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Abstract:
							                           
Ertibil Bizkaia and Arteshop Bilbao are two publicly financed institutional calls for the promotion of emerging artists in the context of the Basque Country, with both distinct and similar characteristics. In this paper, we examine the regulations that base the functioning of these calls to analyse the distribution of the budgets both programmes allocate to compensate for the work of the participant artists, during the period from 2012 and 2016. We also pay attention to the results of the competitive tenders of the artists in terms of concurrence and participation. The results confirm the main features of Thorsby’s theory of artists’ work preference (1994) and Frank and Cook’s (1995) theory of winner-take-all markets.
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Resumen:
						                           
Ertibil Bizkaia y Arteshop Bilbao son dos convocatorias institucionales financiadas con fondos públicos, para la promoción de artistas emergentes en el contexto del País Vasco, con características tanto distintivas como similares. En este trabajo, examinamos las regulaciones en las que se basan el funcionamiento de estas convocatorias, para analizar la distribución de los presupuestos que ambos programas asignan a la compensación del trabajo de los artistas participantes, durante el período comprendido entre 2012 y 2016. También prestamos atención a los resultados de las licitaciones competitivas de los artistas en términos de concurrencia y participación. Los resultados confirman las principales características de la teoría de Thorsby sobre la preferencia de trabajo de los artistas (1994) y la teoría de Frank y Cook (1995) sobre los mercados donde el ganador se lleva todo.
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Introduction


Ertibil Bizkaia and Arteshop Bilbao are two institutional calls financed with public funds to support new artists. Their programs aim to bring the work of little-known artists to broad sectors of society, promote them in the initial stages of their careers and promote their professionalization.

The Provincial Council of Bizkaia (DFB-BFA), executive and governing body of this historical territory, finances and organises Ertibil in its entirety, since its start-up in 1984. Seven years later, according to Romo (Romo 1999, 218), several representatives of the Basque Administrations and the Solomon R. Guggenheim Foundation begin the talks that make possible the inauguration of the Guggenheim Museum Bilbao in 1997.

In his article, Romo also affirms that the main political reasons that motivate this agreement lie in the necessary regeneration of the city of Bilbao, through the construction of a series of cultural facilities. This operation intends to overcome the crisis of the traditional heavy industry which mainly bases the economy of the province of Bizkaia at that time (1999, 219).

It is precisely at the end of the eighties that the concept of the creative city emerges (Landry 2005, 2) and its unstoppable diffusion begins. There is, therefore, a political will to make the city of Bilbao an international referent as a creative city, «an emotionally satisfying city that stimulates creativity among its citizens» (Yencken1988, 597), through the promotion of art.

In turn, Arteshop is a contest organized by the Bilbao City Council, through the public entity Bilbao Ekintza, EPEL, the University of the Basque Country —fundamentally, the Faculty of Fine Arts—, and Bilbao Art Foundation collaborate in its organization.

It emerged in 2011 when Guggenheim Museum is already a successfully consolidated reality. The so-called 'Guggenheim effect', internationally recognized, emerges as the symbol of the long sought industrial regeneration of Bilbao and the economy of the Basque Country as a whole (Plaza 1999; Plaza, Tironi, & Haarich 2009).

In this sense, although long before Adorno and Horkheimer already present the term 'cultural industry' (1944), it is basically from the publication of the work of Landry and Bianchini (1995) and Florida (2002) when the new phenomenon of the creative industries becomes the object of a profound academic debate.

In fact, it is Landry who, together with Hyams, get credit for the creation of an index of creative cities
1
, conceived and developed in collaboration with the association Bilbao Metrópoli 30 and Bizkaia Xede, between 2008 and 2009. The data these authors take into account for the assessment of creative cities derive from very different sectors, including education and instruction at all levels, as well as the fields of art and culture.

Consequently, the timeframe in which we set out the events above, between the end of the eighties and the present, take us to consider that the analysis of these two calls, Ertibil and Arteshop, can offer a vision of a particular evolution. One of these calls for the promotion of emerging artists examined appears before the emergence of the notion of creative city, while the other does it after this notion experiments a notorious and critical development, both local and internationally.

