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ABSTRACT

ADORNO’S CONCEPTION OF AUTONOMOUS ART
IN LIGHT OF KANT’S AND HEGEL’S PHILOSOPHIES

INCEEEFE, ilay
M.A., Department of Philosophy

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Barisg Parkan

February 2018, 107 pages

In this thesis I tried to to analyze Adorno’s conception of autonomous art through his
conception of “truth content”. Within the aesthetic debates in the Frankfurt School,
Adorno uses the conception of “autonomy in art/autonomous work of art” as opposed
to “politically committed art”, which is defended by Benjamin and Brecht. However,
while his understanding of autonomous work of art seems to defend the elitist
understanding of art, this study aims to show that Adorno’s conception of “autonomy”
or “truth content” should not be considered and elaborated without looking at the work

of art’s relation with the society and history.

Adorno’s conception of “truth content” gives a clear understanding of autonomus
art/autonomous work of art. Because of this reason, I tried to analyze his conception
of “truth content” in Aesthetic Theory in detail. Aesthetic Theory includes many
references to Kant’s and Hegel’s philosophies and aesthetics. In order to understand
the historical relationship between Kant, Hegel and Adorno, which shapes Adorno’s
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conception of “truth content”, I presented Kant’s and Hegel’s philosophies and
aesthetics in terms of their effects on the conception of “autonomous art” and “truth

content”.

Close examination of the “truth content” in Aesthetic Theory with the historical
relationship with Kant and Hegel gives a clear understanding of what Adorno means
by “autonomous art/work of art” especially in his debates with Benjamin and Brecht.
At the end of this research, how and in what way Adorno’s conception of autonomous
art and work of art include what is social and political can be reached and understood

clearly.

Keywords: Autonomy, autonomous work of art, truth content, subjectivity,

objectivity.



0z

KANT ve HEGEL FELSEFELERI ISIGINDA ADORNO’NUN OTONOM SANAT
ANLAYISININ ANALIZI

INCEEFE, Ilay
Yiiksek Lisans, Felsefe Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Baris Parkan

Subat 2018, 107 sayfa

Bu tezde Adorno’nun otonom sanat anlayisini icerigin gercekligi (truth content)
kavrami 1s1g8inda incelemeye c¢alisttm. Frankfurt Okulu’nun sanat ve estetik
tartigmalar1 icerisinde Adorno otonom sanat anlayisini Benjamin ve Brecht’in
savundugu politik acidan islenmis/politik icerikli sanat anlayisinin karsisina koyar.
Adorno’nun otonom sanat anlayisini bu tartismanin ve tezatligin i¢inden kurusu, onun
otonomi anlayisinin elitist bir sanata ya da daha genel anlamiyla “sanat i¢in sanat”
anlayisina dayandig1 yanlis kanisina kapilinabilinir. Bu ¢alisma, Adorno’nun otonom
sanat anlayisinin ve igerigin gercekligi (truth content) kavraminin aslinda sanat
eserinin toplum ve tarihle olan iligkisinden bagimsiz diisiiniilemeyecegi ve

degerlendirilemeyecegini gostermeyi amaclamaktadir.

Adorno’nun igerigin gergekligi (truth content) kavrami onun otonom sanat

anlayisindan bagimsiz diisiiniillemeyecegi icin, Adorno’nun Estetik Kuram kitabindaki
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icerigin gercekligi kavraminin detayli bir incelemesini yapmaya calistim. Estetik
Kuram kitab1 Kant ve Hegel felsefelerine ve ozellikle estetik anlayislarina bir¢ok
referans iceren bir kitaptir. Adorno’nun icerigin gercekligi (truth content) kavraminin
olusumunu etkileyen Kant, Hegel ve Adorno arasindaki tarihsel iligkiyi sunmak ve
coziimlemek adina, Kant’in ve Hegel’in estetik kuramlarinin Adorno’nun otonom

sanat anlayis1 ve icerigin gercekligi kavramlarini etkileyen yonlerini sundum.

Estetik Kuram kitabindaki icerigin gercekligi (truth content) kavraminin Kant ve
Hegel estetikleriyle olan tarihsel iliskisinde degerlendirilmesi, Adorno’nun Benjamin
ve Brecht’e kars1 savundugu otonom sanat anlayisi ile ne demek istediginin detayl bir
aciklamasini vermektedir. Biitiin bu arastirmanin sonunda, Adorno’nun otonom sanat
ve sanat eseri anlayisinin sosyal ve politik olan1 i¢inde barindirdig1 yargisina nasil ve

ne sekilde ulastig1 acik bir sekilde anlasilabilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Otonomi, otonom sanat, igcerigin gercekligi, 6znellik, nesnellik.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

“What is art?” or “What are our criteria when we find something beautiful or
aesthetic?”. It is hard to find lasting answers for these questions since the definition
of art is dynamic in the sense that the understanding of it has changed throughout
history. Each period in history develops its own approaches to art and the work of art.
In our time, the understanding of art and the artwork has become more and more
complicated. It cannot be wrong to say that the main reason behind this complexity is
the rise of capitalism and its effect on every sphere of our life. Capitalism has
dramatically changed our understanding of social, economic and political life and

within this changing process, the criticism of aesthetic and art has also changed.

The Frankfurt School (i.e., The Institute for Social Research), which was founded in
1923 by Felix Weil in order to explore the connections between the economic life of
society and the changes in the realm of culture has provided us with some of the most
insightful analyses of art and culture (along with other dimensions of ideological
production) for us to be able to understand and question the meaning and purpose of
art in our own complicated epoch. Even though they were writing half a century ago,
and it would be a mistake to assume that the conditions of capitalism haven’t changed
since then, their writings still serve to illuminate our own age as well as more enduring

questions that have retained their relevance for centuries.

Aesthetic criticisms in the Frankfurt School, especially Benjamin’s and Adorno’s
critiques, do not lose their importance and validity today, and some of their polemics
on aesthetics and art can be located within a more recognizable scheme (e.g. the “art
for art’s sake” vs. “art for society’s sake” debate). Adorno defends what he calls
“autonomous art” both as part of his critique of the culture industry and his critique of

the political art employed and defended by Benjamin and Brecht.



This thesis will argue that Adorno’s conception of “truth content” is crucial to an
understanding of what Adorno means by “autonomous art”, and for this reason, in this
thesis I try to articulate a proper understanding of “truth content”. Adorno does not
elaborate the conceptions of “truth content” and “autonomous art” only within the
debates in the Frankfurt School; he refers back to more quintessential issues that have
been taken up by major philosophers like Kant and Hegel within a large historical

context.

My analysis will be structured as follows. In what follows in this chapter, I will present
the discussion between Adorno and his contemporaries (specifically, Benjamin and
Brecht). In Chapter 2, I will discuss Kant’s aesthetics, focusing on those aspects of it,
which have affected Adorno’s conception of autonomous art. In order to understand
and analyze Kant’s aesthetic understanding better, I will first present his philosophy
in general. The general background of Kant’s philosophy is also necessary for
understanding Adorno’s conception of “truth content”. In Chapter 3, I will present
Hegel’s (understanding of) philosophy of art and aesthetic mainly. Before this, I will
try to give a general background, which will help us to understand the ground of his
aesthetic understanding. In Chapter 4, I will engage in a close reading and analysis of
Adorno’s Aesthetic Theory. After presenting Adorno’s discussion of the
enigmaticalness of the work of art, which seems to hold the key to his discussion of
truth content, I will move on to a detailed examination of the concept of truth content.
Lastly, I turn back to the question of autonomous art. The clarification of Adorno’s
concept of truth content enables us to understand what he defends autonomous art
against Benjamin and Brecht. Further, in my analysis of the notion of truth content, I
analyze sections from Negative Dialectics and Minima Moralia, which reveal that
Adorno’s critique extends beyond Benjamin and Brecht to a critique of certain aspects

of Hegelian dialectic.

In the following paragraphs, I will begin with the debates within The Frankfurt School,
which constitute the intellectual background from which the concept of “autonomous

work of art” has emerged.

The Frankfurt School can be distinguished into four periods and each period has its
own characteristics. In his book The Frankfurt School and Its Critics, Tom Bottomore

briefly summarizes each period as follows. The first period was between 1923 and
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1933, and was influenced by the materialist and empirical character of Marxism. From
1933 to 1950, the inclination of the second period of the School concentrated around
neo-Hegelian critical theory. With the participation of Marcuse and Adorno in the
Frankfurt School, the school started developing its own philosophical style and the
theoretical and systematic approach of The Frankfurt School began to widen. In the
1950s, the relevance of their intellectual and political outlook increased, and the
influence of the Frankfurt School began to spread throughout Europe. The last period
(the early 1970s), the popularity and influence of the School declined slowly. !

The critical approach of The Frankfurt School is mainly based on a criticism of the
understanding of traditional theory. Horkheimer’s Traditional and Critical Theory
essay dwells on the criticism of traditional theory and the emergence of critical theory.
Horkheimer begins the essay with the question of “what is ‘theory’?”” and he explains
that for most researchers, theory is the “sum-total of propositions” and “stored-up
knowledge”. He continues “The general goal of all theory is a universal systematic
science, not limited to any particular subject matter but embracing all possible
objects”.? Traditional theory tries to explain facts by using the mathematical system of
symbols and numerical explanations. Formal (deductive and instrumental) reasoning

seems to be a significant characteristic of traditional theory.

In light of these characteristics of traditional theory, Horkheimer emphasizes that
traditional theory is not interested in “what theory means by human life” and it ignores
the “social process of production.” > However, Horkheimer points out that in the
understanding of critical thinking and theory, “the facts which our senses present to us
are socially preformed in two ways:” (1) “through historical character of the object
perceived” and (2) “through the historical character of the perceiving organ [the
subject]”. In other words, the subject and object do not have strict or stable definitions,

and they are shaped and changed by the social and historical processes. Critical theory

1 Bottomore, The Frankfurt School and Its Critics, p. 12-13.
2 Horkheimer, Critical Theory Selected Essays, p. 188-189.

3 Horkheimer, p.197.



does not forget that “the facts which the individual and his theory encounter are

socially produced”. 4

Critical theory is another name for the Frankfurt School, their method of analysis and
criticism. However, the questions “how did Critical Theory emerge?”” and “what is the
background of the emergence of Critical Theory?” are also essential to understand

Adorno’s criticism of the work of art.

The main reason behind the emergence of critical theory is the “Marxian tradition of
ideology critique”.” In the Marxist tradition, it is always kept in mind that “definite”
individuals who are engaged in active production do so in certain historical
circumstances defined by the means of subsistence, mode of production, and the
concomitant ideology and social relations they find in existence at a specific point in
the development of history.’ In this way, Marx analyses the mode of production and
social relations under capitalism. With the rise of capitalism, new modes of production
emerge. These new modes of production deepen economic and social inequalities
among the individuals. On the one side, there is a ruling class (bourgeois), who have
the means of production such as machineries or (specific) technologies. Having the
means of production is related with the economic power of the ruling class. On the
other side, there is working class (proletariat), who are (forced to be) excluded from
the process of production, and alienated from all production processes and what they
produce. In addition to the economic power of the ruling class (bourgeois) over the
proletariat, the ruling class has also social, political, and religious power in society.
“The function of ideology, also, is to legitimate the power of ruling class in society”.”
So, the proletariat may feel free under the pressure and the ideology of the ruling social
class, even though they “are not free to choose their social relations [and] they are
constrained into them by material necessity”.%So, the ideology of the bourgeois also

creates its own social and cultural spheres which specifically affect the understanding

4 Horkheimer, p.200.

5 Piccone, The Essential Frankfurt School Reader, p. x.
6 Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, p. 150-154.
7 Eagleton, Marxism and Literary Criticism, p.3.

8 Eagleton, p.3.



of art, aesthetic, media, entertainment. In short, the ideology of ruling class affects

production in every sphere of life as well as the life-style of the individuals.

29 ¢

D. Hell points out that “the emergence of the entertainment industry”, “the growth of
mass media” and “the blatant manipulation of culture by the Nazis” were the indicators
of “changing patterns of culture” in the 1930’s and 1940’s.’ These changing patterns
of culture give rise to new concepts such as “mass culture” and “popular culture”,
which the members of the Frankfurt School began to apply themselves to. However,
the meaning of ‘mass’ or ‘popular’ culture needs a more detailed explanation. In other

words, we should ask what does “popular” or “mass culture” mean?

In The Culture Industry: Enlightenment as Mass Deception, Adorno and Horkheimer
use the expression “culture industry” instead of “mass culture”. Later, Adorno wrote
about the aim of this change of terms in “Culture Industry Reconsidered”: “We
replaced that expression (mass culture) with “culture industry” in order to exclude
from the outset the interpretation agreeable to its advocates: that is a matter of

something like a culture that arises spontaneously from the masses themselves...”!°

In “Fetish Character in Music and Regression of Listening,” Adorno also points out
that “in broad areas the same thing is offered to everybody by the standardized
productions of consumption goods”.!! This is the main characteristic of ‘mass culture”.
They can be popular films, hit songs and bestseller books, which we are exposed to,
see and listen to everywhere. So, we can say that culture industry is everything, that is
created under the monopoly of the ruling class, who (aim to) produce standardized
consumption goods. His analysis reveals that the individual, who feels himself/herself
as having the right to choose what they want in society, is in fact enchained by what

the culture industry serves them.

Under the effect of mass culture, the understanding of art loses its own/main value,
which Adorno later calls “autonomy”. In order to emphasize the changing relationship

between people and music in popular culture, he says “The consumer is really

° David Held, “The Culture Industry: Critical Theory and Aesthetics.”, p.78.
Adorno, “Culture Industry Reconsidered.”, p.12.
1 Adorno, “On the Fetish Character in Music and the Regression of Listening.”,p. 280.
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worshipping the money that he himself paid for the ticket to Toscanini concert. He has
literally “made” the success which he reifies and accepts as an objective criterion,
without recognizing himself in it”.!2So, in ‘mass’ or ‘popular culture’, what is most
important in the relationship between the individual and the work of art is the amount
of money for buying the ticket, rather than the concert and the music itself. This also
shows that the (value of) work of art seems to be produced for the sake of profit
(money) in the culture industry. The concert is only listened to when the money is paid
for it. So, it creates its own industry. As another example, Horkheimer and Adorno
point out that films and what gets played on radio are no longer seen as art, but they
are the products of industry.!> As a part of the products of the industry, for example,
films (Hollywood films) are considered to be directly related with their budgets and
famous actors, who act in the film. This creates a film industry, where film studios

compete with each other to make more money.

The development of technology plays a crucial role in the emergence of culture
industry and popular culture. There is a strong relationship between technological
reproducibility, culture and art. Horkheimer and Adorno continue that technology and
monopoly (in the production process) create “standardized forms” in culture industry.
These ‘“‘standardized forms” are directly related with the modes of production in
society. For example, in today’s world, the (popular and trend) music is created with
digital platforms. In other words, the particular piece of music is created/produced with
standard forms designed for categorized consumers and in a way suitable for mass
production and reproduction (as seen in the similar tones, rhythm and also words in
music). As a result of this, every piece of music becomes similar to others and these

standardized forms constitute the masses.

Adorno thinks that the culture industry prevents the development of “autonomous”

and “independent” individuals. “In addition to that, he also points out that art/aesthetic

12 Adorno, ‘On the Fetish Character in Music and the Regression of Listening’, pp. 278-279.
3 Horkheimer and Adorno, “The Culture Industry: Enlightenment as Mass Deception.”, p.95.

14 Huyssen, “Introduction to Adorno.”, p.4.



is enchained and predominated by the culture industry. In other words, he says;

“autonomy of the works of art [...] is tendentially eliminated by the culture industry”.'>

In the light of this analysis of the relationship between the culture industry and art, the
conception of “autonomy” in the work of art for Adorno can be seen to be the opposite

of the popular and mass culture.

Adorno’s understanding of autonomous work of art should also be explained by taking
into consideration his criticism of Benjamin and Brecht. Thus, we need to look at
Benjamin’s main understanding and criticism of the work of art in order to understand

how Adorno formulates his conception of “autonomy” against Benjamin and Brecht.

In ‘The Work of Art in The Age of Mechanical Reproduction’, Benjamin tries to define
and understand how the understanding of art changes in the age of mechanical
reproduction. In the text, Benjamin tries to observe the relation between the
transformation of production and understanding of the work of art. His approach to the
understanding of the work of art in the mechanical age does not appear to be
pessimistic. More specifically, in the text he asks, in the process of transformations in
production, how political tendency in relation to the work of art emerges as a result of

the destruction of the aura of the work of art.

3

Bottomore says “...Benjamin considered that ‘mechanical reproduction’ had
revolutionary implications inasmuch as it tended to destroy the elitist ‘aura’ of art and
led to a ‘tremendous shattering of tradition’”.'® Benjamin defines the aura of the work
of art as the “unique existence” of the work of art and its “presence in time and space’.
17 In other words, aura means being here and now. Aura can be considered to designate
the authenticity of the work of art. Benjamin states “the unique value of the authentic

art has its basis in ritual, the location of its original use value”.'8

The uniqueness of the work of art or aura of it cannot be thought without the relation

with its tradition, rituals and time periods. In other words, authenticity of the work of

15 Adorno, ‘Culture Industry Reconsidered’, p.13.
6Bottomore, The Frankfurt School and Its Critics, p.19.
7 Benjamin, “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction.”, p.3.

18Benjamin, p.6.



art is related with its ritual basis and the location of its original use value. However,
with the rise of mechanical reproduction, the work of art has started to be reproduced
and loses its authenticity. For example, the emergence of the photograph and printing
leads to the disappearance of the importance of an “original” and this transforms our
understanding of aura and authenticity. With the diminishing of the importance placed
on the aura of a unique artwork in a specific time and place, the origin of which is
based on rituals and ritual functions, art seems to lose its original meaning. Benjamin
states that as a result of this destruction of the aura, the work of art begins to be based
on another practice: politics. °The destruction of the aura may seem to be a negative
transformation in the understanding of aesthetics and work of art, but Benjamin
evaluates it as a positive development for the following reasons: (1) the work of art
becomes accessible to the masses and (2) the use/purpose of the work of art is (or

potentially can be) transformed into a political one (for and by the people).

After highlighting the emergence of politics in art as a result of the destruction of aura,
Benjamin continues to express his views on politics and political tendency in the work
of art in Author as Producer. Since he believes that “social conditions” are
determined/affected by the conditions of production and he asks, “what is the attitude
of a work to relations of production of its time?” After that, he specifies his question;
“what is its [work of art] position in them [production of its time]? ?° He believes that
these questions are directly related with the function of the work of art in society.
Benjamin believes that the artist cannot detach his/her work of art from his/her society
and social production, and that the artist should express his/her political tendency in
the work of art. Further, he strictly believes that “the place of intellectuals in the class
struggle” can only be identified through what position they assume in the process of

production. 2!

In short, Benjamin says that the work of art should be the voice of the specific class,
namely, the proletariat; and telling the political truth and shaping the content according

to the idea that is useful should be the main basis of artworks.

1% Benjamin,p.7.
20 Benjamin, “Author as Producer.”, p.257.

21 Benjamin, p.261.



What is useful seems to be a revolutionary message, according to Benjamin. This can
be seen, for instance, in his discussions of Renger-Patsch’s picture anthology, “A
Beautiful World”. The collection consists of New Matter-of-Fact photography, which
represent the world as it is in a fashionable way. It includes many daily objects and
buildings such as factory chimneys, knife, glass, trees as well as famous people and
cities. However, Benjamin believes that these kinds of pictures do not have the ability
to change the function and meaning of the objects. In other words, representing the
world as it is in the photographs does not say anything more than what is represented.
However, Benjamin says “what we require of the photographer is the ability to give
his picture that caption which wrenches it from modish commerce and gives it
revolutionary use-value”.?? So, representing the world as it is in the photographs does
not reveal the revolutionary use-value in the sense that the photographer does not add

anything new, such as his/her world view or the message for the people.

In the revolutionary use value of the work of art, we see the aim or function of the
work of art. So, we can infer that what is more important in Benjamin’s understanding
of the work of art is that the work of art should direct or instruct people; making them

think and follow specific actions and attitudes.

The political tendency Benjamin encourages in the work of art becomes clearer in his
examples from Brecht and Brechtian theatre. He sees the epic theatre of Brecht as a
powerful example to illustrate the political effect of the work of art. Benjamin thinks
that the epic theater of Brecht does not “reproduce the situations”, but rather “discovers
them”?? In other words, his theatre has an educational role on the audiences and it
creates/opens new ways of looking at the situation around them. For example, “the
alienation effect” in Brechtian theatre can be remembered at this point. The alienation
effect involves many techniques, such as explanatory captions or illustrations and
actors stepping out of character to lecture. The main aim of the alienation effect is to
distance the audience from the stage or theatre. More specifically, the alienation or
distance effect aims to remind the audience that they are watching a play/they are in

theatre. By means of the alienation effect, Brecht tries to keep the attention of the

22 Benjamin, p.263.

23 Benjamin, p.266.



audience and draw it towards the message of the play. The didactic play aims to inform
the audience about a real political situation in society. The alienation effect will also
be discussed by Adorno in terms of the debate on form and content of the work of art,
and the political purpose in the work of art (especially Brechtian theatre) will be

strongly criticized by Adorno.

Adorno’s arguments and criticism of the understanding of the work of art of Benjamin
and Brecht in ‘Commitment’ is a good beginning point to develop a general idea on
what Adorno means by “autonomy” of the work of art. Although the essay
‘Commitment’ includes comprehensive criticisms against his contemporaries such as
Benjamin, Brecht and Sartre, it mainly criticizes the political and propagandist nature

of art, which are defended by Benjamin and Brecht.

In ‘Commitment’, Adorno criticizes Benjamin’s understanding of the artwork by
identifying it as “politically committed” art. His main discussion also includes the
criticism of (didacticism of) Brechtian theatre. The criticism of Brecht’s epic
theatre/didacticism is an important part since it shapes the main arguments of Adorno

in this text.

Adorno points out that Brecht tries to educate and direct the spectator to a new attitude
through his plays. The way Brecht follows in his didactic theatre is basically
simplifying the political truth in order to reach every type of audience to affect the
people. We can say that, in Brechtian theatre, political simplicity is crucial to attract
the interest of the audience, but Adorno looks at this issue from a different aspect. In
‘Commitment’, he says “Where Brecht distorts the real social problems discussed in
his epic drama, in order to prove a thesis, the whole structure and foundation of the
play itself crumbles”.2*Although I will discuss this point in the Chapter IV in detail, it
is useful to remind that in Brechtian theatre and understanding of aesthetics, the
content of the artwork seems to shape the form of the artwork, so the most important
point in this criticism of Brecht is the form and content debate. Adorno’s criticism of

Brecht will be explained in detail in Chapter IV after Adorno’s conception of

24 Adorno, “Commitment.”, p.310.
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autonomy is understood through his relation with Kant and Hegel and within the

framework of Aesthetic Theory.

In the light of the criticism of political tendency and effect of the work of art in
Benjamin and Brecht, Adorno defends the “autonomous work of art”. Adorno uses the
term “autonomy” at the end of the “Commitment”. In this text, “autonomy of the work

of art” appears as an expression contrary to politically committed art.

