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A Prolegomena to Critical Historiography

MaRK JARZOMBEX, Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Over the last decades we have witnessed the increased intellectualization of
architecture. What was first a largely autodidactic interest in Heidegger,
Bachelard, and Joyce, is now the topic of textbooks, anthologies, seminar
papers, with the committed student having to be familiar with the likes of
Merleau-Ponty, Foucault, Barthes, Jameson, Gramsci, Derrida, Lacan, and
now Deleuze. Though the architectural “take” on these philosophers is often
inconsistent and spurious, the enterprise as a whole has to be understood
within a system that is now almost a century old, Whether it was Le
Corbusier’s readings of Friedrich Nietzsche or Eric Mendelsohn’s of Martin
Buber, architects often turned to other disciplines, including psychology, Ge-
stalt psychology in particular, to help position themselves within the intellec-
tual determinants of modernity.! The “history of theory” is thus more than
just a specialized problem of the avant-garde. It is equivalent with the his-
tory of modernity. And yet, despite the importance of these exchanges {and
despite theory's increasing self-academizations), it Is still difficult for us to
easily assess and historicize them.

The Aesthetics of Revisionism

The question thar we have to pose for ourselves is not simply how
w0 frame the history of theory as a historical praject—by focusing, as
we scholars usually do, on issues of evidence, method, position and
argument—burt how to frame it as 2 philosophical project.” But this
begs another guestion: How does one historicize the history of our
discipline’s intellections now that these intellections have impacted
the very history thar will investigate them? The problem rerurns us
1o the essential paradox of a modernity that advances both freedom
and criticality simultaneously. How does one preserve the premise
of avant-gardist speculation while creating a more precise frame-
work for a Aistory of those speculations? [n other words, how do we
while saving save avant-gardism from its own rendency to become
a discipline, create the possibilicy for greater sophistication in our
historical underszanding of moderniry?

To chart the problems one would face in attempting to con-
struct a-history-of-modernist-intellection {the term modernist
should be taken broadly to include Postmodernism), we have to
realize thar just as much as our history is colored by its appropria-
tions of philosophy, philosophy has looked to the avans-garde as
a testing ground of its own activities. As we all know, Heidegger
wrote on van Gogh, Adorne on Stravinsky, Langer on Mehol-
Nagy, Eco on Pollock, Foucault on Magritte, Derrida on
Eisenman, Danro on Mappiethorpe, and Deleuze and Guatrari on
Klee. Unfortunately, the discipline of philesophy, is just as unpre-
pared to critically address these exchanges as is the discipline of
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history, and the reason is that despite their impartance, these dis-
ciplines are constructed to purposefully obscure the very thing thas
they entail, an underlying anxiery abour the positon of intellec-
tuals in relation to moderniry.

The question of how to write a history of modernist intellec-
rion is thus at its outser an ambiguous one, for in deconstructing of
the opposition of history and theory one has 10 admir thac if there
was anything the avant-garde achieved, it was the transformation of
artists into functonaries of historical understanding. History,
though always that which seemed to be the foil for avant-gardist
self-promotion, was the very ground on which avant-gardism drew
its sustenance. To outine the problem, let me begin with Liszlé
Moholy-Nagy (1895-1946). In his 1926 article, “Isms or Arr,™
Moholy-Nagy explains that Ism history, presumably driven by “art
historians,” is nothing but che attempt to “conquer the primary,
autonomous, purely painterly means of creation,” to which he adds
that “there is no such thing as an Ism, but only the work of indi-
viduzl arrists who have succeeded in achieving a conformity be-
tween their visicn and the subconscious aspirations of their times.™

