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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE

The translat�on of Hegel's "Aesthet�k" or "Ph�losophy of F�ne Art,"
wh�ch �s conta�ned �n the four volumes of the present work, �s the f�rst
complete translat�on �n Engl�sh of the three volumes devoted to th�s
subject �n the collected ed�t�on (Berl�n, 1835). I know of four part�al
translat�ons �n Engl�sh of th�s work and one �n French. These are Mr.
W. M. Bryant's translat�on of Part II[1], Mr. Kedney's short analys�s of



the ent�re work[2], Mr. Hast�e's translat�on of M�chelet's short
"Ph�losophy of Art[3]," prefaced by Hegel's Introduct�on, partly
translated and partly summar�zed and lastly Professor B.
Bosanquet's complete translat�on of Hegel's f�rst Introduct�on w�th
notes[4].
The French translat�on of M. Bénard purports to be more or less a
reproduct�on of the ent�re work and runs �nto two large-s�zed
volumes. It also �s, however, so far as Hegel's Introduct�on and the
f�rst two Parts are concerned, merely a compressed summary, and
only �n part�cular passages �s the translat�on anyth�ng but a very free
render�ng of the or�g�nal, though there �s a far closer approach to th�s
�n Part III.
I have not seen Mr. Bryant's translat�on. As any approach to an
adequate reproduct�on of Hegel's wr�t�ng Mr. Hast�e's translat�on of
M�chelet's work and Mr. Kedney's analys�s are of very l�ttle value[5].
Professor Bosanquet's translat�on �s adm�rable w�th�n the l�m�ts
�mposed. To that extent I have merely followed, as I was able, �n my
fr�end's footsteps; but th�s advance covers l�ttle more than one
s�xteenth part of the ent�re work of 1,600 pages.
W�th regard to all such analyses I ent�rely concur w�th Professor
Bosanquet's v�ew stated �n h�s preface, that such merely m�slead �f
regarded as �n any way a reflex of e�ther Hegel h�mself or the
German text. It �s true that th�s work �s—as are �n the�r degree other
volumes of the collected ed�t�on, the "Outl�nes of the Ph�losophy of
R�ght" for example—a heterogeneous product, �n our own �nstance
not merely lack�ng the f�nal rev�s�on of the author, but rather put
together as such a connected treat�se by the ed�tor respons�ble (�)
from several autograph MSS. of Hegel[6], some of wh�ch were l�ttle
more than fragmentary notes for lectures, (��) supplemented further
from notes[7] taken by pup�ls who attended such lectures, the ent�re
conglomerate be�ng (���) f�nally doveta�led together w�th connect�ng
l�nks by the ed�tor�al hand much as, to c�te h�s own �llustrat�on, a
careful p�cture restorer m�ght do �n order to secure the �mpress�on of
a un�f�ed work, the un�ty a�med at by h�mself be�ng rather that of a
connected l�terary treat�se than a ser�es of lectures.



It �s obv�ous that a product of th�s nature w�ll vary cons�derably
throughout �n the degree that the personal�ty and un�que flavour of
Hegel h�mself, whether v�ewed as wr�ter or th�nker, asserts �tself.

The �ntroduct�ons[8] have been, �t would appear, taken almost
exclus�vely from Hegel's own MSS.; but even these rema�ned
unrev�sed for the press, ow�ng to the premature and sudden death of
the�r author.
Of the greater port�on of the work we can merely form our judgment
of the nature of �ts authent�c�ty from the content �tself. On the whole I
should myself say that the result was more favourable than m�ght
under such cond�t�ons have been expected. The ed�tor assures us
expressly that so far as all �llustrat�ons and the substant�ve content of
the work �s concerned no attempt has been made whatever to
supplement the same. Hegel �s throughout here ent�rely respons�ble.
I th�nk, further, that the endeavour cla�med by the ed�tor to preserve
the general character and tone (Kolor�t) of Hegel's own d�ct�on has
atta�ned a degree of success that could only have been w�th�n the
reach of devoted pup�ls and fr�ends of the man h�mself, who for
many years both attended h�s lectures and stud�ed h�s publ�shed
works. Whatever op�n�on, however, we may arr�ve at on th�s head
there can hardly be two op�n�ons as to the sources �n wh�ch the ma�n
�nterest cons�sts for a modern reader.
F�rst, I should lay part�cular stress on the forceful and character�st�c
manner �n wh�ch the fundamental ph�losoph�cal concept�ons wh�ch
underl�e the ent�re fabr�c are worked �nto and elaborated expl�c�tly,
throughout �ts deta�l. The very nature of th�s unwear�ed and �ns�stent
�nterfus�on (Durchdr�ngung) of pos�t�ve fact, whether h�stor�cal,
sc�ent�f�c, or aesthet�c, w�th the d�alect�c movement of the Idea �s
here as essent�ally the method of Hegel as �t �s elsewhere. And th�s
�s so desp�te the fact that �t �s here presented for the most part �n a
form less repellent to the ord�nary reader and less provocat�ve of
host�le cr�t�c�sm. Translators therefore, who, follow�ng the example of
the French translator[9], del�berately seek to l�ghten the burden of
the�r cargo by throw�ng overboard what they choose to call the
"�njur�ous d�alect�c," or the "dark labyr�nth" of th�s aspect of our work



may reproduce much that �s of �nstruct�on or �nterest, but most
certa�nly do not reproduce e�ther the ma�n strength of Hegel as a
th�nker, or the most character�st�c �mpress�on—to say noth�ng of the
repet�t�ons—of such style or absence of l�terary style that he
possessed.
Secondly, �f there �s one feature more str�k�ng than any other �n th�s
work, wh�ch �s bound at least to surpr�se anyone who st�ll harbours
the obsolete not�on that th�s ph�losopher moved �n an exclus�vely
abstract reg�on of �dea remote from the concrete exper�ence of l�fe
and sc�ent�f�c or art�st�c knowledge, �t �s the wealth and extraord�nary
range of the �llustrat�ons �n these volumes no less than the v�gour
and freshness of the�r appl�cat�on. In th�s respect two translat�ons
wh�ch merely amount to a summary of theoret�cal content s�mply
om�t the v�tal or at least the most attract�ve heart of the �nterest.
As to the present cla�m of th�s labor�ous work to recogn�t�on and
study, �ts h�stor�cal s�gn�f�cance �s, I th�nk, adm�tted by the most
acknowledged author�t�es on the subject. As Schasler has called �t, �t
�s the f�rst complete system of a ph�losophy of Art. The nature of �ts
�mportance to our own most able and learned h�stor�an of the
Ph�losophy of F�ne Art may not only be deduced from h�s own
summary of �ts contents and s�gn�f�cance �n h�s �nvaluable h�stor�cal
survey[10], but �s further �llustrated by the fact that he has reproduced
the conclud�ng port�on of Hegel's Introduct�on �n extenso �n an
Append�x to th�s work.
Other wr�ters have been less jud�c�ous both as host�le cr�t�cs and �n
the degree of the�r pra�se or enthus�asm. One German author�ty has
called �t Hegel's masterp�ece. Such a t�tle �s, apart from any other
ground, suff�c�ently excluded by �ts h�story alone. Whether Hegel
m�ght have made �t h�s masterp�ece had he l�ved �s of course another
quest�on.

Other adm�rers, such as the late Professor Ca�rd[11], have more
leg�t�mately accepted such a d�st�nct�on for the "Phenomenolog�e des
Ge�stes." Mr. Hast�e w�ll even have �t that throughout "All �s clear,
rad�ant, harmon�ous and d�m w�th the th�ngs that are a joy for ever."
Such an effus�ve d�splay of abstract Vorstellung rem�nds one l�ttle of



e�ther the dour temper of the Swab�an ph�losopher, or the concrete
�ntell�gence wh�ch most d�st�ngu�shes h�m from h�s r�vals now and �n
h�s l�fet�me. I can prom�se no such garden of Hesper�des, or even
Platon�c banquet, to any of my readers. It �s true that we have here,
the work be�ng pr�mar�ly bu�lt upon lectures �ntended to �nstruct the
ord�nary student, no such parade of the d�alect�c method �n �ts formal
structure such as const�tutes the root of offence �n some other works
of Hegel. But �f we approach �t w�th the bel�ef that all �s therefore the
pla�n sa�l�ng we meet w�th �n the world of journal�st�c art cr�t�c�sm and
the commonsense concept�ons of everyday l�fe, or w�th the
assurance that the work �s, or can be, �ntell�g�ble w�thout some real
attempt to grapple w�th the fundamental �deas of Hegel�an
metaphys�c, we may f�nd our d�sappo�ntment very cons�derable. As a
humble translator I am bound to say that �n a very large number of
passages I have by no means d�scovered �mmed�acy of �ntell�g�b�l�ty
or rad�ance to be a consp�cuous feature of the or�g�nal. Rad�ance �s
�ndeed, I should say, not an attr�bute emphat�cally character�st�c of
any k�nd of Teuton�c l�terature, and least of all of �ts sc�ent�f�c and
ph�losoph�cal l�terature. The present work �s certa�nly no except�on.
W�th �ts unt�r�ng, not to say remorseless, effort to press home �n
repeated express�on, often but sl�ghtly var�ed, the same fundamental
po�nts, �ts dogged and endless pers�stence �n the careful expl�cat�on
through rat�onal def�n�t�on of every k�nd of pos�t�ve mater�al that
presents �tself from the nature of the d�v�ne �n man, or the soul of
l�v�ng beast to the accurate determ�nat�on �n the terms of expressed
thought of a mus�cal sound or an ep�gram or s�m�le, w�th �ts well-n�gh
total d�sregard of the beauty of l�terary style, and �ts by no means
unfrequent d�sregard of all pr�nc�ple of proport�on �n the co-ord�nat�on
of �ts var�ed subject-matter—whatever else such a product may be �t
�s most assuredly not, at least to Engl�sh apprehens�on, rem�n�scent
of the rad�ance e�ther of Homer or Apollo.
But though even s�ncere adm�rat�on may sm�le over such a
descr�pt�on, �t does unquest�onably reflect to a remarkable extent the
thoroughness, tenac�ty of purpose, the absence of superf�c�al
rhetor�c, the w�de range, the extraord�nary comb�nat�on of
construct�ve �dea and deta�led knowledge and research we r�ghtly
assoc�ate w�th the most valued works of German sc�ence and



ph�losophy. It has never been more needful than at th�s t�me of day
to draw attent�on to such qual�t�es, when the nat�onal b�as �s to �gnore
or bel�ttle the�r presence. It �s, moreover, not w�thout passages wh�ch
atta�n to a very real elevat�on of eloquence, eloquence marked by
the profoundest earnestness and ent�rely free from the least flavour
of bombast or sent�mental�sm. To the r�ght k�nd of reader �t can
hardly fa�l to convey a certa�n fasc�nat�on wh�ch �s not merely due to
the presence of a powerful and or�g�nal �ntellect, but �s equally
�nseparable from the product of a human soul �ntent upon gett�ng at
the heart of �ts subject, and keep�ng �ts v�s�on throughout f�xed on
that. Nor �s the mere breadth of the canvas and the depth of �ts
content �ts only attract�on. The work �s �ndeed full of d�gress�ons of
except�onal �nterest to the general reader, and as such bears the
�ndel�ble stamp of Hegel's manner as a lecturer, wh�ch h�s ed�tor
ma�nta�ns stood out �n such marked contrast to h�s more conc�se
style as an author, draw�ng as he d�d when lectur�ng so largely on h�s
encyclopaed�c stores of knowledge.
To treat all the text as we now have �t w�th the same respect may
very poss�bly betoken to some an excess of zeal on the part of the
translator; but after all the most �mportant th�ng for an Engl�sh reader
�s to know what the volumes actually conta�n. In deal�ng w�th Hegel
the outl�ned sketch, whether secured through a process of d�st�llat�on
or adulterat�on, �s by no means any compensat�on for the loss of the
complete p�cture. If we are �mpat�ent over many aspects of th�s
ph�losopher's part�cular�ty, we had much better d�spense w�th h�m
altogether.
Sympathet�cally stud�ed �t �s hardly too much to say that th�s
monumental work �s an educat�on �n �tself. It �s at any rate one wh�ch
cannot fa�l to enlarge our concept�ons of the s�gn�f�cance and d�gn�ty
of human art. Nor �s th�s by any means �mposs�ble, even though we
are unable to concur �n, or �ndeed rema�n �nsuff�c�ently qual�f�ed to
express a judgment upon all or even a few of the most �mportant of
�ts conclus�ons. But �t �s perhaps not wholly unnecessary to observe
that before ventur�ng upon a verd�ct �n our w�sdom we must, as
Robert Brown�ng subm�tted �n reference to the cr�t�c�sm passed upon
h�s poetry, have awakened both our senses and �ntell�gence "that



they may the better judge." It �s the modest a�m of the present
translat�on to make that preparatory process more easy for the
Engl�sh reader, to ass�st that �ntell�gent ass�m�lat�on of the truth as �t
appears to a great and world-famous th�nker, wh�ch �s the necessary
cond�t�on of any cr�t�c�sm mer�t�ng respectful attent�on at all. Such
ass�m�lat�on �s perhaps �mposs�ble �n the case of Hegel w�thout effort,
and �ndeed someth�ng of sympathy w�th h�s general outlook and
temper, mak�ng as he does l�ttle or no appeal whatever to the lover
of l�terature as such, who had consequently far better leave h�m
austerely alone to the cons�derat�on of others who are more
attracted.
I do not propose �n these prefatory remarks to enlarge further on the
actual content of the work, or on the nature of the cr�t�c�sm wh�ch has
been d�rected e�ther to fundamental pos�t�ons or matters of deta�l.
Some of these I have referred to �n my notes on the text where they
are most obv�ously pert�nent. The general reader w�ll f�nd a very
useful �ntroduct�on to some of the more pr�mary d�ff�cult�es �n the
study of Hegel �n Professor Bosanquet's prefatory essay to h�s
translat�on. The more ser�ous student can hardly d�spense w�th the
perusal of a cons�derable port�on of the same wr�ter's h�story of
Aesthet�k, at least that port�on wh�ch d�rectly deals w�th the wr�t�ngs
of Kant, Sch�ller, Goethe, Schell�ng, and Hegel h�mself on the
subject[12].
I hold my translat�on to be as l�teral as �s poss�ble cons�stently w�th
an endeavour to render or �nterpret German ph�losoph�cal language
�n the language or �d�om of really express�ve and �ntell�g�ble Engl�sh.
It �s now generally adm�tted that all translat�on �s �n the nature of an
�nterpretat�on. However much I may have fallen short of my a�m, that
a�m has been throughout to express the actual �deal content of the
German, not merely w�th all the force and d�rectness I could muster,
but w�th as near an approach to the formal structure of the German
text as was cons�stent w�th the l�ke cond�t�on of really readable
Engl�sh. Above all I have str�ven to avo�d the lass�tude of mere
paraphrase, that vague general�zat�on of content wh�ch conce�ves
�tself to possess the r�ght to el�m�nate from the text pretty much what
�t pleases.



The Index attached to the f�nal volume �s l�m�ted �n �ts reference to
proper names, and pre-em�nently to �llustrat�ons �n the text of works
e�ther of general l�terature, or other products of art, wh�ch I
cons�dered of use or �nterest to the general reader.
In the table of contents to the several volumes I have not�f�ed w�th
brackets my own contr�but�ons to the German or�g�nal. In all other
respects I have reta�ned the d�v�s�ons of subject-matter as I found
them recorded by Hegel or h�s ed�tor.

F. P. O.

[1] New York, Appleton and Co.
[2] Ch�cago, Gr�ggs and Co., 1885.

[3] Ed�nburgh, Ol�ver and Boyd, 1886. The translat�on �s l�teral and
of good qual�ty for a l�ttle over th�rty pages. After that �t �s a mere
summary.
[4] Kegan Paul, Trench and Co., 1886.

[5] Mr. Kedney's volume only amounts to about three hundred
small-s�zed pages altogether.
[6] The most �mportant source were MSS. for lectures g�ven �n
1820. Th�s formed the bas�s of further lectures �n 1823, 1826, and
1829.

[7] The notes to wh�ch our ed�tor had access referred to the
lectures g�ven �n 1823 and 1826, w�th others of those �n 1826 and
1829.
[8] The f�rst Introduct�on �s obv�ously taken from Hegel's MS., the
ed�tor not even ventur�ng �n th�s case to obl�terate �ts form as an
address �n the lecture room. It represents perhaps the nearest
approach we possess to the rev�sed MS.

