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Neither may be separated from the other, because divination receives
its security first from an affirmative comparison, without which it might
become outlandish. But the comparative of itself cannot yield a unity. The
general and specific must permeate each other, and this can only happen by
means of divination.

7. The idea of the work, by which the author’s fundamental purpose
[Wille] reveals itself, can only be understood in terms of the convergence of
the basic material and its peculiarity of his developments.

The basic material by itself stipulates no set manner of execution. As a rule
it is easy enough to determine, even if it is not exactly specified; but for all that,
one can be mistaken. One finds the purpose of the work most precisely in its
peculiar or characteristic development of its material. Often the characteristic
motif has only a limited influence on certain sections of a work, but nonethe-
less shapes the character of the work by its influence on others. The interpre-
tive knack is to somehow intuit the meaning while being cautiously aware of
how the intuition in some ways predetermines the process of validating it.

1819, 1828 1959, 1974

GEORG WILHELM FRIEDRICH HEGEL
1770-1831

IMMANUEL KANT (1724-1804) and G. W. F. Hegel are the ARISTOTLE and pLATO of
modern Continental philosophy, the two dominant figures from whom everything
else flows. Hegel is a great synthesizer, a system builder who bequeaths to modern
thought the conviction that an individual entity’s meaning rests not in itself but in the
relationship of that thing to other things within an all-encompassing, ever-changing
whole. Where the part is situated is crucial. All modern criticism that stresses the
historical and social context of utterances or artworks is Hegelian to some degree.

Hegel was the son of a minor court official in the duchy of Wiirttemburg, in what
is now Germany. He studied theology at the University of Tiibingen, where he became
friends with the poet Friedrich Hélderlin and the philosopher Friedrich von Schelling.
After graduating in 1793, Hegel worked as a private tutor until he began teaching at
the University of Jena in 1801, the year he published his first book. In 1807 he pub-
lished Phenomenology of Spirit, the first version of his grand philosophical vision and
one of the great philosophical masterpieces of all time. A sexual scandal (he had a
child with his landlord’s wife) forced Hegel to leave Jena in 1807, and he would not
teach in a university again until 1816. He reached the height of his fame and influ-
ence with his lectures at the University of Berlin, which he delivered regularly from
1818 until his death. Many of these series were published either by Hegel himself or
from the notes taken by his students, as was Lectures on Fine Art (1835-38).

Hegel is usually associated with the dialectic, which entails the confrontation of
any thesis with its opposite (antithesis), and the resultant synthesis of the two
through a process of “overcoming” (aufgehoben in German). We might call the dia-
lectic the motor of the Hegelian system, stressing movement and change over stasis.
This system, which places individual elements in relation to one another, is in
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lurking doubt about who I am? (Hegel not only anticipates the processes of self-
formation described by siGMUND FREUD but also describes the existential anxiety that
haunts any attachment to “identity.”) The Master’s access to his own selfhood is
mediated through his relationship to the Slave; and since that Slave is “not an inde-
pendent consciousness, but a dependent one,” the Master “is, therefore, not certain
of being-for-self as the truth of himself.” By obliterating the Slave’s independence, the
Master has removed the very “other” that must be encountered to achieve selfhood.

Meanwhile, the Slave moves from the “dread . . . it has experienced” in the face
of “death, the absolute Lord [or Master]” to a fairly satisfactory self-consciousness
achieved through work. (The Hegelian description of labor as redemptive greatly
influenced Marx.) The Slave gains a sense of self because his labor has an effect on
a material world of resistant objects. The Master has lost contact with the non-self
(except with the Slave) because he has left all physical interaction with the world to
the Slave. This ironic reversal of the Master-Slave relationship points toward the
reciprocity of dependence that Hegel sees as characterizing human relationships:
“They recognize themselves as mutually recognizing one another.” Only if I am will-
ing to acknowledge that the other is also a self, who has a need and a right to be a
being-for-self, can I satisfactorily establish my own selfhood.

This account provides a memorable and persuasive model for understanding the
complex dynamics of intersubjective relationships. Selfhood is a social product that
individuals crave; identity has to be constructed through contentious interaction with
and relation to others; this process makes us dependent on others, and thus inclined
to resent and fear them; and such dependence involves forms of psychological and
social power that are distinct from physical force or the power afforded by superior
wealth. Whenever modern literary theorists and critics have been interested in ques-
tions of identity and of the self’s confrontation with the other (however understood),
Hegel’s famous account of the Master-Slave dialectic has hovered in the background.