So, we can say that the political aim/tendency in the work of art does not comply with
Adorno’s conception of autonomy, but putting autonomy as the mere opposite of
politically committed art can lead to the understanding of pure ‘I’art pour I’art (art for
art’s sake). This misconception about the autonomy of the work of art might make
Adorno look as if he is defending a bourgeois understanding of the work of art and
aesthetics. However, although the term ‘autonomy’ appears to point to an elitist
understanding of art and the artist as an individual isolated from his/her society,
Adorno says that art “even in its opposition to society remains a part of it” ?° In light
of this reference, we can infer that autonomy for Adorno does not indicate pure/mere
detachment from society. He emphasizes that autonomous art still includes the
sociopolitical dynamics and relations within itself and he adds “This is not a time for

political art, but politics has migrated into autonomous art...”°

Understanding the differences between committed and political art, defended by
Benjamin and Brecht, and autonomous art, defended by Adorno, was the first step to
comprehend what Adorno simply means by the conception of autonomous work of art
and what his position is in these debates. After analyzing the contemporary debate
between Benjamin, Brecht and Adorno, the need of looking at Adorno’s Aesthetic
Theory and the historical relationship between Kant, Hegel and Adorno arises because
the true meaning of ‘autonomy’ in these debates is not as visible as the political
character of the politically committed art. In other words, the conception of autonomy

needs to be analyzed in terms of its background. The detailed background and history

25 Adorno, p.317.
26 Adorno, p.318.
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can give an answer for what Adorno exactly means by “autonomy” in his

understanding of art and aesthetic.
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CHAPTER 11

KANT

Kant’s three critiques, the Critique of Pure Reason, the Critique of Practical Reason
and the Critique of Judgment, taken together can be considered as constituting one
magnum opus, which propounds a unified system in Kant. In the Critique of Pure
Reason, Kant focuses on the structure of the human mind, theoretical cognition and
systematic knowledge. The Critigue of Practical Reason focuses on our moral
judgments and understanding of morality. In other words, ‘“Theoretical knowledge is
knowledge of what is, or of what exists, whereas practical knowledge is the knowledge
of what ought to be, or what ought to exist.”—in other words, about morality.?’ The
Critique of Judgment, which includes both aesthetic and theological judgments, is

Kant’s last critique.

It is often alleged that there is a gap between the Critique of Pure Reason and the
Critique of Practical Reason (i.e., between Kant’s understanding of scientific
knowledge and ethics) and that the Critique of Judgment can be read as an attempt to

bridge this gap.

Grasping this gap between the first and second Critiques requires giving an account of
Kant’s distinction between the Understanding and Reason. Kant uses the term
‘Reason’ (Vernunfft) to refer to that aspect of our mind that wants to attain absolute and
unified knowledge. Because of this tendency, Kant believes that, Reason tends to
overstep its limits, and according to Kant, this is how metaphysical controversies and
contradictions (what he calls “antinomies of reason’) arise. Kant believes that, while
Reason will inevitably have this tendency, he also wants to curb this tendency, and
show the limits of Reason, so that speculative metaphysics and science can be

distinguished from one another. To put limits on this Reason, he defines the

27 Engstrom, “Kant ’s Distinction Between Theoretical and Practical Knowledge.”, p.57.
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‘Understanding’ (Verstand) as that part of Reason whose operations are limited to
phenomenal experience and providing the conditions of the achievement of knowledge

within the limits of experience. So, Kant puts a limit on Reason in his first Critique.

In the Critique of Practical Reason, Kant goes beyond the limits of experience, which
is the subject matter of the Understanding or theoretical reason. In the Critique of Pure
Reason, the subject acts within the limits of experience of the phenomenal world.
However, in the Critique of Practical Reason, the subject is free and acts outside of
the causal relations within phenomenal world. In other words, in practical
knowledge/sphere, ‘“reason deals with the subject, namely with his power of
desire.”.?8The subject can create the moral law, which everyone agrees on. In the
practical use of reason, Kant tries to determine the “basis of this will”’, which is not to

be found in the phenomenal world.

It is often pointed out that the gap between theoretical and practical knowledge in
Kant’s philosophy is typical of the modern era and its dualisms, such as the fact-value
dualism. The gap between the first two Critiques presents two different worlds, and
the main question is: how can we integrate these two different worlds? In the Critique
of Judgment, Kant seems to present his aesthetic theory to resolve this gap, or at least
to suggest that there may be more to the story concerning this gap between the
Understanding and Reason. Therefore, understanding the basic terms and main points
in Kant’s philosophy (such as a priori, a posteriori, universality and the
transcendental) is necessary for understanding the background of the Critique of

Judgment.

2.1. The Critique of Pure Reason
2.1.1. Two Main Sources of Knowledge/Cognition: Sensibility and Understanding

In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant gives a kind of general map of the relationship

between the subject and the object in terms of knowing the object. According to Kant,

28 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, p.30.
2% Engstrom, “Understanding and Sensibility.”, p.8.
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the fundamental sources of our knowledge/cognition are based on (1)
“receptivity/reception of the sensations” and (2) the “faculty of cognizing” the objects.
In the former, the object is given to us (the subject) and the latter is “thought in relation

to that representation”. >

Intuition is possible only if the object is given to the subject and this object can only
be given through sensibility. According to Kant, objects given to us through our
sensibility become subsumed under the categories of the understanding so that through
the understanding intuitions become thoughts. Kant says; “If we call the receptivity of
our mind to receive representations insofar as it is affected in some way sensibility,
then on the contrary the faculty for bringing forth representations itself, or the
spontaneity of cognition, is the understanding”.?'So, intuitions and concepts are the
main constitutions for our knowledge and it seems that they are not separable form
each other. In other words, intuition without concepts or concepts without intuition are

not sufficient for cognition/knowledge.

2.1.2. Synthetic a priori

Kant accepts that our cognition (towards the object) begins with experience. However,
although our cognition starts with experience, it does not mean that our cognition
emerges from this experience. Kant investigates the possibility of cognition, which is
apart from experience and the impression that the senses make on us and he says; “one
calls such cognitions a priori and distinguishes them from empirical ones, which have
their sources a posteriori namely in experience”.* Kant claims that phenomena
(appearance) are given to us a posteriori; but the form of intuition, space and time,
through which they are received, is in our mind a priori. Kant says, “accordingly the

934

pure form of sensible intuitions in general is encountered in the mind a priori...””" and

30 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, A50/B74, p.193.
31 Kant, A51/B76, p.193.

32 Kant, A51/B76, p.193.

33 Kant, B2, p.136.

34 Kant, A21/B35, p.156.
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continues with the claim that pure form of sensibility means pure intuition. It is true
that all appearances are given to us a posteriori, but their forms are in our mind prior

to our experience.

It is normal that we always treat objects as outside us, and by this, we understand them
to be “out in space”. However, for Kant, the a priori form of space should be in our
mind, for us to be able to sense external objects. In other words, it is not derived from
empirical and external experiences; rather it is like a capacity of grasping and being
affected by the objects around us. So, space is not an empirical concept.®> He says,
“Space is necessary representation a priori, forming the very foundation of all external

intuitions”.3%

Like space, time is not an empirical concept, which can be inferred from the
experiences and the external world. Kant says, “For time cannot be a determination of
outer appearances; it belongs neither to shape or a position, etc., but on the contrary,

determines the relation of representation of our inner state”. 3’

To emphasize a priority of space, Kant compares it with taste and color. He asserts
that taste and colors belong to the sensations. Kant gives an example from the taste of
wine. For him, the taste of wine is not about the objective determination of it, but rather

738 who feels and

it depends on “the particular constitution of sense in the subject
enjoys it. Similarly, colors do not have determinate or objective qualities. They change
according to the sight of the subject who is affected by them, or the light position. Kant
says “space, on the contrary, as a condition of outer objects, necessarily belongs to
their appearance or intuition”.>* Although colors and taste belong to appearance and
sensations, space concerns only the pure form of intuition and does not include

sensation.

35 Kant, A23/B38, p.157.
36 Kant, B50, p.158.
37 Kant, B50, p.163.
38 Kant, A29, p.161.
39 Kant, A29, p.161.
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In addition to the ‘a priori’ and ‘a posteriori’ distinction, another distinction Kant
makes in the Critique of Pure Reason is the distinction between analytic and synthetic
judgments. For Kant, in analytic judgments, the predicate belongs to the subject and
the judgment is constituted through the identity between the subject and the predicate.
On the contrary, synthetic judgments extend our knowledge, which means that in

t.4° For instance, “all

synthetic judgments, the predicate is not identical with the subjec
bodies are extended” is an analytic judgment because the information of “extension”
is already included in the “body”. On the contrary, “all bodies are heavy” is a synthetic
judgment because the predicate “is heavy” is different than the concept of ‘body’. In

other words, the predicate “is heavy” extends our knowledge about the body.

Kant continues to claim that all analytic judgments are a priori because they do not
depend on experience. For a priori analytic judgments like “a body is extended”, Kant
says; “for before I go to experience, I already have all the conditions for my judgment

in concept...”*!

. All a posteriori judgments, on the other hand, are synthetic. Kant
points out that the predicate of weight is added to the subject through the experience
of the subject and other experiences can also be added to the body. However, not all
synthetic judgments are a posteriori. In fact, the aim of Kant in the Critique of Pure

Reason is searching for the possibility of synthetic a priori judgments.

Kant’s explanation of synthetic a priori can be understood by looking at the debate
between Kant and Hume on causality. Kant appears to disagree with Hume’s
understanding of causality. He states the difference between himself and Hume in the

Prolegomena.

Hume’s understanding of the relation between cause and effect, and necessary
connection is a broad subject, but within the limits of this thesis only the main point

through which we can understand Kant’s main criticism toward Hume will be stated.

In the understanding of causation in Hume, the necessary connection between cause
and effect is not derived from one particular experience, but from a constant

conjunction of two experiences that are interpreted as ‘cause’ and ‘effect’. He claims

40 Kant, p.141.
41 Kant, p.142.
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that we make an inference and believe that we know what will happen next based on
our past experiences. For example, when one ball strikes another, we know that the
second ball will move because we have experienced the second ball’s moving after the
first ball hits it in the past. Our past experience about the specific event, like striking
balls, constitutes the cause and effect relationship in our mind. He says; “...we could
foresee the effect, even without experience; and might, at first, pronounce with

certainty concerning it, by mere dint of thought and reasoning.”*?

However, for Hume, in order to say that X causes Y, we need to empirically experience
this causality in the world. In light of the (particular) experience of constantly
experiencing X and Y in the world, causality is asserted as a universally valid law.
However, according to Hume, we cannot assert this connection as a universally valid
law—i.e., as a necessary connection: we arrive at this claim of universality through an
inductive generalization, but inductive generalizations can never yield certain
knowledge. The knowledge thus attained can never be necessary and/or universal. For
example, the sentence/judgment “If a body is illuminated by the sun for long enough,
then it becomes warm” seems to explain a necessary connection between sun (cause)
and the earth’s becoming warm (effect). However, Hume claims that there is no such
experience of the causal relationship between the sun’s light and the earth becoming
warm. Kant reiterates this point by highlighting that according to Hume, here, based
on possible experience, an empirical observation is stated as law: “The sun through its

light is the cause of the warmth”. 3

Kant criticizes Hume’s understanding of causation in the Prolegomena. The essential
point to be remembered in this discussion of Hume’s understanding of causality is his
emphasis on experience. Kant disagrees that the necessity/or necessity connection, is
derived from the mere form of experience. He claims that if it can be said that X causes
Y, it is inevitable to assert/accept that something causes X before this causality
relationship between X and Y. So, in Hume’s understanding of causality, there is a
problem/question of what the origin or source of this causality is. Kant tries to solve

this problem by stating;

“2Hume, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, p.45.
43Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, 4:313, p.64.
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For having a try at Hume’s problematic concept, namely the concept of cause,
there is first given to me a priori, by means of logic: the form of a conditioned
judgment in general, that is, the use of a given cognition as ground and another
as consequent. **

Thus, Kant gives an a priori origin for the solution of the problem of causality in Hume.
Although causality is empirically experienced between two or more things in the
world, we, who experience this causality and have a priori concept of causality, are the

source of this causality.

This shows that the subject has an active role in the process of knowing the objects,
and the main function of Kant’s synthetic a priori judgments/principles is to illustrate

this active contribution of the subject to the attainment of knowledge.
About the importance of the subject, Kant says,

What we meant to say was this, that all our intuition is nothing but the
representation of phenomena; that things which we see are not by themselves
what we see, nor their relations by themselves such as they appear to us, so
that, if we drop our subject or the subjectivity form of our senses, all qualities,
all relations of objects in space and time, nay space and time themselves,
would vanish.*

This quotation shows the importance of the subject in the process of knowing the
object. A further important outcome of the active contribution of the subject to the
production of knowledge is the change in our understandings of the terms ‘objectivity’
and ‘subjectivity’, which results from the ‘phenomena’/’noumena’ distinction brought
about by Kant’s Copernican Revolution. In Kant, although noumena are the thing in
themselves, phenomena are the appearances and they make experience (and
knowledge) possible. As a result of the a priori structure of our minds, we can know
the objects only as (and insofar as) they affect our minds/are presented to our minds.
Although the objects have their sources in themselves, they remain unknown to us if
they are not given to our intuition. Kant says; “All synthetic a priori principles are
nothing more than principles of possible experience... and can never be related to

things in themselves but only to appearances as objects of experience.” *® Thus, the

44 Kant, 4:312, p.63.
4> Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p.34.
46 Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, p.65.
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synthetic a priori and Kant’s use of ‘a priori’ judgments, categories and forms of
intuition denote his Copernican Revolution. In this epistemological framework,
objectivity for Kant does not refer to the “thing-in-itself” (noumena), which we do not
know or cannot arrive at. Instead, objectivity in Kant refers to the universality and
necessity of judgments, which depend on the subject who acts and experiences in the

phenomenal world.

The importance of the subject in Kant’s philosophy and aesthetic will be also important
for Adorno because, as we will see in Adorno section/chapter, in his discussion of
objectivity he refers to the objectivity in Kant’s aesthetic as “subjectively-mediated
objectivity”. So, it cannot be wrong to say that all these important points of Kant
philosophy show the paths, which help to constitute the main claim of Adorno’s

aesthetic understanding. (Autonomy)

2.2. The Critique of Judgment

In the beginning of the Critique of Judgment, Kant states that there are concepts of
nature and concepts of freedom. He says, “concepts of nature make possible a
theoretical cognition governed by a priori principle, whereas the very concept of
freedom carries with it [...] gives rise to expansive principles for the determination of
the will, which are therefore called practical”.‘”This distinction also denotes the

separation between the first and second Critigues.

The third Critique’s discussion of the beautiful is considered by many to be suggestive
of possible solutions for the incompatibility between the first two Critiques. For
example, Kant’s distinction between determinate and reflective judgments in the
appraisal of beauty, which I will explain below, constitutes quite an important step
towards diminishing the strict opposition between the Faculties of Understanding and

Reason.

Kant claims that we can think of judgments as the subsumption of the particular under

the universal. “If the universal (the rule, principle, law) is given, then judgment, which

47 Kant, Critique of Judgment, p.10.
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subsumes the particular under it, is determinative”.*® In the determinative judgment,
the particular does not need to find or construct its own law since it is subsumed under
the universal. The determinative faculty of judgment belongs to understanding, which
enables us to correctly apply the logical categories, which in turn are a priori.*’On the
contrary, in reflective judgments, the particular “searches for” its own universal law.
Kant says, “if only the particular is given and judgment has to find the universal for it,
then this power is merely reflective”.>® The difference between determinative and
reflective judgments also shows the difference of application and acquisition of
concepts or general rules.’! In other words, in determinative judgments, the universal
laws and rules are applied to the particular in the world. This is the application of the
universal law. However, if a particular is given, which tries to find its own universal

law, this turns out to be the acquisition of universal law.

This is one sense in which some see the Critique of Judgment as Kant’s attempt to
overcome or at least moderate his compartmentalization of Reason into faculties that
are isolated from one another: in reflective judgments, the faculty of sensibility and

understanding are brought into play with each other.

The reflective judgment is also essential to understand the ground of Kant’s subjective
universality, which will be named as “subjectively mediated objectivity” by Adorno

in his aesthetic.

2.2.1. Four Moments of the Beautiful

In the third Critiqgue, Kant focuses mainly on the judgment of the beautiful and the
judgment of the sublime, but in this thesis, the judgment of the beautiful will be our

focusing point. Judgment of the beautiful has four moments: disinterestedness,

48 Kant, p.18.

4 van Den Braembussche, Thinking Art: An Introduction to Philosophy of Art, p.135.

%0 Kant, Critique of Judgment, p.18-19.

51 Nuzzo, “Reflective Judgment , Determinative Judgment, and the Problem of Particularity.”, p.10.
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subjective universality, purposiveness without purpose, and subjective necessity. In

what follows, the first three moments will be discussed.

In the very beginning of the Critigue, Kant begins by analyzing the definition of taste,

which is the ability to judge the beautiful.>?

Subjective judgment is the basis of our
aesthetic judgments, but it is important for Kant that the basis of our aesthetic
judgments should also be universal. How our aesthetic judgments can be both
subjective and universal at the same time is a crucial point in Kant’s aesthetics.
Another important point, which we should always keep in mind while analyzing
Kant’s aesthetics, is that in our aesthetic judgments, we deal with the presentation of
the object, not the object itself. After these general remarks and introduction of Kant’s

aesthetics, we can begin to explain first three moments.

2.2.1.1. Disinterestedness

In the first moment, what is important is disinterestedness: we should be devoid of all
interest while judging the beauty of an artwork. According to Kant, when we judge the
beauty of the work of art, we should be free of any kind of pleasure as well as social
or moral considerations. At this point, we can ask: what is the meaning of insisting on

free and pure judgment for Kant?

To answer this question, we should begin by explaining the differences between free
and pure judgment, and judgment based on interests. If our judgment is based on some
interests, our judgments will not be free and pure. The answer of the meaning of free
and pure judgments will be clear under the explanation of the agreeable and the good,

which are two sorts of liking that are both to be distinguished from liking the beautiful.

According to Kant, in our aesthetic judgments, we are not interested in the actual
existence of the object, which we judge as beautiful or not. Beautiful is the
representation of the object, which affects the subject that matters when considering

whether an artwork is beautiful or not. The subject and the way the subject’s cognitive

S2Kant, Critique of Judgment, p.43.
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faculties are engaged are the basis of judgments about the beauty of the work of art,
not the objective existence of what is judged to be beautiful. In other words, taste

concerns our subjective faculties.

The importance of this claim is also related with the claim of judgments based on
interests. In the very first sentence of Part 2 of “Analytic of the Beautiful”, ‘interest’

is defined as “the liking we connect with the presentation of an object’s existence.”>?

Disinterestedness is an important moment to understand and clarify Kant’s perspective
towards his notion of the autonomy of aesthetic. To clarify the notion of
‘disinterestedness’, Kant compares three sorts of liking, which are the beautiful, the
good and the agreeable.>* Contrary to the beautiful, liking of the good and the
agreeable are always related with interest. In the first sentence of the “A Liking for the
Agreeable is Connected with Interest” section of the Critique of Judgment, Kant says;

“Agreeable is what the senses like in sensation”.>

The term “sensation” is important since it is directly related with the agreeable. In
other words, Kant says; “when [something determines the feeling of pleasure or
displeasure and this] determination of that feeling is called sensation, this term means
something quite different from what it means when I apply it to the presentation of a

thing”. %

Kant wants to maintain a careful distinction between what he calls “subjective
sensation” (the feeling of sensation that is determinative of pleasure or displeasure)
and “objective sensation” (which has to do with the presentation of the object, “an
objective presentation of sense’’). He claims that the sensation that is merely subjective
can be called “by its customary name: feeling.” In order to clarify what he means by
such “feeling” (liking of the subject in the sensation of the agreeable), he gives an
example: while the color of the meadows is about the objective sensation, the color’s

agreeableness can only be explained and understood in subjective sensations. Color’s

Kant, p.45.
S4Kant, p.51.
35 Kant, p.47.
%6 Kant, p.47.
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agreeableness turns out to be object of our liking and feeling. The important
conclusion, which should be derived from the liking for the agreeable, is that the liking
supposes something more than mere judgment or being affected by the object. It is not
just liking, it also gratifies us. Gratification simply means enjoyment and it gives us
inclination. >’ So, it can be simply said that ‘the agreeable’ is “that which gratifies” our

desires and is always related with interest and inclination.

As with the liking for the agreeable, liking the good always gives purpose and it leads
us to want the object of the good to exist. In the beginning of the section “A Liking for
the Good is Connected with the Interest”, Kant insists on the similarity between
considering something to be good and considering something to be intrinsically good.
In the former, we like something as a means and in the latter, we like something for its
own sake.**But in both of them, the good is connected with a concept and purpose. In
order to judge something as good, one should have a determinate concept of it, and

one should want it to exist.

So, what is important for liking the good is that the subject is dealing with the concept
of the object as well as the existence of the object, when considering something to be
good or not. Thus, when we judge something to be good, we should have a determinate
concept of this object. In Fricke’s words, in liking the good, “a rational person’s will
is determined by the concept of an object when this person tries (with or without
success) to bring this object into existence moved by a desire of that object conceived

under that concept.””’

In this part, Kant also mentions that the good and the agreeable can be seen as one and
the same thing. He says; “Thus people commonly say that all gratification (especially
if it lasts) is intrinsically good, which means roughly the same as to be (lastingly)
agreeable and to be good are one and the same.”®” However, it is obvious that for Kant,

liking the good and liking the agreeable are different from each other. While the

57 Kant, p.48.
58 Kant, p.48.

59 Christel Fricke, “The Hypotheses of the Faculty of Reflective Judgement in Kant’s Third Critique.”,
p.48.

80 Kant, Critique of Judgment, p.49.
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agreeable is directly related with the senses, the good is about concepts. However, the

similarity between these kinds is that they both contain interest.

In contrast to liking the good or the agreeable, when we like the object devoid of all
interest, this object of liking is called the beautiful. Liking the beautiful is different
from both of these two kinds of liking in that judgments of beautiful do not presuppose
any inclination or interest. In addition, when we judge something to be beautiful or
find something beautiful, we do not need to have a determinate concept of it. This

claim will be discussed in detail in the next paragraphs.

As an important claim in this part and in order to highlight the difference between
these three kinds of liking, Kant points out that beauty is only for human beings, i.e.,

beings who are animal and yet rational. ®!

The first moment can be summarized by Kant’s own sentence: “Taste is the ability to
judge an object, or a way of presenting it, by means of a liking or disliking devoid of

all interest. The object of such a liking is called beautiful”.

2.2.1.2. Subjective Universality

In the first moment, we see that appreciating the beautiful is different from other kinds
of liking, such as liking the agreeable or the good; however, this liking does not remain
as merely a subjective judgment for Kant. The second moment is important for
understanding how aesthetic judgments are, for Kant, both subjective and universal at
the same time. This means that if someone finds something beautiful, everyone should
agree with this judgment. This is certainly a claim of universality in aesthetic
judgments. This moment is also important for Adorno’s main criticism about Kant’s

aesthetic.

In order to emphasize the subjective universality of aesthetic judgments, Kant

underlines the differences between the claims to universality in judging something to

61 Kant, p.52.

62 Kant, p.53.
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be agreeable or good or beautiful; the subjective universality involved in judgments of
the beautiful is different from the other two. About the agreeable, Kant claims that
people can agree (or disagree) on what is agreeable about the object. In an example,
which Kant gives for this claim, someone can know what is attractive and enjoyable
in a party and everyone can like the party via these agreeable things. Although there
seems to be universal agreement in finding the party enjoyable, the party is agreeable

in general; this agreeableness is not universal.

It is also Kant’s contention that the good is valid and universal for everyone, and liking
the good is always related with the concept. So, the agreement on what is good is
universal, and yet this agreement is different from both the agreement on what is

agreeable and the agreement on what is beautiful.