[9] An almost �nev�table defect of such a translat�on �s that
cr�t�c�sm may be offered w�thout supply�ng the mater�al necessary
for any sat�sfactory verd�ct upon �ts suff�c�ency. Thus M. Bénard
c�tes w�th approval an adverse cr�t�c�sm passed upon what �s
called Hegel's �nadequate treatment of the Idea of Beauty as a
part�al man�festat�on of the absolute Idea, but barely �ncludes any
of the passages wh�ch refer to th�s �n h�s translat�on (note, p. 36).



Such can lead to no conclus�on whatever, though �t obv�ously may
ent�rely m�slead h�s readers.
[10] "H�story of Aesthet�k," by Bernard Bosanquet (Sonnensche�n,
1892). See �n part�cular pp. 333-362. W�th regard to the
comparat�ve value of the work of Schell�ng and Hegel on th�s
subject the author says (p. 334): "It may be sa�d that wh�le we
prefer Hegel to Schell�ng th�s �s partly because Schell�ng �s best
represented �n Hegel." I can cla�m but a very l�m�ted f�rsthand
knowledge of modern German works on Aesthet�k. But I may
observe that the sect�on of Lötze's h�story of German works on the
subject devoted to Hegel's "Ph�losophy of F�ne Art" appears to me
by no means equal �n ab�l�ty to other port�ons of the work. The a�m
of the author appears rather that of prov�ng that h�s own
researches occupy a ground wholly unoccup�ed by Hegel than of
def�n�ng w�th any completeness the ground actually appropr�ated
by Hegel.

[11] "L�fe of Hegel," p. 110.
[12] The most author�tat�ve �ntroduct�on to the study of the
Hegel�an standpo�nt for Engl�sh readers �s, of course, the late
Professor Wallace's Prolegomena to h�s translat�on of the lesser
Log�c, and the �ntroduct�on to h�s translat�on of the Ph�losophy of
M�nd.
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF FINE ART

INTRODUCTION

I

The present �nqu�ry[1] has for �ts subject-matter Aesthet�c. It �s a
subject co-extens�ve w�th the ent�re realm of the beaut�ful; more
spec�f�cally descr�bed, �ts prov�nce �s that of Art, or rather, we should
say, of F�ne Art.
For a subject-matter such as th�s the term "Aesthet�c" �s no doubt not
ent�rely appropr�ate, for "Aesthet�c" denotes more accurately the
sc�ence of the senses or emot�on. It came by �ts or�g�ns as a sc�ence,
or rather as someth�ng that to start w�th purported to be a branch of
ph�losophy, dur�ng the per�od of the school of Wolff, �n other words
when works of art were generally regarded �n Germany w�th
reference to the feel�ngs they were calculated to evoke, as, for
example, the feel�ngs of pleasure, adm�rat�on, fear, p�ty, and so forth.
It �s ow�ng to the unsu�tab�l�ty or, more str�ctly speak�ng, the
superf�c�al�ty of th�s term that the attempt has been made by some to
apply the name "Call�st�c" to th�s sc�ence. Yet th�s also �s clearly
�nsuff�c�ent �nasmuch as the sc�ence here referred to does not
�nvest�gate beauty �n �ts general s�gn�f�cat�on, but the beauty of art
pure and s�mple. For th�s reason we shall accommodate ourselves to
the term Aesthet�c, all the more so as the mere quest�on of
nomenclature �s for ourselves a matter of �nd�fference. It has as such
been prov�s�onally accepted �n ord�nary speech, and we cannot do



better than reta�n �t. The term, however, wh�ch fully expresses our
sc�ence �s "Ph�losophy of Art," and, w�th st�ll more prec�s�on,
"Ph�losophy of F�ne Art."
(a) In v�rtue of th�s express�on we at once exclude the beauty of
Nature from the sc�ent�f�c expos�t�on of F�ne Art. Such a l�m�tat�on of
our subject may very well appear from a certa�n po�nt of v�ew as an
arb�trary boundary l�ne, s�m�lar to that wh�ch every sc�ence �s ent�tled
to f�x �n the demarcat�on of �ts subject-matter. We must not, however,
understand the l�m�tat�on of "Aesthet�c" to the beauty of art �n th�s
sense. We are accustomed, no doubt, �n ord�nary l�fe to speak of a
beaut�ful colour, a beaut�ful heaven, a beaut�ful stream, to say
noth�ng of beaut�ful flowers, an�mals, and, above all, of beaut�ful
human be�ngs. W�thout enter�ng now �nto the d�sputed quest�on how
far the qual�ty of beauty can justly be pred�cated of such objects, and
consequently the beauty of Nature comes generally �nto compet�t�on
w�th that of art, we are just�f�ed �n ma�nta�n�ng categor�cally that the
beauty of art stands h�gher than Nature. For the beauty of art �s a
beauty begotten, a new b�rth of m�nd[2]; and to the extent that Sp�r�t
and �ts creat�ons stand h�gher than Nature and �ts phenomena, to
that extent the beauty of art �s more exalted than the beauty of
Nature. Indeed, �f we regard the matter �n �ts formal aspect, that �s to
say, accord�ng to the way �t �s there, any chance fancy that passes
through any one's head[3], �s of h�gher rank than any product of
Nature. For �n every case �ntellectual concept�on and freedom are
�nseparable from such a conce�t. In respect to content the sun
appears to us an absolutely necessary const�tuent of actual fact,
wh�le the perverse fancy passes away as someth�ng acc�dental and
evanescent. None the less �n �ts own �ndependent be�ng a natural
ex�stence such as the sun possesses no power of self-d�fferent�at�on;
�t �s ne�ther essent�ally free nor self-aware; and, �f we regard �t �n �ts
necessary cohes�on w�th other th�ngs, we do not regard �t
�ndependently for �ts own sake, and consequently not as beaut�ful.
Merely to ma�nta�n, �n a general way, that m�nd and the beauty of art
wh�ch or�g�nates therefrom stand h�gher than the beauty of Nature �s
no doubt to establ�sh next to noth�ng. The express�on h�gher �s
obv�ously ent�rely �ndef�n�te; �t st�ll �nd�cates the beauty of Nature and



art as stand�ng juxtaposed �n the f�eld of concept�on, and
emphas�zes the d�fference as a quant�tat�ve and accord�ngly external
d�fference. But �n pred�cat�ng of m�nd and �ts art�st�c beauty a h�gher
place �n contrast to Nature, we do not denote a d�st�nct�on wh�ch �s
merely relat�ve. M�nd, and m�nd alone, �s perv�ous to truth,
comprehend�ng all �n �tself, so that all wh�ch �s beaut�ful can only be
ver�tably beaut�ful as partak�ng �n th�s h�gher sphere and as begotten
of the same. Regarded under th�s po�nt of v�ew �t �s only a reflect�on
of the beauty appert�nent to m�nd, that �s, we have �t under an
�mperfect and �ncomplete mode, and one whose substant�ve be�ng �s
already conta�ned �n the m�nd �tself.
And apart from th�s we shall f�nd the restr�ct�on to the beauty of art
only natural, for �n so far as the beaut�es of Nature may have come
under d�scuss�on—a rarer occurrence among anc�ent wr�ters than
among ourselves—yet at least �t has occurred to no one to �ns�st
emphat�cally on the beauty of natural objects to the extent of
propos�ng a sc�ence, or systemat�c expos�t�on of such beaut�es. It �s
true that the po�nt of v�ew of ut�l�ty has been selected for such
exclus�ve treatment. We have, for example, the concept�on of a
sc�ence of natural objects �n so far as they are useful �n the confl�ct
w�th d�seases, �n other words a descr�pt�on of m�nerals, chem�cal
products, plants, an�mals, wh�ch subserve the art of heal�ng. We do
not f�nd any analogous explo�tat�on and cons�derat�on of the realm of
Nature �n �ts aspect of beauty. In the case of natural beauty we are
too keenly consc�ous that we are deal�ng w�th an �ndef�n�te subject-
matter dest�tute of any real cr�ter�on. It �s for th�s reason that such an
effort of compar�son would carry w�th �t too l�ttle �nterest to just�fy the
attempt.
These prel�m�nary observat�ons over beauty �n Nature and art, over
the relat�on of both, and the exclus�on of the f�rst-ment�oned from the
prov�nce of our real subject-matter are �ntended to d�sabuse us of the
not�on that the l�m�tat�on of our sc�ence �s s�mply a quest�on of
capr�c�ous select�on. We have, however, not reached the po�nt where
a demonstrat�on of th�s fact �s feas�ble for the reason that such an
�nvest�gat�on falls w�th�n the l�m�ts of our sc�ence �tself, and �t �s



therefore only at a later stage that we can e�ther d�scuss or prove the
same.
Assum�ng, however, that we have, by way of prelude, l�m�ted our
�nqu�ry to the beauty of art, we are merely by th�s f�rst step �nvolved
�n fresh d�ff�cult�es.
(b) What must f�rst of all occur to us �s the quest�on whether F�ne Art
�n �tself �s truly suscept�ble to a sc�ent�f�c treatment. It �s a s�mple fact
that beauty and art pervade all the affa�rs of l�fe l�ke some fr�endly
gen�us, and embell�sh w�th the�r cheer all our surround�ngs, mental
no less than mater�al. They allev�ate the strenuousness of such
relat�ons, the var�ed changes of actual l�fe; they ban�sh the ted�um of
our ex�stence w�th the�r enterta�nment; and where noth�ng really
worth hav�ng �s actually ach�eved, �t �s at least an advantage that
they occupy the place of actual v�ce. Yet wh�le art preva�ls on all
s�des w�th �ts pleas�ng shapes, from the crude decorat�ons of savage
tr�bes up to the splendours of the sacred shr�ne adorned w�th every
conce�vable beauty of des�gn, none the less such shapes
themselves appear to fall outs�de the real purposes of l�fe, and even
where the �mag�nat�ve work of art �s not �mperv�ous to such ser�ous
objects, nay, rather at t�mes even appear to ass�st them, to the
extent at least of remov�ng what �s ev�l to a d�stance, yet for all that
art essent�ally belongs to the relaxat�on and recreat�on of sp�r�tual
l�fe, whereas �ts substant�ve �nterests rather make a call upon �ts
stra�ned energy. On such grounds an attempt to treat that wh�ch on
�ts own account �s not of a ser�ous character w�th all the grav�ty of
sc�ent�f�c expos�t�on may very poss�bly appear to be unsu�table and
pedant�c. In any case from such a po�nt of v�ew art appears a
superflu�ty �f contrasted w�th the essent�al needs and �nterests of l�fe,
even assum�ng that the soften�ng of the soul wh�ch a preoccupat�on
w�th the beauty of objects �s capable of produc�ng, does not actually
prove �njur�ous �n �ts effem�nate �nfluence upon the ser�ous qual�ty of
those pract�cal �nterests. Ow�ng to th�s fundamental assumpt�on that
they are a luxury �t has often appeared necessary to undertake the
defence of the f�ne arts relat�vely to the necess�t�es of pract�cal l�fe,
and �n part�cular relat�vely to moral�ty and p�ety; and �nasmuch as th�s
harmlessness �s �ncapable of demonstrat�on, the �dea has been at



least to make �t appear cred�ble, that th�s luxury of human exper�ence
contr�butes a larger proport�on of advantages than d�sadvantages. In
th�s respect ser�ous a�ms have been attr�buted to art, and �n many
quarters �t has been commended as a med�ator between reason and
sensuous assoc�at�ons, between pr�vate �ncl�nat�ons and duty,
person�f�ed �n short as a reconc�ler of these forces �n the strenuous
confl�ct and oppos�t�on wh�ch th�s antagon�sm generates. But �t �s just
conce�vable[4] that, even assum�ng the presence of such a�ms w�th
all the�r �ndub�tably greater ser�ousness, ne�ther reason nor duty
come by much prof�t from such med�at�on, for the s�mple reason that
they are �ncapable by the�r very nature of any such �nterfus�on or
comprom�se, demand�ng throughout the same pur�ty wh�ch they
�ntr�ns�cally possess. And we m�ght add that art does not become �n
any respect more worthy thereby of sc�ent�f�c d�scuss�on, �nasmuch
as �t rema�ns st�ll on two s�des a men�al, that �s, subserv�ent to
�dleness and fr�vol�ty, �f also to objects of more elevated character. In
such serv�ce, moreover, �t can at most merely appear as a means
�nstead of be�ng an object for �ts own sake. And, �n conclus�on,
assum�ng that art �s a means, �t st�ll �nvar�ably labours under the
formal defect, that so far as �t �n fact �s subserv�ent to more ser�ous
objects, and produces results of l�ke nature, the means wh�ch
actually br�ngs th�s about �s decept�on. For beauty �s made v�tal �n the
appearance[5]. Now �t can hardly be den�ed that a�ms wh�ch are true
and ser�ous ought not to be ach�eved by decept�on; and though such
an effect �s here and there secured by th�s means, such ought only
to be the case �n a restr�cted degree; and even �n the except�onal
case we are not just�f�ed �n regard�ng decept�on as the r�ght means.
For the means ought to correspond w�th the d�gn�ty of the a�m.
Ne�ther semblance nor decept�on, but only what �s �tself real and
true, possesses a t�tle to create what �s real and true. Just �n the
same way sc�ence has to �nvest�gate the true �nterests of the m�nd �n
accordance w�th the actual process of the real world and the manner
of conce�v�ng �t as we actually f�nd �t.
We may poss�bly conclude from the above grounds that the art of
beauty �s unworthy of ph�losoph�cal exam�nat�on. It �s after all, �t may
be sa�d, only a pleasant past�me, and, though we may adm�t more



ser�ous a�ms are also �n �ts purv�ew, nevertheless �t �s essent�ally
opposed to such a�ms �n the�r ser�ousness. It �s at the most merely
the servant of spec�f�c amusements no less than the except�onal
ser�ous objects, and for the med�um of �ts ex�stence as also for the
means of �ts operat�ons can merely ava�l �tself of decept�on and
show.
But yet further �n the second place, �t �s a st�ll more plaus�ble
content�on that even suppos�ng f�ne art to be compat�ble generally
w�th ph�losoph�cal d�squ�s�t�on, none the less �t would form no really
adequate subject-matter for sc�ent�f�c enqu�ry �n the str�ct sense. For
the beauty of art �s presented to sense, feel�ng, percept�on, and
�mag�nat�on: �ts f�eld �s not that of thought, and the comprehens�on of
�ts act�v�ty and �ts creat�ons demands another faculty than that of the
sc�ent�f�c �ntell�gence. Furthermore, what we enjoy �n art�st�c beauty
�s just the freedom of �ts creat�ve and plast�c act�v�ty. In the
product�on and contemplat�on of these we appear to escape the
pr�nc�ple of rule and system. In the creat�ons of art we seek for an
atmosphere of repose and an�mat�on as some counterpo�se to the
auster�ty of the realm of law and the sombre self-concentrat�on of
thought; we seek for bl�the and powerful real�ty �n exchange for the
shadow-world of the Idea. And, last of all, the free act�v�ty of the
�mag�nat�on �s the source of the fa�r works of art, wh�ch �n th�s world
of the m�nd are even more free than Nature �s herself. Not only has
art at �ts serv�ce the ent�re wealth of natural form �n all the�r
superabundant var�ety, but the creat�ve �mag�nat�on �s able
�nexhaust�bly to extend the realm of form by �ts own product�ons and
mod�f�cat�ons. In the presence of such an �mmeasurable depth of
�nsp�red creat�on and �ts free products, �t may not unreasonably be
supposed that thought w�ll lose the courage to apprehend such �n
the�r apparent range, to pronounce �ts verd�ct thereon, and to
appropr�ate such beneath �ts un�versal formulae.
Sc�ence, on the other hand, everyone must adm�t, �s formally bound
to occupy �tself w�th th�nk�ng wh�ch abstracts from the mass of
part�culars: and for th�s very reason, from one po�nt of v�ew, the
�mag�nat�on and �ts cont�ngency and capr�ce, �n other words the
organ of art�st�c act�v�ty and enjoyment, �s excluded from �t. On the