Our second selection consists of excerpts from the introduction to Lectures on
Fine Art—Hegel’s contribution to philosophical aesthetics, the field that seeks to
define the aims of the arts, the features of art objects, the activity of artists, and the
effects of the arts on audiences. Aesthetics dates from the 1750s, but Hegel clearly
echoes Plato on the arts. For Hegel, the fundamental goal of humanity is to come
to full consciousness of the Idea (or Spirit), and philosophy is the golden road to
that goal. Yet, unlike Plato, he wants to praise art, not condemn it. Because Hegel
accepts the superiority of spirit over matter, truth over appearance, universal over
particular, intellectual over sensual, and logic over feeling, he must argue that art,
understood correctly, is not merely a sensuous, material, singular thing; instead, it
contributes to human understanding of the Idea.

Hegel takes the line of argument suggested by his model of thinking. Just as the
self in the Master-Slave dialectic can come to self-consciousness only through
encountering an other, so thinking needs to encounter an object. The Spirit or Idea
dwells within humans, but as “a thinking consciousness” a person “draws out of
himself and puts before himself what . . . is.” After art has given Spirit a concrete
form, it can be apprehended. This account makes art part of the philosophical proj-
ect of coming to full consciousness—and provides Hegel with firm answers to a
number of problems that bedevil aesthetics.

In the first part of our selection, Hegel reviews previous notions of the arts, steering
a middle path between accounts that emphasize rules and those that rely on pure
inspiration. More important, Hegel asserts the superiority of human-made artistic
objects to God-made natural ones by appealing to their spiritual purpose. Spirit dwells
in nature as well as in humans, but only humans are conscious of reaching an aware-
ness of spirit. A man needs art “to lift the inner and outer world into his spiritual
consciousness as an object in which he recognizes again his own self.” In Hegel’s
quasi-religious philosophy, human life reaches its highest form when we recognize
that the spirit of the creator permeates all of the created world, including ourselves. To
discover this true self, to align ourselves with spirit, is to attain “free rationality.”
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True to his historicist convictions, in the second part of our selection Hegel pre-
sents the movement to full self-consciousness as occurring in stages. Symbolic, clas-
sical, and romantic art form a dialectical triad. Symbolic art, tied to “perceived
natural objects,” attempts but fails to attach a spiritual significance to those objects.
This failure has its uses, since at least “the foreignness of the Idea to natural phenom-
ena” is made manifest. The gap here between the natural and the spiritual is, Hegel
tells us, “sublime,” a striking revision of a category invoked in antiquity by LONGINUS
and in the eighteenth century by JoSEPH ADDISON, EDMUND BURKE, and Kant.

The failure of primitive symbolic art, associated with the ancient Near East, gen-
erates its antithesis, classical art; and what Hegel sees as the higher, Western tradi-
tion begins. By focusing on “the human form,” the Greeks gave the Idea an adequate
material embodiment. Since humans are a potent example of the union of spirit
and body, Hegel finds ingenious the classical solution to the problem of “bring[ing]
the spiritual before our eyes in a sensuous manner.” But it too has a defect—the
opposite of that of symbolic art, which could not give the Idea a local habitation
and name. Classical art fails because it “determine[s]” spirit “as particular and
human,” thus obscuring its “absolute and eternal” essence.

This “defect . . . demands a transition to a higher form,” the Romantic. The
threat of classical art lies in its sensuousness. Romantic art, even as it utilizes sen-
suous forms, must move both artist and audience (by irony and sublimity) toward
“the inwardness of self-consciousness,” toward the indwelling spirit. As a synthesis
and overcoming of symbolic and classical art, Romantic art dissociates the idea
from the sensuous form (as does symbolic art) even as it presents the sensuous form
(as does classical art). Romantic art stages the “inadequacy” of the material embodi-
ment so that “the Idea . . . appear[s] perfected in itself as spirit and heart.”

Thus Hegel is a champion of Romantic art. In the move from sensuous form to
inwardness, he places the expression of “subjective inner depth” and “reflective
emotion” at the center of the artistic enterprise. This notion of art as expression is
the cornerstone of Romantic aesthetics—WILLIAM WORDSWORTH, PERCY BYSSHE
SHELLEY, and RALPH WALDO EMERSON are among the nineteenth-century writers
who espouse some version of an expressivist aesthetic—and it continues to domi-
nate popular understandings of art, especially poetry. But Hegel’s historicism also
suggests a broader expressivist understanding of art, in which the artwork is viewed
as an expression of an era, zeitgeist, culture, or nation rather than of the artist’s
self. In both cases, artistic representation is tied not to some visible thing imitated
by the artist but to some invisible ideas, emotions, attitudes, values, or spirit.

