “grammatical” (§90). - e
Retutning to drawings, vou can do anything, just as you can
make any mark arricalate a distinction of foreground anﬂ back-
ground. \X/'ittgenstei.n is happy to call such mark; “drawings,” Cthat
18 to' say, pictures, but he insists that these drawings will éo’unt as
sensical only in certain particular CONtexts, as forbinstance Wher;
one makes drawings for the modeling of bodies. A Mondﬁm

25 T{u " T . N 15 3

s et s culed s e o U e Ve

e clted sen o i ) S .si:use that is senseless™ (§500),

o melom semiene uor. ailing to atr.am sense; it has no sense to ateain. On

PMIG.M /jﬁ H. .du; Jtzi.ttgen;itcm.:‘;ec C. Diamond, The Realistic Spirit: Wittgenstoin,
ophy, and the Mind (Cambridge, Massachusetts, MIT Press: 1991): 73-114
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contains the possibility, always, of being seen as depictive by any-
one with the concept of a drawing (anyone, that is, who could see
something as depictive); but to someone with the very specific
needs that Witigenstein describes — modeling bodies — or to
someone trying to meet those needs by painting 2 picture, a
Mondrian is just not sensical. There is no use for it; they cannot
do anything with it. This does not mean that our people would be
constitutionally incapable of seeing it as a picture; indeed, the
Mondrian might possibly challenge them, much zs though some-
one had pat their pawns in check. Mondzrian and Wittgenstein’s
modelers of bodies share a concept of drawing but may just dis-
agree about the critetia for applying that concept. That's the key
difference with Saussure. The semiotic account cannot admit of
the possibility.

The study of what counts as sense in particular times and
places is the study of grammar as played out in the application of
rules, a playing out that is part of a form of life.® Wittgenstein
explicidy connects this idea of grammar to the idea of style.
“Compare a concept with a style in painting,” he writes. “For is
even our style of painting arbitrary? Can we choose onie at pleas-
ure? (The Egyptian, for instance.) Is it a mexe question of pleas-
ing and ugly?” {p. 228; cf. §497). Styles have a grammar just like
concepts have a grammar, They are not arbitrary, in the sense that
we cannot just choose one at pleasufe, any more than we can
choose our native tongue. If the result is a question of pleasing
ot ugly, it is not merely or #rivially so. Styles, and the aesthetc judg-
ments that styles allow, are the lived, everyday application of rules
and criteria as organized according to gramimars. Style is not a

A history of grammatical fpénsments would, as Arnold Davidson has argued, look
very much like the work of Michel Foacault. See A. Davidson, ‘Toucault and the
Analysis of Concepts,” in The Emsrgonce of Sexcwality: Flistorical Epistenology and the
Emergence of Concepts (Cambridge, Massachusetts, Hapyard: 2001}, pp. 192-91.
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form of life — since, pace Focillon, styles are not alive — but it is as
it were the fossil of 2 form of life. Tt is a form in conereta,

The resulting view has some features in common with the
Kantan formula of category, schema, image, and picture, but it
also involves a fundamental reotientation.” Like Kant, like
Panofsiy, like semiotics, Wittgenstein lays cardinal importance on
the concept of a rule. Recall that, for Kant, 2 rule was synony-
mous with a schema of sensihle concepts and with the mono-
gram of the a priori imagination. And that Panofsky’s claim was
that pictorial style is the matesial correlate of these rules as they
change with dme (even as he claimed that there existed an
unchanging and ahistorical mode of seeing that was not subject
to rules). In each case, the rule is prescriptive and a prior: 2 sign
or representation of the transcendental categories In and as their
practical application. Semiotics replaced these transcendental cat.
egoties with a metaphysically « priori Language. Tt did so in the
interest of a materialist alternative to Kant, but the reguiatary
force of the rule remained intact. The rule was szl prescriptive,
not descriptive. Hence the riddle of style — the intelligibility of

* Stanley Cavell brings out the affinities with, and differences from, Kant in The
Clair of Rearon. (Gxford, Oxford University Press: 1979), p. 77 “To think of a

word as embodying 2 concept,” he writes, “is to think of the word as having a

grammatical schematism. .. ; the schemadsm marks out the set of criteria on the
basis of which the word is applied in all the grammatic

al contexts into which it
fits and will be found ro fit (i

n investigating which we are investigating part of
its grammar) . The concept is this schematsm. .. The schematism is the frame
of the world, and 16 exit it should mean to exit from our mutual attunement.”
The word has certain criteria of use; these criteria Cavell calls a schematism; the
schematsm is grammatical in the sense of being part of the word’s grammat, It
is pretry clear that the eriteria in question do the work of a