other hand, when art g�ves joyous an�mat�on to just th�s gloomy and
ar�d dryness of the not�on, br�ng�ng �ts abstract�ons and d�v�s�ons �nto
reconc�l�at�on w�th concrete fact, supplement�ng w�th �ts deta�l what �s
want�ng to the not�on �n th�s respect, even �n that case a purely
contemplat�ve reflect�on s�mply removes once more all that has been
added, does away w�th �t, conduct�ng the not�on once aga�n to that
s�mpl�c�ty denuded of pos�t�ve real�ty wh�ch belongs to �t and �ts
shadowland of abstract�on. It �s also a poss�ble content�on that
sc�ence �n respect to content �s concerned w�th what �s essent�ally
necessary. If our sc�ence of Aesthet�c places on one s�de natural
beauty, not merely have we apparently made no advance, but rather
separated ourselves yet further from what �s necessary. The
express�on Nature �mpl�es from the f�rst the �deas of necess�ty and
un�form�ty, that �s to say a const�tut�on wh�ch g�ves every expectat�on
of �ts prox�m�ty and adaptab�l�ty to sc�ent�f�c �nqu�ry. In mental
operat�ons generally, and most of all �n the �mag�nat�on, �f contrasted
�n th�s respect w�th Nature, capr�ce and super�or�ty to every k�nd of
formal restr�ct�on, capr�ce, �t �s here assumed, �s un�quely �n �ts r�ght
place, and these at once put out of court the bas�s of a sc�ent�f�c
�nqu�ry.
From each and all these po�nts of v�ew consequently, �n �ts or�g�n,
that �s to say, �n �ts effect and �n �ts range, f�ne art, so far from prov�ng
�tself f�tted for sc�ent�f�c effort, rather appears fundamentally to res�st
the regulat�ve pr�nc�ple of thought, and to be �ll-adapted for exact
sc�ent�f�c d�scuss�on.
D�ff�cult�es of th�s k�nd, and others l�ke them, wh�ch have been ra�sed
�n respect to a thoroughly sc�ent�f�c treatment of f�ne art have been
borrowed from current �deas, po�nts of v�ew, and reflect�on, the more
systemat�c expans�on of wh�ch we may read ad nauseam �n prev�ous
l�terature, �n part�cular French l�terature, upon the subject of beauty
and the f�ne arts. Such conta�n to some extent facts wh�ch have the�r
just�f�cat�on; �n fact, elaborate arguments[6] are deduced therefrom,
wh�ch also are not w�thout the�r t�ncture of apparent plaus�b�l�ty. In
th�s way, for �nstance, there �s the fact that the conf�gurat�on of
beauty �s as mult�fold as the phenomenon of beauty �s of un�versal
extens�on; from wh�ch we may conclude, �f we care to do so, that a



un�versal �mpulse towards beauty �s enclosed �n our common nature,
and may yet further conce�vably �nfer, that because the concept�ons
of beauty are so countless �n the�r var�ety and w�thal are obv�ously
someth�ng part�cular, �t �s �mposs�ble to secure laws of un�versal
val�d�ty e�ther relat�vely to beauty or our taste for �t.
Before turn�ng away from such theor�es to the subject, as we
ourselves conce�ve �t, �t w�ll be a necessary and prel�m�nary task to
d�scuss the quest�ons and object�ons ra�sed above.
F�rst, as to the worth�ness of art to form the object of sc�ent�f�c
�nqu�ry, �t �s no doubt the case that art can be ut�l�zed as a mere
past�me �n the serv�ce of pleasure and enterta�nment, e�ther �n the
embell�shment of our surround�ngs, the �mpr�nt�ng of a del�ght-g�v�ng
surface to the external cond�t�ons of l�fe, or the emphas�s placed by
decorat�on on other objects. In these respects �t �s unquest�onably no
�ndependent or free art, but an art subserv�ent to certa�n objects. The
k�nd of art, however, wh�ch we ourselves propose to exam�ne �s one
wh�ch �s free �n �ts a�m and �ts means. That art �n general can serve
other objects, and even be merely a past�me, �s a relat�on wh�ch �t
possesses �n common w�th thought �tself. From one po�nt of v�ew
thought l�kew�se, as sc�ence subserv�ent to other ends, can be used
�n just the same way for f�n�te purposes and means as they chance
to crop up, and as such serv�ceable faculty of sc�ence �s not self-
determ�ned, but determ�ned by someth�ng al�en to �t. But, further, as
d�st�nct from such subserv�ence to part�cular objects, sc�ence �s
ra�sed of �ts own essent�al resources �n free �ndependence to truth,
and exclus�vely un�ted w�th �ts own a�ms �n d�scover�ng the true
fulf�llment �n that truth.



F�ne art �s not art �n the true sense of the term unt�l �t �s also thus
free, and �ts h�ghest funct�on �s only then sat�sf�ed when �t has
establ�shed �tself �n a sphere wh�ch �t shares w�th rel�g�on, and
ph�losophy, becom�ng thereby merely one mode and form through
wh�ch the D�v�ne, the profoundest �nterests of mank�nd, and sp�r�tual
truths of w�dest range, art brought home to consc�ousness and
expressed. It �s �n works of art that nat�ons have depos�ted the
r�chest �ntu�t�ons and �deas they possess; and not �nfrequently f�ne
art suppl�es a key of �nterpretat�on to the w�sdom and rel�g�on of
peoples; �n the case of many �t �s the only one. Th�s �s an attr�bute
wh�ch art shares �n common w�th rel�g�on and ph�losophy, the
pecul�ar d�st�nct�on �n the case of art be�ng that �ts presentat�on of the
most exalted subject-matter �s �n sensuous form, thereby br�ng�ng
them nearer to Nature and her mode of env�sagement, that �s closer
to our sens�t�ve and emot�onal l�fe. The world, �nto the profund�ty of
wh�ch thought penetrates, �s a supersensuous one, a world wh�ch to
start w�th �s pos�ted as a Beyond �n contrast to the �mmed�acy of
ord�nary consc�ous l�fe and present sensat�on. It �s the freedom of
reflect�ng consc�ousness wh�ch d�sengages �tself from th�s �mmers�on
�n the "th�s s�de," or �mmed�acy, �n other words sensuous real�ty and
f�n�tude. But the m�nd �s able, too, to heal the fracture wh�ch �s thus
created �n �ts progress�on. From the wealth of �ts own resources �t
br�ngs �nto be�ng the works of f�ne art as the pr�mary bond of
med�at�on between that wh�ch �s exclus�vely external, sensuous and
trans�tory, and the med�um of pure thought, between Nature and �ts
f�n�te real�ty, and the �nf�n�te freedom of a reason wh�ch
comprehends. Now �t was objected that the element[7] of art was, �f
we v�ew �t as a whole, of an unworthy character, �nasmuch as �t
cons�sted of appearance and decept�ons �nseparable from such.
Such a content�on would of course be just�f�able, �f we were ent�tled
to assume that appearance had no locus stand�[8] at all. An
appearance or show �s, however, essent�al to actual�ty. There could
be no such th�ng as truth �f �t d�d not appear, or, rather, let �tself
appear[9], were �t not further true for some one th�ng or person, for
�tself as also for sp�r�t. Consequently �t cannot be appearance �n
general aga�nst wh�ch such an object�on can be ra�sed, but the



part�cular mode of �ts man�festat�on under wh�ch art makes actual
what �s essent�ally real and true. If, then, the appearance, �n the
med�um of wh�ch art g�ves determ�nate ex�stence to �ts creat�ons, be
def�ned as decept�on, such an object�on �s �n the f�rst �nstance
�ntell�g�ble �f we compare �t w�th the external world of a phenomena,
and �ts �mmed�ate relat�on to ourselves as mater�al substance, or
v�ew �t relat�vely to our own world of emot�ons, that �s our �nward
sensuous l�fe. Both these are worlds to wh�ch �n our everyday l�fe,
the l�fe, that �s, of v�s�ble exper�ence, we are accustomed to attach
the worth and name of real�ty, actual�ty and truth as contrasted w�th
that of art, wh�ch fa�ls to possess such real�ty as we suppose. Now �t
�s just th�s ent�re sphere of the emp�r�cal world, whether on �ts
personal s�de or �ts object�ve s�de, wh�ch we ought rather to call �n a
str�cter sense than when we apply the term to the world of art,
merely a show or appearance, and an even more uny�eld�ng form of
decept�on. It �s only beyond the �mmed�acy of emot�onal l�fe and that
world of external objects that we shall d�scover real�ty �n any true
sense of the term. Noth�ng �s actually real but that wh�ch �s actual �n
�ts own �ndependent r�ght and substance[10], that wh�ch �s at once of
the substance of Nature and of m�nd, wh�ch, wh�le �t �s actually here
�n present and determ�nate ex�stence, yet reta�ns under such
l�m�tat�on an essent�al and self-concentred be�ng, and only �n v�rtue
of such �s truly real. The predom�nance of these un�versal powers �s
prec�sely that wh�ch art accentuates and man�fests. In the external
and soul-world of ord�nary exper�ence we have also no doubt th�s
essence of actual�ty, but �n the chaot�c conger�es of part�cular deta�l,
encumbered by the �mmed�acy of sensuous env�sagement, and
every k�nd of capr�ce of cond�t�on, event, character, and so forth.
Now �t �s just the show and decept�on of th�s false and evanescent
world wh�ch art d�sengages from the ver�table s�gn�f�cance of
phenomena to wh�ch we have referred, �mplant�ng �n the same a
real�ty of more exalted rank born of m�nd. The phenomena of art
therefore are not merely not appearance and noth�ng more; we are
just�f�ed �n ascr�b�ng to them, as contrasted w�th the real�t�es of our
ord�nary l�fe, an actually h�gher real�ty and more ver�table ex�stence.
To as l�ttle extent are the representat�ons of art a decept�ve
appearance as compared w�th the assumed truer del�neat�ons of



h�stor�cal wr�t�ng. For �mmed�ate ex�stence also does not belong to
h�stor�cal wr�t�ng. It only possesses the �ntellectual appearance of the
same as the med�um of �ts del�neat�ons, and �ts content rema�ns
charged w�th the ent�re cont�ngent mater�a of ord�nary real�ty and �ts
events, developments and personal�t�es, whereas the work of art
br�ngs us face to face w�th the eternal powers paramount �n h�story
w�th th�s �nc�dental assoc�at�on of the �mmed�ate sensuous present
and �ts unstable appearance expunged.
If, however, �t �s �n contrast w�th ph�losoph�c thought and rel�g�ous
and eth�cal pr�nc�ples, that the mode of appearance of the shapes of
art, �s descr�bed as a decept�on, there �s certa�nly th�s �n support of
the v�ew that the mode of revelat�on atta�ned by a content �n the
realm of thought �s the truest real�ty. In compar�son, nevertheless,
w�th the appearance of �mmed�ate sensuous ex�stence and that of
h�stor�cal narrat�on, the show of art possesses the advantage that, �n
�ts own v�rtue, �t po�nts beyond �tself, d�rect�ng us to a somewhat
sp�r�tual, wh�ch �t seeks to env�sage to the concept�ve m�nd.
Immed�ate appearance, on the contrary, does not g�ve �tself out to be
thus �llus�ve, but rather to be the true and real, though as a matter of
fact such truth �s contam�nated and obstructed by the �mmed�ately
sensuous med�um. The hard r�nd of Nature and the everyday world
offer more d�ff�culty to the m�nd �n break�ng through to the Idea than
do the products of art.
But �f from th�s part�cular po�nt of v�ew we place art thus h�ghly, we
must not, on the other hand, fa�l to remember that ne�ther �n respect
to content or form �s art e�ther the h�ghest or most absolute mode of
br�ng�ng the true �nterests of our sp�r�tual l�fe to consc�ousness. The
very form of art �tself �s suff�c�ent to l�m�t �t to a def�n�te content. It �s
only a part�cular sphere and grade of truth wh�ch �s capable of be�ng
reproduced �n the form of a work of art. Such truth must have the
power �n �ts own determ�nate character to go out freely �nto sensuous
shape and rema�n adequate to �tself there�n, �f �t �s to be the genu�ne
content of art, as �s the case, for example, w�th the gods of Greece.
On the other hand there �s a profounder grasp of truth, �n wh�ch the
form �s no longer on such easy and fr�endly terms w�th the sensuous
mater�al as to be adequately accepted and expressed by that



med�um. Of such a type �s the Chr�st�an concept�on of truth; and
above all �t �s the preva�l�ng sp�r�t of our modern world, or, more
str�ctly, of our rel�g�on and our �ntellectual culture, wh�ch have passed
beyond the po�nt at wh�ch art �s the h�ghest mode under wh�ch the
absolute �s brought home to human consc�ousness. The type
pecul�ar to art-product�on and �ts products fa�ls any longer to sat�sfy
man's h�ghest need. We are beyond the stage of reverence for works
of art as d�v�ne and objects deserv�ng our worsh�p. The �mpress�on
they produce �s one of a more reflect�ve[11] k�nd, and the emot�ons
wh�ch they arouse requ�re a h�gher test and a further ver�f�cat�on.
Thought and reflect�on have taken the�r fl�ght above f�ne art. To those
who are fond of compla�nt and grumbl�ng such a cond�t�on of th�ngs
may be held as a form of decadence; �t may be ascr�bed to the
obsess�on of pass�on and self�sh �nterests, wh�ch scare away the
ser�ousness of art no less than �ts bl�thesomeness. Or we may f�nd
the fault to l�e �n the ex�genc�es of the present day, the complex
cond�t�ons of soc�al and pol�t�cal l�fe, wh�ch prevent the soul,
entangled as �t �s �n m�croscop�c �nterests, from secur�ng �ts freedom
�n the nobler objects of art, a cond�t�on, too, �n wh�ch the �ntell�gence
�tself becomes a men�al to such tr�fl�ng wants and the �nterests they
exc�te �n sc�ences, wh�ch subserve objects of a l�ke nature, and are
seduced �nto the voluntary ex�le of such a w�lderness.
But however we may expla�n the fact �t certa�nly �s the case that Art
�s no longer able to d�scover that sat�sfact�on of sp�r�tual wants, wh�ch
prev�ous epochs and nat�ons have sought for �n �t and exclus�vely
found �n �t, a sat�sfact�on wh�ch, at least on the rel�g�ous s�de, was
assoc�ated w�th art �n the most �nt�mate way. The fa�r days of Greek
art, as also the golden t�me of the later m�ddle ages, are over. The
reflect�ve culture of our l�fe of to-day makes �t �nev�table, both
relat�vely to our vol�t�onal power and our judgment, that we adhere
str�ctly to general po�nts of v�ew, and regulate part�cular matters �n
consonance w�th them, so that un�versal forms, laws, dut�es, r�ghts,
and max�ms hold val�d as the determ�n�ng bas�s of our l�fe and the
force w�th�n of ma�n �mportance. What �s demanded for art�st�c
�nterest as also for art�st�c creat�on �s, speak�ng �n general terms, a
v�tal energy, �n wh�ch the un�versal �s not present as law and max�m,



but �s operat�ve �n un�on w�th the soul and emot�ons, just as also, �n
the �mag�nat�on, what �s un�versal and rat�onal �s enclosed only as
brought �nto un�ty w�th a concrete sensuous phenomenon. For th�s
reason the present t�me �s not, �f we rev�ew �ts cond�t�ons �n the�r
w�dest range, favourable to art. And w�th regard to the execut�ve
art�st h�mself �t �s not merely that reflect�on on every s�de, wh�ch w�ll
�ns�st on utterance, ow�ng to the un�versal hab�t of cr�t�cal op�n�on and
judgment, leads h�m astray from h�s art and �nfects h�s m�nd w�th a
l�ke des�re to accumulate abstract thought �n h�s creat�ons; rather the
ent�re sp�r�tual culture of the t�mes �s of such a nature that he h�mself
stands w�th�n a world thus d�sposed to reflect�on and the cond�t�ons �t
presupposes, and, do what he may, he cannot release h�mself e�ther
by h�s w�sh or h�s power of dec�s�on from the�r �nfluence, ne�ther can
he by means of except�onal educat�on, or a removal from the
ord�nary cond�t�ons of l�fe, conjure up for h�mself and secure a
sol�tude capable of replac�ng all that �s lost.
In all these respects art �s and rema�ns for us, on the s�de, of �ts
h�ghest poss�b�l�t�es, a th�ng of the past. Here�n �t has further lost �ts
genu�ne truth and l�fe, and �s rather transported to our world of �deas
than �s able to ma�nta�n �ts former necess�ty and �ts super�or place �n
real�ty. What �s now st�mulated �n us by works of art �s, �n add�t�on to
the fact of �mmed�ate enjoyment, our judgment. In other words we
subject the content, and the means of presentat�on of the work of art,
and the su�tab�l�ty and unsu�tab�l�ty of both, to the contemplat�on of
our thought. A sc�ence of art �s therefore a far more urgent necess�ty
�n our own days than �n t�mes �n wh�ch art as art suff�ced by �tself
alone to g�ve complete sat�sfact�on. We are �nv�ted by art to
contemplate �t reflect�vely, not, that �s to say, w�th the object of
recreat�ng such art[12], but �n order to ascerta�n sc�ent�f�cally �ts
nature.
In do�ng our best to accept such an �nv�tat�on we are confronted w�th
the object�on already adverted to, that even assum�ng that art �s a
subject adapted for ph�losoph�cal �nvest�gat�on �n a general way, yet
�t unquest�onably �s not so adapted to the systemat�c procedure of
sc�ence. Such an object�on, however, �mpl�es to start w�th the false
not�on that we can have a ph�losoph�cal �nqu�ry wh�ch �s at the same