While much contemporary critical practice, knowingly or not, is Hegelian, post-
modern theory has self-consciously struggled (sometimes desperately) to slough off
Hegelian habits. The great problem is Hegel’s will to totality, the movement of his
philosophy, through dialectical overcoming and synthesis, to include everything.
Postmodern theorists resist this philosophical imperialism, this “totalizing impulse,”
insisting that inclusion through the dialectic always comes at the price of overcoming
what is most singular and different in the incorporated other. The problem with sub-
suming everything into a totalizing system is the erasure of difference. Hence, in our
selection Hegel makes art safe for philosophy by downplaying or explaining away
everything that makes art different from and even antithetical to thinking.

By highlighting the different and the singular, postmodernists question Hegel’s
placing of everything into a relational, systematic whole. But since postmodern theory
does accept that meaning is the product of systematic, though differential, relations,
Hegel has been hard to negate. Because he can be neither banished nor embraced,
Hegel remains a figure to whom much contemporary theory obsessively returns.

Phenomenology of Spirit Keywords: Identity, Marxism, Phenomenology, Post-
structuralism, Subjectivity

Lectures on Fine Art Keywords: Aesthetics, Ethics, Phenomenology, Religion,
Romantic Theory
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particular, a universal formative activity, an absolute Notion; rather it is a
skill which is master over some things, but not over the universal power and
the whole of objective being.

1807

From Lectures on Fine Art!

From Introduction

* oAk %
THE WORK OF ART AS A PRODUCT OF HUMAN ACTIVITY

(a) As for the first point, that a work of art is a product of human activity,
this view has given rise to the thought that this activity, being the conscious
production of an external object, can also be known and expounded, and
learnt and pursued by others. For what one man makes, another, it may
seem, could make or imitate too, if only he were first acquainted with the
manner of proceeding; so that, granted universal acquaintance with the
rules of artistic production, it would only be a matter of everyone’s pleasure
to carry out the procedure in the same manner and produce works of art. It
is in this way that the rule-providing theories, mentioned above, with their
prescriptions calculated for practical application, have arisen. But what can
be carried out on such directions can only be something formally regular
and mechanical. For the mechanical alone is of so external a kind that only
a purely empty exercise of will and dexterity is required for receiving it into
our ideas and activating it; this exercise does not require to be supple-
mented by anything concrete, or by anything not prescribed in universal
rules. This comes out most vividly when such prescriptions do not limit
themselves to the purely external and mechanical, but extend to the signifi-
cant and spiritual activity of the artist. In this sphere the rules contain only
vague generalities, for example that ‘the theme should be interesting, every
character should speak according to his standing, age, sex, and situation’. But
if rules are to satisfy here, then their prescriptions should have been drawn
up at the same time with such precision that they could be observed just as
they are expressed, without any further spiritual activity of the artist’s. Being
abstract in content, however, such rules reveal themselves, in their pretence
of adequacy to fill the consciousness of the artist, as wholly inadequate, since
artistic production is not a formal activity in accordance with given specifica-
tions. On the contrary, as spiritual activity it is bound to work from its own
resources and bring before the mind’s eye a quite other and richer content and
more comprehensive individual creations [than formulae can provide]. There-
fore, in so far as such rules do actually contain something specific and there-
fore of practical utility, they may apply in case of need, but still can afford no
more than specifications for purely external circumstances.

(b) Thus, as it turns out, the tendency just indicated has been altogether
abandoned, and instead of it the opposite one has been adopted to the same

1. Translated by T. M. Knox, who sometimes adds explanatory words or phrases in brackets.
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extent. For the work of art was no longer regarded as a product of general
human activity, but as a work of an entirely specially gifted spirit which now,
however, is supposcd to give free play simply and only to its own particular
gift, as if to a specific natural force; it is to cut itself altogether loose from
attention to universally valid laws and from a conscious reflection interfer-
ing with its own instinctive-like productive activity. Indeed it is supposed to
be protected from such reflection, since its productions could only be con-
taminated and spoiled by such awareness. From this point of view the work
of art has been claimed as a product of talent and genius, and the natural
element in talent and genius has been especially emphasized. In a way,
rightly, since talent is specific and genius universal capability, which man
has not the power to give to himself purely and simply through his own self-
conscious activity. On this topic we shall speak at greater length later.