Besides, we assume it is possible to observe some changes already occurring in the formative stages of the artists, through the detailed examination of these contests. We expect to find some parallelisms or pattern of reproduction that replicate in the art system as a whole. In fact, Arteshop and Ertibil present a series of characteristics that define both contests and that are studied in this section.

Also, among the defining features of these two calls, it is possible to find both differences and similarities. Among them, we firstly point out that Ertibil operates as an itinerant exhibition, touring several municipal exhibition halls in the province of Bizkaia. In its turn, Arteshop makes it possible the presence of artworks in a large number of private commercial establishments, not included in the category of specific spaces for the presentation of works of art.

Secondly, both programs propose similar competitive systems for the selection of the artists who request to participate and incorporate a contest that includes monetary prizes for some of the artists finally selected. However, while Arteshop destines some funds to pay the artists for their work and the materials needed to produce them, the artists who aspire to participate in Ertibil must either self-finance or request external aid and/or scholarships for this same purpose.

Thirdly, Ertibil selects a lower number of artists than Arteshop. Finally, Arteshop introduces the figure of artist-tutor. Thus, a selection of artists from Bilbao Arte Foundation supervise the works of the participants in the contest and, besides, they realize their own artistic interventions, out of competition, in different exhibition areas in emblematic buildings around the city.





Materials, objectives and methods


In the case of Ertibil, the sources of information are the orders and formal resolutions that the DFB-BFA publishes on its website
2
. Bilbao City Council announces the regulatory bases, which are also accessible on its website
3
, for the operation of Arteshop. Besides, the Faculty of Fine Arts, through the Dean for University Extension, provides the data both the number of applications and the participants finally selected in Arteshop.

As far as Arteshop is concerned, although the first edition dates from 2011, it is not until the next call when its organizers prepare and publish an official document that includes the rules of participation in this contest. For this reason, the study covers the period between 2012 and 2016 inclusive. Although during the preparation of this study, in 2017, both programs are already in operation, there are still no conclusive data and, therefore, we do not incorporate this year’s data.

On the other hand, one primary objective is to analyse the distribution of the budgets that Arteshop and Ertibil dedicate to compensate the work of the participants in their calls. We also examine the results of the competitive offer of artists regarding their attendance, participation, and recurrence. This is, how many people request their involvement? How many are selected? And, what are the repetitive sequences of the applicants?

We contrast the results obtained with two theories, Thorsby's artists' work preference model (1994) and Frank and Cook´s winner-take-all market theory (1995). The most important features of these arguments are summarized by Rengers (2002).

The first of these theories relies on the fact that artists must confront the challenge of maximizing the time spent in the longed-for art jobs while fulfilling the requirement of achieving basic budget income in unwanted non-artistic ones (Rengers 2002, 2). Concerning the second, it tries to explain the biased distributions of rewards in the art market (and other markets) and the mechanisms that lead to this distribution (idem).





Starting hypothesis


We propose the hypothesis that the traits that define the art system as a whole are already present during the stages of formation and promotion of emerging artists. Another initial hypothesis arises from the consideration of the astonishing change that occurs in the Basque Country, and particularly in the city of Bilbao, for the political ambition and efforts made to achieve a leading position as a creative city at the international level during the three the last decades.

This second hypothesis consists in the consideration that the strategic investments made in the culture sector, and fundamentally in the promotion of art, make clear the existence of two different ways of understanding the artistic practice, which the diverse programs of Ertibil Bizkaia and Arteshop Bilbao reflect. For this reason, once we elaborate the quantitative analysis of each of the case studies, we also present a comparative analysis between both contests.





Ertibil Bizkaia, itinerant exhibition of plastic arts


Ertibil Bizkaia is an itinerant exhibition of visual arts, called, organized and financed by the DFB-BFA. Although it probably undergoes different changes in its configuration during its more than thirty years of existence, Ertibil regulations remain stable during the period studied. Ertibil consists of annual calls that carry out a selection of a maximum of twenty artistic works, among the applications received, which different Municipal Exhibition Halls in Bizkaia exhibit in their premises, during specific periods.