t�me unsc�ent�f�c. In reply to such a po�nt I can only here state
summar�ly my op�n�on, that whatever �deas other people may have of
ph�losophy and ph�losoph�z�ng, I myself conce�ve ph�losoph�cal
�nqu�ry of any sort or k�nd to be �nseparable from the methods of
sc�ence. The funct�on of ph�losophy �s to exam�ne subject-matter �n
the l�ght of the pr�nc�ple of necess�ty, not, �t �s true, merely �n
accordance w�th �ts subject�ve[13] necess�ty or external co-ord�nat�on,
class�f�cat�on, and so forth; �t has rather to unfold and demonstrate
the object under rev�ew out of the necess�ty of �ts own �nt�mate
nature. Unt�l th�s essent�al process �s made expl�c�t the sc�ent�f�c
qual�ty of such an �nqu�ry �s absent. In so far, however, as the
object�ve necess�ty of an object subs�sts essent�ally �n �ts log�cal and
metaphys�cal nature the �solated exam�nat�on of art may �n such a
case, at any rate, or rather �nev�tably, must be carr�ed forward w�th a
certa�n relaxat�on of sc�ent�f�c str�ngency. For art �s based upon many
assumpt�ons, part of wh�ch relate to �ts content, part to �ts mater�al or
concept�ve[14] med�um, �n v�rtue of wh�ch art �s never far from the
borders of cont�ngency and capr�ce. Consequently �t �s only relat�vely
to the essent�al and �deal progress�on of �ts content and �ts means of
express�on that we are able to recall w�th advantage the format�ve
pr�nc�ple of �ts necess�ty[15].
The object�on that works of f�ne art defy the exam�nat�on of sc�ent�f�c
thought, because they or�g�nate �n the unregulated world of
�mag�nat�on and temperament, and assert the�r effect exclus�vely on
the emot�ons and the fancy w�th a complex�ty and var�ety wh�ch
def�es exact analys�s, ra�ses a d�ff�culty wh�ch st�ll carr�es genu�ne
we�ght beh�nd �t[16]. As a matter of fact the beauty of art does appear
�n a form wh�ch �s expressly to be contrasted w�th abstract thought, a
form wh�ch �t �s compelled to d�sturb �n order to exerc�se �ts own
act�v�ty �n �ts own way. Such a result �s s�mply a corollary of the
thes�s that real�ty anywhere and everywhere, whether the l�fe of
Nature or m�nd, �s defaced and sla�n by �ts comprehens�on; that so
far from be�ng brought more close to us by the comprehens�on of
th�nk�ng, �t �s only by th�s means that �t �s �n the complete sense
removed apart from us, so that �n h�s attempt to grasp through
thought as a means the nature of l�fe, man rather renders nugatory



th�s very a�m. An exhaust�ve d�scuss�on of the subject �s here
�mposs�ble; we propose merely to �nd�cate the po�nt of v�ew from
wh�ch the removal of th�s d�ff�culty or �mposs�b�l�ty and �ncompat�b�l�ty
m�ght be effected. It w�ll at least be read�ly adm�tted that m�nd �s
capable of self-contemplat�on, and of possess�ng a consc�ousness,
and �ndeed one that �mpl�es a power of thought co-extens�ve w�th
�tself and everyth�ng wh�ch or�g�nates from �tself. It �s, �n fact,
prec�sely thought, the process of th�nk�ng, wh�ch const�tutes the most
�nt�mate and essent�al nature of m�nd. It �s �n th�s th�nk�ng-
consc�ousness over �tself and �ts products, desp�te all the freedom
and capr�ce such may otherw�se and �ndeed must �nvar�ably possess
—assum�ng only m�nd or sp�r�t to be ver�tably pregnant there�n—that
m�nd exh�b�ts the act�v�ty congen�al to �ts essent�al nature. Art and
the creat�ons of art, be�ng works wh�ch or�g�nate �n and are begotten
of the sp�r�t, are themselves stamped w�th the hall-mark of sp�r�t,
even though the mode of �ts presentat�on accept for �ts own the
phenomenal gu�se of sensuous real�ty, permeat�ng as �t does the
sensuous substance w�th �ntell�gence. V�ewed �n th�s l�ght art �s
placed from the f�rst nearer to sp�r�t and �ts thought than the purely
external and un�ntell�gent Nature. In the products of art m�nd �s
exclus�vely deal�ng w�th that wh�ch �s �ts own. And although works of
art are not thought and not�on s�mply as such, but an evolut�on of the
not�on out of �tself, an al�enat�on of the same �n the d�rect�on of
sensuous be�ng, yet for all that the m�ght of the th�nk�ng sp�r�t �s
d�scovered not merely �n �ts ab�l�ty to grasp �tself �n �ts most nat�ve
form as pure th�nk�ng, but also, and as completely, to recogn�ze �tself
�n �ts self-d�vestment �n the med�um of emot�on and the sensuous, to
reta�n the grasp of �tself �n that "other" wh�ch �t transforms but �s not,
transmut�ng the al�en factor �nto thought-express�on, and by so do�ng
recover�ng �t to �tself. And moreover �n th�s act�ve and frequent
relat�on to that "other" than �tself the reflect�ve m�nd �s not �n any way
untrue to �tself. We have here no obl�v�on or surrender of �tself;
ne�ther �s �t so �mpotent as to be unable to comprehend what �s
d�fferent�ated from that other[17]; what �t actually does �s to grasp �n
the not�on both �tself and �ts oppos�te. For the not�on �s the un�versal,
wh�ch ma�nta�ns �tself �n �ts part�cular�zat�ons, wh�ch covers �n �ts
grasp both �tself and �ts "other," and consequently conta�ns the



power and energy to cancel the very al�enat�on �nto wh�ch �t passes.
For th�s reason the work of art, �n wh�ch thought d�vests �tself of
�tself[18], belongs to the realm of comprehend�ng thought; and m�nd,
by subject�ng �t[19] to sc�ent�f�c contemplat�on, thereby s�mply
sat�sf�es �ts most essent�al nature. For �nasmuch as thought �s �ts
essence and not�on, �t can only ult�mately f�nd such a sat�sfact�on
after pass�ng all the products of �ts act�v�ty through the alemb�c of
rat�onal thought, and �n th�s way mak�ng them for the f�rst t�me �n very
truth part of �ts own substance. But though art, as we shall eventually
see w�th yet more d�st�nctness, �s far �ndeed from be�ng the h�ghest
form of m�nd, �t �s only �n the ph�losophy of art that �t comes �nto all
that �t may justly cla�m.
In the same way art �s not debarred from a ph�losoph�cal �nqu�ry by
reason of �ts unregulated capr�ce. As already �nt�mated, �t �s �ts true
funct�on to br�ng to consc�ousness the h�ghest �nterests of m�nd. An
�mmed�ate consequence of th�s �s that, so far as the content of f�ne
art �s concerned, �t cannot range about �n all the w�ldness of an
unbr�dled fancy; these �nterests of sp�r�t pos�t categor�cally for the
content that embod�es them def�n�te po�nts of attachment[20],
however mult�fold and �nexhaust�ble may be the forms and shapes
they assume. The same may be sa�d of the forms themselves. They
too do not rema�n unaffected by constra�n�ng pr�nc�ples. It �s not
every chance form wh�ch �s capable of express�ng and present�ng
these �nterests, capable of ass�m�lat�ng them and reproduc�ng them.
It �s only through one determ�nate content that the form adequate to
�ts embod�ment �s def�ned.
It �s upon grounds such as these that we are also able to d�scover a
track adapted to cr�t�cal reflect�on through the apparently endless
v�stas of art�st�c creat�ons and shapes.
We have now, I trust, by way of prelude, succeeded �n restr�ct�ng the
content of our sc�ence on the l�nes of def�n�t�on proposed. We have
made �t clear that ne�ther �s f�ne art unworthy of ph�losoph�cal study,
nor �s such a ph�losoph�cal study �ncapable of accept�ng as an object
of �ts cogn�t�on the essence of f�ne art.



II

If we now �nvest�gate the requ�red mode of such sc�ent�f�c
�nvest�gat�on, we are here aga�n face to face w�th two contrad�ctory
modes of handl�ng the subject, each of wh�ch appears to exclude the
other and to perm�t us to arr�ve at no sat�sfactory result.
On the one hand we observe the sc�ence of art, merely so to speak,
from an external po�nt of v�ew busy�ng �tself w�th actual works of art,
catalogu�ng them �n a h�story of art, draw�ng up a sort of commentary
upon extant works, or propound�ng theor�es wh�ch are �ntended to
supply the general po�nts of v�ew for art�st�c cr�t�c�sm no less than
art�st�c product�on.
On the other hand we f�nd sc�ence wholly g�v�ng �tself up �n �ts
�ndependence and self-assured to the contemplat�on of the beaut�ful,
offer�ng general�zat�ons wh�ch do not concern the spec�f�c
character�st�cs of a work of art, produc�ng �n short an abstract
ph�losophy of the beaut�ful.
1. W�th regard to the f�rst ment�oned method of study, the start�ng-
po�nt of wh�ch �s the emp�r�cal study of def�n�te facts, such �s the path
everyone must tread who means to study art at all. And just as
everyone nowadays, even though he does not actually concern
h�mself w�th phys�cal sc�ence, yet deems �t �nd�spensable to h�s
�ntellectual equ�pment to have some k�nd of knowledge of the
pr�nc�ples of that sc�ence[21], so too �t �s generally cons�dered more
or less essent�al to any man of real cult�vat�on, that he should
possess some general knowledge of art; and �ndeed the pretens�on
to be ranked as d�lletante, or even as genu�ne conno�sseur, meets
w�th comparat�vely few except�ons.
(a) If however knowledge of th�s k�nd �s really to cla�m the rank of
conno�sseursh�p of the f�rst class �t must be both var�ed �n �ts
character and of the w�dest range. It �s an �nd�spensable cond�t�on to
such that �t should possess an accurate knowledge of the well-n�gh
l�m�tless f�eld of part�cular works of art both of anc�ent and modern



t�mes, some of wh�ch have already d�sappeared, wh�le others are
only to be found �n d�stant countr�es or port�ons of the globe, and
wh�ch �t �s the m�sfortune of our s�tuat�on to be unable to �nspect. Add
to th�s that every work of art belongs to one age, one nat�onal�ty, and
depends upon part�cular h�stor�cal or other ends and �deas. On
account of th�s �t �s �nd�spensable that the f�nest type of art-
scholarsh�p should have at �ts command not merely h�stor�cal
knowledge of a w�de range, but knowledge that �s h�ghly spec�al�zed.
In other words, a work of art �s assoc�ated w�th part�cular[22] deta�l �n
a pecul�ar sense, and a spec�f�c treatment, �s �mperat�ve to the
comprehens�on and �nterpretat�on of �t. And �n conclus�on th�s
conno�sseursh�p of the f�nest class does not merely �mply l�ke every
other a retent�ve memory, but also a keen �mag�nat�ve sense, �n
order to hold clearly before the m�nd the �mages of such art�st�c
representat�ons �n all the�r character�st�c l�nes, and above all, to have
them ready for compar�son w�th other works of art.
(b) W�th�n the l�m�ts of such a method of study wh�ch �s pr�mar�ly
h�stor�cal[23], d�st�nct po�nts of v�ew w�ll soon assert themselves
wh�ch �n the contemplat�on of such works we are not suffered to lose
s�ght of, �nasmuch as they are �nd�spensable to a cr�t�cal verd�ct.
Such po�nts of v�ew, as �s the case w�th other sc�ences the
commencement of wh�ch �s emp�r�cal, are summar�zed, after the�r
due collect�on as separate un�ts and compar�son, �n general cr�ter�a
and propos�t�ons, emerg�ng �n a yet further stage of formal
general�zat�on �n "Theor�es of the arts." Th�s �s not the place to dwell
at length upon l�terature of th�s k�nd; we w�ll merely recall a few
spec�mens of such work �n the most general way. There �s, for
�nstance, the "Poet�cs" of Ar�stotle, wh�ch conta�ns a theory of
tragedy st�ll of real �nterest. W�th st�ll more pert�nency among the
anc�ents the "Ars Poet�ca" of Horace and the Essay on the "Subl�me"
by Long�nus w�ll exempl�fy generally the manner �n wh�ch th�s type of
theor�z�ng �s carr�ed out. The general theses wh�ch are there�n
formulated are �ntended to stand as prem�ses and rules, �n
accordance w�th wh�ch works of art ought to be produced, the�r
necess�ty be�ng above all �ns�sted on �n t�mes of the decadence of
poetry and art. They are, �n short, prescr�pt�ons to the pract�t�oner.



The prescr�pt�ons, however, of these phys�c�ans of art were even less
successful �n the�r curat�ve effect on art than are the ord�nary ones �n
the restorat�on of bod�ly health.
As to such theor�es I w�ll merely remark that although �n the�r deta�l
they conta�n much that �s �nstruct�ve, yet what they have to say �s
based on a very l�m�ted range of art�st�c product�on, wh�ch passed no
doubt for the superlat�vely beaut�ful ones, but for all that occup�ed but
a very restr�cted port�on of the ent�re f�eld of survey. From a further
po�nt of v�ew such general�zat�ons are �n part very tr�v�al reflect�ons,
wh�ch �n the�r general�ty led up to no secure grasp of actual deta�l,
though that �s above all the matter of most �mportance. The ep�stle of
Horace already c�ted �s full of such general theses, and consequently
a book for everyone, but one wh�ch for th�s very reason conta�ns
much of no �mportance at all. Take the l�nes:

Omne tul�t punctum qu� m�scu�t ut�le dulc�
Lectorum delectando par�terque monendo—

"He carr�es all votes who has �nterfused the useful and the pleasant,
by at the same t�me charm�ng and �nstruct�ng h�s reader." Th�s �s no
better than copybook head�ngs such as "Stay where you are and
earn an honest s�xpence"—wh�ch are good enough as
general�zat�on, but are defect�ve �n the concrete determ�nacy upon
wh�ch act�on depends. An �nterest of another k�nd deduc�ble from th�s
type of art�st�c study does not so much cons�st �n the expressed
object to promote the product�on of genu�ne works of art: the
�ntent�on appears to be rather that of �nfluenc�ng the judgment of
others upon art�st�c works by such theor�es, creat�ng, �n short, a
standard of taste. It �s for an object of th�s k�nd that Horne's
"Elements of Cr�t�c�sm," the wr�t�ngs of Batteux, and Ramler's
"Introduct�on to the F�ne Arts" have found many readers �n the�r day.
Taste, �n th�s sense, has to do w�th co-ord�nat�on and art�st�c
treatment, the th�ng �n �ts r�ght place, and all that concerns the f�n�sh
of that wh�ch belongs to the external embod�ment of a work of art.
Add to th�s that to the pr�nc�ples of such a taste v�ews were attached
wh�ch belonged to the psychology �n fash�on at the t�me, v�ews wh�ch
had been d�scovered by emp�r�cal observat�ons of capac�t�es and
act�v�t�es of the soul, or of pass�ons and the�r potent�al



aggrand�zement, success�on, and so forth. It �s, however, an
�nvar�able fact that every one forms h�s op�n�on of works of art, or
characters, act�ons and events accord�ng to the measure of h�s
�ns�ght and h�s percept�ve temperament; and �nasmuch as the
format�on of taste to wh�ch we have referred merely touched what
was external and therefore jejune, and apart from th�s deduced �ts
prescr�pt�ons ent�rely from a l�m�ted c�rcle of art�st�c works and an
�ntellectual culture and emot�onal d�sc�pl�ne equally restr�cted, �ts
sphere of �nfluence was �neffect�ve, and �t had ne�ther the power to
comprehend the profounder s�gn�f�cance[24] and the true, nor to
make the v�s�on more keen for the�r apprehens�on.
Such theor�es proceed through general�zat�on as do the rest of the
non-ph�losoph�c sc�ences. The content wh�ch they subm�t to
exam�nat�on �s accepted from ord�nary �deas as someth�ng f�nal and
rece�ved as such. Quest�ons are then asked about the const�tut�on of
such a concept, the need for more d�st�nct spec�f�cat�on mak�ng �tself
apparent, and th�s too �s borrowed from current �deas, and forthw�th
f�nally establ�shed from �t �n def�n�t�ons. But �n such a procedure we
at once f�nd ourselves on an �nsecure bas�s exposed to controversy.
It m�ght �n the f�rst �nstance no doubt appear that the beaut�ful was
qu�te a s�mple �dea. But we soon d�scover �t comb�nes several
aspects; one wr�ter w�ll emphas�ze one of these, another some other
one; or, even assum�ng the same po�nts of v�ew are cons�dered, the
quest�on for d�spute st�ll rema�ns wh�ch aspect �s to be regarded as
essent�al.
W�th regard to such quest�ons �t �s generally reckoned as �nseparable
from sc�ent�f�c completeness, that the var�ous def�n�t�ons of the
beaut�ful should be enumerated and cr�t�c�zed. For ourselves we do
not propose to attempt th�s w�th such h�stor�cal exhaust�veness as
would unfold all the many ref�nements of such essays at def�n�t�on,
nor �ndeed on account of the�r h�stor�cal �nterest. We s�mply, by way
of �llustrat�on, shall offer a few spec�mens of the more recent and
more �nterest�ng ways of regard�ng the matter wh�ch do �n fact h�t off
pretty nearly what �s actually �mpl�ed �n the �dea of the beaut�ful. W�th
th�s �n v�ew �t �s of f�rst �mportance to recall Goethe's def�n�t�on of the
beaut�ful, wh�ch Meyer has �ncorporated �n h�s "H�story of the