Moholy-Nagy may be critiquing arc history, but he is still
framing art in the centext of a history, which, with a capital “H,”
privileges the synthesizing capacity of the artst, who can lighr the
way inta a future and presumably better age. It was a fictive prope-
sition that by the 19205 could easily be believed, for Moholy-Nagy
was well aware thar there was a growing movement to objectify the
histartcal-philosophical legitimacy of the avant-garde.’ Already
Ruskin allocated to Turner a position of prominence akin to thar
of a free-thinking philosopher, arguing that he should be seen ona
par with Francis Bacon.® But Ruskin did not have the framework
of avant-gardism to unify and obscure the intricate interrelacion-
ships between himself and Turner, and between historical projec-
tion and aesthetic production. It is a far different story with
Moholy-Nagy. In arguing for a seamless unity of “secing, feeling
and thinking,” Moholy-Nagy, as artist and critic wrapped into one,
was clearly operating in an age in which this synthesis couid be in-
terpreted as an objectifiable factor in the history of civilization’s
unfolding. In “the building up of a given surface by the ego,” it is
no longer “so much the subjective experience thar dominares, but
rather the objective demands of color,” he argued, implying that
the artist—i.e.,, Moholy-Nagy himself—produces more than just
works of art for personal pleasure. The Moholy-Nagian artist is sup-
posed to translate “manifold appearances” into “visual experiences”
so as to philosophically document and improve the world.® And this
means that Moholy-Nagy sees himself not as the viciim of modern-
ism, but as its savior, and by extension as our savior.
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If nineteenth-century post-Rankian historiography insisted
on facts and the corroboration of empirical evidence as an essential
aspect of the elevation of histosy out of myth and fancasy, the mod-
ern postpsychological idea of history demarcated a realm in which
corroboration would come directly through the devices of the au-
thenticated ego. History, the discipline, disappeared behind the
veils of its seeming immanence. As far as [ can see, not a single art
historian has challenged the retroactive invasiveness of his or her
discipline into a domain of history that was supposed to function
withour professional historians. This does ot mean that roday’s
historians have no place in a discussion abour Moholy-Nagy, only
that we have to reflect on the evolution and indeed the historio-
graphic complexity of our modernist understanding of histery.

Today's art and architectural historians, despire their success
in reestablishing norms of objectivity, still work within a space
scarred by the dialectics of modernist histery. Nonetheless, one
should not overlook che fact thar the discipline of history itself has
played an important role in these developments. I chink in particu-
tar of the contriburion of Wilhelm Dilthey (1833--1911), in whose
work we see the eatly blurring of distinctions among artist, histo-
rian, and critic that was to play itself out again and again in twenri-
eth-century bourgeois aestheric philosophy. In the essays collecred
together by his students under the title Das Erlebnis und die
Dichrung [Lived Experience and Poetry] {1906}, Dilthey argued
that modern poetry had finally moved beyond the narrow didacti-
cism of the Enlightenmenc: The first poet to break down the barri-
ers was Gotthold Ephraim Lessing. Wich him, Dilthey asserted,
“the prevailing conceptual style of merality, influenced as it was by
theology, was made obsolete by the vivid concept of life in litera-
ture.” According o Dilchey, Friedrich Hélderlin cook this one step
further, the reason being that he “always lived in the context of his
whole existence.”'® Christoph Martin Wieland was the
counterexample: “ITThough rich in poetic talent,” he was, accord-
ing to Dilthey, content to remain at a restricted level of develop-
ment.

In expanding the argument to the realm of politics, Dilthey
rejected the classical model of great personages who rise above their
cantexts, favoring instead figures who participate to the fullest in
their life and times. Bismarck, for example, determined the flow of
history not because of his political savvy, but because he possessed
a higher sense of aesthetic awareness that spoke to the narion as a
whole. Bismarck’s conception of history was therefore not appraised
by Dilthey for its objectivity or accuracy, bur rather for its effective-
ness. Simply stated: Where life has “entered understanding, there is

»y

history.

In his much overlooked essay “The Three Epochs of Modern
Aestherics and Its Present Task” {1892),"? Dilthey made it clear that
his sympathy lies with “those venturesome artists who are not only
able to see into the soul of our society”™ . . . but who are also capable
of articulating something of the liberating vision for which our so-

ciery yearns, and that as a result the aesthetics of our century “must .

be soughr elsewhere than in compendiz and thick textbooks.”” He
added thar, for a true wrirer, “everything that exists becomes under-
standable through that point on which all actions and feelings ultd-
mately turn, never through che abscractions of the conceprual
artitude.”™™ An arcist, Dilthey stated, has 1o live in his art “as if that

world alone existed.”"?