Regulatory bases govern the yearly calls, which DFB-BFA publishes through Decrees, and their respective Formal Resolutions. It is possible to find detailed information about them on the DFB-BFA website, between 2010 and 2016 included. In these decrees and resolutions, it is possible to obtain the necessary data to carry out an empirical study of the development of the conditions of the calls.





Results of the quantitative analysis of Ertibil Bizkaia


Below, we present in a series of tables and figures a summary of the quantitative data extracted from the Regional Order that features the regulatory bases of Ertibil for the year 2016, which exactly coincide with those of the previous years.

In the first of these tables —table 1— we collect the quantitative data concerning the attendance (C = number of applicants, participation (P = number of participants) and distribution of the economic endowments included in the budget items destined to the payment of the different prizes (Q = number of winners and € = economic endowment of each prize), during the period studied. In the last row, we include the data regarding the total budget for the awarding of prizes in the period studied.




Table 1




Ertibil 2016
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Concurrence, participation, no. of prizewinners and total budget



Own elaboration from the information obtained from the DFB/BFA decrees.









Figure 1 below shows the percentage relationship between excluded participants and participants.
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Figure 1



Ertibil 2016






Comparative excluded concurrents and participants



Own elaboration from the information obtained from the DFB/BFA decrees.









Figure 2 below presents the economic distribution of prizes. Given these graphs, it is possible to appreciate a significant imbalance between the number of applicants and the finally selected ones, which provokes a sharp contrast in the distribution of the budget of the Ertibil contest among the applicants.
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Figure 2



Ertibil 2016






Distribution of the budget among the concurrents



Own elaboration from the information obtained from the DFB/BFA decrees.








Next, in table 2, we present the recurrence, that is to say, the frequency the same person requests to participate in Ertibil. The row to the right indicates the percentage ratio of rates to the total number of applications, while the last row shows that the 534 requests to Ertibil in the period studied correspond to 294 people.




Table 2




Recurrence Ertibil
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Own elaboration from the information obtained from the DFB/BFA decrees.












Arteshop Bilbao: One shop, one artwork


Arteshop finds its origin as an initiative of the CiB (Bilbao Innovator Commerces) in 2011. According to the information that appears on its website
4
 CiB is a meeting place between traders, consumers, service companies, associations and professionals, which aims to create a favourable climate for the introduction of innovations in shops in Bilbao. The ultimate objective of the CiB, whose creation dates back to 2010, is to bring innovation closer to the commercial establishments so that it can be applied to the commerce of the city of Bilbao.

To achieve this innovation, the community seeks to share ideas and information, select suppliers, participate in collaborative projects among businesses, and take advantage of the synergies that occur between commerce and sectors such as hospitality, leisure, tourism, technology and art, activities that are collected as online contents.

The CiB community operates under the auspices of Bilbao Ekintza
5
, a municipal entity that promotes the generation of economic and social wealth for Bilbao enhancing the city as an attractive destination for investment, creating and growing companies, improving opportunities for access to employment. The primary objectives of this entity are to lead the economic momentum and the international positioning of the city:




	
Facilitating the growth of companies in their environment, supporting growth and access to new markets.



	
Promoting the development of local economic activity that guarantees the quality of life of the city.



	
Constituting itself as a reference in attracting events, which position it as an international reference for tourism and economic activity.







Bilbao Ekintza funding institutions, of a public nature, are the Bilbao City Council, the Provincial Council of Bizkaia, the Basque Government, the Behargintza Municipal Employment Support Centre, the Basque Employment Service Lanbide, the Bizkaia Tourist Office and the European Social Fund. The latter co-finances the entity's activities to 50%.

Thus, Arteshop Bilbao takes advantage of the synergy between the artistic and the commercial activities, promoting the creative capacity of the shops, generating an unusual space for artistic expression and enriching the shopping experience of consumers. To this end, students of the Faculty of Fine Arts of the UPV/EHU exhibit their own artworks made exclusively for the commercial establishments of the municipality that participate in the project.

A group of artists from Bilbao Arte Foundation tutor the students of fine arts, as art curators, providing the students with some support in the execution of the interventions and supervising the smooth progress of their activity. Also, these artists-tutors produce artistic interventions in different emblematic buildings in the city–such as La Ribera market or the tourist office.

