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INTRODUC TION 

The question of how artistic culture is constituted, sustained, 

and transformed within society has occupied philosophers, 

political theorists, and historians of art since antiquity. From 

the earliest reflections of Plato and Aristotle to modern 

sociological and philosophical interpretations, art has rarely 

been conceived as an isolated or purely subjective 

phenomenon. Instead, it has been consistently understood as 

a social practice deeply intertwined with political authority, 

ethical norms, economic structures, and prevailing 

conceptions of knowledge. The present study addresses this 

enduring problem by undertaking a comprehensive theoretical 

analysis of artistic culture as a historically and socially 

embedded system, drawing strictly on a defined corpus of 

classical and modern sources. 

Classical Greek philosophy provides the foundational 

framework for understanding the social and political 

dimensions of art. In Plato’s dialogues and political writings, 
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art is inseparable from questions of education, friendship, 

justice, and the ideal organization of the polis (Plato, 1929; 

Plato, 1971). Aristotle, while diverging from Plato’s 

metaphysical premises, similarly situates art within a broader 

philosophical inquiry into imitation, emotional experience, and 

social communication (Aristotle, 1957). These classical 

foundations establish art as a phenomenon that both reflects 

and shapes collective life. 

In modern political philosophy, the relationship between 

political order and cultural production is articulated with 

renewed intensity. The works of I. A. Ilyin, particularly his 

reflections on monarchy and republic, offer a distinctive 

perspective on how political forms generate specific cultural 

and aesthetic orientations (Ilyin, 1994). Ilyin’s analysis is not 

limited to institutional arrangements but extends to the moral 

and spiritual conditions that underlie artistic creativity and 

reception. His ideas provide an essential link between classical 

political philosophy and modern debates on cultural identity 

and authority. 

The development of aesthetics as a distinct philosophical 

discipline further deepens the inquiry into artistic culture. The 

historical accounts of aesthetics by Gilbert and Kuhn 

demonstrate how conceptions of beauty, form, and artistic 

value evolve in relation to broader intellectual and social 

transformations (Gilbert & Kuhn, 2000). Similarly, Gaidenko’s 

analysis of the evolution of the concept of science reveals the 

shifting boundaries between artistic and scientific modes of 

knowledge, underscoring the epistemological dimension of 

aesthetic theory (Gaidenko, 1980). 

In the context of modern society, particularly under capitalism, 

the social conditions of artistic production undergo profound 

changes. Studies on artistic culture in capitalist society 

emphasize structural and typological transformations that 

affect the organization of artistic labor, the role of institutions, 

and the relationship between artists and audiences (Kagan, 

1986; Artistic Culture in Capitalist Society, 1986). Sociological 

perspectives, such as Kavolis’s analysis of the artist enterprise, 

further illuminate the professionalization and 

commercialization of art as a social process (Kavolis, 1979). 

Historical investigations into patronage and artistic practice 

provide concrete illustrations of these theoretical dynamics. 

Haskell’s seminal study of patrons and painters in the Baroque 

era demonstrates how social power and artistic innovation are 

mutually constitutive (Haskell, 1963). Likewise, Rotenberg’s 

examination of nineteenth-century Dutch art and the speeches 

and letters of Louis David reveal the complex interplay 

between artistic intention, political ideology, and social context 

(Rotenberg, 1971; David, 1933). 

Despite the richness of this theoretical and historical material, 

there remains a need for an integrated analysis that 

systematically connects political philosophy, aesthetics, and 

social theory in order to elucidate the foundations of artistic 

culture. Existing studies often focus on isolated aspects—such 

as patronage, stylistic evolution, or philosophical doctrine—

without fully articulating their interdependence. The present 

article seeks to address this gap by synthesizing insights from 

the provided references into a coherent theoretical 

framework. 

The central problem guiding this study is the following: how 

do political forms, social structures, and evolving concepts of 

knowledge collectively shape the production, meaning, and 

social function of art? By examining this question through a 

close reading of classical and modern sources, the article aims 

to contribute to a deeper understanding of artistic culture as 

a historically situated and socially mediated phenomenon. 

