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ABSTRACT 

 

 

ARTISTIC STATUS OF VISUAL PRODUCTIONS GENERATED BY 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE: AN ANALYSIS FROM GADAMER’S POINT OF 

VIEW 

 

 

DURUKAN İPEK, Burcu 

Ph.D., The Department of Philosophy 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ş. Halil TURAN 

 

 

August 2026, 143 pages 

 

 

Artificial intelligence has transformed artistic practice and renewed philosophical 

debates on art, creativity, and authorship. Rather than asking whether AI can be 

regarded as an autonomous artist, this dissertation examines the artistic status of AI-

generated visual productions. It argues that this question cannot be answered solely by 

determining whether AI possesses consciousness comparable to that of a human being. 

Instead, the study develops a hermeneutic account of AI-generated art through Hans-

Georg Gadamer’s philosophy while critically engaging with the expressive theories of 

Benedetto Croce and R. G. Collingwood. 

While expressive theories locate art primarily within human consciousness, this 

dissertation argues that artworks cannot be understood solely through their creators’ 

inner experiences. Drawing on Gadamer’s concepts of historicity and the fusion of 

horizons, it proposes that the artistic significance of AI-generated visual productions 

emerges through historically situated interpretation. Although AI lacks lived 

experience, it operates upon historically accumulated human cultural productions and 
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participates in artistic creation through collaboration with human artists. AI-generated 

artworks therefore remain embedded within human historicity and the ongoing 

dialogue of artistic tradition. 

The dissertation concludes that the artistic significance of AI-generated visual 

productions lies not in machine autonomy but in the interaction of human 

intentionality, historical continuity, and interpretation. In this sense, AI-generated art 

is proposed as an art of the future; not because it replaces existing artistic practices, 

but because it extends the hermeneutic possibilities of art by opening new horizons for 

artistic creation and interpretation. 

 

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence, AI-generated Art, Gadamer, Fusion of Horizons 
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ÖZ 

 

 

YAPAY ZEKÂ TARAFINDAN OLUŞTURULAN GÖRSEL ÜRETİMLERİN 

SANATSAL DURUMU: GADAMER BAKIŞ AÇISINDAN BİR İNCELEME 

 

 

 

DURUKAN İPEK, Burcu 

Doktora, Felsefe Bölümü 

Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. Ş. Halil TURAN 

 

 

Ağustos 2026, 143 sayfa 

 

 

Yapay zekâ, sanatsal pratiği dönüştürmüş ve sanatın, yaratıcılığın ve yazarlığın 

doğasına ilişkin felsefi tartışmaları yeniden gündeme getirmiştir. Bu tez, yapay 

zekânın özerk bir sanatçı olarak kabul edilip edilemeyeceği sorusundan ziyade, yapay 

zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin sanatsal statüsünü incelemektedir. Çalışma, 

bu sorunun yalnızca yapay zekânın insanla karşılaştırılabilir bir bilince sahip olup 

olmadığının belirlenmesiyle yanıtlanamayacağını savunmaktadır. Bunun yerine, 

Hans-Georg Gadamer’in felsefesi temelinde yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen sanatın 

hermenötik bir açıklaması geliştirilmekte; aynı zamanda Benedetto Croce ve R. G. 

Collingwood’un dışavurumcu sanat kuramları eleştirel biçimde değerlendirilmektedir. 

Dışavurumcu kuramlar sanatı öncelikle insan bilincinde temellendirirken, bu tez sanat 

eserlerinin yalnızca yaratıcılarının içsel deneyimleri üzerinden anlaşılamayacağını 

ileri sürmektedir. Gadamer’in tarihsellik ve ufukların kaynaşması kavramlarından 

hareketle, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin sanatsal anlamının tarihsel 

olarak konumlanmış yorum sürecinde ortaya çıktığı savunulmaktadır. Yapay zekâ 
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yaşanmış deneyime sahip olmamakla birlikte, tarihsel olarak birikmiş insan kültürel 

üretimleri üzerinde işlem yapmakta ve insan sanatçılarla iş birliği içinde sanatsal 

yaratım sürecine katılmaktadır. Bu nedenle, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen sanat 

eserleri insan tarihselliği ve sanat geleneğinin süreklilik gösteren diyaloğu içinde yer 

almaktadır. 

Tez, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin sanatsal öneminin makinenin 

özerkliğinde değil; insan niyetliliği, tarihsel süreklilik ve yorum arasındaki etkileşimde 

yattığı sonucuna ulaşmaktadır. Bu bağlamda, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen sanat 

geleceğin sanatı olarak önerilmektedir; çünkü mevcut sanatsal pratiklerin yerini almak 

yerine, sanatsal yaratım ve yorum için yeni ufuklar açarak sanatın hermenötik 

olanaklarını genişletmektedir. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yapay Zekâ, Yapay Zekâ Tarafından Üretilen Sanat, Gadamer, 

Ufukların Kaynaşması 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Can machines produce art? Is it possible to say a robot can be an artist? Is it a tool in 

the hands of artist for creating art or is it more than merely being a tool but an 

autonomous creator by itself? Is there any difference between human made and 

machine-made art? Are there any criteria to tell one is superior than the other in terms 

of its artistic value? These questions lead us to one of the most controversial 

discussions regarding artificial intelligence technologies’ implications on philosophy 

of art. They will constitute the starting point of my thesis. My aim here is to make an 

inquiry on the artistic status of computer-generated arts, mainly the visual creations 

produced by artificial intelligence technologies.  

The relationship between artificial intelligence and art has attracted increasing 

attention in recent literature. However, its philosophical implications, particularly 

within the field of aesthetics and philosophy of art, remain insufficiently explored. I 

argue that it is an important field to investigate, especially in the light of the current 

developments and future possibilities that artificial intelligence’s impact on our 

thinking on the ontology of art. It is obvious that artificial intelligence has transformed 

contemporary artistic practice and reopened some of the most fundamental questions 

in the philosophy of art. The emergence of AI-generated visual productions has 

challenged traditional assumptions concerning creativity, authorship, artistic agency, 

and expression. As systems such as DALL-E, Midjourney, Stable Diffusion, and GPT 

increasingly participate in artistic production, artistic creation itself is no longer 

understood solely as the product of an individual human creator. Instead, these systems 

increasingly function within collaborative creative processes in which human 

intention, computational generation, and artistic interpretation interact. This 

collaborative mode of creation raises new philosophical questions concerning 
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creativity, authorship, and artistic value without necessarily requiring the recognition 

of AI as an autonomous artist. Therefore, it encourages us to reconsider the role of 

non-human agency within artistic creation.  

Rather than asking whether artificial intelligence can become an autonomous artist, it 

investigates whether AI-generated visual productions can attain artistic status. I argue 

that this question cannot be answered solely by determining whether AI possesses 

consciousness or creativity comparable to that of human beings. Instead, it requires a 

reconsideration of the ontology of art itself —that is, of the conditions under which 

something becomes a work of art and acquires artistic meaning. Therefore, the central 

concern of this dissertation is not who creates the artwork, but how artistic meaning 

and artistic status come into being. The emergence of AI-generated art, thus, represents 

not merely a technological development but a philosophical challenge that invites us 

to rethink the nature of artistic creation, interpretation, and meaning. 

Although the relationship between artificial intelligence and art has attracted 

increasing scholarly attention in recent years, much of the existing literature has 

focused on issues such as machine creativity, computational autonomy, authorship, 

copyright, and legal responsibility. These discussions are undoubtedly important. As 

a result, debates concerning AI-generated art frequently become debates about 

artificial intelligence itself. However, they often assume that the artistic status of AI-

generated works depends primarily upon the ontological status of artificial intelligence 

itself. This thesis argues that such an assumption unnecessarily narrows the debate. 

The central philosophical question is not whether AI qualifies as an artist, but how AI-

generated visual productions acquire artistic status and how their artistic meaning is 

constituted within historically situated practices of interpretation. 

This shift in perspective forms the central methodological commitment of the 

dissertation. Rather than approaching AI-generated art primarily through the 

philosophy of mind, this study examines it within the framework of aesthetics and 

philosophical hermeneutics. While the expressive theories of Benedetto Croce and R. 

G. Collingwood provide one of the strongest philosophical grounds for questioning 

the artistic legitimacy of AI-generated works, Hans-Georg Gadamer’s hermeneutic 

aesthetics offers an alternative framework in which artistic meaning is constituted 
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through historically situated interpretation rather than solely through the 

consciousness of the creator. Consequently, I argue that AI-generated visual 

productions can attain artistic status because they participate in the hermeneutic 

process of meaning-making within human historicity rather than since AI itself 

possesses consciousness, intentionality, or creativity. 

In order to start this investigation on the artistic status of artworks created by non-

human (or human also), first we have to begin with the question of what art is. Can art 

be defined? How does something become a work of art? What is the nature a work of 

art? Can there be any criteria for determining whether something can be considered as 

art or non-art? How can we say that a work of art is more beautiful or valuable than 

another? Can there be a measurement of it? These questions regarding ontology of 

artworks are answered by different art theories in different ways. There is a 

controversy on whether art can be defined or not, but I will give the main arguments 

in literature regarding the definition of art under the categories of essentialist views, 

non-essentialist views, cluster views and contemporary views on art. In Chapter 2, I 

shall briefly introduce these various theories regarding nature of art. Further, I examine 

the distinction between art as product and art as process, together with the role 

attributed to the artist within different philosophical traditions. Rather than defending 

a single definition of art, I will identify the conceptual issues that later become central 

to the discussion of AI-generated art. 

In Chapter 3, I shall clarify the concepts regarding regarding artificial intelligence. 

Therefore, I will give a historical background of artificial intelligence and its relation 

to art. Then, I will explain the process of AI-generated art works and different forms 

of machine art. Rather than addressing all forms of machine art, I will focus on AI-

generated visual productions. My primary concern is not whether artificial intelligence 

should be recognized as an autonomous artist, but how AI-generated artworks should 

be understood within the philosophy of art. While human-made and AI-generated 

artworks differ in important respects, they also share features that invite philosophical 

comparison. Rather than replacing the human artist, AI participates in artistic creation 

through a collaborative process shaped by human intentionality, cultural history, and 

interpretation. Accordingly, I will defend the idea that the emergence of AI-generated 

art calls for a reconsideration of artistic agency, creativity, and authorship without 
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abandoning the central role of the human artist. Such a perspective broadens 

philosophical discussions of art beyond exclusively human-centered accounts while 

avoiding the claim that AI itself is an autonomous creative subject. At the same time, 

I do not reject that acknowledging the artistic significance of AI-generated works does 

not eliminate the ethical concerns surrounding their production, including issues of 

copyright, authorship, and the use of training data. These questions remain important, 

although they fall outside the primary scope of this study. 

In Chapter 4, to properly test the boundaries of this digital shift, it is required to bring 

these generative systems into a critical confrontation with the expressive theories of 

Benedetto Croce and R.G. Collingwood. I will utilize their aesthetics to map the 

fundamental limitations of AI-generated art. Since these expressive theories define art 

strictly as the externalization of a uniquely human inner world and conscious 

expression, they will allow me to critically address why a machine—lacking a 

subjective psychic life—cannot “express” or possess an existential inner world in the 

traditional sense, thereby highlighting the formal limits of machine creation. These 

limitations suggest that the artistic status of AI-generated visual productions cannot be 

resolved solely within an expressive framework and point toward the need for an 

alternative philosophical account of art. This transition provides the motivation for 

turning to Hans-Georg Gadamer’s hermeneutic aesthetics in the following chapter. 

In Chapter 5, I develop the central philosophical framework of this dissertation through 

Gadamer’s hermeneutic aesthetics. Rather than locating artistic meaning exclusively 

in the consciousness or expressive intentions of the creator, Gadamer understands the 

artwork as an event of understanding whose significance emerges through 

interpretation within human historicity. I argue that this hermeneutic perspective 

provides a more adequate framework for evaluating AI-generated visual productions 

because it shifts the discussion from the ontology of the producer to the ontology of 

the artwork and the conditions under which artistic meaning is constituted.  

To establish this framework, I first examine Gadamer’s philosophy of art, focusing on 

his concepts of historicity, play, and the fusion of horizons, together with his account 

of the artwork as an event of understanding rather than a static object. I then discuss 

his reflections on the aesthetics of the ugly in order to demonstrate that artistic value 
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cannot be reduced to conventional standards of beauty or technical skill. Building upon 

these concepts, I apply Gadamer’s hermeneutic aesthetics to AI-generated visual 

productions and argue that their artistic significance emerges not from machine 

autonomy or artificial consciousness but from their participation in historically 

situated processes of interpretation. I further propose that aesthetic meaning is not a 

fixed property determined solely by the creator’s intentions but a dynamic event that 

emerges through the interaction between the artwork and its audience within human 

historicity. In this way, I establish the hermeneutic foundation upon which the 

dissertation’s original argument is developed in the following chapter. 

By utilizing Gadamer’s core concept of fusion of horizons, my central claim will be 

that AI-generated art functions as a kind of art that speaks to the present audience from 

the future and it must be read like a text from the past. For Gadamer, all art forms 

actually the parts of the same wholeness which is historicity, and I will argue that this 

is also valid for AI-generated art. Although AI does not have lived existential 

experiences like humans, the specific versions focused on are based on datasets 

emerged directly from human history. By creating artworks through the connections 

within this data, the machine, in a sense, shares the same historicity with us. Its horizon 

expands precisely to the extent that we feed and interact with it, filtering the shared 

historical life experiences, and cultures of humanity to find a powerful resonance in 

the audience. Ultimately, this thesis aims to position AI-generated art as a relational 

catalyst, showing that every aesthetic encounter functions as an act of co-creation 

where meaning is continuously reconfigured, horizons expand, and new possibilities 

of existence are revealed to the human mind. 

In Chapter 6, I will present the original contribution of this thesis. Bringing together 

the theoretical framework developed throughout the previous chapters, I will argue 

that the emergence of AI-generated visual productions should be understood within 

the historical continuity of artistic transformation rather than as a radical break from 

the history of art. To support this claim, I will examine how encounters with different 

cultures, historical events, and artistic traditions transformed the works of artists such 

as Vincent van Gogh, Paul Gauguin, Pablo Picasso, and Francisco Goya. These case 

studies demonstrate that artistic creation has always developed through historical 

encounters that reshape artistic horizons.  
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Building upon this insight, I will propose the concept of AI-generated visual 

productions as an “art of the future.” This concept does not suggest that AI will replace 

human artists or existing artistic practices in the future. Rather, I argue that AI-

generated art introduces new hermeneutic possibilities by confronting the present with 

horizons that emerge from historically accumulated human cultural production. Like 

texts inherited from the past, AI-generated visual productions invite interpretation 

through an ongoing fusion of horizons between the artwork and its audience. 

Finally, I will conclude by bringing together these discussions and arguing that the 

artistic status of AI-generated visual productions cannot be grounded in machine 

autonomy alone. Instead, their artistic significance emerges through the interaction of 

human intentionality, historical continuity, and hermeneutic interpretation. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

THEORIES OF ART: A DISCUSSION ON ITS NATURE 

 

 

2.1. What is Art? 

There are various views about the question of what art is and how it can be defined or 

if it is possible to be defined. In this section, my aim is to demonstrate some main 

aesthetic theories of philosophers about their understanding of art and the role of the 

artist, and I will also categorize some main arguments about the artness of art as which 

are essentialist, non-essentialist and cluster views. Let me start with essentialist views. 

2.1.1. Essentialist Views  

Essentialist views suggest that there must be something universal for all art because 

there must be a common essential property that is necessary to combine all art that we 

should categorize and define them as art. This must be valid for all types of art in all 

times and cultures so that art can be defined. 

George Dickie and Arthur Danto emphasize the institutional settings on conferring 

something as artwork. According to Dickie, what makes Duchamp’s Fountain and a 

salesman of plumbing supplies’ presenting his wares before us are the institutional 

settings (1969, p. 255). He does not say anything about an artwork’s status as good or 

bad art, but he argues that the status of being a candidate for a work of art depends on 

the institutional setting (1969, p. 256).  

Arthur Danto is one of the essentialist defenders of art, saying that anything can turn 

into an artwork by the given circumstances. Andy Warhol’s Brillo Box and Duchamp’s 

Fountain are the main examples given in that theory. He assumes that real Brillo 

cartons are non-art, but Warhol’s Brillo Box is art. Consequently, he thinks that in this 
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era, art and non-art are so intertwined that it becomes difficult to distinguish the one 

from the other, which is a position that was widely defended in the mid-1960s (1998, 

p. 129). Although they are everyday objects used for certain purpose in ordinary life, 

this ordinariness can become a work of art when you put it in a museum or a gallery, 

because the difference between an everyday object and its presence in a gallery is 

about the audience’s intention towards them. The same object in real life may be a 

work of art because there is an idea behind it. You may think that it is ridiculous but 

actually it gives us an opportunity to think about why it is there and what the aim of 

the artist is. Its aim can be just to make us question what art is or anything else. 

Essentialism here should not be thought as there is one single essence in the artworks. 

Here it is more about the concept of art itself and its being universal.  Danto says he is 

an essentialist and he believes that there is something universal in the art and this 

essence provides a general definition of art. Therefore, he tries to find a definition of 

it which universal. He says that although essentialism seems to make pluralism 

impossible, actually pluralism is possible only by means of essentialism (1998, p. 128). 

Rather than the object of the art, the thought about the art itself is more important, as 

Danto states. Then art itself becomes its own object by theoretical consciousness at the 

end. He claims that art is no longer a medium to present realities, but it is the object 

itself, and this is the end of art (1998, p. 130).  

Another argument of Danto on the essence of art is that what determines art as art is 

the Artworld. He argues that the concept of art is defined by the Artworld, which is a 

social and cultural context that confers meaning and value to objects that are 

considered art. He conceptualizes the Artworld as made up of artists, critics, curators, 

collectors, dealers, and other individuals and institutions that participate in the creation 

and reception of art (1964). Therefore, what art is defined in terms of certain social 

and cultural framework constructed within particular institutions. Again, when we 

consider, for instance, Andy Warhol’s Brillo boxes, it is art because it is accepted by 

the artworld as being art and exhibited in an art gallery, but outside the gallery they 

are just pasteboard cartons (1964, p. 581). However, it does not have to be the specific 

art objects presented in museums. For example, Banksy’s street art can also be 

considered as art, since it is accepted as so by the Artworld. The criteria of something’s 

being art depends on if it is understood as art by the Artworld. Therefore, the Artworld 
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shapes our understanding and appreciation of art. In that sense, Danto’s essentialism 

is not about the essence of the artworks themselves, but the essence of art itself that 

has an institutionalized ground. It comes from his idea that anything can be art as long 

as it is accepted by the Artworld as art. As a result, the artistic status of individual 

artworks may differ depending on time and place just because the agents in the 

Artworld may change; but still the decision determining what something should be put 

under the category of art is made by the Artworld which is the criteria behind 

appreciating something as art.  

Among essentialist theories, expressive theories occupy a distinctive place by 

identifying the essence of art with human expression rather than with representation, 

formal properties, or institutional recognition. Since expressive theories constitute one 

of the strongest philosophical objections to AI-generated art, they are not discussed in 

detail here. Instead, they will be examined extensively in Chapter 4, where the 

expressive theories of Benedetto Croce and R. G. Collingwood provide the principal 

philosophical framework for evaluating AI-generated visual productions. 

2.1.2. Non-Essentialist Views 

In contrast to essentialist theories of art, non-essentialist approaches do not think that 

art should be an essence which is intrinsic to the art. Therefore, they reject definitions 

regarding art and artworks. For instance, Aaron Meskin (2007) shows the failures of 

the essentialist views that try to conceptualize comics within the framework of certain 

definitions. He is mainly critical about the approach of Greg Hayman and Henry John 

Pratt who define comics as “picture narratives,” and also of David Carrier who writes 

on comics after Hayman and Pratt and gives the essential features of comics as “speech 

balloon, the closely linked narrative and book-size scale,” (quoted in Meskin, p. 370). 

However, Meskin argues that any of the features such as “sequential picture,” 

“preponderance over text,” “carrying the burden of the narrative” introduced by David 

Kunzle, and the other features which are considered as essential features of comics, 

are not a requirement for being comics (2007, p. 369). He explains them via counter 

examples. To sum up, he thinks that definitions are not always satisfactory in each and 

every case that we would call something as comics. It is possible to consider comics 
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without the features given in these definitions. Therefore, his point is that it is not 

necessary to define comics to interpret them.  

Carrier builds a relationship between Gombrich and Arthur Danto. He starts with a 

quotation by Gombrich: “There really is no such thing as Art. There are only artists” 

(quoted in Carrier, 1996, p. 279). Carrier thinks that Gombrich’s statement is relevant 

to Danto’s theory of art. According to Carrier, what Gombrich states is that we cannot 

conceptualize art as merely “the art as such”, so instead of an essence that binds all 

productions that we call artworks, there are various kinds of artists who act to produce 

works of art. Therefore, Carrier emphasizes that although there are no essential 

properties, “still we accept the existence of a kind of activity of persons, the activity 

of artmaking” (1996, p. 279). 

2.1.3. Cluster Views 

Cluster theories can be considered under the non-essentialist theories of art. As 

different than definitive accounts of art, Berys Gaut introduces a cluster theory of art. 

He thinks that it is not possible to define art, but it is possible to show the 

characteristics of art (2000, p. 26). He argues that there are three points that we should 

understand in cluster theory. First, there are multiple criteria which should be applied 

under a concept, but none of them are necessary individually (2000, p. 26). His 

position is that if all these criteria together are in a probable work of art, then it is 

sufficient to think that this certain candidate can be labelled as a work of art.  Second, 

it is also sufficient to apply the concept of art if a few of these criteria are met (2000, 

p. 27). And third, although none of the criteria are individually necessary conditions 

to apply a concept, he thinks there must be disjunctively necessary conditions which 

means if something is considered under the concept of art, it must necessarily meet 

some of these criteria (2000, p. 27). Gaut gives the list of these properties of the cluster 

account of art as follows: 

1- Possessing positive aesthetic properties, such as being beautiful, graceful, or 

elegant (properties which ground a capacity to give sensuous pleasure)  

2- Being expressive of emotion 

3- Being intellectually challenging (i.e., questioning received views and modes of 

thought) 

4- Being formally complex and coherent 

5- Having a capacity to convey complex meanings 
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6- Exhibiting an individual point of view 

7- Being an exercise of creative imagination (being original) 

8- Being an artifact or performance which is the product of a high degree of skill 

9- Belonging to an established artistic form (music, painting, film, etc.)  

10- Being the product of an intention to make a work of art (2000, p. 28). 

 

Gaut argues that a work of art should be considered as art if it falls into some of the 

features above. His point is that these are not individually necessary criteria, but jointly 

sufficient conditions; so they constitute a cluster concept of art.  

Dutton is another thinker who defends a cluster theory of art. Dutton thinks that art 

should have a naturalistic definition which can be universally applied without causing 

any controversy by all cultures (2006, p. 368). By saying “naturalistic,” he does not 

mean a biological nature, but what he defends is a sort of nature that involves 

“persistent cross-culturally identified patterns of behavior and vurse: the making, 

experiencing and assessing of works of art” (2006, p. 368). Like Gaut, Dutton also 

makes a list to characterize arts. His position is also an effort to present a universal 

conceptualization of art in all times and places.   

Annelies Monseré thinks that cluster theories of art which draw a universal account of 

art are not fully satisfactory. There can be sufficient conditions to define art, but these 

are not necessary conditions. It seems that since they establish some criteria to 

recognize what art is meant to be, actually cluster theories of art are not satisfactory 

according to Monseré (2012, p. 150). She says although many philosophers argue the 

universality of art, their conceptions of art do not fit to non-Western art because the 

foundation of their perspective is based on a formalist conception, and this kind of 

understanding cannot adequately account for non-Western art. Formalist accounts 

evaluate something as art by saying “It is art because it looks like our art” (2012, p. 

155), so it is a problematic understanding to start with the notion that non-Western art 

is art as long as it looks like the Western conception of art. Cluster theories of art 

emerged to reject this perspective and try to establish a better broader account of art 

by listing some not necessary but sufficient criteria for recognizing something’s being 

arthood. However, Monseré claims that although they aim to put forward a universal 

account of art, they “cannot clarify the concept of art without further research into why 

the proposed criteria are criteria for arthood” (2012, p.161). Therefore, such a theory 
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which defends universality here actually accepts there are historically different 

conceptions of art but “they cannot form a unified concept of art, that is, they cannot 

show how and why art is a human universal” (2012, p. 149). 

2.2. Art as Product versus Art as Process 

The debates between essentialist, non-essentialist, and cluster theories reveal that one 

of the underlying disagreements in philosophy of art concerns where the “artness” of 

art is located. Some approaches consider art as a finished product, while others 

emphasize the processes through which artworks come into being. This distinction 

does not always appear explicitly, but it plays a decisive role in how artworks, artists, 

and creative practices are evaluated. Therefore, this distinction is also important for 

evaluating AI-generated visual art. 

Essentialist and institutional theories often focus on the status of the completed final 

object. In such views, when an object is presented within the appropriate institutional 

or conceptual framework, it can be recognized as art regardless of how it was 

produced. What matters is not the internal process of creation, but whether the object 

fulfills the criteria required to enter the category of art. From this perspective, the 

artwork is primarily understood as a product whose meaning and value are determined 

retrospectively. 

By contrast, process-oriented approaches shift attention away from the finished artifact 

toward the activity of producing art itself. Rather than asking what properties an object 

must have to count as art, these approaches emphasize artistic practice, experience, 

and engagement.  

This distinction becomes increasingly relevant when considering technologically 

mediated forms of art, especially AI-generated works. If art is primarily evaluated as 

a product, then AI-generated images may appear to satisfy many of the same criteria 

as human-made artworks. As an artefact no matter it is a final product or human or 

artificial intelligence, they should be under the same category as art as an end product. 

Of course, this perspective excludes many forms of art such as conceptual art like 

Duchamp’s Fountain, or performative arts when art only reduced to be an end product 

if all other considerations, thoughts, practices behind that particular object ignored.  
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However, if art is understood as a process involving intention, decision making, and 

experiential engagement, the role of automated systems becomes more philosophically 

problematic. The question then shifts from what the artwork is to how it comes into 

being and what can meaningfully be said to participate in that process. 

2.3. Art and the Role of the Artist 

While considering the theoretical debates about what art is, the role of the artist in art 

creation also should be taken into account. Traditional aesthetic theories generally 

position the artist as the central origin of meaning, creativity and intention behind the 

work of art to be produced. Within this framework, art is understood as the outcome 

of a purposive human act, grounded in the artist’s subjective experience, emotions, 

skills, and expressive intentions. From this perspective, the identity of the artist 

functions as a guarantor of both authorship and artistic value, and the artwork is 

considered as an extension of the human agent who brings it into being through 

intention. The artist is the main agent and the artwork is the representation of the 

subjective emotions or experiences of the artist, so there is a pregiven meaning 

attributed to the artwork by the artist. In that sense, the audience that perceive the 

artwork only considered as passive viewers that tries to grasp the artist’s purpose by 

means of the work of art across them.  

In this perspective the artist is a creative genius, and artistic creation is an act of 

imagination and self-expression. Thus, the artwork, is valued not merely for its formal 

or aesthetic properties, but for its capacity to embody the inner world of its creator. 

Such views continue to inform contemporary intuitions about art, especially in debates 

concerning creativity, authenticity, and artistic autonomy. 

However, in twentieth century aesthetic theory challenged with this idea which 

considers the artist as the ultimate source of meaning. Institutional and contextual 

theories of art, such as those proposed by Arthur Danto and George Dickie, as I 

introduced before, shifted attention away from the artist’s inner intentions toward the 

social, cultural, and institutional frameworks. In these accounts, the artist’s role is no 

longer defined exclusively by expressive intention but by participation in an artworld 

that confers artistic status. As a result, the identity of the artist is not intrinsic anymore, 

but it becomes rather a relational position. One becomes an artist not only by virtue of 
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creative intent, but through recognition within a shared cultural practice according to 

this point of view. 

Hermeneutic approaches about art, further complicate the notion of artistic authorship. 

From this perspective, the meaning of an artwork is not fixed by the artist’s intention 

at the moment of creation, and also it is not intrinsic entirely in the object itself. 

Instead, meaning emerges through the ongoing interaction between the work, its 

historical context, and its audience. The artist initiates a process of meaning making, 

but does not fully control or exhaust it. Consequently, the role of the artist is redefined 

as one participant in a broader interpretive event, rather than as the sovereign origin of 

artistic meaning. 

This shift has significant implications for contemporary debates on art and technology. 

If artistic meaning is not reducible to individual intention, and if art is understood as a 

process embedded within historical and cultural horizons, then the role of the artist 

becomes less about exclusive authorship and more about mediation, initiation, and 

participation. This conceptual transformation makes it possible to rethink non-human 

agents such as artificial intelligence systems not simply as tools, but as participants in 

artistic production. In this context, AI challenges traditional ideas about creativity, 

autonomy, and authorship. The question, then, is no longer simply whether an artist 

must be human, but how the notion of the artist itself changes in response to new forms 

of artistic production. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE AND ART 

 

 

3.1. Historical Background of AI art 

 

With the rise of technological developments in artificial intelligence technologies in 

our current world, some new debates concerning the status of artworks and artists have 

evolved in a different direction. Although computer generated works of art is currently 

a popular topic with the new programs using AI technologies, in fact the history of the 

relationship between computational technologies and art can be traced back to the 

early days of computing.  

In 1960s, A. Michael Noll makes some experimental studies on digital computers that 

can limitedly create some visual patterns as dots and lines (Noll, 1994).  Another one 

constituting the early experiments in the relationship between art and computers are 

fractals. They are such visual images that are generated by computer programs through 

implementing mathematical formulas. In 1970s, Benoit Mandelbrot who is a 

mathematician, developed fractal geometry, and he introduced fractal geometry as a 

new form of art for the sake of science (1989, p. 21). Another best-known 

computational technology in this field is AARON created by the artist Harold Cohen. 

It is a computer program using artificial intelligence to generate original works of art. 

Cohen programmed the system to follow a set of rules and to make decisions based on 

the information it receives from its sensors. AARON is capable of creating abstract 

compositions using a variety of shapes and colors. Margaret Boden states that in its 

early versions it was creating the drawings without color and Cohen himself hand 

painting the images drawn by AARON, but in the later version in the 1990s the 

program does both drawing and coloring the images (1998, p. 352). The 1990s were 
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also the time that neural networks were used for allowing computers to generate art. 

This approach was based on the idea that computers learn from large datasets and 

generate new content by using that dataset, likewise how neurons work for the human 

brain in the process of learning. That was what AARON did while generating art. The 

2000s were the time that it became possible to generate more realistic images by digital 

media Then, deep learning techniques, such as convolutional neural networks (CNNs) 

and generative adversarial networks (GANs), lead to significant breakthroughs in 

computer vision and AI-generated art. And in the 2020s, the developments in this field 

leads us to be part of interactive installations, experiencing the works generated by AI 

in museums, creating images in seconds through new applications such as DALL-E 

and Midjourney. Thus, the topic of the artificial intelligence and art relationship is a 

rich research field in terms of investigating the aesthetical subjects such as autonomy, 

creativity, artistic value and so on.  

Before going into the analysis of the artistic status of AI generated visual artworks, I 

think it is necessary to define what we mean by computer-generated art. Likewise, as 

there are different approaches for the ontology of art, it is also necessary to define what 

computer-generated art is. Then, we can make judgments on the artistic status of 

artificial intelligence based visual productions, in other words whether they are really 

art.  

3.2. The Process of AI-Generated Art  

There are different types of machine art. Firstly, it is important to differentiate the 

concepts related to the different technological methods used in art, because the debate 

about the status of art in these diverse kinds based on this differentiation leads us to 

different directions such as originality, anonymity, creativity, autonomy and so on.  

Andreas Kaplan and Michael Haenlein describe three stages of AI as Artificial Narrow 

Intelligence (ANI), Artificial General Intelligence (AGI) and Artificial Super 

Intelligence (ASI) (2019, p. 16). We generally face with ANI in our daily life, for 

example in Instagram filters ANI can detect the faces or you can make a voice search 

on Google because it can detect your voice and brings the Google results accordingly. 

ANI is limited in terms of what AI can do within the given algorithm. Since it cannot 

do something autonomously outside of its code, it is narrow and below human level 
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intelligence. The second stage they explain is AGI which is strong level AI of the 

future that is “able to reason, plan, and solve problems autonomously”, and the third 

level ASI “which are truly self-aware and conscious systems that, in a certain way, 

will make humans redundant.” (2019, p. 16).  