In challenging not only the abstractions of Enlighrenment
rationalism bur zlso the sociological distance of the feudal aristoe-
racy, Dilthey hoped o locate—to borrow the words of Herbert
Marcuse—historical happenings in their “proper and original
source,” namely in the conflation of Being, Life, and History.® Life,
for Dilthey, then becomes “identical with history,” and conversely,
“at every point of history there is life,”' the final result being a con-
dition where “the mind becomes sovereign over the cobwebs of
dogmaric thought.” In that sense, Dilchey, as Marcuse recognized,
relied heavily on Hegel, whose impact on avant-gardist historiog-
raphy should not be underestimated. In the opening sentences of
the Vorlesungen iiber die Philosophie der Geschichre [Lectures on the
Philosophy of History] (1821), we read that history is not a “col-
lection of general observations” glued together anecdotally from
general reflections."” Instead, history—"Philosophical History™ as
Hegel called it—is a force bringing people and encire nations into
the inexorable pull of its dialectic. Napoleon, for example, “this
world soul , . . on horseback,” was nothing less than an unwitting
instrument of the cosmic force of historical self-consciousness.

The inrense focus on figures like Napoleon weakens the rel-
evance of historiography (the study of what historians have to say
about each ather’s work).*® As Hegel explained it, historiography
could establish a cricicism of historical narracives according to their
truth and credibility, buc in realicy, under the pretext of “higher
criticism,” it introduces “all the anthistorical monstrosities that a
vain imagination could suggest.” Subjective fantasies wind up re-
placing historical dara. Historiography, in the Hegelian sense, can
only survive if it becomes an activity of Reason advancing the cause
of the dialecrtic.

The Enlightenment may have made history—and through
histery, philosophy-—rthe essential figure of modern specularion,
but its suspicions about the historiographic were to have long-last-
ing consequences {both positive and negative), especially once
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Dilthey shifted his study from the ethereal premises of a pure dia-
lectic to the more grounded promises of the newly established dis-
cipline of psychological science. For Dilthey, history works wichin
the context of contemporary events, and thus the historian has o
tap into not only what has happened but what is happening. The
irony is that, with such tremendous emphasis being placed on par-
riciparory historiography, historians who wanted to enter the fray
had to demonstrate that they could contribure in a positive way to
the grand search for an age's philosophical essence. And this, in
turn, meant that schelars had to position themselves in an
antinomic relationship to their discipline. They could not simply be
“historians,” buc rather had to possess whar Arthur Danro, the phi-
losopher-turned-art-critic, has called “2 tremendous synopric vi-
sion.” And indeed, this is certainly how such noted critics as Adoif
Behne, Herberr Read, Clement Greenberg, William Curris, and
Vincent Scully would like to be secen.” They knew full well that if
they were perceived as being too scholarly, like Wicland was for
Dilchey, they would be perceived as part of the crisis of modernism
and not part of its resolucion. This was no wrivial matter, especially
after Friedrich Nietzsche, in a stunning critique of Immanuel Kane,
accused the renowned philosopher of not being “a genuine human
being”: “A scholar can never become a philosopher. Even Kant
could not manage ir and despite the innate power of his genius re-
mained to the very end in chrysalis state. Those who think these
words unfair to Kant do not know whar 2 philosopher is—nort only
a great thinker bur 2 genuine human being. And when has a scholar
ever turned out to be a genuine human being?™

This starement cast a pail over twendeth-century scholarship
that are and architercural historians have never been able o shake
off, largely because it provided an increasingly problematical “philo-
sophical” foundation for the avant-gardist anti-incellectualist aes-
thetics of incellectualism. Benedetto Croce added thart it is not “the
theory of history” that is important to history, bur rather history it-
self, by which he meant that histary is first of all something lived and
only then conceptualized.” Coming from a philosopher, this seems
particufarly odd. Bur, post-Nietzscheans and, by extention post-
Hegefians, like Dilthey, Marx, Croce, Dewey, Merleau-Ponty, and
even Heidegger (all of whom were particularly impertant 1o archi-
tectural theory), driven by the tumult of the early twentieth cenrury,
were continually drawn to the space of psychological vitalism and its
promise of an objectivity of experience, even after it had degenerared
into formalism and dogmarism.” It was a type of coup in which the
search for historicity within the psychologized space of modernity
was to be led by committed “authenrics” fighting in the quasi-inter-
disciplinary domains of art, life, philosophy, and politics against the

specter of an inauthentic scholarly enemny. In focusing on the posi-
tive aspect of this in the fusthering of avant-gardist notions of self-
worth, one should not ignore the fact thar, through the process of
familiarization (for that is ultimarely an imporcant subtext of avant-
gardism), its antihumanist tendencies continue to resonarte through
twentieth-century discourse, even though its radical avant-gardist
phase kas, I believe, long since been discrediced.