What Kant means by the subjective universality of aesthetic judgment is different, not
only from agreement on the agreeable and the good, but also from the universal
validity of type of judgments that he analyzes in the Critique of Pure Reason. The
subjective universality of aesthetic judgments differs from the agreement on the
agreeable, because this universality is grounded subjectively; yet the universal
judgments are not just mere generalizations. It differs from the universal validity of
moral judgments, because aesthetic judgment does not deal with concepts as in the
Critique of Practical Reason. The Critique of Pure Reason deals with the object itself
and is also based on universal concepts, so, the universality of aesthetic judgments

again differs from the universal validity of scientific judgments for similar reasons.

This explanation is also related to the difference between determinative and reflective
judgments, which is stated and discussed in the previous paragraphs. So, we can say
that the subjectively grounded universality is directly related with reflective

judgments, which search for and constitute their own universal law, in Kant.

Thus, his second moment can be summarized as follows: Every singular judgment of

taste should have universal validity, without being based on universal concepts.®?

63 Kant, p.64.
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2.2.1.3. Purposiveness without Purpose

The third moment, which is about purposiveness without purpose, will help clarify
why it is important for Kant that the judgment of taste should not be based on concepts.

This part is also important for elaborating Adorno’s conception of autonomous art.

The section begins with Kant’s distinction between “purpose” and “purposiveness”.
Before explaining purposiveness without purpose in the judgment of beautiful, he tries
to make this difference clear. “Purpose” for Kant is “the object of a concept insofar as
we regard this concept as the object’s cause” ® In other words; purpose is the object,
which is aimed at. However, “purposiveness” is different from “purpose”. Kant says,
“purposiveness is the causality that a concept has with regard to its object”.%> In other
words, “purposiveness’” seems to refer not to an object that actually exists as a cause,
but to a property: the appearance of a “causality” that this object (cause) would have

if it actually existed.®

Purposiveness can be understood better by looking at Aristotle’s doctrine of four
causes since the causality Kant has in mind here seems to be similar to the Aristotelian
notion of final cause, and more specifically, the relation between formal cause and
final cause. In Physics, Aristotle speaks of four causes: formal, material, efficient and
final. Formal cause simply means the form. For instance, a shoemaker (the efficient
cause) has a concept of the shoe in his/her mind and this concept is the formal cause
of the shoes, which can vary in size, heel or lace. 7 Moreover, according to Aristo,
“form follows function”. % This means that the shape, size or color of the object
around us is designed in order to fulfill a certain function. For example, the hammer
has a long wooden handle and a short metal head. These peculiarities of its shape (form
of hammer) are directly related with its function and function is also related with the
final cause (the end, i.e., the aim of the hammer) of the object. Moreover, Aristotelian

formal cause seems to show that the formal cause/form is related not only with the

64 Kant, p.64.

85 Kant, p.65.

8 Kant, p.67.

67 Brent Kalar, The Demands of Taste in Kant’s Aesthetics, p.67.
68 Brent Kalar, p.68.
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final cause, but also with the matter/material cause of the object. This relation can be
inferred from the relationship between the form of the hammer (with its long handle)

and the material/matter (wooden) of the handle.

For Kant, purposiveness does not indicate any specific function of the object. As
mentioned in the previous section 2.2.1.2., in aesthetic judgment, liking the beautiful
is universally acceptable even though it has no relation with the concept or purpose.
Still, the form of the aesthetic object evokes purposiveness in our mind. Judgment of
taste has to do with the subjective apprehension of purposiveness in the presentation
of objects, which do not have any purposes. In addition to refraining from positing a
final cause (despite the purposive appearance of the beautiful object), Kant does not

relate purposiveness with the matter/material cause/purpose, either.

Kant summarizes the third moment by saying “Beauty is an object's form of
purposiveness insofar as it is perceived in the object without the presentation of a
purpose”™® He says,
...we do call objects, states of mind, or acts purposive even if their possibility
does not necessarily presuppose the presentation of a purpose; we do this
merely because we can explain and grasp them only if we assume that they
are based on a causality (that operates) according to purposes, i.e., on a will

that would have so arranged them in accordance with the representation of a
certain rule.”®

Dalton summarizes the purposiveness in general in Kant by saying; “Thus
purposiveness is a sign that an object was created by a rational agency following the
pattern provided by rational concept”.”! Therefore, beauty gives us hope, but Kant
refrains from actually asserting that there is such a teleology in nature since he is
careful to temper the tendency of Reason to overstep its limits and fall into speculative
metaphysics. Nevertheless, Kant’s “purposiveness without purpose” can also be seen
as one of the places in the third Critique where Kant tries to overcome the dualities of

the first two Critiques.

8 Kant, Critique of Judgment, p.84.
70 Kant, p.65.

1 Dalton, “How Beauty Disrupts Space, Time and Thought: Purposiveness Without a Purpose in
Kant’s Critique of Judgment.”, p.6.
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The notion of “purposiveness without purpose” is also related to Kant’s “reflective
judgments”. Although the judgment of taste is the subjective apprehension of the
object, the “purposiveness”/’purposiveness without purpose” of the object serves to
reveal the universal nature of judgments, in that everyone agrees on the beautifulness
of the object. This universal agreement comes from the claim that the purposiveness
of the object is not posited by the object itself, but the subject assumes the
purposiveness of it, because all subjects have the same faculties (of understanding and
sensibility) which are activated when contemplating an object that appears to be
purposive. This contemplation is a perfect example of reflective judgments. The
objectivity/universality is “subjectively mediated”; it is based on the universality of

subjective faculties.

2.3. In Place of a Conclusion: Kant’s Influence on Adorno

The three moments in the Critique of Judgment, and especially the first and third are
important steps for understanding the importance of Kant’s aesthetics for Adorno’s

conception of autonomous art.

Kant’s aesthetic will be important for understanding Adorno’s truth content in a few
respects: Firstly, the fact that Kant devotes an independent critique to aesthetic
judgments and resists reducing the beautiful to the good or the agreeable indicate that

he reserves an autonomous space for art in his oeuvre.

Secondly, the objectivity of aesthetic judgments, which Kant discusses in the second
moment of the judgment of the beautiful is also emphasized by Adorno in his
discussion of truth content. Kant refrains from explicitly referring to the agreement on
aesthetic judgments as constituting objectivity (a term he reserves for the validity of
scientific and moral judgments). As we will see in the Adorno Chapter, Adorno wants
to insist on the objectivity of truth content in a work of art in a way that is not
satisfactorily answered by Kant’s conception of subjective universality, which is called
“subjectively mediated objectivity” by Adorno. Further, Adorno has problems with the
way Kant defines objectivity in general because of the primacy of the transcendental
subject’s role in constituting objectivity. Adorno will mostly agree with Hegel’s

criticism and interpretation of the way objectivity is understood in Kant’s philosophy.
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Hegel’s criticism will be elaborated in the next chapter. Most importantly, Hegel will
criticize the idea that the universal validity of aesthetic judgments is subjectively

grounded.

Lastly, Adorno appreciates Kant’s conception of purposiveness without purpose, and
refers back to it in several places in Aesthetic Theory when he is discussing the
enigmaticalness of the work of art or truth content. As a matter of fact, “purposiveness
without purpose” seems to be inherent in the notion of autonomy. We can easily see
this connection if we remember that Adorno developed the notion of autonomous art

as a reaction to the idea that art should serve a purpose in society.
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CHAPTER III

HEGEL

Since Adorno’s Aesthetic Theory is full of references to Kant and Hegel, where he
often puts them in dialogue with one another over key issues such as objectivity, form
and content in aesthetics, we now turn to Hegel’s aesthetic theory. As with Kant, to
understand Hegel’s aesthetics, we need to present some background knowledge on his
philosophy in general. For this reason, this chapter is divided into four sections: The
Concept, Concrete Universal, Geist and Aesthetic Theory. The understanding of his
dialectic, concrete universal (relationship between singular-particular-universal),
Geist (Spirit) will be the main points, which give the background knowledge of his

Aesthetics.

The individual-particular and universal, and his philosophy in general which are
essential points in Hegel’s aesthetic, appear as three moments of the Concept in
Hegel’s logic. Although the detailed explanation of The Science of Logic is not the
main aim and concern of this dissertation, in section 3.1, I present very rough overview
of Hegel’s logic and this inevitably includes Hegel’s understanding of dialectic. I also
try to explain this notion. Then in section 3.2, I explore the relation between the
universal, particular and the individual in more detail in light of Hegel’s notion of the
concrete universal. In section 3.3, his famous notion of Geist is presented. Finally, in

section 3.4, I focus on his aesthetic theory.

3.1. The Concept
3.1.1. Being-Nothing-Becoming

Hegel opens the chapter “The Doctrine of Being” by raising the question of how to
determine the beginning point of philosophy. He refrains from focusing on something

determinate (such as “water”, “substance”) as the beginning principle of philosophy
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and asserts that the beginning principle should not be something subjective. Here, by
‘subjective’, he means “an accidental way of introducing the exposition”.”*> He
believes that “nous”, “idea”, or “substance”, which are all asserted as a beginning
principle of philosophy, are either concerned with facts or content, “rather than
objective determination”. As an “objective determination” Hegel is looking for

something like “ground””

Hegel says, “the beginning must then be absolute or, what means the same here, must
be an abstract beginning; and so, there is nothing that it may presuppose, must not be
mediated by anything or have a ground...”’*He believes that the beginning point of
logic should be unmediated since if it is mediated by something, which is other than

being, it is determined by the other and it is no longer a pure knowledge.

Mediation refers to the relationship with something (other than being); it thus
inevitably requires and involves an ‘other’. However, while Hegel thinks that the
beginning should not be grounded, determined and explained by something external,
as the discussion below will make clear, the “pure being” as the beginning principle
will inevitably lead to mediation and otherness. The way in which this tension is
resolved in Hegel’s Logic, will involve showing that ‘the other’ and mediation
(concepts that appear to involve external entities) are in fact contained within being
itself. As Hegel claims, “knowledge recollects itself into itself out of immediate being
and this is possible only through mediation”.” With this in mind, Hegel is able to
assert that “A beginning is logical in that it is to be made in the element of a free, self-
contained thought, in pure knowledge...”. 7® In other words, all that follows and is

discussed in the Logic is already contained in the notion of “pure being.”

So, Hegel uses “pure being” as a beginning. This pure being is “simply an immediacy,”

and it does not have “determination with respect to an other” and does not have any

72 Hegel, The Science of Logic, p.45.
3 Hegel, p.45.

74 Hegel, p.48.

7> Hegel, p.337.

76 Hegel, p.46.
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content.”’

However, when we consider immediate and pure being, we see that there is
no further determination related to this pure being and we cannot go beyond the
immediacy of it. Therefore, meditation on pure being takes us to “Nothing”. Hegel
states that Nothing is also very similar with Being. Since it is not possible for us to
think about Nothing, meditation on Nothing takes us back to Being. He says; “being
is being, and nothing is nothing, only held distinct from each other; in their truth,
however, in their unity, they have vanished as such determinations and are now

something else”.”®

So, while Logic begins with the pure being, which is immediate, as Being passes over
into Nothing, and Nothing passes over into Being, something new becomes apparent:
Becoming, which can be seen in the passages from Being to Nothing and vice versa as
“coming-to-be and ceasing to-be”.” Yet, the moments of Becoming, which are Being
and Nothing, do not lose their differences and distinctions in their relation. In other
words, Hegel emphasizes that Becoming is the “unseparatedness of Being and
Nothing”, but this does not refer to a unity which is abstracted from each, but instead
to a constant movement and flow. Further, it is a determinate unity, in which “being
and nothing equally are”. The important point in all this discussion of Becoming as
“the vanishing of being into nothing, and of nothing into being” is that, in a sense, it

can be said that Becoming is the proper beginning principle.®’

In other words, the beginning of Hegel’s philosophy is characterized from the outset
by dialectical movement. Thus, the movement of being-nothing-becoming denotes the

dialectic understanding of Hegel.

7 Hegel, p.48.
78 Hegel, p.82.
7® Hegel, p.80.
80 Hegel, p.81.
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3.1.2. The Movement of Being: Dialectic

Hegel uses the term “Authebung” (sublation) to articulate the nature of the movement
of this Becoming. Authebung” means “raising up”, “abolition”, and “preserving’®* and
it denotes a movement towards the unity of the Concept. This process or progress can
be better understood/explained by the terms “being in itself,” “being for itself” and

“being in and for itself”.

Hegel explains the difference between “being in itself” and “being for itself” in the
Lectures on History of Philosophy. According to him, “being in itself” can be
explained as a kind of potentiality, “capacity” or “power”. 82 The second principle
“being for itself” is “actuality” and “self-reference”. %It can be said that being-in-itself
becomes for itself, when it begins to actualize itself, and the for-itself represents the
moment of self-reflection. “Being in itself” attains its actuality by means of mediation
against the “other” (there is hence another category: “for-another”) and it returns to
itself by sublation of others. This movement is the dialectic movement/process. As a
result of this dialectic movement and reflection process, “being in itself” turns into
“being in and for itself”. Since being-in-itself becomes “being in and for itself” by way
of mediating itself with and overcoming other, “being in and for itself” has within itself

both itself and the others. In other words, “being in itself and for itself” means that it

contains both its own potentiality/actuality and the differences from others.

Hegel says; “the goal of knowledge is the truth, what being is in and for itself...”%*and
because of that reason, being as a first division and beginning point, should not remain

in its immediacy and “in itself”.
Hegel summarizes this movements as;

When this movement is represented as a pathway of knowledge, this
beginning with Being and the subsequent advance which sublates Being and

8 Inwood, A Hegel Dictionary, p.283.

82 Hegel, Lectures on the History of Philosophy: Greek Philosophy to Plato, p.20.
8 Hegel, p.21.

84 Hegel, The Science of Logic, p.337.
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arrives at Essence as mediated term appear to be an activity of cognition
external to being and indifferent to its nature. 3

The important point to note here is that, while the transition between concepts such as
“being” and “essence” seem to be performed by a cognition/mind; Hegel emphasizes
that “this course is the movement of being itself. That it is being’s nature to recollect
itself, and that it becomes essence by virtue of this interiorizing, this has been displayed
in being itself”. Standing outside the subject-matter under analysis, Hegel asserts that

“it is the movement of being in itself.” 8¢

In order to understand what Hegel means by saying that this is “the movement of being
itself” and not ““an activity of cognition”, it may be useful to look at the differences
between the dialectic method of Hegel and others. For example, in the Socratic
dialogues, two thinkers/individuals share and exchange their ideas about specific
notions/issues. These discussions are made for the aim of seeking the truth about that
specific subject under discussion. As distinct from the monologue, which does not give
the opportunity to think the other side, the Socratic dialogue and dialectic method try
to go beyond the mere examples and explanations, specifically given by one of the
individuals in the dialogue. With the chance of questions, contradictions and
refutations, two individuals understand each other’s ideas and explanations. In the
dialogue, two sides in the conversation do not stand at totally different positions, but
in the Socratic dialogue, we see two characteristics in the dialogue, which are

consensus and contradictions.?’

The Hegelian dialectic is different from the Socratic dialectic. The dialectic method in
Hegel does not remain in just understanding and refuting the other side/claim; nor does
it remain at the level of argumentation alone. In detail, the Hegelian dialectic is a
method, which includes contradictions, but this dialectic leads to some kind of unity,
which includes the opposites and differences. In other words, in this dialectic
understanding, contradictions are not pointed out for the aim of rejection of the counter

side in dialectic, but for development towards a more comprehensive and adequate

8 Hegel, p.337.
8 Hegel, p.337.
87R.P. Singh, “From Dialogue to Dialectic: Socrates, Kant, Hegel, Marx.”, p.262.
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model of understanding. To sum up, dialectic develops from contradictions and it
moves towards unity. The movement of thought in Hegel brings opposite sides
together, and these opposite sides are not only the theses and antitheses of arguments,

they are categories of Being.

Since “pure being” should be mediated by something other than (something abstracted
from) itself #in the second division, Essence is introduced as the transition of being,
which “stands between being and concept’. % Essence posits itself in three
determinations; reflection, appearance and actuality respectively. Through the
reflection and movement towards the other, essence becomes neither in itself nor for

itself, it becomes for another.

In order to understand the characteristics of Essence, we can look at the three grades
of it in detail. The first grade is reflection. Hegel defines reflection as “the movement
from nothing to nothing and thereby back to itself ”.°° In other words, it remains “in
itself its determinations”. °! Hegel points out that essence means/is reflection, and this
means that essence is the “movement of becoming and transition that remains within
itself.” wherein that which is distinguished is determined simply and solely as the

negative in itself, as shine”.%?

Hegel compares his notion of reflection with the reflective judgments in Kant. As we
have seen in the Kant chapter, reflective judgment is a judgment in which the particular
finds and constitutes its own universality. Similarly, reflection in Hegel is “a matter of
rising above the immediate to the universal”.”>Hegel criticizes Kant’s account of
reflective judgment in so far as this judgment treats the immediate particular entity as

an external alien entity upon which a formal operation will be performed. However,

8 Hegel, The Science of Logic, p.337.
8 Hegel, p.339.
9 Hegel, p.346.
91 Hegel, p.339.
9 Hegel, p.345.
% Hegel, p.350.
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he also says that “the concept of absolute reflection, too, is implicit”®* in Kant because

the immediate entity “has the form of a being which is in-and-for-itself”; it appears to

be self-contained, indifferent, absolute and free.”

Likewise, reflection in Hegel refers to the internal movement of essence, but it must
also appear. So, appearance is the second grade of essence. Appearance is the
manifestation or exteriority of the “in itself”. In other words, this is concrete existence,

which is reflected in the other or external world.

The third grade of essence is actuality. It is the unity of “what is inner” and “what is
outer”. Hegel says; “Existence is immediate unity of being and reflection, and hence
appearance; it comes from the ground and goes to ground. The actual is the positedness

of that unity, the relationship that has become identical with itself...”°

The third and the most important division is the Concept. Hegel declares it to be “the
unity of being and essence”. Essence was “the first negation of being”; the concept is
“the second negation, or the negation of this negation”. By virtue of this negation of
negation, there is a return to being. But having gone through this process, this being is
now understood as infinite mediation and negation as it was foreseen at the end of

section 3.1.1.%7

At the beginning of the “Doctrine of the Concept” chapter in the Encyclopedia of
Logic, Hegel introduces that the concept is unity and totality, which harbor each of its
inseparable moments within it.”*The concept does not equal being or essence, and

being and essence also do not equal what they are before the concept.

Hegel points out that the understanding of the concept seems to be absolute idealism

at first sight, but the concept refers to the principle of whole life and it is not a

% Hegel, p.350.

% Hegel, p.351.

% Hegel, The Encyclopaedia Logic, p.213.
7 Hegel, The Science of Logic, p.526.

% Hegel, The Encyclopaedia Logic,p.236.
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transcendental universality, but concrete universality. The understanding of concrete

universality will be explained in the next section in detail.

The doctrine of the Concept has three subdivisions, which are subjective/formal
concept, objective concepts, and the Idea, which is the togetherness and unity of the

subject and object.

Having presented a broad outline of the Logic as the most systematic presentation of
his ideas, in the next section, I will discuss Concrete Universality in more detail, since
the unity of the universal and particular in the concrete universal is essential to an

understanding of “truth content” in art.

3.2. Concrete Universal

In the Philosophy of Right, Hegel speaks of concrete universality and its three
moments, which are universality, particularity and individuality. He says, “...absolute
universality is not to be thought of either as the universality of reflection, [...] as the
abstract universality and self-identity”, but rather he emphasizes that the universal is
“concrete, self-contained and self-referring universality”.”® In the Science of Logic, he

3

gives another definition of concrete universality: “...concrete universality |...]
contains the two moments, the objective universal or the genus and the singularized
universal. Here we have, therefore, the universal that is itself and continues through its

opposite, and is a universal only in unity with the latter.” '%

As can be seen from these quotations, universality in Hegel does not refer abstract rule
or universality, which is apart from the particulars and singulars. Hegel is aware that
when we use and speak of the Concept, we inevitably think of abstract universalities

1113

in our mind. He states that for example, when we speak about the ““concept” of color,
or of a plant or of an animal”, these concepts are supposed to emerge from ignoring

and neglecting the particularities of various animals, plants or colors. However, for

% Hegel, Philosophy of Right, p.44.
100 Hegel, The Science of Logic, p.586.
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Hegel, the universal is “what particularizes (specifies) itself, remaining at home with

itself in its other, in unclouded clarity.”!?!

So, what Hegel means by ‘“concrete universality” involves a deep criticism of the
abstract and formal understanding of the universal. Thus, as a beginning of the
explanation of this relationship of the universal, particular and singular, we can say
that Hegel’s understanding of particularity and universality is different from traditional
approaches such as those of Kant and Plato. Although it may seem as if there is a
hierarchical relationship between the singular, particular and the universal, which
would allow us to think of the universal independently of the individual and particular,
Hegel insists that the universal can only be understood through the relation between
the particular and the universal. For example, in Plato this relationship is explained as
one of ‘exemplification’, a notion which has become highly problematic, both for Plato
scholars and in terms of its influence on the history of philosophy through its adoption

by later philosophers.

On the other hand, as we have seen in the Kant chapter, the understanding of
universality remains abstract in Kant’s philosophy as well. Although universality,
especially in his aesthetic, is based on subjects and subjectivity, the subjects and
subjectivity are not considered as particulars and singulars in his philosophy; rather
they are metaphysical/transcendental subjects. Unlike Kant who claims that
universality is grounded on a (transcendental) subjectivity, Hegel does not see
universality as something which can be founded on a transcendental understanding;
instead he articulates it as the immanent movement of the concept through the
particulars. Thus, concrete universality is more dynamic and holistic, encompassing

the dialectic relationship among the differences in particulars.

To understand concrete universality and the relationship between the singular and

universal in Hegel’s philosophy better, each moment should be explained in detail.

101 Hegel, The Encyclopaedia Logic, p.247.

39



3.2.1. Universal

Hegel accepts that the explanation of universality is hard since it is the simplest of
determinations while explanations should depend on some specifications and
determinations. When one tries to explain universality, it can lose its simplicity and
the explanation can alter it, instead of explaining it. However, the simplicity in the
universal is negativity in itself and therefore contains the differences. Hegel says; “the
universal is [...] a simple that is at the same time all the richer in itself, for it is the

concept.” 12

For Hegel, when universal concepts are obtained by abstraction from particulars, this
gives us only the abstract universal—i.e., a one-sided conception, which will also
become dead if we try to hold on to it in its one-sided moment. Thus, all these
explanations about the rejection of abstract-transcendental universality leads to the

understanding of concrete universality in Hegel.

3.2.2. Particular

The other moment is the particular concept. Hegel declares that the determinateness of

the concept is its particularity and the particular contains the universal.

The particulars as particulars are different from each other, and there may appear to be
a disunity between them when they are not considered in terms of their mediation with
the universal. For example, in my daily life, I experience myself as a particular subject,
with particular desires and goals, which may be at odds with those of others, and I

confront and deal with particular objects which do not immediately manifest a unity.

However, in Hegel’s understanding of universality as concrete universality, the
particular is not detached from the universal. In other words, Hegel believes that

underlying the differentiated appearance is the unity of the universal.

102 Hegel, The Science of Logic, p.530.
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The particular and universal are not separable from each other, and the particular
always includes the universal and it is also included by it. This mutual relation takes

us to the third moment.