Margaret A. Boden and Ernest A. Edmonds explain that there are two methods that 

computers use to generate art; the first one is step-by step algorithms that are coded 

step-by-step to “do A, then do B, under certain conditions do C, otherwise do D etc.”, 

and the second one is rule-driven systems which means computers generate something 

as applying the pre-given rules such as “X must never equal W” (2010, p. 24). They 

claim that although in both step-by-step algorithms and rule-driven systems the 

outcome is unpredictable, the step-by-step method gives the feeling that the human 

programmer has the full control over the process and the outcome; on the other hand, 

in rule-driven systems it is possible to talk about a greater degree of autonomy of the 

program over its programmer since the system allows the machine to interpret the rules 

in contrast to the algorithmic way of coding (2010, p. 24).   

Boden and Edmond’s step-by-step algorithm can be shown as an example of expert 

systems. Kaplan and Haenlein state that expert systems are different than AI systems 

because they lack the ability to learn from the external data, so they are not autonomous 

but just follow the pre-determined rules in a specific context. As an example of expert 

systems, they give the example of Deep Blue which is a chess playing algorithm that 

beat the world chess champion Garry Kasparov (2019, p. 18). 

Apart from step-by-step algorithm-based systems, there can be given other examples 

for rule-driven system AI-generated arts. For example, “the Portrait of Edmond de 

Belamy” is a painting generated by using a machine learning algorithm, as fed by 

thousands of human portrait paintings, and constituted by learning and imitating those 

portraits. Another example is “Next Rembrandt”, a painting in the style of Rembrandt, 

generated by using machine learning algorithms that analyze Rembrandt’s existing 

works to generate a completely new portrait.  
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Figure 1: Portrait of Edmond de Belamy, 2018 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Next Rembrandt, 2016  
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3.3. Forms of Machine Art 

Boden and Edmonds make a categorization about new art forms which are intertwined 

with the technological developments.  They divide generative art into eleven 

categories which are “Ele-art, C-art, D-art, CA-art, G-art, CG-art, Evo-art, R-art, I-art, 

CI-art and VR-art” (2010, p. 27). It is important to differentiate that not every type of 

art created by digital tools are the same with respect to the process in which they were 

developed. Therefore, in this section I will give the main descriptions of these kinds 

of arts given by Boden and Edmonds.  

The first category they explain is Ele-art (electronic art) which is created with the 

implementation of electronic technology or electrical engineering (2010, p. 28). 

Kinetic sculptures are the examples of that category, such as Kinetic Rain which is a 

kinetic sculpture installed in Singapore Changi Airport.  

The second one, C-art, is “art in whose productive process computers are involved” 

(2010, p. 28). Analogue and digital computers can be used for developing C-art. When 

digital electronic technology is used such as music and video, it is called D-art (digital 

art). It is the broader category that includes C-art. Another category CA-art means that 

computer-aided or computer-assisted art which refers to the art that is generated by the 

computer which used as an aid (2010, p. 29).  For example, the artworks created by 

using some applications such as Procreate or Photoshop can be given as examples of 

CA-art. In this kind of art, the artist uses the digital aid as an equipment. For example, 

the digital pen can be used to produce a watercolor effect on the digital canvas, or the 

artist can use the same pen as if it were an oil paint brush while drawing in the 

application. So, the digital pen or the computer here is just tools to generate art.  

Another form is G-art which is generated art without the artist’s direct control at least 

in part (2010, p. 29). They say this form of art includes randomness in it parallel to 

Pollock paintings in physical environment or Haydn and Mozart’s dice-music that the 

order of the composed sentences decided by throwing dice (2010, p. 30). Although the 

artist has his/her direct intention while throwing the painting or dice, the exact result 

is not in their hands but a random conclusion. G-art is like that.  
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In this taxonomy, according to Boden and Edmonds, computer art and computer-

generated art are two distinct categories although they seem synonymous (2010, p. 

32). They make this categorization to put computer-generated art in a different place 

among other digital types of art because the philosophical problems concerning 

creativity, autonomy, agency, authenticity and the artist’s responsibility are gathered 

around this specific category, according to Boden and Edmonds (2010, p. 32). 

Boden and Edmonds define computer-generated art as follows:  

the artwork results from some computer program being left to run by itself, 

with zero interference from the human artist. The artist (or a more computer-

literate collaborator) writes the program, but does not interact with it during its 

execution. In effect, he/she can go out for lunch while the program is left to do 

its own thing (2010, p. 31). 

 

The most important point here in such model is that the end product, which is generated 

by the computer, is independent from the human artist’s interference; therefore, it is 

considered as artwork by the “hands” of the computer itself which is different than the 

outcome produced by just following the predetermined rules and coming up with a 

definite answer as a conclusion. This leads us to think about the autonomy of the 

computer program. In such case, it is not just a tool to produce something, but it does 

“its own thing.” Therefore, it is possible to think about the computer as a seemingly 

autonomous non-human artist parallel with the human artists who do “their own 

thing”, because in this scenario the final product is created as a result of the 

independent creating process of a non-human since the final output is not directly 

controlled or fully predicted by the human artist. This independence, however, does 

not amount to decision-making or intention, but reflects the generative structure of the 

system, which produces results that exceed the artist’s initial expectations.  

A compelling and concrete example of the computer-generated art can be found in the 

project of AI poet Deniz Yılmaz, conceived by the artist and researcher Bager Akbay. 

Akbay designs a generative algorithm programmed to write poetry, but once the 

system is initiated, he intentionally steps back, acting as the “computer-literate 

collaborator” described by Boden and Edmonds. The algorithm is left to process its 

data and generate its own verses with zero real-time interference from Akbay. 
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What makes Deniz Yılmaz an ideal example of this technological autonomy is how the 

system transcends the status of a mere passive tool to occupy the societal and 

institutional role of an actual artist. The algorithm is not just an invisible code 

producing text on a monitor, but a physical machine equipped with a robotic arm that 

mimics the human act of holding a pen and writing on paper. Because the system is 

designed to develop its own unique, imperfect handwriting, which is then physically 

executed by the robot’s movements, Deniz Yılmaz physically signs its own poetry 

books at fairs, publishes columns in a national newspaper, and maintains a simulated 

civic and artistic identity. Even though Akbay writes the foundational code, he cannot 

predict the exact metaphorical, syntactic, and structural choices the program will 

produce. The resulting poetry remains entirely the product of the machine’s 

independent generative process. Thus, Deniz Yılmaz demonstrates that when a 

computer program is left to do “its own thing,” it shifts from being a medium of human 

execution to an autonomous, non-human agent whose creative outputs demand to be 

encountered and evaluated on their own terms. 

3.4.  Can AI be considered as an Artist? Discussion on Autonomy and Creativity 

 

From all of these points, we come up with the very central question regarding 

aesthetics which aims to discuss whether artificial intelligence created “art” is really 

art or not. Some argue that machine created art is not really an art because the 

traditional understanding of art limits art with human intentional creation, and they 

claim that art is the expression of some emotions of the artists. They think that art is 

an end product of an artist who purposively makes an artwork with inner intention. 

Therefore, according to this point of view, what art is directly related to human 

expression, so art has a function that is the representation of the artist’s feelings. This 

perspective excludes machine art as genuine artwork, since machine does not have 

mental capabilities, such as having emotions or intentions to express. Thus, they 

discredit computer-generated art contrast to the artistic value of human art. 

A closely related argument regarding non-human art is it is not art because it is just a 

tool in the hands of the human artist. In other words, how a painter uses traditional 

mediums such as paints, brushes and canvases; digital software is also a tool to create 

some digital visual images by a human; so it is like any other artistic instrument used 
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for creating art by human agency. Aaron Hertzmann is one of the opponents of the 

idea that AI generated creations are genuinely art. He defines the artist as “the person 

who instigated and coordinated the work” and rejects the claim that a software system 

is called “an artist” (2020, p. 47). According to Hertzmann, computers can only be the 

tools for creating art by human and they do not create art on their own, so they do not 

have autonomy over the creation process, but they can merely serve as a medium, that 

is the human-engineered system following the given steps for the action of art creation 

by human agents (2020, p. 48). Therefore, he only valuates human beings as the real 

artists in contrast to the idea that computers can make art.  

However, this position becomes less convincing when we consider distinctions made 

within the philosophy of computational creativity. If we turn back to Boden and 

Edmond’s categories, the view that regards a computer merely as an artistic medium 

falls under the category of computer art rather than computer-generated art. As I stated 

before, according to the categorization made by Boden and Edmonds, computer-

generated art refers generally not to algorithmic but to rule-based or learning-based 

driven programs. Therefore, unlike computer art, the category of computer-generated 

art allows for a certain degree of autonomy on the part of AI, as its outputs are not 

directly controlled by the programmer but emerge through computational processes 

rather than step-by-step algorithmic instructions. (2010, p. 24). If it is possible to talk 

about the autonomy of AI, then its role can no longer be reduced to that of a mere 

brush or medium. Rather it would turn out to be more than just a painter’s brush on 

their hands and autonomous being.  

Another scholar who has expressed skepticism about the ability of computers to make 

art is Sean Dorrance Kelly. He evaluates the status of artworks in terms of the notion 

of creativity in the article on an online journal MIT Technological Review. According 

to Kelly (2019), creativity is always a human endeavor and it is more than novelty. He 

states that a machine only mimics what a human does, so it does not carry any 

originality or creativity by itself but gives only a similarity or mimicry of the human 

creation. Even when AI produces novel images, such novelty remains derivative and 

dependent on prior human creativity. Therefore, as long as we talk about human 

creativity, we can also talk about the creativity of the machine but as a mimicry, not 

an originality. Nevertheless, it is not considered as a genuine creativity as humans 
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have, according to Kelly. Thus, he discredits the idea that AI can be an artist, and he 

considers machine only as a tool that can at best reflect human creativity, but it cannot 

be an autonomous creative agent in its own right.  

The reason why Kelly appreciates human creativity is because it emerged as a way of 

thinking, not just a novelty. On the other hand, what AI does is not for asserting or 

criticizing something as a way of thinking. Therefore, actually creativity is a practical 

activity of thinking like questioning, conceptualizing, discussing, evaluating, 

analyzing which requires more than being novel. Novelty and uniqueness can also be 

the parts of this thinking activity of creativity, but they are not the only thing about the 

meaning of creativity. Kelly (2019) claims that a child can be novel by doing 

something that has not been done before, but coming up with something new is not the 

main concern of creativity; rather it is about its acceptance by the other people or the 

audience as creative. However, there is a problem in this view such that what if the 

audience do not find the artwork as creative but rather ridiculous? There are many 

examples of such scenarios in the art history that the artworks were not valuated in 

their own time but even devaluated. When they are valuated and accepted as creative 

by the other people, actually nothing has changed in the artworks themselves but the 

audience changed, so the artist could be thought as creative although in his/her time 

he/she was not accepted in this way. Similarly, maybe AI-generated art would be 

accepted as creative after years later. Therefore, if creativity is defined in terms of 

recognition and acceptance by an audience, its status is not intrinsic to the artwork but 

contingent upon cultural and historical conditions of its time.  

One of the research projects about machine creativity and art was done by Marian 

Mazzone and Ahmed Elgammal in 2019. They state that AI is more than a tool; it is a 

medium because it also includes “the range of possibilities and limitations inherent to 

the conditions of creation in that area of art” (2019, p. 8). They say about GANs trained 

artworks that AI imitates the given data and makes new things based on learning from 

the previous data, so the final production is not the product of the algorithm or the 

designer, since it imitates and makes something new based on imitation. Mazzone and 

Elgammal thinks that although the final product cannot be considered as art in terms 

of intention, the art making process itself is a conceptual art (2019, p. 3). Then, instead 

of a creative object as the final art product, they think that the process of generating 
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art by the medium of AI is the creative form of art. Similarly, according to the research 

conducted by Elzė Sigutė Mikalonytė and Marcus Kneer, although people judge both 

abstract and representational paintings made by AI and humans as art to the same 

extent, they are less willing to consider AI driven robots as artists, because they are 

unwillingly attribute mental capabilities to AI driven robots such as intention, desire 

or emotion (2022, p. 10).   

Mazzone and Elgammal also created a model for generating art called AICAN. Their 

aim is to understand how creativity processes work in AI and whether people 

appreciate and recognize AICAN’s generated art as art. They fed the algorithm with 

80K numbers of images from 5 centuries of Western art without specifying any style 

or genre, and the process was created through “creative adversarial network (CAN)” 

to achieve novelty (2019, pp. 3-4). Then AICAN produces something which is novel, 

and the choices it made are independent from the programmers or the algorithm, so 

this shows the creativity of AI in that sense. And if we turn back to Kelly’s argument 

that creativity is not only about novelty but acceptance by other people as so, Mazzone 

and Elgammal’s study refutes Kelly’s argument that AI cannot be creative.  

Mazzone and Elgammal trained AICAN for being novel but “not depart from too much 

from acceptable aesthetic standards” (2019, p. 3). They used a Turing test for studying 

whether the audience can recognize which artwork is created by a human artist or 

AICAN and the study showed that the people could not tell which one is human created 

and machine generated (2019, pp. 4-5). Also, in 2017 and 2018, they arranged art 

exhibitions which the outputs generated by AICAN were presented, and the people 

appreciated the artworks and the artist although they did not know that they were 

generated by AI (2019, p. 5). Then, the main question rises again: if AI generates art 

like a human artist and is accepted and appreciated by the audience, is there a reason 

to discredit AI generated art? It seems to me that they can be considered as art because 

we as humans also create art in the way that the data we’ve fed and come up with an 

output which is the artwork. Both human artists and AI systems take inspiration from 

the given data and produce something based on them. Therefore, in fact art is a kind 

of articulation for both of us while creating it. This notion is based on the idea which 

conceptualizes human creativity as the combination of existing concepts in ways that 

give rise to something new (Sawyer & Henriksen, 2024 & Cheng, 2022). Mingyong 
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Cheng states that “since AI-generated paintings are a combination of different past 

paintings (for instance the Faceless Portraits), they are creative since they bring 

together different ideas to come up with a new idea in a surprising and unpredictive 

way” (2022, p. 3).  

In that sense, it is possible to consider AI-generated images as creative in terms of their 

being outcome of the combination of the existing previous data and bringing them 

together which are not combined before by anyone else. Although creativity is 

evaluated as one of the highest features that enables human to be a human or a kind of 

a special ability specific to human (Sawyer & Henriksen, 2024, p. 3); creativity’s 

combinatory feature can also be valid for AI-made works which bringing different 

ways or concepts together to constitute a novel or original work.   

On the other hand, there are opposite points of views that evaluate computer generated 

art as an extension of the human artist’s mental thinking as a human creation 

(Humphries, 2003, p. 25). But still in this view too since the art produced by machine 

is actually seen as a product of a human mind that creates this machine, so it is 

evaluated within an anthropomorphic point of view.   

My aim is not to claim that AI generated art is superior to human art. However, if we 

cannot detect which work is created by human or machine, the difference is only a 

physical difference between us and the machine. Our creating process is also like a 

robotic creation because we have also a previous data set which can be the whole art 

history, and that shapes the creation process and artworks or our style. A machine 

creates it so quickly of course. Since the artistic value is constructed, both AI generated 

art and human art can be artistically valuable. Therefore, AI generated arts today can 

be a turning point in the art history and philosophy of art, and they both allow 

improvement of each other. These improvements in AI lead us to reconsider the 

definitions of the aesthetic concepts such as art, artist, autonomy, creativity and so on. 

3.4.1. Copyright, Authorship, Creativity and Legal Accountability 

Recent legal developments in the United States provide an important institutional 

context for debates on AI-generated art, creativity, and authorship. These cases reveal 

how deeply current legal frameworks remain grounded in human-centered conceptions 
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of artistic creation, and how AI-generated works challenge the limits of such 

frameworks. 

One of the most cited examples in this context is the Zarya of the Dawn case (2022), 

which concerned a comic book created by Kristina Kashtanova using the text-to-image 

system Midjourney for its visual illustrations. Although the U.S. Copyright Office 

(USCO) initially granted copyright registration for the work, it later partially revoked 

this protection. The Office clarified that copyright protection applies only to the text 

and the overall compilation authored by Kashtanova, but not to the AI-generated 

images themselves, on the grounds that copyright law protects only works created by 

human authors. The USCO emphasized that images generated autonomously by an AI 

system, even when prompted by a human user, lack the “human authorship” required 

for copyright protection. 

A similar example regarding copyright and authorship issue is Théâtre d’Opéra Spatial 

case. In 2022, Jason Allen’s AI-generated image, which is created by Midjourney, won 

first place in the digital art category at the Colorado State Fair and it caused widespread 

debate about the status of AI-generated art. In 2023, the USCO rejected Allen’s 

application for copyright registration for the second time. Despite Allen’s claim that 

he exercised creative control through extensive prompt engineering, selection, and 

iterative refinement, the Office concluded that these actions did not constitute 

sufficient human creative intervention. According to the USCO, the “essential 

expressive elements” of the work were determined by the AI system, therefore they 

excluded the image outside the scope of copyrightable human authorship.  

In January 2025, the USCO published a report about copyrightability of AI-generated 

art. According to the report, it is stated that the work can be registered for copyright 

protection, only if human creative contribution is sufficient enough to consider human 

as the author of the work. Otherwise, if the work created by an AI system without 

human creative input, it cannot be copyrighted. As it is seen in the example of Jason 

Allen’s Théâtre d’Opéra Spatial case, prompts alone are not considered as human 

creative control over the work. As it is stated by the U.S. Copyright Office Review 

Board (2023), Jason Allen said that he made revision on the prompts over 600 times 

but this is not enough to be considered authorship over the AI-generated work (p. 6). 
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This consideration remains consistent with the U.S. Copyright Office’s 2025 report on 

the copyrightability of AI-generated works, which emphasizes that “providing 

instructions to a machine and selecting an output does not equate to authorship” (2025, 

p. 21). 

 

               

 Figure 3: Image generated by Midjourney     Figure 4: Théâtre d’Opéra Spatial (after all 

revisions and edits) 

 

 

These decisions collectively underscore the legal system’s reluctance to recognize AI-

generated visuals as artworks in their own right, even when they are publicly exhibited, 

awarded, and aesthetically appreciated. 

Alongside these institutional decisions, artists themselves have increasingly turned to 

the courts to challenge the use of AI systems in visual art production. In January 2023, 

a landmark class-action lawsuit was filed in the U.S. District Court for the Northern 

District of California by three visual artists Sarah Andersen, Kelly McKernan, Karla 

Ortiz, on behalf of themselves and other artists, against Stability AI (developer of 

Stable Diffusion), Midjourney, and DeviantArt. The artists argued that these 

companies trained their generative AI models on vast datasets containing copyrighted 

artworks without consent, credit, or compensation. They claimed that AI systems that 

generate images “in the style of” living artists’ distinctive styles without permission, 

damage the artists’ ability to earn living, and and break copyright and fair competition 

laws. 

The legal trajectory of this case has been complex and is still ongoing. In late 2023, 

the federal court dismissed several of the original claims, particularly those brought 
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by artists who had not registered their works with the USCO, reinforcing the 

procedural importance of copyright registration in U.S. law. However, the court 

allowed Sarah Andersen’s claims against Stability AI to proceed, acknowledging that 

certain allegations, concerning the unlawful copying of copyrighted works during the 

training process, were regarded as legally plausible by the court. In 2024, the lawsuit 

was revised to strengthen the arguments related to copyright infringement and 

violations of the DMCA. The case has since moved forward, including into the 

discovery phase, and is considered an important test case for how generative AI in art 

may be regulated in the future. 

As noted earlier, one of the defendants of this ongoing class action lawsuit brought by 

Sarah Andersen and other artists is the AI platform DeviantArt. Despite the fact that it 

is explicitly stated in the prompt guidance of the platform, when users generate images 

“in the style of an artist,” they are expected to reference or credit the artist if the 

resulting image is published, ethical tensions persist at the level of actual use. In my 

own experience using DeviantArt’s image generation tool DreamUp, I attempted to 

generate images using prompts such as “a funny illustration including a joke about 

climate change similar to the style of Andy Warhol” (Figure 5) and “a funny 

illustration including a joke about climate change similar to the style of Sarah 

Anderson” (Figure 6). In some cases, the generated images included signatures bearing 

Anderson’s name or fabricated signatures, despite the fact that no signature was 

requested in the prompt. In other cases, no signature appeared at all. Even when such 

signatures are inconsistently produced, their occasional appearance raises serious 

ethical concerns. Assigning an artist’s name or signature to an AI-generated image that 

the artist did not create risks misattribution and undermines artistic authorship. 

An additional issue became apparent when I noticed that I had initially misspelled the 

artist’s surname as “Anderson” instead of “Andersen.” When I corrected the prompt 

to read “in the style of Sarah Andersen” or “similar to the style of Sarah Andersen,” 

the platform refused to generate any output, displaying a warning that certain words 

were not allowed and that violation of content policy could result in account 

suspension. However, when the same prompt was used with the misspelled name 

“Anderson,” the system generated images without any warning, sometimes even 

adding a signature reading “Sarah Anderson,” despite the absence of such a request. 
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Notably, the platform did not issue comparable warnings when referencing other well-

known artists such as Andy Warhol. Although the resulting images were not always 

successful in terms of aesthetic quality or fidelity to the intended style, this 

inconsistency reveals a deeper problem: the uneven enforcement of content policies 

and the unresolved ethical tension surrounding stylistic imitation, attribution, and 

consent. 

These examples illustrate why the use of copyrighted works and recognizable artistic 

styles without explicit permission continues to be perceived not merely as a legal issue, 

but as an ongoing ethical problem within contemporary AI-driven visual culture. 

While artistic influence and learning from prior works have always been integral to 

creative practice, there remains a crucial distinction between drawing inspiration and 

engaging in imitation that amounts to symbolic or economic appropriation. AI-

generated visuals thus occupy a contested space in which creativity, authorship, and 

accountability are still being actively renegotiated. 

 

 

      

Figure 51: Image generated by DreamUp, 2026   Figure 62: Image generated by DreamUp, 2026 

 

 
1 Prompt used for Figure 5: “a funny illustration including a joke about climate change similar to the 

style of Andy Warhol” 
 

2 Prompt used for Figure 6: “a funny illustration including a joke about climate change similar to the 
style of Sarah Anderson” 



 30 

 

Figure 7: Screenshot capturing the error message resulting from the prompt “a funny illustration

 including a joke about climate in the style of sarah andersen” on DreamUp, 2026 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8: Screenshot capturing the error message resulting from the prompt “a funny illustration

 including a joke about climate similar to sarah andersen” on DreamUp, 2026 

 

Overall, these cases reveal a striking asymmetry. On the one hand, AI-generated 

images can win art competitions, be exhibited in galleries, and be visually 

indistinguishable from human-made artworks. On the other hand, they remain largely 

excluded from legal recognition as copyrighted works, while simultaneously being 

accused of infringing upon existing copyrights. This paradox highlights a fundamental 

tension: AI-generated art is treated as insufficiently human to qualify for authorship, 

but sufficiently derivative to threaten human artists’ rights. 

Rather than resolving the question of whether AI can be an artist, these legal 

developments demonstrate that current copyright law continues to operate within a 

framework that prioritizes human intention, autonomy, and originality as defining 

criteria of art. As a result, AI-generated visuals occupy an ambiguous position: 

culturally visible and aesthetically operative, but legally constrained. This ambiguity 

does not merely reflect technical gaps in legislation, but it points to a broader 
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conceptual struggle over how creativity, authorship, and artistic labor should be 

understood in an era in which visual production is increasingly mediated by 

autonomous systems. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

CAN AI EXPRESS? REVISITING THE EXPRESSIVE THEORY OF ART 

 

 

In this chapter, I will examine whether artificial intelligence can genuinely be 

understood as expressive within the framework of the expressive theory of art. As 

argued in the previous chapters, generative AI has made it possible for machines to 

produce paintings, music, poetry, and other aesthetic objects that closely resemble 

human artworks. As AI-generated works increasingly occupy artistic and cultural 

spaces, they raise fundamental philosophical questions concerning the nature of 

creativity, expression, consciousness, and artistic authorship. While AI systems appear 

capable of producing aesthetically sophisticated artifacts, it remains unclear whether 

such productions involve genuine artistic expression or merely simulate its external 

appearance.  

This problem becomes especially significant when considered through the 

philosophies of Benedetto Croce and R. G. Collingwood, both of whom understand 

art primarily as an imaginative and expressive activity rather than the production of 

material objects. For Croce, art consists in intuition-expression, a spiritual and inward 

activity through which experience becomes fully articulated as expression. Similarly, 

Collingwood argues that art is not reducible to its physical manifestation but exists 

fundamentally as imaginative expression and the clarification of emotion within 

consciousness. In both accounts, artistic creation appears inseparable from subjective 

experience, intentionality, and inward mental activity. 

The emergence of AI-generated art therefore presents a direct challenge to expressive 

aesthetics. If art fundamentally depends upon consciousness and expressive 

subjectivity, then AI systems, which lack lived experience, self-awareness, and 
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emotional consciousness, would seem incapable of genuine artistic creation. Yet 

audiences often respond to AI-generated works as emotionally meaningful, 

aesthetically compelling, or even expressive. This creates a philosophical tension at 

the center of expressive theories of art: is expression grounded primarily in the 

conscious experience of the artist, or can expression emerge independently through 

the reception and interpretation of the audience? 

This chapter argues that AI art exposes unresolved tensions within the expressive 

theory of art itself. By comparing and contrasting Croce’s conception of intuition-

expression with Collingwood’s theory of imaginative and emotional expression, the 

chapter investigates whether expression necessarily presupposes consciousness or 

whether aesthetic expression may be separated from subjective experience under 

contemporary technological conditions. Ultimately, the discussion aims not merely to 

determine whether AI can create “real” art, but to reconsider the relationship between 

expression, consciousness, imagination, and aesthetic experience in light of artificial 

intelligence. 

4.1. Croce’s Expressive Theory of Art 

To understand the theoretical roots of artistic expressionism, which argues that a work 

of art is fundamentally an internal, mental phenomenon rather than a physical artifact, 

one must first examine Benedetto Croce’s overarching philosophical system. He 

divides all human conscious activity into four distinct layers or degrees. These four 

degrees are categorized under two primary axes: the theoretical (the realm of knowing) 

and the practical (the realm of doing) (1992, p. 61). 

According to Croce, within the Theoretical axis, the human spirit operates through two 

distinct modes of knowing: first, Aesthetics, which is the intuitive knowledge of 

individual things through the imagination; and second, Logic, which is the conceptual, 

universal knowledge of relations between things, forming the basis of philosophy and 

science (1992, p. 1). Within the Practical axis, the spirit manifests as Economics, 

which is action directed toward individual utilitarian ends, and Ethics, which is action 

directed toward universal moral ends. Each of these degrees governs a specific value 

system: Logic seeks truth, Economics seeks utility, Ethics seeks morality, and 

Aesthetics seeks beauty. 
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Crucially, Croce establishes a strict hierarchical rule within this system: higher layers 

depend on the lower ones, but the lower layers remain completely autonomous from 

the higher ones. Because Aesthetics sits at the absolute baseline of the Theoretical axis, 

it is the first, most primitive, and purest form of human consciousness. It is entirely 

independent of Logic, Economics, and Ethics. Therefore, evaluating a work of art 

based on whether it is scientifically true (Logic), financially useful (Economics), or 

morally good (Ethics) is a foundational philosophical error. For Croce, art is an 

autonomous form of spiritual activity that justifies itself solely through its own internal 

criteria. This radical independence is what Croce identifies as the true meaning behind 

the phrase “art for art’s sake” (1992, p. 59). 

By positioning this initial aesthetic layer as the baseline of all human spiritual activity, 

Croce completely redefines the boundaries of aesthetics, radically isolating art from 

external materiality, technical execution, and practical utility. His entire philosophical 

framework rests upon a revolutionary identity that serves as the cornerstone of his 

thought: intuition equals expression. In clarifying this conceptual identity, Croce 

emphasizes that “they are not two but one” (1992, p. 9), adding that “intuitive 

knowledge is expressive knowledge. […] To intuit is to express; and nothing else 

(nothing more, but nothing less) than to express” (1992, p. 11). 

Art, therefore, belongs strictly and exclusively to this independent realm of intuition. 

Crucially, Croce argues that an intuition is not a vague, formless feeling or a passive 

impression floating in the psyche. An impression only elevates to the status of an 

intuition when it is given a distinct form (1992, p. 17). However, it should be kept in 

mind that form and content, in Croce’s view, are inextricably linked rather than 

separate entities. He addresses the common confusion regarding these terms by stating: 

Some in fact use “content” to refer to expression, something internal to us 

(which, for us, is already form), and “form” to refer, rather, to the marble, the 

colours, the rhythm, the sounds (which, for us, are never form) (1992, p. 109). 

 

For Croce, giving form to an impression is the very act of expression. Therefore, true 

intuition is inherently and simultaneously expression; one cannot exist without the 

other. If an artist genuinely intuits a landscape, a poem, or a melody, that image is 

already fully articulated, formed, and aesthetically completed within their 
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consciousness. In that sense, a work of art is a conscious internal expression, regardless 

of whether it ever emerges externally as a painting on canvas, a tune played by a voice, 

or notes written on a page. 

These physical manifestations are merely secondary externalizations; the real artwork 

emerges before this material level. Consequently, physical objects are not the artwork 

itself, but rather technical tools manufactured to preserve the internal intuition and to 

stimulate a similar intuitive state in the minds of others. Because of this radical identity 

between thought and expression, Croce famously dismisses the idea that an intellectual 

concept, or the idea, can be brilliant but poorly executed. He claims that it is impossible 

for something to be well thought out but badly written, or badly written but well 

thought out. For him, what is aesthetically expressed is already complete within the 

mind. Therefore, a well-formed thought must naturally manifest as a well-executed 

expression; if something is poorly externalized, it is fundamentally because it was not 

well thought out in the first place (1992, p. 26). 

This perspective also shapes Croce’s definition of aesthetic value and beauty. For 

Croce, beauty is synonymous with successful expression; by extension, if an 

expression is unsuccessful, it fails to be an expression at all (1992, p. 87). To 

summarize this radical separation between the aesthetic and the material, Croce 

argues: 

It is customary to distinguish between the work of art which exists inside us 

and that which exists in the outside world: this way of speaking seems 

infelicitous to us, since the work of art (the aesthetic work) is always internal; 

and what is called the external work is no longer the work of art (1992, p. 57). 

Ultimately, by placing the reality of art entirely within the human mind, Croce 

establishes a strictly subjectivist framework. In this view, the physical world is reduced 

to a mere source of stimuli. Consequently, the true existence of the artwork is sustained 

exclusively within the boundaries of conscious experience. 

4.1.1. The AI as an Expressive Medium: Relocating Agency 

When viewing contemporary digital and autonomous creations through this structural 

Crocean view, a profound ontological challenge immediately arises. Since artificial 

intelligence lacks a conscious interiority, we cannot speak of an internal, spiritual 
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expression originating from an “AI artist.” At first glance, because the true artwork in 

Croce’s view is purely non-material, the absence of a conscious machine subject seems 

to dissolve the very possibility of art. However, this theoretical crisis prompts a critical 

paradigm shift if we position AI not as an autonomous creator, but as an exceptionally 

sophisticated, material-generating tool, fundamentally no different from a painter’s 

brush, a sculptor’s chisel, or a photographer’s camera. 

In this scenario, the aesthetic subject remains undeniably human, and the creative 

agency is merely relocated rather than destroyed. When a human user prompts an AI 

to generate a visual image, a poetic text, or a musical composition; the creative act is 

driven by an initial imaginative power that exists within the human mind before any 

digital output is rendered on the screen. The human mind senses a chaotic mixture of 

internal feelings and uses its expressive capacity to formulate a vision, translating this 

intuition into a textual prompt. It is true that the human prompter cannot foresee the 

exact pixel-by-pixel outcome or the precise algorithmic distribution of forms 

beforehand; yet, this unpredictable gap between internal intuition and external 

manifestation is a celebrated, historical reality across traditional art forms.  

To understand this concept clearly, one must realize that this unpredictable gap is not 

a flaw unique to digital artificial intelligence. In fact, it has always been a fundamental 

part of how artists interact with their mediums throughout history. In traditional art, 

the transformation of a mental image into a physical object is rarely a perfect, 

automatic copy. Instead, it is a continuous negotiation with the material world. When 

an artist begins to work, they naturally surrender a certain amount of control to the 

unique behavior and random resistance of their materials. Far from being a failure, this 

uncertainty is often welcomed and celebrated as the very soul of the creative process. 