Unlike Ertibil, the novelty of Arteshop Bilbao implies that to achieve its consolidation, is subject to significant changes during the period studied. However, in the 2016 and 2017 editions, the regulatory bases of Arteshop Bilbao consolidate and do not undergo any changes.





Results of the qualitative analysis of Arteshop Bilbao


Next, in table 3, we collect the data concerning the attendance (C = number of applicants), participation (P = number of participants) and distribution of the budget destined to the payment of the different prizes (Q = number of winners and € = economic endowment of each prize) in Arteshop, during the period studied. We also include the budget for the realization of the projects for all the participants (PRP) and a partial budget destined only to the contestants of Arteshop (PPC), since this table does not include the amounts intended to the works of the artists-coordinators, which we present later.




Table 3




Arteshop.
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Concurrence, participation, nº prize winners and partial budget



Own elaboration based on the regulatory basis of Arteshop Bilbao. The Faculty of Fine Arts of the UPV/EHU provides data on the number of applicants and participants.











Table 4




Arteshop
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Budget for artists / collaborators and total budget



Own elaboration based on the Regulatory Basis of Arteshop Bilbao. The Faculty of Fine Arts of the UPV/EHU provides data on the number of applicants and participants.









Table 4 above shows the number of artists-coordinators A / C, the budget for the production of the works of the artists-coordinators, out of competition (€ P), for their work as coordinators (€ C), the partial budget of these two concepts (PPA / C), the partial budget of the contestants (PPC) and, finally, the total budget of Arteshop (PTAB) during the period studied.


Figure 3 below shows the relationship between competitors and participants in the contest, while figure 4 shows the economic distribution of the prizes.
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Figure 3



Arteshop






Comparative excluded concurrents y participants



Own elaboration based on the Regulatory Basis of Arteshop Bilbao. The Faculty of Fine Arts of the UPV/EHU provides the data on the number of applicants and participants.
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Figure 4



Arteshop






Distribution of the budget among the concurrentes



Own elaboration based on the Regulatory Basis of Arteshop Bilbao. The Faculty of Fine Arts of the UPV/EHU provides the data on the number of applicants and participants.








Given these graphs, it is possible to appreciate a moderate imbalance between the number of applicants and the ones who are finally selected, which causes a weak contrast in the distribution of the budget of the Arteshop contest.

Next, in table 5 we present the recurrence, that is to say, the number of people that repeatedly apply to Arteshop. The row to the right indicates the percentage ratio of frequencies to the total number of applications, while the last row indicates that the 568 applications to Arteshop in the period studied correspond to 501 people.




Table 5




Arteshop
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Recurrence



Own elaboration based on the Regulatory Basis of Arteshop Bilbao. The Faculty of Fine Arts of the UPV/EHU provides data on the number of applicants and participants.












Comparative analysis of Ertibil and Arteshop


Before starting this section, we are in need of expressing that, confronted with the decision to compare the programs Ertibil and Arteshop, a previous discussion arises. We question the comparability of these two calls since, despite their similarities, they maintain very different features.

Firstly, concerning their respective objectives, as for the people who participate in them. Besides, we propose the difference between training and professionalization, directed both at the traditional art system and at the expanded field of cultural industries.

Perhaps from the field of economics, there would not be such objections to compare, in quantitative terms, these two contests. However, in their qualitative analysis, specific nuances would surely escape, which only within the field of art there is any possibility of discernment. After some debate on this problem, we conclude it is necessary when comparing these calls qualitatively, to define whether the groups of persons that request to participate in both contests are equivalent or comparable in some way.

To do this, it is necessary, firstly, to discriminate applicants by age, since Ertibil establishes an access barrier that prevents artists over 35 years to applicate, while in Arteshop there is no age limit. On the other hand, while in Arteshop only students from the Faculty of Fine Arts at the UPV/EHU can attend, in Ertibil, in addition to this collective, another category is also included; people registered as citizens in Biscay. This license should not cause strangeness, since, as Zorloni points out, there are no formal entry barriers in the supply chain of the art market, since anyone can claim to be an artist (2013, 25).