METHODOLOGY 

The methodological approach of this study is grounded in 

qualitative, text-based analysis, reflecting the theoretical 

nature of the research question and the character of the 

source material. Rather than employing empirical 

measurement or quantitative analysis, the study relies on 

systematic interpretation, comparison, and synthesis of 

philosophical, aesthetic, and sociological texts. 

The first methodological component consists of close textual 

analysis of primary philosophical sources. Plato’s dialogues 

and political writings are examined to elucidate his conception 

of art in relation to education, friendship, and the ideal state 

(Plato, 1929; Plato, 1971). Aristotle’s Poetics is analyzed to 

clarify the concept of mimesis and its implications for 

emotional and social experience (Aristotle, 1957). This close 

reading approach allows for a nuanced understanding of the 

internal logic and conceptual structure of classical aesthetic 

theory. 

The second component involves interpretative analysis of 

modern philosophical and theoretical texts. Ilyin’s reflections 

on monarchy and republic are interpreted as a political-

philosophical framework for understanding cultural forms and 

artistic values (Ilyin, 1994). The historical accounts of 

aesthetics by Gilbert and Kuhn are used to contextualize shifts 
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in aesthetic theory within broader intellectual developments 

(Gilbert & Kuhn, 2000). Gaidenko’s work on the evolution of 

the concept of science provides a methodological lens for 

examining the epistemological status of art (Gaidenko, 1980). 

The third methodological component is comparative analysis. 

By juxtaposing classical and modern perspectives, the study 

identifies continuities and discontinuities in the understanding 

of art’s social function. For example, the Platonic concern with 

moral education is compared with modern discussions of 

artistic autonomy and social critique, revealing enduring 

tensions and transformations. 

The fourth component consists of historical-theoretical 

synthesis. Sociological and historical studies of artistic culture 

under capitalism, patronage systems, and artistic enterprises 

are integrated into the philosophical analysis to demonstrate 

how abstract concepts are realized in concrete social practices 

(Kavolis, 1979; Kagan, 1986; Haskell, 1963). This synthesis 

enables the articulation of a comprehensive framework that 

accounts for both normative and descriptive dimensions of 

artistic culture. 

Throughout the methodology, strict adherence to the provided 

references is maintained. Interpretations are grounded in 

explicit textual evidence, and theoretical extrapolations are 

carefully framed as developments of existing arguments rather 

than the introduction of external concepts. This 

methodological rigor ensures both the coherence and the 

scholarly integrity of the study. 

RESULTS 

The analysis yields several interrelated findings concerning the 

foundations of artistic culture. First, it becomes evident that 

art is consistently conceptualized as a socially embedded 

practice rather than an autonomous domain. In Plato’s 

philosophy, art is evaluated primarily in terms of its moral and 

educational effects on the community. In The Republic, artistic 

representation is subject to political regulation because of its 

power to shape character and collective values (Plato, 1971). 

This finding underscores the inseparability of aesthetics and 

politics in classical thought. 

Second, Aristotle’s concept of mimesis introduces a more 

differentiated understanding of artistic representation. While 

retaining the idea that art imitates reality, Aristotle emphasizes 

the cognitive and emotional dimensions of imitation, 

suggesting that art contributes to understanding and catharsis 

within the social context (Aristotle, 1957). The result is a 

conception of art that is socially meaningful without being 

merely didactic. 

Third, modern political philosophy, as represented by Ilyin, 

rearticulates the relationship between political forms and 

cultural expression. Ilyin’s distinction between monarchy and 

republic is shown to extend beyond governance structures to 

encompass cultural and aesthetic orientations. Monarchical 

culture emphasizes unity, tradition, and symbolic continuity, 

while republican culture foregrounds plurality, rational 

discourse, and individual participation (Ilyin, 1994). This result 

highlights the political conditioning of artistic values and 

styles. 

Fourth, the historical evolution of aesthetics reveals a gradual 

differentiation of art as a specialized field of knowledge. 

Gilbert and Kuhn demonstrate that aesthetic theory emerges 

through sustained reflection on artistic practice, often in 

dialogue with philosophy and science (Gilbert & Kuhn, 2000). 

Gaidenko’s analysis further shows that shifts in the concept of 

science influence how art is understood as a form of 

knowledge, oscillating between subjective expression and 

objective cognition (Gaidenko, 1980). 