3.2.3. Singular

The last moment is singularity. Singularity is the solid and concrete basis of our
judgment and experience. In other words, singularity is a one or this. What is essential
for singularity is that the universal and the particular both present themselves in
singularity as having completed their mediation with each other. Hegel accepts that
when people think about the concept of something such as concept of color or plant,
they immediately understand the abstract or transcendental universality, which are
apart from the particulars in their mind. (The Encyclopedia of the logic) In contrast to
this hierarchical relationship between the particular and universal, the relationship is
more holistic and dynamic in Hegel. As Julie E. Maybee says; “the Singularity is
defined by universal, [...] the universal is defined by Singularity” ®*because without
singularity, the universal would be empty, abstract or undetermined. For example, a
cat is understood for what it is only under the universal concept of cat, but the concept
of cat cannot be understood without relating it to a particular cat on the windowsill or

in the garden.'™

In that respect, singularity appears to represent more than one single concrete thing.
For instance, when the singular or the individual tries to seek his/her own right in front
of the state or government, it also seems to represent “the rights of being citizen” in
that state. Similarly, the singular paintings; such as Rembrandt's Night Watch or
Correggio’s Holy Night appear to indicate more than its singularity and singular
experiences. It seems to belong/represent universality/universal meaning. (This
relationship between the singular, particular and universal will be clarified further in

the section on Geist.)

103 Julie E. Maybee, Picturing Hegel: An Illustrated Guide to Hegel’s Encyclopaedia Logic, p.346.
104 Julie E. Maybee, p.346.
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We can understand the relationship by looking at the expression of Hegel in
“Encyclopedia of Logic”. Hegel says; “taken abstractly, universality, particularity, and
singularity are the same as identity, distinction, and ground.” Universal is “what is
identical with itself” and the particular is “what is distinct or the determinacy”. Finally,

the singular contains “the genus and species within itself and is itself substantial”. 1%

This understanding of the mediation between the particular and the universal leads us
to the concept of the concrete universal. Through internalizing their active relationship
with other people (or the “other” and “opposite” in any relationship), someone can

gain an understanding of the concrete universal.

3.3. Geist

Geist is another central point for understanding Hegel’s philosophy in general and it
is translated as “Spirit”. In the Encyclopedia, Hegel explains that there are three
divisions of Spirit, which are subjective spirit, objective spirit and absolute spirit.
Subjective spirit includes Anthropology and Phenomenology. The objective spirit is
the actualization of the subject in the world. It deals with morality and ethical life. In
the widest sense, it is mainly about the practical spirit or Philosophy of Right. Finally,
absolute spirit contains both subjective and objective spirit. It is kind of reconciliation
of subjective and objective Spirit so that the Spirit finds its truth and recognizes itself.
In that respect, the Phenomenology of Spirit can be read as a quite non-Orthodox
theory of truth, where truth is understood as a matter of isomorphy not between a
proposition and the world, but between a subject and object. Absolute Spirit has three

moments; Art, Religion and Philosophy.

Geist seems to actualize and realize itself towards Absolute Spirit. However, this does
not mean that there is a linear or hierarchical relationship, which starts from the
subjective spirit and ends with the absolute spirit. In order to have a general idea of
what the spirit is, we can look at Solomon’s reading of it: “What clearly emerges from

Hegel’s writing is that “Geist” refers to some sort of general consciousness, a single

105 Hegel, The Encyclopaedia Logic, p.242.
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“mind” common to all men”.!®The general consciousness and single mind do not refer
to a metaphysical entity. On the contrary, it points out that ‘Geist’ denotes a fluid entity
that emerges in a historical context through the interactions of particular subjects, their
labor through nature, their struggle for recognition, and the social and political
institutions that they erect. It is the unity of differences of particulars and it includes
the contradictions between particulars as well as the togetherness of the particular and
the universal. So, the whole movement of Spirit can be understood as the

“realization/recognition of one’s identity as universal Spirit”. '%/

In the light of the Phenomenology of Hegel, the self does not refer to the individual
self anymore. It is the “general self” and it is “common to us”. '%In other words, ‘self’
does not refer primarily to the individual feelings, senses, memories or experiences of
the person. Its definition or what it is not fixed, but emerges and develops in the context
of a whole series of interactions with other human beings and nature so that it
eventually refers to a “shared conception of ourselves as everything, an absolute
identity with each other and the world.” '“This shows/indicates that the relationship
between the self and the other selves/the world can only be understood/explained by
realizing the dialectical relationship between them. More importantly, it shows the
strong relationship between the self, nature and history. So, it can be said that the self

creates/realizes itself with the dialectical relationship in nature and history.

Solomon points out that the individual self is a “collective body”, which is also
connected to and interacts with world as “collective property.” The land we have
worked on, the animals we have tamed, the machines and products, which we have
produced, and the stars, which are our subjects in science indicate/show Spirit or “our
collective self”.!'® As with the concrete universal in section 3.2 the Spirit is not the
totality of these individuals or particulars. On the contrary, in this “collective

property”, the particulars do not lose their characters under the unity. (Spirit)

10650lomon, “Concept of Geist.”, p.642.
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In short, nature is the medium and history the process through which the Spirit
actualizes itself. In this process, the self/individual recognizes itself as belonging to

the universal Spirit.

In this dialectical relationship with nature and history, the self returns to itself from the
other /external world. This movement of recognition can be read as a story of
“objectively mediated subjectivity”. “Objectively mediated subjectivity” means that
in the dialectic movement of self, the subject/the self turns from the other or objective
world to itself. This point will also be important for Adorno when he criticizes the
aesthetic understandings of Kant and Hegel. Especially when he is trying to make
sense of the objectivity involved in a notion of truth content of a work of art. In other

words, it seems that its content is mediated by not only itself, but also others.

3.4. Aesthetic Theory

A complete understanding of Hegel’s aesthetics would require an analysis of his
Aesthetics. However, within the limits of this research, the purpose of which is to
illustrate the historical connections between Kant, Hegel and Adorno, only the most

important and relevant points will be highlighted.

3.4.1. Common Ideas of Art

In order to have a general idea of what the work of art is for Hegel, we can look at the
section “Common Ideas of Art”!!! Firstly, Hegel indicates that the work of art is not a
natural product. It is only brought about by human activity, and this activity involves
man’s apprehension and senses, which means that this human activity is particular
activity. Hegel gives an importance to the explanation and understanding of the
“particular activity” since if it was not the particular activity of human being, the work
of art would be based on some general procedures and abstract universality. So, the
insistence on the particular human activity includes the criticism and rejection of the

(abstract) universal and theoretical understanding; this particular activity of human,

111 Hegel, Hegel’s Aesthetic: Lectures on Fine Art, p.25.
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when she/he creates the work of art, should be the distinct, specific activity of the artist.
112

Hegel emphasizes that rules for the work of art can only contain vague generalities
such as the general descriptions, which can be age, sex and gender differences of the
characters in the novel.!'>However, the work of art/the production cannot be defined
within these limits; therefore, it should also include the particular spiritual activity of

the artists.

The other important point in the claim that the work of art is the product of the human
activity is its relation to the external world. The value of a work of art in itself has no
movement and life, but there is contained in it (for example, in a piece of wood that is
carved or in the words and letters of a poem) an inner value (i.e., the structure of the
wood or the idea behind the words) which can be expressed and re-animated only
through a relation with the external world that it is expressed in and in which other

individuals can perceive it.!'*

However, connection to the external world is also not enough to make the work of art
into a product of fine art. What is important is that the work of art is produced and
originated from Spirit. Thus, the notion of Spirit in Hegel’s Phenomenology is also
crucial to answer the questions of “what is in itself in art?”” and “what is art’s relation
to the external world?” Spirit is like an explanation of the inner value of the work of

art and it helps to separate the work of art from other non-artistic things.

We have seen, firstly, the peculiarities of the work of art as a product of human activity.
The second important characteristic of the work of art is that the work of art is
produced with the human’s senses and within a sensuous sphere.!'> This second
characteristic can be considered together with the first characteristic of the work of art,
which is particular human activity. However, human’s feeling and senses that find

expression in a work of art and/or evoke feelings in other subjects should not remain

112 Hegel, p.26.
113 Hegel, p.26.
114 Hegel, p.29.
115 Hegel, p.23.
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at the subjective level. Hegel claims that the aim of the work of art is not just to arouse
a purely subjective feeling, but to find the specific sense of beauty. Hegel points out
that in the purely subjective feeling or emotional state of the subject in relation to the
work of art, the objective content of the work of art vanishes. He continues
“Consequently, the investigation of the feeling which art evokes, or is supposed to
evoke, does not get beyond vagueness; it is a study which precisely abstracts from the

content proper and its concrete essence and concept”.!!¢

Hegel begins this part by considering “the imitation of nature” as a suggested aim of
art. However, if the imitation of nature were the aim of art, it would render art
dependent on only what it is in the external world, since imitation amounts to directly
copying the natural form. '!'” Hegel claims that if we take the imitation of the work of
art as an end of art, there is no need to ask about “the character of what is supposed to
be imitated”. He continues, the only concern for the work of art is whether the imitation
is correct or not. So, imitation or copying the natural form does not give an end/aim
for the work of art. He also points out that objective beauty disappears if the imitation
of the work of art is taken into consideration. The emphasis on objective beauty will
also be important to understand the work of art as a representation of Spirit. The third
point is that the work of art is an end in itself. This part is a crucial step to/part of
understanding Adorno’s criticism of Hegel since Adorno rejects the assignment of a

universal aim to art.

After rejecting the idea of the aim of an artwork as an imitation of nature, Hegel tries
to find the aim of art in its power in affecting our feeling, inclinations and passions.
Mere/pure imitation of the work of art does not touch the human spirit, feeling and
senses. Other aims such as creating the work of art to attain fame or honor, or to
provide instruction are also mentioned and quickly dismissed as not concerning the

nature of the work of art, '8

116 Hegel, p.33.
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3.4.2. Content

According to Hegel the aim of the artwork seems to come from the content of the work
of art. Hegel questions what this content might be, and considers the suggestion “...that
the task and aim of art is to bring home to our sense, our feeling, and our inspiration

everything which has a place in the human spirit.” !

According to Hegel, the content of a specific/individual work of art represents more
than its particular existence. For example, the painting does not appear as a
representation of the objects and scenes, which are framed. It has to exceed its

particular representation in a certain time and place. This is what Hegel calls Spirit.

For example, the Greek tragedy Antigone is a unique work of art, representing a
conflict between the characters in a particular story taking place in a particular culture.
But the content expressed in the play is not merely about the individual characters in
the tragedy. The conflict between them shows the conflict between two rights, which
are the right of consciousness (obeying the state rules) and the right of unconsciousness
(acting according to respect). So, with the dialectical relationship between them, the
characters seem to realize/represent themselves as part of the universal truth/Spirit. So,
we can say that although this tragedy together with its characters and events is an
individual and unique tragedy, it is also the Spirit, which represent the claim of truth,
while preserving its individuality. The specific content of the individual work of art

realizes-actualizes itself in dialectic movement/relationship with other.

The most important point in his aesthetic is that the only aim of the work of art is
revealing the truth in the form of artistic configurations. Hegel says “...we said that
beauty is Idea, so beauty and truth are in one way the same”.'?° So, the Idea should
show itself in the external world, in existence. For him, truth cannot demonstrate itself
by remaining only for itself. In order to be truth, it should be for both itself and another.

Art can only bring its reality and conception through appearance.

Hegel summarizes his understanding of beauty by saying “For beauty, is no such

abstraction of the Understanding but the inherently concrete absolute Concept and,

119 Hegel, p.46.
120 Hegel, p.111.
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more specifically, the absolute Idea in its appearance in a way adequate to itself”.!?!
Thus, we can say that the (concrete) appearance of the work of art and the absolute
Idea coincide with each other. In other words, Spirit is bound up with the particular,
finite and concrete existence of the work of art, but is not limited to it; it is the universal
and absolute spirit. So, the true work of art expresses the moment where the universal

and particular becomes manifest. This point will be clearer in next section.

3.4.3. Romantic Art

Hegel describes the emergence of a beautiful work of art that is “adequate to the
Concept” by looking at the history of art, and identifying three stages in it, which are

symbolism, classicism and romanticism.

In Aesthetics: Lectures on Fine Art, Hegel compares the symbolic, classical and
romantic art. He begins by discussing the symbolic form of art. He states that symbolic
form of art is “the beginning of art.” and it is not yet named and accepted as art. The
symbols, such as lion, bull or horn, which present strength are used as symbols to
“represent God”.'?? They are immediate and ambiguous symbols. In other words, the
immediate expression of nature makes us go beyond their immediate meaning and

search for wider and deeper meaning than they represent.

Hegel mentions the old-Persian, Indian and Egyptian shapes/productions as examples
of the symbolic form of art; he specifically gives an example from Zoroaster. For
example, in the religion of Zoroaster, what is the Divine and Absolute is represented
as light in nature. Sun, stars or fire are the images or symbols of the good itself for the
people. However, this identicalness between the good and light does not show that
there is an expression of Spirit in this semblance. The symbolism in the work of art
has a veiled meaning and this meaning of the content refers to abstract ideas. So, we
can say that the relationship between the meaning and the symbol/image, used in the

work of art is not explicit/clear. *?*In Section /II “The Romantic Form of Art”, he says,

121 Hegel, p.46.
122 Hegel, p.305-306.
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“At the stage of beginning of art the urge of imagination consisted in striving out of
nature into spirit”.'>* However, this striving is only investigation and inquiry of spirit,

not a representation of it.

Hegel emphasizes that in order to achieve perfect fulfillment of the relationship
between the spiritual content and its external/corporeal manifestation in the work of
art, we have to look at the Classical form of art. This is the second period, where we
can see the true expression of Spirit. Hegel emphasizes that in the classical form of art,
what is important is “self-concentration”, “coming to self”, and “being self-aware”.!>
In order to achieve this self-realization, the spirit must “withdraw into itself from
nature” and/or “overcome nature”. Contrary to the symbolic form of art, which uses
immediate configurations/representations of natural objects for the “expression of
Absolute”, in Classical form of art, gods are represented in individual/concrete bodily
shape. This does not mean that nature or natural elements are totally taken away from
the individual work of art, but “a nature already itself permeated by spiritual

meanings.” %6

Hegel gives an example from the understanding of art in Greek mythology. In the light
of the relationship between religion and the work of art, produced within the context
of religious ideas, the content of works of art representing Greek gods is not nature.
Instead of nature, which seems to be external to the human spirit, the content of the
work of art is human spirit and existence. In other words, the artist/creator realizes
himself of herself within the work of art, which he/she produces with the free spirit.
Hegel says, “...what he produces is the most beautiful manifestation of himself”.!?’
This expression also shows the relation between individual (unique) existence of the

work of art and universal Spirit (truth).

Although classic art achieves the unification of form and content, and has true content

of art, Hegel claims that “there is something higher than the beautiful appearance of

124 Hegel, p.517.
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spirit”.!?*This “something higher” appears in the romantic form of art, which is the

third period Hegel discusses.

Hegel claims that in the romantic form of art, the spirit turns to itself from external/
sensuous existence and he says; “by this elevation of the spirit to itself the spirit wins
in itself its objectivity.. ..122 In other words, in romantic art, the spirit finds itself/its
objectivity not in the external and sensuous world. It senses and knows its truth only
by returning to itself from the external/sensuous world. This explanation of Hegel can
be thought together with his claims on the difference between classical form of art and
romantic form of art. When Hegel compares romantic and classical form of art, he
points out that Greek sculpture does not show the “movement and activity of spirit
which has retired into itself out of its corporeal reality and made its way to inner self-
awareness.!** So, we can say that with the movement of spirit, the work of art gains its

objectivity by turning back to itself from externality.

According to Hegel, contrary to Gods, which are represented in symbolic and classical

(15

form of art, God of romantic art emerges as ‘“self-knowing” and “inwardly

subjective”.!3!

What is important in romantic art is that the truth of the Spirit or true representation of
the Spirit shows itself not in the material or corporeal world, but subject and
subjectivity. When we return to the subject in the explanation of the priority of
objective and subjective elements, Hegel defends the priority of the subjectivity, i.e.
romantic art, since the true spirit actualizes itself within the subject/subjective

experience.

For example, in William Turner’s Fisherman at Sea and The Slave Ship paintings, the
representation of nature in these paintings is not the mere imitation of it. Waves, storm
and sun are presented in a way that we can immediately see the feeling and reflection

of the subject. (W. Turner). However, they appear to represent more than the subjective

128 Hegel, p.517.
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feelings of the artist. This is the movement of Spirit, which turns to itself from

external/corporeal nature by virtue of the dialectic movement of it.

3.5. In Place of a Conclusion: The Criticism of Kant/Objectivity

An important point in Aesthetics is that the “beautiful as such” cannot be grasped by a
transcendental understanding.!3? If it remains only for thought and concept, it is not
conceivable and understandable. Even though Kant also did not think that the beautiful
could be subsumed under a concept, Hegel’s understanding of beauty is significantly
different from Kant’s. Kant sought for the reason behind the universal agreement on
what is beautiful in the fact that all human beings have the same faculties, and beauty
gives pleasure because it facilitates the interplay of the faculties of sensibility and the

understanding (e.g., when contemplating “purposiveness without purpose”).

But while Kant explains the nature of such reflective judgments through transcendental
faculties, for Hegel such reflective moments indicate the immanent moment of the

concept whereby there is a “rising above the immediate to the universal”.!??

In short, as mentioned before, judgments of beauty are subjectively grounded for Kant.
For Hegel, on the other hand, the ground of beauty is objective. As we have seen in
section 3.3, art for Hegel denotes one of the three moments of absolute spirit. He sees

the beautiful as the expression or the representation of truth.

Hegel says that temporality and finitude can be grasped and received only under the
absolute Concept, which means specifically the Idea. However, the appearance of
beauty is not a mere imitation of the Concept or Idea It is not to be reduced to or
inferred from the form of the Concept or Idea, but it is the whole itself. In this respect,
Hegel’s understanding of art also differs from the Platonic understanding, the main
difference lying in the fact that for Hegel, the universal is immanent among the

particulars.

132 Hegel, p.91.
133 Hegel, p.350.
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CHAPTER 1V

ADORNO

As we have stated in the introduction chapter, Adorno’s conception of autonomous art
should be evaluated in light of his discussion of the truth content of the art work and
this discussion involves the form-content debate, the subject-object relationship, and
the understanding of historical subject in the work of art. In developing his ideas on
these points, in many parts in Aesthetic Theory, Adorno mentions the aesthetic
understanding of Hegel and Kant. Thus, the Kant and Hegel chapters are important for
a complete understanding of Adorno’s understanding of truth content and autonomy

of the work of art.

Adorno begins Aesthetic Theory with the sentence “It is self evident that nothing
concerning art is self-evident anymore, not its inner life, not its relation to world, not
even its right to exist”.!** This sentence seems to introduce a new point of view for the
explanation of the work of art. With regard to the beginning sentence of Aesthetic
Theory, Danto says; “Something can be a work of art but something quite like it not
be one, since nothing that meets the eye reveals the difference.” He continues that this
does not show/mean that deciding whether something is a work of art or not is

arbitrary. However traditional criteria can no longer be applicable to the work of art.!?

In light of the interpretation of Danto, we can infer that the beginning sentence of
Aesthetic Theory does not give a direct answer to or methodology for answering the
question of what art is, but it seems to follow a new path for the explanation of
characteristics of work of art. Aesthetic Theory gives a new and different way of
looking toward the aesthetic and work of art, and it never claims that there is no criteria

or determination when someone considers about whether this is art or not. Adorno’s

134 Adorno, Aesthetic Theory, p.1.
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way of looking towards the definition of art is stated in his own sentence at the very
beginning of Aesthetic Theory. He says, “The definition of art is at every point
indicated by what art once was, but it is legitimated only by what art became with
regard to what it wants to, and perhaps can, become”.!*® This sentence shows that the
work of art is not understood within the limits of mere definitions and descriptions,
which try to explain whether something is art or not. On the contrary, in order to define
the work of art, one should look at its historicity and its movement in history. On this
issue, Adorno says “Art can be understood only by its law of movement, not according
to any set of invariant”.!*’The expression “its law of movement” might not be clear at
first sight, but it seems to designate that the work of art does not depend on any
invariants or unchangeable rules, which are externally imposed to the work of art. On
the contrary, it has its own explanations within itself in the most general sense. This

point will become clearer by the end of the thesis.

Adorno continues with the explanation that art is always in relation with what is other
and say, “It (art) exists only in relation to its other; it is the process that transpires with
its other”. '3 All of these explanations establish Adorno’s main understanding towards
the (autonomy of) work of art, but they need to be explained in detail to understand
the autonomy of the work of art. In the following chapters, the important terms, which
surround his understanding of autonomous work of art, will be explained to understand

his position in aesthetic better.

4.1. Enigmaticalness and Emergence of Truth Content

The understanding of the autonomy of the work of art is not separable from the concept
of truth content in Adorno, and thus a detailed explanation of what Adorno means by
‘truth content’ will give us also an understanding of what he means by the ‘autonomy

of the work of art’.

136aAdorno, Aesthetic Theory, p.3.
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The concept of ‘truth content’ first appears in the “Situation” section of Aesthetic
Theory, where Adorno criticizes the “Isms” in the history of art. Adorno states that the
artistic movements/isms “by no means shackled the individual productive forces”, but
although he grants that they are not schools which defend traditional or institutional
authority, they are nevertheless potentially schools which defend an objective
authority. Under this objective authority of the “Isms”, like German expressionism and
French surrealism, “the quality of individual artist can be distinguished”; however,
Adorno also observes that those who deviate from the particular characteristics of the
school tend to receive less attention.!* He gives the example of Pisarro among the
impressionists as a painter who has been underrated for this reason. Thus, for him,
“ism”s construct universal and objective construction-schema or authorities for the

work of art, and therefore do not fit into the schema of absolute individuation”.!4°

So, Adorno believes that the truth content of the work of art, produced in the light of
these artistic movements (Isms), does not come to light/cannot show itself. He says;
“the truth-content of many artistic movements does not necessarily culminate in great
artwork.”'*!This discussion is the first place in this book where Adorno uses the term
“truth content” in relation to the work of art, but it is obvious that he does not try to
explain it in detail in this chapter. Even so, it gives us a general idea about “truth

content”.

Where Adorno explains “truth content” in detail is in the “Enigmaticalness, Truth
Content and Metaphysic” section of Aesthetic Theory. The subject of “Enigma” in
Aesthetic Theory is a comprehensive subject, which seems to deserve more
explanation and research. It can be a subject of another discussion by itself. However,
apart from the importance of the term ‘enigmaticalness’ in Adorno, this part appears

to be an introduction for the understanding of the emergence of truth content.

Enigma seems to evoke something hopelessly obscure and mysterious in the work of
art. However, Adorno does not use ‘enigma’ either as a negative (problematic term) or

a positive term, but rather he emphasizes that it is “aesthetically significant in the strict

139 Adorno, p.24.
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sense of a task posed by the immanent compositions of works” and he continues;
artworks are enigmas in the general sense. '’ He says; “All artworks-and art

altogether-are enigmas; since antiquity this has been an irritation to theory of art”. 143

Adorno says; “Artwork falls helplessly mute before the question “What’s it for?”” and
before that reproach that they are actually pointless.” At this point, Adorno tries to
make an analogy between rainbows and artworks and says; “If one seeks to get a closer

look at a rainbow, it disappears”. 144

Adorno says, “as in enigmas, the answer is both hidden and demanded by the
structure”.'® It can be said that understanding the form of the work of art seems to be
the easiest way to understand and solve the enigma of the work of art. Adorno
specifically dwells on music as he states that music is “completely enigmatic” and
“totally evident.” '*6In order to understand the enigma of the music, he says only its
form can be “deciphered”. Music seems to be understood by the people who decipher
its form and replay it. At this point, the (purposiveness of the) structure the work of art

seems to be presented as a possible answer to the enigma.'4’

But Adorno claims that although the work of art seems to present purpose, it has no
purpose beyond its “own arrangement”; “works are purposeful in themselves, without
having any positive purpose beyond their own arrangement...”'*® While the artwork’s
arrangement has a purposive appearance, its enigmatic nature dissuades us from any
attempt to all too readily ascribe a purpose or meaning to it. This tension guards the

autonomy of the work of art.

