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Voro, Wallisian, Walloon, Waraywaray, Warlpiri, Wayuu, Welsh, Wikmungkan, Wiradjuri,
Wolof, Xavante, Xhosa, Yapese, Yindjibarndi, Zapotec, Zarma, Zazaki, Zulu, Zuni.
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To convey information is to create or highlight a difference from
expectation. For example, when a friend tells us something we do
not know or expect, they create a difference in our understanding,
and the larger the difference, the higher the degree of information.
On the other hand, if they tell us something we already know,

this generates little or no information, because hearing it again
makes little or no difference. This might sound familiar, thanks to
Gregory Bateson'’s definition of information as a difference that
makes a difference. Two important aspects of Bateson's definition
are generally overlooked, however. First, this definition implies a
stable context, against which a difference will register as different.
Second, the actual moment of information's difference is fleeting:
a difference does not stay different for long. The new and sur-
prising quickly becomes the known and routine, as the moment

of difference settles into the equilibrium of knowledge. If typical
information is a difference that quickly settles into its context, con-
sider how art suffuses a situation with a peculiar kind of unsettled
difference that is difficult to resolve. Like other forms of information,
an artwork generates a difference that makes a difference. With art,
however, determining precisely what that difference is and what

it differs from can be difficult. For example, a grocery store poster
that displays the price of apples creates a difference that makes a
difference, by conveying information we did not previously know-
ing this case, how much apples cost. Once this difference has
been made, however, we feel no need to examine the poster any
further. Rather than lingering to look, we buy our apples and forget
the poster without a second glance. A still life painting of apples by
Paul Cézanne, on the other hand, creates a difference that reveals
itself slowly. Along with its depiction of apples, the artwork seems
to suggest or convey something more, but we cannot say precisely
what. This indeterminacy invites us to consider the work further as
we try to establish a common communicative ground.
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To convey information is to create or highlight a difference from expectation.
For example, when a friend tells us something we do not know or expect, they
create a difference in our understanding, and the larger the difference, the
higher the degree of information. On the other hand, if they tell us something
we already know, this generates little or no information, because hearing it
again makes little or no difference. This might sound familiar, thanks to Gregory
Bateson’s definition of information as a difference that makes a difference.’ Two
important aspects of Bateson’s definition are generally overlooked, however.
First, this definition implies a stable context, against which a difference will
register as different. Second, the actual moment of information's difference is
fleeting: a difference does not stay different for long. The new and surprising
quickly becomes the known and routine, as the moment of difference settles
into the equilibrium of knowledge. If typical information is a difference that
quickly settles into its context, consider how art suffuses a situation with a
peculiar kind of unsettled difference that is difficult to resolve. Like other forms
of information, an artwork generates a difference that makes a difference. With
art, however, determining precisely what that difference is and what it differs
from can be difficult. For example, a grocery store poster that displays the price
of apples creates a difference that makes a difference, by conveying informa-
tion we did not previously knowing this case, how much apples cost. Once this
difference has been made, however, we feel no need to examine the poster
any further. Rather than lingering to look, we buy our apples and forget the
poster without a second glance. A still life painting of apples by Paul Cézanne,
on the other hand, creates a difference that reveals itself slowly. Along with its
depiction of apples, the artwork seems to suggest or convey something more,
but we cannot say precisely what.

To convey information is to create or highlight a differ-
ence from expectation. For example, when a friend tells us
something we do not know or expect, they create a differ-
ence in our understanding, and the larger the difference,
the higher the degree of information. On the other hand,

if they tell us something we already know, this generates
little or no information, because hearing it again makes little
or no difference. This might sound familiar, thanks to Greg-
ory Bateson’s definition of information as a difference that
makes a difference. Two important aspects of Bateson’s
definition are generally overlooked, however. First, this
definition implies a stable context, against which a differ-
ence will register as different. Second, the actual moment
of information's difference is fleeting: a difference does not
stay different for long. The new and surprising quickly be-
comes the known and routine, as the moment of difference
settles into the equilibrium of knowledge. If typical infor-
mation is a difference that quickly settles into its context,
consider how art suffuses a situation with a peculiar kind of
unsettled difference that is difficult to resolve.

To convey information is to create or highlight a difference from
expectation. For example, when a friend tells us something we do
not know or expect, they create a difference in our understanding,
and the larger the difference, the higher the degree of information.
On the other hand, if they tell us something we already know,

this generates little or no information, because hearing it again
makes little or no difference. This might sound familiar, thanks to
Gregory Bateson’s definition of information as a difference that
makes a difference. Two important aspects of Bateson’s definition
are generally overlooked, however. First, this definition implies a
stable context, against which a difference will register as different.
Second, the actual moment of information's difference is fleeting:
a difference does not stay different for long. The new and sur-
prising quickly becomes the known and routine, as the moment

of difference settles into the equilibrium of knowledge. If typical
information is a difference that quickly settles into its context, con-
sider how art suffuses a situation with a peculiar kind of unsettled
difference that is difficult to resolve. Like other forms of information,
an artwork generates a difference that makes a difference. With art,
however, determining precisely what that difference is and what

it differs from can be difficult. For example, a grocery store poster
that displays the price of apples creates a difference that makes a
difference, by conveying information we did not previously know-
ing this case, how much apples cost. Once this difference has
been made, however, we feel no need to examine the poster any
further. Rather than lingering to look, we buy our apples and forget
the poster without a second glance. A still life painting of apples by
Paul Cézanne, on the other hand, creates a difference that reveals
itself slowly. Along with its depiction of apples, the artwork seems
to suggest or convey something more, but we cannot say precisely
what. This indeterminacy invites us to consider the work further as
we try to establish a common communicative ground.