Here we have only to mention the false aspect of this view, namely that in
artistic production all consciousness of the artist’s own activity is regarded
as not merely superfluous but even deleterious. In that case production by
talent and genius appears as only a state and, in particular, a state of inspir-
ation. To such a state, it is said, genius is excited in part by an object, and in
part can transpose itself into it by its own caprice, a process in which, after
all, the good services of the champagne bottle are not forgotten. In Germany
this notion became prominent at the time of the so-called Period of Genius
which was introduced by Goethe’s first poetical productions and then sus-
tained by Schiller’s.? In their earliest works these poets began afresh, setting
aside all the rules then fabricated; they worked deliberately against these
rules and thereby surpassed all other writers. However, I will not go further
into the confusions which have been prevalent about the concept of inspir-
ation and genius, and which prevail even today about the omnicompetence
of inspiration as such. All that is essential is to state the view that, even if
the talent and genius of the artist has in it a natural element, yet this elem-
ent essentially requires development by thought, reflection on the mode of
its productivity, and practice and skill in producing. For, apart from any-
thing else, a main feature of artistic production is external workmanship,
since the work of art has a purely technical side which extends into handi-
craft, especially in architecture and sculpture, less so in painting and music,
least of all in poetry. Skill in technique is not helped by any inspiration, but
only by reflection, industry, and practice. But such skill the artist is com-
pelled to have in order to master his external material and not be thwarted
by its intractability.

Now further, the higher the standing of the artist, the more profoundly
should he display the depths of the heart and the spirit; these are not known
directly but are to be fathomed only by the direction of the artist’s own
spirit on the inner and outer world. So, once again, it is study whereby the
artist brings this content into his consciousness and wins the stuff and con-
tent of his conceptions.

2. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832) and FRIEDRICH VON SCHILLER (1759-1805) were the two
most important poets of the Romantic period in Germany.
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(c) A third view concerning the idea of the work of art as a product of
human activity refers to the placing of the work of art in relation to the
external phenomena of nature. Here the ordinary way of looking at things
took easily to the notion that the human art-product ranked below the
product of nature; for the work of art has no feeling in itself and is not
through and through enlivened, but, regarded as an external object, is dead,;
but we are accustomed to value the living higher than the dead. That the
work of art has no life and movement in itself is readily granted. What is
alive in nature is, within and without, an organism purposefully elaborated
into all its tiniest parts, while the work of art attains the appearance of life
only on its surface; inside it is ordinary stone, or wood and canvas, or, as in
poetry, an idea expressed in speech and letters. But this aspect—external
existence—is not what makes a work into a product of fine art; a work of art
is such only because, originating from the spirit, it now belongs to the ter-
ritory of the spirit; it has received the baptism of the spiritual and sets forth
only what has been formed in harmony with the spirit. Human interest, the
spiritual value possessed by an event, an individual character, an action in
its complexity and outcome, is grasped in the work of art and blazoned
more purely and more transparently than is possible on the ground of other
non-artistic things. Therefore the work of art stands higher than any nat-
ural product which has not made this journey through the spirit. For
example, owing to the feeling and insight whereby a landscape has been
represented in a painting, this work of the spirit acquires a higher rank
than the mere natural landscape. For everything spiritual is better than any
product of nature. Besides, no natural being is able, as art is, to present the
divine Ideal.

Now on what the spirit draws from its own inner resources in works of art
it confers permanence in their external existence too; on the other hand,
the individual living thing in nature is transient, vanishing, changeable in
outward appearance, while the work of art persists, even if it is not mere
permanence which constitutes its genuine pre-eminence over natural real-
ity, but its having made spiritual inspiration conspicuous.

