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“…the best that has been thought and written in the world”—is in danger, or is indeed already “lost,” because of widespread popular education, popular communications systems, and what is often called “mass society.” On High and Popular Culture: Raymond Williams 1974 https://newrepublic.com/article/79269/high-and-popular-culture 
Development of technology has spread all aspects of culture to a much wider audience. Are the terms high and low culture now redundant?
According to Williams (1983) high culture encompasses the cultural products of aesthetic value, which a society collectively esteem as art, whereas Gans (1999) considers low culture a derogatory term for forms of popular culture that have mass appeal. With technology ushering in a new dawn of global culture, there is a significant impact of technology on one of the chief exemplars of high culture, namely fine art, and within that area particularly painting, drawing and collage. The levelling principle of readily available technology in the form of computers, software and apps is triggering a lively and important debate about the legitimacy as high art – indeed, art at all – of digital art, thereby generating in microcosm questions around current definitions and descriptors of high and low culture and art. With boundaries blurring, as high technology spawns low culture with a crossover obscuring what difference there is between the two, it is possible we are finally beyond issues of high and low art, and entering a new paradigm: the end of art or post-art. 
[bookmark: _Hlk498587357]The debate about the end of art is an old one. Francis Fukyama (1992), in his celebrated book The End of History, triggered discussions about what, in the postmodern era, is ending, and what beginning.  Fukyama states, “It is not the mark of provincialism but of cosmopolitanism to recognize that there has emerged in the last few centuries something like a true global culture (emphasis my own), centring around technologically driven economic growth and the capitalist social relations necessary to produce and sustain it.” (Fukyama, 1992: 126).
	Certainly, the distinction between high and low culture are blurred within this new global context in which digital art can be produced and consumed globally and not only by a cultured elite or within ‘high culture’ spaces such as galleries. High and low art have been, increasingly since the onset of mass production, synonymous respectively with quality and quantity. The Gutenberg Bible is arguably when mass media was born (Vaughn, 2005). Contemporaneous with great movements in art, it was the preeminent meme of its time. Six centuries later the vloggers and ‘dank memes’ opiate the masses. Religion, as Marx said, may be its opium (Marx, 2009); however, in our time technology is their Prozac. Mass media, consumer electronics, and crucially the internet have shown that, as it were, two things only the people anxiously desire — broadband and circuses. 
Digital art creation, at speed, easily, via apps; this is perhaps its lowest form. There is genuinely skilled digital art – digital painting can be as painstaking as its high art form – yet we regard digital art a low skill domain (Wand, 2006). 
	


A foremost prophet of what it is already being hashtagged on social media and appearing online in various forms as ‘post-art’ is Gustav Metzger, the father of the political art movement ‘auto-destruction’. His death in 2017 at the age of 91 ended a life devoted to conscientious objection to the dark sides of modernity that began and defined his own life journey as a Jewish refugee brought to the UK at age thirteen (Rosenthal, 2009).
Metzger’s prolific writing on diverse aspects of art and technology include late Sixties’ publications containing some of the first references in Britain to use of computers as possible materials and techniques in art. Metzger’s 1969 paper ‘Notes on the Crisis in Technological Art’ presaged wisely our current predicament in defining high and low art:
The LIMITATIONS of the computer are the key to understanding computer art. Just as there are styles and periods in art, so there are styles and periods in computer art. These are determined by human factors (the amount of time, the knowledge and imagination or talent which have gone into creating the art. The end result is also dependent on the computers, their software, and additional techniques employed. It is easier to start measuring the capacity and limitations of the latter than the human factors…(Metzger, 1969)
It is important here to note that Metzger predated the digital revolution, which makes his foresight more impressive given the relatively primitive analogue technology of his time.