To convey information is to create or highlight a difference from expectation.
Forexample, when a friend tells us something we do not know or expect, they
create a difference in our understanding, and the larger the difference, the
higher the degree of information. On the other hand, if they tell us something
we already know, this generates little or no information, because hearing it
again makes little or no difference. This might sound familiar, thanks to Gregory
Bateson’s definition of information as a difference that makes a difference.’ Two
important aspects of Bateson'’s definition are generally overlooked, however.
First, this definition implies a stable context, against which a difference will
register as different. Second, the actual moment of information’s difference is
fleeting: a difference does not stay different for long. The new and surprising
quickly becomes the known and routine, as the moment of difference settles
into the equilibrium of knowledge. If typical information is a difference that
quickly settles into its context, consider how art suffuses a situation with a pe-
culiar kind of unsettled difference that is difficult to resolve. Like other forms of
information, an artwork generates a difference that makes a difference. With art,
however, determining precisely what that difference is and what it differs from
can be difficult. For example, a grocery store poster that displays the price of
apples creates a difference that makes a difference, by conveying information
we did not previously knowing this case, how much apples cost. Once this dif-
ference has been made, however, we feel no need to examine the poster any
further. Rather than lingering to look, we buy our apples and forget the poster
without a second glance. A still life painting of apples by Paul Cézanne, on the
other hand, creates a difference that reveals itself slowly. Along with its depic-
tion of apples, the artwork seems to suggest or convey something more, but
we cannot say precisely what.

To convey information is to create or highlight a differ-
ence from expectation. For example, when a friend tells us
something we do not know or expect, they create a differ-
ence in our understanding, and the larger the difference,
the higher the degree of information. On the other hand,

if they tell us something we already know, this generates
little or no information, because hearing it again makes little
or no difference. This might sound familiar, thanks to Greg-
ory Bateson's definition of information as a difference that
makes a difference.” Two important aspects of Bateson’s
definition are generally overlooked, however. First, this defi-
nition implies a stable context, against which a difference
will register as different. Second, the actual moment of in-
formation’s difference is fleeting: a difference does not stay
different for long. The new and surprising quickly becomes
the known and routine, as the moment of difference settles
into the equilibrium of knowledge. If typical information is

a difference that quickly settles into its context, consider
how art suffuses a situation with a peculiar kind of unset-
tled difference that is difficult to resolve.
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The apple price poster is an example of what we
might call purposive information, with a relatively
clear purpose that creates a short-term difference

in the typical, straightforward sense. \When | want to
know the price of apples, the time of day, who won
the game, or when the movie starts, | want a straight
answer in the form of purposive information—not
some evocative or ambiguous response that leaves
me intrigued and contemplative. The Cézanne pain-
ting of apples, on the other hand, is an example of
what we might call aesthetic information: a peculiar
mode of difference with a much longer half-life that
Is correspondingly harder to clarify, articulate, and
resolve, and so compels attention and interest over
the long term. While typical information resolves
difference into the equilibrium of fact, answer, and
knowledge, artistic or aesthetic information sustains
difference, yielding focused indeterminacies that
offer not answers but possibilities. By this effect we
see how art is information as a process, rather than
information as a definable unit or measurable thing.
Information as process equals difference as process,
and art’'s operation of sustained difference is why the
richness of aesthetic experience feels so categori-
cally different from other types of experience. It is the
mystery that lingers, as the saying goes, and when
we are unable to resolve a difference—as with an
artwork that remains poised on the...

The apple price poster is an example of what we
might call purposive information, with a relatively
clear purpose that creates a short-term difference
in the typical, straightforward sense. When | want to
know the price of apples, the time of day, who won
the game, or when the movie starts, | want a straight
answer in the form of purposive information—not
some evocative or ambiguous response that leaves
me intrigued and contemplative. The Cézanne pain-
ting of apples, on the other hand, is an example of
what we might call aesthetic information: a peculiar
mode of difference with a much longer half-life that
is correspondingly harder to clarify, articulate, and
resolve, and so compels attention and interest over
the long term. While typical information resolves
difference into the equilibrium of fact, answer, and
knowledge, artistic or aesthetic information sustains
difference, yielding focused indeterminacies that
offer not answers but possibilities. By this effect we
see how art is information as a process, rather than
information as a definable unit or measurable thing.
Information as process equals difference as pro-
cess, and art’s operation of sustained difference is
why the richness of aesthetic experience feels so
categorically different from other types of experien-
ce. It is the mystery that lingers, as the saying goes,
and when we are unable to resolve a difference—as
with an artwork that remains poised on the...
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This highlights an important aspect of difference in general—
namely, that there are different types of difference. Used in its
everyday sense, a difference suggests a difference-from, as
when one thing differs from another. Often overlooked is a differ-
ence-as, when something is what it is precisely as a difference.
This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If | Say So offers an example of this
latter type of relation: The artwork, by existing as a telegram, is
notable by proclaiming its existence as art even as it resolutely
lacks artistic qualities. On the other hand, the telegram, by ex-
isting as an artwork, is a utilitarian and literally prosaic means of
communication now counterintuitively imbued with a message
of self-declared aesthetic import. With this dually differential
relation we see the difference-as: the artwork becomes what it
is by fundamentally differing from other artworks because it is

a telegram, while fundamentally differing from other telegrams
because it is a work of art. Neither the artwork’s manifestation as
a telegram nor the telegram’s claim to art is particularly notewor-
thy in and of itself. Rather, it is only in their relation as reciprocally
irresolvable differences that the components acquire their
import, as their back and forth ricochet of difference converges
to generate the artwork we recognize as This Is a Portrait of

Iris Clert If | Say So. Simultaneously grounded in and emergent
from difference and self-difference, the artwork is information
that remains perpetually in formation, a process of sustained
differencing that yields an outcome more aesthetically complex
than its modest inputs might otherwise suggest. An ongoing and
difficult-to-resolve difference like this is what the mid-twenti-
eth-century French philosopher Gilbert Simondon terms a dispa-
ration: a relation of disparities that is resolvable only at a higher
or more complex level * This slight distance between one eye
and the other causes two distinct visual streams, which resolve
into the rich depth perception of binocular vision.
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This highlights an important aspect of difference in general—namely, that
there are different types of difference. Used in its everyday sense, a diffe-
rence suggests a difference-from, as when one thing differs from another.
Often overlooked is a difference-as, when something is what it is precisely
as a difference. This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If | Say So offers an example

of this latter type of relation: The artwork, by existing as a telegram, is
notable by proclaiming its existence as art even as it resolutely lacks artistic
qualities. On the other hand, the telegram, by existing as an artwork, is a uti-
litarian and literally prosaic means of communication now counterintuitively
imbued with a message of self-declared aesthetic import. With this dually
differential relation we see the difference-as: the artwork becomes what

it is by fundamentally differing from other artworks because it is a telegram,
while fundamentally differing from other telegrams because it is a work of
art. Neither the artwork’s manifestation as a telegram nor the telegram’s
claim to art is particularly noteworthy in and of itself. Rather, it is only in their
relation as reciprocally irresolvable differences that the components
acquire theirimport, as their back and forth ricochet of difference conver-
ges to generate the artwork we recognize as This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert

If | Say So. Simultaneously grounded in and emergent from difference

and self-difference, the artwork is information that remains perpetually in
formation, a process of sustained differencing that yields an outcome more
aesthetically complex than its modest inputs might otherwise suggest.