Adorno’s focus on the form, which seems to keep, reserve, harbour the enigma, in the

work of art appears very similar to the Kantian understanding of the judgment of the

142 Adorno, p.121.
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beautiful. Adorno says that Kant’s “magnificently paradoxical formula”, that artworks
are purposive without purpose “precludes calling art’s meaning its purpose, despite

meaning’s affinity to immanent teleology. '*

The inconclusive relation between the purposiveness of form and the enigma it
conceals, and reveals is further articulated in Adorno’s discussion of the mimetic
comportment in/ of the work of art. For example, when the musician replays a famous
piece from the history of music; such as Beethoven’s 9" symphony, or an actor
reenacts Hamlet, he or she seems to understand or solve the enigma in the work of art
by replaying and creating it--by “tracing” its form. However, understanding the work
of art by reenacting or replaying it does not mean that the enigma in the work of art is

solved. On the contrary, it creates the enigma again.

Examples can also be given from the side of the audience and listener. Experiencing
the work of art, such as listening to Vivaldi’s Four Seasons or seeing Turner’s

Moonlight A Study At Millbank, is not enough to give the solution for the enigma.

Andrea Sakoparnig also points out the enigma of the work of art in Adorno and gives
examples in order to clarify the relationship between understanding a work of art and
the solution of enigma in them. Sakoparnig declares that when a musician reenacts or
replays the musical work, he does not understand what he plays.'>° and in this
situation, she continues, “the musician is, so to speak, on the side of the enigma. The
very moment the immanent reenactment ceases, the enigma shows up again and is all
the more obscure”.!3!This sentence shows that the artist replays or reenacts the work
of art only by understanding the form/structure of the work of art and this inevitably
leads to the enigma again. Adorno says; “Understanding is itself a problematic
category in the face of art’s enigmaticalness”.!? because although the artist seems to
understand the work of art while replaying it, each mimetic comportment in the process
of replaying/reenacting creates the enigma again. Moreover, Adorno points out that

the work of art itself is already created mimetically and replaying/reenacting creates

149 Adorno, p.152.
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another mimetic comportment. He says, “What is essentially mimetic awaits mimetic
comportment”.'3This mimetic comportment is just the imitation of the work of art.

So, it seems that the solution of the enigma gets into a vicious circle.

In addition, he says that when we try to understand the form of the work of art, which
appears to present some kind of aim or purpose, this is not a purpose that can be
understood in a larger metaphysical (theological or other) or social context. Since the
compartmentalization of social life into specialized autonomous fields after the
emergence of capitalism and loss of the “refuge of fading theology”, there remains no
unified worldview within which the meaning and purpose of the artwork can be

located. Thus it “becomes ever harder for artworks to cohere as a nexus of meaning”.
154

In this context, Adorno again finds an affinity with Kant who, according to Adorno,
refrains from calling art’s meaning its purpose, “despite meaning’s affinity to
immanent teleology”. '°°> (Here, Adorno draws on the tension between a certain
understanding of meaning as something given by its purpose and a more general sense
of meaning.) Adorno also finds in Kant’s explanation that artworks “are separated
from empirical reality and serve no aim that is useful for self-preservation and life”

support for his views on the autonomy of the work of art.!>®

About the close relationship between purposiveness of the work of art and the enigma,
Adorno says; “Art thus became an enigma; if it is no longer exists for the purpose that
it infused with meaning, then what is art? He continues his claim by asserting the work
of art “achieves its meaning” in its “emphatic absence of meaning”.'>” So, the work of

art seems to constitute/reveal the meaning through the absence of the meaning.

That is to say, trying to find purpose for the work of art or trying to imitate them to

understand the enigma in the work of art are not the solutions for the enigma. So, we
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reach the conclusion that the solution of the enigma should come from each work itself.
The puzzle metaphor in Aesthetic Theory can be helpful to describe the immanent
solution of the enigma in the artwork. Adorno points out that the enigmaticalness of
the work of art is like a puzzle, which contains the solution in itself.!*® For Adorno,
what is hidden in this puzzle is both visible and hidden. It means that the solution and

explanation of the enigma in the work of art is always the work of art itself.

Thus, trying to suggest a solution for the enigma within the work of art itself indicates
one of the most important concepts in Adorno’s aesthetic, which is truth content.
Adorno says; “Ultimately, artworks are enigmatic in terms not of their composition

but of their truth content”. *?and continues with saying “the truth content of artworks

is the objective solution of the enigma posed by each and every one”.!%

In this sense, a new question arises, which is what we need to search for the answer to.
From this point onwards, Adorno’s question turns to “Is the work of art true? instead

of what is [specific] artwork about?”!6!

Truth content seems to emerge from the solution of the enigmaticalness of the work of
art. It is the answer (to the question “what is it, if it is not a purpose?) which comes
from the work of art itself. However, the “trueness” of the work of art is still an

ambiguous term and it needs to be analyzed in detail.

4.2. Truth content

While Adorno says that every authentic work of art suggests its own solution for the
enigmaticalness of the work of art, this should not be taken to mean that the meaning
or truth content of the work of art can be found in a vacuum without an understanding

of history. Adorno asserts that enigmaticalness and its solution is bound up with

158 Adorno, p.121.
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history. “Truth content is not external to history but rather its crystallization in the

works”. 162

Therefore, firstly, it should be asked whether the truth content can be found in the
purpose for which an artwork was initially created. On the one hand, Adorno does not
deny that artworks have been created with a purpose in relation to certain functions
that they may have served within a certain social and historical context. On the other,
he argues that discovering this purpose/function does not suffice to solve the
enigmaticalness of the work of art. The truth content is not separable from history and
it is always related with society, but Adorno claims that artworks appear to have their
meaning (truth content) when they no longer serve the purpose for which they were
created. Adorno says; “every artwork responds by wresting itself free from the

discursive form of answer”. 163

In Chapter II, we have seen that Hegel defends the objective content (the representation
of Spirit) in the work of art. Adorno’s conception of truth content and the objectivity
of it can be evaluated in a way that is similar to Hegel’s understanding of the objective

content of the work of art.

4.2.1. Form and Content

When we mention the truth content of the work of art and the objectivity of it, whether
this truth content belongs to form or content remains uncertain. The debates on form
and content seem to treat the two as dichotomous. In a dichotomous
understanding/view of form and content; for example, the style, paint technique,
selected colors of Starry Night, which is one of the most important and well-known
painting of Van Gogh are elaborated as differently from the content or what it wants
to tell. However, when we analyze each concept differently, we will see that they are

not separable from each other.

162 Adorno, p.133.

163 Adorno, p.127.
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4.2.1.1. Form

In the “Coherence and Meaning” chapter in Aesthetic Theory, Adorno first gives an
importance to the form of the artwork. He says, “Incontestably the quintessence of all
elements of logicality, or, more broadly, coherence in artworks, is form”.'%* But what

is form?

Adorno argues that form cannot be understood in terms of mathematical relations such
as ratio and proportions. For example, the form of the work of art is not about the
mathematical relationship. About the occurrence of mathematical relations in the work
of art, Adorno says; “Such relations-whether explicitly invoked as principles during
the Renaissance or latently coupled with mystical ideas, as perhaps occasionally in
Bach- play a role as technical procedures, yet they are not form itself but rather its
vehicle...” !9 He seems to defend that the technical procedures and mathematical
relations can only function as “pre-forms” to enable the artist who has become
liberated from traditional artistic norms to be able to begin to tackle ‘“chaotic and
undifferentiated material”.'® Adorno gives an example from the twelve-tone technique
in music. He believes that this twelve-tone technique, which preforms the material or
composition “by establishment of numerical relations of permutated rows does not
constitute the form, but it just gives the technique.” So, we see that the mathematical
or logical explanations are more related with the techniques of the work of art, not the

form of the work of art itself.

The form should also not be thought of like abstract rules and transcendental
universalities; i.e., as if it comes from outside the material and is imposed on it. At this
point, we can think of the “light” image in the religion of Zoroaster again. The “light”
image in the artwork appears as a sign to represent the good and divine. So, the form
(the image of “light”) denotes the rule and the universal understanding, which should

be applied to the artwork.

164 Adorno, p.140.
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Typically, focusing on the concept of form on its own leads to a limited understanding
of the work of art and it seems to confine its meaning and possibilities. Adorno
emphasizes this point by giving examples from music and painting. He points out that
when music is played according to temporal successions, it focuses on only one formal
dimension. But if we consider the effect of polyphony or simultaneity on the form, we
also realize that what is important is the different ways in which different formal
dimensions interact and influence each other. This is a matter of organization, and
Adorno questions whether the principle behind this organization can be accounted for
in merely formalistic terms -i.e., by a consideration of form alone. As another example,
proportions of space and surface are functions in painting, which give a form to the
painting, and if we focus on such formal elements, we neglect other formal elements
such as the composition of color, and more importantly how the spatial arrangement
is affected by the formal arrangement of colors. More importantly, it remains to be
questioned whether the effect of such interaction between color and spatial
arrangement can be considered a formal feature alone or an expression of something

else.'®’

This kind of understanding of form in the work of art seems to not deal with the
particular differences, meaning, interests and also movement in the work of art.
However, for Adorno, aesthetic form is not a static concept and he emphasizes this by
saying ‘“aesthetic form is the objective organization within each artwork of what
appears as bindingly eloquent.” ' In other words, the aesthetic form of each artwork

is unique to itself and determined by the artworks itself.

He says, “Aesthetic success is essentially measured by whether the formed object is
able to awaken the content (inhalt) sedimented in the form. In general, then, the
hermeneutics of artworks is the translation of their formal elements into content
(inhalt)”.!%°In other words, even though Adorno seems to give importance to form and
he seems to not focus on content, form itself is not enough to understand the work of

art. We understand that the form and content are always in relation with each other.

167 Adorno, p.143.
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In this analysis or approach to the form and content debate, content becomes an
important concept which has no less value than form in Adorno. Thus, for a proper
understanding of truth content, we need to analyze the relation between form and

content.

The analysis of this relation, in turn, requires an understanding of how the material
factors into this relationship. Therefore, in the next section, the question of the content

of an artwork will be taken up in relation to the material worked on.

4.2.1.2. Content and Material

The form is not determined or understood apart from the artist’s relations with (the
material of) the object. However, when form is understood in relation with the material
and the artist, content is inevitably thought of in terms of the subjective aim of the
artist working on the material. This understanding has the risk of leading to mere
subjectivism in the process of production of the artwork, but for Adorno, form should
not be explained only by the subjective aim and activity of the artist, either. The
subjective interaction with the material cannot be thought apart from the form of the
artwork, and the form of the work of art should be understood by also looking at the
form’s relation to the material as well as the relation between artist and the work of

art.

The interaction between the material and the subject (artist) inevitably creates the form
of the artwork and the material appears to be important element, because it places
limits on what the subject can do. In Adorno’s words “What can rightly be called form
in artworks fulfills the desiderata of that on which subjective activity takes place just

as much as it is the product of subjective activity”.!”

The “choice of material” also does not depend solely on the free choice of the subject.
The availability of the material and the limitations of its use are determined by history

and society. Adorno says, “the choice of material, its use, and the limitations of that

170 Adorno, p.142.
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use, are an essential element of production”.!”! In other words, the subject is not totally
free to shape the material because the material should be considered within the limits
of its historical background and relations. For example, until the 16" century, Western
paintings could not explore/find out the oil paint, which gives the richness and
vividness to the objects created in paintings. The painter had to use another material,
such as tempera or mineral pigments in their paintings. So, the material used in
painting was bound up with the determined/given material and conditions. Adorno
points out that this material is not a natural product, but it is historical. In short, factors
like the material that the artists choose and what s/he can do with it are historically

determined. '"?

We can arrive at an approximation of Adorno’s point here by considering the
subject/object relation in the production of a work of art. Having the Hegel chapter in
mind, we will note immediately that the subject and object are thoroughly mediated
with one another throughout history so as to make it mandatory for us to be cautious
about thinking of the content as merely an idea in the subject’s head or of the material
independently of the ways in which it has ceased to be raw nature throughout years of

social and historical transformations it has undergone.

It is true that the content of every work of art constitutes their form in itself, but this
form, content and material togetherness should arise from a historical reality and

process.

While Adorno is using a Hegelian perspective throughout these considerations, he
accuses Hegel himself of operating with a crude understanding of the relation between
the subject and the object. Adorno praises Kant in relation to the third moment of The
Analytic of the Beautiful, while criticizing Hegel. He says that Kant’s idea of
purposiveness without purpose is better at illustrating the unity between form and
content than Hegel’s aesthetics because Hegel imposes the content from the outside
(his dialectical proclamations notwithstanding) while Kant suggests that the material

has its own form and “logic”.

71 Adorno, p.148.
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Hegel sees the true artwork as the embodiment and expression of the Idea/Spirit, the
essence of which is freedom. Since this freedom is conceived by Hegel as self-
determining (receiving its content only from itself), this implies the one-sided insertion

of content into the material through the forming of the material.

Adorno says that the dilemma/the problematic and hard side of aesthetics shows itself
in the form-content debate because, content and form are not on separate sides, but
their relationship is dynamic. As a summary of the whole debate between form and
content, it can be said that the truth content of the art work is not shaped by any author
or theorist. The content is determined from the work of art itself and in these

determinations, every work of art constitutes its form within itself.

When Adorno focuses on the content, he emphasizes society and history, which have
effect on the subjects and are also important for the relation of the subject to the object.
However, Adorno does not see the work of art as merely a social product of society;
for example, he rejects the idea of a found object as an artwork, which means that the
subject’s contribution is not included in the production of the work of art. The content
is not static or determined externally (‘external’ meaning, the outside of the subject,
experience of subject and the relations between subject and her/his work of art). This
explanation about content in work of art seems to be very subjective grounded, but

Adorno abstains from mere subjective basis for understanding of work of art.

These considerations on the material, which is shaped by the subject’s activity, lead
Adorno to denounce mere subjectivism. Adorno says, “In artworks, form is aesthetic
essentially insofar as it is an objective determination”.!”3(This objective determination

refers to the historical determination of the material.)

Thus, one of the most important points which emerges from this discussion is the
objectivity of truth content, and Adorno’s autonomous work of art should also be
understood in terms of the objectivity of the truth content. Thus, in the next section, I
turn to a discussion of the concepts of subjectivity and objectivity to understand what

Adorno means when he claims that the truth content is objective.

173 Adorno, p.142.
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4.2.2. Subjectivity and Objectivity

In the beginning of “Subject-Object” part in Aesthetic Theory, Adorno emphasizes that
we should be aware of different usages of the terms ‘subjectivity’ and ‘objectivity’.
These parts are also important for revisiting and discussing further the positions of

Kant and Hegel on the issue of subjectivity and objectivity in aesthetics.

Firstly, Adorno elaborates the concepts of ‘subjectivity’ and ‘objectivity’ in terms of
the reactions of the viewer towards the work of art; in other words, in terms of whether
the subject’s relation to the artwork is able to establish an objective (truth-) content.
Adorno notes that this question involves another conceptual distinction between what
he calls “intentio recta” and “intentio obliqua”. "Variously the controversy may focus
on the conclusion drawn from subjective reactions to artworks, in contrast to the

intentio recta toward them...”!7*

Intentio obliqua refers to the intention/feeling of the subject towards to the object.
Contrary to intentio obliqua, Intentio recta refers to how an object (itself) affects the
subject regardless of the subject’s intention towards the object—i.e., what the work of
art “does” to the subject. In this sense of the terms ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’, Adorno
points out that Kant is on the side of the subjective reaction/intention of the subject to
the artworks. However, in Kant’s thought, this infentio obliqua is not similar with the
artist’s intentions or motivations; nor is it understood or defined by the Aristotelian
understanding of “affects provoked in the viewer” such as fear or sympathy. The
“subject/subjective” in Kantian philosophy does not indicate the individual or private
senses, pleasures, liking or disliking; ‘the subjective’ refers to all subjects and it is
common to all subjects. In other words, we can say that “the subjective” in Kant is

transcendental.

As we have seen in the Kant chapter, the universal subjective reaction is determined
by the a priori structuring of our minds. In that sense, we realize that the discussion on
subjectivity and objectivity in terms of the attitudes of the subject (intentio obliqua)
will also inevitably involve the epistemological views of the philosopher under

discussion. However, Adorno states that “the subjective query is itself more aesthetic

174 Adorno, p.163.
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than is the epistemological intenito obliqua because the objectivity of the artwork is
mediated in a manner that is qualitatively different from the objectivity of knowledge,
being mediated more specifically through the subject”. !> This point will be

elaborated when we discuss the third sense of subjectivity and objectivity below.

In addition, the inquiry into the subjectivity/objectivity of the artwork cannot be
resolved by reasserting the transcendental nature of the subject only because the
objectivity involved in art is not only theoretical (as it is on the part of the viewer) but

also practical (on the part of the artist, who literally transforms objectivity).!”¢

This question of the practical involvement of the artist (as a ‘subjective’ element) in
the production of the artwork takes us to the second sense of the terms ‘subjectivity’
and ‘objectivity’. Adorno points out that a second sense in which the subjectivity and
objectivity of the work of art can be questioned is according to the primacy of the

objective and subjective elements within the work of art.

Hegel’s understanding of objectivity can help clarify this point. In the first sense
specified (i.e., in terms of the viewer’s reaction to the work of art), Hegel’s aesthetic
understanding can also be understood as objective. In other words, for Hegel, the work
of art is objective from the point of view of the viewer since it is the representation of
truth/Spirit; the viewer’s interpretation and feelings about the specific work of art
cannot be arbitrary. However, in the second sense, Hegel defends the priority of
Subjectivity (given that the Subject is understood as Spirit, the spirit as Subject). For
this reason, Hegel defends romantic art, since the true spirit actualizes itself within the
subject/subjective experience. Hegel points out that in the romantic form of art, the
work of art represents the truth/spirit through the subject’s relationship with the
objects/external worlds. This relationship denotes that the spirit actualizes and
represents itself and “wins its objectivity” by “positing external reality as an existence

inadequate to itself.” 17’So, the subject and subjective activity of the work of art should

175 Adorno, p.164.
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be considered as crucial point/step for the emergence of the representation of the

truth/spirit.

The third sense in which the terms ‘subjectivity’ and ‘objectivity’ are used is in
reference to the (objectivity of) judgments of taste. Here, what is at issue has a
decisively axiological dimension: the question of the relativity or objective validity of
value judgments. On this issue, Adorno reminds that judgments of beautiful for Kant
are universal, which is a universality ensured by the subjective ground of all human

subjects responding to the artwork.

In this sense, the axiological position/attitude of Kant is similar to his epistemological

attitude in the first part of the subjective-objective discussion.

In the Critique of Judgment, Kant says; “Hence a judgment of taste is not a cognitive
judgment and so is not a logical judgment but an aesthetic one, which we mean a

judgment whose determining basis cannot be other than subjective”. 178

When Kant points out that the judgment of taste is subjective/or has a subjective basis,
he does not mean that judgment of taste can be reduced to mere subjective feelings of
the viewer or artist. Keeping in mind the epistemological discussion in first part, the
subject in Kant also does not refer to the particular, determined subject, but it
represents all subjects. The subject in Kant expects similar liking or disliking from

everyone. S/he does not find “any private condition” which underlies this liking. '7

What is important to keep in mind here, however, is that the judgment is valid for
everyone, “but without having a universality based on concepts”.!3" If this universality
arises from concepts, Kant claims that there would be no feeling of pleasure and
displeasure, regarding the presentation of the objects. However, our aesthetic
judgments are all about our feelings of pleasure or displeasures regarding to the object

(X3

and every subject agrees on this claim. . since a judgment of taste involves the

178 Kant, Critique of Judgment, p.44.
179 Kant, p.54.
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consciousness that all interest is kept out of it, it must also involve a claim to being

valid for everyon.”. 13!

Subjective universality, which is not based on concepts, should also not be confused
with mere subjectivism. It is impossible to talk about “mere subjectivity” in Kant.
When Kantian philosophy is tried to be reduced to mere subjectivity, his intention of
salvaging objectivity through the subject is overlooked. Thus, subjective universality
denotes the objectivity of aesthetic judgments (among the subjects). This is what
Adorno calls “subjectively mediated objectivity”. Adorno says, “Analogously with
the critique of reason, Kant would like to ground aesthetic objectivity in the subject
rather than to displace the former by the latter”. '¥2 We can say that “subjectively
mediated objectivity”, which Adorno says for Kant aesthetic, is directly subjective

universality in Kant’s Critique of Judgment.

In other words, Kant tries to salvage the universality, which is transcendental, and in
his aesthetic theory he tries to approach a notion of universality, which does not depend
on Concepts, that is; subjective universality or subjectively mediated objectivity.
Although Kant refrains from basing this universality on something metaphysical and
relies on subjectively mediated objectivity instead, this understanding of universality

of Kant is criticized by Adorno.

Adorno stated that the universal and particular are “densely intertwined” in every
artwork. He continues that when Kant defines the beautiful as “that which pleases
universally without requiring a concept”, he is also aware of the link between the
particular and universal. However, for Adorno, this universality cannot be thought
without “necessity.” He says; “...necessity; that something “pleases universally” is
equivalent to the judgment that it must please each and every person, for otherwise it
would be merely an empirical statement”.!8> However, when Kant emphasizes the
subjective universality, which is not based on concepts, the nexus/relationship between

universality and necessity seems to be diminished.

181 Kant, p.54.
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The truth of the work of art for Adorno is not an epistemological question, but mainly
an axiological (aesthetic) question. This means that Adorno seems to focus on/give
more importance to the objective content/objectivity of the work of art. For Adorno,
when we predicate “being true” of the work of art, this judgment calls for more than a
merely epistemological agreement; it’s an axiological claim about its objective “truth”

as an autonomous work of art.

Thus, Adorno does not defend subjectivity or objectivity within the framework of the
three previous approaches to the work of art of Kant and Hegel. With the knowledge
of all of these three different focuses on the terms ‘“‘subjective” and “objective” (the
concepts of subjectivity and objectivity) at the beginning of the “Subject-Object”
section of Aesthetic Theory, Adorno emphasizes: “In the artwork the subject is neither
the observer nor the creator nor absolute spirit, but rather spirit bound up with,

preformed and mediated by the object”.!34

Although Kant’s way of engaging objectivity through the subject remains theoretical
and idealistic for Adorno, the role of subject in his philosophy affects Adorno’s
aesthetic understanding. On this issue, Ross Wilson says; “What is crucial in Adorno’s
reception of Kant’s aesthetics is recognizing the significance of subjective aesthetic
experience for any attempt to come to terms with aesthetic objects.”!®’ It is true that
Adorno is affected/nourished by Kant in terms of subjectivity/subject in the creating
the work of art and judgment(expression) of work of art, but the concept of
universality, although it is subjectively mediated objectivity, is always open to the

criticism for Adorno, which we already mention in previous pages.

So, although Adorno is not directly opposed to Kant in terms of searching for objective
concepts, Kant’s way of engaging in this search and his transcendental understanding
are not the characteristics of truth content which Adorno emphasizes. At this point,
Hegel’s criticism of Kant and Hegel’s understanding of ‘“‘subject/subjectivity” can

explain the missing point in Kant subjectively mediated objectivity.

