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Every so often I am confronted with evidence of just 
how decentralized and fragmented the Norwegian art 
world can be. Outside of the capital, Oslo, there is a 
thriving and often internationally connected plethora 
of artists that bypass the established notion that first 
one has to conquer Oslo before extending abroad. The 
falseness of that statement was fully revealed to me in 
2019 when we inaugurated our new gallery premises 
with MÅ, a group exhibition of contemporary craft 
art, curated by renowned glass artist Vidar Koksvik 
and myself. Among the many astonishing works 
contributed to the exhibition were two sculptural 
ceramic works by Astrid Sleire (b. 1961), a ceramic 
artist based in Bergen who, in spite of having exhibited 
widely internationally and having an important role 
in shaping several generations of ceramic artists in 
her role as associated professor of the Art Academy in 
Bergen had never shown a solo-exhibition in Oslo.

In Astrid Sleire we recognized another piece of 
the puzzle of Norwegian recent art history, which 
still remains to be written in spite of several museum 
attempts lately to fill in the gaps. For instance, when I 
first came to Norway in 2010, it was generally believed 
that Norwegian art after 1968 had been disconnected 
from the major international movements and tendencies, 
and certainly many of the names that were claimed 
to have been defining of the 1970s and 1980s gave 
the impression that Norwegian art was self-sufficient, 
insular and nostalgic. Apart from a discursive battle 
between figurative and abstract representation, which 
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gained new force in the 1970s and 1980s, there was 
also a gulf dividing ceramics and other material based 
art practices from the visual arts. In discussions with 
art historians and museum curators a generation 
older than myself, I was invariably told that neither 
American Minimalism, European New Realism, Fluxus 
or any other conceptual movement made any impact 
on Norwegian artists. The only possible exceptions 
to the rule was Kjartan Slettemark (1932–2008) – a 
leading Fluxus artist – and the sculptor Bård Breivik 
(1948–2016), which was explained by the fact that 
both lived and worked in Stockholm, and were only 
recognized in Norway after breaking through abroad.

The exhibition Stille revolt (Quiet Rebellion) shown 
at the Museum of Contemporary Art in Oslo in 2016 
was perhaps the first major institutional attempt at 
broadening the vision and effectively deconstruct 
the narrative that conceptual art did not play a part 
in Norwegian art. The curator Ingvild Krogvig 
researched artists and in some cases recreated works 
that proved that conceptual art was not a marginal 
phenomenon in Norwegian art during the 1970s and 
1980s but a thriving milieu that in many cases still 
is active today and by all means established. Apart 
from Bård Breivik the exhibition included artists 
such as Paul Brand, Marianne Heske, Inghild Carlsen 
and several others. Heske is still, albeit erroneously, 
credited for having introduced conceptual art in 
Norway in 1980 with her work Gerdeløa; yet as 
Krogvik showed, she was definitely a pioneer. 

According to Ingvild Krogvik, Norwegian art in 
the 1970s was marked by “aesthetic conformity, 
isolationism and politics.”1 The lack of understanding 
and interest by the cultural establishment led to 
a general invisibilisation of artistic practices that 
were process-based, de-material or formalist. In 
many cases they were actively excluded from official 
exhibitions, such as the annual Høstutstillingen.2 

That this dominant discourse was unsustainable 
has been proved to me, and other curators I believe, on 
numerous occasions. In 2013 I curated a solo exhibition 
with Inger J. Grytting, a Norwegian artist born in 
1949 who had emigrated to New York in 1974 and 
became closely connected to the literary and artistic 
circles that formed around The New School. Though 
she had maintained close links to the Norwegian 
art world, exhibiting in Norway regularly, it was 
not until the late art critic Lotte Sandberg casually 
stated in a review that the artist represented a rare 
direct link between Norwegian art and American 
conceptual art, that an institutional reassessment 
of Grytting’s work took place. Subsequent writings 
by art historian Charis Gullickson placed Grytting’s 
work in the circle of Agnes Martin and John Cage.3

A similar reassessment came out of an exhibition 
I curated for the Arctic Arts Festival in Harstad in 
2015, where a retrospective presentation of the work of 
Kjell Varvin (b. 1939) confirmed these international 
links even further. Not only did Varvin collaborate 
with the eminence of American minimalism Sol 