Fifth, sociological analyses of modern artistic culture reveal the 

transformation of the artist into a social and economic actor. 

Kavolis’s concept of the artist enterprise describes how artistic 

creativity becomes organized within institutional and market 

structures, altering the conditions of production and reception 

(Kavolis, 1979). Studies of artistic culture in capitalist society 

confirm that these structural changes affect not only economic 

relations but also aesthetic norms and cultural hierarchies 

(Kagan, 1986; Artistic Culture in Capitalist Society, 1986). 

Sixth, historical case studies of patronage and artistic practice 

provide concrete evidence of the interaction between art and 

social power. Haskell’s analysis of Baroque patronage 

illustrates how artistic innovation is shaped by the 

expectations and resources of patrons (Haskell, 1963). 

Rotenberg’s study of Dutch art and the writings of Louis David 

demonstrate how political ideology and social change 

influence artistic themes and self-understanding (Rotenberg, 

1971; David, 1933). 

Finally, Auerbach’s concept of mimesis, as developed in his 

analysis of literary realism, reinforces the idea that artistic 

representation is historically variable and socially grounded 

(Auerbach, 1976). This result complements the philosophical 

and sociological findings by emphasizing the historical 
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specificity of aesthetic forms. 

DISCUSSION 

The findings of this study invite a comprehensive 

reinterpretation of artistic culture as a dynamic system shaped 

by political, social, and epistemological forces. One of the most 

significant implications is the challenge to notions of artistic 

autonomy that abstract art from its social context. While 

modern aesthetics often emphasizes individual creativity and 

subjective expression, the theoretical and historical evidence 

suggests that art is always mediated by collective structures 

and values. 

The Platonic suspicion of art’s influence on moral character 

may appear restrictive from a contemporary perspective, yet 

it reflects a profound awareness of art’s social power (Plato, 

1971). Rather than dismissing this concern as authoritarian, it 

can be reinterpreted as an early recognition of the ethical 

responsibility inherent in cultural production. Aristotle’s more 

affirmative account of mimesis complements this view by 

acknowledging the positive cognitive and emotional functions 

of art within society (Aristotle, 1957). 

Ilyin’s political philosophy adds a crucial dimension to the 

discussion by demonstrating how different political forms 

generate distinct cultural climates. His analysis suggests that 

debates about artistic freedom cannot be separated from 

broader questions of political legitimacy and social cohesion 

(Ilyin, 1994). This insight is particularly relevant in contexts 

where art becomes a site of ideological conflict. 

The sociological analyses of capitalist artistic culture reveal 

both opportunities and tensions. On one hand, the 

professionalization and institutionalization of art expand 

access and diversity. On the other hand, market pressures and 

patronage systems can constrain artistic experimentation and 

reinforce existing power structures (Kavolis, 1979; Kagan, 

1986). These tensions underscore the ambivalent character of 

modern artistic culture. 

The study also acknowledges certain limitations. By relying 

exclusively on a specific set of sources, the analysis cannot 

account for alternative theoretical traditions or empirical 

developments outside this corpus. Future research could 

extend the framework by incorporating comparative 

perspectives or contemporary case studies, while maintaining 

the theoretical rigor demonstrated here. 

CONCLUSION 

This article has undertaken an extensive theoretical 

exploration of the aesthetic, political, and social foundations 

of artistic culture, grounded in classical philosophy and 

modern theoretical scholarship. By synthesizing insights from 

Plato, Aristotle, Ilyin, and key figures in aesthetics and social 

theory, the study demonstrates that art is best understood as 

a historically situated and socially mediated practice. 

The analysis reveals that artistic culture is shaped by political 

forms, economic structures, and evolving concepts of 

knowledge, and that these factors influence both the 

production and interpretation of art. Far from diminishing the 

value of artistic creativity, this perspective enriches our 

understanding of its social significance and ethical 

implications. 

In reaffirming the relevance of classical and modern 

theoretical perspectives, the article contributes to ongoing 

debates about the role of art in society. It suggests that a 

nuanced appreciation of artistic culture requires sustained 

engagement with its philosophical foundations and social 

conditions, an endeavor that remains as vital today as it was 

in antiquity. 
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