184 Adorno, p.166.
185 Wilson, “Dialectical Aesthetics and the Kantian Rettung: On Adorno’s Aesthetic Theory.”, p.63.
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In Draft Introduction of Aesthetic Theory, Adorno says; “Certainly Hegel’s critique of
Kant holds good. Beauty that is to be more than symmetrically trimmed shrubbery is
no mere formula reducible to subjective functions of intuition; rather, beauty’s
fundament is to be sought in the object.” '%Hegel sees the beauty as the representation
of the Spirit/Idea and the Spirit can only show its existence in the object/objectivity of
the work of art.!'8” Moreover, in Aesthetic, Hegel says that the beauty is the Idea, so
beauty and truth are in one way the same. '3%In addition, the objective representation
of the Spirit, Hegel does not ignore the subject and subjective experience in art.
However, this subject, unlike the transcendental subject of Kant, does not constitute
objectivity one-sidedly (as if the subject is standing on one side of the bridge over an
epistemological chasm between the subject and object), but in practice, in constant and
dialectic interaction with the object. Subjectivity and objectivity are always in
mediation and interaction with each other in Hegel. This point (the relation/mediation
between subjectivity and objectivity) will also be important for Adorno’s dialectical

understanding.

Adorno says that in Hegel the work of art is objectively mediated subjectivity: “For
the subject is in itself objectively mediated; by virtue of its artistic figuration its own-
latent-objective content emerges”.!®Instead of subjectively mediated objectivity in

Kant, the work of art in Hegel is objectively mediated subjectivity.

According to Adorno this (objectively mediated subjectivity) makes the content of the
work of art externally determined. In other words, the content of the work of art is
particular representation of the Spirit. In dialectical relationship between subject and
object, Spirit or subject seems to actualize itself in its movement from the external
world to itself. We cannot mention the unique content/uniqueness of the work of art
because it is, at the same time, the Spirit itself. This is a rather “totalitarian” way of

looking at the content.

186 Adorno, Aesthetic Theory, p.352.
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While Hegel and Adorno seem to be on the same page in terms of claiming the truth
of the work of art, the understanding of truth in Hegel is different than Adorno.
According to Adorno, in Hegel’s “objectively mediated subjectivity”, the subject does
not have a genuinely dialectic relationship with the material in the work of art. Hegel
claims; “everything existent has truth only in so far as it is an existence of the
Idea”.'In Adorno’s words, “It is precisely in the artwork that, in Hegel’s terms,
content and material must always already be subject”. '°! This remark seems to contain
also a critique of historical materialism in so far as historical materialism is influenced
by Hegel. Although Adorno speaks of the truth of the work of art, his understanding
of truth is different from Hegel’s. It seems that he does not use the word as a

representation or existence of Spirit in the work of art.

As said before, Adorno emphasizes that the content of a work of art cannot be reduced
to the motivations or intentions of the artist. When the judgment of taste begins by
particulars and the subjectivity of them, as in Hegel’s aesthetic; the work of art is
deprived of the claim to truth. Further, it cannot subsume under the notion of an
Absolute Spirit that gets represented by the art work either. Kant, on the other hand,
conceives objectivity as something transcendental and latent. So, his judgment of
aesthetic remains at the theoretical level which means that it does not touch the

particular, society, history or nature.

It is obvious that Adorno’s approach to the debate on subject-object is different from
the approaches in three previous debates, which he mentions in the “Subject-Object”!*?
section in Aesthetic Theory. Adorno does not find the answer of his questions about
the objectivity and subjectivity of truth content by looking at Kant and Hegel.
Moreover, seeing the work of art as either subjective or objective does not give a full
understanding of the truth content of the work of art. What is important in these
processes is the dialectical relationship between the subject and object in the

experience of the work of art.

190 Hegel, Hegel’s Aesthetic: Lectures on Fine Art, p.110.
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4.2.3. Negative Dialectic

At this point, we should explain in what sense Adorno’s understanding of the subject
is different from the understanding of the subject in Kant or Hegel. It seems that the
accounts of the “subject” and “object” in Kant and Hegel remain too schematized. The
subject, for Adorno, is no transcendental subject, as Kant emphasizes, nor prior to the
object as in the subject of romanticism, which Hegel defends. In their conceptions, the
particularity of the material and content of the work of art lose their value or meaning.
When Adorno speaks about the subject and subjectivity, the “historical subject” he has
in mind is a particular living subject. His concern in emphasizing history and the
“historical subject” is not to subsume the particular subject under a totalizing
schematic concept, but to identify, retain and if possible return to the particular

individual in a moment of history what is lost in such schematization.

This historical subject shows and experiences itself through history. Therefore, the
truth content of the work of art changes/varies with the time/history and with the
historical subject. History is not something external to the work of art. On the contrary,

history is immanent to the work of art.

The development of art throughout history is “the articulation of a historical subject”.
In the context of music, as an example, Max Paddison explains this as follows: “For
Adorno, therefore, “progress” of the musical material, as the dialectic of expressive
needs and technical procedures, the movement of “objective spirit”, actually means

progress in the articulation of “historical subject” as mediated in musical structures”.
193

The understanding of the work of art and its truth is a process and this process is the
experience of the work of art’s relation to its material, intention and appearance.
Adorno points out, “Truth content becomes historical by the objectivation of correct
consciousness in the work”.!* Paddison claims that the historical subject for Adorno

is the “most advanced consciousness of its period”.!”>

193 Max Paddison, “Adorno’s Aesthetics of Music.”, p.117.
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At this point, we should mention the dialectical understanding of Adorno, which is
negative dialectic and different from the dialectic of Hegel. In Negative Dialectic,
Adorno emphasizes the main difference between his dialectic and Hegelian dialectic.
Adorno claims that dialectics is not a pure method or reality “in the naive sense of the
word”.!?® He thinks that the dialecticism of Hegel has an affirmative character, which
means that the outcome of the dialectic is always positive. In Negative Dialectics, the
example Adorno uses to explain the affirmative character of Hegelian dialectic is that
“non-1" is always “I” and cannot be other than “I” at the end of the dialectic. This is
innocently brought to light by terminology, when simple predicative sentences are
called “affirmative.” Adorno says that “the act of synthesis” in (idealism) cannot be
otherwise and continues: “The will to identity works in each synthesis.” '’ Adorno
sees the affirmative character of predicative sentences as identity-thought in dialectic.
He also declares that the affirmative character and identity thinking in dialectic is the
“primal form of ideology”. '°® In Hegel, explaining and identifying everything with

the Subject or Spirit is a kind of idealism.

In contrast to the understanding of identity in Hegelian dialectic, Adorno thinks that
identity-thinking does not truly characterizes the object because the object exceeds the
mere characterizations and definitions imposed on it. '° Adorno defends that the
different sides in a dialectical relationship should remain what they are. He says; ...
dialectic aims at what is different. It is as philosophy’s self-criticism that the dialectical
motion stays philosophical”.??® For Adorno, the dialectic does not need any standpoint

and it directly refers to what is nonidentical.*"!

When this negative understanding of dialectic is applied to the relationship between
the subject and object in the production or creation of a work of art, it is hard to separate

objectivity and subjectivity. They are related with each other and in order to see this

1% Adorno, Negative Dialectics, p.144.

197 Adorno, p.147-148.
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dialectical relationship between object and subject, we can look at the part, where

Adorno touches upon this concern, in Minima Moralia.

In Minima Moralia, Adorno states that determining what is objective or subjective is
very hard and complex. For him, the notions and meanings of “subjective” and
“objective” have changed and been reversed, breaking the schematization of
“subjective” and “objective” in Kant and Hegel. He points out that what is objective
is “the non-controversial aspect of things”, “their unquestioned impression” and “the
facade made up of categorized data” However, he says that all of them are in fact
subjective, not objective. Conversely, “the specific experience of a matter” and
“anything that breaches that facade”, which are always considered as subjective, have
become objective. In fact, this is precisely what Adorno means by “the truth content”
in the artwork: “breaking that facade”. He points out that in our aesthetic judgments,
it seems that we have subjective judgments when we deeply react to and try to

understand the “immanent formal law” of the work of art. However, our subjective

reactions and understanding are objective. 202

4.3. “Fantasy” in the Work of Art and “Truth Content”

In addition to the dialectic relationship between subject and object in the creation and
the experience of the work of art, Adorno defends that the work of art is always in

relationship with what is other.

Adorno gives an example of this dialectic relationship between the existing and non-
existing that is brought out through the act of artistic production. He says; “If
everything in artworks, including what is most sublime, is bound up with what exists,
which they oppose, fantasy cannot be mere capacity to escape the existing by positing
the nonexisting as if it existed”. 2**He continues, “Art transcends the non-existing
through stating the existing.” When Adorno mentions the nonexisting figures in the
work of art, he gives an example of the concept of fantasy in the artwork. He focuses

on “compositional style of the Adagio of Schubert’s string quintet” and the “eddies of

202 Adorno, Minima Moralia, p.69-70.
203 Adorno, Aesthetic Theory, p.173.
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light in Turner’s seascapes” in order to state that there is a specifically technological
fantasy in these artworks and the fantasy is actualized through their being brought into
existence (string quintet and painting) in history.?**It seems that there is a dialectical

relationship between the existing and non-existing figure in the work of art.

At this point, Adorno’s explanation on the relationship between musical and empirical
time can be remembered. Musical and empirical time can be elaborated as the
nonexistent and the existing discussed in the previous paragraph. According to
Adorno, musical time and empirical time are different things. He points out that when
we concentrate on listening to the music, temporal events or empirical time does not
disturb the “musical continuum”, which is musical time. He continues that if a
musician “interrupts a passage to repeat it” or “to pick it up at an earlier point”, musical
time is not affected by this and it remains indifferent.?®> Musical and empirical times
remain on their own sides, but they are in also a dialectic relation or interaction with
each other. In other words, although empirical time does not interrupt or disturb the
musical time, musical time does not exist without the dialectical relationship with the
empirical time. Musical time negates itself from the empirical time, but it inevitably

includes the empirical time. (it is not a pure negation.)

This example also denotes other important point in the aesthetic of Adorno. He
emphasizes that the content of the music/musical piece is not “external to musical time
but essential to it, as time is essential to content; content is everything that transpires

in time”, 206

Although the Subject produces/approaches the work of art within history, to which
he/she belongs, this does not mean that the work of art is imprisoned in the determinate
time of the history. The work of art should be able to say something more for the past
and future because it also includes the history in it. For example, the painting The Cliff
Walk at Pourville of Claude Monet does not just represent the scene from 19 century.
It overcomes its time, reaches us and make us to feel the beauties of the scene. Adorno

says; “Of course such variation takes place, and artworks of quality, for example, are

204 Adorno, p.173.
205 Adorno, p.137.
206 Adorno, p.147-148.
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able to strip themselves of their outer layers in the course of history. In the process,

however, truth content- quality- does not fall prey to historicism”. 297

In this dialectical process, artworks are elaborated and understood as true or false
because their experiences can be true or false. True and false experience of the work
of art is related with the relationship between the work of art and the society because
artwork and truth content are not considered apart from their relation to dynamics and
changes in society. However, society is not an external factor which affects the work
of art. In other words, we can say that these experiences (true or false) are not added
externally to the artworks. Social determinations or factors should be taken into
consideration for explaining truth content in work of art. The form-content and
subjectivity-objectivity debate of the truth content of the work of art are not considered

apart from the society, culture and history.

At this point, Adorno’s criticism of Brecht can explain Adorno’s way of looking at the
relationship between society/social and the work of art. Inevitably, this relation also

explains the role and place of history in the truth content of the work of art.

4.4. The Criticism of Brecht and “Autonomy”

The criticism of current social and political situations are the subjects of Brecht’s
theatre. He uses these subjects in a didactive way and style to draw the attention of
society and audiences. We can see the example of the didactive way/attitude in the
dramatization of Gorky’s The Mother or The Measures Taken. In ‘Commitment’,
Adorno points out that in The Measures Taken, which Brecht “glorifies the Party”, he

also educates the audience to a new attitude. 2%

Brechtian theatre includes an aim to affect the audience and society. In this aim,
however, Brecht does not directly take the social and political reality in his plays. It
means that he deconstructs/changes the real situations and characters. He tries to

simplify complicated sense and effect mechanism of fascism, the reason behind it,

207 adorno, p.191.
208 Adorno, “Commitment.”, p.306.
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mainly by making use of trivial characters and scenes. He says; “For the sake of
political commitment, political reality is trivialized: which then reduces the political
effect”.?” What is important for Brecht is this political effect on the audience. For
example, in the Brecht’s comedy of the resistible rise of the great dictator Arturo Ui,
trivial gangster organization which is cabbage trust is used for the conspiracy of
wealthy and powerful. The powerful/complicated sense and effect of the fascism is
tried to be given through trivial characters and scenes. However, deconstruction and
changing reality oversimplify the political meaning, which Brecht intends to give his
audience. This simplicity, for Adorno, turns out to be bad politics. It is true that

audience begin to participate to the theatre, but political correctness begins to decrease.

Adorno also gives an example of Brecht’s “Mother Courage” to emphasize the
relationship between bad politics and bad arts. Originally, Mother Courage is a
character form Grimmelshausen’s novel. Brecht’s theatre Mother Courage and Her
Children inspired by the Mother Courage in the original novel. However, Brecht
simply equal the character from novel to his theatre and as a result of this simple
equation, “false social model” and “dramatic implausibility” emerge.?'°Adorno says,
“...simplistic equation of Thirty Years’ War with a modern war excludes precisely
what is crucial for the behavior and fate of Mother Courage in Grimmelshausen’s
original drama.” The society of Thirty Years’ War is not equal to modern
times/capitalist society. The problem arises within the incompatibility between the
situations and problems in Thirty Years’ War and the capitalist society. In other words,

societies and the problems are different in these two periods. Adorno says,

Because the society of the Thirty Years’ War was not the functional capitalist society
of modem times, we cannot even poetically stipulate a closed functional system in
which the lives and deaths of private individuals directly reveal economic laws [...]
Bad politics becomes bad art and vice versa.?!!

In addition to this deconstruction and changing of the real characters and situations,
the play is always interrupted (by someone) in Brecht’s epic theatre. This is alienation

effect which we have seen the general characteristics in the Introduction Chapter. This

209 Adorno, p.308.
210 Adorno, p.310.
211 Adorno, p.310.
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deconstruction itself constitute a new understanding of form in Brecht’s theatre. Walter
Benjamin explains the interruption in Brecht’s theatre by saying;
A very crude example: a family row. The mother is just about to pick up a pillow o
hurl at he daughter, the father is opening a window to call a policeman. At this
moment a stranger appears at the door. [...] In other words: the stranger is suddenly

confronted with certain conditions: rumpled bedclothes, open window, a devastated
interior. 212

In this example, the interruption of the events by the stranger or (the distance between
stranger and the events) awaken the audience’s interest. This is the form (alienation
effect) of Brechtian theatre and Adorno finds something valuable in this understanding
of Brechtian form because form turns out to be autonomous. Further, the form or
alienation effect in the theatre emerges as a result of the dialectical relationship
between form and content. In other words, the alienation effect is already contained in
the play. (The form is not added externally.) However, the autonomy of the form
(alienation effect) in Brechtian theatre turns out to be used for the aim/purpose

(didactic theatre) and it loses its autonomy.

Adorno always emphasizes that the experience in an artwork is an internal experience
and the truth content of artworks always “participates in the untruth which is external
to it”. Just as the subject and object become reversed, truth and untruth have also
become reversed throughout ideological misconceptions and processes of socialization

and production.

The autonomy in a work of art for Adorno is related with its truth content. Harding
points out that the aesthetic autonomy in Adorno occurs with the inevitable movement
of history and Adorno generally uses autonomy to defend art against all reifications,
fetishism and transcendental understanding.?!® (which we have seen his criticism in
the introduction chapter) Moreover, the work of art does not have aims for defending
classes or rights of some specific groups. This propagandist approach, which is also
mentioned in Introduction Chapter and ‘Commitment’, should not be an intention of
the autonomous work of art, but the political content and approaches inevitably are in

the autonomous work of art without any intention because a true art work “mirrors”

212 Benjamin, Understanding Brecht, p.5.

213 Harding, “Historical Dialectics and the Autonomy of Art in Adorno's Aesthetic Theory.”, p.184.
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the society in which it is produced. To put it more simply, Adorno seems to think that
the Hegelian /dialectic conception of history is too optimistic (and schematic), that
reconciliation is not really taking place or will not take place in as simplistic a manner
as the didactic artists presume. Thus, a truly progressive work of art may be one that
resists being taken up by the Zeitgeist (or the presumed Zeitgesit dictated by a
theoretical external Content/Spirit). Through this resistance against a dialectic
reconciliation, its autonomous and seemingly apolitical existence may be more

honestly mirroring the true alienated state of society and the artist.

Adorno gives an example from Picasso’s Guernica painting in order to highlight the
relationship between autonomous work of art and society-history. He points out that
when an officer of the Nazi occupation saw Guernica, he asked: “Did you do that?”
and Picasso answered; “No you did.” Adorno says, “Autonomus works of art, like this
painting, firmly negate empirical reality, destroy the destroyer, that which merely
exists and by merely existing endlessly reiterates guilt”.?!*Autonomous work of art
appears to be free from all economic and political determinations and situations, but it
includes what is political and social in itself. At this point, Adorno emphasizes that he
agrees with Kant about that the work of art does not have an end, but “it is an end”.?d

He continues that the autonomous work of art does not depend on the culture industry

“popularization and adaptation to the market”, but it inevitably criticizes them.

At the end of ‘Commitment’, Adorno summarizes his point by saying; ‘“Nevertheless,
an emphasis on autonomous works is itself sociopolitical in nature”.?!® This autonomy
represents its own truth; the autonomous work of art is not shaped by external aims
and purposes. Its truth content determines itself; nevertheless, the work of art cannot
close its eyes to the society and history since it is shaped dialectically in a certain socio-
historical environment. Thus, Adorno’s conception of autonomous work of art is
neither in the form or the content of the artwork alone. There is no superiority

relationship between form and content. Form is shaped by content internally and this

214 Adorno, “Commitment.”, p.313.
215 Adorno, p.313.

216 Adorno, p.318.

79



truth content is not imposed on the work of art from the outside, but work of art always

searches its truth by looking at its own dynamics and relations.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

This thesis tried to explain and interpret Adorno’s conception of “autonomous work
of art”, which he uses especially within his debates with Benjamin and Brecht, by
means of his conception of “truth content”. For this reason, the thesis also involves a
comprehensive discussion of Adorno’s conception of “truth content”. However,
Adorno does not discuss his understanding of “autonomous work of art” and “truth
content” only within the debates in the Frankfurt School. He articulates these terms in
his book Aesthetic Theory by analyzing Kant and Hegel’s philosophies within a more

general context.

In the introduction chapter of this thesis, my analysis began with a presentation of the
debates between Adorno, Benjamin and Brecht on “committed art” and ‘“autonomous
art” and the general background of the Frankfurt School to understand the emergence

of the notion of “autonomous art” in Adorno’s writings.

In Chapter II, I focused on Kant’s understanding of aesthetics and the beautiful, which
affect the understanding of “autonomy” in Adorno. To understand Kant’s aesthetic
understanding better, I tried to articulate his philosophy in general by analyzing the
relevant and important points in the Critique of Pure Reason. In chapter III, I presented
Hegel’s philosophy and I tried to articulate his understanding of art and aesthetic. In
the last chapter, I turned back to Adorno’s Aesthetic Theory and analyzed the notion
of truth content. I specifically focused on the discussion of enigmaticalness of the work
of art, which is essential for understanding the emergence of truth content, and then I

continued with the detailed examination of the notion of truth content.

Adorno uses the conception of “autonomous work of art” against Benjamin’s and
Brecht’s understandings of art (specifically “committed art”). To understand this
contemporary debate between them better, I tried to present the general background

and the formation of the Frankfurt School. After presenting the background of the
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Frankfurt School, I mainly focused on critical theory since critical theory is the
Frankfurt School’s method of analysis (or another name for it). To explain this
approach, I followed Horkheimer’s distinction between traditional theory and critical
theory. Unlike traditional theory, critical theory does not neglect to take the social and
historical processes into account when theorizing. In other words, critical theory
focuses on the historical character of the individual (perceiving organ) and the object
perceived. Then, I searched for the reasons behind the emergence of critical theory. It
is directly related with the ‘“Marxian tradition of ideology critique.” The rise of
capitalism and emergence of the new modes of productions create a big economic and
social gap between classes. So, the economic power of the ruling class turns out to be
a social, political and religious power in society. In other words, the ruling class creates
its own social and cultural dominion. This changing pattern of culture gives rise to
“mass” or “popular” culture, which Adorno and Horkheimer later call “the culture

industry”.

Mass or popular culture simply refers to standardized production, created under the
ownership/monopoly of the ruling class. In culture industry, all production becomes
similar to each other. Although the individuals seem to have the right to choose what
they want, they are enchained by the culture industry. Adorno defends that the work
of art loses its autonomy under the culture industry. At this point, in order to
understand this claim better, I looked at the understanding of art of Benjamin and

Brecht.

Benjamin believes that although the understanding of art changes during the age of
mechanical reproduction, the outcome of this change is not necessarily negative.
Mechanical reproduction diminishes the aura or authenticity of the work of art, but the
political tendency of the work of art emerges as a result of this destruction. For him,
the work of art becomes accessible for everyone and the purpose of it can thus be
transformed into a political purpose. Benjamin strongly believes that the artist should
express his/her political tendency in the work of art and his/her aim should be changing
the attitudes of the audience. Because of that reason, he feels sympathetic to Brecht,
especially Brechtian epic theatre, which has an educational role to create new ways of
responding for the audience. Specifically, the alienation effect of Brechtian theatre is

important to attract the attention of the audience. The aim of the alienation effect is to

82



remind the people that they are in the theatre and watching a play. This is important
for the message of the theatre because the alienation effect reminds the audience of the

real political situation in society.

Adorno strongly criticizes the political tendency of the work of art, which is defended
by Benjamin and Brecht. In “Commitment”, he uses the term “autonomy of the work
of art” against Benjamin and Brecht. In the introduction chapter I merely tried to
summarize the main points of Adorno’s criticism against them, because I discussed it
in more detail at the end of chapter IV. Adorno believes that Brecht simplifies the
political truth in order to reach and affect the audience. For Adorno, this leads to “bad

politics and bad art”, which is elaborated in detail in Chapter IV.

Within the debates between Adorno and Benjamin, the term “autonomy’ has the risk
of being directly understood as “art for art’s sake” (elitism in art). However, autonomy
for Adorno does not mean a detachment from society in such a straightforward sense.
It indicates certain sociopolitical dynamics. In order to clarify Adorno’s conception of
autonomy, the need for a close reading of Aesthetic Theory and the historical
relationship between Kant, Hegel and Adorno arises. So, I tried to analyze both Kant
and Hegel’s philosophies and their understanding of aesthetics before examining

Aesthetic Theory.

In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant focuses on the structure of the human mind and
theoretical knowledge. In this Critiqgue, Kant seems to be concerned with showing the
limits of Reason. In the Critique of Practical Reason, he dwells on moral judgments,
specifically what ought to exist. It is often pointed that there is a gap between the two
Critiques, and Kant’s Critique of Judgment or his aesthetic theory can be read/seen as
an attempt to bridge this gap. Before analyzing the Critique of Judgment and Kant’s
judgment of beautiful, I focused on the Critique of Pure Reason, since it gives the

basic and main points of Kant’s philosophy in general.