When we contact the Provincial Council of Bizkaia to obtain a list of the competitors in each category, who applied to participate in Ertibil in the period studied, we are informed that they do not keep a record of who are students of the Faculty of Fine Arts of the UPV/EHU (FFA-UPV/EHU) and who are not. Their registers only allow discerning between the concurrentes registered in Biscay and the ones who are not registered in this province and are students at the FFA-UPV/EHU. We also try to obtain this information, in addition to the applicants of Arteshop over 35 years, through the UPV/EHU. The answer is that they cannot provide this data because of the existence of a law of personal data protection that prevents it.

Therefore, it is not possible to establish whether these two groups of applicants, to Ertibil and Arteshop, are equivalent. In any case, we decide to go ahead with the comparative quantitative analysis, relying exclusively on the names and surnames of the applicants, despite this bias caused by the inability to check all the data necessary to carry out this analysis more rigorously.

Ultimately, the primary objective of this study is not to compare the profile of the applicants, but the economic conditions that these calls manifest in their bases and the quantitative answer of these applicants, be they students, artists or any individual registered in Bizkaia, in the case of Ertibil. In this sense, the first fact that strikes us is that among all the applicants, 294 in Ertibil and 501 in Arteshop, only 91 of them decide to apply for both calls, 30.95% and 18.16%, respectively. This data, together with the information offered in Table 6, which compares the recurrences of both calls, indicates that the groups of applicants belong to two quite different universes.

Table 6. Comparative of recurrences between Ertibil and Arteshop




Table 6




Ertibil & Arteshop
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Comparative of recurrences



Own elaboration from tables 2 and 5.








Although, as we just remind, there are more applicants in Arteshop than in Ertibil, there is a considerable amount of artists/students who decide to apply repeatedly for this last call. In any case, in both calls the number of applicants who apply only once is very high, 55.78% and 77.44% respectively.

These facts lead me to consider Rosen's statement; the professionals competing in these markets are very clear about their chances of succeeding in it, and when they are not clear, they give up easily (Rosen 1996, 135).

It is also pertinent to point out, in view of the greater number of applications in Arteshop than in Ertibil, one of the characteristics of the artistic labour market that Benhamou proposes; to succeed in the art market, more than an academic title it is crucial to get a good reputation and the more activities an artist includes in their curriculum, the greater their reputation (Benhamou 2003, 70).

In this sense, the greater convening power Arteshop shows, can be due to the fact that the applicants are more likely to be accepted in this call, rather than in Ertibil —and, therefore, it is easier to obtain the corresponding certificate of participation in Arteshop, in order to increase their curriculum and thus their reputation— as it can be seen in figure 5 following which compiles figures 4 and 6 above.
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Figure 5



Arteshop & Ertibil






Comparison between the percentages of excluded applicants and participants



Own elaboration from tables 2 and 5.








It should also be taken into account that Arteshop, in addition to having a greater ability to summon because the access barrier is less restrictive than that of Ertibil, it gives every selected applicant a certain economic amount for their labour and for the production of their artworks, which in Ertibil does not occur.

Applicants to Ertibil meet the requirement of having to pay for themselves the costs of producing the works presented or requesting scholarships or external aid for their production. It is for these reasons that we find it paradoxical that, despite this double 'call effect' of Arteshop, the repeated concurrence to Ertibil presents more significant proportions.

We understand that a good reason for it is the increasing prestige Ertibil achieves along time that makes the rewards in this call are symbolically greater. Being a more competitive call may be the reason that applicants who really want to be among the few chosen ones decide to try more times than the applicants to Arteshop.

On the other hand, Ertibil is more linked to the 'Art System' —with capital letters— than Arteshop and, although being selected in Ertibil is not a guarantee to succeed in the art system, it has more value regarding the reputation winners obtain in this contest. Another reason may be that the economic value of the prizes in Ertibil is considerably higher than in Arteshop.

In this sense, we find striking the similarity between the economic resources that both calls set for the payment of the prizes and, in the case of Arteshop, the production costs and materials of the works made by both the students and the artists-tutors, as well as for tutoring the latter; € 230,500 in Arteshop and € 224,000 in Ertibil.