This material dialogue is vividly evident in the history of modern art. A classic 

example is Jackson Pollock and his action painting technique. When Pollock stood 

over his canvas and flung liquid paint into the air, he could never predict the exact 

trajectory of every single drop or how gravity would pull the layers together. He did 

not fight this unpredictability; rather, he centered his entire artistic identity around it, 

turning chance into a creative partner. A similar dynamic occurs in analog 

photography. When a photographer presses the shutter button, a real-time gap exists 



 37 

between that specific moment and the final developed print. An unexpected bird 

entering the frame, a sudden gust of wind moving a subject’s clothing, or a minor 

chemical leak in the darkroom are elements completely absent from the photographer’s 

original mental plan. Therefore, these unexpected situations emerged in the moment 

of art creation without the initial intention of the artist cannot be considered as 

expressions in Crocean sense, they are merely accidental encounters. Yet, these 

accidental elements do not reduce the aesthetic quality of the final photograph; they 

elevate it, adding a layer of spontaneous life that the artist claims as part of their 

expression.   

This deliberate use of chance has a long history in generative art. In digital systems, 

“pure” physical randomness—like rolling dice—is usually replaced by “pseudo-

randomness,” that deterministic computer functions are started by a tiny, unpredictable 

trigger called a “seed” (McCormack et al., 2014, p. 138). Rather than destroying the 

artist’s intention, this digital chance serves different creative goals. For example, while 

John Cage used randomness to completely remove the artist’s ego from the final work, 

the composer Iannis Xenakis introduced randomness as “a necessary part of a willed 

product” (as cited in McCormack et al., 2014, p. 138). In Xenakis’s view, chance is 

not the enemy of intent; it is a calculated tool used to achieve a specific artistic vision.  

Furthermore, digital artists often use these slight, random variations to “humanize” the 

rigid, mathematical perfection of computer code, adding natural imperfections to an 

otherwise cold process (McCormack et al., 2014, p. 138). This is exactly how the 

interaction works in generative AI. The human prompter is not a passive spectator 

watching chaotic, random pixels. Instead, like Xenakis, the prompter uses the 

algorithm’s pseudo-randomness as a necessary partner to break the machine’s 

predictable patterns. By continuously selecting, filtering, and guiding these 

computational variations, the human user humanizes the digital output through a 

conscious, collaborative dialogue. 

Crucially, these accidental encounters are only a fraction of a much larger, universal 

reality: artistic creation is, from start to finish, a continuous and active process of 

decision-making. In reality, no artist simply transfers a frozen, pre-formed mental 

image onto a canvas without making subsequent changes. The actual process of 
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making art is a non-stop dialogue between the creator, the medium, and the emerging 

imagery. As a painter works, they are in a constant state of evaluation and hesitation. 

They decide to erase a specific line, making a shadow darker, adding an extra branch 

to a painted tree, softening a red tone that feels too overwhelming, or reshaping a 

figure’s gaze because the expression does not feel right yet. In short, the artist 

constantly draws, erases, repaints, and adjusts because they are seeking an aesthetic 

satisfaction. It is a cyclical process of trial, error, and refinement that continues until 

the artist finally looks at the work and thinks, “Yes, now that’s it!”  

From a Crocean perspective, this intense trial-and-error process can only be salvaged 

if it is entirely interiorized within the psyche. Croce would argue that these ongoing 

decisions and hesitations are actually a rapid chain of smaller, incoming intuitions. For 

him, every time an artist modifies a stroke or looks at a color, the physical canvas 

merely acts as an external stimulus that sends a new impression back to the mind, 

prompting the spirit to update its inner vision because intuition is expression. 

Therefore, in Croce’s view, the artwork is still completed internally at every 

instantaneous micro-moment of intuition, and the mechanical act of painting or erasing 

is just a passive recording of these shifting mental judgments. 

However, this extreme idealism reveals a massive theoretical vulnerability when 

confronted with the practical reality of both traditional painting and digital prompting. 

By locking the creative process entirely inside the mind, Croce ignores how the 

material medium contributes to the development of an artwork. The medium is not 

merely a passive vehicle for an already completed idea, but there is a dynamic relation 

between the medium and the thought in artistic creation process, and the medium itself 

participates in and transforms the creative process. This is precisely where the role of 

the human prompter in generative AI becomes theoretically identical to the traditional 

painter. A prompter does not just type a single text and passively receive a finished 

masterpiece; they engage in the exact same dialogue of satisfaction. The prompter 

reviews the AI’s initial output, realizes the composition needs more balance, and 

dynamically decides to change the vocabulary, adjust prompt weights, or regenerate 

specific details. In both realms, creation is not a clean, one-way street from a 

completed mind to a dead object. It is a real-time negotiation where the medium’s 
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feedback continually challenges, shapes, and actively co-authors the artist’s next 

creative move until that final moment of aesthetic satisfaction is achieved. 

If we view generative AI as an extension of this artistic unpredictability, the machine 

simply becomes a highly complex, non-human medium that introduces its own 

structural contingency. When a human creator inputs a prompt into an AI model, the 

machine’s failure to produce an exact, predictable replica of the user’s initial thought 

does not disqualify the process from being art. Just like Pollock’s reliance on gravity 

or the photographer’s reliance on light and chemistry, the human prompter relies on 

the algorithmic complexity of the digital medium. The machine introduces its own 

structural surprises, acting as a contemporary, non-human partner. Therefore, the 

unexpected visual outputs generated by AI do not make the work automated or 

“inhuman.” Instead, they represent a digital continuation of the same historical, 

material unpredictability that has enriched traditional art for centuries. The creative 

agency is not lost to the algorithm; it is simply mediated through a digital apparatus 

that responds to human intent. Therefore, the resulting artifact can still be interpreted 

as a manifestation of human consciousness, sustained entirely by the user’s creative 

choices, selection processes, and imaginative intent. 

4.1.2. The Strict Crocean Counter-Argument 

 

From a stricter, more orthodox Crocean perspective, one could argue that AI-generated 

outputs can never be elevated to the status of true art, regardless of how visually 

breathtaking or textually sophisticated they appear to the audience. For Croce, art is 

not defined by the external product, but by the absolute identity of the internal process 

that namely is the unity of intuition and expression. Thus, art is fundamentally a form 

of spiritual activity that requires a conscious, living mind capable of genuine intuition 

and emotional expression.  

AI possesses no inner life, no subjective consciousness, and no authentic volition; it 

does not “will” to express an existential state, nor does it possess an imaginative power 

(“fantasia”) to formulate a unique internal vision out of lived human experience, 

suffering, or joy. Instead, the machine operates strictly within the boundaries of 

statistical patterns, predictive algorithms, and the mechanical recombination of 
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existing human data. It does not look at the world to intuit it; it parses massive datasets 

to calculate probabilities. Consequently, because there is no living psyche to 

experience an initial intuition, the computational output cannot be considered a true 

expression. It merely mimics the external surface of expression without ever 

experiencing the internal phenomenon of intuition.  

To highlight this absolute supremacy of the conscious mind over mechanical 

execution, one can look to the historical examples that Croce himself recalls from the 

masters of the Italian Renaissance. To demonstrate that true creation occurs entirely 

within the intellect rather than through physical labor, Croce states that: 

… the person who is to be portrayed is placed before the artist as a world to be 

discovered. And Michelangelo used to say that “one paints with the brain not 

the hands”, and Leonardo scandalized the prior of the Convent of the Graces 

by standing for whole days at a time in front of The Last Supper without putting 

a brush to it, saying that “great geniuses do not so much work as use the mind 

to seek invention”. The painter is a painter because he sees what others only 

feel or glimpse but do not actually see (1992, p. 10).  
 

This historical defense of internal creation becomes a fatal critique when applied to 

artificial intelligence. When Leonardo stood before The Last Supper without moving 

his hands, the artwork was already expanding, shifting, and achieving aesthetic 

completion within his conscious spirit. The physical brushwork that followed was 

merely a practical necessity for externalization. Conversely, an AI model does the 

exact opposite: it undergoes no silent, internal contemplation, no spiritual struggles, 

and no moments of “seeking invention.” It remains completely dark inside until the 

exact moment it executes a mathematical function. 

This computational processing belongs strictly to Croce’s second layer of the spirit - 

Logic and Science. The algorithm operates through a conceptual framework built on 

mathematical relations, meaning that it can only categorize, slice, and reassemble 

existing aesthetic forms that have already been externalized by human artists in the 

past. Because Logic can never generate the primary, pre-conceptual intuition of the 

first layer, the machine is structurally barred from the realm of true art. It cannot create 

a form, but it can only calculate a formula. 
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In this light, calling an AI output “art” is a fundamental categorical error. It confuses 

a mechanically optimized simulation of form with the organic, deeply personal, and 

spiritually free act of human expression. A true expression is a reflection of a unique, 

living psyche navigating the weight of existence. When an algorithmic tool processes 

a prompt, there is no psyche, no emotion, and no subjective translation of reality. 

Therefore, while AI can generate infinitely complex physical artifacts or hyper-

realistic digital visuals, from a strict Crocean standpoint, these products remain 

aesthetically hollow shells—material objects entirely divorced from the conscious 

spiritual spring that makes art possible. They are simulations of expression without the 

foundational reality of intuition. 

4.1.3. The Material Resistance and the Fallacy of Perfect Externalization 

Nevertheless, this intersection with technological tools exposes a broader flaw in 

Croce’s radical dematerialization of art: it is virtually impossible to sever the artwork 

from its material execution. Croce’s assumption that an intuition is perfectly formed 

in the mind and merely copied onto the physical world ignores the active resistance 

and generative power of the medium itself. An artist does not simply transfer a pure 

mental image onto a canvas; the creative process is an ongoing dialogue with the 

material. The texture of the brush, the ratio of water to pigment, the weight of the 

paper, or the specific behavior of an algorithmic model—all these physical variables 

actively alter the final expression. 

This inseparability between the mind and the material is remarkably clear in the art of 

sculpture. For instance, when an artist works with clay or marble, their initial idea 

cannot exist in a vacuum separate from the medium. In reality, a sculptor does not hold 

a frozen, immutable image in their mind; instead, the physical reality of the medium 

constantly co-authors the idea. Alberto Giacometti’s famous long and thin figures are 

a perfect example of this. They were born directly from his struggle with wet clay. 

Because wet clay is soft and constantly collapses, Giacometti had to scrape it away, 

rebuild it, and change his vision in real time. Similarly, when working with marble, a 

sculptor might suddenly hit a hard vein inside the stone or cause an accidental crack. 

This unexpected situation forces them to change their plan instantly, altering the 

figure’s posture or the shape of its clothes right then and there. As I have stated before, 
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the medium is not a passive vehicle for an already completed idea; there is a dynamic 

relationship where the material itself participates in and transforms the creative 

process. 

Therefore, Croce’s claim that a successful expression is already complete in the mind 

before its material realization appears problematic. Such a view overlooks the extent 

to which artistic creation depends upon engagement with material conditions. We 

cannot ignore that the quality and characteristics of artistic materials can substantially 

influence the resulting work. Without experiencing these material realities, it is 

physically impossible to mirror a pure mental image onto the external world. In 

painting, for example, the availability and characteristics of the medium act almost as 

the primary deciders of the final artwork. Factors such as the texture and weight of the 

paper, the quality of pigments, the type of paint used (watercolor, acrylic, or pastel), 

the properties of brushes all affect the final image—all dictate what can and cannot be 

done. Additionally, the artist must constantly negotiate with the drying time between 

paint layers, or balance how colors blend together on the surface. 

Consequently, it is difficult to maintain that the artist sees exactly the same image in 

the mind that later appears on the canvas. The artwork emerges through a continuous 

interaction between the artist and the material medium rather than through the simple 

externalization of a fully formed mental image. Even the pressure applied by the 

artist’s hand can alter the visual outcome. In visual arts like painting and sculpture, we 

are forced to speak of a non-stop, physical interaction with the medium. 

This observation is particularly relevant to visual arts such as painting and sculpture, 

where the material medium continuously shapes and redirects the creative process. 

Music may appear to present a somewhat different case. In music, a composer can 

experience a different process: they can hear the melodies and harmonies inside their 

head before writing down a single note. They can imagine instrumental combinations, 

how different instruments sound together and turn a melody over in their mind. In this 

sense, the gap between mental conception and material realization may seem smaller 

than in the visual arts. 
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Of course, the composer might change a motif during the notation, rehearsal, or 

performance because it feels more beautiful with revisions. However, we do not see 

the same immediate, physical impact of the material in music as we do in painting. 

Music allows for a separation between the composition and the performance; a great 

piece of music can be performed across centuries, and while material quality affects 

the live execution, the underlying structure survives. Each performance introduces 

new interpretative elements, and factors such as the quality of instruments, acoustics, 

and performers can affect the audience’s experience of the work. A painting, on the 

other hand, is a singular, material product manufactured in a fixed moment. If the 

pigment fails or the brush slips, the expression itself is permanently altered. 

Even in writing, thoughts mutate on the page during the very act of inscription; a text 

may be rewritten a hundred times because the internal intuition is rarely, if ever, 

perfectly identical to the externalized word. The artwork emerges through a continuous 

interaction between the artist and the material medium rather than through the simple 

externalization of a fully formed mental image. Materiality is not a passive mirror; it 

is a co-creator. The medium is not a passive recipient of artistic intention but an active 

component of the creative process itself.  

4.1.4. Performative Art and Temporal Uniqueness 

Furthermore, Croce’s insistence on the absolute priority of inward intuition completely 

marginalizes the ontological weight of performance and live improvisation. In 

performing arts, such as theater or music, the aesthetic experience cannot be reduced 

to a dead text or a silent score. When watching a play or listening to a jazz ensemble, 

the audience is not merely decoding the historical intentions of a creator; they are 

experiencing a live, unrepeatable event driven by spontaneous creation. If art were 

merely a pre-formed, completed intuition within the artist’s mind, then improvisational 

jazz or experimental theater could not be categorized as art under a strict Crocean 

framework. Their very essence relies on the unpredictable immediacy of the moment, 

where the next musical note or dramatic gesture is born not in isolation, but in response 

to the physical space, the acoustics, and the energy of the room. 
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This theoretical limitation becomes terrifyingly evident in contemporary performance 

art, most notably exemplified by Marina Abramović’s performative work, Rhythm 0 

(1974). In this performance, Abramović stood passive for six hours, inviting the 

audience to use seventy-two objects placed on a table, ranging from a rose and wine 

to a razor blade and a loaded gun, upon her body in any way they chose. As the 

performance progressed, the audience’s behavior escalated into raw violence; they cut 

her clothes, gashed her skin, and even pointed the loaded weapon at her head. 

If the artwork existed only as a completed, perfect idea in Abramović’s mind before 

the event, the entire piece would collapse into a fallacy. She could not have predicted 

the crowd’s violent behavior. She certainly would not have willingly planned to 

experience such deep physical and psychological trauma. The artwork did not exist 

before the performance; it emerged dynamically through the active, unpredictable, and 

dangerous choices of the audience reacting to the material conditions provided. The 

expression was embodied in the live, relational catastrophe itself. Just as a sheet of 

music is not the same as the live concert, art is only fully realized when it enters the 

physical world. It requires a real-time encounter with an audience, a performative 

reality that Croce’s inward aesthetics completely misses. 

This problem is also clear in experimental music, like John Cage’s famous work, 4′33″ 

(1952). In this piece, Cage goes on stage, sits at a piano, and stays completely silent 

for four minutes and thirty-three seconds. They never play a single note. For Cage, the 

music is not a silent melody inside his mind. Instead, the real artwork is the accidental 

sounds in the room: people coughing, chairs moving, or the sound of rain outside the 

building. 

From a strict Crocean view, 4′33″ cannot be conceptualized as art. This is because 

Cage does not formulate an inner expressive vision to be externalized. Instead, he 

intentionally gives all control to the outside world. The art is not a copy of the 

composer’s thoughts; it is a live, unrepeatable event made by the room itself. Cage 

proves that art can come directly from the unexpected sounds of reality, not just from 

inside human consciousness. 
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In conclusion, both performance art and experimental music demonstrate that artistic 

expression cannot always be understood as the externalization of a fully formed 

intuition completed within the artist’s mind. Rather, artistic meaning may emerge 

through an ongoing interaction between the artist, the material world, chance, and the 

audience. The work is therefore not simply the realization of a finished mental content 

but the outcome of a creative process that remains genuinely open until its completion. 

This openness is precisely what becomes significant for AI-generated art. The creative 

process of working with generative AI similarly contains an “unpredictable gap” 

between the artist’s initial intention and the final visual production. This gap should 

not be understood merely as a technological limitation or the consequence of 

algorithmic uncertainty. Instead, it functions as a space of creative possibility, 

comparable to the unpredictability of an audience in performance art or the accidental 

sounds that constitute John Cage’s 4′33″. When we look at artificial intelligence 

through this lens, the “unpredictable gap” of the algorithm stops being a problem. Just 

as Abramović uses the chaotic reactions of the crowd, and Cage uses the random 

sounds of a room, the contemporary digital artist uses the unexpected outputs of AI. 

In all these examples, the essence of art is not a pre-formed, perfect idea. It is a 

dynamic process where human intention meets the wild, unpredictable nature of 

reality. In each case, the final work is not fully determined in advance but gradually 

emerges through a process of interaction with an element that resists complete artistic 

control. 

Consequently, the unpredictable gap introduced by generative AI challenges Croce’s 

conception of artistic expression as the externalization of an already completed inner 

intuition. Artists working with AI do not simply translate a finished mental image into 

a visual form. Rather, they engage in a dialogical and iterative process of prompting, 

interpreting, selecting, rejecting, and refining AI-generated outputs until the work 

gradually acquires its artistic identity. The algorithm itself is not an expressive subject, 

but the unpredictability it introduces becomes an integral component of the creative 

process. In this respect, AI-generated art resembles other contemporary artistic 

practices in which artistic meaning emerges through an encounter between human 

intentionality and forms of contingency that cannot be fully anticipated in advance. 
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4.2. Collingwood’s Expressive Theory of Art 

Building on Croce’s theory of art as expression, Collingwood develops a closely 

related but more analytically detailed account of artistic experience. As discussed in 

the previous section, Croce situates art at the most fundamental level of metaphysics, 

identifying it with intuition and expression prior to conceptual thought. In a similar 

vein, Collingwood also rejects the reduction of art to intellectual abstraction or 

mechanical production. To establish a true definition of art, Collingwood first 

systematically clears away common social misunderstandings by defining what art is 

not. 

In The Principles of Art, Collingwood argues that the word “art” is heavily misused in 

modern society. His primary mission is to separate true art from craft, a confusion he 

names the “technical theory of art.” A craft always involves a calculated, mechanical 

process where the maker holds a clear blueprint of the final product before even 

beginning. For instance, a shoemaker knows exactly what a shoe will look like and 

uses specific tools to transform passive raw materials into that pre-planned shape. 

Moreover, they are produced as a means to an end which is the demand of the 

consumers; so they are not produced for the sake of themselves, but for the sake of a 

particular end (1969, p. 18). True art, however, has no preconceived blueprint; it is a 

blind process of emotional discovery. 

Following this logic, Collingwood explicitly distinguishes art proper from two other 

technical manipulations: “Art as Amusement” and “Art as Magic.” The defining line 

between true expression and these technical simulations lies in the direction and 

purpose of the emotion involved. 

For Collingwood, amusement art is a calculated commercial or social construction. In 

this setup, the creator treats the medium as a psychological tool to trigger a predictable, 

pleasurable, and temporary emotion in the audience. Its primary purpose is escapism 

or entertainment. The “artist” here is actually a craftsman who already knows the exact 

emotional blueprint required to satisfy the audience. Crucially, Collingwood notes that 

amusement art does not help the audience understand their true inner states; instead, it 
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acts as a temporary distraction, allowing them to discharge an emotion without 

experiencing any genuine cognitive or emotional self-discovery. 

Unlike amusement, which serves as an escape from real life, “Art as Magic” is deeply 

tied to practical, real-world utility. Collingwood does not use the word “magic” in an 

occult sense; rather, he refers to any creative production designed to generate a 

specific, calculated emotion that serves a social, political, or practical function. 

Examples include a patriotic anthem designed to inspire national unity, a religious 

hymn meant to evoke reverence, or a political poster crafted to fuel anger against an 

enemy. All have a pre-determined purpose in order to evoke some feelings or actions 

for a certain group of audience.  

For Collingwood, both amusement and magic are deeply manipulative, mechanical 

processes. They are structurally barred from the realm of genuine art because they fail 

the ultimate test of expressionism: they do not discover emotion, but they calculate it. 

In both cases, the creator behaves like an engineer who selects specific inputs (a certain 

musical key, a specific color palette, a sentimental cliché) to manufacture a guaranteed, 

pre-planned emotional output in the receiver. 

4.2.1. The Linguistic Foundation: From Emotion to Idea 

Rather than reducing art to a mechanical craft, Collingwood defines it through an 

intrinsically conscious dimension: art is expression of emotion through imagination. 

This aesthetic starting point creates a deep parallel between Collingwood and Croce. 

Both philosophers place art at the absolute base of human consciousness. For Croce, 

art is a pre-conceptual layer of the spirit that comes before abstract logic. Collingwood 

shares this exact view, arguing that human consciousness begins with raw sensations 

and deep emotional undercurrents. 

According to Collingwood, language is the primary vehicle that carries these raw 

emotions upward into the realm of clear ideas. However, to understand this transition, 

one must recognize that Collingwood defines language far more broadly than modern 

linguistics. Language does not start as a cold, academic collection of abstract 

grammatical rules or scientific concepts. Rather, it begins as a bodily, emotional 
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expression including a system of gestures, vocal inflections, and physical movements. 

Long before a human being learns to speak formal words, they express their inner 

world through the tone of a cry, the tension in their shoulders, or the rhythm of a breath. 

Collingwood argues that every true language is originally a form of gesture. It takes 

our blind, chaotic, and psychical feelings and transforms them into conscious 

imaginations. Therefore, at its very core, language is not a technical system invented 

by scientists to explain general facts or analyze the external world; it is an expressive 

activity designed to give form to unique emotions. 

As a result, Collingwood collapses the traditional boundary between art and language: 

language in its original, uncorrupted state is poetry. He states that “good philosophy 

and good poetry are not two different kinds of writing, but one; each is simply good 

writing” (1969, p. 298). This is because art is not only a simple communication tool 

for the artist, but the artist discovers what they feel through that process of creating 

art. Language and world-making become completely identical in this aesthetic act. To 

express is to bring both the self and the environment into conscious existence. As 

Collingwood profoundly concludes: 

Theoretically, the artist is a person who comes to know himself, to know his 

own emotion. This is also knowing his world, that is, the sights and sounds and 

so forth which together make up his total imaginative experience. … His world 

is his language. What it says to him it says about himself; his imaginative vision 

of it is his self-knowledge (1969, p. 291).  

 

By anchoring the artwork within this linguistic self-knowledge, Collingwood elevates 

the creative act far beyond mechanical production. The artist’s imaginative vision is 

not a passive mirror of an external reality, nor is it a calculated combination of signs; 

it is the fundamental site where human consciousness encounters, names, and 

understands its own existence. 

 It is only later, through the secondary intervention of the intellect, that language 

becomes “intellectualized” into dead, abstract formulas used for scientific or logical 

analysis. True art, therefore, is a return to this primary linguistic layer where speech 

and emotional expression are completely identical. 
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To illustrate this profound difference between dead, intellectualized language and 

living, expressive poetry, one can examine a powerful linguistic transformation from 

contemporary Turkish popular music. Consider the simple, logical sentence: “Snow is 

white” (“Kar beyazdır.”). In its isolated form, this is a cold, scientific statement of 

fact. It uses language purely as an abstract tool to describe a universal, objective truth 

about nature. It triggers no deep emotional movement; it is merely a logical 

proposition. 

However, in the iconic Turkish song written by Tayfun Duygulu and famously 

performed by Kerim Tekin, this cold logic is shattered by adding a single, haunting 

word at the end: “Snow is white, death...” (“Kar beyazdır ölüm”), which poetically 

translates to the inverted meaning of “Death is snow-white.”  

By simply introducing the word “death,” the sentence instantly mutates. It ceases to 

be a general fact or a scientific description. The entire tone, weight, and cadence of the 

language shift from an objective proposition into a deeply singular emotional gesture. 

The language is no longer communicating an external fact; it is discovering and giving 

form to a heavy, unspoken psychic state of grief and romance. Through this artistic 

intervention, the universal concept of snow is completely individualized, captured in 

a one-of-a-kind emotional moment. This simple yet radical shift beautifully proves 

Collingwood’s core point: true art does not live in the logical manipulation of abstract 

concepts, but in the primary, expressive power of language to make our deepest 

emotional unrest conscious. 

Thus, Collingwood’s account of language has important implications for the present 

discussion of AI-generated art. If language is fundamentally an expressive activity 

through which human beings become conscious of their own emotions, then artistic 

creation necessarily presupposes a subject capable of self-understanding. This 

immediately raises a difficulty for generative AI. Although contemporary AI systems 

are capable of producing linguistically sophisticated prompts and visually compelling 

images, they do not employ language as a process of emotional self-discovery. Their 

linguistic operations remain computational rather than experiential. Consequently, 

from a Collingwoodian perspective, AI-generated images cannot be regarded as 

genuine artistic expressions, regardless of their visual complexity or aesthetic quality. 
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4.2.2. Objective Properties versus Imaginary Experience 

Because art is an imaginative activity rather than a physical production, Collingwood 

makes a vital distinction between the objective, sensuous properties of an object and 

the subjective, non-sensuous experience of art. On the one hand, an object possesses 

objective, sensuous properties such as specific wavelengths of color on a canvas or the 

physical vibrations of sound waves in the air. Anyone with working senses, or even a 

scientific instrument, can detect and measure these physical elements. However, 

simply perceiving these physical data does not constitute an aesthetic experience. As 

Collingwood notes: 

Any one having the use of his senses could see all colours and shapes that a 

picture contains, and hear all the sounds which together make up a symphony; 

but he would not on that account be enjoying an aesthetic experience (1969, p. 

149). 

To expand on this view, Collingwood argues that a painting is far more than the 

physical marks we see on the canvas. The true artwork does not live on the dead, 

material surface of the medium. When an artist paints, they do not merely place raw 

pigment on a cloth; rather, they use these physical elements as a bridge to embed an 

imaginary experience within the encounter. The physical object is merely a stimulus. 

He states as follows:  

Certainly we find the colours there in the painting; but we find them only 

because we are actively using our eyes. …We bring our powers of vision with 

us, and find what they reveal. Similarly, we bring our imaginative powers with 

us, and find what they reveal: namely, an imaginary experience of total activity 

which we find in the picture because the painter had put it there (1969, pp. 150-

151).  

To access the actual work of art, the spectator cannot remain a passive consumer. The 

audience must actively use their own imaginary power to project non-sensuous 

meaning onto the physical object. For instance, when we look at a portrait, our eyes 

see flat patches of oil paint, but our imagination perceives a living human presence, a 

psychological depth, or an emotional weight. These emotional depths are non-

sensuous properties; they cannot be found in the chemical makeup of the paint, yet 

they are the very essence of the artwork. 
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This formulation brings the experience of the spectator remarkably close to the 

experience of the artist. The audience does not just decode a finished, dead product; 

they use their own imagination to actively replicate and recreate the original expressive 

act of the creator. In a way, Collingwood turns the audience into a co-creator. The 

physical canvas or the digital screen acts as a shared space where the creative 

imagination of the artist and the interpretive imagination of the audience meet on the 

same aesthetic frequency. Without this active, imaginative response from the viewer, 

the physical object remains nothing more than a collection of colors and shapes, 

stripped of its status as art. The profound implications of this communicative alliance 

between creator and viewer will be contextualized further in the following chapters. 

4.2.3. Art as the Expression of Singularity 

This imaginative recreation is an absolute necessity, because art always deals with the 

singular, unique, and unrepeatable that create a profound ontological contrast with the 

methods of science and intellect. 

The primary engine of science is abstraction. To understand the physical world, 

science must strip away the unique, accidental, and individual characteristics of objects 

to reach the universal. For instance, when a scientist formulates the concept of an 

“apple” within the laws of botany, they intentionally ignore the specific bruising on a 

particular skin, the exact angle of a single stem, or the way a specific shadow falls 

upon it. Science requires a universal rule; it reduces individual things to mere examples 

of a general category. In this process of abstraction, the living uniqueness of the object 

is completely discarded to serve a broader, generalized truth. “Apple” in that sense is 

a general term or a conceptual category; it does not concern with the characteristics of 

singular apples.  

On the other hand, art, conversely, operates in the exact opposite direction. It 

completely rejects generalization to capture a one-time, non-reproducible reality. 

When Paul Cézanne spends weeks painting a simple basket of apples, his objective is 

not to explain the universal laws of vegetation, nor is he trying to present a general 

definition of fruit for the viewer’s intellect. Instead, Cézanne is discovering and 

expressing this specific cluster of apples, placed under this specific, fleeting morning 
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light, resting on this exact wrinkled tablecloth, at this precise, unrepeatable moment in 

human time. 

For Collingwood, the artist does not abstract; the artist individualizes. He emphasizes 

that notion as follows: 

Art is not indifferent to truth; it is essentially the pursuit of truth. But the truth 

it pursues is not a truth of relation, it is a truth of individual fact. The truths art 

discovers are those single and self-contained individualities which from the 

intellectual point of view become the ‘terms’ between which it is the business 

of intellect to establish or apprehend relations (1969, p. 288). 

The emotion expressed in an art proper is not a general category of feeling (like a 

generic concept of “sadness” or “beauty”), or a representation, or a symbol; rather a 

highly specific, singular emotional state tied entirely to that unique creative act. It is a 

kind of an expression that can never happen twice in the history of existence. If the 

brush slips, or if the light shifts even a fraction of a degree, that specific expression is 

lost forever or it can be evaluated as another kind of expression specific for that 

moment. Therefore, while science freezes the world into static, universal concepts, art 

captures the living, breathing singularity of a moment, proving that the true value of 

life and creativity resides not in the general rule, but in the irreducibility of the 

individual experience. 

4.2.4. The Indispensable Role of the Audience 

 
Both Croce and Collingwood’s expressive theories of art argue that the physical object 

is not the artwork itself, but it is merely the medium through which artistic expression 

becomes accessible. They argue that the essence of art is located not in the external 

artifact itself but in the imaginative and expressive activity of the artist’s mind. 

However, a profound ontological tension emerges from this position: if expression 

remains entirely confined within the artist’s consciousness, without encountering a 

subject capable of recognizing it, it becomes difficult to explain how the artwork can 

meaningfully exist as art. From a critical standpoint, if the true masterpiece resides 

exclusively within the inaccessible boundaries of the artist’s mind, the aesthetic 

community is left with nothing to evaluate. We cannot enter the artist’s mind; we 

require the physical output to engage in the act of aesthetic judgment. 
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Therefore, even if one accepts this position that prioritize the artist’s mind as 

expressive work of art but not the material object, the role of the audience still remains 

indispensable. Without an “intelligent” audience capable of receiving and 

reconstructing the expressive content of the work, there would be no medium through 

which the artist’s imagination could become communicable or aesthetically 

meaningful. If there is no subject capable of reflecting upon and responding to the 

artist’s imaginative activity—of entering, so to speak, into the same imaginative or 

emotional “frequency”—then it becomes difficult to speak of the artwork as fully 

existing in an aesthetic sense. In such a case, the work could neither be recognized, 

experienced, nor evaluated as art at all. Therefore, even if the artwork originates within 

the consciousness of the artist, its realization as art ultimately depends upon an 

encounter with an audience capable of reconstructing and apprehending its expressive 

work.  

This tension becomes especially visible in Collingwood’s account of artistic 

experience. He states as follows: 

… His (artist’s) business is not to produce an emotional effect in an audience, 

but, for example, to make a tune. This tune is already complete and perfect 

when it exists merely as a tune in his head, that is, an imaginary tune. Next, he 

may arrange for the tune to be played before an audience. Now, there comes 

into existence a real tune, a collection of noises. But which of these two things 

is a work of art? Which of them is the music? …the music, the work of art, is 

not the collection of noises, it is the tune in the composer’s head. The noises 

made by the performers and heard by the audience, are not the music at all, 

they are only means by which the audience, if they listen intelligently (not 

otherwise), can reconstruct for themselves the imaginary tune that existed in 

the composer’s head (1969, p. 139). 

 

Although Collingwood argues that the true artwork exists as an “imaginary tune” 

within the composer’s mind rather than in the physical sounds themselves, he 

simultaneously emphasizes the importance of the listener’s “intelligent” participation. 

The audience does not passively receive a completed object; rather, it actively 

reconstructs the imaginative content of the work. Consequently, artistic expression 

appears to depend not solely upon the artist’s inward experience but also upon the 

possibility of its successful transmission and recreation within the consciousness of 

another subject. In this sense, the audience becomes constitutive rather than merely 
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secondary to it. Without an encounter between the expressive intention of the artist 

and the interpretive activity of the audience, the artwork risks remaining incomplete 

or inaccessible as art.  