But nevertheless this higher standing of the work of art is questioned by
another idea commonly entertained. For nature and its products, it is said,
are a work of God, created by his goodness and wisdom, whereas the art-
product is a purely human work, made by human hands according to
human insight. In this contrast between natural production as a divine cre-
ation and human activity as something merely finite there lies directly the
misunderstanding that God does not work in and through men at all, but
restricts the sphere of his activity to nature alone. This false opinion must
be completely rejected if we are to penetrate to the true nature of art.
Indeed, over against this view we must cling to the opposite one, namely
that God is more honoured by what the spirit makes than by the produc-
tions and formations of nature. For not only is there something divine in
man, but it is active in him in a form appropriate to the being of God in a
totally different and higher manner than it is in nature. God is spirit, and in
man alone does the medium, through which the Divine passes, have the form
of conscious and actively self-productive spirit; but in nature this medium
is the unconscious, the sensuous, and the external, which stands far below
consciousness in worth. Now in art-production God is just as operative as



558 / GeEorG WILHELM FriEDRICH HEGEL

he is in the phenomena of nature; but the Divine, as it discloses itself in the
work of art, has been generated out of the spirit, and thus has won a suit-
able thoroughfare for its existence, whereas just being there in the uncon-
scious sensuousness of nature is not a mode of appearance appropriate to
the Divine.

(d) Now granted that the work of art is made by man as the creation of his
spirit, a final question arises, in order to derive a deeper result from the fore-
going [discussion], namely, what is man’s need to produce works of art? On
the one hand, this production may be regarded as a mere play of chance and
fancies which might just as well be left alone as pursued; for it might be held
that there are other and even better means of achieving what art aims at
and that man has still higher and more important interests than art has the
ability to satisfy. On the other hand, however, art seems to proceed from a
higher impulse and to satisfy higher needs,—at times the highest and abso-
lute needs since it is bound up with the most universal views of life and the
religious interests of whole epochs and peoples.—This question about the
non-contingent but absolute need for art, we cannot yet answer completely,
because it is more concrete than an answer could turn out to be at this stage.
Therefore we must content ourselves in the meantime with making only the
following points.

The universal and absolute need from which art (on its formal side) springs
has its origin in the fact that man is a thinking consciousness, i.e. that man
draws out of himself and puts before himself what he is and whatever else is.
Things in nature are only immediate and single, while man as spirit dupli-
cates himself, in that (i) he is as things in nature are, but (ii) he is just as
much for himself; he sees himself, represents himself to himself, thinks, and
only on the strength of this active placing himself before himself is he spirit.
This consciousness of himself man acquires in a two-fold way: first, theoreti-
cally, in so far as inwardly he must bring himself into his own consciousness,
along with whatever moves, stirs, and presses in the human breast; and in
general he must see himself, represent himself to himself, fix before himself
what thinking finds as his essence, and recognize himself alone alike in what
is summoned out of himself and in what is accepted from without. Secondly,
man brings himself before himself by practical activity, since he has the
impulse, in whatever is directly given to him, in what is present to him exter-
nally, to produce himself and therein equally to recognize himself. This aim
he achieves by altering external things whereon he impresses the seal of his
inner being and in which he now finds again his own characteristics. Man
does this in order, as a free subject, to strip the external world of its inflex-
ible foreignness and to enjoy in the shape of things only an external realiza-
tion of himself. Even a child’s first impulse involves this practical alteration
of external things; a boy throws stones into the river and now marvels at the
circles drawn in the water as an effect in which he gains an intuition of
something that is his own doing. This need runs through the most diversi-
form phenomena up to that mode of self-production in external things which
is present in the work of art. And it is not only with cxternal things that man
proceeds in this way, but no less with himself, with his own natural figure
which he does not leave as he finds it but deliberately alters. This is the
cause of all dressing up and adornment, even if it be barbaric, tasteless, com-
pletely disfiguring, or even pernicious like crushing the feet of Chinese



LeEcTUrRES ON FINE ART / 559

ladies,? or slitting the ears and lips. For it is only among civilized people that
alteration of figure, behaviour, and every sort and mode of external expres-
sion proceeds from spiritual development.

The universal need for art, that is to say, is man’s rational need to lift the
inner and outer world into his spiritual consciousness as an object in which
he recognizes again his own self. The need for this spiritual freedom he sat-
isfies, on the one hand, by making what is within him explicit to himself, but
correspondingly by giving outward reality to this his explicit self, and thus in
this duplication of himself by bringing what is in him into sight and know-
ledge for himself and others. This is the free rationality of man in which all
acting and knowing, as well as art too, have their basis and necessary origin.