The Concealing Mechanisms of Historiography

[t is now understandable why, beginning ir the 1950s, there arose
in art histary an increasing frustration with the excesses that came
in the wake of the modernist heroizations of the aeschertic Seif.
Methodelogy and objectivity became the new code words, with
docroral programs emerging by the dozens. Wich the creation of the
College Art Association a new generation of scholars began to em-
phasize historical precision over artistic passion.

The trend toward objectivity in architectural history made it-
self felt in che 1970s, with the founding of Ph.D. pregrams in
schools of architecture. The architecrural equivalent of Erwin
Panofsky ar the Insititute for Advanced Studies would be among
others Stanford Anderson at MIT, Manfredo Tafuri at the Unijver-
sity of Venice, and Kenneth Frampron ar Columbia.? They and
others were part of a generation of intellectuals eager 1o find hisro-
riegraphic approaches that were less enamored with the efforts of
the great modernists.” Their histories fortunately have always tol-
erared a greater experimentation in their historiographic construc-
tions than whar one found in art history, where the worlds of studio
art and of history became, and still are, prerry much separate do-
mains.

Despite the benefits that have come from this, one has o
admit that, as a result, art history’s historiographic presumptions
have now often become so narrowly defined that they loose sight of
the relarionship between the history of the discipline and the his-
tory of modern aesthetic theory.™ The play of subjectivity within
the confines of art history’s disciplinary structure is more often than
not left out of the equation, as if it were discontinuous with the
epistemological roots of disciplinary knowledge. There where it 7s
recognized, 1t is either a specialized funcrion of advanced method-
ology or the permissible ramblings of a few privileged senior histo-
rians. In both cases it is far removed from the rangled plurality of
modernity’s intellectual projection.

Buz even in architecture a eritique of subjecrivity must avoid
the cither/or polemics of scholarship versus avant-garde. After all,
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even the most traditional scholarly practices are not as far removed
from avant-gardist practice as it often pretends to be. Despize the
seeming gulf between history and theory, we cannort overlook the
fact that with dozens of master’s degree programs in fine arts and
an increasing number in architecture—all having been created in
the last thirty years—the history of the avant-garde is now inti-
mately connecred to the history of pedagogy, funding, and even
tenuring® Unfortunately, this “validation” process is rarely ad-
dressed in histories of the avant-garde, since exposure would go
against long-held assumptions about a supposedly independent and
autonomous process of self-consciousness.

In acruality, the disciplining of the avanr-garde is not anti-
thetical to its agenda. On the contrary, it is the fogical consequence
of the avant-garde’s attempt to insert itself into the discourse of
modernity. Paul Klee's Pedagogisches Skizzenbuch (19253), published
by the Bauhaus, for example, foreshadaws a complex series of esca-
lating intellectual returns. These became even more intense in the
post—World War II years. The semantic, formalist, rationalise, and
philosophical discourses intraduced into architecture (by architecrs)
were latter-day spin-offs of the attempts to control the pedagogical
direction of architecture. The same holds true in art; the efforts of
the 19G0s feminists find their academic resoludion in the various
newly created Women's Studies programs and even in the National
Museum for Women’s Art in Washingron, DC, founded in 1981.

The academizing of the avant-garde is thus a process thar in-
rertwines itself with developments in scholarship, so much so that
thanks to a flourishing systems of exchange, borrowing, and appro-
priation, scholarship, even at its most conventional, has gained just
as much from the avant-garde as the avant-garde has gained from
it—in particular, how ro dissimulate behind the veils of its own
thearetical discourse. The scholarly authorial Self, despite its ad-
vancement in the past decades, remains just as remote from episte-
mological interrogation as the avant-garde is from ontological
incerrogation. Even a highly substantive work like Thomas Crow’s
Painters and Public Life (1985) makes no references to Jiirgen
Habermas, whose work Crowe brilliantly adapts o his purposes.®
And so, with an eye ro recent tendencies, we must acknowledge
that, as important as psychoznalytic, neo-Marxist, feminist, have
been in art history—and contextualism and poststructuralism in
architectural history—in opening up or maintaining cerrain modes
of analysis, they often succumb to a pattern thar mimics avant-
cardist practices of conrtrolling history by over-controlling the his-
roriographic. The claims of precision leave much unsaid.