To clarify this interdependence, one might consider the status of a musical score. One 

may argue that a musical composition that has never been performed or heard cannot 

fully function as music in the aesthetic sense, even if it exists as notation on paper or 

as an idea within the composer’s consciousness. The score may represent the physical 

externalization of the composer’s imagination, yet performance remains necessary for 

the realization and communication of the work. Furthermore, the performance itself 

introduces a multi-layered interpretive dimension: a poor performance may fail to 

communicate the expressive content intended by the composer, while a successful 

performance, combined with an attentive and capable audience, allows a fuller 

realization of artistic expression. An analogy may clarify this relational existence 

further. An empty glass and an empty flowerpot may appear visually similar as simple, 

cone-shaped physical objects, but their distinct identities and meanings emerge only 

through their relation to human use and interpretation. Similarly, a musical 

composition acquires its status as music not solely through its existence within the 

composer’s mind but through its encounter with listeners capable of recognizing and 

reconstructing its expressive significance. Thus, while Croce and Collingwood 

privilege the inward dimension of artistic creation, their theories implicitly depend 

upon the audience’s participatory role in bringing expression into aesthetic existence. 

To resolve this tension between the internal creation of art and its public existence, 

Collingwood moves deeper into his linguistic foundation, arguing that the aesthetic 

activity is fundamentally identical to the activity of speaking. Crucially, speech cannot 

be conceptualized in a vacuum; it requires a structural counterpart. As Collingwood 

notes, speech is genuinely speech only when it is both spoken and heard (1969, p. 317). 

While an individual can certainly speak to themselves and act as their own listener, 

what they say internally is not a locked secret. In principle, any internal speech must 

be capable of being communicated to anyone who shares the same language (1969, p. 

317). This linguistic reciprocity shows that the inward presence of an aesthetic 

experience does not mean the audience is irrelevant. Collingwood bridges this gap 

through an analogy of human relationship as follows: 
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This is not inconsistent with the doctrine, stated else-where in this book, that 

the aesthetic experience or aesthetic activity is one which goes on in the artist’s 

mind. The experience of being listened to is an experience which goes on in 

the mind of the speaker, although in order to its existence a listener is 

necessary, so that the activity is a collaboration. Mutual love is a collaborative 

activity; but the experience of this activity in the mind of each lover taken 

singly is a different experience from that of loving and being spurned” (1969, 

pp. 317-318). 

 

Through this comparison, Collingwood establishes that art is an inherently 

collaborative activity. Even though the aesthetic experience takes place within the 

individual mind of the artist, the presence of the listener is a necessary prerequisite for 

that specific experience to exist at all. Just as the internal experience of mutual love 

cannot exist without a real, responding partner, the internal experience of artistic 

expression changes fundamentally when it is met with an intelligent audience rather 

than an empty, indifferent world. 

By defining art as a collaborative event, Collingwood completely rejects the Romantic 

myth of the isolated genius who creates art for purely private satisfaction. He argues 

that the artist’s primary task is to express emotions, and they can only express the 

emotions they genuinely feel themselves. However, if these emotions were entirely 

unique to the artist and shared by no one else, no external audience could ever judge 

or understand the validity of the expression. To clarify this view, following paragraph 

of Collingwood is helpful: 

The artist’s business is to express emotions; and the only emotions he can 

express are those which he feels, namely, his own. …If they are his own and 

no one else’s, there is no one except himself who can judge whether he has 

expressed them or not. If he attaches any importance to the judgment of his 

audience, it can only be because he thinks that the emotions he has tried to 

express are emotions not peculiar to himself, but shared by his audience, and 

that the expression of them he has achieved… is as valid as it is for himself. 

…his artistic labour not as a personal effort on his own private behalf, but as a 

public labour on behalf of the community to which he belongs. ... It is a labour 

in which he invites the community to participate (1969, pp. 314-315). 

Therefore, if an artist values the judgment and reaction of their audience, it is precisely 

because they realize that their emotions are not an isolated, idiosyncratic anomaly. 

Instead, the artist serves as an articulate consciousness for the community, because 

he/she acts as a catalyst through whom the unexpressed feelings of the spectator find 
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objective form. They experience the blind, chaotic, and unvoiced emotional 

undercurrents of their community, and through their artistic labor, they lift these shared 

tensions into conscious, linguistic clarity. Collingwood redefines the nature of artistic 

production as a collaborative experience and a communicative activity between the 

community or the audience and the artist.  

As it is understood from the paragraph above, true art for Collingwood is an invitation 

to a shared imaginative space. The artist does not stand above the community, nor do 

they look down on the audience as passive consumers of a finished product. Instead, 

the artist provides the linguistic and visual tools through which the community can 

finally understand its own inner life. When the audience intelligently reconstructs the 

artwork, they are not engaging in a detached academic exercise; they are participating 

in a public labor of self-discovery. 

4.2.5. The Hermeneutic Bridge: From Expression to the Fusion of Horizons 

I argue that this implicit demand for a participatory “intelligent” reader or listener 

within expressive theory mirrors Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics, specifically 

his concept of the “fusion of horizons,” which I shall elaborate in the following chapter 

in more detail. The act of intelligent listening or viewing requires the audience to bring 

their own historical and cultural horizon into an active dialogue with the creator’s 

horizon, which is structurally mediated through the performance or the material object. 

Understanding only becomes possible when these two distinct perspectives intersect; 

without this fusion, genuine interpretation cannot take place. So, it can be said that the 

audience’s intention to understand the art is also essential.  

Key to this intersection is the shared linguistic and emotional landscape that 

Collingwood highlights. When Gadamer speaks of the “horizon,” he is referring to the 

shared historical and linguistic framework that allows meaning to occur. This directly 

mirrors Collingwood’s insistence that the artist’s voice must resonate with a 

community sharing the same language and emotional undercurrents. Without this 

common ground, the dialogue collapses, and the bridge between horizons cannot be 

built. 
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However, at this exact juncture, a crucial philosophical divergence occurs between the 

two frameworks. While Collingwood views this interpretive encounter as a literal, 

psychological reconstruction that the listener attempts to replicate the exact psychic 

state or original intent within the composer’s mind; an alternative conception of 

interpretation can also be considered.  As will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 

5, Gadamer rejects such a model of psychological reproduction. For Gadamer, 

understanding is never a passive recovery of a dead past or a simple emulation of the 

author’s mind. Instead, it is a productive, ongoing event. The fusion of horizons does 

not mean the audience loses themselves in the composer’s original consciousness; 

rather, it creates a new, shared meaning that belongs strictly to neither the composer 

nor the audience alone. 

Ultimately, while both the expressionist and the hermeneutic traditions agree on the 

absolute necessity of the audience’s active intention to understand, they differ 

fundamentally on the trajectory of interpretation: for Croce and Collingwood, the 

aesthetic experience is a backward-looking restoration of the artist’s original thought, 

whereas, as will be elaborated in Chapter 5, for Gadamer, it is a forward-looking 

creation of a new interpretive space. 

4.3. Can AI Express?   

Applying a Crocean and Collingwoodian framework to contemporary digital 

aesthetics reveals why artificial intelligence ultimately fails to meet the criteria for 

genuine artistic creation. Although contemporary AI systems are capable of generating 

paintings, music, poetry, and other aesthetically sophisticated objects, expressive 

theories of art define artistic creation in a way that appears inseparable from 

consciousness, imagination, and subjective experience. From the perspectives of both 

Croce and Collingwood, the essence of art lies not in the external object itself but in 

the inward expressive activity preceding its material manifestation. Consequently, 

while AI can simulate the formal appearance of art with mathematical precision, it 

operates under structural limitations that, from both Crocean and Collingwoodian 

perspectives, disqualify its outputs from holding true aesthetic status. 
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To fully grasp the structural impossibility of generative AI entering the realm of 

genuine expression under Croce’s framework, one must re-examine his system of 

theoretical activity and practical activity distinction. As delineated in the earlier 

sections of this thesis (4.1. Croce’s Expressive Theory of Art), Croce maps all mental 

activities into a strict fourfold matrix: the Aesthetic and the Logical under the 

theoretical activity; the Economic and the Ethical under the practical activity. 

Recalling this previously established foundation, a crucial ontological distinction must 

be emphasized here between the first two theoretical layers to understand the limits of 

technology. 

The first level of the theoretical activity is aesthetic domain. As previously discussed, 

this is the absolute foundation of consciousness, characterized by pure intuitive 

knowledge. It deals exclusively with the individual and the singular, functioning 

entirely prior to and independent of intellectual concepts, rules, or relations. To 

undergo an aesthetic experience is to perceive a unique impression before it is 

categorized, analyzed, or generalized by the intellect. This radical division between 

the immediate, sensory encounter with the singular and the later, reflective analysis of 

the universal is the cornerstone of Croce’s epistemology. As Croce states: “there are 

two pure and fundamental forms of knowledge: the intuitive and the conceptual; Art, 

and Science or Philosophy. …Intuition gives us the world, the phenomenal: conceptual 

knowledge gives us the noumenal, the Spirit” (1992, p. 35). 

By anchoring art strictly within this first, intuitive form of knowledge, Croce positions 

the aesthetic experience as a direct apprehension of the phenomenal world in its 

unmediated, singular state. Before the mind can build concepts, construct logic, or map 

out statistical relations, it must first intuit the individual phenomenon. Therefore, art 

is fundamentally non-conceptual and resistant to any intellectual deconstruction. To 

expect a computational or rational system to capture this essence is to misunderstand 

the very nature of art. As Croce further clarifies: 

Anyone who goes into a picture gallery, or sets out to read a series of poems, 

can, after having read and looked, proceed further and investigate the nature of 

things expressed in them. So these pictures and these compositions, each of 

which is an individual that cannot be grasped by the operations of logic (1992, 

p. 40). 
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The logical domain is the second level under the theoretical activity. Conversely, this 

domain operates through conceptual thought, shifting from the singular to the 

universal. It analyzes the relations between concepts, sorting reality into abstract 

categories, definitions, and general laws. 

In terms of Crocean perspective, the artistic creative limitation of AI is rooted in the 

indivisible unity of intuition and expression because art is fundamentally intuition-

expression, an exclusive property of the aesthetic domain. Artistic creation does not 

consist in the production of physical artifacts but in the inward clarification and 

expression of intuition within consciousness. The artwork, properly speaking, exists 

first as a spiritual and imaginative activity rather than as an external material object. 

Paintings, musical scores, or written texts merely function as practical, external 

artifacts designed to fix, communicate, or recall that prior internal state. Since artistic 

expression presupposes inward intuition, Croce’s theory strongly depends upon 

subjective consciousness as the foundation of art.  This is where generative AI faces 

its main limitation from a Crocean perspective. Because of its very technical 

architecture, AI is structurally banned from the aesthetic domain and strictly confined 

to the logical and economic spheres. 

The machine experiences no world, possesses no interiority, no inward emotional life, 

no self-conscious intuition, and undergoes no lived phenomena. Their outputs are 

generated computationally through statistical pattern recognition and algorithmic 

processing rather than through expressive inner experience. When an algorithmic 

system processes deep neural networks to produce a visual output, it is not clarifying 

a chaotic, singular internal intuition. It does not look at an object and individualize it 

through a spiritual gaze; rather, it performs statistical pattern recognition across vast 

datasets. A machine does not possess a mind capable of pure, unmediated intuition of 

an individual; instead, it operates entirely through the mechanical manipulation of 

relations. The machine operates on tokens, weights, and probabilities, translating 

language into mathematical vectors. Because there is a profound psychical vacancy 

behind the code, the resulting output is an empty signifier—a physical or digital trace 

of an intuition that never actually took place. From a Crocean perspective, AI-

generated works merely mimic the external works without possessing the internal 

intuition. Therefore, as an autonomous agent, AI cannot properly be considered 
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capable of expression, because it lacks the non-relational, intuitive mind required to 

generate art.  

Consequently, because AI functions through this highly complex, mechanical system 

of classification and relational processing, the creative act is fundamentally inverted. 

Some may argue that the machine has successfully captured the artistic “form” of a 

master painter or poet. However, from a Crocean perspective, this claim rests on a 

profound aesthetic misunderstanding. Form is not an external template, a stylistic 

filter, or a mathematical pattern that can be detached from a feeling and applied to a 

dataset. As Croce declares that “form cannot be expressed because it is already itself 

expression” (1992, p. 41).  

Because form is identical to the internal expression itself—born organically from the 

unique, spiritual movement of a conscious mind—it cannot be mechanical or 

fabricated from the outside. Therefore, if AI is considered as an autonomous creator, 

by definition the works generated by AI must be excluded from the aesthetic domain 

as they never be the true inwardly expressions in Crocean sense. However, if the 

outputs generated by AI are considered as a reflection of human expression, so as a 

device like a brush, then we are still should continue to talk about the expression of 

human, not AI. Because the human artist behind the work actually seeks to deliver to 

their expressions via a material tool and make an interaction with the tool.  

Instead of belonging to the aesthetic domain, the algorithmic operations of generative 

AI must be located within the economic sphere of Croce’s four layers of the Spirit. For 

Croce, while the aesthetic activity is entirely disinterested and free from the metrics of 

utility, the economic sphere is explicitly concerned with practical utility, structural 

measures, and the coordination of conceptual relations. A genuine aesthetic work deals 

exclusively with the absolute singularity of individual phenomena—such as an 

unrepeatable moment in time, or a uniquely experienced image of particular apples 

born from lived human phenomenon.  

AI, conversely, operates on a purely relational and collective scale. The machine does 

not experience an individual apple or a singular moment; rather, it processes the entire 

history of human art by calculating, measuring, and categorizing thousands of distinct 

historical examples of past human expressions. It maps connections and establishes 
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statistical boundaries between concepts. Therefore, AI does not bring an original inner 

state into the plane of conscious clarity by itself. Because it processes ready-made 

human signs rather than undergoing an initial theoretical intuition, it is strictly a 

practical activity rather than theoretical in the Crocean sense. It serves as a utility 

designed to analyze relations, not an intuitive mind designed to capture the singular. 

This structural dead-end, however, yields a radically different conclusion if one 

reframes the ontological status of the technology itself. If AI is conceptualized not as 

an autonomous creator, but strictly as a technological medium or tool (instrumentum), 

the Crocean paradigm shifts. In this view, the true artistic event is not located within 

the machine's mathematical processing, but is instead relocated entirely within the 

human matrix. The human artist uses their own subjective consciousness to guide the 

creative intent, utilizing the AI as a highly responsive palette to externalize a visual or 

textual framework. 

When either the human creator or the audience subsequently interacts with the 

calculated, relational outputs of the machine, they do not find a ready-made expression 

waiting inside the code. Instead, the algorithmic object acts as a provocative material 

stimulus. The human spectator bridges the technical output with their own subjective 

interiority, triggering a genuine aesthetic experience within their own consciousness. 

Thus, while AI on its own can never express, it serves as a modern catalyst for human 

expression, acting as the contemporary equivalent of a chisel or a brush—a practical 

instrument that still requires the interpretive imagination of a human spirit to transition 

from the economic realm of calculation into the aesthetic domain of art. 

Sharing a profound philosophical affinity with Croce, Collingwood similarly 

maintains that the essence of art resides not in the external artifact, but within the prior, 

imaginative activity of the mind. He rejects the identification of art with mere material 

production, aligning with the Crocean view that the physical object is secondary to the 

internal realization. In Collingwood’s philosophy of art, the artwork exists primarily 

as imaginative expression within the consciousness of the artist. His famous claim that 

“the music is not the collection of noises” but the “imaginary tune” in the composer’s 

head demonstrates that the essence of art precedes physical realization. Performance 

and material embodiment are secondary to the imaginative activity through which 
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emotion becomes clarified and expressed. For Collingwood, the artist does not merely 

produce objects intended to generate emotional effects in an audience; rather, artistic 

creation is a process of discovering and articulating previously unclear emotions 

through imagination. Art therefore requires emotional consciousness and reflective 

self-awareness. 

From this perspective, AI again appears incapable of genuine artistic creation. 

Although AI systems may successfully generate aesthetically convincing outputs, they 

do not appear to experience emotions that require clarification, nor do they possess the 

self-reflective consciousness necessary for imaginative expression. AI does not create 

because it feels compelled to articulate an inward emotional condition; instead, it 

computationally combines patterns derived from existing datasets. Consequently, the 

AI-generated object lacks the expressive intentionality that Collingwood considers 

essential to art. What AI produces may resemble the external form of artworks, yet 

according to expressive aesthetics, resemblance alone is insufficient for genuine 

artistic status. 

Furthermore, in both Crocean and Collingwoodian accounts, genuine art cannot be 

reduced to the successful execution of formal procedures or techniques. This 

distinction becomes especially relevant in discussions of AI art, since AI systems 

operate precisely through technical procedures designed to optimize outputs according 

to learned patterns. While such systems may demonstrate extraordinary technical 

sophistication, expressive theories maintain that technical production alone does not 

constitute art. The decisive criterion remains the presence of inward expressive 

activity. 

At the same time, AI art reveals a tension within expressive aesthetics itself. Audiences 

are often capable of experiencing AI-generated works as emotionally moving, 

meaningful, or aesthetically valuable despite the apparent absence of a conscious 

expresser behind them. This raises the question of whether artistic expression depends 

entirely upon the consciousness of the creator or whether expressive meaning may 

emerge through the interpretive activity of the audience. Nevertheless, within the 

theoretical frameworks established by Croce and Collingwood, the absence of 

consciousness remains a decisive limitation. Since both thinkers locate the essence of 
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art in subjective imaginative activity rather than in the external artifact alone, AI-

generated works ultimately fail to satisfy the conditions required for genuine artistic 

expression. However, as it is stated in previous chapters, Collingwood explicitly 

introduces the audience factor as an essential collaborative element. He argues that the 

audience is not a passive recipient of a finished external artifact; rather, the spectator 

is a necessary collaborator who must actively re-enact and reconstruct the imaginative 

expression within their own consciousness. Therefore, according to a Collingwoodian 

perspective, if the human collaborator (the prompter) or the audience actively engages 

with the calculated material output of an AI, using their own subjective interiority to 

breathe emotional life into the digital canvas, the expressive event is successfully 

rescued. The absence of consciousness within the machine remains a limitation, but it 

ceases to be a fatal dead-end because the human spirit bridges the gap. 

Thus, according to Croce and Collingwood, artificial intelligence cannot truly create 

art in the full expressive sense. AI may generate objects that imitate the stylistic and 

aesthetic appearance of artworks, but it cannot engage in the inward imaginative and 

emotional activity that constitutes artistic expression itself. The significance of AI-

generated art therefore lies not in proving that machines have become artists, but in 

revealing the extent to which expressive theories of art continue to depend upon 

consciousness as the foundation of artistic creation. 

4.3.1. Two Alternative Positions on Machine Expression 

When the question “Can AI Express?” is examined through the expressive theories of 

Croce and Collingwood, two mutually exclusive positions emerge. The conclusion 

ultimately depends on how the ontological status of AI is understood—either as an 

autonomous creator or as a collaborative artistic instrument. 

4.3.1.1. Position I: The Rejection of Autonomous Machine Expression 

The first position emerges if we view generative AI as an autonomous, independent 

creator.  Under this framework, the answer to whether AI can express is a definite no. 

From a strictly Crocean and Collingwoodian perspective, this claim is fundamentally 

untenable. As previously established, an autonomous creator must possess an inward, 

lived phenomenon—a subjective interiority where raw, chaotic emotions are clarified 
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into pure, singular intuitions. AI, by its very technical definition, lacks an inner self. It 

cannot undergo the spiritual journey of emotional clarification. Instead of grasping 

pure individualities, the machine merely manipulates historical correlations, 

conceptual relations, and statistical rules. 

Furthermore, attributing any semblance of subjective interiority or expressive agency 

to these computational systems is increasingly recognized in contemporary discourse 

as a category mistake driven by narrative projection. Rather than reflecting technical 

or philosophical reality, the portrayal of AI as a conscious, feeling agent is a prime 

example of “sci-fitisation”—the misleading tendency to map science-fiction tropes 

and anthropomorphic expectations onto statistical engines (Porębski & Figura, 2025, 

p. 3). This “sci-fitication” obscures the mindless, mathematical reality of the 

technology.  

This computational and cognitive limitation is further illuminated by Ken Mogi’s 

(2024) formulation of “conscious supremacy.” Mogi argues that while AI systems 

exhibit high levels of intelligence, they do so entirely without consciousness, 

demonstrating a clear dissociation between intelligence and phenomenal awareness. 

According to Mogi, certain cognitive domains—such as flexible attention, robust 

handling of entirely new contexts, and choice-making—remain unique to conscious 

systems because they require qualitative phenomenal experiences (qualia) that cannot 

be replicated by unconscious, pre-trained statistical models (2024, p. 3).  

When translated into aesthetic terms, Mogi’s “conscious supremacy” aligns precisely 

with the Collingwoodian boundary of expression: the machine’s operations are akin to 

the unconscious execution of pre-acquired skills, whereas true expression requires a 

conscious, active, and bodily situated mind capable of making qualitative, intuitive 

choices in real-time. Because there is no conscious mind to initiate the creative act, 

there is no prior internal expression to be externalized. Therefore, if evaluated as an 

independent creator, the machine is structurally incapable of genuine expression; its 

outputs are merely mathematically sophisticated simulations that must be excluded 

from the true aesthetic domain. 
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4.3.1.2. Position II: Human and AI Collaboration 

The second position offers a radically different conclusion by reframing AI not as an 

art creator, but strictly as a complex digital tool—a contemporary equivalent of a 

chisel, a brush, or a camera. Under this framework, we can still speak of genuine 

expression, but the origin of that expression is relocated entirely back within the 

human subject. The human artist remains the sole conscious creator, possessed of a 

rich inner world and a deliberate aesthetic intent. 

In this collaborative model, the creative process is redefined as a dynamic, interactive 

dialogue between human intuition and algorithmic computation. The human prompter 

begins with a nascent, often unclarified internal expression looking for a formal 

pathway into the material world. When the human interacts with the AI, the machine 

generates a grid of relational possibilities based on its vast database. The human artist 

does not passively accept these outputs; rather, they engage in a rigorous iterative 

process—refining prompts, adjusting parameters, and filtering variables. This 

interaction continues until the machine produces a visual or textual configuration that 

triggers a profound moment of recognition in the artist’s mind. It is the definitive 

“Aha! That is it!” moment—the precise instant where the human recognizes the 

externalized shape of their own prior, internal feeling. 

This collaborative expression manifests differently depending on the medium and the 

level of human intentionality. For instance, a system that autonomously aggregates 

words to write a generic poem cannot be said to express, as it lacks a conscious driving 

force behind its syntax. Conversely, a digital visual artist who utilizes prompting as a 

deliberate aesthetic strategy is actively seeking to deliver an internal state through a 

material device. The machine can combine colors and shapes, but it is the human spirit 

that measures, selects, and recognizes the final artifact as a true reflection. Therefore, 

while for instance, a poet-AI remains a mechanical simulator, the prompting visual 

artist successfully uses the machine as an advanced collaborative canvas, proving that 

the expression remains profoundly human. Therefore, while AI on its own can never 

express, it serves as an advanced collaborative canvas. The expression remains 

profoundly human, rescued by the fact that the machine is guided by a conscious mind 

that uses code to externalize the unrepeatable depths of subjective experience. 
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4.3.2.  The Relational and Cultural Construction of Artistic Value  

This collaborative re-enactment shifts the focus from the isolation of the creator to the 

radical relationality between the artwork and the spectator. From this perspective, the 

ultimate value of art does not reside inherently within the object itself, nor is it 

exclusively locked away in the artist’s private psyche; rather, it is generated through 

the meaning ascribed to it during the aesthetic encounter. When a spectator confronts 

a work in a gallery, regardless of its ontological origin, what kind of tools or means 

used to create it does not really matter. The audience does not interest in the size of 

the brushes or color code, or the feelings of the artist etc. What remains is an 

unmediated encounter at the level of the image, it is an imagistic encounter. This 

encounter functions as a dynamic dialogue across time, forming a conceptual 

intersection where the horizons of the spectator and the creator merge into a shared 

meaning. Without this relational interaction, the artifact remains aesthetically 

incomplete, it would be merely a silent object which is not different than anything else. 

Art, by its very nature, demands a participant; its value is never a static property but 

an emergent phenomenon continuously co-authored by the audience. 

Furthermore, this relational dependency demonstrates that what society deems 

“valuable,” “authentic,” or “original” in art is not a static truth, but a historically 

shifting construct. Throughout the history of aesthetics, the core criteria for artistic 

worth have constantly transformed, because the value is institutionally sanctioned, and 

culturally constructed. In Renaissance painting, for instance, the rigorous imitation of 

nature and the mastery of classical precedents were celebrated as ultimate creative 

virtues, rather than dismissed as unoriginal replication. Therefore, if generative AI is 

criticized today for merely imitating human styles, this historical context suggests that 

mimicry alone does not inherently strip an output of its aesthetic potential. Whether 

an artwork is produced through a human brush or an algorithmic calculation, its 

validation remains fundamentally unchanged: it is always bound to a value attributed 

by human agency. The machine may generate the pattern, but it is the human art world, 

consists of the prompters, curators, and spectators, that ultimately decides to 

institutionalize and invest the work with meaning.  
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Moreover, the contemporary anxiety regarding AI’s capacity to imitate human styles 

stems from a deeply entrenched, post-Renaissance Western romanticism that fetishizes 

the lone, individualist genius. As Sawyer and Henriksen illuminate, this perspective is 

entirely specific to a particular cultural paradigm: 

The Western cultural model of creativity is deeply connected to the 

individualism of most Western cultures. … created work is invested with the 

unique emotional and personal experience of the creator. And above all, this 

cultural model values innovation and breaking conventions (2024, p. 302). 

Within this individualist framework, authorship is strictly bound to legal and financial 

structures designed to protect individual novelty. As a result, Western intellectual 

property frameworks, including copyright and patent law, mandate strict novelty for 

new creations, meaning that any failure to establish absolute originality legally 

positions the creator as “plagiarizing or even stealing” while subjecting them to 

compulsory royalty payments (Sawyer & Henriksen, 2024, p. 302). When AI 

aggregates and remixes existing human data, it triggers a systemic crisis precisely 

because it violates this localized, individualist requirement for absolute personal 

innovation. 

However, if one expands the cross-cultural scope of expressive theory, this 

individualist model reveals itself to be a localized cultural convention rather than a 

universal rule. In collectivist traditions, the aesthetic goals of creation are radically 

inverted. As Sawyer and Henriksen add: 

In collectivist cultures, conceptions of creativity are radically different. In these 

cultures, it’s important for the work not to be different. In large part, that’s 

because individuals in collectivist cultures emphasize that they are ordinary, 

similar to, and no different from others. … As a result, creators in those cultures 

tend to emphasize exactly the opposite qualities of their work; they deny that 

the work is original, and they claim that it accurately represents tradition, even 

when Western outsiders perceive a uniquely creative talent” (2024, p. 302).  

 

As it is stated by the paragraph above, in a collectivist framework, the capacity to 

accurately represent, synthesize, and mirror a shared tradition is not an aesthetic 

failure; it is a creative virtue. A concrete historical manifestation of this cultural 

divergence can be observed in traditional Chinese aesthetics, as documented by 

Sawyer and Henriksen through the research of Rudowicz. Within this paradigm, 
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“creativity was viewed as an inspired imitation of nature” (Rudowicz, 2004, as cited 

in Sawyer & Henriksen, 2024, p. 302), a framework where individuals are 

fundamentally not held responsible for isolated invention because they are simply 

following natural orders and discovering preexisting truths. Consequently, this 

collective worldview radically alters the role of the individual artist. This shift is 

historically evident in the fact that, “as with European art prior to the Renaissance, 

most Chinese classics aren’t signed, and many works were collaboratively generated” 

(Rudowicz, 2004, as cited in Sawyer & Henriksen, 2024, p. 302). Within such a 

tradition, tracking individual authorship becomes culturally obsolete; even in instances 

where a single creator is identifiable, “that individual would not claim to be the 

creator,” as external attribution would be considered inherently “awkward and 

embarrassing” (p. 302). 

When applied to contemporary digital aesthetics, this cross-cultural contrast shifts the 

entire critical paradigm surrounding algorithmic creation. If generative artificial 

intelligence is heavily criticized by contemporary Western theorists for being a mere 

machine of imitation—an entity that relies strictly on existing cultural datasets without 

generating an autonomous, isolated “spark” of individual genius—this critique 

unmasks itself as a localized cultural bias. 

From the philosophical standpoint highlighted by Rudowicz, an AI system that 

aggregates, synthesizes, and mirrors the massive creative history of human output 

without claiming an individualistic persona is not practicing theft or artistic stagnation. 

Instead, it operates much like the traditional, collaborative craftspeople or pre-

Renaissance artists who honored a shared heritage through sophisticated emulation 

and anonymous contribution. Therefore, as Sawyer and Henriksen conclude, “Whether 

you live in an individualist or a collectivist culture, your culture’s conceptions of 

creativity influence how you see creative works” (2024, p. 303). Ultimately, the 

aesthetic validity of AI-generated art cannot be judged through a single, universal 

framework, as the definition of creation itself remains inherently bound to the cultural 

matrix that evaluates it. 

Consequently, if generative AI is criticized for being a mere “master of imitation” that 

reproduces existing human patterns, this critique faces a severe historical and cultural 
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contradiction when evaluated against the institutional history of art. If algorithmic 

imitation is enough to disqualify an output from the aesthetic domain, then by the same 

logic, one would have to retroactively disqualify the entire academic tradition of the 

Renaissance, where students spent years executing rigorous, systematic mimicry of 

prior masters. Within this historical framework, the most fundamental skill was not 

the mechanical execution but the conceptual initiation. Therefore, when generative AI 

aggregates and synthesizes existing human styles, it acts less like an unauthorized 

duplicator and more like a classical apprentice in a Renaissance workshop, executing 

patterns based on the shared stylistic paradigms of human heritage. As Maja Jerrentrup 

argues, AI does not mark a historical break in human creativity; rather, it functions as 

a technological extension where “the prompt would be essential to understand a work 

as art, much like a ready-made needs a title and recontextualization” (2024, p. 824). 

From the perspective of Collingwood and Croce, such rule-bound, systematic 

replication belongs strictly to the domain of craft rather than art. For Croce and 

Collingwood, execution that relies on preconceived templates or technical mastery is 

merely a mechanical means to an end, so it rather an exercise in technical skill. 

However, even if we accept that historical academy students were engaged in craft-

like mimicry, the Academy students of Renaissance cannot be dismissed as empty 

automata; the art institution recognize their technical mimicry serving as a structural 

pathway toward collective expression. Because art operates simultaneously as a 

socially sanctioned institution, the value attributed to an AI-generated work remains 

bound to human agency. Whether the machine is a mimic or an aggregator, the human 

art world ultimately determines its aesthetic value based on the collective meaning it 

generates. 

This relational dependency and the active, constitutive role of the audience are 

brilliantly illustrated by contemporary conceptual art, specifically through installation 

performances that challenge the institutional and cultural definitions of material, 

ethical, and aesthetic worth. A profound, contemporary manifestation of this critique 

is found in the gold-themed performance projects by the Chinese conceptual artist 

Yang Yexin. In his recent exhibition, “The Man Who Threw Away Golden Rice,” as a 

performative part of the project “Art or Gold?,” staged a few months ago at the 61st 

Venice Biennale (Bragora Gallery), Yexin crafted 1,000 hyper-realistic grains of rice 
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from 500 grams of pure solid gold and scattered them in and around the exhibition 

sites for public to collect, explicitly challenging visitors to physically locate the grains 

and make an existential choice between pure aesthetic art and immediate material 

wealth. 

This 2026 Venice performance marks the conceptual evolution of Yexin’s ongoing 

aesthetic critique. He previously explored this tension in his 2025 Beijing installation, 

“Golden Grains Rush” (at the Spring-Time Contemporary Art Research Center), 

where he buried 1,000 real-gold grains within a massive mountain of five tons of 

ordinary rice, forcing the audience to trample food resources in a frantic search for 

capitalistic gain. The genesis of this conceptual journey dates back to his viral 2021 

Shanghai performance, “We Don’t Waste Food, Only Gold,” where to mark World 

Food Day, he threw 500 grams of pure gold rice into ordinary city corners—such as 

trash bins, subways, and rivers—forcefully highlighting the moral paradox of a society 

that carelessly disposes of actual food sustenance while fetishizing abstract financial 

tokens. 

When the authentic material value of Yexin’s scattered gold is announced to the 

public, whether on the streets of Shanghai or on the floors of Venice in 2026, the nature 

of the space is instantly transformed. The spectators do not remain detached, passive 

viewers; they are driven to actively search, kneel, and sift through the environment, 

physically embedding themselves into the mechanics of the performance. The 

audience’s physical and mental search for value is the artwork itself. The physical 

golden object is merely a silent, calculated catalyst; the true aesthetic event is ignited 

only when the human participant steps into the relational arena to ascribe meaning. 