% » 3

DEVELOPMENT OF THE IDEAL INTO THE PARTICULAR FORMS
OF THE BEAUTY OF ART

But because the Idea is in this way a concrete unity, this unity can enter the
art-consciousness only through the unfolding and then the reconciliation of
the particularizations of the Idea,* and, through this development, artistic
beauty acquires a totality of particular stages and forms. Therefore, after
studying artistic beauty in itself and on its own account, we must see how
beauty as a whole decomposes into its particular determinations. This gives,
as the second part of our study, the doctrine of the forms of art. These forms
find their origin in the different ways of grasping the Idea as content, whereby
a difference in the configuration in which the Idca appcars is conditioned.
Thus the forms of art are nothing but the different relations of meaning and
shape, relations which proceed from the Idea itself and therefore provide the
true basis for the division of this sphere. For division must always be implicit
in the concept, the particularization and division of which is in question.
We have here to consider three relations of the Idea to its configuration.
(a) First, art begins when the Idea, still in its indeterminacy and obscur-
ity, or in bad and untrue determinacy, is made the content of artistic shapes.
Being indeterminate, it does not yet possess in itself that individuality
which the Ideal demands; its abstraction and one-sidedness leave its shape
externally defective and arbitrary. The first form of art is therefore rather a
mere search for portrayal than a capacity for true presentation; the Idea has
not found the form even in itself and therefore remains struggling and
striving after it. We may call this form, in general terms, the symbolic form
of art. In it the abstract Idea has its shape outside itself in the natural sen-
suous material from which the process of shaping starts® and with which,
in its appearance, this process is linked. Perceived natural objects are, on
the one hand, primarily left as they are, yet at the same time the substantial
Idea is imposed on them as their meaning so that they now acquire a vocation
to express it and so are to be interpreted as if the Idea itself were present in
them. A corollary of this is the fact that natural objects have in them an

3. That is, footbinding, a practice common among shape has no connection with the Divine and is
Chinese women from the 10th into the 20th cen- therefore external to it and not an embodiment
tury. of it. When shaping begins, the shapes produced
4. That is, the different historical forms of art. are symbols, perhaps, but in themselves are fan-
5. An unknown block of stone may symbolize the tastic and monstrous [Hegel’s note].

Divine, but it does not represent it. Its natural
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aspect according to which they are capable of representing a universal
meaning. But since a complete correspondence is not yet possible, this rela-
tion can concern only an abstract characteristic, as when, for example, in a
lion strength is meant.

On the other hand, the abstractness of this relation brings home to con-
sciousness even so the foreignness of the Idea to natural phenomena, and
the Idea, which has no other reality to express it, launches out in all these
shapes, seeks itself in them in their unrest and extravagance, but yet does
not find them adequate to itself. So now the Idea exaggerates natural shapes
and the phenomena of reality itself into indefiniteness and extravagance; it
staggers round in them, it bubbles and ferments in them, does violence to
them, distorts and stretches them unnaturally, and tries to elevate their phe-
nomenal appearance to the Idea by the diffuseness, immensity, and splen-
dour of the formations employed. For the Idea is here still more or less
indeterminate and unshapable, while the natural objects are thoroughly
determinate in their shape.

In the incompatibility of the two sides to one another, the relation of the
Idea to the objective world therefore becomes a negative one, since the Idea,
as something inward, is itself unsatisfied by such externality, and, as the
inner universal substance thereof, it persists sublime above all this multiplicity
of shapes which do not correspond with it. In the light of this sublimity, the
natural phenomena and human forms and events are accepted, it is true,
and left as they are, but yet they are recognized at the same time as incom-
patible with their meaning which is raised far above all mundane content.

These aspects constitute in general the character of the early artistic
pantheism of the East, which on the one hand ascribes absolute meaning to
even the most worthless objects, and, on the other, violently coerces the
phenomena to express its view of the world whereby it becomes bizarre, gro-
tesque, and tasteless, or turns the infinite but abstract freedom of the sub-
stance [i.e. the one Lord] disdainfully against all phenomena as being null
and evanescent. By this means the meaning cannot be completely pictured
in the expression and, despite all striving and endeavour, the incompatibil-
ity of Idea and shape still remains unconquered.—This may be taken to be
the first form of art, the symbolic form with its quest, its fermentation, its
mysteriousness, and its sublimity.

(b) In the second form of art which we will call the classical, the double
defect of the symbolic form is extinguished. The symbolic shape is imper-
fect because, (i) in it the Idea is presented to consciousness only as indeter-
minate or determined abstractly, and, (ii) for this reason the correspondence
of meaning and shape is always defective and must itself remain purely
abstract. The classical art-form clears up this double defect; it is the free
and adequate embodiment of the Idea in the shape peculiarly appropriate
to the Idea itself in its essential nature. With this shape, therefore, the Idea
is able to come into free and complete harmony. Thus the classical art-form
is the first to afford the production and vision of the completed Ideal and to
present it as actualized in fact.