1) Krogvig, Ingvild: Stille Revolt. Exhibition statement, National Museum of Art,  
Design and Architecture, Oslo, 2016.
2) Krogvig, Ingvild: “Stille Revolt. En studie av Viggo Andersens konseptkunstneriske 
prosjekt.» In: Bäckström & Børset (Eds.): Norsk avantgarde, Novus, Oslo: 2011, p. 368.
3) Sandberg, Lotte, «Rytmiske striper», Aftenposten 26.01.2013; Cf. Gullickson, Charis: 
Inger Johanne Grytting –Extensions (Oslo: Teknisk Industri AS, 2015), p. 26.
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Lewitt in 1977, but he had his formative years in 
the 1960s on the European continent where he not 
only received inf luences from French and Spanish 
informalists, the European counterpart of Abstract 
expressionism, but above all he developed close artistic 
affinities and relationships with the loosely formed 
movement subsequently known as Arte Povera. Varvin 
returned to Norway in 1974 – after having debuted 
in Spain and exhibited in Italy and Germany – as 
a thoroughly continental conceptual artist, whose 
works echoed the post-modern cultural discourses 
which proclaimed the deaths of art’s autonomy and of 
history itself, what has been summed up by Hal Foster 
as “the end of art”. Not as “a literal stop to paintings, 
sculptures, films, novels, and all the rest; what was 
at issue was the formal innovation and historical 
significance of these mediums.”4 Ingvild Krogvik 
describes conceptual art as a revisionist impulse 
against the institution art: the art object, but also the 
gallery system, social conventions and art criticism.5

Astrid Sleire, on the other hand, belongs to a 
younger generation of ceramic artists that emerged 
in the late 1980s that had more in common with a 
post-modern shift in visual culture that explored 
materiality and aesthetic formalism, than with the 
socially committed collectivism of the arts of the 1970s. 
For several decades Sleire has worked consistently with 
ceramic sculpture that reject the literal “objecthood”, 
as Michael Fried termed it, of non-representational 
sculpture. Such an object is literal in the sense  
 
 

4) Foster, Hal. Design and Crime (And Other Diatribes), Verso, New York: 2002, p. 124.
5) Krogvig, Ingvild: “Stille Revolt. En studie av Viggo Andersens konseptkunstneriske 
prosjekt.” In: Bäckström & Børset (Eds.): Norsk avantgarde, Novus, Oslo: 2011, p. 368.Rød mur / Red wall (2021), clay, glaze
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this page: Åpen mur / Open wall (2021), clay, glaze

that it is what it is, meaning it honestly displays its 
materials and modes of production without claiming 
a symbolic relationship with a subject or a maker.

Sleire on the contrary, stresses the ephemerous  
and changeable nature of sculpture. Her sculptures are 
composites, puzzles even, of a number of pieces that 
are more or less joined together, yet without forming 
a solid unity. At times these compositions seem to be 
engaged in a precarious balance, underscoring the 
element of chance and intuition in each work. Sleire’s 
works are further characterized by sharp edges and 
squarish shapes, and in fact the complete absence 
of circular forms seems to negate the cultural and 
visual references of the ceramic material, making 
the sculptures hard to identify as ceramic objects, 
especially when covered in matte powdery glazes that 
lend the works a patina that further blur the readability 
of the work. They seem to oscillate between industrial 
remnants, construction materials and found objects, 
while the obvious intentionality in the compositions 
reveal a human presence behind them. I come to think 
of the expansive notion of “Homeless appearance”, 
formulated by Tricia Collins and Richard Milazzo:

“It’s like bracketing a temporal mass, or more 
literally, allowing the coordinates of time to manifest 
themselves in sculpture: the emphasis on what is 
conventionally not there (or there un conventionally, 
but that is already a mode too thoroughly exploited) 
but, of course, subsists as dissembling ground, as 
homeless appearance, as effable reference, as forlorn 
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grace. If it appears implausible, then it must disappear 
as massive temporality. A life once lived, retained now 
only as irreversible experience, as an unmanageable 
but ever-receding sense of person, place or thing–
senseless actually, in the end, but incontrovertible.”6

The features we have brief ly delineated here 
positions Astrid Sleire within a post-minimalist 
tendency, because while clearly occupied with form and 
materiality, her works are very much process-oriented 
and above all characterized by expressive surfaces and 
idiosyncratic shapes and compositions. It is our hope 
that these aspects will be explored further, as one day 
a revised Norwegian post-war art history is written, 
hopefully dispelling the myth of isolationism in the 
visual arts. Such a new art history should include artists 
working with ceramics and help deconstruct the near 
monotheistic belief that all ceramic art is developed 
linearly from the vessel tradition. Artists like Astrid 
Sleire, and her near contemporaries Nina Malterud 
and Torbjørn Kvasbo will be key in understanding 
the cross-pollination of fine arts and craft.