The first Critique is also important to see the relationship between the subject and
object in terms of the subject’s capacity of knowing the object. Kant focuses on the
two main sources of knowledge, which are sensibility and understanding. He claims
that intuition is possible only if the object is given to us. The object is given to us
through sensibility and subsumed under the categories of the Understanding. So,

through the Understanding, intuitions become thoughts. Kant states that all
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appearances and phenomena are given to us a posteriori, but their forms are in our
mind a priori (space and time) as distinguished from the experience. In addition, in
this Critique, Kant searches for the possibility of synthetic a priori knowledge. As a
response to Hume, who states that in order to observe causality, we need to empirically
experience it, Kant solves the problem of Hume’s inductive skepticism by saying that
there must be an ‘a priori origin’ for this causality and goes on to argue that the
certainty of scientific knowledge is based on the transcendental categories of the
Understanding. Thus, the synthetic a priori shows that the subject has an active role in
the process of knowing the object. This point is also important for Kant’s aesthetic

understanding. After highlighting these points, I focused on the Critique of Judgment.

Before articulating Kant’s judgment of beautiful, I focused on his distinction between
determinate and reflective judgments, which appear to “dilute” the distinction between
the Faculties of Sensibility and the Understanding. Determinate judgments mean that
the particular is subsumed under the universal. However, in reflective judgments, the
particular searches for its own universal law. In reflective judgments, the faculty of
sensibility and the understanding are brought into play with each other and because of
that reason, the Critique of Judgment (reflective judgment) can be seen as pointing to
possibilities for overcoming the strict compartmentalization of the faculties of Reason
in Kant’s philosophy. Moreover, reflective judgment is crucial for understanding

Kant’s subjective universality in his aesthetics.

In the judgment of the beautiful, what is important is how our judgments are subjective
and universal at the same time. In order to understand this point and his aesthetics
better, I specifically focused on the first three moments of the four moments of the
beautiful, which seem to affect Adorno’s conception of autonomous work of art. In
disinterestedness (the first moment), Kant points out that we should be devoid of all
interest when we judge something to be beautiful or not. He compares the liking of the
beautiful, the good and the agreeable and he says that liking for the good and the
agreeable are always related with interest. Liking the beautiful does not involve any
inclination or interest, like Adorno’s conception of autonomous art. So, when we find
something beautiful, we do not need the determinate concept of it. With this claim (the
first moment), I tried to show the close relationship between Kant’s first moment and

Adorno’s understanding of autonomy.
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The second moment is subjective universality. Kant believes that when someone finds
something beautiful, he/she expects everyone to agree with this claim. However, this
is different from what he calls agreeableness, or it is not merely a general agreement.
Yet this subjective universality is not based on universal concepts, either, but it is
related with reflective judgment, which searches for its own universal law. The
subjective universality is elaborated by Adorno as “subjectively mediated objectivity”
in Aesthetic Theory. Although Adorno criticizes the understanding of the
transcendental subject in Kant, he defends the objectivity of Kant’s aesthetic

understanding.

The third moment is purposiveness without purpose. This moment is also important
for understanding Kant’s aesthetic judgments, which are not based on determinate
concepts, and Adorno’s autonomous work of art. For Kant, purposiveness of form in
a beautiful object does not mean that there is any purpose or specific function of the
object, but the form of the aesthetic object seems to invoke some purposiveness in our
mind. The purposiveness without purpose is also important for Adorno’s discussion of

the enigmaticalness of the work of art and truth content.

After highlighting the important points in Kant’s aesthetic, which have influenced
Adorno when he uses the term “autonomous” in relation to the work of art, I focused

on Hegel’s philosophy in general and his aesthetics.

Before presenting Hegel’s aesthetic theory, I mainly focused on his understanding of
dialectic, which requires background information on his logic, the individual,

particular and universal and his conception of Geist.

In order to explain Hegel’s dialectic understanding, I closely examined the meditation
on Being, Nothing and Becoming. Hegel uses the concept of “pure being”, which does
not have any determination with respect to other, as a beginning for philosophy.
However, Hegel states that meditation on Being inevitably leads to “Nothing” since
we cannot go beyond the immediacy of being when we think of immediate, pure being.
So, Being passes over into Nothing, and Nothing passes over into Being, and
Becoming appears as a new category, which includes/harbors Being and Nothing. In
Becoming, Being and Nothing do not lose their differences and relations, but they
constitute a determinate unity. This movement of being-nothing-becoming mainly

shows Hegel’s understanding of dialectic.
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After focusing on the dialectic understanding in the beginning of Hegel’s Science of
Logic, 1 presented his dialectic by focusing on the dialectic relationship between
Being-Essence-Concept. For Hegel, Being (in itself) is the power, capacity or
potentiality and it actualizes itself only by mediation against the “other”. (for-another)
Being returns to itself from the other by sublation (“Authebung”) of the others and it
becomes “being in itself and for itself”. Essence (actualization of Being) appears to be
the mediated term between Being and Concept. Hegel emphasizes that this movement
is the movement of Being itself. In order to understand “the movement of being itself”
better, I compared the method of Hegelian dialectic and others (specifically Socratic
dialectic method). As distinct from the Socratic dialogue, which just presents the
contrary sides and tries to find the consensus between contradictory positions, Hegel’s
dialectic method does not remain at just understanding and refuting the other side in
the conversation. In other words, it is a method, which includes the contradictions of
counter sides. However, this contradiction is not stated just for refuting the other sides,
but it moves towards a more comprehensive unity. In the light of this comparison
between Hegelian dialectic and Socratic dialectic, I turned back to the relation between
Being-Essence and Concept. So, the pure being should be mediated by something other
than itself and the Essence (second division) is introduced by Hegel. I examined the

Essence by stating its three grades; reflection, appearance and actuality respectively.

The Concept, which is the most important division, appears as a unity of Being and
Essence. It is the unity and totality, but it does not refer to transcendental universality.

On the contrary, it is concrete universality, which I explained in detail in section 3.2.

Concrete universality appears as rejection/criticism of the abstract and formal
understanding of the universal. On the contrary to Kantian understanding of
universality, which remains abstract, Hegel formulates concrete universality as more
dynamic and holistic. In other words, concrete universality refers to the dialectical
relationship between the differences in particulars. In order to analyze concrete
universality better, I examined what Hegel understands by the singular, particular and
universal in detail. What is important for the relationship between the singular,
particular and universal is that the universal and particular represent themselves in the
singularity (one or this). Without the singular, the universal remains abstract and

indeterminate. So, there is always a mediation between the singular, the particular and
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the universal, and the singular appears to be the concrete representation of the
universal. This is the most important point/conclusion, which is inferred from Section

3.2 (Concrete universality) for Hegel’s aesthetic.

Geist (Spirit) is arguably the most important notion in Hegel’s philosophy. Hegel states
that there are three subdivisions of Spirit, which are objective spirit, subjective spirit
and absolute spirit. Absolute spirit appears as a kind of reconciliation between
objective and subjective spirit and it has three moments, which are Art, Religion and
Philosophy. Geist is the unity, which includes the differences of particulars. However,
it is not the totality of individuals and particulars. In light of Solomon’s reading of
Hegel, I tried to show that in this conception of Geist, the self does not refer to a
particular subject’s senses and feelings anymore, but it emerges in the context of the
subject’s relationship with nature and history. The important point in the
understanding of Geist is that the self actualizes and realizes itself as belonging to the
universal spirit. It can be said that the relationship between self and other selves can
be understood by understanding/realizing the dialectical relationship between them.
Actually, this is the actualization/recognition of the self, which returns to itself from
the external world/other. This is what Adorno later calls “objectively mediated

subjectivity” in relation to Hegel’s aesthetics.

After presenting Hegel’s philosophy in general, I focused on his aesthetic theory. I
tried to show the common ideas of art, which he presents his Aesthetic book, in order
to develop a general idea of Hegel’s aesthetics. Hegel believes that the work of art is
the particular human activity and this work of art should be expressed in the external
world. The most important point in his aesthetic is that the work of art originates from
the Spirit. The Spirit is a kind of answer or explanation for the inner value of the work

of art.

Hegel strongly believes that the understanding of objective beauty is important for the
work of art. Objective beauty is directly related with the work of art as a representation
of Spirit. This also shows that the work of art is an end in itself. He believes that mere
imitation of nature or producing the work of art for fame or honor do not touch the
human spirit. He wants to find the aim of the work of art in its power to affect our

feelings through the representation of Spirit.
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Hegel states that the individual work of art represents more than its particular
existence. At this point, I gave an example from the Greek tragedy Antigone to
highlight that the characters in Antigone represent themselves as a part of the universal
truth or Spirit. In other words, for Hegel, the Idea shows itself in the external world,
So, the work of art brings this reality/appearance of Spirit in the external world. This
is very similar to his understanding of concrete universality, in which individual

appears as a representation of the universal.

Hegel specifically focuses on the romantic form of art to show that the Spirit
wins/actualizes itself and its objectivity in the external world. I specifically compared
the symbolic, classic and romantic forms of art, which Hegel explained in his Aesthetic
book in detail. So, I tried to show that the work of art represents more than the
subjective feelings and emotions of the artist by examples from the history of art (such
as Antigone and William Turner’s paintings.) At the end of this section, I tried to show
that the understanding of art and judgment of beauty in Kant and Hegel are different.
Although the judgments of beauty are subjectively grounded in Kant, Hegel’s
understanding of art and his criticism of beauty are objective since he sees the beautiful

as representation of truth and Spirit.

In the last chapter (Adorno), I turned back to Adorno’s conception of autonomous
work of art. I began the chapter by saying that Adorno’s understanding of art/work of
art is not understood within the limits of mere explanation, definitions or description.
It should be understood within its relationship with history and society. As I have
stated the strong relationship between the concept of autonomous work of art and the
concept of truth content in the introduction chapter, I directly examined the concept of
truth content in following chapters. I briefly explained where truth content first appears
in Aesthetic Theory and then I focused on the enigmaticalness of the work of art in
order to show how his conception of truth content emerges. Enigma appears as a
mysterious concept in the work of art. Adorno discussed the ways/solutions for solving
the enigma of the work of art. Although understanding the form (structure) of the work
of art, which indicates a purpose/aim of the work of art, and trying to create/replay the
work of art by mimetic comportment, which refers to imitation of the work of art, seem
to solve the enigma in the work of art, they do not solve the enigma, but create it again.

At this point, Adorno believes that the solution of the enigma should come from each
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work of art itself. His approximation to the solution of the enigma is reminiscent of
“purposiveness without purpose” in Kant’s aesthetic because Adorno also believes that
the work of art is not created for any specific aim or purpose. This explanation refers
to his understanding/conception of truth content. He states that truth content is the
objective solution of the enigma. However, his explanation of truth content through
the enigmaticalness of the work of art does not seem to be enough for a complete
understanding of truth content. In order to examine the truth content better, I analyzed

the concepts of form, content, material, subjectivity and objectivity in detail.

Although Adorno seems to give an importance to the form of the work of art, he does
not see the form apart from its relationship with the content and material because he
believes that every work of art constitutes its form in itself. This means that the form
is not thought apart from the subjective aim and feelings of the artist who works on a
certain material. However, Adorno refrains from falling into mere subjectivism in his
account of the work of art, since the whole process of its production is determined by
history and society. In parallel, the content of the work of art is not static and
determined externally or arbitrarily. So, Adorno states that the relationship between
form and content is dynamic and determined by the dialectical relationship between

them.

The most important point that emerges from the form and content debate is the
objectivity of truth content. To make better sense of exactly in what sense a work of
art has an objective truth content for Adorno, in section 4.2.2, I presented his
approaches to the understanding of subjectivity and objectivity in Aesthetic Theory
and tried to show his criticisms of Kant and Hegel on the question of the subjectivity

and objectivity of the work of art.

After analyzing the subjectivity and objectivity of the work of art, I stated that although
Adorno does not directly oppose Kant in terms of searching for an objective concept,
he directly criticizes Kant’s way of engaging in this search (Kant’s transcendental
understanding.). Adorno also criticizes Hegel since he states that the objectively
mediated subjectivity reveals the content to be in fact externally determined. To
explain Adorno’s criticism of Hegel better I tried to explain Adorno’s understanding
of negative dialectic, which is different from the Hegelian dialectic. Unlike Hegel,

Adorno does not see an affirmative character in dialectic, which, according to Adorno,
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results in a form of ideology. Adorno’s aim here is that he wants to break the

schematization of the “subjective” and “objective” understandings in Hegel and Kant.

In order to further elaborate Adorno’s understanding of negative dialectic, I focused
on his discussion on the dialectical relationship between the non-existent and existent

figures in the work of art through his understanding of fantasy.

In the last section (4.4) of this chapter, I turned back to the debate between
“autonomous work of art” and ‘“committed art”, which was discussed in the
introduction chapter through Brecht and Benjamin. I presented Adorno’s criticism of
Brecht (epic, didactic theatre of Brecht). Adorno strongly criticizes Brecht in terms of
his attempt to simplify the politic content in order to reach every type of audience and
the alienation affect, which turns out be used for the political aim/purpose. However,
Adorno believes that the autonomy in art represents its own truth (and the truth and
untruth of the society it exists in) without looking for external aim and purposes. So,
defending the autonomy of art is not a defense of art for art’s sake or pure detachment

from social or political situations.
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APPENDICES

A. TURKISH SUMMARY/TURKCE OZET

Bu tezde Theodor Adorno’nun otonom sanat anlayisim Estetik Teori kitabi
cercevesinde ele almaya calistim. Sanatin ve sanat eserinin otonomlugu, Adorno’nun
icerigin gercekligi kavramindan bagimsiz diisiiniilemeyecegi icin icerigin gercekligi
kavraminin detayli analizi, Adorno’nun sanatin otonomlugundan ne kastetmek

istedigini detayh bir bicimde acgiklayacaktir.

Sanatin otonom oldugu iddiasi ilk kez kendini Frankfurt Okulu’ndaki estetik ve sanat
tartismalarinda gosterir. Bu nedenle, ilk 6nce Adorno, Benjamin ve Brecht arasindaki
temel tartismaya bakarak bu tartismada Adorno’nun savundugu otonom sanat anlayisi
ve icerigin gercekligi kavraminmi Estetik Teori kitabi ve daha detayli olarak

Adorno’nun Kant ve Hegel ile olan tarihsel iliskisi 15181nda incelemeye caligtim.

Kapitalizmin yiikselisi ile beraber degisen toplum, kiiltiir ve sanat anlayisi, Frankfurt
Okulu’nun temel elestirisi konularindan birini olusturur. Frankfurt Okulu’nun elestirel
yontemi Kritik Teori olarak adlandirilir. Matematiksel ve sembolik agiklamalara ve
formel-¢cikarimsal akil yiiriitme yontemlerine bagli olan geleneksel teorinin aksine
kritik teori, 0zneyi ve Oznenin tarihselligini, toplumsal durum ve dinamiklerini
onemseyen bir yontem olarak benimser. Bu bir bakima, degisen ekonomik, sosyal,
kiiltiirel yapiyla olusan ve belli bir sinifin hakimiyeti altinda belirlenen ve sekillenen
ideoloji anlayisinin elestirisidir. Bir baska deyisle, yonetici sinifi (burjuva sinif1) kendi
egemenligi altinda sosyal ve kiiltiirel bir alan/yasam tarzi1 olustururken, her alandaki
tiretim sekil ve iligkilerini belirlemekte ve bir bakima bireyin/6znenin yagam tarzi ve
alanini belirlemektedir. Birey kendini bu yasam alaninda istedigini secmekte 0zgiir
olarak gorse de aslinda 0zgiir degildir; aksine ona sunulanlar i¢cinde 6zgiirliigiinii ve
biricikligini kaybetmistir. Popiiler kiiltiir/Kitle kiiltiirii topluma birbirine benzer
tiriinler ve fikirler sunar. Bu benzerligin/ayniligin ¢atis1 altinda sanat, medya veya

eglence endiistrisi de aym iirlinler ve fikirler etrafinda sekillenecek ve tek seslilik
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benimsenecektir. Adorno, sanatin otonomlugunun kiiltiir endiistrisinde (Horkheimer
ve Adorno’nun popiiler kiiltiir yerine kullandiklar terim) kendini gosteremeyecegini
savunur. Adorno’nun bu iddias1 Benjamin ve Brecht’in savundugu politik igerikli ve

amacli sanat anlayisi tizerinden daha net anlagilacaktir.

Benjamin’e gore, teknik araclarla yeniden iiretme ve ¢ogaltma cagi (kapitalizmin
sonucu) her zaman olumsuz bir gelisme olarak anlasilmak zorunda degildir. Yeniden
iretimle beraber sanatin 6zgiinliik veya otantikligi (simdi ve buradalik) kaybolsa dahi,
her kesime ulagsmaya baslayan sanat eseri politik olana yonelmeye ve politik amag
tasimaya baslayacaktir. Bu yoOniiyle Benjamin, kendisini Brecht’e ve Brecht’in
didaktik tiyatrosuna yakin bulur. Brecht tiyatrosu, izleyiciyi politik anlamda bir
hareket icine sokma ve onu etkileme amacindadir. izleyen herkesin tiyatronun icerigini
ve amacin1 anlamasi1 maksadiyla Brecht, icerigi olabildigince basite indirger ve
yabancilagsma efektini kullanir. Yabancilagma efekti, izleyicinin izlediginin bir tiyatro
oyunu oldugunu farkina varmasini saglayan her tiirlii efekttir. Devam eden bir
sahnenin bir anda bir sarkiyla veya bir soz ile kesilmesi ya da oyuncunun bir anda
izleyiciye soru sorarak onunla diyaloga gec¢mesi, yabancilasma efektine verilecek

orneklerden sadece birkagidir.

Adorno’nun otonom sanat anlayisi, ‘Commitment’ metninde Benjamin ve Brecht
elestirisi iizerinden sunulmaya calisilir. Bu metinde Adorno sanat eserinin politik bir
mesaj iletme amaciyla yaratilmamas: gerektigini savunur. Ozellikle sanat eserindeki
bicim ve igerik birligi tartigmalarinda Adorno, Brecht’in yabancilasma efektini
otonom bir form gelistirmesi a¢isindan olumlasa da egitici bir amag tagimasi sebebiyle
elestirecektir. Aymi sekilde Benjamin’in sanat eserinin devrimsel/devrimci bir igerik
ve nitelik tasimasi gerektigi inanci da yine Adorno tarafindan kati bir sekilde

elestirilecektir.

Adorno’nun Benjamin ve Brecht’i bu yonden elestirmesi, kendisinin otonom sanat
anlayisin1 toplumdan ve tarihten bagimsiz elitist bir sanat anlayisina dayandirdigi
seklinde yorumlanabilir. Commitment’in sonunda Adorno, otonom sanat eserinin
kacinilmaz bir sekilde sosyo-politik olan1 i¢erdigini sOylese de bu metin kendisinin
otonom sanat anlayisini yeterince anlamak ve degerlendirmek icin yeterli
olmayacaktir. Bu nedenle ilerleyen boliimlerde Adorno’nun Estetik Teori kitabim

detayli bir bicimde inceleyerek Kant ve Hegel felsefeleri ve ozellikleri estetikleri
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tizerinden icerigin gercekligi kavramini ii¢ filozof arasindaki tarihsel iligkiler

baglaminda degerlendirerek tartismaya calistim.

Ikinci boliimde (Kant boliimii), Kant’in Yargr Yetisi’nin Elestrisi’nin (6zellikle estetik
anlayisinin) Adorno’nun otonomi anlayisini etkileyen yonlerini analiz etmeden once,
Saf Aklin Elestirisi’ndeki bazi temel kavramlar1 Kant’in estetigini daha iyi anlamak
adma sundum. Yarg: Yetisi’nin Elestrisi (Uciinii Kritik), Saf Aklin Elestrisi (Birinci
Kritik) ve Pratik Aklin Elestrisi (Uciincii Kritik) arasindaki uyusmazligi kapatan veya
¢oziim arayan Kritik olarak da okunabilir. ik Kritik’te Kant, aklin smirlar
cercevesinde bir bilme eyleminden/durumundan bahseder. Bu Kritik’te akil fenomenal
diinyanin simirlar igerisinde hareket eder. Ikinci Kritik’te ise Kant, ahlaki moral
yasalarinin miimkiinliigli tizerinde durarak isten¢ olarak karsimiza ¢ikan aklin
fenomenal diinyanin smirlar1 disarisinda hareket edebilecegini vurgular. Ilk Kritik teki
onemli terim ve kavramlar diger Kritik’lerin (6zellikle {i¢iincii Kritik’in) anlasilmasi

icin 6nemli oldugundan bu boliim Kant’in temel felsefesini anlamak ile baslayacaktir.

[k Kritik’te bilgi ve bilme esnasindaki 6zne ve nesne iliskisi le alimir. Kant bilginin
iki kaynagi olarak Sensibilite/Duyarlilik (Sensibility) ve Anlama (Understanding)
yetilerini One siirer. Kant’a gore, nesne 6zneye sensibilite yoluyla iletilir ve bu nesne
0znedeki anlama yetisinin kategorileri altinda toplanir. Burada onemli olan bir baska
nokta ise a priori ve a posteriori arasindaki farktir. Kant, biitiin goriingiilerin
(fenomenlerin) a posteriori olarak; yani gézlem ve deneyim yoluyla 6zneye verildigini
savunurken, verilen nesnelerin formunun 6znelerde (akilda) a priori (zaman ve mekan
formunda) olarak bulundugunu savunur. Bu noktada Kant’in yaptig1 bir baska ayrim
ise sentetik ve analitik yargilar arasindaki ayrimdir. Kant’ gore analitik yargilarda,
yiklem Ozne tarafindan hali hazirda igerilmistir ve yiiklem, bilgimizi genisletmez.
Analitik yargilarin aksine sentetik yargilarda 6zne yiiklemi i¢cermez. Yani eylem,
Ozneye yeni bir bilgi ve 0zellik ekler. Kant’a gore tiim analtik yargilar a priori, tim a
posteriori yargilar ise sentetiktir. Kant i¢in burada asil 6nemli olan sentetik a priori
bilginin miimkiinatidir. Kant’in sentetik a priori anlayisint Hume’un nedenselligi
tizerinden anlatmaya calisttm. Kant’a gore zorunlu nedensellik sadece deneyimden
c¢ikmaz. Kant’a gore nedensellik iligkisinin kavrami zihnimizde a priori olarak vardir.

Sentetik a priori’de iizerinde durulmasi gereken en 6nemli nokta, 6znenin bilme
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esnasinda aktif role sahip olmasidir. Bu anlayis, Kant’in estetigini anlamada da 6nemli

rol oynayacaktir.

Kant’in diger bir onemli ayrimi ise reflektif yargilar(reflective) ile belirleyici
yargilar(determinative) arasindaki farktir. Belirleyici yargilarda tekil olan evrensel
olan tarafindan belirlenirken, reflektif yargilarda tikel kendi evrenselini bulmaya
calisir. Bir baska deyisle, reflektif yargilarda Sensibilite/Duyarlilik yetisi ile Anlama
yetisi biribirleriyle etkilesime girer. Bu ayrim yukarda bahsedilen birinci ve ikinci
Kritik arasindaki ayrimi hafifletmeye yonelik bir hamle olarak okunabilir. Reflektif

yargilar da Kant’1n estetiginde de 6nemli bir yere sahiptir.

Kant’in genel felsefesini Saf Aklin Elestrisi’'ndeki 6nemli kavramlarla agiklamaya
calistiktan sonra, Kant’in estetik anlayisimi incelemeye calistim. Kant’in estetik
kuramindaki en Onemli konulardan biri, estetik yargilarimizin ayni anda nasil
oznel(siibjektif) ve evrensel(objektif) olabilecegi konusudur. Bu konuyu daha iyi
anlamak adina, Yarg:1 Yetisinin Elestirisi’ndeki Giizel’in dort momentinden ilk {igiine

odaklandim.