An ongoing and difficult-to-resolve difference like this is what the
mid-twentieth-century French philosopher Gilbert Simondon terms a di-
sparation: a relation of disparities that is resolvable only at a higher or more
complex level

This highlights an important aspect of difference in ge-
neral—namely, that there are different types of differen-
ce. Used in its everyday sense, a difference suggests a
difference-from, as when one thing differs from another.
Often overlooked is a difference-as, when something is
what it is precisely as a difference. This |s a Portrait of Iris
Clert If | Say So offers an example of this latter type of
relation: The artwork, by existing as a telegram, is notable
by proclaiming its existence as art even as it resolutely
lacks artistic qualities. On the other hand, the telegram,
by existing as an artwork, is a utilitarian and literally
prosaic means of communication now counterintuiti-
vely imbued with a message of self-declared aesthetic
import. With this dually differential relation we see the
difference-as: the artwork becomes what it is by fun-
damentally differing from other artworks because itis a
telegram, while fundamentally differing from other tele-
grams because it is a work of art. Neither the artwork’s
manifestation as a telegram nor the telegram’s claim to
art is particularly noteworthy in and of itself.

This highlights an important aspect of difference in gener-
al—namely, that there are different types of difference. Used

in its everyday sense, a difference suggests a difference-from,
as when one thing differs from another. Often overlooked is a
difference-as, when something is what it is precisely as a differ-
ence. This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If | Say So offers an example of
this latter type of relation: The artwork, by existing as a telegram,
is notable by proclaiming its existence as art even as it resolutely
lacks artistic qualities. On the other hand, the telegram, by ex-
isting as an artwork, is a utilitarian and literally prosaic means of
communication now counterintuitively imbued with a message
of self-declared aesthetic import. With this dually differential
relation we see the difference-as: the artwork becomes what it
is by fundamentally differing from other artworks because it is

a telegram, while fundamentally differing from other telegrams
because it is a work of art. Neither the artwork’s manifestation as
a telegram nor the telegram’s claim to art is particularly notewor-
thy in and of itself. Rather, it is only in their relation as reciprocally
irresolvable differences that the components acquire their
import, as their back and forth ricochet of difference converges
to generate the artwork we recognize as This Is a Portrait of

Iris Clert If | Say So. Simultaneously grounded in and emergent
from difference and self-difference, the artwork is information
that remains perpetually in formation, a process of sustained
differencing that yields an outcome more aesthetically complex
than its modest inputs might otherwise suggest. An ongoing and
difficult-to-resolve difference like this is what the mid-twenti-
eth-century French philosopher Gilbert Simondon terms a dis-
paration: a relation of disparities that is resolvable only at a high-
er or more complex level* This slight distance between one eye
and the other causes two distinct visual streams, which resolve
into the rich depth perception of binocular vision.

This highlights an important aspect of difference in general—namely, that
there are different types of difference. Used in its everyday sense, a diffe-
rence suggests a difference-from, as when one thing differs from another.
Often overlooked is a difference-as, when something is what it is precisely
as a difference. This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If | Say So offers an example

of this latter type of relation: The artwork, by existing as a telegram, is no-
table by proclaiming its existence as art even as it resolutely lacks artistic
qualities. On the other hand, the telegram, by existing as an artwork, is a uti-
litarian and literally prosaic means of communication now counterintuitively
imbued with a message of self-declared aesthetic import. With this dually
differential relation we see the difference-as: the artwork becomes what

it is by fundamentally differing from other artworks because it is a telegram,
while fundamentally differing from other telegrams because it is a work of
art. Neither the artwork’s manifestation as a telegram nor the telegram’s
claim to art is particularly noteworthy in and of itself. Rather, it is only in
their relation as reciprocally irresolvable differences that the components
acquire their import, as their back and forth ricochet of difference conver-
ges to generate the artwork we recognize as This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert

If | Say So. Simultaneously grounded in and emergent from difference

and self-difference, the artwork is information that remains perpetually in
formation, a process of sustained differencing that yields an outcome more
aesthetically complex than its modest inputs might otherwise suggest.

An ongoing and difficult-to-resolve difference like this is what the
mid-twentieth-century French philosopher Gilbert Simondon terms a di-
sparation: a relation of disparities that is resolvable only at a higher or more
complex level.*

This highlights an important aspect of difference in gene-
ral—namely, that there are different types of difference.
Used in its everyday sense, a difference suggests a
difference-from, as when one thing differs from another.
Often overlooked is a difference-as, when something is
what it is precisely as a difference. This Is a Portrait of Iris
Clert If | Say So offers an example of this latter type of
relation: The artwork, by existing as a telegram, is notable
by proclaiming its existence as art even as it resolutely
lacks artistic qualities. On the other hand, the telegram,
by existing as an artwork, is a utilitarian and literally
prosaic means of communication now counterintuiti-
vely imbued with a message of self-declared aesthetic
import. With this dually differential relation we see the
difference-as: the artwork becomes what it is by fun-
damentally differing from other artworks because it is a
telegram, while fundamentally differing from other tele-
grams because it is a work of art. Neither the artwork’s
manifestation as a telegram nor the telegram’s claim to
art is particularly noteworthy in and of itself.
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Along similar lines, the attempt to reconcile the
disparities of This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If | Say
So at one scale—of art as telegram and telegram as
art, considered according to the cultural and fun-
ctional expectations typically applied to each—ca-
talyzes the particularity and import of the artwork
at a higher and more intensive scale, yielding a re-
sult much more thought provoking than we might
reasonably expect from the unpromising aesthetic
potentials of a telegram and declarative phrase.
Simondon’s approach is one of the two primary in-
formation modes considered in this book, the other
being Bell Laboratories engineer Claude Shannon’s
1948 mathematical theory of communication—
otherwise known as information theory. Shannon’s
approach to information, which is what we typical-
ly mean in the context of the information age, dif-
fers from Simondon’s model not only in idea, but in
implication. Whereas information for Simondon is a
relational operation of difference that intensifies or
generates a context, such as the binocular field of
vision, information for Shannon is a measure of the
surprise, or difference from expectation, created
when a difference emerges into, or travels through,
a context—which is what Bateson sums up as a dif-
ference that makes a difference. Rauschenberg’s
telegram offers an example of how Simondon’s and
Shannon’s information modes work together.

