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made it more honest, only more vulgar. By relinquishing its own particularity,
culture has also relinquished the salt of truth, which once consisted in its
opposition to other particularities. To call it to account before a responsibility
which it denies is only to confirm cultural pomposity. Neutralized and readymade, traditional culture has become worthless today. Through an irrevocable

process its heritage, hypocritically reclaimed by the Russians, has become
expendable to the highest degree, superfluous, trash. And the hucksters of mass
culture can point to it with a grin, for they treat it as such. The more total society
becomes, the greater the reification of the mind and the more paradoxical its
effort to escape reification on its own. Even the most extreme consciousness of
doom threatens to degenerate into idle chatter. Cultural criticism finds itself
faced with the final stage of the dialectic of culture and barbarism. To write
poetry after Auschwitz is barbaric. And this corrodes even the knowledge of
why it has become impossible to write poetry today. Absolute reification, which
presupposed intellectual progress as one of its elements, is now preparing to
absorb the mind entirely. Critical intelligence cannot be equal to this challenge
as long as it confines itself to self-satisfied contemplation.
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The traditional transcendent critique of ideology is obsolete. In principle, the
method succumbs to the very reification which is its critical theme. By transferring the notion of causality directly from the realm of physical nature to society,
it falls back behind its own object. Nevertheless, the transcendent method can
still appeal to the fact that it employs reified notions only in so far as society
itself is reified. Through the crudity and severity of the notion of causality, it
claims to hold up a mirror to society's own crudity and severity, to its
debasement of the mind. But the sinister, integrated society of today no longer
tolerates even those relatively independent, distinct moments to which the
theory of the causal dependence of superstructure on base once referred. In the
open-air prison which the world is becoming, it is no longer so important to
know what depends on what, such is the extent to which everything is one. All
phenomena rigidify, become insignias of the absolute rule of that which is.
There are no more ideologies in the authentic sense of false consciousness, only
advertisements for the world through its duplication and the provocative lie
which does not seek belief but commands silence. Hence, the question of the
causal dependence of culture, a question which seems to embody the voice of
that on which culture is thought only to depend, takes on a backwoods ring. Of
course, even the immanent method is eventually overtaken by this. It is dragged
into the abyss by its object. The materialistic transparency of culture has not
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