Nevertheless, the conformity of concept and reality in classical art must not
be taken in the purely formal sense of a correspondence between a content
and its external configuration, any more than this could be the case with the
Idea itself. Otherwise every portrayal of nature, every cast of features, every
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neighbourhood, flower, scene, etc., which constitutes the end and content of
the representation, would at once be classical on the strength of such congru-
ity between content and form. On the contrary, in classical art the peculiarity
of the content consists in its being itself the concrete Idea, and as such the
concretely spiritual, for it is the spiritual alone which is the truly inner [self].
Consequently, to suit such a content we must try to find out what in nature
belongs to the spiritual in and for itself. The original Concept itself it must be
which invented the shape for concrete spirit, so that now the subjective
Concept—here the spirit of art—has merely found this shape and made it, as
a natural shaped existent, appropriate to free individual spirituality. This
shape, which the Idea as spiritual—indeed as individually determinate
spirituality—assumes when it is to proceed out into a temporal manifestation,
is the human form. Of course personification and anthropomorphism have
often been maligned as a degradation of the spiritual, but in so far as art’s task
is to bring the spiritual before our eyes in a sensuous manner, it must get
involved in this anthropomorphism, since spirit appears sensuously in a satis-
fying way only in its body. The transmigration of souls® is in this respect an
abstract idea, and physiology should have made it one of its chief propositions
that life in its development had necessarily to proceed to the human form as
the one and only sensuous appearance appropriate to spirit.

But the human body in its forms counts in classical art no longer as a
merely sensuous existent, but only as the existence and natural shape of the
spirit, and it must therefore be exempt from all the deficiency of the purely
sensuous and from the contingent finitude of the phenomenal world. While
in this way the shape is purified in order to express in itself a content
adequate to itself, on the other hand, if the correspondence of meaning and
shape is to be perfect, the spirituality, which is the content, must be of such
a kind that it can express itself completely in the natural human form, with-
out towering beyond and above this expression in sensuous and bodily terms.
Therefore here the spirit is at once determined as particular and human,
not as purely absolute and eternal, since in this latter sense it can proclaim
and express itself only as spirituality.

This last point in its turn is the defect which brings about the dissolution
of the classical art-form and demands a transition to a higher form, the
third, namely the romantic.

(¢c) The romantic form of art cancels again the completed unification of
the Idea and its reality, and reverts, even if in a higher way, to that differ-
ence and opposition of the two sides which in symbolic art remained uncon-
quered. The classical form of art has attained the pinnacle of what
illustration by art could achieve, and if there is something defective in it,
the defect is just art itself and the restrictedness of the sphere of art. This
restrictedness lies in the fact that art in general takes as its subject-matter
the spirit (i.e. the universal, infinite and concrete in its nature) in a sensu-
ously concrete form, and classical art presents the complete unification of
spiritual and sensuous existence as the correspondence of the two. But in
this blending of the two, spirit is not in fact represented in its true nature.
For spirit is the infinite subjectivity of the Idea, which as absolute inward-

6. Reincarnation, belief in which was widespread in Greek antiquity; it began with Greek Orphic cults
and followers of the pre-Socratic philosopher Pythagoras (6th c. B.C.E.).
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ness cannot freely and truly shape itself outwardly on condition of remain-
ing moulded into a bodily existence as the one appropriate to it.’

Abandoning this [classical] principle, the romantic form of art cancels the
undivided unity of classical art because it has won a content which goes
beyond and above the classical form of art and its mode of expression. This
content—to recall familiar ideas—coincides with what Christianity asserts
of God as a spirit, in distinction from the Greek religion which is the essen-
tial and most appropriate content for classical art. In classical art the con-
crete content is implicitly the unity of the divine nature with the human, a
unity which, just because it is only immediate and implicit, is adequately
manifested also in an immediate and sensuous way. The Greek god is the
object of naive intuition and sensuous imagination, and therefore his shape is
the bodily shape of man. The range of his power and his being is individual
and particular. Contrasted with the individual he is a substance and power
with which the individual’s inner being is only implicitly at one but without
itself possessing this oneness as inward subjective knowledge. Now the higher
state is the knowledge of that implicit unity which is the content of the clas-
sical art-form and is capable of perfect presentation in bodily shape. But this
elevation of the implicit into self-conscious knowledge introduces a tremen-
dous difference. It is the infinite difference which, for example, separates
man from animals. Man is an animal, but even in his animal functions, he is
not confined to the implicit, as the animal is; he becomes conscious of them,
recognizes them, and lifts them, as, for instance, the process of digestion,
into self-conscious science. In this way man breaks the barrier of his implicit
and immediate character, so that precisely because he knows that he is an
animal, he ceases to be an animal and attains knowledge of himself as spirit.