Along similar lines, the attempt to reconcile the
disparities of This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If | Say
So at one scale—of art as telegram and telegram as
art, considered according to the cultural and fun-
ctional expectations typically applied to each—ca-
talyzes the particularity and import of the artwork
at a higher and more intensive scale, yielding a re-
sult much more thought provoking than we might
reasonably expect from the unpromising aesthetic
potentials of a telegram and declarative phrase.
Simondon’s approach is one of the two primary in-
formation modes considered in this book, the other
being Bell Laboratories engineer Claude Shannon’s
1948 mathematical theory of communication—
otherwise known as information theory. Shannon’s
approach to information, which is what we typical-
ly mean in the context of the information age, dif-
fers from Simondon’s model not only in idea, but in
implication. Whereas information for Simondon is a
relational operation of difference that intensifies or
generates a context, such as the binocular field of
vision, information for Shannon is a measure of the
surprise, or difference from expectation, created
when a difference emerges into, or travels through,
a context—which is what Bateson sums up as a dif-
ference that makes a difference. Rauschenberg’s
telegram offers an example of how Simondon’s and
Shannon’s information modes work together.
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In this book, information and difference are considered as
alternately regulative and generative. Regulative information—
typically referred to as Shannon, cybernetic, or mathematical
information theory—is a measure of the amount of difference in-
troduced into an already-constituted context. Here, information
emerges as a kind of probabilistic friction generated by a diffe-
rence as it scrapes against the norms and prevailing conditions
of the situation it enters. Generative information, on the other
hand, of the type described by Simondon, differs from the regu-
lative in that it is not a difference that emerges from, or enters
into, the regulative constraints of a context. Rather, generative
information is an operation that reconciles differences in a way
that reconfigures, intensifies, or constitutes a context—thereby
catalyzing a difference at a higher order of intensity. Much of
the peculiarimport of Rauschenberg’s This Is a Portrait of Iris
Clert If | Say So arises from (and as) such relations of difference
across multiple scales. In other words, prior to its introduction
of difference into the artworld context (regulative/Shannon
information), Rauschenberg’s telegram is a convergence of
difference (generative/Simondon information): of art and tele-
gram, of telegram and art, of art/telegram and world, of art as
telegram and artworld, and so on. This generative convergence
of difference intensifies the work and catalyzes it as art in the
first place—revving it up and rendering it noteworthy enough
to show up as a difference that makes a difference relative to
(and as regulated by) expectation. Considered philosophically,
regulative information, as the introduction of a difference, is
thus analogous to information as being. Information as beco-
ming, alongside our usual implicit focus on information as being,
opens up the notion not only of art as an artwork (art as being,
as an object or form), but of an artwork as art’s working (art as
becoming, as an operation or process).

In this book, information and difference are considered as alternately
regulative and generative. Regulative information—typically referred

to as Shannon, cybernetic, or mathematical information theory—is a
measure of the amount of difference introduced into an already-constitu-
ted context. Here, information emerges as a kind of probabilistic friction
generated by a difference as it scrapes against the norms and prevailing
conditions of the situation it enters. Generative information, on the other
hand, of the type described by Simondon, differs from the regulative in
that it is not a difference that emerges from, or enters into, the regulati-
ve constraints of a context. Rather, generative information is an opera-
tion that reconciles differences in a way that reconfigures, intensifies,

or constitutes a context—thereby catalyzing a difference at a higher
order of intensity. Much of the peculiar import of Rauschenberg’s This

Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If | Say So arises from (and as) such relations of
difference across multiple scales. In other words, prior to its introduction
of difference into the artworld context (regulative/Shannon information),
Rauschenberg’s telegram is a convergence of difference (generative/
Simondon information): of art and telegram, of telegram and art, of art/
telegram and world, of art as telegram and artworld, and so on. This ge-
nerative convergence of difference intensifies the work and catalyzes it
as art in the first place—revving it up and rendering it noteworthy enough
to show up as a difference that makes a difference relative to (and as
regulated by) expectation. Information as becoming, alongside our usual
implicit focus on information as being, opens up the notion not only of
art as an artwork (art as being, as an object or form), but of an artwork as
art’s working (art as becoming, as an operation or process).

In this book, information and difference are considered
as alternately regulative and generative. Regulative
information—typically referred to as Shannon, cyber-
netic, or mathematical information theory—is a me-
asure of the amount of difference introduced into an
already-constituted context. Here, information emer-
ges as a kind of probabilistic friction generated by a
difference as it scrapes against the norms and prevai-
ling conditions of the situation it enters. Generative
information, on the other hand, of the type described
by Simondon, differs from the regulative in that it is
not a difference that emerges from, or enters into, the
regulative constraints of a context. Rather, generative
information is an operation that reconciles differences
in a way that reconfigures, intensifies, or constitutes

a context—thereby catalyzing a difference at a higher
order of intensity. Much of the peculiar import of Rau-
schenberg’s This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If | Say So
arises from (and as) such relations of difference across
multiple scales.