“Historiography” is thus more thar just what historizns have
ro say abour each other’s work; it is the dialectical equivalent in his-

tory of the modernist notion of self-consciousness.' It is the site
where history constructs itseif to its own advantage. It is thus used
by avant-gardises, who, in the name of self-explication and
autodidactic authenticity, invoke “history” to legirimate and
contextualize their work. These efforts are sometimes genuinely
“avant-garde.” There are now, for example, many fine works of the
architecture of the Russian revolurtion, for example, but that was not
the case in the 1970s, when a group of architects, partially inspired
by the 1970 MIT Press translation of El Lissitzky’s Russia: An Ar-
chitecture for World Revolution, found themselves drawn to the for-
mal dynamism of the Soviet avant-garde, the culminarion of which
ook the form of Philip johnson’s 1977 General American Life In-
surance Co. Building in St. Louis (a well-strategized irony if there
ever was one). Similarly, the so-called Texas Rangers at the Univer-
sity of Texas scudied picrorial-theoretical aspects of Le Corbusier’s
work that were then nowhere addressed in the United Stares.” Pe-
ter Eisenman’s work forced a renewed interest in DeSdijl;
postmodern classicists renewed the flagging interest in antiquity and
other forms of “contextualism.” Today’s “theory” is an auwempr to
extend this avane-gardism as a testament to the bourgeois slowness
of academic history. Bur as theorv becomes ever more academic, it
too, by necessity, wili be slowed by institutional requirements.

Scholars, of course, are already accustomed to the principle
of slowness and thus claim to use historiography ir a more respon-
sible way, usually in the form of an introductory critique of the
writings of other scholars. This protocol, encountered usually in the
form of an abstract at the beginning of an article, is essential to the
growth of the discipline, buc it does not liberate scholarship from
Enlightenment/modernist antihistoriographic compulsions to limit
that which impinges on the epistemological center of the discipline.
In essence, architectural history lacks a critique of its disciplinary
aesthetic of objectivity in the same way that the avant-garde lacks a
critique of its disciplinary aesthetics of subjectivity. Both sides make
claims abous “history” and its significance, and hoth strucrure their
discourses o obscure the historiographic problemaric thar lies ar the
heart of everything modern,

Histeriography is thus a slippery concept, for though it is a
tool of disciplinary self-palicing used ro differentiate and elevate the
practices of scholarship from those of the avant-garde, and vice versa,
it lacks a critique adequare to the aesthetics of its practice.” It thus
either protects the vested interest of a discipline {(as in most schol-
arly practices), or disappears behind the veils of Selthood (as in most
avanc-gardist practices). History is either suppressed or repressed
into a rype of discourse of utility. In all instances, historiography s
the site of an ingellecrual functionalism thar banishes unwanted re-
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alities in the name of a clarified field of operation. In essence, it op-
erates as the conditon of maximum deception lurking within the
discourses of intellection, whether they be scholarly or avanc-gardist.

It might be unfair to expecr artists and architects to deal with
this paradox, but historians—and once again, especially those work-
ing on modern topics—have an obligation to recognize the prob-
lem, for it puts them, not the avant-garde, in medias res of the
Enlfightenment’s unfinished business as it concerns the tiangulated
relationship berween Self, history, and historiography. Thaose asso-
ciated with New Historicism have, of course, made certain inroads
in this direction by writing directly and forcefully about their own
subject-position.® But art and architecrural historians face the
added probiem of how to deal with a double modernity, namely
that of the discipline they practice and that of the arr thart is the
subject of their discourse, the one oriented by the principles of a
supposedly critically informed objectivicy, the other by the principle
of a supposedly critically informed subjectivity. Art and archirec-
tural historians and critics apply the former to unravel the larer, but
the (medernist) scholarly Self as a site of intellectual interrogarion—
located in the space between modern science and modern art—is
usually lefr untouched, even though we know thar this historio-
graphic aesthetic, when viewed with a positive coefficient, holds the
very secrets to understanding not only our “modernity” bur also the
modernity of our subject matter. How do we separate means from
ends? If avanc-gardism has raught us anything, it is that one cannot
separate means from ends; but ic has also shown us thar this failure
is precisely modernity’s vierory.