Now if in this way what was implicit at the previous stage, the unity of
divine and human nature, is raised from an immediate to a known unity, the
true element for the realization of this content is no longer the sensuous
immediate existence of the spiritual in the bodily form of man, but instead
the inwardness of self-consciousness. Now Christianity brings God before our
imagination as spirit, not as an individual, particular spirit, but as absolute
in spirit and in truth. For this reason it retreats from the sensuousness of
imagination into spiritual inwardness and makes this, and not the body, the
medium and the existence of truth’s content. Thus the unity of divine and
human nature is a known unity, one to be realized only by spiritual knowing
and in spirit. The new content, thus won, is on this account not tied to sen-
suous presentation, as if that corresponded to it, but is freed from this imme-
diate existence which must be set down as negative, overcome, and reflected
into the spiritual unity. In this way romantic art is the self-transcendence of
art but within its own sphere and in the form of art itself.

We may, therefore, in short, adhere to the view that at this third stage the
subject-matter of art is free concrete spirituality, which is to be manifested as
spirituality to the spirituality inward. In conformity with this subject-matter,
art cannot work for sensuous intuition. Instead it must, on the one hand,
work for the inwardness which coalesces with its object simply as if with

7. In other words, thought is “inwardness” in the the spirit cannot find an adequate embodiment
sense that thoughts are not outside one another in things but only in thoughts, or at least only in
in the way that parts of a body are. That is why the inner life [Hegel's note].
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itself, for subjective inner depth, for reflective emotion, for feeling which, as
spiritual, strives for freedom in itself and seeks and finds its reconciliation
only in the inner spirit. This inner world constitutes the content of the roman-
tic sphere and must therefore be represented as this inwardness and in the
pure appearance of this depth of feeling. Inwardness celebrates its triumph
over the external and manifests its victory in and on the external itself,
whereby what is apparent to the senses alone sinks into worthlessness.

On the other hand, however, this romantic form too, like all art, needs an
external medium for its expression. Now since spirituality has withdrawn
into itself out of the external world and immediate unity therewith, the sen-
suous externality of shape is for this reason accepted and represented, as in
symbolic art, as something inessential and transient; and the same is true
of the subjective finite spirit and will, right down to the particularity and
caprice of individuality, character, action, etc., of incident, plot, etc. The
aspect of external existence is consigned to contingency and abandoned to
the adventures devised by an imagination whose caprice can mirror what is
present to it, exactly as it is, just as readily as it can jumble the shapes of the
external world and distort them grotesquely. For this external medium has
its essence and meaning no longer, as in classical art, in itself and its own
sphere, but in the heart which finds its manifestation in itself instead of in
the external world and its form of reality, and this reconciliation with itself it
can preserve or regain in every chance, in every accident that takes indepen-
dent shape, in all misfortune and grief, and indeed even in crime.

Thereby the separation of Idea and shape, their indifference and inad-
equacy to each other, come to the fore again, as in symbolic art, but with
this essential difference, that, in romantic art, the Idea, the deficiency of
which in the symbol brought with it deficiency of shape, now has to appear
perfected in itself as spirit and heart. Because of this higher perfection, it is
not susceptible of an adequate union with the external, since its true reality
and manifestation it can seek and achieve only within itself.

This we take to be the general character of the symbolic, classical, and
romantic forms of art, as the three relations of the Idea to its shape in the
sphere of art. They consist in the striving for, the attainment, and the tran-
scendence of the Ideal as the true Idea of beauty.

1835-38

WILLIAM WORDSWORTH
1770-1850

“I am not a critic,” William Wordsworth stated in 1830, “and set little value upon
the art. The preface which I wrote long ago to my own Poems I was put upon to
write by the urgent entreaties of a friend, and heartily regret I ever had anything to
do with it; though I do not reckon the principles then advanced erroneous.” Words-
worth defined himself as a poet above all, and he is less prolific and gifted as a