In this book, information and difference are considered as
alternately regulative and generative. Regulative information—
typically referred to as Shannon, cybernetic, or mathematical
information theory—is a measure of the amount of difference
introduced into an already-constituted context. Here, infor-
mation emerges as a kind of probabilistic friction generated

by a difference as it scrapes against the norms and prevailing
conditions of the situation it enters. Generative information, on
the other hand, of the type described by Simondon, differs from
the regulative in that it is not a difference that emerges from, or
enters into, the regulative constraints of a context. Rather, ge-
nerative information is an operation that reconciles differences
in a way that reconfigures, intensifies, or constitutes a context—
thereby catalyzing a difference at a higher order of intensity.
Much of the peculiar import of Rauschenberg’s This Is a Portrait
of Iris Clert If | Say So arises from (and as) such relations of
difference across multiple scales. In other words, prior to its
introduction of difference into the artworld context (regulative/
Shannon information), Rauschenberg’s telegram is a conver-
gence of difference (generative/Simondon information): of art
and telegram, of telegram and art, of art/telegram and world,
of art as telegram and artworld, and so on. This generative con-
vergence of difference intensifies the work and catalyzes it as
art in the first place—revving it up and rendering it noteworthy
enough to show up as a difference that makes a difference
relative to (and as regulated by) expectation. Considered philo-
sophically, regulative information, as the introduction of a diffe-
rence, is thus analogous to information as being. Information as
becoming, alongside our usual implicit focus on information as
being, opens up the notion not only of art as an artwork (art as
being, as an object or form), but of an artwork as art’s working
(art as becoming, as an operation or process).

In this book, information and difference are considered as alternately
regulative and generative. Regulative information—typically referred

to as Shannon, cybernetic, or mathematical information theory—is a
measure of the amount of difference introduced into an already-constitu-
ted context. Here, information emerges as a kind of probabilistic friction
generated by a difference as it scrapes against the norms and prevailing
conditions of the situation it enters. Generative information, on the other
hand, of the type described by Simondon, differs from the regulative in
that it is not a difference that emerges from, or enters into, the regulati-
ve constraints of a context. Rather, generative information is an opera-
tion that reconciles differences in a way that reconfigures, intensifies,

or constitutes a context—thereby catalyzing a difference at a higher
order of intensity. Much of the peculiar import of Rauschenberg’s This

Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If | Say So arises from (and as) such relations of
difference across multiple scales. In other words, prior to its introduction
of difference into the artworld context (regulative/Shannon information),
Rauschenberg’s telegram is a convergence of difference (generative/
Simondon information): of art and telegram, of telegram and art, of art/
telegram and world, of art as telegram and artworld, and so on. This ge-
nerative convergence of difference intensifies the work and catalyzes it
as art in the first place—revving it up and rendering it noteworthy enough
to show up as a difference that makes a difference relative to (and as
regulated by) expectation. Information as becoming, alongside our usual
implicit focus on information as being, opens up the notion not only of
art as an artwork (art as being, as an object or form), but of an artwork as
art’s working (art as becoming, as an operation or process).

In this book, information and difference are considered
as alternately regulative and generative. Regulative
information—typically referred to as Shannon, cyber-
netic, or mathematical information theory—is a me-
asure of the amount of difference introduced into an
already-constituted context. Here, information emer-
ges as a kind of probabilistic friction generated by a
difference as it scrapes against the norms and prevai-
ling conditions of the situation it enters. Generative
information, on the other hand, of the type described
by Simondon, differs from the regulative in that it is
not a difference that emerges from, or enters into, the
regulative constraints of a context. Rather, generative
information is an operation that reconciles differences
in a way that reconfigures, intensifies, or constitutes

a context—thereby catalyzing a difference at a higher
order of intensity. Much of the peculiar import of Rau-
schenberg’s This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If | Say So
arises from (and as) such relations of difference across
multiple scales.
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Aesthetic experience, in other words, is the ge-
nerative experience of information in its peculiar,
artistic mode: information that not only introdu-
ces a difference, but produces and sustains an
operation of differencing. Considered as such,
an artwork is what | call a differential object, or
différance engine: a differential driver of diffe-
rence itself, akin to Jacques Derrida’s descrip-
tion of différance as a productive motion or wea-
ve of continuous difference and deferral without
stopping point. We see such a différance engine,
sustained by and woven together as a reverbe-
ration of difference across scales, with the back-
and-forth feedback loop of reciprocal differen-
ces between art and telegram that constitute
Rauschenberg’s This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If |
Say So. Similarly, artists’ ideas and their artwor-
ks do not merely arise within an artworld, as a
predetermined set of aesthetic objects situated
in a preexisting discursive space. Rather, artists,
artworks, artistic styles, and artworld dynami-
cally interoperate and shape one another across
multiple levels, both in the moment and across
time—akin to Andrew Goodman’s ecologic de-
scription of a field of forces engaged in, and
composed of, multiple orders of resonant rela-
tion with the entities that exist within the field of
forces itself.”

Aesthetic experience, in other words, is the ge-
nerative experience of information in its peculiar,
artistic mode: information that not only introdu-
ces a difference, but produces and sustains an
operation of differencing. Considered as such,
an artwork is what | call a differential object, or
différance engine: a differential driver of diffe-
rence itself, akin to Jacques Derrida’s description
of différance as a productive motion or weave

of continuous difference and deferral without
stopping point.’ We see such a différance engine,
sustained by and woven together as a reverbe-
ration of difference across scales, with the back-
and-forth feedback loop of reciprocal differen-
ces between art and telegram that constitute
Rauschenberg’s This Is a Portrait of Iris Clert If |
Say So. Similarly, artists’ ideas and their artwor-
ks do not merely arise within an artworld, as a
predetermined set of aesthetic objects situated
in a preexisting discursive space. Rather, artists,
artworks, artistic styles, and artworld dynami-
cally interoperate and shape one another across
multiple levels, both in the moment and across
time—akin to Andrew Goodman’s ecologic de-
scription of a field of forces engaged in, and
composed of, multiple orders of resonant rela-
tion with the entities that exist within the field of
forces itself”
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Art’s efflorescence of direct aesthetic difference thus ca-
talyzed a kind of theoretic and discursive butterfly effect

—a cascade of disruption that rippled across the network

of relations by (and as) which the artworld of the day was
constituted. This disruptive burst of difference—a kind of
information bomb dropped into the artworld—triggered the
profound transformations of art and theory that unfolded
with increasing intensity over the course of the 1960s.”
Although these claims might sound far out or abstract, they
are latent within even the now-established and comparati-
vely mainstream art-theoretic ideas of the era. For example,
Michael Fried’s notion of theatrical space, as outlined in

his 1967 essay “Art and Objecthood,” describes how the
ostensibly blank minimal art object no longer absorbs the
viewer’s attention but instead asserts a direct presence that
folds both the viewer and the gallery space into the purview
of the artwork—as if they all share the same stage. Similarly,
Arthur Danto, with his notion of the artworld, argued in 1964
that contemporary artworks activate (and are activated

by) an entire sphere of mutually reinforcing and continually
evolving art-theoretic ideas by which different modes of art
are made possible in different discursive contexts. Implicit
in both of these examples—which are explored in greater de-
tail alongside other discursive information fields as the book
progresses—is an expansion of scale from work to world and
back again.” For Fried, the artwork unfolds into, integrates,
and activates the space of the gallery, while for Danto the
artwork both enfolds and is activated by a world or atmo-
sphere of theories and ideas. Each has their own trajectory
of operation, with Fried describing a vector outward from
the work to the world, and Danto describing a vector inward,
from the world to the work.