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Figure 1 Notes on the Crisis in Technological Art, London, Apr 1969 
Metzger foresaw friction between the canonical artists, the art world and those seeking to integrate technology-dependent practice (Metzger, 1969). Other prescient voices on the prospect of the impact of technology on art included Jack Burnham, speculating on the directions art could take powered by “the steady evolution in information processing techniques in our society”. (1970 cited in Gere, 2006: 129). Important is his caveat that computer-based work eventually would be an aspect of fine arts (Lovejoy, 2004: 89). 
Burnham was especially insightful on the prerequisite dynamic for digital art’s embedding in culture. Its adoption as a feature of lifestyle; at this time it is mobile devices that are driving this, devices unknown at his time of writing but which are now determining – through the widespread use of ‘instaart’ apps – the course of a revolution in how art is conceived, executed, and perceived. Artists would not use computers as they use paints or sculpture to create physical work, Burnham foresaw (Gere, 2006). He also felt that much computer-generated art would lead to an outpouring of aesthetically inferior work. Jack Burnham observed (1970 cited in Gere, 2006: 131), “…these interests deal with art that is transactional…in that they deal with underlying structures of communication and energy exchange instead of abstract appearances.” Gere added that mass uptake of new technology would be the prerequisite for its full integration into the cultural consciousness (Gere 2006). Those aware of the potential for technology to radically transform how we make and view art were excited: “We are currently witnessing the end of an artistic world. Artists of tomorrow will no longer produce works but something yet to be named...” observed Cynthia Goodman, adding presciently that “[artists]” will no longer create objects but rather types of microuniverses in perpetual evolution.” (Goodman, 1987: 74).
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Figure 2 Andy Warhol 1985 Amiga Computer Painting of Debbie Harry 
One of the first digital artists of note is none other than Andy Warhol, his quip proving prophetic: “If I had a good computer I could catch up with my thoughts over the weekend if I ever got behind myself…A computer would be a very qualified boss” (Warhol, 1975). Ten years later, gifted by Amiga a 1000 home computer, Warhol embraced a role as a brand ambassador for its manufacturer Commodore International. To launch the collaboration there was a performance at Lincoln Centre where Warhol created a ProPaint portrait live of Blondie singer Debbie Harry. Subsequently he experimented with digital drawings of his famed soup can, and reinventions of Botticelli’s Birth of Venus. Without any hesitation about the value of digital artwork, Warhol expressed a desire to market the images; alas, this never happened. Had it done it is interesting to speculate on the impact it would have had in driving early acceptance of digital art as legitimate and enabled for capitalisation (The Warhol Museum, n.d.). 
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                  Figure 3 Shadow Chen (Singapore) 2013 Monster of the Year 

Despite the precedent set by Warhol and no matter how exciting digital art evolution is, digital artists remain preoccupied with credibility and respect, and countering antagonistic perceptions from artists working in other mediums toward their own, rather than issues of culture or high and low art (Huff, 2017). 
The apparent, disputed divide between ‘high’ legacy art and ‘low’ digital art may be illusory, however. Gere (2002), in his book Digital Culture, points out that much as net art is consummately current, it mimics the work of the post-war avant-garde. Gere adds that this evident influence does not condemn ‘network art’ (Gere, 2002) but rather is precisely what bolsters it, just as comparable neo-avant-garde 1960s used expressions pioneered by the so-called historical avant-garde of the 1920s and 1930s (Stallabrass, 2003). A great many digital artists appear neurotic about perceptions of them. Given that they create and operate in a culture where, due to technology, the medium – as apps, software, online tools and the internet itself - is not just the message (Lapham, L., McLuhan, M, 1994) but often more important than the maker, perhaps this is understandable. Those who use technology to make art risk perception as not just end users of - but used by - the very tools and techniques they want and need to make their art (Paul, 2003). It might also be indicative of the novelty of what they are doing. Of the ways it subverts traditional notions of what constitutes high art. Surely other artists on the vanguard have also felt this alienation from the art world.