The incalculable density of the problem belies the very notion
of a recaverable discourse of objectivity.”® The modernist historian
is always the diagrammaric victim of his or her discipline’s unrecov-
erable repressions.®® Bur even though historians of modern art and
archirecture work in the locus of the modern crisis of Self, they rend
to obliterate every trace of that erisis from their discourse. For ex-
ample, in their eminently analytical Modern Architecture,™
Manfredo Tafuri and Francesco dal Co do net mention a single
historian, nor does Frederick Karl in Modern and Modernism, or
Matei Calinescu in Five Faces of Modernity.”® The absence of “the
historian” in the history of modernism—and this in relationship to
the manifest figuralness of the historian-as-author—represents a
symptom of the histeriographic crisis in which modernism operates.
The historiographic, if it exiscs ar all, is posited as something out-
side the processes of History when in realicy it is che determining
force. We need only think of che relationship berween Adolf Behne
and Walter Gropius, Henry-Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson,
and of Sigfried Giedion and Le Corbusier.”” These relations may

point to the messy realism inherent in modernist intellection, but,
for some reason, thar reality is rarely the topic of our critical inves-
tigations.® The implication is that history and avant-gardism sur-
vive only when cleansed of their historiographic components.

Critical Historiography

There is a need for a historiographic project thar is neither the
handmaiden of a discipline nor an agent of the modernist call for
the liberation of Self. The possibilities, which might starr with
simple disciplinary critiques, could be expanded to include ideologi-
cal critiques and even galloping interdisciplinary diegeses.™ In all
cases, a critical histeriography (and, I should add, it is pessible to
enviston an art or architectural practice as historiography!) funcrions
on the principle that history and the production of art and archi-
tecture are only as strong as the historiography thac simultaneously
critiques them. There is no historicity that is authentic, and yec
there is no history without the open-endedness and seif-
referentiality of historicity. The question is how far does one go in
looking for connections?*

Critical historiography as I define it accepts the fact chas its
project is inextricably associated with the rise of the modern bour-
geoisie because, for better and worse, it is the only possible location
for aesthetic indeterminacy. Critical historiography does not allow
the escalating tendency roward the specialization and “objecrifica-
tion” of discourse {even ostensibly critical ones) to direct and coopt
its mission without some form of resistance. In the same sense, it
does not allow che modern, psychologically legitimated authorial
Self to obscure its complicicous relationship with the falsely excrapo-
lated objectivity of bourgeois culcure. A critical historiography can-
not attribuce a higher self~consciousness to history writing. Nor can
it accepr a higher self-consciousness in aesthetic production (au-
thendicity having long since become a meraphysical concept un-
hinged from its historicity).® Critical historiography chus points ta
the collusion between an antihistoriographically conceived aestheric
historicism in academic discourse and the necessary deceptions
practiced by the avant-garde.™ It is impossible to narrate the history
of this collusion through a rational methodology, or even through
the agsumprion of hegemenic systems of production.

Qur pgycholagized modernity will chus have to be the first site
of inquiry and not avant-gardism, for the latter is so sarurared wich
psychologism that it is eo ipse uncritical from a historiographic point
of view. Psychology claims for itsell the status of science (replete
with a disciplinary historiography to prove it many times over). And
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yet, though seemingly derached from psychologism, it is the only
discipline thar is fully modern in that it is the only discipline that
despire its scientific ambitions, moves against the grain of its disci-
plinary status. Sensitivicy training, humanist psychology, Gestalr
psychology, motivation psychology, industrial psychology, pop psy-
chology, occuparional psychology, crowd psychology, sports psy-
chology, sales psychology, child psychology, courtroom psychology,
and, of course, reverse psychology are just a few of the modes that
operate latently, or blatantly, in our culrure and condition our act-
tudes, usually with the most traceless of residues.”® Not only does
psychology thus have no precise academic center, its epistemologi-
cal structure can be cenrered and recentered almost anywhere. Psy-
chology tries 1o focus on the “difficuly” of modernity in order to
legitimare a disciplinary resolution, withour realizing that it is re-
sponsible for that same difficulty. Cricical Historiography helps cre-
ate a fractured dialectical response to this double disciplining of
modernity, for it can challenge not only psychology-as-discipline,
understood in an academic sense, bur also the “everywhereness™ of
psychology (and thus the concomisant “everywhereness” of 2 mo-
derniry that follows in its wake). A critical historiography, in ques-
tioning the constructions of subjectivity, thus has has 1o work
counter to an already theorized and de-theorized intellectual world.
It can reach to history only when it is posited simultaneously as
presence and absence, even though as a result it can critique irsell
only through an analysis of the tortured interconnections of Self 1o
pre-existent, filial-disciplinary formations, which, like psychology,
are written into the genetic code of our everywhereness.