Creat�ve Arts �n Greece," �n wh�ch work he also br�ngs forward the
v�ews of H�rt, though he does not actually ment�on h�s name. H�rt,
one of the greatest among conno�sseurs of the f�rst class �n our t�me,
�n h�s "Essay upon F�ne Art" (Horen, 1797, seventh number), after
cons�der�ng the beaut�ful �n the several arts, summar�zes h�s
conclus�ons �n the statement that the bas�s of a just cr�t�c�sm of f�ne
art and cult�vat�on of taste �s the �dea of the Character�st�c. In other
words he def�nes the beaut�ful ult�mately as the "Consummate[25]

wh�ch �s or can be an object of eye, ear, or �mag�nat�on." He then
proceeds to def�ne th�s "consummate" as "that wh�ch �s adequate to
�ts a�m, wh�ch nature or art a�med at produc�ng �n the const�tut�on of
the object—after �ts gener�c k�nd and spec�f�c type." For wh�ch
reason �t �s necessary that, �n order to �nstruct our cr�t�cal sense of
beauty, we should d�rect our attent�on, so far as poss�ble, to the
spec�f�c �nd�cat�ons of the object's essent�al const�tut�on. It �s, �n fact,
these �ns�gn�a of �nd�v�dual�ty wh�ch are �ts character�st�c.
Consequently under the term character as a pr�nc�ple of art he
understands "that def�n�te �nd�v�dual character�zat�on[26], whereby
forms, movement and gesture, m�en and express�on, local colour�ng,
l�ght and shadow, ch�aroscuro and pose are severally d�st�ngu�shed
�n due relat�on of course to the requ�rements of the object prev�ously
selected." Th�s formula �s more s�gn�f�cant �n �ts actual terms than
other def�n�t�ons �n vogue. If we proceed to ask what the
"character�st�c" �s we f�nd that �t �mpl�es, f�rst, a content, as, for
�nstance, a def�n�te emot�on, s�tuat�on, event, act�on, �nd�v�dual
person or th�ng; secondly, the spec�f�c manner �n accordance w�th
wh�ch such a content �s represented. It �s to th�s mode or manner of
presentat�on that the art�st�c pr�nc�ple of the "character�st�c" �s
related. It requ�res that every aspect of deta�l �n the mode of
express�on shall subserve the clearer def�n�t�on of that express�on's
content, and become a v�tal member of such express�on.
The abstract determ�nat�on of the character�st�c emphas�zes
therefore the pert�nency w�th wh�ch part�cular deta�l ought to br�ng
�nto prom�nence the content wh�ch �t �s �ntended to reproduce.
Attempt�ng an eluc�dat�on of th�s concept�on apart from techn�cal
phrase we may state the l�m�tat�on �mpl�ed �n �t as follows: In the



drama, for �nstance, �t �s an act�on wh�ch const�tutes the content.
That �s to say, the drama has to represent how th�s or that act�on
takes place. Now men do all k�nds of d�fferent th�ngs. They speak to
each other, take the�r meals, sleep, put on the�r clothes, say th�s and
that, and all the rest of �t. But �n all th�s bus�ness of l�fe what does not
l�e �n �mmed�ate relat�on w�th the part�cular act�on selected as the real
dramat�c content, must be excluded �n order that relat�vely to �t
everyth�ng shall be s�gn�f�cant. In the same way �n a p�cture wh�ch
only �ncludes one moment of that act�on, and �t �s poss�ble to
accumulate—such are the countless v�stas �nto wh�ch the object�ve
world draws us—a mass of c�rcumstances, persons, s�tuat�ons or
other occurrences, wh�ch stand �n no relat�on to the spec�f�c act�on as
�t actually occurs, nor subserve �n any way the clearer
character�zat�on of the same. But accord�ng to the def�n�t�on g�ven of
the character�st�c only that ought to enter �nto a work of art, wh�ch �s
appert�nent to the man�festat�on and essent�al express�on of
prec�sely th�s one content and no other. Noth�ng must declare �tself
as �dle or superfluous.
Th�s def�n�t�on �s no doubt of real �mportance, and from a certa�n
po�nt of v�ew adm�ts of just�f�cat�on. Meyer, however, �n the work
c�ted, �s of op�n�on that the v�ew propounded has van�shed, every
vest�ge of �t, and �n h�s op�n�on only to the advantage of art. Such a
concept�on he th�nks would �n all probab�l�ty lead to car�cature. Th�s
judgment �s based on the prev�ous �dea that an attempt of th�s k�nd to
def�ne the beaut�ful once and for all �s assoc�ated w�th the not�on of
prescr�pt�on. The ph�losophy of art has absolutely noth�ng to do w�th
precepts for art�sts. The object �s to unfold the essent�al nature of the
beaut�ful, and—apart from any �ntent�on to propound rules for the
executant—how �t �s �llustrated �n actual work, that �s works of art. To
such a cr�t�c�sm we may observe that the def�n�t�on of H�rt no doubt
�ncludes what �s capable of be�ng car�cature, for car�cature may also
be character�st�c. The obv�ous po�nt to make, however, aga�nst �t �s
th�s, that �n car�cature character �n �ts def�n�t�on �s emphas�zed to the
po�nt of exaggerat�on and �s, �f we may say so, a superflu�ty of the
character�st�c. But a surfe�t of th�s k�nd �s no longer appropr�ate to the
character�st�c, but a burdensome re�terat�on whereby the
character�st�c may �tself be ousted from what �t ought to be.



Moreover, what �s of the nature of car�cature �s d�splayed as the
character�st�c presentment of what �s ugly, wh�ch �s of course a mode
of d�stort�on. Ugl�ness �s �n �ts own r�ght �n th�s way more closely
related to the content[27], so that �t may be actually asserted that the
pr�nc�ple of the character�st�c �ncludes also ugl�ness and the
presentment of the same as a part of �ts essent�al determ�nat�on. The
def�n�t�on of H�rt, of course, g�ves us no further account of the content
of the beaut�ful. It merely suppl�es us �n th�s respect w�th a purely
formal statement, wh�ch, however, conta�ns real truth �n �t although
formulated �n abstract terms.
There �s, however, the further quest�on—what Meyer would
subst�tute for the art�st�c pr�nc�ple of H�rt, what he proposes h�mself?
He deals �n the f�rst �nstance exclus�vely w�th the pr�nc�ple as we
have �t �n anc�ent works of art, wh�ch, however, must conta�n �n the
w�dest connotat�on of the term the essent�al determ�nant[28] of
beauty[29]. In do�ng so he f�nds occas�on to refer to Mengs and to
W�nckelmann's def�n�t�on of the Ideal, and expresses h�mself to the
effect that he does not w�sh e�ther to reject or wholly to accept th�s
pr�nc�ple of beauty, but on the other hand that he feels no hes�tat�on
�n subscr�b�ng to the op�n�on of an enl�ghtened judge of art (that �s
Goethe), �nasmuch as �ts mean�ng �s d�st�nct and �t appears to solve
the problem w�th more accuracy. Now what Goethe says �s th�s: "The
h�ghest pr�nc�ple of the anc�ents was the s�gn�f�cant; the h�ghest
result of successful art�st�c handl�ng �s the beaut�ful."
If we look more closely at what th�s d�ctum �mpl�es we have aga�n
once more two aspects, that �s to say a content or subject matter,
and the mode of �ts presentat�on. In our cons�derat�on of a work of art
we beg�n w�th that wh�ch �s d�rectly presented to us, and after see�ng
�t we proceed to �nqu�re what �ts s�gn�f�cance or content �s. That
external husk possesses no value to us s�mply as such. We assume
that there �s an �nward, an �deal�ty or a s�gn�f�cance beh�nd �t, �n v�rtue
of wh�ch the external appearance �s made al�ve w�th m�nd or sp�r�t. It
�s to th�s, �ts soul, that the external appearance po�nts and attests.
For an appearance wh�ch �s s�gn�f�cant of someth�ng does not
present �tself to us, and merely that wh�ch �t �s quâ external�ty, but
someth�ng other than th�s; as also does the symbol for example and



w�th yet more clar�ty the fable, the s�gn�f�cance of wh�ch �s s�mply the
moral and teach�ng of the same. In fact there �s no word wh�ch does
not po�nt to a mean�ng, possess�ng no value by �tself. In the same
way the human eye, the face, flesh, sk�n, the ent�re presence are a
revelat�on of sp�r�t, �ntell�gence and soul; and �n such a case the
s�gn�f�cance �s w�thout except�on someth�ng beyond that wh�ch �s
offered �n the bare appearance. In th�s way too the work of art must
possess s�gn�f�cance; �t must not appear to have told �ts tale s�mply �n
the fact of part�cular l�nes, curves, surfaces, �ndentat�ons, rel�efs of
stone-work, �n part�cular colours, tones, sounds of words, whatever
med�um �n fact art may employ. Its funct�on �s to unve�l an �nward or
�deal v�tal�ty, emot�on, soul, a content and m�nd, wh�ch �s prec�sely
what we mean by the s�gn�f�cance of a work of art.
Th�s demand, therefore, for s�gn�f�cance �n a work of art �s to all
�ntents, and �n �ts embrace much the same th�ng as H�rt's pr�nc�ple of
the character�st�c.
Accord�ng to th�s concept�on we f�nd as character�st�c const�tuents of
the beaut�ful an �nward somewhat, a content, and an external r�nd
wh�ch possesses that content as �ts s�gn�f�cance. The �nner or �deal
const�tuent appears �n the external and thus enables �tself to be
recogn�zed, that wh�ch �s external po�nt�ng away from �tself to the
�nward.
We cannot, however, pursue the matter here �nto further deta�l.
(c) But the earl�er fash�on of th�s "theory-sp�nn�ng," no less than the
lay�ng down of rules for the executant already adverted to, has
already been thrust on one s�de despot�cally �n Germany—ma�nly
ow�ng to the appearance of genu�ne l�v�ng poetry—and the r�ght of
gen�us, �ts work and effects, have had the�r full �ndependence
�ns�sted upon as aga�nst the pretens�ons of such rules of thumb and
the broad water-ducts of theory. From th�s foundat�on of an art wh�ch
�s �tself of truly sp�r�tual rank, as also of a sympathy and absorpt�on of
the same, have ar�sen the recept�v�ty and freedom wh�ch make �t
poss�ble for us to enjoy and apprec�ate great works of art wh�ch have
long s�nce been w�th�n our reach, whether �t be those of the modern
world, of the M�ddle Ages, or of wholly fore�gn peoples of the Past,



the works of Ind�a for example; works, wh�ch, �n v�rtue of the�r
ant�qu�ty or the remoteness of the�r nat�onal�ty, possess
unquest�onably for ourselves a s�de al�en to ourselves; but wh�ch, �f
we cons�der the way �n wh�ch the�r content passes over and beyond
such nat�onal l�m�ts, and the matter �n �t of common appeal to all
mank�nd, can only be hallmarked by the prejud�ce of theory among
the products of a barbarous or corrupt taste. Th�s recogn�t�on of
works of art anywhere and everywhere, works wh�ch depart from the
spec�f�c c�rcle and forms of those upon wh�ch �n the ma�n the
abstract�ons of theory were based, has, as a pr�mary consequence,
led to the recogn�t�on of a pecul�ar type of art—-the romant�c art. It
became necessary to apprehend the not�on and the nature of the
beaut�ful �n a profounder way than these theor�es attempted. W�th
th�s fact another, too, cooperated, v�z., that the not�ons �n �ts form of
appercept�on, the m�nd as pure thought on �ts part reached �n
ph�losophy a po�nt of profounder self-cogn�t�on, and was thereby
compelled forthw�th to grasp the essence of art too on profounder
l�nes. In th�s way, even �n v�rtue of the po�nt �n the process reached of
th�s general evolut�on of human thought, the type of theor�z�ng upon
art we have descr�bed, both relat�vely to �ts pr�nc�ples no less than
the�r elaborat�on, has become obsolete. It �s only the scholarsh�p of
the h�story of art wh�ch reta�ns an ab�d�ng value, and must cont�nue
to reta�n �t �n proport�on as the boundar�es of �ts survey have
enlarged �n every d�rect�on by means of the advance made �n man's
powers of recept�v�ty already not�ced. Its bus�ness and funct�on
cons�sts �n the aesthet�c apprec�at�on of part�cular works of art and
the knowledge of the h�stor�cal, �n other words the external
cond�t�ons from wh�ch the work of art or�g�nates. It �s an att�tude of
the m�nd, wh�ch, �f ass�sted w�th sound sense and cr�t�cal �ns�ght,
supported too w�th h�stor�cal knowledge, �s an �nd�spensable
cond�t�on to the complete penetrat�on �nto the �nd�v�dual�ty of a g�ven
work of art. The many wr�t�ngs of Goethe upon art and works of art
are an excellent �llustrat�on. Theor�z�ng, �n the spec�f�c sense not�ced,
�s not the a�m of th�s type of exam�nat�on, although no doubt �t not
unfrequently also bus�es �tself w�th abstract pr�nc�ples and
categor�es, and may drop �nto such a style unconsc�ously. If,
however, w�thout lett�ng such dev�at�ons on our route deta�n us, we



keep before our v�s�on those concrete �llustrat�ons of art�st�c works,
such at least, whatever else they may do, supply a ph�losophy of art
w�th the v�s�ble warrant and conf�rmat�on of actual work, �nto the
h�stor�cal deta�l of wh�ch, �n each part�cular case, ph�losophy �s not
perm�tted to enter.
Th�s then may be accepted as the f�rst method of art study. It starts
from the part�cular work wh�ch we have before us.
2. The method or po�nt of v�ew to be contrasted w�th th�s, �n other
words an ent�rely theoret�cal reflect�on, wh�ch �s concerned to
cogn�ze the beaut�ful as such from �ts own �ntr�ns�c wealth, and to
penetrate to the �dea of �t, �s essent�ally d�st�nct from the f�rst method.
As �s well known, Plato was the f�rst to demand of ph�losoph�cal
�nqu�ry �n a profounder sense, that objects should not be cogn�zed �n
the�r part�cular�ty, but �n the�r un�versal�ty, �n the�r gener�c type, the�r
essent�al be�ng and �ts expl�c�t man�festat�on. He ma�nta�ned that th�s
true essence[30] d�d not cons�st �n part�cular act�ons wh�ch were
good, �n part�cular true op�n�ons, handsome men or beaut�ful works
of art, but �n goodness, beauty, and truth �n the�r un�versal�ty. Now �f
�n fact the beaut�ful ought to be cogn�zed accord�ng to �ts essence
and not�on, th�s can only be effected by means of the th�nk�ng
not�on[31], by means of wh�ch the log�cal and metaphys�cal nature of
the Idea as such, as also of that of the part�cular Idea of the beaut�ful
enters �nto the th�nk�ng consc�ousness. But the cons�derat�on of the
beaut�ful �n �ts self-�ndependence and �ts �dea may read�ly once more
become an abstract metaphys�c; and even though Plato �s accepted
as founder and p�oneer, the Platon�c abstract�on no longer suppl�es
all we requ�re, not even for the log�cal Idea of the beaut�ful. We are
bound to grasp th�s �dea more profoundly and more �n the concrete.
The empt�ness of content wh�ch cl�ngs to the Platon�c Idea, no longer
sat�sf�es the r�cher ph�losoph�cal requ�rements of the m�nd to-day. It
�s no doubt the case that we also �n the ph�losophy of art must make
the Idea of the beaut�ful our start�ng po�nt; but �t �s by no means
�nev�table that we should adhere to the Platon�c �deas �n the�r
abstract�on, �deas from wh�ch the ph�losophy of the beaut�ful merely
dates �ts or�g�ns.