Kantian rule or
schema. Grarrumatical criteria are in this sense th

e manscendental condition of
the use of a word, but they are transcendental nat in the sense of referting back

to any a priori category, as per Kant, but only (if that is the word) as applied to
a description of the word’s use, that is, to its grammar.
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other styles — remained insoluble. The problem_, I suggest, vir-as
not wit}; the concept of style but with the operative concept of &
e Well and good, but what about L’_Of"dre des di{apljﬂe;? Ir aiz
not trying to argue for a Wittgenstmmar} art h15t0;§, o w0
“reform” the discipline. My point, rathe];, is that art st?;y >
already Wittgensteinian, in practice if not in theory; in Paxt i nin
in whole. I said at the outser that there are two art hisfones
Ametica. There is coanoisseurship and there. is l1clono. ogyl, of,
there is formalism and there is histoticism. r'lﬂ‘ms chstmctlo'nlls a:
utter mirage. Style is only a riddle if we tal<§ it as the m‘atfana. fcc;e
relate of an a priori cognitive typography. It is less mystlfymgf i ﬂi
take it as evidence for an historicaliy. evolving gtammarb o c;)nd
ceptual possibilities™ If the cxperience ?hat Glrleenl ezgto i,
Benjamin describe leads to a view of ctiteria that as les -
with identifying knights and pawns than -W’ith 're(':ogmzllng <
pieces as such, then it follows that rules in pa.mt:.mg will n?t %el;
tain to matters of iconography but of depiction as mm.f e
grammar in question is a pictorial grammar, 4 gram;narl o e
horizon of possibilities 7 pictures at certain tmes an P azes. i.q
this sounds like formalism, then perhaps the idea of formalism 15
i ical. .
ltSdf;]?;t?jjlg;:g branch of art his.tory most doseky_ ahgnt;di tzo9
this project would be its most-maligned one: conno1lsseurso 1; —
Connoisseurship I take in its degree-zero f.orrr‘l to be thec.n;tgo -
tion of an object’s origin merely by lookmg) it Youbv.za ; tiw O;
gallery, you see 2 painting, you say, “Ah, that’s 2 Rembrandt! .

i caold
¥ Ty is this sense of style, I might add parentherically, tAhatHI tal;:c) fh;zc;lﬂ
Davidson to have espoused in his essay on “Styles of Reasoning’: see Davi ,

i 7 -41.
Fimergence of Sexcuality, pp. 125 ) . . 1
E’iigha::; ﬁlis pg{int at greater length in R. Neer, Connoisseurship and the Stakes

of Style” Critical Inguiry 32 (2005): 1-26.
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“that’s a Dutch painting of the 17® century!” Or, “that’s a
Butopean painting?” Or you're indifferent. More broadly, howev-
et, I want to recruir for connoisseurship any enterprise that takes
style to be indicative of historical facts. On this view, T.]. Clark,
Leo Steinberg, and Michael Fried are all connoisseurs.™ That
sounds odd, I admit, but once again the oddness is pethaps symp-
tomatic. Clatk & Co. are connoisseurs, because in each case it is
style that does all the real argumentative work, and style that deliv-
ets all the real payoff. (Just to be specific, the payoff for me of
Clark consists in seeing Seurat’s pointillism, or Manet's facture, as
the places in which the contingency of Parisian modernity i and
remains for us, today).™ The picture’s formal structure is where the
historical action takes place.

What counts as proof in the work of Clatk, Fried, and
Steinberg is always ultimately the marks on the surface. The picture
is its own best evidence. In the case of Fried, either you see how
Thomas Eakins assimilated recessive planes of painted water to the
planes of a drawing-master’s tablet, or you don’t” There is no
external evidence that will do the trick on its own. One of the great
glories of Steinberg’s account of the Cenawols is his cheerful
acknowledgement that it runs counter to0 Lecnardo’s own dicta on
the art of painting” If the painter’s testmony fails to jibe with the
work as Steinberg sees it, then that’s too bad for the painter’s test-
mony. ‘The same was true for Morelli; either you saw that the
Dresden Venus was by the same hand as the Tempesta, or you didn’.