History must, therefore, be forced to encounter the shadow
of its historiographic deceptions, if only to counteract the rendency
in both art and scholarship to conjoin history with its own self-pro-
tective historiographic legitimations. A critical historiography, in an
effort to escape this imperative, must allow the subject to external-
ize its aestheric compulsions while also allowing it to discover its sta-
tus as rapas.““ We cannor, therefore, hope to produce a more
accurate account of the Self in relation to history. We can only dem-
onstrate a more tortured interrelationship between art and
textualiry, and beyond that, between art and thinking. History is
nort the authentic form of history-unto-itself, bur 2 mode of oper-
ating by which presences consume their own disguises. Critical his-
toriography will thus have to develop a multiperspecrival cridique of
our subjectivized and disciplined modernity so as to provide (in the
sense essayed by Foucault) the basis for a more cogent struggle
against a discourse that has no visible center. The word “critical”
does not, therefore, suggest an alternative to disciplinary historiog-
raphy, which will remain the dominanct medality of modern self-
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projection. Rather, it aliudes to the fundamental nature of history’s
disciplinary homelessness and diagrammatic incompletion. Follow-
ing De Cerreau, one could add that there is no correspondence be-
tween a discipline and the unruly practices that sustain it. One will
always be able to find pathways around, through, or under ir, mak-
ing use, maybe in an opportunistic way, of the cracks and fissures
that one encounters.?

There is, of course, no escaping the possible aesthetic nature
of the process.* And yer, one can still try to position histery in a
migratory mode, at the border of its disciplinary thinking, in order
to allow the intellect room for ideological self-criticism as well as for
the mera-ideological (postpsychological) multiplicities in which all
intellectual work is constitured. This is not to undermine the pre-
eminence of ideology as a way to resist hegemonic systems bur to
point to the inevitable problematic of ideological agendas thar, even
where they are worthy, fail to admit to and account for their own
disciplinary ambitions.

In essence, critical historiography rejects the idea that the
interdisciplinarity of cririque is the same as the interdisciplinaricy of
life, and rejects as well thar it can alf come together, so to speak, ina
unity of conscious reflection.®” On the contrary, its geal is for uni-
ties to unravel in the process of consclous refiection. And once be-
gun, there is no way ouc of the game, for in the end, che
historiographer and the subject under the stress of analysis {which ul-
timately will always be the Self} become parasites of one another. But
since the culture of aesthetic production {which is incapable of criti-
cally reflecting on its historical evolurion) becomes the production
ol aesthetic culture, the researcher, who must participate in both re-
alities, is always the victim of various systems of disinformation (in-
cluding self-inflicted disinforming). Critical historiography accepts
the inevirability of these slippages, but separates them at the same
time thar ic superimposes them onto one another so as to probe the
crisis of meaning inherent in all studies of the arts and humanities.

The problem is thar chis repressed part of our intellectual his-
tory has in some sense “no history,” and it is for this reason char one
has to resort to the problematic domain of historiography, replete
with all Enlightenment anxieties. The very same bourgeois culture
that fabricates history also oversees its silencing. Like a blind spog,
history survives despite the textual Other that is contained within
it. Thus, over and againse the historicity of individual “aurhors,”
there is the looming historicity of a discipline’s textuality, 2 domain
that is precisely nat psychological, but rather defined by the maeket-
place, intellectual trends, chance encounters, and academic conceits
just as much as the desire for genuine expression. We must restore
a level of historicity to this complex texcual culture, which means
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