The distribution of these amounts is significantly different between calls, as can be seen in figure 6 following which compiles figures 2 and 4 above. Both Ertibil and Arteshop present an unbalanced distribution of economic resources among the applicants, confirming Frank and Cook's theory of winner-take-all markets. In any case, this feature is more pronounced in Ertibil than in Arteshop. While in Ertibil 81.87% of the people attending are outside the economic division, this amount is reduced to 39.26% in Arteshop, although, at the same time, 50.35% perceive an almost testimonial amount for their work.
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Figure 6



Ertibil & Arteshop






Comparative of the budget distributions



Own elaboration from figures 2 and 4









It is also worth mentioning the introduction of the figure of the artist-tutor in Arteshop programme, who perceives a certain amount for the production of artworks, intended for exhibition outside of competition in emblematic commercial spaces of the city, in addition to receiving a remuneration for the coordination of the work of the selected proposals in the participating establishments.

The remuneration as a tutor is much higher than the one they receive for their artistic work, and it makes visible the fact that the artists receive a lower economic compensation for this later work. In addition, artists must face the obligation of having to perform works not related to artistic practice —although related to art— in order to carry out their artistic work.





Some conclusions and recommendations



The comparative analysis of Ertibil and Arteshop confirms that the main characteristics of the reference functions, both of Thorsby (1994) and of Frank & Cook (1995), are in these processes of promotion of artists in the initial stages of their studied careers.

On the one hand, Ertibil Bizkaia distributes very unequally the budget to compensate competitors, which has a system that privileges a few participants, while maintaining a percentage of outsiders. The system is only sustainable if it gives access to a very limited number of professionals.

This disproportion is less pronounced in Arteshop, which can have two readings; On the one hand, it may be that the organizers are aware of this fact and manage to establish a more equitable and inclusive distribution system of the available budget. In this way, the real situation of the artistic labour market, in general, becomes evident, it is a market in which economic rewards are meagre and produce large pockets of precariousness.

In addition, if we compare the budgets of Ertibil and Arteshop with the 390,000 € of base budget for the competitive competition (Guggenheim Bilbao Museum, 2017), destined to contract the maintenance service of Puppy, an emblematic work of the ‘Guggenheim effect’, we can conclude that the traits of the ‘winner-take-all markets’ theory  are exponentially progressive constants in the art system.

However, even the large numbers that manage the system and the art business as a whole are not significant when compared in macroeconomic terms. As Juan Antonio Ramírez points out (2010, 38), the contribution of art to the economic progress of society is not really as important as some agents of the sector claim, provided that we consider things with conventional accounting methods.

On the other hand, these comparisons are not very relevant, since the task of establishing a correlation, between the micro-level analysis that this section occupies and that of the art system as a whole, depends on very heterogeneous and partial information sources that offer very different results (Ramírez 2010, 38). Besides, economics today seems to us a pseudoscience, not much less rigorous than art criticism, although it is covered by the prestige that its fondness for deceptive mathematical models, inevitably quantitative, gives it (39).

Therefore, an issue to consider is how artists respond to this problem through the works presented in these contests. These answers can be obtained either through these works or through the statements their authors make about them. In the case of Ertibil, it is possible to carry out such an analysis since annually the DFB/BFA edit and publish a catalogue, which informs about the selected artists and works and, in addition, gives reasons for the choice of artworks selected.

On the contrary, Arteshop does not carry out a historical record of the participating works, which causes great difficulty when making the effort to analyze, which of the works presented in this contest offer a criticism or comment, to this economic situation experienced by its authors. As Boris Groys argues, «there is an important difference between art and commercial mass culture: art has a file at its disposal, and mass culture does not» (Groys 2002, 59).

And, of course, in order to carry out the analysis we propose:



A historical archive is needed, through which several periods can be compared in time, including the present. [...] And given that the individual person is obviously incapable of such a broad general historical vision, they direct us to the archives of our culture to carry out a historical diagnosis of that kind. If in doing so we turn to the art sector, then we must make sure that it is the archive of the valued artistic tradition, as represented in the museum's collections, books on the history of art and practical artistic instruction, that not only makes possible diagnosis but also requires that it be done (Groys 2002, 59).
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