Art’s efflorescence of direct aesthetic difference thus catalyzed a kind

of theoretic and discursive butterfly effect —a cascade of disruption that
rippled across the network of relations by (and as) which the artworld

of the day was constituted. This disruptive burst of difference—a kind

of information bomb dropped into the artworld—triggered the profound
transformations of art and theory that unfolded with increasing intensity
over the course of the 1960s.” Although these claims might sound far out
or abstract, they are latent within even the now-established and compa-
ratively mainstream art-theoretic ideas of the era. For example, Michael
Fried’s notion of theatrical space, as outlined in his 1967 essay “Art and
Objecthood,” describes how the ostensibly blank minimal art object no
longer absorbs the viewer’s attention but instead asserts a direct pre-
sence that folds both the viewer and the gallery space into the purview of
the artwork—as if they all share the same stage. Similarly, Arthur Danto,
with his notion of the artworld, argued in 1964 that contemporary artwor-
ks activate (and are activated by) an entire sphere of mutually reinforcing
and continually evolving art-theoretic ideas by which different modes

of art are made possible in different discursive contexts. Implicit in both
of these examples—which are explored in greater detail alongside other
discursive information fields as the book progresses—is an expansion of
scale from work to world and back again.” For Fried, the artwork unfolds
into, integrates, and activates the space of the gallery, while for Danto
the artwork both enfolds and is activated by a world or atmosphere of
theories and ideas. Each has their own trajectory of operation, with Fried
describing a vector outward from the work to the world, and Danto de-
scribing a vector inward, from the world to the work.

Art’s efflorescence of direct aesthetic difference thus
catalyzed a kind of theoretic and discursive butterfly
effect —a cascade of disruption that rippled across
the network of relations by (and as) which the artwor-
Id of the day was constituted. This disruptive burst

of difference—a kind of information bomb dropped
into the artworld—triggered the profound transfor-
mations of art and theory that unfolded with increa-
sing intensity over the course of the 1960s.” Although
these claims might sound far out or abstract, they are
latent within even the now-established and compa-
ratively mainstream art-theoretic ideas of the era. For
example, Michael Fried’s notion of theatrical space,
as outlined in his 1967 essay “Art and Objecthood,’
describes how the ostensibly blank minimal art object
no longer absorbs the viewer’s attention but instead
asserts a direct presence that folds both the viewer
and the gallery space into the purview of the ar-
twork—as if they all share the same stage.

Art’s efflorescence of direct aesthetic difference thus ca-
talyzed a kind of theoretic and discursive butterfly effect
—a cascade of disruption that rippled across the network
of relations by (and as) which the artworld of the day was
constituted. This disruptive burst of difference—a kind of
information bomb dropped into the artworld—triggered the
profound transformations of art and theory that unfolded
with increasing intensity over the course of the 1960s.”
Although these claims might sound far out or abstract, they
are latent within even the now-established and comparati-
vely mainstream art-theoretic ideas of the era. For example,
Michael Fried’s notion of theatrical space, as outlined in

his 1967 essay “Art and Objecthood,” describes how the
ostensibly blank minimal art object no longer absorbs the
viewer’s attention but instead asserts a direct presence that
folds both the viewer and the gallery space into the purview
of the artwork—as if they all share the same stage. Similarly,
Arthur Danto, with his notion of the artworld, argued in 1964
that contemporary artworks activate (and are activated

by) an entire sphere of mutually reinforcing and continually
evolving art-theoretic ideas by which different modes of art
are made possible in different discursive contexts. Implicit
in both of these examples—which are explored in greater
detail alongside other discursive information fields as the
book progresses—is an expansion of scale from work to
world and back again.” For Fried, the artwork unfolds into,
integrates, and activates the space of the gallery, while

for Danto the artwork both enfolds and is activated by a
world or atmosphere of theories and ideas. Each has their
own trajectory of operation, with Fried describing a vector
outward from the work to the world, and Danto describing
a vector inward, from the world to the work.

Art’s efflorescence of direct aesthetic difference thus catalyzed a kind
of theoretic and discursive butterfly effect —a cascade of disruption that
rippled across the network of relations by (and as) which the artworld

of the day was constituted. This disruptive burst of difference—a kind

of information bomb dropped into the artworld—triggered the profound
transformations of art and theory that unfolded with increasing intensity
over the course of the 1960s.” Although these claims might sound far out
or abstract, they are latent within even the now-established and compa-
ratively mainstream art-theoretic ideas of the era. For example, Michael
Fried’s notion of theatrical space, as outlined in his 1967 essay “Art and
Objecthood,” describes how the ostensibly blank minimal art object no
longer absorbs the viewer’s attention but instead asserts a direct presen-
ce that folds both the viewer and the gallery space into the purview of the
artwork—as if they all share the same stage. Similarly, Arthur Danto, with
his notion of the artworld, argued in 1964 that contemporary artworks
activate (and are activated by) an entire sphere of mutually reinforcing
and continually evolving art-theoretic ideas by which different modes

of art are made possible in different discursive contexts. Implicit in both
of these examples—which are explored in greater detail alongside other
discursive information fields as the book progresses—is an expansion of
scale from work to world and back again.” For Fried, the artwork unfolds
into, integrates, and activates the space of the gallery, while for Danto
the artwork both enfolds and is activated by a world or atmosphere of
theories and ideas. Each has their own trajectory of operation, with Fried
describing a vector outward from the work to the world, and Danto de-
scribing a vector inward, from the world to the work.