* On Clark as a connoisseur, sce [ Carrier, “Tn Praise of Connoisseurship,”
Journal of Aesthetics and Aré Criticiowr 61 (2003}, pp. 159-69; Neer, “Stakes of
Style” p. 141.

L. Clark, The Painting of Modern Life (New Haven, Yale: 1985).

* M. Fried, Reafim, Whriting, Disfigurasion: On Thomar Eakins and Stephen Crane
{Chicago, University of Chicago Press: 1987).

» L. Steinbetg, Lesnardot Incessant Last § upper (New York, Zone: 2001).
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In the event everyone has come to agree about Gilorgione; many
people disagree about Eaking and Leonardo. But by emphasizing
the primacy of perceived morphology as evidence for the past,
these authors collectively interrogate the extent to which we today
do or do not share cdteria of judgment, do or do not participate in
a shared grammar of concepts, do or do not live 2 common form
of life. Bither you see it or you don't, say the connoisseurs, and the
question hecomes: do we see the same things, or don’t wer Maybe
we don't: that’s a possibility, as distressing in its own way as my
dogged insistence that your pawn is in check. .

What I am calling connoisseurship amounts to an interroga-
tion of our criteria by way of an investigation of what Steinberg
calls “other criteria,” the criteria of others as played out in
images™ It is thus fair, I think, to class connoisseurship asl what
Michel Foucault and Arnold Davidson have called an ascetics, an
arkésis, “an exercise of oneself in thought” (It is here that the
links, ordered or not, between Art History and the other disci-
plines start to become apparent). Here it is necessaty to rec?ﬂ the
Greek meaning of askésis as an artistic activity: askésis is artisanal
embellishment; the Latin translation is ars, that is, Art. You could
also call it a fekhné. Connoisseutship is the study of art by way of
an art of the self, .

There is a mythological paradigm for this eaterprise, and
its transatlantic possibilides, in Henry James® Béldungsroman, The
Portrait of a Lady. The heroine, Isabel Archer, hopes to make .Of
herself what she calls “a figure essentially” an image, to paint
her own portrait as it were.” She may be said to begin work on

* L. Steinberg, Ofber Criteria: Confrontations with Twentieth Century Art (Oxford,
Oxford University Press: 1972),

* The novel is available in so many editons that page references are less than use-
ful. T cite here a convenient online edition:

hrp/ /wwwgntenberg.org/ dirs/etext01/1pldyl 0.0,

419




Cahiers Parisien

Partisian Notebook: :

that picture, with “a line sharply drawn,” at the moment she rec-

ognizes, behind the spectacle of her life in Rome, the work of -

an authorial hand. The hand is that of her husband, a connois-
seur of exquisite taste, who is himself incapable of treating

human beings as anything other than oljets @'z, and who indeed |
has treated her as a thing or a tool. This man, she realizes, has

been deceiving her: the life she leads in Rome is false, a fake.
While the husband figures a debased connoisseurship, James
presents Isabel’s discovery as a moment of connoisseurial attri-
bution: “Ah ves, there had been intention, there had been inten-
tion, Tsabel said to herself; and she seemed to wale trom a long
petnicious dream.” Recognizing intention and identifying
whose it is, recognizing what is true and what is “deeply, deeply,
deeply false)” these acts are the very stuff of connoisseurial
practice. They are, for James, the opening of an ascetics, that is
to say an art, of the self: an exercise of self-portraiture in and
as applied connoisseurship, It is perhaps necessary to note that,
as a woman and a wife, at home neither in democratic America
nor patrician Europe, Isabel’s situation is a politcal one — polit-
ical m concrero.

If all of this tells us anything about the disciplines, it is that
when we come to talk about them, or about reforming them, we
would do well not to think of ourselves as practicing a second-
order or meta-discipline (§121). The disciplines are their own
commentary; and the critical practice of Morelli, Clark, Fried,
Steinberg, Archer, and the rest amounts to an ongoeing clarifica-
tion of the way we, today, mobilize concepts. It does so by for-
ing those concepts. When it is not held captive by certain pic-
tures, Art History asks, endlessly, what we do when we use
words like art and history — or combine them in the single word,
style. The interrogation of our criteria through the scudy of
other criteria js, 've suggested, an ascetics or skhnd If wrlting
about #ekbni is called technology, then art history is an historical
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. Which
a history, therefore, of the present i
ether it knows it of not, 1s par '
one that deserves to be calle

technology of the sl -
is to say that art history, wh

an altogether larger project,
“interdisciplinary.
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