Ik momentte Kant, giizeli yargilarken biitiin ilgi, alaka ve egilimlerden uzak bir
bicimde yargida oluyor olusumuzu vurgular. Bunu daha detayl aciklamak icin, giizeli
iyi ve hosa giden ile karsilastirir. Iyi ve hosa giden her zaman ona yonelik bir ilgi
icerirken, giizel olan tiim ilgilerden bagimsiz olan bir yargilama icerir. Ikinci moment,
yarginin 6znel evrenselligidir. (Subjective universality). Bu 6zellige gore, 6zne, giizel
buldugu bir sanat eseri ya da nesnenin herkes tarafindan giizel olarak bulunmasini ve
herkesin bu estetik yargiya katilmasini bekler. Ancak bu evrensel yargilar kavramlara
baglh yargilar degildirler. Aksine bu 6znel evrensellik yukarda bahsi gecen kendi
evrenselini arayan ve kuran reflektif yargilar ile dogrudan ilgilidir. Oznel evrensellik
daha sonra Adorno tarafindan da “Oznellikle dolayimlanan nesnellik” olarak
degerlendirilecektir. Uciincii moment ise sanat eserinin herhangi bir amac tasimadan
ereksel olusudur. (Ereksiz ereksellik) Kant’a gore sanat eseri/estetik belirli bir amag
tasimadigi ya da biz bu amaci bilemedigimiz halde estetik nesnenin formu 6zneye bir
amac tasiyormus gibi goriiniir. Bu nokta, Adorno’nun otonom sanat anlayisi igin

oldukca 6nemli olacaktir.

Kant’in Adorno’nun otonom sanat anlayisini etkileyen 6nemli kisimlar1 6zetlemek

gerekirse; Kant’in giizeli iyi ve hosa gidenden ayiris1 ve sanat eserine ozellikle bir
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amac atfetmeyisi Kant estetiginin otonom bir sanat anlayisina zemin hazirladiginin
gostergesidir. Buna ek olarak, 6znel evrensellik anlayisi, sanat eserininin nesnel bir
zeminde degerlendirilmesi ve yargilanmasi gerektigine isaret eder. Bu nokta da daha
sonra Adorno’nun icerigin gercekligi kavraminin nesnel olarak degerlendirilmesi ile

ilgili olacaktir.

Kant estetiginin Adorno i¢in 6nemli olacak olan noktalarina degindikten sonra iigiincii
boliim olan Hegel felsefesi ve estetigine odaklandim. Bu boliimde de 6nceki boliimde
izledigim yolu takip ederek Hegel estetiginin Adorno i¢in 6nemli olan yanlarin
incelemeye calisttm. Hegel estetigini kavramamiza yarayacak olan ve Hegel’in
Mantik’im1 dikkatle incelemeyi gerektiren diyalektik, tekil-tikel-evrensel iligkisi ve

Tin(Geist) kavramlarini inceleyerek daha sonra Hegel estetigine gectim.

Hegel’in diyalektik anlayisim agiklamak i¢in ilk once Varlik, Hi¢lik ve Olus
arasindaki dolayimlamay1 incelemeye ¢alistim. Hegel saf/ar1 varlik kavramini, i¢inde
hicbir tanim ve belirlenim barindirmayan ve kendinden bagka bir seyle belirlenemeyen
sey olarak tanimlar. Ancak bu saf/ar1 varlik kacinilmaz olarak Hiclik’e yol agar ciinkii
saf varlig1 diisiindiigiimiizde onun dolaysizliginin 6tesine gidemedigimizi farkederiz.
Yani, Varlik ve Hiclik birbirlerini asarak kendilerini 6tekinde tanimli bulurlar. Bu da
yeni bir konsept olan Olus’u (Becoming) agiga c¢ikarir. Varlik ve Higlik, olusta kendi
Ozlerini kaybetmeyerek bir birlik olustururlar. Bu hareket, Hegel’in diyalektik
anlayisim Ornekler/gosterir. Genel anlamda diyalektik iliskiyi gosterdikten sonra
Varlik-Oz-Kavrm arasindaki diyalektik iliskiye odaklandim. Hegel’e gore Varlik
(kendinde varlik) potansiyel olarak tamimlanir ve kendini ancak diger olanla
dolayiminda gercgeklestirir/'yasama gecirir. Bir baska deyisle, Varlik kendine diger
olandan “olumsuzlama/reddetme” (sublation) yoluyla doner. Bu hareket sonucunda,

varlik hem kendinde hem de kendi icin olan olarak tanimlanmais olur.

Oz (Varligin kendini gerceklestirmis hali) Varlik ve Kavram arasinda dolayli olan
(ortada olan) olarak karsimiza cikar. Hegel aslinda tiim bu hareketlerin, Varlik’in
kendi hareketleri oldugunu vurgular. Yani tiim bu diyalektik iliski aslinda Varlik’in
kendisinde tezahiir eder. Bu noktay1 daha iyi anlamak adina Hegel diyalektigi ile diger
diyalektik anlayislart (0zellikle Sokratik diyalektigi) karsilastirdim. Sokratik
diyalektik, yalmzca karsi argiimanlart sunan ve bu karsi argiimanlar arasinda bir

uzlagma aramaya ¢alisan bir yontemdir. Hegel diyalektigi ise, kars1 argiimanlar1 onlari
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reddetmek veya ciiriitmek adina sunmaz. Hegel’in diyalektik anlayis1 daha biitiinciil,

kapsayici, kusatict bir birlige isaret eder.

Hegel’in diyalektik anlayisinin farkliigini sunduktan sonra, Varlik-Oz-Konsept
arasindaki iliskiye geri donerek Oz’ii Varlik’in kendini kendinden baska olanla
dolayrmlamasi sonucu ortaya ¢ikan olarak anlattim ve Oz’iin yansima, goriiniim ve
gerceklik (aktiialite) asamalarini sundum. Kavram ise Varlik ve Hiclik’in birligi ve
biitiinliigii olarak karsimiza c¢ikar fakat bu birlik askinsal veya metafizik bir Kavram

yerine, somut bir evrensellige isaret eder.

Kant’1n askinsal evrenselliginin tersine, Hegel’in somut evrenselligi daha dinamik ve
biitiinciil bir anlayis1 ifade eder. Baska bir deyisle, somut evrensellik tekil olanlarin
farkliliklar1 arasindaki diyalektik iligkiyi ifade eder. Bu kismi daha iyi anlamak adina,
Hegel’in tikel, tekil ve evrensel olan ile ne kastettigini ayr1 ayri incelemeye caligtim.
Bu incelemede 6nemli olan, evrensel ve tikel olanin kendini tekil olanda sunmasi ve
gerceklestirmesidir. Tikel olmadan, evrensel olan soyut ve agkin kalacaktir. Kisacast,
tikel, tekil ve evrensel olan arasinda her zaman bir dolayim ve diyalektik iliski vardir
ve tekil kendini evrensel olanin somut bir temsili olarak duyurur. Bu iliski, Hegel

estetigi acisindan da olduk¢a 6nemlidir.

Hegel’in somut evrensel ile ne kastettigini anlattiktan sonra Hegel felsefesinin en
onemli kavramlarindan biri olan Tin kavramini incelemeye calisttm. Hegel Tin’i
oznel, nesnel ve mutlak tin olarak iice ayirir ve mutlak tini, 6znel ve nesnel tin
arasindaki uzlasim olarak goriir. Mutlak tinin Sanat, Din ve Felsefe olmak iizere ii¢
ayrt momenti vardir. Tin, tekillerin farkliliklarini/degiskenliklerini iceren bir birlik
olarak karsimiza ¢ikar. Bu birlik, tikel ve tekil olanin toplamindan ziyade bir aradaliga
isaret eder. Tin kavramin1 Solomon’un Hegel’i okuyusuyla biraz daha detayli bir
sekilde aciklamaya calisttm. Tin anlayisinda/kavraminda, birey belirli bir 6znenin
hisleri ve duygularina isaret etmekten ziyade, 6znenin doga ve tarihle kurdugu iliskide
kendini gosterir. Tini anlamadaki en onemli nokta, bireyin/6znenin kendini evrensel
bir tine ait olarak duyurmasidir. Bir baska deyisle, birey evrensel tinin bir
gorliniimiidiir. Birey ancak diger bireylerle (veya doga ve tarihle) olan diyalektik iliski
ile anlasilabilir. Bu hareket, bireyin kendisine dis diinyadan/6tekiden doniisii ve
kendini bu sayede gerceklestirme hareketidir. Adorno bu harekete daha sonra

“nesnellikle dolayimlanan 6znellik” diyecektir.
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Hegel’deki diyalektik anlayisi, somut evrenselligi ve Tin’i sunduktan sonra, Hegel
estetiginin bu tez cercevesi icerisinde Onemli olan noktalarin1 sunmaya caligtim.
Hegel, sanat ve sanat yapiti hakkindaki diisiincelerini genel bir cercevede sunmak
adina Estetik kitabinda sanatin genel ozelliklerinden bahseder. Hegel’e gore, sanat
yapit1 bireyin/6znenin biricik/dzel bir aktivitesidir. Ozne bu 6zel sanat yapitin1 dis
diinyada gosteriyor ve sunuyor olmalidir. Sanat yapitinin en 6nemli 6zelliklerinden
biri ise onun Tin’in aktivitesi olusudur. Tin, sanat yapitinin i¢ ve asil degerinin

aciklamasina iligkin bir cevap niteliginde de degerlendirilebilir.

Hegel, sanat eserini nesnel giizellik anlayisiyla degerlendirir/temellendirir. Bu
nesnellik anlayisi, sanat eserinin yukarida da bahsi gecen Tin’in tikel goriintimii olarak
ortaya ¢ikisiyla ilgilidir. Tin’in goriiniimii/sunumu olan sanat eseri ayn1 zamanda sanat
eserinin kendinde degerine isaret etmektedir. Hegel’e gore doganin taklidini yapmak
ya da sadece iin ve sohret i¢cin sanat yapmak insan tinine dokunan sanat eserleri
tiretmez/liretemezler. Sanatin amaci, sanat eserinin 0znenin duygularini ve hislerini
ancak ve ancak Tin’in tikel goriiniimii/sunusuyla ortaya ¢ikartmak olmalidir. Bu da
sanat eserinin tiim amaglar ve egilimlerden uzak, kendi degerine ve Onemine isaret

eder.

Hegel’e gore sanat eseri kendi tikel goriiniimiinden/yaratilisindan ¢ok daha fazlasina
isaret etmektedir. Bu iddia, sanat eserinin evrensel bir dogrunun yani Tin’in goriiniimii
oldugu iddias1 ile beraber degerlendirilmelidir. En onemli Yunan trajedilerden biri
olan Antigone’den Ornek vererek bu noktayr daha anlasilir kilmaya calistim.
Trajedideki karakterler, karakter ozelliklerinin yam sira evrensel bir dogruyu/Tin’i
temsil eden karakterler olarak karsimiza cikarlar. Karakterler arasindaki c¢atisma
aslinda iki dogruya/hakikata isaret eder: devlet kurallarina uyarak hareket etmek
(bilingli) ve saygiya/vicdana gore hareket etmek (bilingsiz). Karakterler, kendi
tekilliklerini koruyarak ve onlardan 6diin vermeyerek, evrensel dogrunun/Tin’in

biricik goriiniimii olarak karsimiza ¢ikarlar.

Hegel bu noktada Romantizmi Tin’in kendini en iyi ve iist diizeyde
gerceklestirdigi/sundugu ve nesnelligini dis diinyada kazandigi sanat anlayisi
oldugunu savunur. Bu iddianin daha iyi anlaglmasi i¢in, Hegel’in Estetik kitabinda
sundugu sira ile Sembolizm, Klasisizm ve Romantizm karsilastirmasini sunmaya

calistim. Hegel, sembolik sanat anlayisini sanatin baglangici olarak goriir. Tanrinin
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sanat eserinde aciga c¢ikisi/sunulusu iizerinden tartistigi yerde en dogrudan ve en
dolayimsiz objelerin tanr1 anlayisini resmetmek icin kullanildigin1 savunur.
Klasisizmde ise, Tin dis diinyada kendini gerceklestirmistir. Tanri, insan bedeninde
gosterilmeye ve sunulmaya calisilmistir. (Yunan tanrisi). Dogadaki elementlerin sanat
eserine yansimasi tam olarak kalkmasa da doga bir sekilde kendini tinin sunusunda
gosterir. Klasisizm bir sekilde bi¢cim ve icerigin uyusmasi anlamina gelir ama yine de
Hegel’e gore tinin hareketi Klasisizmde tam olarak aciga ¢ikmaz. (Yunan heykelinin
tinin hareketini ve eylemini tam olarak gostermeyisi) Hegel yine de romantizmin tinin
en iist goriiniimil olarak goriir ¢iinkii Tin, dis diinyada/digsalliktan kendine donmiis ve
kendi nesnelligini kazanmistir. Romantizmde Tanr1, daha 6znel tezahiirlerde kendini
gosterir. Bir baska deyisle, 6znenin hislerinin ve duygularinin salt bir 6znellige bagh

kalmayarak (yine de nesnel olarak-tinin goriiniimii) kendini gostermesidir.

Uciincii boliimiin sonunda Kant ve Hegel estetiklerinin farkim 6zetlemeye calistim.
Kant’taki giizellik yargis1 6zneden baslayip evrensele dogru giden (evrenselini arayan)
bir diizlemdeyken, Hegel’in giizellik yargisi anlayis1 ve kritigi, giizel olan tinin tikel
goriiniimii oldugu icin, 6znel bir icerik veya degerlendirmenin 6tesinde bir nesnellik/

gerceklik barindirtyor olarak anlasilacaktir.

Tezimin son boliimiinde asil konum olan Adorno’nun otonom sanat ve sanat eseri
anlayisina geri dondiim. Bu boliimiin basinda, Adorno’nun sanat ve sanat eseri
anlayisinin belirli tanimlar ve cerceveler i¢inde aciklanamayacagini, sanatin ancak ve
ancak toplum ve tarih ile olan iliskisinde anlagilabilecegini belirttim. Girig boliimiinde
de belirttigim gibi, otonom sanat eseri ve icerigin gercekligi arasindaki yakin iligkiden
otiirii, bu boliim icerigin gercekligi kavraminmn incelenmesiyle ilerledi. icerigin
gercekligi ilk defa Estetik Kuram kitabinda Adorno’nun sanat eserinin gizeminden
bahsettigi boliimde ortaya ¢ikar. Adorno, sanat eserindeki gizemin ¢oziimii ve cevabi
izerine diisiindiigli boliimde, sanat eserinin bi¢iminin anlasilmasinin sanat eserinin
gizemini ¢Ozebilme ihtimali lizerinde tartisir/yogunlagir. Sanat eserinin formunun
anlasilmasi, onun yeniden iiretilmesi ve yaratilmasini miimkiin kilar. Sanat eserinin
yeniden iiretilmesi mimetik tavir/davranis ile olanaklidir ancak sanat eserinin kendisi
hali hazirda mimetik tavirla iiretilmekte ve/ya yaratilmaktadir. Sonug¢ olarak, sanat
eserinin formunun anlasilmasi ve onun yeniden iiretilmeye calisilmasi, sanat eserinin

gizemini ¢ozmek yerine o gizemi tekrar yaratir.
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Adorno sanat eserinin gizeminin ¢Oziimiiniin her sanat eserinin kendi icinden
gelecegini savunur. (Truth content) Adorno’nun bu yaklasimi Kant’in sanat eserinin
ereksiz erekselligi ile yakindan ilgilidir ¢linkii Adorno da sanat eserinin herhangi bir
ama¢ dogrultusunda yaratilmadigini/iiretilmedigini savunur. Bu kisim aym1 zamanda
Adorno’nun icerigin gercekligi kavrami nesnel bir zeminde degerlendirileceginin de
bir igaretidir. Bu boliimiin devaminda, icerigin gercekligi kavraminin daha net bir
bicimde anlasilmasi i¢in bicim, igerik, materyal, 6znellik ve nesnellik kavramlarini

incelemeye c¢alistim.

Adorno sanat eserinde ilk once bicime Onem veriyor gibi goriinse de onun bi¢cim
anlayisi icerik ve materyal anlayislarindan/konseptlerinden ayri diisiiniilemez ciinkii
Adorno sanat eserinin biciminin ancak igerik ile olusabilecegini ve sekillenecegini
savunur. Bagka bir deyisle; bicim, sanat eserini lireten ve materyal lizerinde calisan
sanatcinin 0znel hissiyatlar1 ve amaglarindan ayri diisiiniilemez. Buna ragmen Adorno,
sanat eseri iiretiminde salt bir 6znellik vurgusundan kaginir. Onun asil vurgulamak
istedigi, sanat eserinin tiim yaratim ve olusum siirecinin tarihten ve toplumdan
bagimsiz olarak degerlendirilemeyecegi goriisiidiir. Kisacasi, Adorno’da bi¢cim ve

icerik dinamik bir iligki icerisinde birbirleriyle olan diyalektik olarak belirlenir.

Bicim ve igerik konusundaki en 6nemli nokta ise dogru igerigin (truth content’in)
nesnel olusudur. Bu noktayr daha iyi anlamak adina, Kant’in ve Hegel’in 6znel ve
nesnel olandan ne anladiklarin1 sunmaya ¢alisarak, Adorno’nun sunulan bu sematik
oznel ve nesnel tamimlarinin disinda ve otesinde bir 6znellik-nesnellik anlayisinin
oldugunu gostermeye c¢alistim. Adorno, Kant’in sanat eserinin nesnelligini 6znellik
tizerinden kurusunu, Kant’taki 6zne anlayisi agkinsal oldugu i¢cin metafizik ve soyut
bulur. Hegel’i ise, 6znenin sanat eserinin igerigini yaratmasini Tin’in dolayimi olarak
gordiigii icin elestirir: sanat eserinin iceriginin kendi i¢inden degil de disaridan (yani
arkaplanda varsayilan evrensel bir Tin anlayisiyla) belirlendigini diisiiniir. Bu noktada,
Adorno’nun Hegel ile olan iligkisini daha iyi anlamak adina Adorno’nun negatif
diyalektik anlayis1 ile Hegel diyalektigini karsilastirdim. Hegel’in tersine Adorno,
diyaleklikte ille de olumlayici bir son goérmez. (Ideoloji elestrisi) Adorno’ya gore,
diyalektik, bir birlik veya biitiinliik anlayis1 getirmek zorunda degildir. Adorno’nun

negatif diyalektik anlayis1 Kant ve Hegel tarafindan sunulan sematik 6znel ve nesnel
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anlayisinin  Adorno icin kabul edilemez oldugunu gosteren bir boliim olarak

sunulmustur.

Negatif diyalektik anlayisini bagka bir diizlemde de tartismak adina, sanat eserinde var
olan ve var olmayan figiirlerin birbiriyle olan iliskisini Adorno’nun “fantezi” kavrami
ile aciklamaya calistim. Adorno’ya gore sanat eseri, varolmayani varolan ile sunmay1
ve aciklamayi fantezi yoluyla yapar ve varolan ve varolmayan arasinda her zaman
diyalektik bir iliski vardir. Ornegin, William Turner’1in resimlerinde deniz iistiindeki
151k girdaplari/hortumlarida goriiniirde somut olarak varolmayanin (Turner’in 6znel

hissiyat1) varolan (151k, girdap) ile gosterilmeye calisilmas1 goziimiize carpar.

Adorno, belirli bir zaman diliminde yaratilan sanat eserinin, 0 zamanin sinirlarini asan
bir ozellikte olarak aslinda gecmis ve gelecegini de barindirdigim1 savunur. Claude
Monet’in Pourvillede Kayaliklarda Yiiriiylis isimli tablosu 19. yiizyil asarak bizlere
ulagir ve bizlerin o sahnenin giizelligini hissetmemizi saglar. Burada 6nemli olan, sanat
eserinin tarih ve toplumla iliski icinde yaratilsa bile “tarihselcilik” anlayisina

diigmemesi ve bu anlayisla tiretilmemesidir.

Bu boliimiin son kisminda ise, giris boliimiinde sundugum Adorno, Benjamin ve
Brecht arasindaki tartismaya geri donerek Adorno’nun otonom sanat anlayisini ve
sanatta icerigin gercekligi kavramlarini daha anlasilir kilmaya calisim. Bu boliim,
Adorno’nun Brecht’in didaktik tiyatrosunu elestirisiyle baslar. Adorno’ya gore
Brecht’in politik etkiyi ve inaninirligi arttirmak adina sanat eserinin (tiyatronun)
icerigini basitlestimeye c¢alismasi hem kotii bir politikaya hem de kotii bir sanat
anlayisina doniismektedir. Adorno Brecht’in Cesaret Ana ve Cocuklar1 oyunundaki
ana karakterinin orijinal romandan (Grimmelshausen romani) alinan bir karakter
olmasini/esinlenmesini elestirir. Bu karakterin oyunda kullanilmasi otuz yil savaslar
donemi ile kapitalizm donemini bir sekilde esitler ve bu da yanlis bir sosyal model

olusturur.

Bir baska elestiri de Brecht’in oyunlarinda sik¢a kullandig1 yabancilagsma efektine
gelir. Adorno’ya gore Brecht’in yabancilasma efekti, oyuna disaridan eklenen bir
bicim(form) olmaktan ziyade, daha cok igerikle diyalektik bir iliskiden beslenen ve
icerikten beslenen bir bicimdir. Ancak izleyiciyi egitme amaciyla sergilenen
oyunlardaki bu yabancilasma efekti, amaci itibariyle otonom bir sanat eserinin

karakterini sergileyemeyecektir.
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Ozetlemek gerekirse, Adorno nun otonom sanat anlayisi icerigin gercekligi anlayisiyla
i¢ icedir. Icerigin gercekligi, sanat eserinin kendinden/kendiliginden gelen bir
anlayistir. Icerigin gercekligi yalmzca bicim ya da icerik, 6znellik ya da nesnellikte
degildir. Otonom sanat anlayisi ya da icerigin gercekligi, hepsinin birbiriyle diyalektik
iliskide oldugu, her sanat eserinin amacinin kendi i¢inde sakli oldugu anlamina
gelmektedir. Brecht ve Benjamin’in savundugu propagandist yaklasimlar iceren ve
politik amag¢ tasiyan sanat eserleri otonom ve gercek olmaktan uzaktir. Biitiin
bunlardan uzak olan otonom sanat eseri ise her ne kadar bir amagla iiretilmemis olsa
da icinde sosyo-politik olan1 ve onun kritigini tasir. Giris boliimiinde bahsettigim
otonom sanat eserinin politik icerik ve amagl sanat eserinin karsisinda dursa da aslinda
salt elitist ve sanat icin sanat anlayisina bagh kalmadigi tezi de igerigin gercekligi

kavraminin tarihsel analizi ile daha anlasilir olmustur.

Otonom sanat eseri kendi dogrusunu kendi bulan ve sunan sanat eseridir. Bu sanat
eseri igerigini kendi belirlemesine ragmen topluma ve tarihe gozlerini kapatamaz.
Otonom sanat ve sanat eseri kendi dogrusunu/dogru icerigini her zaman kendi

dinamiklerinde ve toplum ve tarih ile diyalektik iliskisinde bulacaktir.
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B. TEZ FOTOKOPISIi iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisii

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii

YAZARIN
Soyadt :
Adi

Bolimii :

TEZIN ADI (Ingilizce) :

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans Doktora

. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 0zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARiHIi:
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