The Exhibition Ground Contact (Bakkekontakt), 
consisted of eight works that as the title of the show 
implies rejected any claims of monumentality, keeping 
low and close to the ground, some works stretching on 
their plinths almost resembling dead bodies or marooned 
ships. The latter reference is not entirely imagined, some 
of the inspiration behind the works, at least the color 
palette, comes from the fishing harbor of a town in the 
Lofoten archipelago in the north of Norway, where Sleire 
had a residency in the summer of 2019.  
 

6)  Collins, Tricia & Milazzo, Ricardo: Art at the End of the Social, Rooseum (Exhibition 
catalogue), Malmö: 1988, p. 35.
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RAM would like to thank the artist for the 
collaboration and the craft artists’ organisation 
Norske Kunsthåndverkere for their financial 
support that made this publication possible.

All works depicted are made of a Spanish 
chamotte type clay, fired at 1100 degrees Celsius. 
The exhibition Bakkekontakt was shown at RAM 
gallery in Oslo between 8 May and 12 June 2021.
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abstract /ˈabstrakt/ adjective

1. existing in thought or as an idea but not 
 having a physical or concrete existence. 
 ‘abstract concepts such as love or beauty’

1.1  dealing with ideas rather than events. 
 ‘the novel was too abstract and  
 esoteric to sustain much attention’

1.2 not based on a particular instance; theoretical. 
 ‘we have been discussing the  
 problem in a very abstract manner’

1.3 (of a noun) denoting an idea, quality, or state  
 rather than a concrete object. 
 ‘Many abstract nouns are uncountable, but 
 not all uncountable nouns are abstract.’

2.  relating to or denoting art that does not attempt 
 to represent external reality, but rather seeks to 
 achieve its effect using shapes, 
 colours, and textures. 
 ‘abstract pictures’

Arte Povera /̩ ɑːteɪ ˈpɒvərə/ noun

1. an artistic movement that originated in Italy in the  
 1960s, combining aspects of conceptual, 
 minimalist, and performance art, and making 
 use of worthless or common materials such as 
 earth or newspaper, in the hope of subverting  
 the commercialization of art.

conceptual /kənˈsɛptʃʊəl/ adjective

1. relating to or based on mental concepts. 
 ‘philosophy deals with conceptual difficulties’

minimalism /ˈmɪnɪməˌlɪz(ə)m/ noun

1. a movement in sculpture and painting which 
 arose in the 1950s, characterized by the use  
 of simple, massive forms.

2. an avant-garde movement in music characterized  
 by the repetition of very short phrases which  
 change gradually, producing a hypnotic effect.

3. deliberate lack of decoration or adornment  
 in style or design. 
 ‘ his living room was a testament to minimalism’

From The Oxford Dictionary





33

revo
lu

tio
n

s in
 scien

ce ⁄ g
eo

rg
e sa

n
taya

n
a

Since the beginning of the twentieth century, science 
has gained notably in expertness, and lost notably 
in authority. We are bombarded with inventions; but 
if we ask the inventors what they have learned of the 
depths of nature, which somehow they have probed 
with such astonishing success, their faces remain 
blank. They may be chewing gum; or they may tell 
us that if an aeroplane could only f ly fast enough, 
it would get home before it starts; or they may urge 
us to come with them into a dark room, to hold 
hands, and to commune with the dear departed.

Practically there may be no harm in such a division of 
labour, the inventors doing the work and the professors 
the talking. The experts may themselves be inexpert 
in verbal expression, or content with stock phrases, or 
profoundly sceptical, or too busy to think. Nevertheless, 
skill and understanding are at their best when they go 
together and adorn the same mind. Modern science 
until lately had realised this ideal: it was an extension 
of common perception and common sense. We could 
trust it implicitly, as we do a map or a calendar; it was 
not true for us merely in an argumentative or visionary 
sense, as are religion and philosophy. Geography went 
hand in hand with travel, Copernican astronomy with 
circumnavigation of the globe: and even the theory of 
evolution and the historical sciences in the nineteenth 
century were continuous with liberal reform: people 
saw in the past, as they then learned to conceive it, 
simply an extension of those transformations which 
they were witnessing in the present. They could think 
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34 Signaler – Rosa-brun / Signals – Pink-brown (2021), clay, glaze

they knew the world as a man knows his native town, 
or the contents of his chest of drawers: nature was our 
home, and science was our home knowledge. For it is 
not intrinsic clearness or coherence that make ideas 
persuasive, but connection with action, or with some 
voluminous inner response, which is readiness to act. 
It is a sense of on-coming fate, a compulsion to do or to 
suffer, that produces the illusion of perfect knowledge.