Therefore, the role of the audience is cannot be denied at all.  

The conceptual parallel between Yexin’s installation and the experience of AI-

generated art lies precisely in this radical subversion of the spectator’s role from a 

passive consumer to an active co-creator. When the audience in Venice or Shanghai 

steps into the arena, their physical actions, choices, and psychological engagement are 

not merely responses to the artwork, but they are the artwork itself. Without the 

audience’s active participation, Yexin’s scattered gold remains inert material. The 
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spectator, therefore, functions as a collaborative agent who actively co-constitutes the 

aesthetic event. 

This absolute dependency on contextual designation and spectator agency is not 

unique to radical conceptual performances; it fundamentally governs the navigation of 

generative digital images. As Jerrentrup (2024) observes, because AI-generated 

images can suggest traditional textures like brushstrokes and closely mimic historical 

styles, they cannot be distinguished from human-made art by their physical appearance 

alone (pp. 822–823). Consequently, much like Yang Yexin’s gold grains require the 

institutional framework of the Venice Biennale or a designated performance space to 

be recognized as an existential critique rather than mere lost currency, an AI output 

relies entirely on its contextual framing. 

Jerrentrup’s empirical study illustrates this shift of artistic status from production to 

designation: when spectators were shown AI-generated images without knowing their 

origin, they readily evaluated them as “aesthetic”, “creative”, or “original” based on 

pure visual parameters (2024, p. 822). However, upon learning the works were AI-

generated, many retroactively questioned their initial judgments, stating they “would 

have needed more information” to call it art (p. 825). This cognitive shift proves that 

visual appeal is merely a starting condition; the actual validation of the work is 

institutionalized by how it is framed and named. Just as the spectator’s physical search 

in Venice transforms scattered gold into a relational performance, the recipient of an 

AI-generated image acts as the decisive site of artistic ontology. The machine might 

generate the visual pattern, but the human art world provides the crucial “designation” 

(Jerrentrup, 2024, p. 821) and contextualization that elevates a statistical calculation 

into a living, aesthetic dialogue. 

This collaborative necessity is precisely what defines the navigation of AI-generated 

art. Confronting an algorithmic canvas is never a passive consumption of statistical 

code or automated pixels. Rather, the viewer acts as an interpretive co-creator who 

brings their own historical horizon to meet the digital artifact. The machine may 

aggregate and synthesize patterns from its training data, but it is the human spectator 

who animates these outputs, projecting intent, emotional resonance, and shared 

cultural meanings onto the computational canvas. Consequently, whether an artwork 
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originates from a human hand or a digital calculation, its aesthetic value is never a 

static property locked within the object. It remains a relational catalyst—an ongoing, 

dialogical collaboration where the viewer’s mind actively intersects with the medium 

to culturally construct meaning within a shared matrix. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 

HERMENEUTIC AESTHETICS 

 

 

The birth of hermeneutics is a reaction to the positivist method to produce scientific 

knowledge rooted in Enlightenment thought. In the Enlightenment Era, human reason 

was considered as a vehicle to reach a universal truth. Therefore, natural phenomena 

and experiments based on them were the measurements for producing the truth. And 

this view was thought not only to apply to natural sciences but also the social sciences. 

Hermeneutics is a criticism of Enlightenment assumptions and offers a different 

perspective by considering interpretation, history, and subjectivity for understanding. 

Historically, hermeneutics originated in the Middle Ages, as an interpretive technique 

to clarify sacred Christian writings, specifically the Old Testament. It was about 

clarifying the Scripture because of the confusion about meaning due to philological 

issues (Gadamer, 2013, p. 182).  

Friedrich Schleiermacher, who is the founder of romantic hermeneutics, suggests a 

psychological approach to interpretation. He defends the idea of universal history, 

according to which the whole of history is the history of humanity rather than a 

collection of isolated individual histories. So, the parts and the whole are inseparably 

interconnected. Therefore, since we all are the subjects in this shared history, we are 

able to recognize aspects of ourselves across different historical periods and cultural 

contexts. Schleiermacher claims that “Everyone carries a tiny bit of everyone else 

within him, so that divination is stimulated by comparison with oneself” (as cited in 

Gadamer, 2013, p. 195). This notion of Schleiermacher implies a vision of humanity 

as a unified whole, making genuine understanding possible.  
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Although every historical period has its own particular concerns, human beings 

continue to share fundamental experiences across time. Consequently, it is possible to 

understand a text written centuries ago and to feel close to its characters. Even though 

today’s world differs profoundly from nineteenth-century Russia, readers may still 

share emotional experiences with Dostoyevsky’s original audience. We can explain 

the reason behind understanding the literal texts from the different periods from 

Schleiermacher’s point of view as the closeness with the others’ concerns, so it is 

basically related to the tiny pieces in ourselves that we carry from anyone else. He 

defends a psychological understanding that allows one to place herself within the 

writer’s place to understand the author better than she understands herself (as cited in 

Gadamer, 2013, p. 198). Accordingly, for Schleiermacher, genuine understanding 

requires reconstructing the author’s psychological state.  

Thus, art provides a common ground that brings individuals together through shared 

human experience. Accordingly, the artwork is a production of shared creation, 

together with the audiences genuinely tend to it, so it is more than being a creation of 

the author, painter, composer, etc. It belongs to a universality since everyone carries a 

part within everyone, and it is a re-creation or reproduction. Understanding art possible 

by replacing ourselves with its creator such as the author, composer, etc., or it is 

possible replacing ourselves with the characters taking place in the text or the players 

at the theatre stage. Therefore, this makes art a mutual reproduction by its creator and 

the audiences. The concerns of it belong to the whole society throughout history. 

Nevertheless, as Gadamer observes, Schleiermacher’s primary concern remained the 

obscurity of the other rather than historical obscurity (2013, p. 197). 

Wilhelm Dilthey tries to liberate the interpretations from dogma. His hermeneutics 

was based on the salvation of different interpretations from the hands of dogmatic 

views imposed by religious authorities that do not allow to break dogmas’ limitations. 

Therefore, he suggests approaching such sacred writings with a method that is also 

used as same as the other texts which are not holy. When we deal with a text, what we 

try to understand is not only its grammar or structure of the sentences, but 

understanding is about the content of the text. This is true not only for reading the 

literal texts, but also for any work of art because all art forms are read and interpreted 

in that way. The meaning is not its grammatical appearance, but it is its content. When 
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you are listening a piece of music, aesthetic understanding is not about calculating its 

theoretical instances, rather it is the music itself, or the encounter between the 

performance and the audience; so it is not a matter of calculation. 

For Dilthey, hermeneutics is a methodology for the human sciences. To understand 

history, hermeneutics as knowledge of interpretation guides us. It provides the 

methodological framework through which historical life can be understood and 

interpreted.  There is no “the” history. It is not fixed, because according to hermeneutic 

tradition, historicity shapes and determines the subject in this temporality. Unlike the 

natural sciences, which explain phenomena by identifying causal laws, the human 

sciences seek to understand lived experience within its historical context. Although 

Dilthey emphasizes the historical character of human life, hermeneutics remains, for 

him, primarily a methodology for achieving objective understanding of historical 

expressions. The interpreter approaches historical phenomena as objects of inquiry 

whose meaning can be reconstructed through appropriate interpretive methods. 

An important turning point in the history of hermeneutics occurs with Martin 

Heidegger. Unlike Schleiermacher and Dilthey, who primarily understood 

hermeneutics as a method of interpretation, Heidegger reconceived hermeneutics as 

an ontology of human existence. In Being and Time, understanding is no longer a 

method applied to historical objects but an existential condition of Dasein (Heidegger, 

1962, p. 182 / §31). Human beings do not first exist and then interpret the world; rather, 

they are always already situated within meaningful contexts and understanding is 

inseparable from this situatedness. Hermeneutics therefore becomes an existential 

condition rather than a methodological procedure or a theory of interpretation.  

Gadamer develops this Heideggerian insight into a comprehensive philosophical 

hermeneutics. While accepting Heidegger’s ontological account of understanding 

which claims that understanding is historically situated, Gadamer shifts the discussion 

toward language, tradition, history, and aesthetic experience. Accordingly, 

hermeneutics is no longer confined to textual interpretation but becomes a 

philosophical account of how meaning emerges through dialogue with texts, artworks, 

traditions, and others. For Gadamer, hermeneutics is a way of describing how 

understanding itself takes place. Meaning does not arise through the reconstruction of 
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an objective past but through the historically situated encounter between the interpreter 

and what is interpreted.  

The development of hermeneutics from a method of textual interpretation to an 

ontology of understanding reaches its most systematic formulation in the philosophy 

of Hans-Georg Gadamer. Building upon the interpretive insights of Schleiermacher, 

the methodological hermeneutics of Dilthey, and Heidegger’s ontological 

transformation of understanding, Gadamer develops a comprehensive account of 

philosophical hermeneutics. For Gadamer, understanding is no longer merely a 

methodological procedure for interpreting texts but the fundamental way in which 

human beings encounter the world through language, history, and tradition. Before 

applying this hermeneutic perspective to AI-generated visual productions, it is 

therefore necessary to outline the principal concepts of Gadamer’s philosophical 

hermeneutics. 

5.1. Gadamerian Point of View  

Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics begins with a fundamental reconsideration of 

what it means to understand. Rather than treating understanding as a methodological 

procedure applied by a knowing subject to an external object, Gadamer argues that 

understanding is a constitutive feature of human existence itself. Human beings do not 

first exist and then begin to interpret the world; rather, they always already inhabit a 

world that is meaningful and interpretable. Consequently, understanding is not the 

reconstruction of an objective meaning that exists independently of the interpreter, but 

an event in which meaning is disclosed through the encounter between the interpreter 

and that which is interpreted. Hermeneutics, therefore, is concerned not with 

prescribing rules for correct interpretation but with describing the conditions that make 

understanding possible. 

A central implication of this conception of understanding is the hermeneutic circle. 

Rather than representing a logical fallacy, the hermeneutic circle describes the 

dynamic structure through which understanding continually develops. Theodore 

George (2022) summarizes the classical formulation of the hermeneutic circle as 

follows: 
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On the one hand, it is necessary to understand a text as a whole in order 

properly to understand any of its parts. On the other hand, however, it is 

necessary to understand the text in each of its parts in order to understand it as 

a whole (2022, The Hermeneutic Circle, para. 2). 

This formulation, inherited from the hermeneutic tradition of Schleiermacher and 

Dilthey, was transformed by Heidegger into an ontological structure of human 

existence; and further developed by Gadamer within his philosophical hermeneutics. 

For Gadamer, the hermeneutic circle is not a methodological technique to be 

consciously applied, but the very condition of understanding itself. Every act of 

interpretation begins with preliminary expectations and an initial grasp of the whole, 

which guide the interpretation of its individual parts. At the same time, engagement 

with these parts continually reshapes the interpreter’s understanding of the whole. 

Understanding therefore remains an open, dynamic, and non-linear process in which 

meaning is constantly negotiated and renewed. 

From this perspective, interpretation should not be conceived as a linear movement 

from ignorance to certainty. Every act of understanding begins with an initial 

orientation toward what is to be understood and develops through a continuous 

movement between the whole and its parts. Following Heidegger, Gadamer adopts the 

hermeneutic circle not as a methodological technique but as the ontological structure 

of understanding itself. The interpreter approaches a text, an artwork, or any 

phenomenon with preliminary expectations that shape the interpretation of individual 

elements. At the same time, engagement with these individual elements continually 

revises the interpreter’s understanding of the whole. Understanding is therefore neither 

static nor complete but remains an open and dynamic process in which meaning is 

constantly negotiated and renewed. 

This dynamic movement of understanding is inseparable from history. Every act of 

interpretation is conditioned by language, tradition, and the historical situation of the 

interpreter. Human beings never approach a text or an artwork from a neutral or 

presuppositionless standpoint; rather, every act of understanding is shaped by the 

interpreter’s historical situation, language, and tradition. Instead of viewing this 

historical situatedness as an obstacle to objective knowledge, Gadamer argues that it 

constitutes the very possibility of interpretation. It is precisely because understanding 
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is historically conditioned that dialogue between different perspectives, traditions, and 

historical moments becomes possible.  

According to Gadamer, prejudices are the necessary conditions of understanding. In 

direct opposition to the Enlightenment’s “prejudice against prejudice,” which viewed 

biases and tradition as obstacles to objective knowledge and the free exercise of 

reason, Gadamer rehabilitates the concept of prejudice. Derived from Heidegger’s 

fore-structures of understanding, prejudices designate the historically effected fore-

understandings that provide the initial orientation for any act of interpretation. We do 

not stand outside of history; rather, our inherited prejudices structure the background 

within which an artwork or text can first appear as meaningful. Accordingly, the 

subject’s understanding of the world is never independent of history but is formed 

through the traditions, assumptions, and prejudices inherited from that history. For 

Gadamer, every encounter with an artwork or a text is therefore mediated by these 

prejudices, which function not as barriers to understanding but as its necessary starting 

point. 

At this point, the discussion of naturally leads to one of the central concepts of 

Gadamer’s hermeneutics: the horizon. If prejudices designate the historically effected 

fore-structures that condition our understanding, they do not operate in isolation. 

Rather, they are situated within a wider field that both enables and limits what can 

appear as meaningful. In this sense, prejudices can be understood as the constitutive 

elements of a horizon that shapes the background within which interpretation takes 

place. To speak of prejudice, then, is already to presuppose a horizon in which these 

anticipations gain meaning. 

The concept of horizon makes explicit what remains implicit in the notion of prejudice: 

namely, that understanding is always bounded by a finite perspective. A horizon, as 

Gadamer defines it, is the sphere of vision that includes everything that can be seen 

from a particular standpoint as he states as follows: 

Every finite present has its limits. We define the concept of the situation 

precisely in that it presents a perspective (Standort) which limits the 

possibilities of vision (Sehen)~ Thus to the concept of the situation the concept 

of the horizon is essentially related. The horizon is the sphere of vision 
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(Gesichtskreis) which embraces and includes everything which is visible from 

a point. (WM, 286) (as cited in Garrett, 1978, 392-3). 

 

It is not merely a limitation, but the very condition that makes understanding possible 

in the first place. What lies beyond the horizon is not simply unknown, but not yet 

available as meaningful within one’s current framework of interpretation. Thus, while 

prejudices shape our initial approach to a work, it is the horizon that structures the 

overall range within which such approaches can unfold and be transformed.  

A horizon is thus not merely what one sees, but the historically conditioned field within 

which anything can appear as meaningful. It is inseparable from the notion of situation, 

since every act of understanding is historically situated, and every situation is 

necessarily finite.  To have a horizon is precisely to have a finite, bounded perspective 

that both enables and constrains what can appear as meaningful. 

This finitude is crucial. A horizon is not a deficiency to be overcome but the very 

condition under which understanding takes place. What lies beyond it is not simply 

absent but unarticulated, unseen, or even unthinkable within the current configuration 

of meaning. It is in this sense that Gadamer speaks of the possibility of a “fusion of 

horizons”: not the erasure of limits, but their transformation through encounter. 

Understanding occurs when one’s horizon is not abandoned but expanded, 

reconfigured through contact with what initially exceeds it. 

Moreover, because we can never step outside the horizon shaped by our historically 

constituted prejudices, we can never fully recover the author’s original understanding. 

The possibility of understanding therefore lies not in overcoming this historical 

distance but in the fusion of horizons between the interpreter and the artwork. Rather 

than reproducing the author’s original intention, understanding emerges through the 

dialogical encounter between the horizon of the interpreter and the horizon embodied 

in the work itself. Garrett explains Gadamer’s concept of fusion of horizons as follows:  

For the text itself reveals a range of possibilities. Our own prejudgments work 

together with the text to concretize a particular event of meaning for us here in 

the present. For Gadamer this blending of the otherness of the text with our 

own expectations would constitute horizon-fusion (Garrett, 1978, p.395). 
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It is precisely at this point that the discussion of AI-generated art can be situated. The 

claim here is not that the machine possesses intention, agency, or any form of 

personhood. On the contrary, attributing such qualities to the machine would obscure 

the structure of the experience at stake. What matters is not the machine as an origin 

of meaning, but the way in which the artist’s engagement with the machine becomes 

a site for the transformation of their own horizon. The artist approaches the system 

with an intention that is articulated through prompts, descriptions, and iterative 

modifications. The outputs generated in response are not singular or fixed; rather, they 

often present multiple, divergent possibilities, as in systems that produce several 

images from a single prompt. These are not to be understood as finished works 

imposed upon the artist, but as provocations or the configurations that the artist may 

accept, reject, or further manipulate.  

In this process, the machine functions less as a creator than as a mediator of possibility. 

It brings forth visual or conceptual alternatives that may not have been anticipated 

within the artist’s prior horizon. In doing so, it does not replace human creativity but 

participates in its unfolding by exposing the artist to the limits of their own 

expectations. What emerges is a dialogical structure, not between two agents of equal 

standing, but between a situated human perspective and a generative system that 

expands the field of what can be seen, considered, and selected. The horizon, in this 

context, is not dissolved but actively reconstituted and expanded.  

A similar structure can be observed on the side of the viewer. The meaning of an 

artwork, whether it is AI-generated or human-made, does not reside intrinsically 

within the object itself. To assume that meaning is embedded in the work as a fixed 

content would be to overlook the fundamentally relational character of aesthetic 

experience. Meaning arises in the encounter between the viewer and the object; it is 

constituted in and through this relation. To speak of understanding an artwork, then, 

is not to recover an intention residing behind it, but to articulate the way in which it 

becomes meaningful within a given horizon.  

This suggests that the status of an object as an artwork is not an inherent property but 

an event. An object becomes art insofar as it enters into a certain kind of relation that 

invites, sustains, or transforms interpretive engagement. Without such an encounter, 
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the object remains inert, indistinguishable from any other. In this respect, the 

distinction between, for instance, an ordinary object and an artwork cannot be 

grounded solely in their physical properties. Therefore, while Marcel Duchamp’s 

Fountain may share identical physical properties with a mass-produced urinal found 

in any ordinary restroom, they are no longer the same object. By displacing the 

utilitarian item into a gallery context, its institutional framing and conceptual utility 

are fundamentally altered, thereby transforming a mundane artifact into an aesthetic 

event. Similarly, Andy Warhol’s Brillo Boxes demonstrate that two visually 

indistinguishable items—a commercial shipping carton and a sculpted gallery 

exhibit—occupy entirely different ontological categories; the latter is elevated to art 

precisely because it functions within a specific historical and institutional matrix of 

meaning. 

As Ludwig Wittgenstein suggests in his later philosophy in a different context, the 

“being” of something is disclosed in its use.  In Philosophical Investigations §43, he 

famously states that “the meaning of a word is its use in the language” (2009, p. 20). 

Within this pragmatic framework, everyday tools like a cup or a fork are not defined 

by permanent, intrinsic essences, but rather by the functional roles they fulfill within 

human practices. By extension, an object acquires the status of art not through its 

isolated physical properties, but through the ways in which it is engaged, interpreted, 

and situated within a field of meaning. Otherwise, we could not talk about anything 

other than the pieces of paint or dirt on a certain material instead of considering it as a 

piece of work that is embedded with a meaning. The colors, sounds, clay, pixels come 

together as transcending their physical limitations, and crystallize into an artwork only 

when embedded within an interpretive context that emerges during the active 

encounter with an audience. 

This becomes particularly evident in cases such as readymades. A banana, taken in 

isolation, is simply a perishable piece of fruit. Yet when placed within a specific 

context such as being duct-taped to a gallery wall, it becomes something else as 

transcending its biological reality3: an object that calls into question the very 

conditions under which something is recognized as art. It is used as an artwork which 

 
3 Maurizio Cattelan’s conceptual art “Comedian”, 2019. 
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questions the artworld itself. While the physical and material composition of the fruit 

remains completely unchanged, what undergoes a radical transformation is the 

interpretive horizon within which it is encountered. The relation established with the 

viewer is transformed, and with it, the range of meanings that can be articulated. This 

is a different kind of encounter that one encounters with a banana in a grocery store 

and physically the same thing on a gallery wall as a piece of art. Consequently, this 

shift in context reconfigures the range of meanings that can be articulated; the spectator 

no longer evaluates the object based on its nutritional or material properties, but rather 

confronts it as a shared aesthetic event where the human mind and institutional 

framework fuse to generate cultural value. 

From this perspective, art is not a property but a mode of encounter. It is constituted 

in the meeting between object and viewer, within a horizon that is always finite yet 

open to transformation. AI-generated works do not stand outside this structure; rather, 

they make its dynamics more visible. By mediating new possibilities and confronting 

both artist and viewer with configurations that exceed their prior expectations, they 

participate in the ongoing expansion and reconfiguration of the horizon within which 

meaning becomes possible.  

Just as Cattelan’s banana is stripped of its grocery store utility to become a conceptual 

signifier, the fundamental components of generative AI that include the raw data 

points, algorithmic tokens, and statistical pixels undergo an identical ontological shift. 

In isolation, a dataset containing millions of historical images or texts is merely an 

inert digital archive, empty of inherent aesthetic value. However, when an artist 

isolates, curates, and frames these automated outputs within the institutional matrix of 

art, the digital artifact transcends its computational reality. 

A prominent contemporary manifestation of this dynamic can be observed in the site-

specific digital installations of Refik Anadol, most notably his work Unsupervised 

(2022) exhibited at the Museum of Modern Art (MoMA). When Anadol fed MoMA’s 

vast, 200-years historical archive of modern art into a generative machine-learning 

model, the algorithm did not operate as an isolated “genius” creating from a vacuum; 

rather, it functioned as a massive cultural and historical aggregator. Taken strictly as 

raw computational infrastructure, the metadata and the real-time inputs of the 
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museum’s environment such as light, sound, and movement, flashing across the screen 

are merely statistical probabilities that are empty, unmediated digital representations. 

Yet, the moment this algorithmic stream is projected onto a monumental scale within 

the physical and institutional heart of MoMA, it undergoes a profound ontological 

transformation. The spectator confronting Unsupervised does not engage in statistical 

data tracking; instead, they witness a living, constantly shifting manifestation of 

modern art history. In this encounter, the viewer’s interpretive horizon fuses directly 

with the collective memory embedded in the dataset. 

Crucially, because the artwork continuously morphs in response to the real-time 

environmental data of the gallery and the presence of the crowd, the spectator is 

stripped of their traditional role as a passive observer. They become an active 

collaborator, a co-creator whose physical presence and interpretive engagement 

actively shape and finalize the aesthetic event. The machine-generated canvas 

becomes a relational catalyst. Just as the gallery wall transforms Cattelan’s perishable 

piece of fruit into a philosophical interrogation of art, the institutional framing of 

Anadol’s work transforms cold, mathematical pixels into a dynamic site of human 

meaning-making. Ultimately, the aesthetic value of Unsupervised is not locked within 

the software’s architecture or the neural network’s parameters; it is continuously 

generated, negotiated, and validated in the dialogical space where human minds decide 

to step into the encounter, bridge their own subjectivities with the automated synthesis, 

and collectively ascribe value to the machine’s computational poetry. 

5.2. The Aesthetics of the Ugly 

 

As the preceding analysis has established, art functions fundamentally as an event, a 

dialogical encounter that disrupts the spectator’s prior expectations and expands their 

interpretive horizon. If aesthetic experience is understood not as the passive 

consumption of a pleasing object, but as an active confrontation that challenges our 

habitual ways of seeing, it becomes clear that aesthetic value cannot be restricted to 

conventional notions of beauty, harmony, or visual pleasure. Indeed, the history of art 

repeatedly demonstrates that some of the most transformative artistic developments 

have emerged precisely by challenging established aesthetic ideals. Rather than 
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confirming inherited notions of beauty, they invite new ways of seeing and, in doing 

so, reshape the very criteria through which art is understood and evaluated.  

Although early aesthetic theories may have positioned “beauty” as their ultimate 

starting point, art is not merely about depiction of what beautiful is. Sometimes artists 

have repeatedly turned toward the grotesque, the distorted, and the unsettling in order 

to confront viewers with the limits of perception, embodiment, and meaning. When 

we look at the art history, there are numerous examples of such painters uses ugliness, 

and leave the viewer with some disturbing feelings. This deployment of the ugly goes 

beyond merely selecting an unpleasant subject matter. Goya’s nightmarish visions or 

a painting depicting the grim reality of a battle scene is also not about beautiful or 

pleasant as a content, but what I would like to emphasize is that there are also other 

painters that we can find the traces of grotesque or uncanny in their paintings as well. 

From Francis Bacon’s violently deformed figures to Lucian Freud’s distorted 

unidealized bodies, the aesthetics of the ugly has functioned as a powerful mode of 

disclosure rather than a deviation from artistic value. This section examines how such 

representations challenge conventional notions of beauty and how they can be 

understood through Gadamer’s hermeneutic aesthetics.  

Francis Bacon, an Irish born British painter in 20th century, depicts distorted, 

screaming, and fragmented figures. They confront the viewer with an intensified 

presence of flesh, pain, and vulnerability in his paintings. The violence inflicted upon 

the body in Bacon’s paintings is not merely formal distortion but a disclosure of a 

world shaped by trauma, anxiety, and existential instability. In Gadamerian terms, 

Bacon’s works open a horizon in which the human body is no longer understood as a 

harmonious form but as a site of rupture, contingency, and exposure. The shock 

experienced by the viewer is not an obstacle to understanding but a condition of it, 

forcing a confrontation between the viewer’s own horizon of expectation and the 

unsettling reality presented by the work. 

One of the friends of Bacon, Lucian Freud’s paintings, while formally distinct from 

Bacon’s, operate within a similar hermeneutic space. Freud’s uncompromising 

attention to sagging flesh, asymmetry, and corporeal weight resists idealization and 

aesthetic comfort. His figures appear heavy, exposed, and often awkwardly positioned, 
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emphasizing the materiality of the body rather than its expressive narrative. The viewer 

is not invited to admire beauty but to acknowledge the reality of embodied existence 

as it is experienced rather than as it is idealized. In this sense, Freud’s realism does not 

restore classical proportion but redefines aesthetic engagement through confrontation 

and recognition. 

Both Bacon and Freud’s paintings demonstrate that artistic meaning does not emerge 

from the pursuit of beauty but from the capacity of art to expand and challenge 

horizons of understanding. Their works require the viewer to enter a dialogical 

relationship in which discomfort becomes productive, and ugliness functions as a form 

of disclosure. Gadamer states as follows: “the negativity of experience has a curiously 

productive meaning. It is not simply that we see through a deception and hence make 

a correction, but we acquire a comprehensive knowledge.” (2013, p. 362). Thus, 

hermeneutic demand in these artworks aligns with Gadamer’s claim that 

understanding arises not from the confirmation of expectations but from their 

disruption. The grotesque body, rather than closing off interpretation, opens a space in 

which the historical, existential, and affective dimensions of human experience 

become visible. They interrupt the viewer’s habitual expectations and leads to a new 

experience for them. The aesthetic experience they generate is not pleasure but 

disturbance.  

Moreover, the aesthetics of the ugly in Freud’s and Bacon’s works reinforces 

Gadamer’s notion of “play”. The artwork does not present a stable object of 

contemplation just for looking at; instead, it draws the viewer into an ongoing 

movement of meaning in which discomfort, ambiguity, and tension are essential 

components. The grotesque body thus becomes a site where meaning is not represented 

but enacted, repeatedly actualized in each encounter between the artwork and its 

audience. 

Rather than tracing a transformation in artistic expression over time, these works 

demonstrate how art can sustain its power through the persistent activation of 

experience. By rejecting beauty as an aesthetic ideal, Freud and Bacon reveal art’s 

capacity to disclose truth through the ugly, the disturbing, and the unresolved. In 

Gadamerian terms, their paintings exemplify how art, even when it resists pleasure and 
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harmony, remains a privileged site for the emergence of understanding and it is an 

event in which meaning arises not despite ugliness, but precisely through it. 

In this respect, the aesthetics of the ugly illustrates how artistic traditions expand by 

accommodating forms that initially resist established aesthetic expectations—a 

dynamic that is equally relevant to contemporary debates surrounding AI-generated 

art. 

5.3. The Application of Gadamer’s Philosophy of Art to AI-Generated Art 

Gadamer says in Truth and Method, “The work of hermeneutics is not to develop a 

procedure of understanding, but to clarify the conditions in which understanding takes 

place” (2013, p. 263). Cathy A. Brooks says from Gadamer’s point of view, as 

historical beings, our understanding of a text is possible because of our situation within 

a tradition. Gadamer claims that “in fact, history does not belong to us, but we belong 

to it” (2013, p. 288-289). On the one hand, there is a past that the text has been written, 

and on the other hand, there is the reader who intends towards the past by looking at 

his/her present and the meaning is building between the past and the present as the 

parts of the whole historicity. Brooks says, “The intentionality of our questions to the 

text, and the meaning of the text for us in the present, are a way of projecting ourselves 

in understanding into the future” (1982, p. 44). This notion allows us to think that the 

past, present and the future are intertwined, so here Gadamer’s concept of horizons 

enters the picture. Another of Brook’s statements guides us to think this notion. She 

states as follows: 

Understanding is an historically funded and operative structure based in 

universal past-present-future temporality. Our understanding of a text is of the 

past, in that we understand in and through what a tradition has bequeathed to 

us; it is of the present, in that our questions to the text are ordered by our 

situation in the present moment of that tradition; it is of the future in that we 

project ourselves futureward in the very act of understanding (1982, p. 44). 

 

Both the text and the participants who try to interpret the text are historical. They stand 

in somewhere within history. Here, we should take a look at Gadamer’s concept of 

horizon which is essential for his hermeneutic philosophy. There is a dialectical 

interaction between them. The text and the interpreter have their own horizons because 
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they have their own historicity. The text exists as something from the past. It has its 

own horizon that carries its time’s traditions or understanding, but it is here for being 

read by the interpreter who has his/her own presence and horizon. Interpretation is 

possible by means of that horizon. One is able to understand the text when these 

horizons obtain an interaction, and Gadamer calls it “fusion of horizons.” He states as 

follows: 

… the horizon of the present cannot be formed without the past. There is no 

more an isolated horizon of the present in itself than there are historical 

horizons which have to be acquired. Rather, understanding is always the fusion 

of these horizons supposedly existing by themselves (2013, p. 317).  

 

Brooks’ explanation about the concept of fusion of horizons of Gadamer is concise. 

He summarizes it as follows: 

Reflecting the historicality of being, the interpreter brings to the event of 

interpretation present understanding, or horizon, in and through which he or 

she encounters the text. The text is an other with its own horizon, standing with 

the interpreter in the stream of history. The process of interaction between the 

horizons of the interpreter and the text is like a dialogue between persons 

(1982, p. 44). 

 

Gadamer’s point is that the interpreter has his/her own historicity. He/she intends to 

the text while standing at a certain historical point of whole history. In that sense, the 

text and the interpreter are parts of a whole. Anders Odenstedt says that “The purport 

and meaning of claims are no longer shared between author and interpreter; instead of 

asking what a claim says about its subject matter, the interpreter sees it as arises from 

its historical context” (2007, p. 76).  

I think that we can look at AI-generated art from Gadamer’s viewpoint of fusion of 

horizons. As it is explained before, AI-generated art is produced by depending on a 

vast number of data set, and by means of a machine learning process, AI makes some 

connections and new decisions among the data, and directs itself towards a new 

artwork. In that sense, the artwork generated by AI can be a kind of product that 

belongs to the historicity of AI and also the human artists in its data set. Even if the 

work of art generated by AI is not similar to the traditional arts but something new as 
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a product of the future, it is still a part of the whole historicity because actually AI also 

works with the given data set which comes from the past and present. Therefore, I 

think AI generated art can be considered as a text calling from the future and through 

the fusion of horizons, the artwork made by AI is meaningful as human artist’s work 

of art. Because as long as people cannot recognize the difference whether a human or 

AI made the artwork and they also appreciate AI generated art, there will be an 

interaction between the audience and the work of art. And this interaction comes from 

fusion of horizons, so the dialogue is possible to interpret it.    

In the book The Relevance of the Beautiful, Gadamer uses some notions to explain that 

art of the past, which is called traditional art, and modern art, which includes non-

objective, non-figurative, and abstract forms of art are united in some extent in terms 

of evaluating both of them as art. Although the past and the present have different 

forms of art, there must be something that allows them to be considered as art.  

According to Gadamer, all art from past and present share a common feature which is 

being a part of the whole historicity because all artistic creations are based on human 

experience with the world, so throughout history, life experiences of humanity are 

more or less similar. For instance, the pain of losing a loved one is equally painful for 

those living in the past and in the present; or the feeling of shock in the face of an 

unexpected situation is the same for people who have experienced it in the past and 

for those who experience it in the present. Therefore, the emphasis of Gadamer is on 

the shared experience. Although all experiences are individually experienced and 

therefore unique, his hermeneutic understanding allows us to think that these particular 

experiences are at the same time shared by the humanity. I think AI-generated art can 

also be included here, although AI does not have life experiences as humans have. 