3. The ph�losoph�cal �dea of the beaut�ful to �nd�cate at any rate �ts
true nature prov�s�onally, must conta�n both extremes wh�ch we have
descr�bed med�ated �n �tself. It must comb�ne, that �s to say,
metaphys�cal un�versal�ty w�th the determ�nate content of real
part�cular�ty. It �s only by th�s means that �t �s grasped �n �ts essent�al
no less than expl�c�t truth. For on the one hand �t �s then, as
contrasted w�th the ster�l�ty of one-s�ded reflect�on, fru�t-bear�ng out
of �ts own wealth. It �s �ts funct�on, �n consonance w�th �ts own not�on,
to develop �nto a total�ty of def�n�te qual�t�es, and th�s essent�al
concept�on �tself, no less than �ts deta�led expl�cat�on, compr�ses the
necessary coherence of �ts part�cular features as also of the
progress and trans�t�on of one phase thereof �nto another. On the
other hand, these part�culars �nto wh�ch the passage �s made
essent�ally carry the un�versal�ty and essent�al�ty of the fundamental
not�on, as the part�culars of wh�ch they appear. The modes of �nqu�ry
h�therto d�scussed lack both these aspects, and for th�s reason �t �s
only the not�on, as above formulated, �n �ts completeness, wh�ch
conducts us to def�n�t�ve pr�nc�ples wh�ch are substant�ve, necessary,
and self-conta�ned �n the�r completeness.

III

After these prel�m�nar�es we come to closer quarters w�th our actual
subject-matter, namely, the ph�losophy of F�ne Art[32]; and for the
reason that we are undertak�ng to treat �t sc�ent�f�cally, our
commencement must be w�th the not�onal concept of the same. It �s
only after we have def�n�tely ascerta�ned th�s that we can map out
the d�v�s�on of �ts parts, and w�th �t the plan of the sc�ence as a
whole. A d�v�s�on of th�s k�nd, �f �t �s not to be, as �s the case w�th non-
ph�losoph�cal �nqu�ry, undertaken �n a purely external way, must
d�scover �ts pr�nc�ple �n the not�on of the subject treated �tself.
Face to face w�th such a demand we are at once met by the
quest�on: "Whence do we arr�ve at such a concept�on?" If we beg�n
w�th the not�onal concept of F�ne Art �tself the same at once becomes



a pre-suppos�t�on and mere assumpt�on. Mere assumpt�ons,
however, are excluded from the ph�losoph�cal method; whatever here
�s allowed as val�d must have �ts truth demonstrated, �n other words
must be establ�shed �n �ts necess�ty.
We w�ll endeavour to arr�ve at an understand�ng �n a few words �n
the presence of th�s d�ff�culty wh�ch �nvar�ably recurs �n the
�ntroduct�on to every course of ph�losoph�cal study �f treated
�ndependently. The subject-matter of every sc�ence presents �n the
f�rst �nstance two aspects for cons�derat�on: f�rst, the fact that a g�ven
object �s; secondly, the quest�on what �t �s.
Upon the quest�on of fact �n ord�nary sc�ent�f�c �nqu�ry l�ttle d�ff�culty �s
exper�enced. Indeed �t m�ght on a cursory v�ew even appear
r�d�culous �f the demand were made that we had to prove �n
geometry, for �nstance, that there were such objects as space, and
geometr�cal f�gures, or �n astronomy and phys�cs that there was a
sun, stars, and magnet�c phenomena. In these sc�ences, wh�ch are
concerned w�th what �s actually presented to sense percept�on,
objects are accepted from object�ve exper�ence, and so far from �t
be�ng regarded necessary to demonstrate (bewe�sen) them, �t �s
deemed suff�c�ent to po�nt to (we�sen) the bare facts. Yet even w�th�n
the l�m�ts of non-ph�losoph�cal �nstruct�on doubts may ar�se as to the
ex�stence of certa�n objects. In psychology, for example, the sc�ence
of m�nd, the doubt �s poss�ble whether there �s a soul, an �ntell�gence,
�.e., someth�ng d�st�nct from mater�al cond�t�ons, someth�ng
�mmater�al[33], �ndependent and self-substant�ve, or �n the theology
whether a God actually ex�sts. Moreover, assum�ng the objects of the
sc�ence to be thus �mmater�al, �n other words, merely present �n the
m�nd, and not a part of the object�ve world we perce�ve, we have to
face the poss�ble conv�ct�on that there �s noth�ng �n the m�nd, but that
wh�ch �t has evoked �n v�rtue of �ts own act�v�ty. Th�s br�ngs up
�nc�dentally the quest�on whether men have produced th�s �dea or
�ntu�t�on wh�ch �s �nward to the�r m�nds or not, and even �f we do
actually accept the f�rst alternat�ve, whether they have not made
such an �dea once more to van�sh, or deprec�ated, the same at any
rate to an �dea of wholly subject�ve val�d�ty, whose content
possesses no �ndependent or self-conta�ned ex�stence[34]. In th�s



way, for example, the beaut�ful has been frequently regarded as
possess�ng no necessar�ly essent�al and �ndependent stab�l�ty �n the
world of our �deas; rather �t �s accepted as a pleasure purely
personal to ourselves, due to the capr�ce of our senses[35]. Even our
external �ntu�t�ons, observat�ons and percept�ons frequently dece�ve
and lead us astray; but st�ll more �s th�s the case w�th those �deas
that do not ar�se from sense-percept�on, even though they possess
�n themselves the greatest v�tal�ty, and are able to transport us �nto
pass�on, we are powerless to res�st.
Th�s doubt, then, whether an object of the �nward world of our �deas
and �ntu�t�ons actually ex�sts as an �ndependent fact or not, as also
that further �nc�dental problem, whether the part�cular consc�ousness
�n quest�on has produced �t �n �tself, and whether the part�cular mode
or process, �n wh�ch �t object�f�ed �t to �tself, �s also adequate to the
object thus env�saged �n �ts essent�al and �ndependent nature—these
are prec�sely the k�nd of quest�ons wh�ch have awakened �n men the
h�gher demand of ph�losophy, wh�ch �s that, even �f there �s every
appearance that an object �s, or that we have before us such an
object, yet none the less that object must be expounded or
demonstrated on the bas�s of �ts necess�ty. A demonstrat�on of th�s
k�nd, �f developed on truly ph�losoph�cal l�nes, ought at the same t�me
to supply a suff�c�ent answer to the quest�on: What a g�ven object �s.
To work th�s out fully would, however, carry us further than �s now
poss�ble. We propose to l�m�t ourselves to the follow�ng general
remarks.
If we are to propound the necess�ty of our subject-matter, �n other
words the beauty of art, we are bound to prove that art, or the
beaut�ful, �s a result of antecedents such as, when regarded
relat�vely to the�r true not�onal concept, conduct us w�th sc�ent�f�c
necess�ty to the s�m�lar not�on of f�ne art �tself. Inasmuch as,
however, we propose to make art the po�nt of departure, and �ts �dea
and the object�ve presence of the same, and do not propose to deal
w�th the antecedent cond�t�ons wh�ch are essent�al to the necessary
expos�t�on of �ts not�onal concept, for th�s reason art, �n our treatment
of �t as a part�cular object of sc�ent�f�c �nqu�ry, �nvolves a pre-
assumpt�on, wh�ch l�es outs�de the boundary of our �nvest�gat�on;



wh�ch, �mply�ng as �t does a d�fferent content, belongs, as
sc�ent�f�cally treated, to another course of ph�losoph�cal �nqu�ry. We
have therefore now no other alternat�ve than frankly to accept the
not�onal �dea of art, so to speak, prov�s�onally[36], wh�ch �s �nev�table
w�th every one of the part�cular ph�losoph�cal sc�ences, �f regarded �n
the�r abstract �solat�on. For �t �s the ent�re body of ph�losophy, and
that alone, wh�ch e�ther �s or can be the comprehens�on of the
un�verse as one essent�ally s�ngle organ�c total�ty; and wh�ch, as
such a total�ty, self-evolved from �ts own not�onal Idea, and return�ng
�nto �tself so as to form a whole �n v�rtue of the necessary pr�nc�ple �n
wh�ch �t �s placed relat�vely to �tself, encloses �tself, and all that �s
�tself, �nto one s�ngle world of truth. In the coronal of th�s sc�ent�f�c
necess�ty �s every part�cular member thereof a self-complete c�rcle
wh�ch returns �nto �tself, wh�le, at the same t�me, and as �mperat�vely,
�t possesses a necessary bond of connect�on w�th other parts. Th�s
bond of coherence �s a backward from wh�ch �t �s self-der�ved, no
less than a forward to wh�ch �t �s self-�mpelled onward, �n so far as �t
fru�tfully begets fresh mater�al from �ts own resources, and renders
the same open and perv�ous to sc�ent�f�c cogn�t�on. It �s not therefore
our purpose to demonstrate the Idea of the beaut�ful, wh�ch �s our
po�nt of departure, or, �n other words, to deduce �t �n all �ts necess�ty
from the assumpt�ons wh�ch are �ts antecedents �n ph�losophy, and
from the womb of wh�ch �t �s born. Th�s �s the object appropr�ate to an
encyclopaed�c development of ph�losophy as a whole and �n �ts
spec�f�c branches. For ourselves the not�onal concept of the beaut�ful
and art �s a pre-suppos�t�on suppl�ed us by the system of ph�losophy.
Inasmuch, however, as we are not prepared to d�scuss th�s system,
and the assoc�at�on of art w�th �t �n the present context[37], we have
not as yet the �dea of the beaut�ful before us �n a sc�ent�f�c form: what
we have and are able to deal w�th are s�mply the phases and
aspects of the same as we f�nd them �n the var�ous concept�ons of
beauty and art of our everyday consc�ous l�fe, or as they have been
conce�ved by prev�ous wr�ters. Hav�ng made our start at th�s po�nt we
shall then at a later stage pass on to the more fundamental
�nvest�gat�on of those v�ews, �n order thereby to secure the
advantage of, �n the f�rst �nstance, work�ng out a general �dea of our
subject-matter no less than obta�n�ng a prov�s�onal acqua�ntance, as



a result of our necessar�ly br�ef cr�t�c�sm, w�th �ts h�gher pr�nc�ples,
wh�ch w�ll occupy our thoughts �n the �nqu�ry wh�ch follows[38]. By
th�s means our f�nal �ntroduct�on[39] w�ll supply a sort of overture to
the expos�t�on of the subject �tself, and w�ll a�m at be�ng a general
concatenat�on and d�rect�on of our reflect�on on the real subject-
matter before us. What �n the f�rst �nstance �s known to us under
current concept�ons of a work of art may be subsumed under the
three follow�ng determ�nat�ons:
(1) A work of art �s no product of Nature. It �s brought �nto be�ng
through the agency of man.
(2) It �s created essent�ally for man; and, what, �s more, �t �s to a
greater-or less degree del�vered from a sensuous med�um, and
addressed to h�s senses[40].
(3) It conta�ns an end bound up w�th �t.
1. W�th regard to the f�rst po�nt, that a work of art �s a product of
human act�v�ty, an �nference has been drawn from th�s (a) that such
an act�v�ty, be�ng the consc�ous product�on of an external object can
also be known and d�vulged, and learned and reproduced by others.
For that wh�ch one �s able to effect, another—such �s the not�on—�s
able to effect or to �m�tate[41], when he has once s�mply mastered the
way of do�ng �t. In short we have merely to assume an acqua�ntance
w�th the rules of art-product�on un�versally shared, and anybody may
then, �f he cares to do so, g�ve effect to execut�ve ab�l�ty of the same
type, and produce works of art. It �s out of reason�ng of th�s k�nd that
the above-ment�oned theor�es, w�th the�r prov�s�on of rules, and the�r
prescr�pt�ons formulated for pract�cal acceptance, have ar�sen.
Unfortunately that wh�ch �s capable of be�ng brought �nto effect �n
accordance w�th suggest�ons of th�s descr�pt�on can only be
someth�ng formally regular and mechan�cal. For only that wh�ch �s
mechan�cal �s of so exter�or a type that only an ent�rely empty effort
of w�ll and dexter�ty �s requ�red to accept �t among our work�ng
concept�ons, and forthw�th to carry �t out; an effort, �n fact, wh�ch �s
not under the necess�ty to contr�bute out of �ts own resources
anyth�ng concrete such as �s qu�te outs�de the prescr�pt�ve power of
such general rules.



Th�s �s apparent w�th most v�v�dness when precepts of th�s k�nd are
not l�m�ted to what �s purely external and mechan�cal, but extend
the�r pretens�ons to the act�v�ty of the art�st �n the sense that �mpl�es
wealth of s�gn�f�cance and �ntell�gence. In th�s f�eld our rules pass off
to purely �ndef�n�te general�t�es, such as "the theme ought to be
�nterest�ng, and each �nd�v�dual person must speak as �s appropr�ate
to h�s status, age, sex and s�tuat�on." But �f rules are really to suff�ce
for such a purpose the�r d�rect�ons ought to be formulated w�th such
d�rectness of deta�l that, w�thout any further co-operat�on of m�nd,
they could be executed prec�sely �n the manner they are prescr�bed.
Such rules be�ng, �n respect to th�s content, abstract, clearly and
ent�rely fall short of the�r pretens�on of be�ng able to complete[42] the
art�st�c consc�ousness. Art�st�c product�on �s not a formal act�v�ty �n
accordance w�th a ser�es of def�n�t�ons; �t �s, as an act�v�ty of soul,
constra�ned to work out of �ts own wealth, and to br�ng before the
m�nd's eye a wholly other and far r�cher content, and a more
embrac�ng and un�que[43] creat�on than ever can be thus prescr�bed.
In part�cular cases such rules may prove, of ass�stance, �n so far,
that �s, as they conta�n someth�ng really def�n�te and consequently
useful for pract�ce. But even here the�r gu�dance w�ll only apply to
cond�t�ons wholly external.
(b) Th�s above �nd�cated tendency has consequently been wholly
g�ven up; but wr�ters �n do�ng so have only fallen as unreservedly �nto
the oppos�te extreme. A work of art came to be looked upon, and so
far r�ghtly, as no longer the product of an act�v�ty shared by all men,
but rather as a creat�on of a m�nd g�fted �n an extraord�nary degree.
A m�nd of th�s type has �n th�s v�ew merely to g�ve free vent to �ts
pecul�ar endowment, regarded as a spec�f�c natural power. It has to
free �tself absolutely from a pursu�t of rules of un�versal appl�cat�on,
as also from any adm�xture of consc�ous reflect�on w�th �ts creat�ve
and, as thus v�ewed, wholly �nst�nct�ve powers, or rather �t should be
on �ts guard therefrom, the assumpt�on be�ng that such an exerc�se
of consc�ous thought can only act on �ts creat�ons as an �nfect�on and
a ta�nt. Agreeably to such a v�ew the work of art has been heralded
as the product of talent and gen�us; and �t �s ma�nly the aspect of
natural g�ft �nseparable from the ord�nary concept�on of talent and



gen�us, wh�ch has been emphas�zed. There �s to some extent real
truth �n th�s. Talent �s spec�f�c, gen�us un�versal capac�ty. W�th
ne�ther[44] of these can a man endow h�mself s�mply by the exerc�se
of h�s self-consc�ous act�v�ty. We shall cons�der th�s at greater length
�n a subsequent chapter[45].
In the present context we would merely draw attent�on to the false
assumpt�on �n th�s v�ew that �n art�st�c product�on every k�nd of self-
reflect�on upon the art�st's own act�v�ty was regarded as not merely
superfluous, but actually �njur�ous. In such a v�ew the process of
creat�on by talent or gen�us s�mply �s taken to be a general state; or
we may def�ne �t more prec�sely as a cond�t�on of �nsp�rat�on. To such
a cond�t�on, �t �s sa�d, gen�us �s �n some measure exalted by the
subject-matter �tself; �t �s also to some extent voluntar�ly able to place
�tself under such a cond�t�on, a process of self-�nh�b�t�on �n wh�ch the
gen�al serv�ce of the champagne bottle �s not forgotten[46]. An �dea of
th�s k�nd was �n vogue dur�ng the so-called "Epoch of Gen�us," wh�ch
or�g�nated w�th the early poet�cal work of Goethe, rece�v�ng
subsequent �llustrat�on �n those of Sch�ller. These poets by the�r
reject�on of all rules h�therto fabr�cated made as �t were an ent�rely
new start; w�th del�berate �ntent�on they ran counter to such rules,
and wh�le do�ng so d�stanced all compet�tors by many lengths. I do
not, however, propose to d�scuss w�th more deta�l the confus�ons
wh�ch have preva�led over the concept�on of �nsp�rat�on and gen�us,
and the not�on, wh�ch even at the present day f�nds advocates, that
�nsp�rat�on s�mply by �tself can effect anyth�ng and everyth�ng. The
real and �ndeed sole po�nt to ma�nta�n as essent�al �s the thes�s that
although art�st�c talent and gen�us essent�ally �mpl�es an element of
natural power, yet �t �s equally �nd�spensable that �t should be
thoughtfully cult�vated, that reflect�on should be brought to bear on
the part�cular way �t �s exerc�sed, and that �t should be also kept al�ve
w�th use and pract�ce �n actual work. The fact �s that an �mportant
aspect of the creat�ng process �s merely fac�l�ty �n the use of a
med�um[47]; that �s to say, a work of art possesses a purely techn�cal
s�de, wh�ch extends to the borders of mere hand�craft. Th�s �s most
obv�ously the case �n arch�tecture and sculpture, less so �n pa�nt�ng
and mus�c, least of all �n poetry. A fac�l�ty here �s not ass�sted at all