I call it illusion, although our contact with things 
may be real, and our sensations and thoughts may be 
inevitable and honest; because nevertheless it is always 
an illusion to suppose that our images are the intrinsic 
qualities of things, or reproduce them exactly. The 
Ptolemaic system, for instance, was perfectly scientific; 
it was based on careful and prolonged observation and 
on just reasoning; but it was modelled on an image — 
the spherical blue dome of the heavens — proper only 
to an observer on the earth, and not transferable to a 
universe which is diffuse, centreless, fluid, and perhaps 
infinite. When the imagination, for any reason, comes 
to be peopled with images of the latter sort, the modern, 
and especially the latest, astronomy becomes more 
persuasive. For although I suspect that even Einstein 
is an imperfect relativist, and retains Euclidean space 
and absolute time at the bottom of his calculation, and 
recovers them at the end, yet the effort to express the 
system of nature as it would appear from any station and 
to any sensorium seems to be eminently enlightening.

Theory and practice in the latest science are still 
allied, otherwise neither of them would prosper as it 
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does; but each has taken a leap in its own direction. 
The distance between them has become greater than 
the naked eye can measure, and each of them in itself 
has become unintelligible. We roll and fly at dizzy 
speeds, and hear at incredible distances; at the same 
time we imagine and calculate to incredible depths. 
The technique of science, like that of industry, has 
become a thing in itself; the one veils its object, which 
is nature, as the other defeats its purpose, which is 
happiness. Science often seems to be less the study of 
things than the study of science. It is now more scholastic 
than philosophy ever was. We are invited to conceive 
organisms within organisms, so minute, so free, and so 
dynamic, that the heart of matter seems to explode into 
an endless discharge of fireworks, or a mathematical 
nightmare realised in a thousand places at once, and 
become the substance of the world. What is even more 
remarkable—for the notion of infinite organisation has 
been familiar to the learned at least since the time of 
Leibniz — the theatre of science is transformed no less 
than the actors and the play. The upright walls of space, 
the steady tread of time, begin to fail us; they bend now 
so obligingly to our perspectives that we no longer 
seem to travel through them, but to carry them with us, 
shooting them out or weaving them about us according 
to some native fatality, which is left unexplained. We 
seem to have reverted in some sense from Copernicus 
to Ptolemy: except that the centre is now occupied, not 
by the solid earth, but by any geometrical point chosen 
for the origin of calculation. Time, too, is not measured 

39

by the sun or stars, but by any "clock"—that is, by any 
recurrent rhythm taken as a standard of comparison. It 
would seem that the existence and energy of each chosen 
centre, as well as its career and encounters, hang on 
the collateral existence of other centres of force, among 
which it must wend its way: yet the only witness to their 
presence, and the only known property of their substance, 
is their "radio-activity", or the physical light which 
they shed. Light, in its physical being, is accordingly 
the measure of all things in this new philosophy: and 
if we ask ourselves why this element should have been 
preferred, the answer is not far to seek. Light is the 
only medium through which very remote or very minute 
particles of matter can be revealed to science. Whatever 
the nature of things may be intrinsically, science must 
accordingly express the universe in terms of light.

These reforms have come from within: they are 
triumphs of method. We make an evident advance in 
logic, and in that parsimony which is dear to philosophers 
(though not to nature), if we refuse to assign given terms 
and relations to any prior medium, such as absolute time 
or space, which cannot be given with them. Observable 
spaces and times, like the facts observed in them, are 
given separately and in a desultory fashion. Initially, then, 
there are as many spaces and times as there are observers, 
or rather observations; these are the specious times 
and spaces of dreams, of sensuous life, and of romantic 
biography. Each is centred here and now, and stretched 
outwards, forward, and back, as far as imagination has 
the strength to project it. Then, when objects and events 
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40 Signaler – Grønn / Signals – Green (2021), clay, glaze