However, the methods used in computer-generated art depend on understanding the 

relations between the given data. Since the data does not come from out of nothing, 

actually AI processes the specific data set constituted by humans. In fact, it could be 

said that AI learns and mimics what/how humans created art, so in that sense AI learns 

humanity and becomes a part of it.  

As a result, all art from past, present and future share the common feature which is 

part of the same life experiences. All traditional, modern or future forms are considered 
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as art, and in that sense, they show the universality of art as well. This is a different 

kind of universalism than the essentialist views on aesthetics that defend the idea that 

there are essential properties of art, as sufficient and necessary conditions of being an 

artwork. I think the universality of art for Gadamer is not an essentialist universality, 

but hermeneutic historical universality based on human experience. Since art 

perpetually engages with humanity, it is universal in that sense.  

Only if we “recognize” what is represented are we able to “read” a picture; in 

fact, that is what ultimately makes it a picture. Seeing means articulating. 

While we are still trying various ways of organizing what we see or hesitating 

between them, as with certain trick pictures, we don’t yet see what is there. The 

trick picture is, as it were, the artificial perpetuation of this hesitation, the 

“agony” of seeing. … Even in listening to absolute music we must 

“understand” it. And only when we understand it, when it is “clear” to us, does 

it exist as an artistic creation for us. Thus, although absolute music is a pure 

movement of form as such, a kind of auditory mathematics where there is no 

content with an objective meaning that we can discern, understanding it 

nevertheless involves entering into a relation with what is meaningful. It is the 

indefiniteness of this relation (2013, p. 83). 

 

As Ernst H. Gombrich states at the beginning of the Story of Art, “There really is no 

such thing as Art. There are only artists.” (1995, p. 15). However, I think for Gadamer, 

it is possible to say that his understanding of art is not an approach which closes 

everything to be considered as art because intellectual capacity has a vital role in his 

aesthetics. He says that “we ‘read’ a picture, as we say, like a text” and he emphasizes 

that it does not have to be just Cubist forms such as the works of Picasso or Braque, 

but also traditional kids of art can be read as a text (1998, p. 27). He expresses this 

idea as follows: 

There is always some reflective and intellectual accomplishment involved, 

whether I am concerned with the traditional forms of art handed down to us or 

whether I am challenged by modern forms of art. The challenge of the work 

brings the constructive accomplishment of the intellect into play (1998, p. 28). 

 

As it is understood from this passage, according to Gadamer, we as the audiences are 

not passive, but active components of work of art. The play invites us to join it, and 

we do it as long as we accompany to this activity with our intellectual capacity. Art 

demands to be constructed by the spectator because “it is a question of constructing it” 

(1998, p. 27). Therefore, art is reproduced at every encounter with its audience, 
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because the audience join and construct in that moment of encounter. It is an active 

interaction between the audience and the work of art through interpretation. I think it 

is possible to apply this notion to AI-generated artworks, because like any other 

painting created by a human artist, when an AI generated painting is encountered with 

the audience in an art exhibition, it is also an art object which demands to be 

constructed by the audience no matter a human or an AI artist created it.  

For instance, one of the most famous examples of an AI-generated work of art is 

“Portrait of Edmond de Belamy” which was generated in 2018 made by the French 

collective Obvious and sold at an auction in New York over $430,000, although it is 

expected to be sold between $7000-$10000 (Goenaga, 2020, p. 52). The painting was 

generated by using GAN model, a machine learning algorithm, as fed by thousands of 

human portrait paintings, and by learning and imitating those portraits it came up with 

a specific portrait which depicts a blurred face of a person with a dark coat and a white 

shirt in front of a dark background color.  Although the AI as an artist has a different 

historicity which does not include any cultural or social bonds or lived experiences as 

human artists, still it can be said that it has some kind of historicity which imitates 

humans and also has its own time span that maybe exceeds the past and the presence 

of humans but may be a presentation of future. It is not just a simple object, but it is 

an artwork that leads to the audience to reconsider such questions as: what is art, can 

AI be an artist, or is it genuinely an artwork as an AI-generated object? Therefore, it 

can be evaluated as Gadamer’s view such that AI -generated art is open to 

interpretation as an object speaking from the future to the present audience. As a result, 

interpretation is possible when the horizons framing the AI through this process of 

production work of art and the viewers intersect with each other in this interaction. 

Although, the “Portrait of Edmond de Belamy” is a different kind of portrait that we 

get used to see in art history and Gadamer refers in his writings on portraits; 

nevertheless, as we understood from the title of the artwork, and its features -despite 

its blurred appearance- it depicts a human portrait generated by AI. The “Portrait of 

Edmond de Belamy” provides a dialogue between the viewers and itself.  

It must be emphasized that AI, in this context, is not a fully autonomous agent. While 

it is capable of generating outputs that may appear novel or unexpected, it does not 

possess mental capacities such as intention, understanding, or self-awareness. 
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However, at the origin of any AI-generated work, there is a human artist who initiates 

the process and utilizes the machine as a sophisticated tool to arrive at a concrete 

aesthetic result. In the case of the Portrait of Edmond de Belamy, although the final 

image is generated through a machine learning process, the conditions of its emergence 

are structured by human decisions. While the artists (the Obvious collective) may not 

have predicted the exact pixel-by-pixel output, they remained the primary agents who 

initiated the process. They defined the “horizon” of the work by selecting the dataset 

that of 15,000 portraits from the 14th to the 20th century, and by curated the final 

output. The machine does not decide to paint; it processes the limits and parameters 

set by the human artist, whose intent acts as the catalyst for the work’s existence. Thus, 

the artist does not control the exact outcome, but establishes the field of possibilities 

within which the outcome can occur, in this example. As a result, the role of the artist 

is not diminished but transformed. Rather than directly determining the final form of 

the work of art, the artist sets in motion a process whose results cannot be fully 

anticipated. The unpredictability of the output does not imply the independence of the 

machine, but indicates a shift in artistic practice from execution to initiation and 

selection. The artist engages critically with the generated results by accepting, 

rejecting, or refining them, so they maintain their role as the agent of intention and 

evaluation. 

At this point, Gadamer’s concept of horizon becomes helpful. AI systems can be 

understood as expanding the artist’s horizon, not because they generate meaning 

independently, but because they present possibilities that exceed the artist’s initial 

expectations. In doing so, they bring forward configurations that may not have been 

previously considered, making the limits of the artist’s prior perspective visible. 

Through engaging with these outputs, the artist does not passively receive meaning 

but actively reshapes their horizon through processes of selection, interpretation, and 

evaluation. 

However, to focus exclusively on the human artist’s initiation is to capture only one 

side of the aesthetic equation. This shift from making the art to selecting the art shows 

us a deeper truth: the real meaning of an artwork is never limited to what the artist 

thinks or feels.  Once the work is finished and encounter with the spectators, it breaks 

free from the person—or the machine—that started it. In fact, artwork exceeds the 
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intention of the artist. When it is faced with the audience, the question of what the 

artist wanted to say in this piece of art is a meaningless question, because artwork is 

open to interpretation. Even if the meaning attributed by the artist could be shared by 

the other viewers, art allows new possibilities. An audience can see the alternative 

possibilities of the piece. Art speaks to the audience as how they want to be spoken to 

in their own historical stance in Gadamer’s approach. In that sense, I think it is not 

very important whether the artist is human or a robot because art cannot be framed by 

strict rules or meanings. Since the meaning of every artwork already exceeds the 

artist’s original intention, the absence of intention or emotional experience in AI does 

not prevent AI-generated visual productions from attaining artistic status. Once an AI-

generated artwork enters the public sphere—for example, by being exhibited in a 

museum—it addresses its audience and invites interpretation just as any other artwork 

does. It thereby becomes part of the hermeneutic dialogue through which artistic 

meaning is continuously constituted. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

 

ARTISTIC TRANSFORMATIONS 

 

 

6.1. Reflections of Encounters on Canvas 

When the human artists create their work of art, they do not create out of nothingness. 

Artistic production is always embedded within a network of past experiences, 

intellectual encounters, cultural contexts, and material conditions. Every artist carries 

a history of experiences that inform, shape, and continuously transform their artistic 

practice. In this sense, artistic creation is a cumulative and historically situated process 

rather than an isolated act of invention. 

This is the similarity between how AI generated art and human-made art being 

constituted. Both are actually deprived from what the artist whether human or AI have 

in their dataset previously. Every experience of human is also a part of a dataset. 

Therefore, each and every relation adds something to the human artist. After each 

experience they gain, they are more than what they were in the moment before they 

gain that experience.  

For human artists, every book read, every place lived in, every school went, every 

person encountered, and every historical event witnessed, everything they have 

experienced bring new interactions and new perspectives to them. Each interaction has 

a reflection on their personality maybe, but also their art’s content and form, and their 

style as well. I mean that every encounter is full of new possibilities, shape and reshape 

their art constantly. Of course, it cannot be expected that each relation has a precise 

visible trace on their art, but it is obvious that some experiences have an impact on the 

artists’ works as turning points. Art history provides numerous examples 

demonstrating that artistic transformation often arises from such encounters. The 
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following sections examine selected painters whose practices were profoundly 

reshaped by specific cultural, geographical, or historical experiences. 

6.1.1. Vincent Van Gogh and Japanese Art  

 
In 19th century, Japanese art expanded in Europe particularly through the circulation 

of ukiyo-e woodblock prints. This phenomenon, often referred to as Japonisme, had a 

significant impact on many European artists, including Vincent van Gogh. Van Gogh’s 

encounter with Japanese art did not merely introduce him to new decorative motifs; 

rather, it transformed his fundamental understanding of pictorial composition, color, 

and the purpose of painting. Japanese ukiyo-e prints were characterized by flat areas 

of color, strong and often dark contours, asymmetrical compositions, and 

unconventional perspectives. These visual strategies stood in sharp contrast to the 

dominant Western traditions of linear perspective, chiaroscuro, and illusionistic depth. 

For Van Gogh, Japanese art represented not only a stylistic alternative but also a 

different artistic worldview - one that emphasized immediacy, clarity, and expressive 

surface rather than naturalistic representation. 

Van Gogh did not encounter Japanese art passively. He actively collected ukiyo-e 

prints, studied them closely, and discussed them enthusiastically in his letters, 

particularly in correspondence with his brother Theo. In these letters, he often 

associated Japanese art with ideas of harmony, simplicity, and a closer relationship 

between art and everyday life. This intellectual engagement demonstrates that 

Japanese art influenced Van Gogh at both a formal and conceptual level. 

His Flowering Plum Orchard (after Utagawa Hiroshige) is a direct reinterpretation of 

a Japanese print, demonstrating the depth of his engagement. Bridge in the Rain (after 

Hiroshige) is another example. These paintings are not simple copies but 

reinterpretations that translate Japanese compositional principles into Van Gogh’s own 

painterly language. In these works, the use of flat color planes, bold outlines, and 

cropped compositions clearly reflects ukiyo-e aesthetics, while Van Gogh’s 

characteristic brushwork and color intensity introduce a new expressive dimension. 

More broadly, the influence of Japanese art can be traced throughout Van Gogh’s later 

paintings, including his landscapes and portraits. The abandonment of traditional 
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depth, the emphasis on surface, and the intensified use of color suggest that this 

encounter reshaped his artistic vision. This influence can be read not as surface 

decoration but as a deep artistic encounter that expanded his horizon of artistic 

possibilities through creating a visual syntax that bridged European practice with non-

Western conceptual approaches to space, color, and form. Van Gogh’s case illustrates 

how an encounter with a different artistic tradition can expand an artist’s horizon, 

leading to a transformation that affects both form and meaning. Japanese art did not 

simply provide Van Gogh with new visual elements; it reoriented his understanding of 

what painting could be. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 9: Van Gogh, V., Flowering Plum Orchard (after Hiroshige), 1887, Van Gogh Museum, 

Amsterdam 
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Figure 10: Van Gogh, V., Bridge in the Rain (after Hiroshige), 1887, Van Gogh Museum, 

Amsterdam  

 

 

 

6.1.2. Paul Gaugin and Tahiti Experience 

Paul Gauguin provides another compelling example of how lived experience can 

function as a transformative force in artistic practice. Gaugin is also another painter 

who encounters with Japanese art. But here I would like to demonstrate another aspect 

which reshape his art which is his experiences in living in Tahiti and the other exotic 

islands that is totally different than the artist’s life in Paris. His experience in Tahiti 

played a decisive role in transforming his artistic practice, not merely by providing 

new subject matter but by reshaping his understanding of culture, representation, and 

artistic authenticity.  

Gauguin’s journey to Tahiti was motivated by a desire to escape what he perceived as 

the artificiality and moral exhaustion of European civilization. This desire framed his 

experience and strongly influenced the way Tahiti entered his art. It is possible to find 
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the reflections of his encounter with Tahitian life, rituals, and landscapes that can be 

interpreted as fundamentally different from Europe.  

In the painting series Tahitian Women, Gaugin uses local women of the island as 

figures in his art. These women are sometimes naked and sometimes in their traditional 

clothes. What we see in those paintings is the naturality or primitivity of these lives. 

The women in the pictures are in the painting depicted as they are in their natural slow 

flow of life. These paintings often convey a sense of calm, stillness, and naturalness, 

contrasting sharply with the social tensions and industrial pace of European modernity. 

The women are not portrayed as individualized portraits but as symbolic figures 

representing an imagined unity between humanity and nature. 

The art of Gaugin’s Tahiti experience also becomes concrete in his use of color and 

form. He uses bright colors on the canvas and in these bright colors constitute the huge 

spheres of the whole painting. When we look at the painting, some flat, intensely 

colored surfaces without detail such as bold reds or pinks immediately catch the eye. 

We can see it on his Tahitian Women series as well. Figures and landscapes were 

rendered in large, simplified forms, reducing depth and perspective. This stylistic shift 

suggests that Gauguin’s experience encouraged him to move away from observation 

toward interpretation.  

Moreover, Gauguin incorporated local myths, symbols, and religious motifs into his 

compositions, further demonstrating how cultural encounter reshaped his artistic 

language. Although later scholarship has critically examined the colonial and 

exoticizing aspects of Gauguin’s work, his paintings nonetheless reveal how deeply 

an artist’s environment and lived experience can transform artistic form and content. 

Tahiti functioned as a turning point that fundamentally reconfigured Gauguin’s artistic 

horizon. 
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Figure 11: Gaugin, P., Femmes de Tahiti, 1891, Musée d’Orsay, Paris 

 

 

 

Figure 12: Gaugin, P., Parau Api, 1892, Dresden State Art Collections, Dresden 
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6.1.3. Pablo Picasso and African Art 

 

Pablo Picasso’s painting Les Demoiselles d’Avignon (Girls from Avignon), created in 

1907, is often considered as the beginning of cubism which is a radical shift in form 

in the history of Western art of painting. This is a radical turning point in painting, 

because before that the painting was depending on more realistic representations of 

the world.  

The painting depicts five nude female figures and the name of the painting refers that 

they are sex workers from a brothel on Avignon Street in Barcelona, but apart from 

the title of the work, we do not have a clue where exactly these figures stand because 

the space is fragmented, meaning that there is no continuity in the space. The 

perspectives are inconsistent, and the figures are rendered through geometrical, sharp, 

angular forms. When we look at the painting closely, we may separate them into three 

categories as like they are actually fragmented in three spaces. The first figure on the 

left, the two figures in the middle and the two on the right constitutes three parts. The 

first figure on the left has similarities with Egyptian art in terms of perspective. And 

also, since Picasso was interested in Iberian sculpture, it may be the reflection of that 

too. There is a hand behind the first figure which seems like a sticker and it should be 

the hand of the figure. The use of perspective in the whole painting is not natural or 

realistic. The figures on the right side of the painting, especially the two most distorted 

faces, are the reflection of Picasso’s encounter with African masks at the Ethnographic 

Museum of Trocadéro.  

Actually, this encounter was not a passive act of viewing objects from another culture, 

but an experiential confrontation that transformed his understanding of representation, 

the human figure, and the function of art itself. Rather than simply borrowing formal 

elements, Picasso’s art changed at the level of perception and artistic intention. 

Before this encounter, Picasso’s work, especially during his Blue and Rose periods, 

remained largely within the framework of Western figurative tradition. Even when 

emotionally expressive, his figures retained naturalistic proportions and recognizable 

facial features. However, when Picasso encountered African masks, he was confronted 

with objects that did not aim to imitate visible reality. These masks did not represent 
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faces as they appear, they are not natural organic forms, but as they function 

symbolically, ritually, and emotionally. 

In this way, Picasso’s experience in the museum demonstrates how artistic change can 

emerge from a concrete encounter. His artistic transformation occurred at the level of 

perception and intention. The masks did not offer Picasso a style to imitate but an 

alternative way of seeing and constructing reality, so a different conception of what 

art could do. Thus, Les Demoiselles d’Avignon exemplifies how a concrete encounter 

can destabilize an artist’s previous horizon and open new possibilities for artistic 

expression. 

 
 

Figure 13: Picasso, P., Les Demoiselles d’Avignon, 1907, MoMA (Museum of Modern Art), 

New York City 

 

 

6.1.4. Francisco Goya and War   

 

Another figure from art history that I will give as an example for how lived experiences 

can transform the artistic expression is the Spanish painter, Francisco Goya. He was a 

witness of Peninsular War between Spain and France and the war has a deep impact 
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on his psychology and his art. As a result of witnessing the great violence of the war, 

he creates the series of 82 prints called The Disasters of War. As we can see in those 

art series, the depictions regarding war are not heroic expressions. Instead, there are 

widespread violence, torture, executions, famine, and moral collapse in them. Paul 

Bouvier states that through these series of work, “Goya not only denounces extreme 

violence by showing how dehumanizing it is, how it destroys what is human in man” 

(2011, p. 1108), and adds that “Goya shows us a world of extreme violence, in which 

no help is offered to the victims, in which the earth is empty and bare and all feelings 

of humanity seem to have vanished” (p. 1109). Instead of glorifying the battle, unlike 

the other painters who were invited by the Spanish general Palafox to see the 

devastation caused by Napoleonic Wars (p. 1111), or presenting moral lessons; rather 

he depicts anonymous victims, mutilated bodies, and moments of intense suffering. 

The pictures show us that war is not only about battle fights that soldiers shot their 

guns or an act of glorification of a state; but there is much more tragedy and traumatic 

experience in it. There are very brutal horrible scenes in those pictures depicting 

inhuman outcomes of war. The figures are often stripped of individual identity, 

emphasizing their vulnerability rather than their heroism. He, as a witness of the war, 

uses captions like “I saw it” on the images he draws. It means that the works function 

less as symbolic representations and more as records of what he witnessed. 

I think, only someone who has this lived experience or has the knowledge of the cruelty 

of war would create these depictions. The strength of the expressions is directly related 

with having this knowledge of war’s destructive impact. In order to create a piece of 

art on war, of course, someone does not have to witness a war physically or they do 

not have to be the subjects of the war directly; but they have to have the knowledge 

and a mindset. Without having the idea of how war looks like, of course it is not 

possible to create a work about war. And I mean that since someone who is directly 

the subject of war have more vivid knowledge, it is expected that this person may 

create more stunning expressions than those who only listen the stories about war. 

Another painting series of Goya called Black Paintings, made in later years of him, 

are another example of which lived experience has a great impact on the artist’s work 

of art. The paintings depict dark and horrific scenes. They seem as if they have 

emerged from a nightmare. The traumatic impact of war which is experienced first-
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hand affected him psychologically and as a result of the trauma of war he has suffered 

from panic and fear. And he has also suffered from a serious disease and he became 

deaf as a result of the illness.  

As the previous examples demonstrate, the artistic development of human creators is 

inseparable from their lived experiences. New encounters, cultural environments, 

personal relationships, and historical circumstances continuously reshape both the 

form and the content of their artistic production. Gauguin’s Tahitian paintings or Van 

Gogh’s engagement with Japanese prints illustrate how artistic creation is nourished 

by historically situated experiences rather than emerging in isolation. 

Although this cannot be directly extended to artificial intelligence, a comparable 

structural relationship exists. AI systems do not possess lived experience, 

consciousness, or emotions in the human sense. Nevertheless, they are trained on 

historically accumulated human cultural productions. The datasets through which 

generative AI operates contain the visual, stylistic, and symbolic traces of countless 

human experiences expressed across different historical periods and cultural traditions. 

In this respect, AI-generated images are not detached from history; rather, they are 

produced through computational engagement with humanity’s accumulated cultural 

archive. 

It would therefore be misleading to claim that AI experiences emotions or is 

emotionally affected in the way human artists are. What AI processes are not emotions 

themselves but their cultural and visual expressions. Paintings, photographs, texts, 

gestures, symbols, and aesthetic conventions through which human emotions have 

historically been represented all become part of the material upon which AI operates. 

Consequently, while AI cannot express its own emotions, it can generate images by 

drawing upon the historically sedimented representations of human emotional life. 

For this reason, the relationship between human experience and AI-generated art 

should not be understood as an analogy between two experiencing subjects. Rather, it 

is a relationship between lived experience and its cultural sedimentation. Human artists 

create through their own historical experiences, whereas AI creates through 
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computational access to the historical traces of human experience preserved within 

cultural data. 

 
 

Figure 14: Goya, F. (Saturno devorando a su hijo), Saturn Devouring His Son, 1820–1823, 

Museo del Prado, Madrid   
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Figure 15: Goya, F. (El Gran Cabrón/Aquelarre), Witches’ Sabbath, 1820–1823, Museo del 

Prado, Madrid 

 

 
  

Figure 16: Goya, F. (Dos viejos comiendo sopa), Two Old Ones Eating Soup, 1820–1823, 

Museo del Prado, Madrid 
 

 

6.2. AI-Generated Visuals as Art of Future from a Gadamerian Perspective 

What I mean by “art of future” is not a deterministic point of view on what art will 

become. As I have said before, according to Gadamer, hermeneutic understanding is 

only possible through fusion of horizons. The meaning of an artwork is neither located 

merely in the intention of the artist nor in the subjective response of the viewer, nor it 

is fixed in the object itself. Instead, for Gadamer, meaning emerges in a dynamic 

dialogical process between the work and its interpreter.  
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When the audience as the carrier of the present’s horizon encounters with the art of the 

past which is created with the artist’s horizon, this encounter ends up with the fusion 

of these past and present horizons which are actually not completely distinct from each 

other. As Gadamer (2013) emphasizes, it is a mistake to conceive the horizon of the 

present as “a fixed set of opinions and valuations” from which the past can be observed 

as something wholly other (p. 316). According to Gadamer (2013), the horizon of the 

present cannot exist independently of the past; rather, “understanding is always the 

fusion of these horizons supposedly existing by themselves” (p. 317). Within a living 

tradition, old and new continually combine into something meaningful without either 

being isolated from the other. Horizon is not something stable, it can be broadened and 

open to change.  

Therefore, an artwork is not complete in the sense that it is open to interpretation in 

every encounter with the viewer. It is not a random product but an event of meaning 

that reinterpreted in each encounter over and over again, so it should be understood 

not as a static product but as an event of meaning that is continually reinterpreted 

across time. From this hermeneutic perspective, AI generated visual arts should be 

considered as new configurations that initiate to new meaning interpretation 

possibilities, rather than as final or authoritative representations of artistic futures. 

A particularly illuminating example in this context is the study conducted by Edoardo 

Lisi et al. (2020), which aims to model the evolution of art movements and to generate 

visual projections of possible future art styles depending on that model. The study 

shows that when the formal features of the paintings in art history learned by the 

specific AI model, it will forecast statistically how the future paintings as a 

continuation of the past will look like depending on the historical visual data regarding 

the formal features of paintings they used. From a Gadamerian standpoint, this 

research is significant not because it claims to determine the future of art, but because 

it demonstrates how historical visual data can be reactivated within the present horizon 

to generate speculative visual possibilities. 

As the research by Lisi et al. (2020) shows that AI models can make a prediction 

statistically plausible continuations of painting styles based on historical data. They 

introduced their approach as forecasting future art movement as the aim of the study. 
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However, such “forecasting” should not be misunderstood as predictions of future art 

movements in a strong sense. Because what we call art “movements” emerge through 

complex historical, social, and intentional processes that cannot be reduced to formal 

visual characteristics alone. Political ruptures, ethical crises, social movements, 

institutional dynamics of the art world, and market structures all play constitutive roles 

in shaping art history. And it is not possible to calculate these factors in human life. 

Consequently, AI-generated projections function not as definitive representations of 

the future of painting like prophetic depictions, but as probabilistic and speculative 

visualizations that participate in shaping contemporary horizons of expectation 

regarding what painting might become.  

Such an understanding aligns closely with Gadamer’s conception of art as presentation 

rather than representation. As Cynthia R. Nielsen (2022) explains, following Gadamer, 

“what is characteristic of all art is not its representational character but its 

presentational character” (p. 105). A work of art does not merely copy reality; it 

presents itself as itself. In doing so, art brings forth new ways of seeing the world. As 

Nielsen puts it, “art’s increase of being, so to speak, gives birth to new ways of seeing 

the world” (p. 103). Similarly, Schmidt argues that images, especially the artistic 

images, do not simply depict a world, but are “coterminous with the disclosure of a 

world at all” (as cited in Nielsen, 2022, p. 103). From this view, AI-generated images 

should not be dismissed as secondary imitations; they, too, may participate in the 

disclosure of a world by presenting new visual constellations to interpretation. 

This distinction becomes clearer when the debate on creativity is taken into account. 

Emanuele Arielli and Lev Manovich (2022) argue that the claim that creativity belongs 

exclusively to humans is an anthropocentric myth, sustained by the opacity of human 

cognition rather than by a clear conceptual distinction. They suggest that stylistic 

transformations in art often follow patterns that can, at least partially, be modeled 

algorithmically. From this perspective, denying creativity to AI may say more about 

our attachment to human exceptionalism than about the nature of creativity itself. 

In contrast, Marc A. Runco (2023) maintains that AI can only exhibit “pseudo-

creativity,” since it lacks intrinsic motivation, intentionality, and a self to express. 

According to Runco (2023), AI merely “discovers” existing patterns in data rather than 
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genuinely creating something new (p. 2). However, when examined hermeneutically, 

this sharp distinction between discovery and creation becomes problematic. Human 

creativity is also deeply dependent on prior knowledge, traditions, experiences, and 

imitative practices. Artists do not create ex nihilo; they work within historically given 

horizons, transforming what is already there. If recombination and dependence on 

prior material are sufficient grounds to disqualify AI from creativity, then human 

artistic creation would also be at risk of being reduced to mere discovery. 

The Next Rembrandt project provides a compelling example in this regard. By 

analyzing Rembrandt’s paintings in careful detail –with brushstrokes, compositional 

structures, and layered paint– the AI generated a painting that convincingly fits within 

Rembrandt’s stylistic horizon. From a Gadamerian perspective, this work can be 

understood as a historically mediated possibility: a painting that Rembrandt might 

have painted, had he lived longer. The fact that contemporary viewers can 

meaningfully recognize the work as “Rembrandtesque” already presupposes a fusion 

of horizons. Without such a fusion of horizons, the work could not be interpreted as 

belonging to Rembrandt’s artistic world at all. 

From this standpoint, AI-generated visual art does not stand outside history; rather, it 

remains firmly embedded within it. AI operates within the same historicity that 

governs human artistic production. It draws from the past, functions within the present, 

and opens up speculative possibilities for the future. In terms of having the possibilities 

of the alternative future, I consider AI generated art as “future art” that opens new 

horizons and interpretations. Although the “future” produced by AI is always situated 

in the present moment that it generates an artefact, as long as the system is 

continuously fed with ongoing data, the potential for generating new futures as future 

art remains persistently open. Thus, AI-generated visuals can be understood as future 

art, not because they predict what will come, but because they disclose potential 

futures embedded within existing artistic traditions. In short, thanks to this continuous 

influx of data, AI provides the potential future art configurations as form and content. 

It is true that AI systems are often trained on datasets dominated by Western art 

traditions, which inevitably introduces cultural bias. However, biases do not have to 

be considered negatively. From Gadamerian perspective, biases are not obstacles, but 
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necessary conditions for understanding. In terms of lack of representation of the all 

cultures, AI generated art may be accused for some reasons, but this is actually a 

different topic than what I would like to emphasize. My emphasis is here is that AI 

generated art likewise any traditional artworks carry the traces of its historical and 

cultural context. No artwork, and also no interpreter, can be free from the world that 

shapes them. Therefore, it is inevitable that it is also loaded with the prejudices since 

it cannot be isolated from the world. As a result, its biases reflect the horizons within 

which it is produced, rather than disqualifying it as art. 

Therefore, AI-generated visual art should be approached not as a replacement for 

human creativity, nor as a mere technical artifact. It should be understood as a 

hermeneutic event that participates in the ongoing dialogue between past, present, and 

future. As long as AI systems continue to be fed with evolving data, the potential for 

generating new artistic horizons remains open. In this way, as expanding the field of 

possible meanings and interpretations, AI-generated visuals contribute to the living 

tradition of art precisely in the sense Gadamer attributes to art itself. 
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CHAPTER 7 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

This dissertation has examined the artistic status of AI-generated visual productions 

through the philosophical framework of Hans-Georg Gadamer’s hermeneutics while 

engaging critically with major aesthetic theories. Rather than asking whether artificial 

intelligence itself can be considered an autonomous artist, the central question has been 

whether works produced through AI can legitimately be understood as works of art. 

The answer defended throughout this study is affirmative. AI-generated visual 

productions can be artworks because art is not determined merely by the metaphysical 

nature of its producer; rather it emerges through the interaction of human 

intentionality, historical situatedness, and the interpretive dialogue established 

between the work and its audience. 

A significant challenge to this conclusion comes from expressive theories of art, 

particularly those developed by Benedetto Croce and R. G. Collingwood. Both 

philosophers reject the identification of art with the material object and instead locate 

art within the expressive activity of consciousness. According to their idealistic 

aesthetics, a work of art a pure, internal state of intuition and imaginative conscious 

activity. Artistic expression is understood as the realization of that inner intuition or 

emotion that belongs to a human subject. From this perspective, AI appears to face an 

obvious limitation. By definition, it is an artificial system. It does not possess lived 

experience, consciousness, emotions, or a unique inner life. Instead, it operates 

through the analysis, classification, and recombination of existing human productions. 

If artistic expression necessarily requires an experiencing human mind, AI cannot 

itself qualify as an autonomous artist. 
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This dissertation accepts an important part of this criticism while questioning its 

conclusion. I agree with Croce and Collingwood that art cannot be reduced to a merely 

physical object. A painting is not simply paint on canvas, just as a digital image is not 

merely an arrangement of pixels. However, I do not believe that this requires 

separating art completely from its material manifestation. Art exists neither solely in 

the object nor solely in the artist’s mind. Rather, it emerges in the encounter between 

the work and its interpreter. The artwork functions as the medium through which 

dialogue becomes possible. 

This understanding moves the discussion toward Gadamer’s philosophical 

hermeneutics. For Gadamer, understanding is never the reproduction of another 

consciousness. It is not a movement from one isolated mind to another. Understanding 

always takes place historically through the fusion of horizons. Every interpreter 

approaches a work from within their own historical situation, and every work carries 

the historical conditions from which it emerged. Meaning is therefore not fixed in 

advance but comes into being through interpretation. 

This hermeneutic perspective allows AI-generated art to be understood without 

requiring AI itself to possess consciousness. The dialogue established through AI-

generated works is not fundamentally between the machine and the viewer. Rather, it 

is a historically mediated dialogue in which the machine functions as part of an 

ongoing network of human meanings and cultural practices. AI systems are trained on 

vast collections of human-produced images, texts, visual conventions, artistic styles, 

and cultural artefacts that have accumulated over time. These materials are not merely 

datasets in a technical sense; they are expressions of human history, traditions, 

aesthetic judgments, and ways of seeing the world. Consequently, the outputs 

generated by AI remain situated within the historical continuum from which they 

emerge. Even if AI lacks an inner perspective or lived experience of its own, it operates 

through historically constituted forms of human expression. Its productions therefore 

do not stand outside human historicity but participate in it by recombining, 

reconfiguring, and extending visual possibilities that have developed within human 

cultural history. From a Gadamerian perspective, understanding is always shaped by 

the history that precedes both the interpreter and the work. AI-generated images should 
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therefore not be regarded as ahistorical computational products. They are produced 

through materials that are themselves historically conditioned and become meaningful 

only when they enter the interpretive encounter with a viewer. In this sense, AI does 

not interrupt the continuity of artistic tradition; rather, it becomes one of the 

contemporary conditions through which that tradition continues to unfold. 