Art’s efflorescence of direct aesthetic difference thus
catalyzed a kind of theoretic and discursive butterfly
effect —a cascade of disruption that rippled across
the network of relations by (and as) which the artwor-
Id of the day was constituted. This disruptive burst of
difference—a kind of information bomb dropped into
the artworld—triggered the profound transforma-
tions of art and theory that unfolded with increasing
intensity over the course of the 1960s.” Although
these claims might sound far out or abstract, they are
latent within even the now-established and compara-
tively mainstream art-theoretic ideas of the era. For
example, Michael Fried’s notion of theatrical space,
as outlined in his 1967 essay “Art and Objecthood,”
describes how the ostensibly blank minimal art object
no longer absorbs the viewer’s attention but instead
asserts a direct presence that folds both the viewer
and the gallery space into the purview of the ar-
twork—as if they all share the same stage.
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If this sounds abstract, consider how Edouard
Manet’s 1863 painting Le Déjeuner sur I’herbe
(Luncheon on the Grass) emphasized the flat-
ness of its painted surface more explicitly than
any other European painting had since late me-
dieval times. Considered outrageous when first
shown, the painting’s shallow picture space
and overt acknowledgment of its flat support
proved highly influential to how other painters
approached pictorial flathess. The increasingly
flattened and foregrounded picture planes of
subsequent artists like Vincent van Gogh and
Georges Seurat changed the game so thorou-
ghly that, within a decade or two, Manet’s work
seemed conservative and spatially deep in
comparison. Important here is that the differen-
ce, or information, introduced by Manet’s flatte-
ned picture space triggered further difference,
which cascaded through the artworld of the
day. This cascade of difference transformed the
context in which the original differences opera-
ted, which transformed the parameters of what
could subsequently show up as different within
that transformed context. As a result, painterly
differences introduced by Manet in 1863 would
not have registered as different if introduced in

If this sounds abstract, consider how Edouard
Manet’s 1863 painting Le Déjeuner sur I’herbe
(Luncheon on the Grass) emphasized the flat-
ness of its painted surface more explicitly than
any other European painting had since late me-
dieval times. Considered outrageous when first
shown, the painting’s shallow picture space
and overt acknowledgment of its flat support
proved highly influential to how other painters
approached pictorial flatness. The increasingly
flattened and foregrounded picture planes of
subsequent artists like Vincent van Gogh and
Georges Seurat changed the game so thorou-
ghly that, within a decade or two, Manet’s work
seemed conservative and spatially deep in
comparison. Important here is that the differen-
ce, or information, introduced by Manet’s flatte-
ned picture space triggered further difference,
which cascaded through the artworld of the
day. This cascade of difference transformed the
context in which the original differences opera-
ted, which transformed the parameters of what
could subsequently show up as different within
that transformed context. As a result, painterly
differences introduced by Manet in 1863 would
not have registered as different if introduced in

1883, because of differential processes Manet’s 1883, because of differential processes Manet’s

work had catalyzed in the first place.

work had catalyzed in the first place.
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Art is an epiphenomenon of its own peculiar mode of
appearing in the world. Epiphenomena are contingent
effects of a deeper relation, and they compel attention
because they seem at once undeniably real and obvious yet
intangible and irresolvable. Rainbows are the most widely
known example of this, being epiphenomena of a particu-
lar relationship between sunlight, atmospheric moisture,
and an observer. While sunlight and moisture on their own
may or may nhot compel attention, when they relateina
certain way in the presence of an observer, the result is

the strange and alluring experience of a rainbow. These
relations, however, must be in the correct arrangement

for the rainbow to show up, and if the relations change, the
rainbow disappears. As long as the relation holds, however,
the rainbow’s arc of atmospheric color is real enough to be
seen and shared by observers, while never quite beco-
ming tangible enough to touch or locate. Works of art, as
epiphenomena, trigger similarly shared experiences that
are simultaneously compelling and difficult to pinpoint.
Consider how, even with a work of art widely considered a
masterpiece, there is no particular area we can point to and
say, here, this is the specific thing that makes this art. Ra-
ther, the art of an artwork is a diffused and difficult-to-spe-
cify quality, a surplus experiential activity we can feel but
cannot quite locate or define. Like a rainbow’s shimmering
indeterminacy, art is an ensemble effect that emerges from
deeper relations, in art’s case from relations of difference.
Art’s differential relations prompt an encounter difficult

to determine or resolve, and this sustained resistance

to resolution acts as both the cause and the effect of the
artwork’s art in the first place.

Art is an epiphenomenon of its own peculiar mode of appearing in the
world. Epiphenomena are contingent effects of a deeper relation, and
they compel attention because they seem at once undeniably real
and obvious yet intangible and irresolvable. Rainbows are the most
widely known example of this, being epiphenomena of a particular
relationship between sunlight, atmospheric moisture, and an obser-
ver. While sunlight and moisture on their own may or may not compel
attention, when they relate in a certain way in the presence of an
observer, the result is the strange and alluring experience of a rain-
bow. These relations, however, must be in the correct arrangement
for the rainbow to show up, and if the relations change, the rainbow
disappears. As long as the relation holds, however, the rainbow’s arc
of atmospheric color is real enough to be seen and shared by obser-
vers, while never quite becoming tangible enough to touch or locate.
Works of art, as epiphenomena, trigger similarly shared experiences
that are simultaneously compelling and difficult to pinpoint. Consider
how, even with a work of art widely considered a masterpiece, there
is no particular area we can point to and say, here, this is the specific
thing that makes this art. Rather, the art of an artwork is a diffused
and difficult-to-specify quality, a surplus experiential activity we can
feel but cannot quite locate or define. Like a rainbow’s shimmering
indeterminacy, art is an ensemble effect that emerges from deeper
relations, in art’s case from relations of difference. Art’s differential
relations prompt an encounter difficult to determine or resolve, and
this sustained resistance to resolution acts as both the cause and
the effect of the artwork’s art in the first place.

Art is an epiphenomenon of its own peculiar mode
of appearing in the world. Epiphenomena are con-
tingent effects of a deeper relation, and they compel
attention because they seem at once undeniably
real and obvious yet intangible and irresolvable.
Rainbows are the most widely known example of
this, being epiphenomena of a particular relation-
ship between sunlight, atmospheric moisture, and
an observer. While sunlight and moisture on their
own may or may not compel attention, when they re-
late in a certain way in the presence of an observer,
the result is the strange and alluring experience of

a rainbow. These relations, however, must be in the
correct arrangement for the rainbow to show up,
and if the relations change, the rainbow disappears.
As long as the relation holds, however, the rainbow’s
arc of atmospheric color is real enough to be seen
and shared by observers, while never quite beco-
ming tangible enough to touch or locate.