have been posited as self-existent, and when a "clock" 
and a system of co-ordinates have been established for 
measuring them, a single mathematical space and time 
may be deployed about them, conceived to contain all 
things, and to supply them with their respective places 
and dates. This gives us the cosmos of classical physics. 
But this system involves the uncritical notion of light and 
matter travelling through media previously existing, and 
being carried down, like a boat drifting down stream, by 
a flowing time which has a pace of its own, and imposes 
it on all existence. In reality, each "clock" and each 
landscape is self-centred and initially absolute: its time 
and space are irrelevant to those of any other landscape 
or "clock", unless the objects or events revealed there, 
being posited as self-existent, actually coincide with 
those revealed also in another landscape, or dated by 
another "clock". It is only by travelling along its own path 
at its own rate that experience or light can ever reach a 
point lying on another path also, so that two observations, 
and two measures, may coincide at their ultimate terms, 
their starting-points or their ends. Positions are therefore 
not independent of the journey which terminates in 
them, and thereby individuates them; and dates are not 
independent of the events which distinguish them. The 
flux of existence comes first: matter and light distend time 
by their pulses, they distend space by their deployments.

This, if I understand it, is one half the new theory; the 
other half is not less acceptable. Newton had described 
motion as a result of two principles: the first, inertia, was 
supposed to be inherent in bodies; the second, gravity, 
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was incidental to their co-existence. Yet inherent inertia 
can only be observed relatively: it makes no difference 
to me whether I am said to be moving at a great speed 
or absolutely at rest, if I am not jolted or breathless, 
and if my felt environment does not change. Inertia, 
or weight, in so far as it denotes something intrinsic, 
seems to be but another name for substance or the 
principle of existence: in so far as it denotes the first law 
of motion, it seems to be relative to an environment. It 
would therefore be preferable to combine inertia and 
attraction in a single formula, expressing the behaviour 
of bodies towards one another in all their conjunctions, 
without introducing any inherent forces or absolute 
measures. This seems to have been done by Einstein, 
or at least impressively suggested: and it has been 
found that the new calculations correspond to certain 
delicate observations more accurately than the old.

This revolution in science seems, then, to be perfectly 
legal, and ought to be welcomed; yet only under one 
important moral condition, and with a paradoxical result. 
The moral condition is that the pride of science should 
turn into humility, that it should no longer imagine that 
it is laying bare the intrinsic nature of things. And the 
paradoxical result is this: that the forms of science are 
optional, like various languages or methods of notation. 
One may be more convenient or subtle than another, 
according to the place, senses, interests, and scope of 
the explorer; a reform in science may render the old 
theories antiquated, like the habit of wearing togas, 
or of going naked; but it cannot render them false, or 

itself true. Science, when it is more than the gossip of 
adventure or of experiment, yields practical assurances 
couched in symbolic terms, but no ultimate insight: so 
that the intellectual vacancy of the expert, which I was 
deriding, is a sort of warrant of his solidity. It is rather 
when the expert prophesies, when he propounds a new 
philosophy founded on his latest experiments, that we 
may justly smile at his system, and wait for the next.

Self-knowledge—and the new science is full of self-
knowledge—is a great liberator: if perhaps it imposes 
some retrenchment, essentially it revives courage. Then 
at last we see what we are and what we can do. The spirit 
can abandon its vain commitments and false pretensions, 
like a young man free at last to throw off his clothes and 
run naked along the sands. Intelligence is never gayer, 
never surer, than when it is strictly formal, satisfied with 
the evidence of its materials, as with the lights of jewels, 
and filled with mounting speculations, as with a sort of 
laughter. If all the arts aspire to the condition of music, 
all the sciences aspire to the condition of mathematics. 
Their logic is their spontaneous and intelligible side: and 
while they differ from mathematics and from one another 
in being directed in the first instance upon various 
unintelligible existing objects, yet as they advance, they 
unite: because they are everywhere striving to discover 
in those miscellaneous objects some intelligible order 
and method. And as the emotion of the pure artist, 
whatever may be his materials, lies in finding in them 
some formal harmony or imposing it upon them, so the 
interest of the scientific mind, in so far as it is free and 
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46 Signaler – Rød / Signals – Red (2020), clay, glaze

purely intellectual, lies in tracing their formal pattern. 
The mathematician can afford to leave to his clients, 
the engineers, or perhaps the popular philosophers, 
the emotion of belief: for himself he keeps the lyrical 
pleasure of metre and of evolving equations: and it is a 
pleasant surprise to him, and an added problem, if he 
finds that the arts can use his calculations, or that the 
senses can verify them; much as if a composer found that 
the sailors could heave better when singing his songs.