This historical embeddedness becomes especially visible when AI is understood not 

as an independent creator but as a participant in a collaborative creative process. Every 

AI-generated artwork begins with a human artist who approaches the creative act from 

within a particular historical horizon. The choice of prompts, conceptual aims, 

aesthetic preferences, and evaluative decisions are shaped by the artist’s experiences, 

cultural background, and artistic intentions. The prompt itself is never neutral. It 

reflects a particular horizon shaped by the artist’s historical existence. AI then 

processes this input together with the vast collection of human-created material from 

which it has learned, generating possibilities that neither the artist nor the system could 

have fully anticipated in advance. So, the prompt itself is not merely a technical 

instruction but the first interpretive act of the creative process. 

For this reason, AI-generated art should not be understood as replacing human 

creativity but as extending it. The creative process becomes collaborative rather than 

solitary. The human artist provides direction, intentionality, and aesthetic judgment, 

while AI contributes unexpected visual possibilities emerging from the relationships 

it establishes across enormous bodies of cultural material. The final image is therefore 

neither the complete realization of a predetermined intention nor an autonomous 

machine creation. Rather, it is the outcome of a collaborative process that remains 

grounded in human history while opening new possibilities for artistic expression and 

interpretation. 

This point also reveals an important limitation in Croce’s identification of intuition 

with expression. If artistic expression is understood as a complete realization of an 

already formed intuition, insufficient attention is given to the unpredictability of 

artistic practice itself. Creative production has never been entirely transparent to the 

artist. Whether working with paint, marble, photography, or digital algorithms, the 

material process continually introduces resistance, surprise, and unforeseen 
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developments. The final work is never simply the execution of a fully completed 

mental image. 

The same observation applies to AI-assisted artistic production. Although the artist 

initiates the process with a particular intention, the final image cannot be perfectly 

predicted beforehand. There remains a productive gap between intention and 

realization. This gap is not unique to AI but characterizes artistic creation throughout 

history. Every artistic medium contains possibilities that exceed the complete control 

of its creator. AI therefore introduces a new technological medium rather than 

eliminating the openness that has always belonged to artistic creation. 

Likewise, meaning does not become fixed once production has ended. Gadamer 

demonstrates that every act of interpretation constitutes a new event of understanding. 

Each encounter between a viewer and an artwork creates a unique interpretive 

experience shaped by the viewer’s own historical horizon. Consequently, artistic 

meaning is continually renewed rather than permanently established. Every 

performance, exhibition, viewing, and interpretation becomes another moment in the 

life of the artwork. 

This insight applies equally to AI-generated visual productions. Their artistic 

significance cannot be determined solely by examining the computational process 

through which they were produced. Their significance emerges through the 

relationships they establish with viewers. Whether an image was produced using oil 

paint, photography, digital software, or generative AI does not predetermine the 

quality of the interpretive experience. If the work succeeds in opening new possibilities 

of understanding, questioning existing assumptions, or transforming the viewer’s 

horizon, then it performs the same hermeneutic function traditionally associated with 

works of art. At the same time, this process does not remain limited to the viewer 

alone. Every new artistic production generated through human-AI collaboration 

becomes part of the historical and cultural material upon which future AI systems are 

trained. In this sense, AI-generated artworks do not merely participate in the ongoing 

dialogue of art; they also contribute to the continually expanding body of human 

cultural expression from which future creative possibilities emerge. Although AI does 

not possess a horizon in the Gadamerian sense, the historical field through which it 
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operates is constantly enriched by new artistic practices and interpretations. Human 

creativity and AI development therefore participate in a reciprocal process: human 

horizons shape AI-generated outputs, while those outputs, through their interpretation 

and subsequent incorporation into cultural history, become part of the evolving 

tradition that informs future generations of both artists and AI systems. 

The identity of the producer therefore becomes less decisive than is often assumed. 

Certainly, authorship remains philosophically significant. The human artist retains a 

constitutive role in initiating the creative process and directing its development. 

Nevertheless, once the work enters the public sphere, it exceeds the complete authority 

of its creator. In museums, galleries, and public spaces, viewers frequently encounter 

works without detailed knowledge of the artist’s biography. What matters is the 

dialogue established through the work itself. The artwork acquires a life that surpasses 

the intentions of its maker. 

This has always been true of artistic production more generally. Every artwork is 

already the result of numerous historical contributions extending far beyond the 

individual artist. The making of a musical instrument depends upon generations of 

technical knowledge, material craftsmanship, cultural traditions, and previous artistic 

innovations. A painter inherits techniques, materials, conventions, and visual 

languages developed over centuries. Artistic creation has never emerged from absolute 

isolation or spontaneous accident. It is always situated within an ongoing historical 

continuum. 

AI-generated art follows this same structure. The difference lies not in the existence 

of historical influences but in the scale and technological mediation through which 

those influences become available. AI systems learn from vast collections of human 

visual culture. Their outputs therefore remain inseparable from the accumulated 

history of artistic production. The machine processes historical material, but the 

historicity itself remains fundamentally human. 

This understanding also explains why AI-generated artworks can still resonate deeply 

with the viewers. Since their visual language originates from human cultural 

production, viewers inevitably encounter recognizable forms, symbols, emotions, and 
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aesthetic traditions within them. Even when the computational procedures remain 

unfamiliar, the interpretive possibilities continue to belong to shared human history. 

AI-generated works therefore remain capable of participating in the fusion of horizons 

that Gadamer identifies as the condition of understanding. 

For this reason, I describe AI-generated art as an art of the future. This expression 

should not be interpreted deterministically or chronologically, as though AI 

represented the inevitable future of art or the replacement of existing artistic practices. 

Rather, “the future” refers to a hermeneutic position. AI-generated artworks confront 

the present with possibilities that have not yet been fully realized, inviting viewers to 

encounter new ways of seeing, interpreting, and imagining the world. It expands the 

horizon of artistic practice by creating possibilities that previously did not exist while 

remaining rooted in the historical continuity of human culture. In this sense, they speak 

to the present from the horizon of the future. 

In this sense, AI-generated artworks must be approached like texts from the past. Not 

because it belongs to another historical period, but because it confronts us with a 

horizon that is not identical to our own. Just as we interpret historical texts without 

reproducing their original context, we approach AI-generated artworks as horizons that 

invite dialogue rather than passive recognition. As Gadamer argues that historical texts 

are not understood by reconstructing their original context, but in bringing different 

horizons into dialogue through the fusion of horizons. AI-generated artworks likewise 

acquire their artistic significance through this interpretive encounter. Although they 

emerge from contemporary technologies, they present possibilities that are not yet 

fully integrated into our existing conceptual frameworks. Their meaning therefore 

unfolds only through an interpretive encounter in which the present horizon enters into 

dialogue with a horizon that appears, in a hermeneutic sense, as still to come. 

The future invoked here is therefore neither chronological nor predictive. It is 

interpretive. AI-generated art does not announce the future of art; rather, it expands 

the horizon from which art can be understood. By confronting us with possibilities that 

challenge inherited conceptions of creativity, authorship, and artistic meaning, it 

invites us to reinterpret both the history of art and its future development 

simultaneously. Artificial intelligence therefore should not be understood as bringing 
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the history of art to an end, nor as introducing a completely new artistic epoch detached 

from the past. Instead, it becomes another moment within the ongoing historical 

dialogue through which art continually reinterprets itself. To describe AI-generated 

visual productions as an art of the future is therefore not to predict what art will 

become, but to recognize that they already invite us to inhabit a horizon from which 

the present itself can be understood differently. 

Ultimately, this dissertation argues that the philosophical debate surrounding AI-

generated art should move beyond the question of whether machines possess creativity 

in the human sense. A more productive question concerns how meaning emerges 

through technologically mediated artistic practices and how these practices transform 

our understanding of art itself. Gadamer’s hermeneutics provides a powerful 

framework for addressing this question because it locates art within history, dialogue, 

and interpretation rather than within isolated acts of subjective consciousness. 

Reconsidering Croce and Collingwood from this hermeneutic perspective also reveals 

that their insights need not be abandoned. Their emphasis on expression, imagination, 

and the irreducibility of art to material objects remains philosophically valuable. 

However, these concepts become more convincing when situated within Gadamer’s 

account of interpretation. Expression does not end with production; it continues 

through the historical life of the artwork and through every new encounter between the 

work and its audience. AI-generated artworks participate in this same ongoing process 

because they remain inseparable from human intentionality, human history, and 

human interpretation. 

The artistic significance of AI-generated visual productions therefore lies neither in 

machine autonomy nor in technological novelty alone. Their significance lies in their 

capacity to enter the historical dialogue through which human beings continually 

reinterpret themselves, their culture, and their world. As long as AI-generated artworks 

continue to invite new interpretations, reshape existing horizons, and create 

possibilities for genuine dialogue, they remain participants in the living tradition of 

art. 
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Finally, this dissertation contributes to the contemporary debate on AI-generated art 

by proposing a shift in philosophical focus. Rather than asking whether AI itself 

possesses creativity, consciousness, or artistic agency comparable to that of a human 

being, it argues that these questions alone are insufficient for determining artistic 

status. By bringing Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics into dialogue with 

expressive theories of art, this study shows that the artistic value of AI-generated visual 

productions can be understood through their participation in historically situated 

processes of meaning-making and interpretation. In doing so, it offers a framework 

that neither attributes autonomous artistic subjectivity to AI nor dismisses AI-

generated works as merely mechanical products. Instead, it understands them as 

emerging from a collaborative process between human intentionality and 

computational mediation, while ultimately acquiring significance through their 

encounter with interpreters. This perspective demonstrates that AI-generated art 

should not be regarded as a break from the history of art but as a continuation of it 

through new technological conditions. As artificial intelligence continues to transform 

artistic practice, the question is no longer whether these works belong to the tradition 

of art, but how they expand the possibilities of artistic dialogue, interpretation, and 

human self-understanding within that tradition. 
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B. TURKISH SUMMARY / TÜRKÇE ÖZET 

 

 

Yapay Zekâ Sanatı Problemi ve Araştırmanın Felsefi Çerçevesi  

Yapay zekâ teknolojilerinde son yıllarda yaşanan gelişmeler, sanat üretim süreçlerini 

dönüştürmüş ve sanat felsefesinin uzun süredir tartıştığı temel problemlerin yeniden 

ele alınmasını gerekli kılmıştır. Özellikle Midjourney, DALL-E, Stable Diffusion gibi 

üretken yapay zekâ sistemlerinin yüksek nitelikli görsel üretimler ortaya koyabilmesi, 

sanat, yaratıcılık, yazarlık ve estetik değer kavramları etrafında yoğunlaşan 

tartışmaları yeniden gündeme taşımıştır. Bununla birlikte güncel literatürde yürütülen 

tartışmaların büyük bölümü, yapay zekânın insan benzeri bilinç, niyet, öznellik veya 

yaratıcılık geliştirip geliştiremeyeceği sorusuna odaklanmaktadır. Yapay zekânın 

sanat üretip üretemeyeceği çoğu zaman onun insan gibi düşünüp düşünmediği 

üzerinden değerlendirilmekte; dolayısıyla tartışma büyük ölçüde zihin felsefesi 

ekseninde yürütülmektedir. 

Bu çalışma, söz konusu tartışmanın eksik bir başlangıç noktasına sahip olduğunu ileri 

sürmektedir. Yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin sanatsal statüsü, 

öncelikle yapay zekânın bilinç sahibi olup olmadığı sorusuna indirgenemez. Çünkü bir 

üretimin sanat olarak değerlendirilmesi, yalnızca onu üreten öznenin özelliklerine 

değil, sanatın ne olduğuna ilişkin benimsenen ontolojik ve estetik kabullere de 

bağlıdır. Dolayısıyla bu tez, yapay zekânın sanatçı olup olmadığı sorusundan hareket 

etmemekte; bunun yerine yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin hangi 

kuramsal çerçevede sanat olarak değerlendirilebileceğini dair bir araştırma 

yapmaktadır. Böylece çalışma, tartışmanın odağını zihin felsefesinden sanat 

ontolojisine kaydırmayı amaçlamaktadır. 

Bu yaklaşımın temelinde şu varsayım bulunmaktadır: Yapay zekâ sanatı problemi, 

teknolojiye ilişkin olmaktan önce estetik bir problemdir. Bir görsel üretimin sanat 

olarak kabul edilip edilemeyeceği, kullanılan teknolojiden çok, sanatın hangi ölçütler 

temelinde tanımlandığına bağlıdır. Eğer sanat zorunlu olarak bilinçli bir öznenin içsel 

yaşantısının dışavurumu olarak tanımlanıyorsa, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen 
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görsellerin sanat olarak kabul edilmesi mümkün görünmeyecektir. Buna karşılık sanat, 

tarihsel olarak oluşan ve yorum sürecinde anlam kazanan bir etkinlik olarak ele 

alındığında, aynı üretimler farklı bir estetik değerlendirmeye konu olabilecektir. Bu 

nedenle yapay zekâ sanatı tartışması, kaçınılmaz olarak sanatın ontolojik temellerine 

ilişkin daha genel bir sorgulamaya dönüşmektedir. 

Çalışmanın ilk amacı, sanatın doğasına ilişkin başlıca estetik kuramları yapay zekâ 

sanatı bağlamında yeniden değerlendirmektir. Bu doğrultuda özcü sanat kuramları, 

özcülük karşıtı yaklaşımlar ve küme kuramı ele alınmakta; bu kuramların sanatın 

tanımına ilişkin sundukları açıklamaların yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görseller 

karşısındaki açıklayıcılığı incelenmektedir. Buradaki amaç, sanat kuramlarının 

tarihsel bir dökümünü yapmak değil; yapay zekâ sanatına ilişkin tartışmanın hangi 

estetik varsayımlar üzerine kurulduğunu ortaya koymaktır. Böylece çalışmanın 

ilerleyen bölümlerinde geliştirilecek hermenötik yaklaşımın hangi problemleri 

çözmeyi hedeflediği de açıklık kazanmaktadır. 

Araştırmanın ikinci aşaması, üretken yapay zekâ teknolojilerinin sanatsal üretim 

sürecinde ortaya çıkardığı dönüşümü incelemektedir. Günümüzde üretken yapay zekâ 

sistemleri yalnızca dijital araçların gelişmiş bir biçimi olarak değerlendirilemez. 

Bununla birlikte onları bağımsız sanatçılar olarak görmek de felsefi açıdan ikna edici 

değildir. Bu tez, yapay zekâyı ne pasif bir araç ne de özerk bir yaratıcı özne olarak 

tanımlamaktadır. Aksine üretken yapay zekâ, insan sanatçının tarihsel olarak oluşmuş 

kültürel mirasla kurduğu yaratıcı ilişkinin yeni bir üretim biçimi olarak 

değerlendirilmektedir. Böylece tartışma, “araç mı, sanatçı mı?” ikileminin ötesine 

taşınmaktadır. 

Bu noktada çalışma, Benedetto Croce ve R. G. Collingwood’un dışavurumcu estetik 

anlayışlarını ayrıntılı biçimde incelemektedir. Araştırma, yapay zekâ sanatına yönelik 

en güçlü felsefi itirazların Croce ve Collingwood’un estetik anlayışlarından hareketle 

yeniden kurulabileceğini savunmaktadır. Her iki düşünür de sanatı yaratıcı öznenin 

bilinçli yaşantısının dışavurumu olarak tanımladıkları için, bu görüşler çerçevesinde 

değerlendirildiğinde yapay zekânın sanat üretmesi ilkesel olarak mümkün 

olmayacaktır. Tez, bu eleştirileri geçersiz saymamakta; aksine onların kendi kuramsal 

çerçeveleri içerisinde tutarlı olduklarını kabul etmektedir. Ancak çalışma, bu 

kuramların sanatın anlamını büyük ölçüde sanatçının bilincinde temellendirmeleri 
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nedeniyle sanat eserinin tarihsel varoluşunu ve yorumun kurucu rolünü açıklamakta 

yetersiz kaldığını ileri sürmektedir. 

Bu eleştiri, araştırmanın temel felsefi yönelimini oluşturan Hans-Georg Gadamer’in 

hermenötik estetiğine geçişi hazırlamaktadır. Gadamer açısından sanat eserinin 

anlamı, onu üreten öznenin niyetinde tamamlanmaz; eser ile yorumcu arasında tarihsel 

olarak gerçekleşen hermenötik karşılaşmada ortaya çıkar. Sanatın ontolojisini “yorum 

olayı” temelinde yeniden düşünen bu yaklaşım, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel 

üretimlerin sanatsal statüsünü değerlendirmek için daha kapsayıcı bir kuramsal 

çerçeve sunmaktadır. Böylece çalışma, yapay zekânın insan benzeri bilinç 

geliştirdiğini ileri sürmeden, onun ürettiği görsellerin insan tarihselliği içerisinde nasıl 

anlam kazandığını açıklamayı amaçlamaktadır. 

Bu bağlamda tezin temel iddiası şudur: Yapay zekâ tarihsel bilince sahip değildir; 

ancak tarihsel bilinç tarafından oluşturulmuş kültürel gelenek içinde işler. Bu nedenle 

yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin sanatsal statüsü, makinenin 

özerkliğine ya da öznel deneyimine değil, insan tarihselliği içinde gerçekleşen 

hermenötik yorum sürecine dayanarak açıklanabilir. Çalışma, bu iddia doğrultusunda 

yapay zekâ sanatını mevcut sanat anlayışlarının alternatifi olarak değil, sanatın tarihsel 

gelişimi içerisinde ortaya çıkan yeni bir yorum ve anlam üretim imkanı olarak 

değerlendirmektedir. 

 

Sanatın Tanımı Problemi ve Yapay Zekâ Sanatının Felsefi Arka Planı  

Yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin sanat olarak değerlendirilip 

değerlendirilemeyeceğine ilişkin tartışmalar, ilk bakışta yeni bir teknolojinin ortaya 

çıkardığı güncel bir problem gibi görünmektedir. Oysa bu tartışmanın kökeninde, 

sanat felsefesinin en temel sorularından biri olan “Sanat nedir?” sorusu yer almaktadır. 

Yapay zekâ sanatı üzerine ileri sürülen farklı görüşler incelendiğinde, ulaşılan 

sonuçların çoğu zaman yapay zekânın teknik kapasitesinden değil, sanatın nasıl 

tanımlandığına ilişkin ön kabullerden kaynaklandığı görülmektedir. Dolayısıyla yapay 

zekâ sanatını değerlendirebilmek için öncelikle sanat kavramının hangi ontolojik 

varsayımlar üzerine kurulduğunu incelemek gerekmektedir. 
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Sanatın tanımı problemi, estetik tarihinde ortak kabul gören tek bir çözüme 

ulaşmamıştır. Bunun temel nedeni, sanatın tarihsel olarak sürekli dönüşen bir olgu 

olmasıdır. Farklı dönemlerde farklı üretim biçimleri sanat kavramının kapsamını 

genişletmiş; yeni sanat hareketleri daha önce kabul edilen tanımları sorgulamıştır. 

Fotoğrafın ortaya çıkışı, hazır nesnelerin sanat olarak sunulması, performans sanatı ve 

dijital sanat gibi gelişmeler, sanatın yalnızca belirli biçimsel özellikler üzerinden 

tanımlanamayacağını göstermiştir. Üretken yapay zekâ sistemleri ise bu tarihsel sürece 

yeni bir kırılma noktası eklemektedir. Ancak bu kırılma, sanat kavramını ilk kez 

belirsiz hale getirmemiş; aksine sanatın tanımına ilişkin eski problemlerin yeni bir 

bağlamda yeniden ortaya çıkmasına neden olmuştur. 

Bu nedenle çalışma, sanat kuramlarını tarihsel bir sıralama içinde aktarmaktan çok, 

yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin sanatsal statüsünü açıklama güçleri 

bakımından değerlendirmektedir. İlk olarak özcü sanat kuramları ele alınmaktadır. 

Özcü yaklaşımlar, sanatın bütün örneklerinde ortak olarak bulunan zorunlu bir öz ya 

da ayırt edici özellik bulunduğunu savunmaktadır. Sanat, ancak bu özü taşıdığı ölçüde 

sanat olarak değerlendirilebilir. Tarih boyunca bu öz kimi zaman taklit, kimi zaman 

biçimsel düzen, kimi zaman estetik deneyim ya da ifade olarak açıklanmıştır. Bu 

yaklaşımlar sanatın sınırlarını belirleme konusunda güçlü bir teorik çerçeve sunsalar 

da, sanatın tarihsel dönüşümünü açıklamakta güçlük yaşamaktadır. Özellikle yeni 

sanat biçimleri ortaya çıktığında, önceden belirlenmiş öz tanımları çoğu zaman 

yetersiz kalmaktadır. 

Bu güçlük, Morris Weitz’in özcülük eleştirisiyle birlikte yeni bir yön kazanmıştır. 

Weitz’e göre sanat, Wittgenstein'ın aile benzerliği kavramında olduğu gibi, ortak bir 

öz üzerinden değil, birbirleriyle örtüşen benzerlik ağları üzerinden anlaşılmalıdır. 

Sanatın tarihsel olarak açık uçlu yapısı nedeniyle onu kesin ve değişmez bir tanım 

içine yerleştirmek mümkün değildir. Bu yaklaşım, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen 

görsellerin sanat olma ihtimalini tamamen dışlamamaktadır. Ancak sanatın açık 

kavram olması, her yeni üretimin kendiliğinden sanat olarak kabul edileceği anlamına 

da gelmez. Weitz’in yaklaşımı, sanatın neden tanımlanmasının güç olduğunu 

açıklarken, belirli bir üretimin neden sanat olarak değerlendirilmesi gerektiği sorusuna 

tek başına yeterli bir yanıt sunmamaktadır. 
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Benzer biçimde Arthur Danto’nun sanat dünyası yaklaşımı ile George Dickie’nin 

kurumsal sanat kuramı da sanatın toplumsal ve tarihsel boyutunu görünür kılmaktadır. 

Danto, sanat eserinin yalnızca fiziksel özellikleriyle açıklanamayacağını; onun sanat 

olarak anlaşılabilmesi için belirli bir kuramsal ve tarihsel bağlam içerisinde 

yorumlanması gerektiğini ileri sürmektedir. Dickie ise sanat eserinin statüsünün sanat 

dünyasını oluşturan kurumlar tarafından belirlendiğini savunmaktadır. Her iki 

yaklaşım da yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsellerin sanat dünyası içerisinde 

sergilenebilmesini, tartışılabilmesini ve estetik değerlendirmeye konu olabilmesini 

açıklama bakımından önemli katkılar sunmaktadır. Bununla birlikte bu kuramlar da 

sanat eserinin anlamının nasıl oluştuğu sorusuna tam olarak odaklanmamaktadır. Bir 

üretimin sanat dünyası tarafından kabul edilmesi, onun estetik anlamının nasıl 

kurulduğunu açıklamaya yetmemektedir. 

Bu bağlamda küme kuramı da sanatın tek bir zorunlu öz üzerinden 

tanımlanamayacağını kabul ederek farklı estetik ölçütleri birlikte değerlendirmeyi 

önermektedir. Berys Gaut’un geliştirdiği bu yaklaşım, sanat eserlerinin çok sayıda 

özelliğin farklı bileşimlerine sahip olabileceğini göstermesi bakımından önemli bir 

esneklik sunmaktadır. Ancak bu yaklaşım da yapay zekâ sanatı tartışmasının 

merkezindeki problemi tam anlamıyla çözmemektedir. Çünkü hangi özelliklerin 

belirleyici olduğu sorusu yine açık kalmaktadır. 

Bu değerlendirmeler, farklı sanat kuramlarının yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen 

görselleri açıklama konusunda belirli katkılar sağladığını, ancak hiçbirinin tek başına 

yeterli olmadığını göstermektedir. Bunun nedeni, söz konusu kuramların büyük ölçüde 

sanatın sınıflandırılmasına odaklanmalarıdır. Oysa yapay zekâ sanatı tartışmasının 

temel sorusu yalnızca “Bu üretim sanat mıdır?” değildir. Asıl soru, bu üretimlerin 

hangi koşullar altında anlam kazandığıdır. Bir başka ifadeyle problem, sanat 

eserlerinin hangi kategoriye ait olduğundan çok, sanatsal anlamın nasıl ortaya çıktığı 

problemidir. 

Bu noktada çalışma, sanat kuramları tartışmasının yeni bir aşamaya taşınması 

gerektiğini ileri sürmektedir. Yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görseller, mevcut sanat 

kuramlarının yalnızca yeni bir uygulama alanı değildir; aynı zamanda bu kuramların 

dayandığı ontolojik varsayımları yeniden düşünmeye zorlayan bir gelişmedir. Çünkü 

üretken yapay zekâ sistemleri, sanatçı, eser ve üretim süreci arasındaki geleneksel 
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ilişkileri dönüştürmektedir. Sanatın yalnızca ortaya çıkan nesneye ya da yalnızca 

yaratıcı özneye indirgenemeyeceği daha görünür hale gelmektedir. Bu nedenle yapay 

zekâ sanatı problemi, sanatın tanımından çok sanatın ontolojisiyle ilgili bir problem 

olarak karşımıza çıkmaktadır. 

Bu çerçevede tez, yapay zekâ sanatını açıklayabilecek daha kapsayıcı bir yaklaşımın, 

sanatın anlamını yalnızca üretim anında ya da yalnızca sanatçının zihninde aramaması 

gerektiğini savunmaktadır. Sanat eserinin tarihsel varoluşunu, yorumun kurucu rolünü 

ve anlamın zaman içinde dönüşümünü açıklayabilen bir estetik yaklaşım 

gerekmektedir. Çalışmanın ilerleyen bölümlerinde geliştirilecek hermenötik çözüm 

önerisinin hareket noktası da tam olarak budur. 

 

Üretken Yapay Zekâ Teknolojileri ve Sanatsal Üretimin Dönüşümü  

Bir önceki bölümde gösterildiği üzere, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel 

üretimlerin sanatsal statüsüne ilişkin tartışmalar, öncelikle sanatın nasıl tanımlandığı 

problemine dayanmaktadır. Bununla birlikte sanat kuramlarının açıklayıcılığı yalnızca 

kavramsal düzeyde değil, sanat üretiminin tarihsel olarak geçirdiği dönüşümler 

ışığında da değerlendirilmelidir. Çünkü sanatın ne olduğu sorusu, sanatın nasıl 

üretildiği sorusundan bütünüyle bağımsız değildir. Üretim biçimlerindeki köklü 

değişimler, sanatçı, eser ve yaratım süreci arasındaki ilişkilerin yeniden düşünülmesini 

gerektirebilir. Üretken yapay zekâ sistemleri de bu açıdan yalnızca yeni bir teknolojik 

gelişme değil, sanatsal üretimin ontolojik yapısını yeniden tartışmaya açan tarihsel bir 

kırılma noktasıdır. 

Bilgisayar teknolojilerinin sanat üretiminde kullanılması yeni bir olgu değildir. 

Algoritmik sanat, bilgisayar destekli tasarım ve generatif sanat uzun yıllardır sanat 

pratiğinin parçasıdır. Ancak bu örneklerde bilgisayar, büyük ölçüde sanatçı tarafından 

önceden belirlenmiş kuralları uygulayan bir araç olarak işlev görmektedir. Üretim 

sürecinin yaratıcı yönü esas olarak sanatçıya ait kalmakta, bilgisayar ise bu süreci 

teknik olarak gerçekleştirmektedir. Dolayısıyla bu tür örnekler, sanatçı ile araç 

arasındaki klasik ilişkiyi temelden değiştirmemektedir. 

Üretken yapay zekâ sistemleri ise bu durumdan önemli ölçüde ayrılmaktadır. Özellikle 

büyük ölçekli görüntü üretim modellerinin gelişmesiyle birlikte yapay zekâ, yalnızca 
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önceden tanımlanmış komutları yerine getiren bir sistem olmaktan çıkmış; çok geniş 

veri kümeleri üzerinde kurduğu istatistiksel ilişkiler aracılığıyla yeni görsel 

düzenlemeler oluşturabilen bir üretim kapasitesi kazanmıştır. Kullanıcının verdiği kısa 

metinsel yönlendirmeler, tek bir sonucu değil, çoğu zaman öngörülemeyen çok sayıda 

görsel olasılığı ortaya çıkarmaktadır. Sanatçının rolü de buna bağlı olarak 

değişmektedir. Üretim artık yalnızca doğrudan yaratma eyleminden ibaret değildir; 

istemlerin oluşturulması, sonuçların değerlendirilmesi, yeniden yönlendirilmesi, 

seçilmesi ve dönüştürülmesi gibi çok katmanlı bir yorum sürecine dönüşmektedir. 

Bu dönüşüm, üretken yapay zekânın sanat dünyasında neden bu kadar yoğun 

tartışmalara yol açtığını da açıklamaktadır. Çünkü tartışmanın merkezinde yalnızca 

teknolojik gelişme değil, yaratıcı öznenin konumundaki değişim bulunmaktadır. 

Geleneksel sanat anlayışında eser ile sanatçı arasındaki ilişki büyük ölçüde doğrusal 

olarak düşünülmektedir. Sanatçı tasarlar, üretir ve eser ortaya çıkar. Üretken yapay 

zekâ sistemlerinde ise bu doğrusal yapı yerini döngüsel ve etkileşimli bir sürece 

bırakmaktadır. Sanatçı, yapay zekânın sunduğu olasılıkları değerlendirerek yaratım 

sürecini sürekli yeniden biçimlendirmektedir. Bu nedenle ortaya çıkan eser, ne 

yalnızca insan sanatçının doğrudan ürünü ne de yapay zekânın bağımsız üretimi olarak 

açıklanabilir. 

Bu durum literatürde iki karşıt yaklaşımın ortaya çıkmasına neden olmuştur. İlk 

yaklaşım, yapay zekâyı gelişmiş bir araç olarak değerlendirmektedir. Bu görüşe göre 

üretken yapay zekâ, fotoğraf makinesi, kamera ya da dijital çizim yazılımları gibi 

sanatçının kullandığı teknolojik araçlardan ilkesel olarak farklı değildir. Sanatsal 

değeri belirleyen unsur yine insanın estetik yargısı, yaratıcı niyeti ve seçimleridir. 

Yapay zekânın katkısı ise bu yaratıcı süreci teknik olarak kolaylaştırmaktan ibarettir. 

Buna karşılık ikinci yaklaşım, üretken yapay zekânın klasik araçlardan niteliksel 

olarak ayrıldığını ileri sürmektedir. Çünkü bu sistemler yalnızca verilen komutları 

mekanik biçimde uygulamamakta; eğitim sürecinde kurdukları karmaşık ilişkiler 

aracılığıyla sanatçının önceden tasarlamadığı alternatifler de üretebilmektedir. Sanatçı 

çoğu zaman bu alternatifler arasından seçim yapmakta, üretimi yeniden 

yönlendirmekte ve yapay zekâyla karşılıklı etkileşim içinde ilerleyen yaratıcı bir süreç 
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yürütmektedir. Bu nedenle üretken yapay zekânın yalnızca pasif bir araç olarak 

değerlendirilmesi de yetersiz görünmektedir. 

Bu tez, söz konusu iki yaklaşımın da tek başına yeterli olmadığını ileri sürmektedir. 

Yapay zekâyı bağımsız bir sanatçı olarak kabul etmek, bilinç, niyet, öz-farkındalık ve 

yaşantılanmış deneyim gibi sorunlar nedeniyle ciddi felsefi güçlükler doğurmaktadır. 

Ancak onu yalnızca geleneksel anlamda bir araç olarak değerlendirmek de üretim 

sürecinde meydana gelen dönüşümü açıklayamamaktadır. Üretken yapay zekâ, 

sanatçının yerini alan özerk bir özne değildir; fakat sanatçının kullandığı sıradan bir 

teknik araç da değildir. Daha doğru bir ifadeyle, insan ile makine arasındaki yaratıcı 

ilişkinin yapısını değiştiren yeni bir üretim ortamı oluşturmaktadır. 

Bu noktada önemli olan, yapay zekânın nasıl çalıştığı kadar, ne üzerinde çalıştığıdır. 

Üretken yapay zekâ sistemleri boşlukta üretim yapmaz. Onlar, insanlık tarafından tarih 

boyunca oluşturulmuş görsel ve kültürel üretimlerin dijital ortama aktarılmış izleri 

üzerinde işlem yaparlar. Bu durum, yapay zekânın tarihsel bilince sahip olduğu 

anlamına gelmez. Tarihsellik, Gadamer’in de vurguladığı gibi, yalnızca geçmişe ait 

bilgi birikimine sahip olmak değildir; geleneğin içinde yaşamak ve onun tarafından 

biçimlendirilmektir. Yapay zekâ böyle bir yaşantıya sahip değildir. Bununla birlikte 

ürettiği görseller, insanlığın tarihsel ve kültürel üretimlerinden bütünüyle bağımsız da 

değildir. Yapay zekâ, tarihsel geleneğin kendisini değil, bu geleneğin dijital olarak 

dolayımlanmış kültürel ürünleri üzerinde işlem yapmaktadır. 