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Figure 4 Marco Escobedo (Peru) n.d. Desintigeration 
Charlotte Lee, in the second part of her post, Who’s Afraid of Digital Art? refers to Christiane Paul’s caution that: 
     …while contemporary art is rarely easy to read, digital art poses a new set of problems. Its   
     reliance on code, algorithms and real-time often appear alien, thus making it difficult to 
     appreciate aesthetically.  Second, it is largely immaterial. Again, this is not unique to new 
     media art, but unlike its ‘outsider brethren’ of performance and conceptual art, the art 
     world has not yet come to terms with it.  Thirdly…audiences typically do not know how to 
     respond to these works – the works may be read as entertainment or audiences may retort 
     that the work should belong in a science museum rather than a gallery. (Paul, 2016) 
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                               Figure 5 Jeremy Gluck WHY PAINT? 2017 8bit Photo Lab process
As or more important for digital art than issues of configuration are issues of consumption. It is useful to regard digital art as ‘sign-objects’ as exposited by Baudrillard. Indeed, if ever there were cultural artefacts liable to be called ‘sign-objects’ for consumption, it is digital art, which in accord with Baudrillard’s ‘system of objects’ are literally objects created, distributed, exhibited, and therefore, consumed by great, relentlessly advancing and expanding technological age systems of our era (Baudrillard, 2002).
Baudrillard’s appraisal of ‘consumption’ informs – nearly haunts –discussion of the subject matter of this essay. Are we with our technological artefacts of all kinds merely stuffing a void within our culture? Multiplying infinitely, replacing reality, digital art is just one aspect of a genuine transformation in ourselves, our lives, and our world the ultimate meanings and outcomes of which are at the moment the realm of speculation. 
     The systematic and limitless process of consumption arises from the disappointed        
      demand for totality that underlies the project of life, their ideality sign-objects are all 
      equivalent and may multiply infinitely; indeed, they must multiply in order at every 
      moment to make up for a reality that is absent. Consumption is irrepressible, in the last 
      reckoning, because it is founded upon lack. (Baudrillard, 2002: 205).

Despite its ephemerality, increasingly digital art is acknowledged, accepted, and taken seriously as an authentic new art. Of course, this is just the beginning. As digital art develops further, as the machine learns more until it is de facto the artist, a crucial question will arise: Is the machine making art for and from itself? At that point, issues of high and low art will have become diminishing in the extreme. We will glimpse a new paradigm in art and culture, to some exciting, to others despairing: post-art. What it will look like, who – what – makes it, and whether technology has, in some kind of countercultural fait accompli, made high or low art redundant, will all be of little consequence as discursive pursuits. Because, at that point, the machines will be making art for each other. Already, machines are making art for us, as interactive generative art websites such as Silk and Google’s Deep Dream Generator attest. Generative art, rooted in Dadaism and the pioneering programming of artist Harold Cohen, is the bleeding edge of end user art creation, using complex algorithms to respond to mouse gestures and menu options to introduce elements of chance to interacting with the machine. (Stallabrass, 2003)
Whatever we human beings decide to do then, given we have a choice in that matter, it is likely that a new culture will arise of synthesis and parallel creativity. The growth of digital art as a cultural presence will endure.  Its ultimate validity and valuation as high culture and high art is yet inscrutable. Interaction by artists with technology will continue to present culture and art with challenges to its self-perceived integrity and durability. Digital artists will persist in declaring the worth of their work and, regardless of wider acceptance and acknowledgement as fine, high artists will create out of their fascination for and collaboration with their software and machines. 
Not knowing how to respond to a piece of art may simply indicate that it is new, different, outside the parameters of what has previously been considered high art. It need not mean it is not art.  This has been a pattern throughout turns in artistic style; new styles that challenge the contemporary ones are initially rejected, then embraced later on as ahead of their time. (Lovejoy, 2004). High culture and high art may seem to be undermined by mass communications distributing digital artwork to mass society. It is not lost, though. Rather, it is being reinvented and transformed. 
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