by �nsp�rat�on; what solely �nd�spensable �s reflect�on, �ndustry, and
pract�ce. Such techn�cal sk�ll an art�st s�mply must possess �n order
that he may be master over the external mater�al, and not be
thwarted by �ts obst�nacy.
Add to th�s that the more exalted the rank of an art�st the more
profoundly ought he to portray depths of soul and m�nd; and these
are not to be known by flashl�ght, but are exclus�vely to be sounded,
�f at all, by the d�rect�on of the man's own �ntell�gence on the world of
souls and the object�ve world. In th�s respect, therefore, once more
study �s the means whereby the art�st br�ngs to consc�ousness such
a content, and appropr�ates the mater�al and structure of h�s
concept�ons. At the same t�me no doubt one art w�ll requ�re such a
consc�ous recept�on and cogn�t�ve mastery of the content �n quest�on
more than another. Mus�c, for example, wh�ch has exclus�vely to deal
w�th the ent�rely undef�ned mot�on of the soul w�th�n, w�th the mus�cal
tones of that wh�ch �s, relat�vely, feel�ng denuded of pos�t�ve thought,
has l�ttle or no need to br�ng home to consc�ousness the substance
of �ntellectual concept�on[48]. For th�s very reason mus�cal talent
declares �tself as a rule �n very early youth, when the head �s st�ll
empty and the emot�ons have barely had a flutter; �t has, �n fact,
atta�ned real d�st�nct�on at a t�me �n the art�st's l�fe when both
�ntell�gence and l�fe are pract�cally w�thout exper�ence. And for the
matter of that we often enough see very great accompl�shment �n
mus�cal compos�t�on and execut�on hung together w�th cons�derable
�nd�gence of m�nd and character. It �s qu�te another matter �n the
case of poetry. What �s of ma�n �mportance here �s a presentat�on of
our human�ty r�ch �n subject-matter and reflect�ve power, of �ts
profounder �nterests, and of the forces wh�ch move �t. Here at least
m�nd and heart must themselves be r�chly and profoundly d�sc�pl�ned
by l�fe, exper�ence, and thought before gen�us �tself can br�ng �nto
be�ng the fru�t that �s r�pe, the content that has substance, and �s
essent�ally consummate. The early product�ons of Goethe and
Sch�ller are character�zed by an �mmatur�ty, we may even call �t a
rawness and barbar�ty, wh�ch really are appall�ng. Th�s phenomenon,
that �n the major�ty of those exper�ments we f�nd a preponderat�ng
mass of features wh�ch are absolutely prosa�c, or at least un�nsp�red



and commonplace, �s a ma�n object�on to the ord�nary not�on that
�nsp�rat�on �s �nseparable from youth and �ts s�rocco season. These
two men of gen�us were the f�rst beyond quest�on to g�ve our nat�on
true works of poetry, are, �n fact, our nat�onal poets; but for all that �t
was only the�r mature manhood, wh�ch made �t a present of creat�ons
profound, sterl�ng of the�r k�nd, creat�ons of genu�ne �nsp�rat�on, and
no less techn�cally complete �n the�r art�st�c form[49]. We naturally
recall the case of the veteran Homer, who only composed and
uttered h�s �mmortal songs �n h�s old age.
(c) A th�rd v�ew, held relat�vely to the �dea of a work of art as a
product of human act�v�ty, concerns the pos�t�on of such towards the
phenomena of Nature. The natural tendency of ord�nary th�nk�ng �n
th�s respect �s to assume that the product of human art �s of
subord�nate rank to the works of Nature. The work of art possesses
no feel�ng of �ts own; �t �s not through and through a l�v�ng th�ng, but,
regarded as an external object, �s a dead th�ng. It �s usual to regard
that wh�ch �s al�ve of h�gher worth than what �s dead. We may adm�t,
of course, that the work of art �s not �n �tself capable of movement
and al�ve. The l�v�ng, natural th�ng �s, whether looked at w�th�n or
w�thout, an organ�zat�on w�th the l�fe-purpose of such worked out �nto
the m�nutest deta�l. The work of art merely atta�ns to the show of
an�mat�on on �ts surface. Below th�s �t �s ord�nary stone, wood, or
canvas[50], or �n the case of poetry �dea, the med�um of such be�ng
speech and letters. But th�s element of external ex�stence �s not that
wh�ch makes a work a creat�on of f�ne art. A work of art �s only truly
such �n so far as or�g�nat�ng �n the human sp�r�t, �t cont�nues to
belong to the so�l from wh�ch �t sprang, has rece�ved, �n short, the
bapt�sm of the m�nd and soul of man, and only presents that wh�ch �s
fash�oned �n consonance w�th such a sacrament. An �nterest v�tal to
man, the sp�r�tual values wh�ch the s�ngle event, one �nd�v�dual
character, one act�on possesses �n �ts devolut�on and f�nal �ssue, �s
se�zed �n the work of art and emphas�zed w�th greater pur�ty[51] and
clar�ty than �s poss�ble on the ground of ord�nary real�ty where human
art �s not. And for th�s reason the work of art �s of h�gher rank than
any product of Nature whatever, wh�ch has not subm�tted to th�s
passage through the m�nd. In v�rtue of the emot�on and �ns�ght, for



example, �n the atmosphere of wh�ch a landscape �s portrayed by the
art of pa�nt�ng, th�s creat�on of the human sp�r�t assumes a h�gher
rank than the purely natural landscape. Everyth�ng wh�ch partakes of
sp�r�t �s better than anyth�ng begotten of mere Nature. However th�s
may be, the fact rema�ns that no purely natural ex�stence �s able, as
art �s, to represent d�v�ne �deals.
And further, all that the m�nd borrows from �ts own �deal content �t �s
able, even �n the d�rect�on of external ex�stence, to endow w�th
permanence. The �nd�v�dual l�v�ng th�ng on the contrary �s trans�tory;
�t van�shes and �s unstable �n �ts external aspect. The work of art
pers�sts. At the same t�me �t �s not mere cont�nuat�on, but rather the
form and pressure thereon of the m�ntage of soul-l�fe wh�ch
const�tutes �ts true pre-em�nence as contrasted w�th Nature's real�ty.
But th�s h�gher pos�t�on we have thus ass�gned to the work of art �s
yet further contested by another prevalent concept�on of ord�nary
�deas. It �s contended that Nature and all that proceeds from her are
a work of God, created by H�s goodness and w�sdom. The work of
art �s on the contrary merely a human product fash�oned by human
hands accord�ng to human des�gn. The fallacy �mpl�ed �n th�s
contrast between the products of Nature v�ewed as a d�v�ne creat�on
and human act�v�ty as of wholly f�n�te energy cons�sts �n the apparent
assumpt�on that God �s not operat�ve �n and through man, but l�m�ts
the sphere of H�s act�v�ty to Nature alone. We must place th�s false
concept�on ent�rely on one s�de �f we are des�rous of penetrat�ng to
the true �dea of art; or rather, as opposed to such a concept�on we
ought to accept the extreme oppos�te thereto, namely, that God �s
more honoured by that wh�ch m�nd makes and creates than by
everyth�ng brought �nto be�ng and fash�oned �n the natural process.
For not only �s there a d�v�n�ty �n man, but �t �s actually effect�ve �n
h�m �n a form wh�ch �s adequate to the essent�al nature of God �n a
far h�gher degree than �n the work of Nature. God �s a Sp�r�t, and �t �s
only �n man that the med�um, through wh�ch the D�v�ne passes,
possesses the form of sp�r�t fully consc�ous of the act�v�ty �n wh�ch �t
man�fests �ts �deal presence. In Nature the med�um correspondent to
th�s �s the unconsc�ous sensuous[52] and external mater�a, wh�ch �s
by many degrees �nfer�or to consc�ousness �n �ts worth. In the



products of art God works prec�sely as He works through the
phenomena of Nature. The d�v�ne substance, however, as �t �s
asserted �n the work of art has secured, be�ng begotten of sp�r�t l�fe
�tself, a h�ghway commensurable to �ts ex�stence; determ�nate
ex�stence �n the unconsc�ous sensuousness of Nature �s not a mode
of appearance adequate to the D�v�ne Be�ng.
(d) Assum�ng, then, that the work of art �s a creat�on of man �n the
sense that �t �s the offspr�ng of m�nd or sp�r�t we have st�ll a further
quest�on �n conclus�on, wh�ch w�ll help us to draw a more profound
�nference st�ll from our prev�ous d�scuss�on. That quest�on �s, "What
�s the human need wh�ch st�mulates art-product�on?" On the one
hand the art�st�c act�v�ty may be regarded as the mere play of
acc�dent, or human conce�ts, wh�ch m�ght just as well be left alone as
attempted. For, �t may be urged, there are other and better means for
carry�ng �nto effect the a�ms of art, and man bears w�th�n h�mself
h�gher and more we�ghty �nterests, than art �s capable of sat�sfy�ng.
In contrast to such a v�ew art appears to or�g�nate �n a h�gher
�mpulse, and to sat�sfy more elevated needs, nay, at certa�n t�mes
the h�ghest and most absolute of all, be�ng, as �t has been, un�ted to
the most embrac�ng v�ews of ent�re epochs and nat�ons upon the
const�tut�on of the world and the nature of the�r rel�g�on.
Th�s �nqu�ry, however, concern�ng a necess�ty for art wh�ch shall not
be merely cont�ngent, but absolute, we are not as yet able to answer
w�th completeness; �t demands, �n fact, a concreter mode of
expos�t�on than �s compat�ble w�th the form of th�s �ntroduct�on. We
must accord�ngly deem �t suff�c�ent for the present merely to
establ�sh the follow�ng po�nts.
The un�versal and absolute want from wh�ch art on �ts s�de of
essent�al form[53] ar�ses or�g�nates �n the fact that man �s a th�nk�ng
consc�ousness, �n other words that he renders expl�c�t to h�mself and
from h�s own substance[54], what he �s and all �n fact that ex�sts. The
objects of Nature ex�st exclus�vely �n �mmed�acy and once for all.[55]

Man, on the contrary, as m�nd redupl�cates h�mself. He �s, to start
w�th, an object of Nature as other objects; but �n add�t�on to th�s, and
no less truly, he ex�sts for h�mself; he observes h�mself, makes



h�mself present to h�s �mag�nat�on and thought, and only �n v�rtue of
th�s act�ve power of self-real�zat�on �s he actually m�nd or sp�r�t. Th�s
consc�ousness of h�mself man acqu�res �n a twofold way; �n the f�rst
�nstance theoret�cally. Th�s �s so �n so far as he �s under a constra�nt
to br�ng h�mself �n h�s own �nner l�fe to consc�ousness—all wh�ch
moves �n the human heart, all that surges up and str�ves there�n—
and generally, so far as he �s �mpelled to make h�mself an object of
percept�on and concept�on, to f�x for h�mself def�n�t�vely that wh�ch
thought d�scovers as essent�al be�ng, and �n all that he summons out
of h�mself, no less than �n that wh�ch �s rece�ved from w�thout, to
recogn�ze only h�mself. And secondly, th�s real�zat�on �s effected
through a pract�cal act�v�ty. In other words man possesses an
�mpulse to assert h�mself �n that wh�ch �s presented h�m �n
�mmed�acy, �n that wh�ch �s at hand as an external someth�ng to
h�mself, and by do�ng so at the same t�me once more to recogn�ze
h�mself there�n. Th�s purpose he ach�eved by the alterat�on he effects
�n such external objects, upon wh�ch he �mpr�nts the seal of h�s �nner
l�fe, red�scover�ng �n them thereby the features of h�s own
determ�nate nature. And man does all th�s, �n order that he may as a
free agent d�vest the external world of �ts stubborn al�enat�on from
h�mself—and �n order that he may enjoy �n the conf�gurat�on of
object�ve fact an external real�ty s�mply of h�mself. The very f�rst
�mpulse of the ch�ld �mpl�es �n essent�als th�s pract�cal process of
del�berate change �n external fact. A boy throws stones �nto the
stream, and then looks w�th wonder at the c�rcles wh�ch follow �n the
water, regard�ng them as a result �n wh�ch he sees someth�ng of h�s
own do�ng. Th�s human need runs through the most var�ed
phenomena up to that part�cular form of self-reproduct�on �n the
external fact wh�ch �s presented us �n human art. And �t �s not merely
�n relat�on to external objects that man acts thus. He treats h�mself,
that �s, h�s natural form, �n a s�m�lar manner: he w�ll not perm�t �t to
rema�n as he f�nds �t; he alters �t del�berately. Th�s �s the rat�onal
ground of all ornament and decorat�on, though �t may be as
barbarous, tasteless, ent�rely d�sf�gur�ng, nay, as �njur�ous as the
crush�ng of the feet of Ch�nese lad�es, or the sl�tt�ng of ears and l�ps.
For �t �s among the really cultured alone that a change of f�gure,



behav�our, and every mode and manner of self-express�on w�ll �ssue
�n harmony w�th the d�ctates of mental elevat�on[56].



