
On the Acceptance of Art Outside the Cultural Establishment

In a more or less recent past many theorists have discussed how mechanical and later
digital technology had an impact on art production. Digital technology in particular gave
the illusion that artists and their work could set free from the rather elitarian and fame-
oriented cultural establishment. Has this really occurred? Have artists reached a certain
degree of autonomy from the above mentioned establishment?

Writing from the perspective of a Western practitioner who has been fully committed
with  digital  technology,  I  have  recently  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  more  a
contemporary artist develops his or her work autonomously, the harder it is to make it
public. I am under the impression that this equation was not in place at the beginning of
the current digital paradigm. Today more than ever, artists have to adhere from the very
beginning to a set of frameworks.

Today  artists  have  not  only  to  adhere  from  a  start  to  certain  channels  of  mass
communication  such  as  those  provided  by  social  media.  They  have  to  also  marry
themselves into a certain defined set of ideologies, they have to stick with them and
work for their cause. Young artists no longer go to art school and sit in their studios
without getting a  whole ideological  package to absorb and work with under certain
parameters.

The result is often a highly predictable cultural production, feeding and tweaking the
same old discourse. I am now not only talking about the so-called artists. I am thinking
of pretty much most of the western or westernized humanities unable to go beyond the
wall of victimhood and lamentation that this ideological package inspires.

Could  it  be  that  western  scholars  are  becoming  increasingly  more  priest-like  and
contemporary artists more like those medieval painters depicting religious scenes under
a strict composition? Can we not see unmask a hidden Christian morality in the way
they are indoctrinated to represent reality? This may only be an impression or at least
my perception on how western culture as such is evolving.

Under this almost Neochristian revival of Western culture, it is no longer thinkable to
find an artist  or  humanist  who sets out to follow his  or  her own path without  first
marrying into a framework. There are definitely some genuine works emerging in the art
world but are most likely from artists who have never attended the very training that is
so much required now to for example receive subsidies and so forth.

The downside of this general shepherding of western culture is in the long run the total
lack of work that starts out from an intuition and pursues it. Artists are already told that



they should get that idea out of their system, there is no such thing as originality. Quite
the opposite I believe that a Western society becoming more and more regimental is
very thirsty if not of originality, of stories from those that have been able to escape any
form of framework.

We might meet a friend who has left school, left his or her career to set off for a life
adventure. We listen to him or her bewildered. Some of us might from the beginning
label such an individual and everything he or she says as just the story of an outsider
who will be left without a pension and will die in poverty and so forth. Yet some of us
might in fact drink drop by drop all that “authenticity” (another word we are told not to
use :).

To recap I am under the impression that the more we grow into the digital era, the more
we as humans have to adhere to frameworks. While these frameworks get more and
more rigid we have developed a whole new morality teaching us to be tolerant and
inclusive. In all of this we are growing ever more intolerant and exclusive in relation to
those who attempt to follow their vocation, the actual artist who sets out for his or her
journey and could in fact water a dried up social context.

In this respect while the western civilized person is open for any such art grown within
the framework that has been designated to it, there is a high level of intolerance for art
that could indeed have an impact, the art made outside an increasingly sealed cultural
establishment that is unable to affect society.

I am considering here that perhaps the role of art today is not that of entering one of
the many polarized discussions that are taking place; the role is that of acting against a
sort of conformism in which the western society has come to lay its head on. Art does
not need to be political in this respect. The simple fact that an artist pursues his or her
intuition under no ideologically  imposed framework is  by itself  perhaps the greatest
contribution to create the necessary discomfort in an environment of establishments.

Establishments become ever more established and there is no longer a paste bringing
human life back together. Art outside establishments is indeed not only a black circuit to
this segregated and segregating set of establishments, it is the necessary portal in which
humans denuded of their professional arrogance can experience syncretism.

How can an artist succeed in carrying forward such a work? By now it is my opinion that
the more the establishment becomes regimental, the more the artist ought to set up
some kind  of  regimentality  of  his  or  her  own.  He  or  she  ought  to  become like  an
establishment. Tinkering and bricolaging the artist will show that as a human in his or
incredible effort he or she was able to set up not only a container resembling that of an



establishment but a container filler with meaning, a Troy horse if you like.