Artis an epiphenomenon of its own peculiar mode of
appearing in the world. Epiphenomena are contingent
effects of a deeper relation, and they compel attention
because they seem at once undeniably real and obvious yet
intangible and irresolvable. Rainbows are the most widely
known example of this, being epiphenomena of a particu-
lar relationship between sunlight, atmospheric moisture,
and an observer. While sunlight and moisture on their own
may or may not compel attention, when they relate in a
certain way in the presence of an observer, the result is

the strange and alluring experience of a rainbow. These
relations, however, must be in the correct arrangement

for the rainbow to show up, and if the relations change, the
rainbow disappears. As long as the relation holds, however,
the rainbow’s arc of atmospheric color is real enough to be
seen and shared by observers, while never quite beco-
ming tangible enough to touch or locate. Works of art, as
epiphenomena, trigger similarly shared experiences that
are simultaneously compelling and difficult to pinpoint.
Consider how, even with a work of art widely considered a
masterpiece, there is no particular area we can point to and
say, here, this is the specific thing that makes this art. Ra-
ther, the art of an artwork is a diffused and difficult-to-spe-
cify quality, a surplus experiential activity we can feel but
cannot quite locate or define. Like a rainbow’s shimmering
indeterminacy, art is an ensemble effect that emerges from
deeper relations, in art’s case from relations of difference.
Art’s differential relations prompt an encounter difficult

to determine or resolve, and this sustained resistance

to resolution acts as both the cause and the effect of the
artwork’s art in the first place.

Artis an epiphenomenon of its own peculiar mode of appearing in the
world. Epiphenomena are contingent effects of a deeper relation, and
they compel attention because they seem at once undeniably real
and obvious yet intangible and irresolvable. Rainbows are the most
widely known example of this, being epiphenomena of a particular
relationship between sunlight, atmospheric moisture, and an obser-
ver. While sunlight and moisture on their own may or may not compel
attention, when they relate in a certain way in the presence of an
observer, the result is the strange and alluring experience of a rain-
bow. These relations, however, must be in the correct arrangement
for the rainbow to show up, and if the relations change, the rainbow
disappears. As long as the relation holds, however, the rainbow’s arc
of atmospheric color is real enough to be seen and shared by obser-
vers, while never quite becoming tangible enough to touch or locate.
Works of art, as epiphenomena, trigger similarly shared experiences
that are simultaneously compelling and difficult to pinpoint. Consider
how, even with a work of art widely considered a masterpiece, there
is no particular area we can point to and say, here, this is the specific
thing that makes this art. Rather, the art of an artwork is a diffused
and difficult-to-specify quality, a surplus experiential activity we can
feel but cannot quite locate or define. Like a rainbow’s shimmering
indeterminacy, art is an ensemble effect that emerges from deeper
relations, in art’s case from relations of difference. Art’s differential
relations prompt an encounter difficult to determine or resolve, and
this sustained resistance to resolution acts as both the cause and the
effect of the artwork’s art in the first place.

Art is an epiphenomenon of its own peculiar mode
of appearing in the world. Epiphenomena are con-
tingent effects of a deeper relation, and they compel
attention because they seem at once undeniably
real and obvious yet intangible and irresolvable.
Rainbows are the most widely known example of
this, being epiphenomena of a particular relation-
ship between sunlight, atmospheric moisture, and
an observer. While sunlight and moisture on their
own may or may not compel attention, when they re-
Iate in a certain way in the presence of an observer,
the result is the strange and alluring experience of

a rainbow. These relations, however, must be in the
correct arrangement for the rainbow to show up,
and if the relations change, the rainbow disappears.
As long as the relation holds, however, the rainbow’s
arc of atmospheric color is real enough to be seen
and shared by observers, while never quite beco-
ming tangible enough to touch or locate.
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Accordingly, an artwork is not epiphenome-
nally manifest as ambiguous or indetermi-
nate, but rather, the relational ambiguity or
indeterminacy is the art of the artwork in the
first place. That is, while an artwork’s physi-
cal object and its context might each be de-
finite and stable in and of themselves, if the
relations between the object and the context
trigger and sustain indefinition and complex
ambiguity, this acts as a prompt for aesthetic
experience. Again, these complex indetermi-
nacies not only arise from a work’s status as
an artwork, but are the preconditions of its
status as a work of art—of its phenomenaliza-
tion or emergence as art from the get-go. Céz-
anne’s apple paintings and Rauschenberg’s
telegram are not indeterminate or strange be-
cause they are art; they are art because they
are unfinalizably strange and indeterminate.
Artis not some sort of quality or essence inhe-
rent to or applied to an object, but is rather a
difficult-to-pinpoint and interpretively open
object/context feedback relation that never
entirely fits, settles, or resolves itself into the
world. While we read no intent in a rainbow, as
social beings we cannot help but read inten-
tion into something that has heen made and
presented to us by someone else.

Accordingly, an artwork is not epiphenome-
nally manifest as ambiguous or indetermi-
nate, but rather, the relational ambiguity or
indeterminacy is the art of the artwork in the
first place. That is, while an artwork’s physi-
cal object and its context might each be de-
finite and stable in and of themselves, if the
relations between the object and the context
trigger and sustain indefinition and complex
ambiguity, this acts as a prompt for aesthetic
experience. Again, these complex indetermi-
nacies not only arise from a work’s status as
an artwork, but are the preconditions of its
status as a work of art—of its phenomenaliza-
tion or emergence as art from the get-go. Céz-
anne’s apple paintings and Rauschenberg’s
telegram are not indeterminate or strange
because they are art; they are art because
they are unfinalizably strange and indetermi-
nate. Art is not some sort of quality or essence
inherent to or applied to an object, but is ra-
ther a difficult-to-pinpoint and interpretively
open object/context feedback relation that
never entirely fits, settles, or resolves itself
into the world. While we read no intentina
rainbow, as social beings we cannot help but
read intention into something that has been
made and presented to us by someone else.
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