Yet such independence, however glorious inwardly, 
cannot help diminishing the prestige of the arts in the 
world. If science misled us before, when it was full of 
clearness and confidence, how shall we trust it now that 
it is all mystery and paradox? If classical physics needed 
this fundamental revision, near to experience and fruitful 
as it was, what revision will not romantic physics require? 
Nor is the future alone insecure: even now the prophets 
hardly understand one another, or perhaps themselves; 
and some of them interlard their science with the most 
dubious metaphysics. Naturally the enemies of science 
have not been slow to seize this opportunity: the soft-
hearted, the muddle-headed, the superstitious are all 
raising their voices, no longer in desperate resistance 
to science, but hopefully, and in its name. Science, they 
tell us, is no longer hostile to religion, or to divination 
of any sort. Indeed, divination is a science too. Physics 
is no longer materialistic since space is now curved, 
and filled with an ether through which light travels at 
300,000 kilometres per second — an immaterial rate: 
because if anything material ventured to move at that 
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forbidden speed, it would be so flattened that it would 
cease to exist. Indeed, matter is now hardly needed at all; 
its place has been taken by radio-activity, and by electrons 
which dart and whirl with such miraculous swiftness, 
that occasionally, for no known reason, they can skip 
from orbit to orbit without traversing the intervening 
positions — an evident proof of free-will in them. Or if 
solids should still seem to be material, there are astral 
bodies as well which are immaterial although physical; 
and as to ether and electricity, they are the very substance 
of spirit. All this I find announced in newspapers and 
even in books as the breakdown of scientific materialism: 
and yet, when was materialism more arrant and 
barbarous than in these announcements? Something 
no doubt has broken down: but I am afraid it is rather 
the habit of thinking clearly and the power to discern 
the difference between material and spiritual things.

The latest revolution in science will probably not 
be the last. I do not know what internal difficulties, 
contradictions, or ominous obscurities may exist in the 
new theories, or what logical seeds of change, perhaps of 
radical change, might be discovered there by a competent 
critic. I base my expectation on two circumstances 
somewhat more external and visible to the lay mind. One 
circumstance is that the new theories seem to be affected, 
and partly inspired, by a particular philosophy, itself 
utterly insecure. This philosophy regards the point of 
view as controlling or even creating the object seen; in 
other words, it identifies the object with the experience 
or the knowledge of it: it is essentially a subjective, 

psychological, Protestant philosophy. The study of 
perspectives, which a severer critic might call illusions, is 
one of the most interesting and enlightening of studies, 
and for my own part I should be content to dwell almost 
exclusively in that poetic and moral atmosphere, in the 
realm of literature and of humanism. Yet I cannot help 
seeing that neither in logic nor in natural genesis can 
perspectives be the ultimate object of science, since 
a plurality of points of view, somehow comparable, 
must be assumed in the beginning, as well as common 
principles of projection, and ulterior points of contact 
or coincidence. Such assumptions, which must persist 
throughout, seem to presuppose an absolute system 
of nature behind all the relative systems of science.

The other circumstance which points to further 
revolutions is social. The new science is unintelligible 
to almost all of us; it can be tested only by very delicate 
observations and very difficult reasoning. We accept 
it on the authority of a few professors who themselves 
have accepted it with a contagious alacrity, as if caught 
in a whirlwind. It has sprung up mysteriously and 
mightily, like mysticism in a cloister or theology in 
a council: a Soviet of learned men has proclaimed it. 
Moreover, it is not merely a system among systems, but 
a movement among movements. A system, even when it 
has serious rivals, may be maintained for centuries as 
religions are maintained, institutionally; but a movement 
comes to an end; it is followed presently by a period of 
assimilation which transforms it, or by a movement in 
some other direction. I ask myself accordingly whether 
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the condition of the world in the coming years will be 
favourable to refined and paradoxical science. The 
extension of education will have enabled the uneducated 
to pronounce upon everything. Will the patronage of 
capital and enterprise subsist, to encourage discovery 
and reward invention? Will a jealous and dogmatic 
democracy respect the unintelligible insight of the few? 
Will a perhaps starving democracy support materially 
its Soviet of seers? But let us suppose that no utilitarian 
fanaticism supervenes, and no intellectual surfeit or 
discouragement. May not the very profundity of the new 
science and its metaphysical affinities lead it to bolder 
developments, inscrutable to the public and incompatible 
with one another, like the gnostic sects of declining 
antiquity? Then perhaps that luminous modern thing 
which until recently was called science, in contrast to 
all personal philosophies, may cease to exist altogether, 
being petrified into routine in the practitioners, and 
fading in the professors into abstruse speculations.

Originally published in 1933.
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