Bu ayrım, çalışmanın sonraki bölümlerinde geliştirilecek hermenötik yaklaşım 

açısından belirleyici önemdedir. Çünkü yapay zekâ sanatının estetik statüsü, 

makinenin insan gibi düşünüp düşünmediği sorusuyla değil, insan tarihselliğiyle 

kurduğu ilişkinin niteliğiyle açıklanacaktır. Dolayısıyla tartışmanın odağı, teknolojik 

kapasiteden çok sanat eserinin anlamının hangi süreçte oluştuğu problemine 

kaymaktadır. 

Bu çerçevede üretken yapay zekâ sistemlerinin ortaya çıkışı, sanat kuramlarının temel 

varsayımlarını yeniden değerlendirmeyi gerekli kılmaktadır. Eğer sanat zorunlu olarak 

bilinçli bir öznenin içsel yaşantısının dışavurumuysa, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen 

görseller sanat olarak kabul edilemeyecektir. Ancak bu sonuca ulaşmadan önce, 
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sanatın gerçekten yalnızca yaratıcı öznenin bilinci üzerinden tanımlanıp 

tanımlanamayacağı sorgulanmalıdır. Bu nedenle çalışmanın bir sonraki bölümünde, 

yapay zekâ sanatına yöneltilen en güçlü felsefi itirazların kaynağını oluşturan 

Benedetto Croce ve R. G. Collingwood’un dışavurumcu estetik anlayışları ayrıntılı 

biçimde incelenecektir. 

Dışavurumcu Estetiğin Sınırları: Croce ve Collingwood’un Yapay Zekâ Sanatı 

Açısından Değerlendirilmesi  

Üretken yapay zekâ sistemleri, sanatsal üretim sürecinde insan ile teknik araç 

arasındaki geleneksel ilişkiyi dönüştürmektedir. Ancak bu dönüşüm tek başına yapay 

zekâ tarafından üretilen görsellerin sanat olarak kabul edilmesini sağlamaz. Asıl soru, 

sanat eserinin anlamının hangi temelde kurulduğudur. Eğer sanatın anlamı zorunlu 

olarak yaratıcı öznenin bilincine dayanıyorsa, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel 

üretimlerin sanat olarak değerlendirilmesi mümkün görünmeyecektir. Bu nedenle 

yapay zekâ sanatı tartışmasına karşı en güçlü felsefi itirazları, sanatı öncelikle bilinçli 

öznenin yaratıcı etkinliği olarak açıklayan dışavurumcu estetik kuramlarından 

çıkarsamak mümkündür. 

Benedetto Croce ve R. G. Collingwood’un estetik anlayışları, birçok bakımdan 

birbirinden farklılaşmakla birlikte ortak bir ontolojik varsayımı paylaşmaktadır. Her 

iki düşünür de sanatı, dış dünyada ortaya çıkan maddi nesneden önce, yaratıcı öznenin 

bilinçli etkinliği olarak kavramaktadır. Sanat eserini sanat yapan şey, kullanılan 

teknik, ortaya çıkan biçim ya da izleyici üzerinde bıraktığı etki değildir. Sanatsal 

değerin kaynağı, sanatçının yaşadığı deneyimi özgün biçimde hayal gücü yoluyla ifade 

edebilmesidir. Böylece sanatın ontolojik merkezi eserden çok sanatçının bilincine 

yerleştirilmektedir. 

Croce açısından sanat, öncelikle sezgisel ifadedir. Sanatçı, henüz sözcüklere ya da 

maddi biçime dönüşmemiş yaşantısını yaratıcı sezgi aracılığıyla bütünlüklü bir ifadeye 

dönüştürmektedir. Dolayısıyla sanat eserinin fiziksel varlığı, bu yaratıcı ifadenin 

yalnızca görünür hale gelmiş biçimidir. Sanatın özü dış dünyada değil, yaratıcı öznenin 

iç dünyasında gerçekleşmektedir. Bu nedenle Croce’nin estetik anlayışında teknik 

ustalık, kullanılan malzeme ya da ortaya çıkan nesne ikincil öneme sahiptir. Belirleyici 
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olan, sanatçının bireysel yaşantısını özgün bir sezgisel bütünlük içinde ifade 

edebilmesidir. 

Bu yaklaşım, yapay zekâ sanatı açısından güçlü bir eleştiri ortaya koymaktadır. Yapay 

zekâ herhangi bir “yaşantı”ya sahip değildir; acı, sevinç, kaygı ya da umut gibi 

varoluşsal deneyimleri yaşamaz. Dolayısıyla ifade edebileceği öznel bir iç dünyası da 

bulunmamaktadır. Eğer sanat, Croce’nin ileri sürdüğü gibi özünde sezgisel ifade ise, 

yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görseller sanat olarak kabul edilemez. Çünkü burada 

ifade edilen herhangi bir bilinç yaşantısı bulunmamaktadır. 

Collingwood, Croce’nin ifade anlayışını büyük ölçüde benimsemekle birlikte onu 

farklı bir doğrultuda geliştirir. Ona göre sanat, önceden sahip olunan duyguların dışa 

vurulması değildir; sanatçı yaratım süreci içinde kendi duygularını keşfeder ve onları 

ilk kez açık hale getirir. Sanat bu anlamda yalnızca bir anlatım biçimi değil, aynı 

zamanda kendini anlama etkinliğidir. Sanatçı eserini üretirken kendi deneyimini de 

yeniden kurmaktadır. Bu nedenle yaratıcı süreç, bilinçli öznenin düşünsel ve duygusal 

gelişiminin ayrılmaz bir parçasıdır. 

Bu yaklaşım da yapay zekâ sanatına yönelik önemli bir itiraz üretmektedir. Yapay zekâ 

kendi deneyimini keşfetmez; üretim süreci içinde kendisini dönüştürmez; varoluşuna 

ilişkin yeni bir anlayış geliştirmez. Ürettiği görseller, makinenin yaşadığı bir 

deneyimin dışavurumu değildir. Bu nedenle Collingwood açısından da yapay zekâ 

sanatçının yerini alamaz. 

Bu tez, Croce ve Collingwood’un ulaştıkları sonucu doğrudan reddetmemektedir. 

Aksine, yapay zekâ sanatına yöneltilen en güçlü felsefi eleştirilerin bu iki düşünürce 

ortaya konan dışavurumcu sanat teorisi ekseninde geliştirilebileceğini kabul 

etmektedir. Yapay zekâ bilinç sahibi değildir; öznel yaşantılara sahip değildir; kendi 

varoluşunu anlamlandıran yaratıcı bir özne değildir. Dolayısıyla yapay zekâyı insan 

sanatçıyla özdeşleştirmeye çalışan yaklaşımlar, dışavurumcu estetiğin yönelttiği 

eleştiriler karşısında ikna edici görünmemektedir. 

Ancak çalışmanın temel iddiası, bu noktada farklı bir soru sormaktadır. Yapay zekânın 

bilinç sahibi olmadığı kabul edildiğinde gerçekten sanat tartışması sona mı 
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ermektedir? Başka bir ifadeyle, sanat eserinin anlamı zorunlu olarak onu üreten 

öznenin bilincinde mi temellenmektedir? Yoksa sanat eseri, yaratıcısının psikolojik 

yaşantısını aşan tarihsel bir anlam alanı da oluşturabilir mi? 

Bu sorular, dışavurumcu estetiğin sınırlarını görünür hale getirmektedir. Croce ve 

Collingwood, sanat eserinin anlamını öncelikle yaratıcı öznenin bilinçli deneyiminde 

temellendirdikleri için, eserin farklı tarihsel bağlamlarda nasıl yeni anlamlar 

kazandığını açıklamakta sınırlı kalmaktadır. Oysa sanat tarihi incelendiğinde, eserlerin 

anlamlarının yalnızca üretildikleri anda belirlenmediği görülmektedir. Bir sanat eseri, 

farklı dönemlerde farklı yorumlara konu olmakta; yeni tarihsel bağlamlarda yeni 

anlam katmanları kazanmaktadır. Sanatçının niyeti değişmeden kalmasına rağmen 

eserin anlamı dönüşebilmekte; hatta kimi zaman sanatçının öngörmediği yorumlar 

tarihsel olarak belirleyici hale gelebilmektedir. 

Bu durum, sanat eserinin anlamının yalnızca yaratıcı öznenin bilincine 

indirgenemeyeceğini göstermektedir. Eğer anlam bütünüyle sanatçının iç dünyasında 

tamamlanıyorsa, eserlerin tarih boyunca neden sürekli yeniden yorumlandığını 

açıklamak güçleşmektedir. Benzer biçimde izleyicinin yorumlayıcı etkinliği de ikincil 

konuma düşmektedir. Oysa estetik deneyim, yalnızca sanatçının geçmişte yaşadığı 

deneyimin yeniden aktarılması değildir; eser ile yorumcu arasında her karşılaşmada 

yeniden gerçekleşen dinamik bir anlam olayıdır. 

Dolayısıyla bu çalışma açısından dışavurumcu estetiğin temel sınırı, yapay zekânın 

bilinç sahibi olmamasını göstermesi değildir. Asıl sınır, sanatın anlamını yalnızca 

yaratıcı öznenin bilincinde temellendirmesidir. Yapay zekâ sanatı problemi, bu 

nedenle makinenin eksikliğiyle ilgili olmaktan çok, sanatın ontolojik merkezinin 

nerede bulunduğu sorusuyla ilgilidir. Tartışmanın çözümü de yapay zekâya insan 

benzeri bilinç atfetmekte değil, sanat eserinin anlamının nasıl oluştuğunu yeniden 

düşünmektedir. 

Bu noktada Hans-Georg Gadamer’in hermenötik estetiği farklı bir imkan sunmaktadır. 

Gadamer açısından sanat eserinin anlamı, onu üreten öznenin psikolojik yaşantısında 

tamamlanmaz; tarihsel olarak gerçekleşen yorum sürecinde sürekli yeniden ortaya 

çıkar. Böylece tartışmanın odağı sanatçının bilincinden sanat eserinin tarihselliğine 
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kaymaktadır. Çalışmanın bir sonraki bölümünde geliştirilecek hermenötik yaklaşımın 

hareket noktası da tam olarak bu ontolojik dönüşümdür. 

 

Gadamer’in Hermenötik Estetiği ve Yapay Zekâ Sanatının Yeniden 

Yorumlanması  

Bu çalışma, yapay zekâ sanatı tartışmasının çözümünün yapay zekâya insan benzeri 

bilinç atfetmekte değil, sanat eserinin ontolojisini yeniden düşünmekte bulunduğunu 

ileri sürmektedir. Bu nedenle araştırmanın kuramsal çerçevesi, Hans-Georg 

Gadamer’in hermenötik estetiğine dayandırılmaktadır. Gadamer açısından sanat 

eserinin anlamı ne sanatçının niyetinde tamamlanır ne de izleyicinin öznel beğenisinde 

tükenir. Sanat eseri, tarihsel olarak gerçekleşen yorum süreci içerisinde varlığını 

sürekli yeniden kuran bir anlam olayıdır. Böylece estetik deneyimin merkezi yaratıcı 

öznenin bilincinden, eser ile yorumcu arasında gerçekleşen hermenötik karşılaşmaya 

kaymaktadır. 

Bu ontolojik dönüşümün temelinde Gadamer’in tarihsellik anlayışı yer almaktadır. 

Gadamer’e göre insan, dünyayı her zaman belirli bir tarihsel gelenek, dil ve kültürel 

birikim içerisinde anlamaktadır. Dolayısıyla yorum, geçmişten bütünüyle bağımsız, 

tarafsız ya da sıfırdan başlayan bir etkinlik değildir. Yorumcunun sahip olduğu 

önkabuller, ait olduğu tarihsel gelenek ve içinde bulunduğu kültürel ufuk, anlamın 

oluşumuna kurucu biçimde katılır. Tarihsellik bu nedenle yorumun önündeki bir engel 

değil, onun gerçekleşme koşuludur. 

Bu anlayış, sanat eserinin ontolojisini de farklı biçimde açıklamaktadır. Sanat eseri, 

üretildiği anda tamamlanarak geçmişte kalan durağan bir nesne değildir. Eser, her yeni 

tarihsel karşılaşmada yeniden yorumlanır ve yeni anlam katmanları kazanır. Bir sanat 

eserinin yüzyıllar boyunca farklı kuşaklar tarafından yeniden okunabilmesi, tam da bu 

nedenle mümkündür. Sanatın anlamı, üretim anında kesin biçimde belirlenmiş sabit 

bir içerik değil, tarih boyunca devam eden bir anlam oluşum sürecidir. 

Bu süreç Gadamer’in “ufukların kaynaşması” kavramıyla açıklanmaktadır. Her 

yorumcu belirli bir tarihsel ufka sahiptir; sanat eseri de ait olduğu tarihsel geleneği 
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içinde taşır. Estetik deneyim, bu iki ufkun karşılaşmasıyla gerçekleşir. Bu 

karşılaşmada ne yorumcu kendi tarihsel konumunu bütünüyle geride bırakabilir ne de 

eser yalnızca üretildiği dönemin anlamına indirgenebilir. Anlam, geçmiş ile şimdi 

arasında kurulan dinamik ilişki içerisinde ortaya çıkar. Böylece sanat eseri yalnızca 

geçmişe ait bir nesne olarak korunmaz; her yeni yorumla yeniden yaşayan tarihsel bir 

olaya dönüşür. 

Bu yaklaşım, dışavurumcu estetikten önemli bir ayrılma noktası oluşturmaktadır. 

Croce ve Collingwood sanatın anlamını ağırlıklı olarak yaratıcı öznenin bilincinde 

temellendirirken, Gadamer sanat eserinin anlamını tarihsel yorum sürecinde 

temellendirmektedir. Burada belirleyici olan sanatçının iç dünyası değil, eserin tarihsel 

etkilenim sürecidir. Bir eser, sanatçısının niyetini aşan anlamlar üretebilir, farklı 

dönemlerde yeni sorulara cevap verebilir ve yeni yorum ufukları açabilir. Dolayısıyla 

sanatın ontolojik ağırlık merkezi üretim anından ziyade, tarihsel dolaşım ve yorum 

sürecine kaymaktadır. 

Gadamer’in buradaki en önemli katkısı, sanat eserini üretim sürecinden 

bağımsızlaştırması değil, onu tarihsel anlam ilişkileri içerisinde yeniden 

konumlandırmasıdır. Çünkü bu yaklaşım, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsellerin 

değerlendirilmesini de farklı bir zemine taşımaktadır. Eğer sanat eserinin anlamı 

yalnızca onu üreten öznenin bilincinde oluşmuyorsa, yapay zekânın bilinç sahibi 

olmaması tek başına onun ürettiği görsellerin sanatsal statüsünü reddetmek için yeterli 

değildir. Böylece tartışmanın odağı “Yapay zekâ ne hissediyor?” sorusundan “Bu eser 

tarihsel yorum sürecinde nasıl anlam kazanıyor?” sorusuna dönüşmektedir. 

Ancak bu nokta dikkatli biçimde ele alınmalıdır. Gadamer’in hermenötik estetiği, 

yapay zekâyı insan sanatçıyla özdeşleştirmemektedir. Yapay zekânın tarihsel bilince, 

öz-farkındalığa ya da yaşanmış deneyime sahip olduğu ileri sürülmemektedir. 

Hermenötik yaklaşımın sunduğu imkân, yapay zekânın insan gibi düşündüğünü 

göstermek değil; sanat eserinin anlamının yalnızca yaratıcı öznenin zihninde 

kurulmadığını ortaya koymaktır. Böylece yapay zekânın ontolojik statüsü ile yapay 

zekâ tarafından üretilen eserlerin estetik statüsü birbirinden ayrılmaktadır. Çalışmanın 

temel iddiası da tam olarak bu ayrım üzerine kurulmaktadır. 
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Bu ayrım aynı zamanda çalışmanın özgün katkısının başlangıç noktasını 

oluşturmaktadır. Yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsellerin sanatsal statüsü, 

makinenin bilinç geliştirmesine bağlı değildir. Bunun yerine bu statü, söz konusu 

görsellerin insan tarihselliği içinde nasıl üretildiği, nasıl yorumlandığı ve sanat 

geleneğiyle nasıl ilişki kurduğu üzerinden değerlendirilmelidir. Dolayısıyla 

hermenötik estetik, yapay zekâ sanatını savunmak için yapay zekâya insan benzeri 

özellikler yüklememekte; sanat eserinin anlamını farklı bir ontolojik temelde yeniden 

açıklamaktadır. 

Bu noktada henüz cevaplanması gereken temel bir soru bulunmaktadır. Eğer yapay 

zekâ tarihsel bilinç sahibi değilse, onun ürettiği görseller insan tarihselliğiyle nasıl 

ilişki kurmaktadır? Başka bir ifadeyle, hermenötik estetik yapay zekâ tarafından 

üretilen eserlerin sanat olabileceğini hangi temelde açıklayabilir? Çalışmanın bir 

sonraki bölümü, tezin özgün katkısını oluşturan bu soruya cevap geliştirmektedir. 

Yapay Zekâ Tarafından Üretilen Görsel Üretimlerin Hermenötik Statüsü ve 

Geleceğin Sanatı Kavramsallaştırması 

Hermenötik yaklaşımın yapay zekâ sanatı açısından gerçekten açıklayıcı olabilmesi 

için cevaplanması gereken temel bir soru bulunmaktadır: Yapay zekâ tarihsel bilince 

sahip değilse, onun ürettiği görseller insan tarihselliği içinde nasıl anlam 

kazanabilmektedir? 

Bu tez, söz konusu soruya iki düzeyi birbirinden ayırarak cevap vermektedir. İlk 

düzey, yapay zekânın ontolojik statüsüdür. İkinci düzey ise yapay zekâ tarafından 

üretilen görsel üretimlerin estetik statüsüdür. Literatürde bu iki düzey çoğu zaman 

birbirine karıştırılmaktadır. Yapay zekânın bilinç sahibi olmadığı gösterildiğinde, 

onun ürettiği görsellerin de sanat olamayacağı sonucuna ulaşılmaktadır. Oysa bu 

çıkarım, sanat eserinin estetik statüsünü zorunlu olarak üreticisinin ontolojik 

özelliklerine bağlamaktadır. Bu çalışma ise tam da bu varsayımı sorgulamaktadır. 

Yapay zekâ, Gadamer’in anlamında tarihsel bir varlık değildir. Kendi geçmişini 

yaşayan, gelenek içerisinde biçimlenen, önyargılar geliştiren ya da tarihsel deneyim 

yoluyla kendisini dönüştüren bir bilinçten söz edilemez. Dolayısıyla bu tez, yapay 

zekâya insan benzeri bilinç, niyet ya da yaratıcılık atfetmemektedir. Böyle bir iddia, 
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hem dışavurumcu estetiğin yönelttiği eleştirileri karşılamaktan uzaktır hem de 

Gadamer’in tarihsellik anlayışıyla bağdaşmaz. 

Ancak buradan hareketle yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsellerin insan 

tarihselliğinin dışında kaldığı sonucu da çıkarılamaz. Çünkü yapay zekâ, tarihsel 

bilince sahip olmasa da, insanlığın tarihsel süreç içerisinde oluşturduğu kültürel 

üretimlerden bütünüyle bağımsız değildir. Üretken yapay zekâ sistemleri, insanlığın 

yüzyıllar boyunca oluşturduğu görsel gelenek, sanatsal üsluplar, imgeler ve temsil 

biçimlerinin dijital olarak dolayımlanmış izleri üzerinde işlem yapmaktadır. 

Dolayısıyla yapay zekânın üretimi, tarihselliğin yerine geçmemekte; insan tarihselliği 

içerisinde oluşmuş kültürel mirasın yeni bir üretim biçimi aracılığıyla yeniden 

ilişkilendirilmesini mümkün kılmaktadır. 

Bu noktada çalışmanın temel iddiası ortaya çıkmaktadır. Yapay zekâ tarafından 

üretilen görsellerin sanatsal statüsü, makinenin kendi tarihselliğinden değil, insan 

tarihselliğiyle kurduğu ilişkiden kaynaklanmaktadır. Başka bir ifadeyle, hermenötik 

açıdan belirleyici olan, yapay zekânın ne olduğu değil; onun ürettiği görselin tarihsel 

anlam dolaşımına nasıl katıldığıdır. Bir görsel üretim, yalnızca belirli bir algoritmanın 

çıktısı olarak kalmaz; insan sanatçının yönlendirmeleri, estetik seçimleri, kültürel 

referansları ve izleyicinin tarihsel yorumu aracılığıyla sanat geleneği içerisinde yeni 

bir anlam olayı haline gelir. 

Bu nedenle yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görselleri yalnızca teknik çıktılar olarak 

değerlendirmek de yetersizdir. Bu görseller, üretildikleri andan itibaren 

yorumlanmaya, eleştirilmeye, sergilenmeye ve sanat tarihi içerisinde 

konumlandırılmaya başlanırlar. Tıpkı diğer sanat eserleri gibi, farklı tarihsel 

bağlamlarda farklı anlamlar kazanabilir; yeni estetik tartışmaların parçası olabilir ve 

yeni yorum ufukları açabilirler. Hermenötik açıdan önemli olan da tam olarak budur. 

Sanat eserinin anlamı, üretildiği anda kapanmaz; tarihsel dolaşımı boyunca sürekli 

yeniden kurulur. 

Gadamer’in “ufukların kaynaşması” kavramı, yapay zekâ sanatını açıklamak için yeni 

bir işlev kazanmaktadır. Burada kaynaşan ufuklar yalnızca eser ile yorumcu arasında 

değildir. Aynı zamanda insan sanatçının estetik niyeti, yapay zekânın üretim süreci, 

tarihsel sanat geleneği ve günümüz yorumcusunun ufku da aynı hermenötik olay 
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içerisinde karşılaşmaktadır. Yapay zekâ bu sürecin öznesi değildir; ancak bu 

karşılaşmanın gerçekleştiği üretim ilişkilerinden biridir. Böylece ortaya çıkan eser, tek 

bir öznenin bilincine indirgenemeyecek çok katmanlı bir anlam yapısı kazanmaktadır. 

Bu yaklaşım, yapay zekânın sanatçı olduğu iddiasını ileri sürmez. Aksine, sanatçılık 

kavramının insan öznesiyle ilişkisini korur. Bununla birlikte sanat eserinin ontolojik 

statüsünü yalnızca sanatçının psikolojik yaşantısına bağlamadığı için, yapay zekâ 

tarafından üretilen görsellerin de sanatsal değerlendirmeye açık olduğunu savunur. 

Sanatın belirleyici özelliği, makinenin özerkliği değil; insan tarihselliği içerisinde 

gerçekleşen anlam üretimidir. 

Bu nedenle çalışma, yapay zekâ sanatını mevcut sanat anlayışının sona ermesi olarak 

değil, sanatın tarihsel gelişiminde ortaya çıkan yeni bir hermenötik durum olarak 

değerlendirmektedir. Yapay zekâ, sanatın yerine geçen bir özne değildir; sanatın 

üretim ve yorum koşullarını dönüştüren yeni bir tarihsel olgudur. Bu dönüşüm, sanatın 

özünü ortadan kaldırmamakta; aksine sanatın tarihsel olarak her zaman değişen ve 

yeniden yorumlanan yapısını daha görünür hale getirmektedir. 

Bu bağlamda çalışma, yapay zekâ sanatını geleceğin sanatı olarak tanımlamaktadır. 

Ancak bu ifade, yapay zekânın gelecekte insan sanatçının yerini alacağı anlamına 

gelmemektedir. Yapay zekâ sanatı geleceğin sanatıdır; çünkü bugünün estetik 

kavramlarını geleceğin üretim biçimleri ışığında yeniden düşünmeye zorlamaktadır. 

Aynı zamanda paradoksal biçimde, geçmişin sanat eserleri gibi okunmayı gerektirir. 

Nasıl geçmişten gelen bir eser bugünün yorumcusuyla her karşılaşmada yeni anlamlar 

kazanıyorsa, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen eserler de henüz tam olarak yerleşmemiş 

bir estetik geleneğin içinden bize seslenmektedir. Bu nedenle onlar, geleceğe ait 

olmalarına rağmen, hermenötik olarak geçmişten gelen metinler gibi okunmayı talep 

ederler. Geleceğin ufku ile bugünün ufku arasındaki bu karşılaşma, yapay zekâ 

sanatının en özgün estetik niteliğini oluşturmaktadır. 

Sonuç olarak bu tez, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsellerin sanatsal statüsünü ne 

makinenin özerkliğinde ne de yalnızca insan sanatçının niyetinde temellendirmektedir. 

Çalışmanın temel iddiası, bu statünün insan tarihselliği içerisinde gerçekleşen 

hermenötik yorum sürecinde kurulduğudur. Böylece yapay zekâ sanatı ne yalnızca 
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teknolojik bir yenilik ne de geleneksel sanat anlayışının inkârı olarak 

değerlendirilmektedir. O, sanatın tarihsel sürekliliği içinde ortaya çıkan yeni bir anlam 

üretim imkanıdır. 

Sonuç 

Bu çalışma, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin sanatsal statüsüne ilişkin 

tartışmaların büyük ölçüde yanlış bir ontolojik zeminde yürütüldüğü iddiasıyla 

başlamıştır. Güncel tartışmaların önemli bir kısmı, yapay zekânın insan benzeri bilinç, 

niyet ya da yaratıcılık geliştirip geliştiremeyeceği sorusuna odaklanmaktadır. Oysa bu 

tez, yapay zekâ sanatı probleminin öncelikle sanat ontolojisine ilişkin bir problem 

olduğunu savunmuştur. Belirleyici soru, yapay zekânın sanatçı olup olmadığı değil; 

sanat eserinin anlamının hangi temelde kurulduğudur. 

Bu amaçla öncelikle sanatın tanımına ilişkin başlıca estetik kuramlar değerlendirilmiş 

ve bu kuramların yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimler karşısındaki 

açıklayıcılıkları incelenmiştir. Çalışma, hiçbir kuramın tek başına yapay zekâ sanatını 

bütünüyle açıklayamadığını göstermiştir. Bunun temel nedeni, söz konusu kuramların 

çoğunun ya sanatın zorunlu özünü belirlemeye ya da sanat eserini sınıflandırmaya 

yönelmesidir. Oysa yapay zekâ sanatı tartışması, yalnızca “Bu nesne sanat mıdır?” 

sorusunu değil, “Sanatsal anlam nasıl oluşur?” sorusunu da gündeme getirmektedir. 

Bu çerçevede üretken yapay zekâ modellerinin ortaya çıkışı, yalnızca yeni bir üretim 

teknolojisinin gelişmesi olarak değerlendirilmemiştir. Çalışma, bu teknolojilerin 

sanatçı, eser ve yaratım süreci arasındaki geleneksel ilişkileri yeniden 

biçimlendirdiğini ileri sürmüştür. Bununla birlikte bu dönüşümün, yapay zekânın 

bağımsız bir sanatçı olarak kabul edilmesini gerektirmediği de savunulmuştur. Yapay 

zekâ ne insan öznesinin yerini alan özerk bir yaratıcıdır ne de yalnızca edilgin bir 

araçtır. Daha çok, insanın tarihsel olarak oluşmuş kültürel mirasıyla yeni ilişkiler 

kurmasını sağlayan farklı bir üretim ortamı olarak değerlendirilmiştir. 

Bu yaklaşım doğrultusunda Croce ve Collingwood’un dışavurumcu estetik anlayışları 

yeniden değerlendirilmiştir. Çalışma, Croce ve Collingwood’un sanat anlayışlarının, 

yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin sanatsal statüsüne yönelik güçlü 
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itirazlar üretmeye elverişli olduğunu ve bu itirazların kendi kuramsal çerçeveleri 

içerisinde tutarlı olduğunu kabul etmektedir. Yapay zekânın bilinç sahibi olmadığı; 

öznel yaşantıları ya da kendisini dönüştüren yaratıcı deneyimleri bulunmadığı bir 

gerçektir. Ancak tez, bu tespitten hareketle yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel 

üretimlerin sanatsal statüsünün de reddedilemeyeceğini ileri sürmektedir. Çünkü 

dışavurumcu estetik, sanat eserinin anlamını büyük ölçüde yaratıcı öznenin bilincinde 

temellendirmektedir. Çalışmanın temel eleştirisi, tam da bu ontolojik varsayıma 

yönelmiştir. 

Bu eleştiri doğrultusunda Hans-Georg Gadamer’in hermenötik estetiği çalışmanın 

kuramsal temelini oluşturmuştur. Gadamer'in tarihsellik, önyargı, oyun ve ufukların 

kaynaşması kavramları, sanat eserinin anlamının üretim anında tamamlanmadığını; 

tarihsel yorum sürecinde sürekli yeniden kurulduğunu göstermektedir. Böylece sanat 

eserinin ontolojik ağırlık merkezi, sanatçının iç dünyasından eser ile yorumcu arasında 

gerçekleşen hermenötik olaya kaymaktadır. Bu yaklaşım, yapay zekâ sanatı 

tartışmasını da yeni bir zemine taşımaktadır. 

Bu tezin özgün katkısı, yapay zekânın ontolojik statüsü ile yapay zekâ tarafından 

üretilen görsel üretimlerin estetik statüsü arasında açık bir ayrım yapmasında 

yatmaktadır. Yapay zekâ tarihsel bilince sahip değildir; ancak insanlığın tarihsel süreç 

içerisinde oluşturduğu kültürel üretimlerin dijital olarak dolayımlanmış mirası 

üzerinde işlem yapmaktadır. Dolayısıyla yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsellerin 

sanatsal statüsü, makinenin bilinç geliştirmesine değil, insan tarihselliği içerisinde 

gerçekleşen yorum sürecine dayanmaktadır. Hermenötik açıdan belirleyici olan, yapay 

zekânın ne olduğu değil, onun ürettiği görsellerin sanat geleneği içerisinde nasıl anlam 

kazandığıdır. 

Bu nedenle çalışma, yapay zekâ sanatını mevcut sanat anlayışının sona ermesi olarak 

değerlendirmemektedir. Aksine, yapay zekâ sanatı sanatın tarihsel gelişimi içerisinde 

ortaya çıkan yeni bir hermenötik durum olarak yorumlanmaktadır. Yapay zekâ, sanatın 

özünü ortadan kaldırmamakta; sanatın tarihsel, yorumsal ve diyalojik niteliğini daha 

görünür hale getirmektedir. Bu bağlamda yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görseller, 

insan tarihselliğinin dışında kalan teknik çıktılar değil; insan kültürünün sürekliliği 

içerisinde yeni anlam üretimlerine katılan estetik oluşumlardır. 
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Bu doğrultuda çalışma, yapay zekâ sanatını geleceğin sanatı olarak 

kavramsallaştırmaktadır. Ancak bu ifade, yapay zekânın insan sanatçının yerini 

alacağı ya da sanatın geleceğinin yalnızca teknolojik üretimlerden oluşacağı anlamına 

gelmemektedir. Burada “gelecek”, kronolojik bir zamanı değil, henüz tam anlamıyla 

oluşmamış bir estetik ufku ifade etmektedir. Yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görseller, 

mevcut estetik kategorilerimizi yeniden düşünmeye zorlamakta; sanatın gelecekte 

alabileceği biçimlere bugünden işaret etmektedir. Aynı zamanda bu eserler, 

Gadamer’in hermenötik anlayışında olduğu gibi, her karşılaşmada yeniden 

yorumlanmayı talep eden tarihsel metinler gibi işler. Paradoks tam da burada ortaya 

çıkar: Yapay zekâ sanatı, geleceğe ait bir üretim biçimi olmasına rağmen, ancak 

geçmişten gelen eserler gibi yorumlandığında estetik anlamını kazanır. Gelecek ile 

geçmiş arasında kurulan bu hermenötik gerilim, çalışmanın önerdiği sanat anlayışının 

ayırt edici yönünü oluşturmaktadır. 

Sonuç olarak bu tez, yapay zekâ tarafından üretilen görsel üretimlerin sanatsal 

statüsünü, makinenin bilinç ya da özerkliğine dayandıran yaklaşımlardan farklı bir 

açıklama geliştirmektedir. Çalışma, sanatın anlamının insan tarihselliği içerisinde 

gerçekleşen yorum sürecinde ortaya çıktığını savunarak, yapay zekâ sanatını sanat 

felsefesinin yerleşik kavramlarıyla yeniden düşünmeyi önermektedir. Böylece yapay 

zekâ sanatı, yalnızca güncel teknolojik gelişmelerin ortaya çıkardığı bir sorun olarak 

değil, sanatın ontolojisini yeniden değerlendirmeyi gerektiren felsefi bir imkan olarak 

ele alınmaktadır. 
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