Th�s un�versal demand for art�st�c express�on[57] �s based on the
rat�onal �mpulse �n man's nature to exalt both the world of h�s soul
exper�ence and that of Nature for h�mself �nto the consc�ous embrace
of m�nd as an object �n wh�ch he red�scovers h�mself. He sat�sf�es the
demand of th�s sp�r�tual freedom by mak�ng expl�c�t to, h�s �nner l�fe
all that ex�sts, no less than from the further po�nt of v�ew g�v�ng a
real�zed external embod�ment to the self made thus expl�c�t. And by
th�s redupl�cat�on of what �s h�s own he places before the v�s�on and
w�th�n the cogn�t�on of h�mself and others what �s w�th�n h�m. Th�s �s
the free rat�onal�ty of man, �n wh�ch art as also all act�on and
knowledge or�g�nates. We shall �nvest�gate at a later stage the
spec�f�c need for art as compared w�th that for other pol�t�cal and
eth�cal act�on, or that for rel�g�ous �deas and sc�ent�f�c knowledge.
2. We have h�therto cons�dered the work of art under the aspect that
�t �s fash�oned by man; we w�ll now pass over to the second part of
our def�n�t�on, that �t �s produced for h�s sense-apprehens�on, and
consequently �s to a more or less degree under obl�gat�ons to a
sensuous med�um.
(a) Th�s reflect�on has been respons�ble for the �nference that the
funct�on of f�ne art �s to arouse feel�ng, more prec�sely the feel�ng
wh�ch su�ts us—that �s, pleasant feel�ng. From such a po�nt of v�ew
wr�ters have converted the �nvest�gat�on of f�ne art �nto a treat�se on
the emot�ons and asked what k�nd of feel�ngs art ought to exc�te—
take fear, for example, and compass�on—w�th the further quest�on
how such can be regarded as pleasant, how, �n short, the
contemplat�on of a m�sfortune can br�ng sat�sfact�on. Th�s tendency
of reflect�on dates for the most part from the t�mes of Moses
Mendelssohn, and many such tra�ns of reason�ng may be found �n
h�s wr�t�ngs. A d�scuss�on of th�s k�nd, however, d�d not carry the
problem far. Feel�ng �s the undef�ned obscure reg�on of sp�r�tual l�fe.
What �s felt, rema�ns cloaked �n the form of the separate personal
exper�ence under �ts most abstract pers�stence[58]; and for th�s
reason the d�st�nct�ons of feel�ng are wholly abstract; they are not
d�st�nct�ons wh�ch apply to the subject-matter �tself. To take examples
—fear, anx�ety, care, dread, are of course one type of emot�on under



var�ous mod�f�cat�ons; but �n part they are purely quant�tat�ve degrees
of �ntens�ty, and �n part forms wh�ch reflect no l�ght, on the�r content
�tself, but are �nd�fferent to �t. In the case of fear, for �nstance, an
ex�stence �s assumed, for wh�ch the �nd�v�dual �n quest�on possesses
an �nterest, but sees at the same t�me the negat�ve approach wh�ch
threatens to destroy th�s ex�stence, and thereupon d�scovers �n
�mmed�ate fus�on w�th�n h�mself the above �nterest and the approach
of that negat�ve as a contrad�ctory affect�on of h�s personal l�fe. A
fear of th�s sort, however, does not on �ts own account cond�t�on any
part�cular content; �t may assoc�ate w�th �tself subject-matter of the
most opposed and var�ed character. The feel�ng merely as such �s �n
short a wholly empty form of a subject�ve state. Such a form may no
doubt �n certa�n cases �tself be essent�ally complex, as we f�nd �t �s
w�th hope, pa�n, joy, and pleasure; �t may also �n th�s very complex�ty
appropr�ate var�ous modes of content, as, for example, we have a
feel�ng of just�ce, an eth�cal feel�ng, a subl�me rel�g�ous feel�ng, and
so forth; but desp�te the fact that a content of th�s k�nd �s present �n
d�fferent modes of feel�ng, no l�ght whatever �s thereby thrown on
such content wh�ch w�ll d�sclose �ts essent�al and def�n�te character.
The feel�ng throughout rema�ns a purely subject�ve state wh�ch
belongs to me, one �n wh�ch the concrete fact van�shes, as though
contracted to a van�sh�ng po�nt �n the most abstract of all spheres[59].
For th�s reason an �nqu�ry over the nature of the emot�ons wh�ch art
ought or ought not to arouse, comes s�mply to a standst�ll �n the
undef�ned; �t �s an �nvest�gat�on wh�ch del�berately abstracts from
genu�ne content and �ts concrete substance and not�on. Reflect�on
upon feel�ng �s sat�sf�ed w�th the observat�on of the personal
emot�onal state and �ts s�ngular�ty, �nstead of penetrat�ng and
sound�ng the matter for study, �n other words the work of art, and �n
do�ng so b�dd�ng good-bye to the wholly subject�ve state and �ts
cond�t�ons. In feel�ng, however, �t �s just th�s subject�ve state vo�d of
content wh�ch �s not merely accepted, but becomes the ma�n th�ng;
and that �s prec�sely why people are so proud of hav�ng emot�ons.
And for no other reason that �s why such an �nvest�gat�on �s ted�ous
ow�ng to �ts �ndef�n�te nature and empt�ness, and even repellent �n �ts
attent�on to tr�v�al personal �d�osyncras�es.



(b) Inasmuch, however, as the work of art �s not merely concerned
w�th exc�t�ng some k�nd of emot�on or other—for th�s �s an object �t
would share w�thout any val�d d�st�nct�on w�th eloquence, h�stor�cal
compos�t�on, rel�g�ous ed�f�cat�on and much else—but �s only a work
of art �n so far as �t �s beaut�ful, �t occurred to reflect�ve m�nds to
d�scover a spec�f�c feel�ng for beauty, and a d�st�nct sense faculty
correspondent w�th �t. In such an �nqu�ry �t soon became clear that a
sense of th�s k�nd was no def�n�te and mere[60] �nst�nct r�g�dly f�xed
by Nature, wh�ch was able by �tself and �ndependently to d�st�ngu�sh
the beaut�ful. As a consequence the demand was made for culture
as a cond�t�on precedent to such a sense, and the sense of beauty
as thus cult�vated was called taste, wh�ch, albe�t an �nstructed
apprehens�on and d�scovery of the beaut�ful, was none the less
assumed to pers�st �n the character of �mmed�ate feel�ng. We have
already d�scussed the way �n wh�ch abstract theory attempted to
form such a sense of taste, and how external and one-s�ded that
sense rema�ned. Wh�le the cr�t�cal sense generally of the t�me when
such �deas were �n currency was lack�ng �n the un�versal�ty of �ts
pr�nc�ples, as a spec�f�c cr�t�que of part�cular works of art �t was less
concerned to substant�ate a judgment more dec�s�ve than h�therto—
�ndeed the mater�al to effectuate th�s was not as yet forthcom�ng—
than to promote �n a general way the cult�vat�on of such a taste[61].
Consequently th�s educat�ve process also came to a halt �n the
reg�on of the more �ndef�n�te, and merely bus�ed �tself by �ts
reflect�ons �n the f�tt�ng out of feel�ng as a sense of beauty �n such a
way that beauty could �mmed�ately be d�scovered whenever and
wherever �t m�ght chance to appear. The real depth of the subject-
matter rema�ned notw�thstand�ng a closed book to such a taste.
Profund�ty of th�s k�nd demands not merely sens�t�ve recept�on and
abstract thought, but the reason �n �ts concrete grasp and the most
sterl�ng qual�t�es of soul-l�fe. Taste on the contrary �s merely d�rected
to the outs�de surfaces, wh�ch are the playground of the feel�ngs, and
upon wh�ch one-s�ded pr�nc�ples may very well pass, as currency.
But for th�s very reason our so-called good taste �s scared by every
k�nd of profounder art�st�c effect, and �s dumb where the �deal
s�gn�f�cance[62] �s �n quest�on, and all mere external�t�es and
accessor�es van�sh. For when great pass�ons and the movements of



a profound soul assert themselves, we do not bother ourselves any
more w�th the f�ner d�st�nct�ons of taste and �ts reta�l traff�c �n tr�fles. It
�s[63] consc�ous that gen�us leaves such ground far beh�nd �t �n �ts
str�de; and shr�nk�ng before that power feels on �ts part far from
comfortable, not know�ng very well wh�ch way to turn.
(c) Thus �t �s the further change has come about that cr�t�cs of art-
product�on no longer have an eye s�mply to the educat�on of taste, or
are �ntent upon the �llustrat�on of such a sense. The conno�sseur, or
art-scholar, has taken the place of the man, or judge of art�st�c taste.
The pos�t�ve s�de of art-scholarsh�p, �n so far as �t �mpl�es a sound
and exhaust�ve acqua�ntance w�th the ent�re embrace of what �s
d�st�nct�ve and pecul�ar �n a g�ven work of art, we have already
ma�nta�ned to be a necessary cond�t�on of art�st�c research. A work of
art, ow�ng to �ts nature, wh�ch, �f �t �s mater�al from one po�nt of v�ew,
�s also related to a part�cular person, or�g�nates from spec�f�c
cond�t�ons of the most var�ed k�nd, among wh�ch as except�onally
�mportant we may ment�on the date and place of �ts or�g�ns, the
character�st�c personal�ty of the art�st, and, above all, the degree of
execut�ve accompl�shment secured by the art. All these po�nts of
v�ew have to be taken �nto cons�derat�on �f we w�sh to obta�n a v�ew
and knowledge of such a work wh�ch �s clear �n �ts outl�nes, and
founded on a true bas�s, nay, even w�sh to enjoy �t r�ghtly. It �s w�th
these that our art-scholarsh�p �s ma�nly occup�ed; and all that �t can
do for us �n th�s way should be gratefully accepted. Though �t �s qu�te
true such art-scholarsh�p must be reckoned as of essent�al
�mportance, �t ought not to be regarded as the sole, or �ndeed the
h�ghest, const�tuent �n the relat�on of the contemplat�ve sp�r�t to a
work of art and art generally. Such art-scholarsh�p (th�s �s the
defect�ve tendency) may restr�ct �tself wholly to a knowledge of
purely external character�st�cs, e�ther on the s�de of techn�que or
h�stor�cal cond�t�on, or �n other d�rect�ons; �t may cont�nue to possess
the barest �nkl�ng of the true nature of a g�ven work, or s�mply no
knowledge at all. It may even form a deprec�atory verd�ct on the
value of profounder �nqu�r�es as compared w�th purely matter of fact,
techn�cal, and h�stor�cal knowledge. Yet even so an art-scholarsh�p,
assum�ng �t to be really genu�ne and thorough, at least proceeds



upon grounds and knowledge wh�ch are def�n�te, and an �ntell�gent
judgment; and �t �s assoc�at�on w�th such that our more accurate
rev�ew of the d�st�nct, �f also to some extent exter�or, aspects of a
work of art, and our est�mate of the�r relat�ve s�gn�f�cance, �s secured.
(d) Follow�ng the above observat�ons upon the modes of �nqu�ry
wh�ch were suggested by that aspect of a work of art �n wh�ch, as
�tself an object w�th a mater�al med�um, �t possessed an essent�al
relat�on to man as h�mself recept�ve through sense, we w�ll now
exam�ne th�s po�nt of v�ew �n �ts more essent�al connect�on w�th art
�tself. We propose to do th�s partly (α) �n respect to the art-product
v�ewed as an object, partly (β) as regards the personal
character�st�cs of the art�st, h�s gen�us, talent, and so forth. We do
not, however, propose to enter �nto matter wh�ch can �n th�s
connect�on exclus�vely proceed from the knowledge of art accord�ng
to �ts un�versal concept[64]. The truth �s we are not as yet �n the full
sense on sc�ent�f�c ground; we have merely reached the prov�nce of
external reflect�on.
(α) There �s no quest�on, then, that a work of art �s presented to
sensuous apprehens�on. It �s subm�tted to the emot�onal sense,
whether outer or �nner, to sensuous percept�on and the �maged
sense, prec�sely as the object�ve world �s so presented around us, or
as �s our own �nward sens�t�ve nature. Even a speech, for example,
may be addressed to the sensuous �mag�nat�on and feel�ng.
Notw�thstand�ng th�s fact, however, the work of art �s not exclus�vely
d�rected to the sensuous apprehens�on, v�ewed, that �s, as an object
mater�ally cond�t�oned. Its pos�t�on �s of the nature, that along w�th �ts
sensuous presentat�on �t �s fundamentally addressed to the m�nd.
The m�nd �s �ntended to be affected by �t and to rece�ve some k�nd of
sat�sfact�on �n �t.
Th�s funct�on of the work of art at once makes �t clear how �t �s that �t
�s �n no way �ntended to be a natural product or, on the s�de where �t
�mp�nges on Nature, to possess the l�v�ng pr�nc�ple of Nature. Th�s, at
least, �s a fact whether the natural product �s ranked lower or h�gher
than a mere work of art, as people are accustomed to express
themselves �n the tone of deprec�at�on.



In other words the sensuous aspect of a work of art has a r�ght to
determ�nate ex�stence only �n so far as �t ex�sts for the human m�nd,
not, however, �n so far as �tself, as a mater�al object, ex�sts for �tself
�ndependently.
If we exam�ne more closely �n what way the sensuous mater�a �s
presented to man we f�nd that what �s so can be placed under
var�ous relat�ons to the m�nd.
(αα) The lowest �n grade and that least compat�ble w�th relat�on to
�ntell�gence �s purely sensuous sensat�on. It cons�sts pr�mar�ly �n
mere look�ng, l�sten�ng, just as �n t�mes of mental overstra�n �t may
often be a relaxat�on to go about w�thout thought, and merely l�sten
and have a look round. The m�nd, however, does not rest �n the mere
apprehens�on of external objects through s�ght and hear�ng; �t makes
them object�ve to �ts own �nward nature, wh�ch thereupon, �s �mpelled
�tself to g�ve effect to �tself �n these th�ngs as a further step under a
sensuous mode, �n other words, �t relates �tself to them as des�re. In
th�s appet�t�ve relat�on to the external world man, as a sensuous[65]

part�cular th�ng, stands �n a relat�on of oppos�t�on, to th�ngs �n general
as �n the same way part�culars. He does not address h�mself to them
w�th open m�nd and the un�versal �deas of thought; he reta�ns an
�solated pos�t�on, w�th �ts personal �mpulses and �nterests, relat�vely
to objects as f�xed �n the�r obduracy as h�mself, and makes h�mself at
home �n them by us�ng them, or eat�ng them up altogether, and, �n
short, g�ves effect to h�s self-sat�sfact�on by the sacr�f�ce he makes of
them. In th�s negat�ve relat�on des�re requ�res for �tself not merely the
superf�c�al show of external objects, but the actual th�ngs themselves
�n the�r mater�al concrete ex�stence. Mere p�ctures of the wood,
wh�ch �t seeks to make use of, or of the an�mals, wh�ch �t hopes to
eat up, would be of no serv�ce to des�re. Just as l�ttle �s �t poss�ble for
des�re to suffer the object to rema�n �n �ts freedom; �ts crav�ng �s just
th�s to force �t to ann�h�late th�s self-subs�stency and freedom of
external facts, and to demonstrate that these th�ngs are only there to
be destroyed and devoured. But at the same t�me the part�cular
person �s ne�ther h�mself free, beg�rt as he �s by the part�cular l�m�ted
and trans�tory �nterests of h�s des�res, for h�s def�n�te acts do not
proceed from the essent�al un�versal�ty and rat�onal�ty of h�s w�ll,



ne�ther �s he free relat�vely to the external world, for des�re[66]

rema�ns essent�ally determ�ned by th�ngs and related to them.
Th�s relat�on, then, of des�re �s not that �n wh�ch man �s related to the
work of art. He suffers �t to ex�st �n �ts free �ndependence as an
object; he assoc�ates h�mself w�th �t w�thout any crav�ng of th�s k�nd,
rather as w�th an object reflect�ve of h�mself[67], wh�ch ex�sts solely
for the contemplat�ve faculty of m�nd. For th�s reason, as we have
sa�d, the work of art, although �t possesses sensuous ex�stence,
does not requ�re sensuous concrete ex�stence, nor yet the an�mated
l�fe of such objects. Or, rather, we should add, �t ought not to rema�n
on such a level, �n so far as �ts true funct�on �s exclus�vely to sat�sfy
sp�r�tual �nterests, and to shut the door on all approach to mere
des�re. Hence we can understand how �t �s that pract�cal des�re rates
the part�cular works of Nature �n the organ�c or �norgan�c world,
wh�ch are at �ts serv�ce, more h�ghly than works of art, wh�ch are
obv�ously useless �n th�s sense, and only contr�bute enjoyment to
other capac�t�es of man's sp�r�t.
(ββ) A second mode under wh�ch the externally present comes
before the consc�ous subject �s, as contrasted w�th the s�ngle
sensuous percept�on and act�ve des�re, the purely theoret�cal relat�on
to the �ntell�gence. The theoret�c contemplat�on of objects has no
�nterest �n consum�ng the same �n the�r part�cular�ty and sat�sfy�ng or
ma�nta�n�ng �tself through the sense by the�r means; �ts object �s to
atta�n a knowledge of them �n the�r un�versal�ty, to seek out the�r
�deal nature and pr�nc�ple, to comprehend them accord�ng to the�r
not�onal �dea. Consequently th�s contemplat�ve �nterest �s content to
leave the part�cular th�ngs as they are, and stands aloof from them �n
the�r object�ve s�ngular�ty, wh�ch �s not the object of such a faculty's
�nvest�gat�on. For the rat�onal �ntell�gence �s not a property of the
part�cular person �n the sense that des�re �s so; �t apperta�ns to h�s
s�ngular�ty as be�ng �tself l�kew�se essent�ally un�versal. So long as �t
pers�sts �n th�s relat�on of un�versal�ty to the objects �n quest�on, �t �s
h�s reason �n �ts un�versal potency wh�ch �s attempt�ng to d�scover
�tself �n Nature, and thereby the �nward or essent�al be�ng of the
natural objects, wh�ch h�s sensuous ex�stence does not present
under �ts mode of �mmed�acy, although such ex�stence �s founded



there�n. Th�s �nterest of contemplat�on, the sat�sfact�on of wh�ch �s the
task of sc�ence, �s, however, shared �n th�s sc�ent�f�c form just as l�ttle
by art as �t shared �n the common table of those �mpulses of the
purely pract�cal des�re. Sc�ence can, �t �s true, take as �ts po�nt of
departure the sensuous th�ng �n �ts s�ngular�ty, and possess �tself of
some concept�on, how th�s �nd�v�dual th�ng �s present �n �ts spec�f�c
colour or form. But for all that th�s �solated th�ng of sense as such
possesses no further relat�on to m�nd, �nasmuch as the �nterest of
�ntell�gence makes for the un�versal, the law, the thought and not�on
of the object, and consequently not only does �t forsake �t �n �ts
�mmed�ate s�ngular�ty, but �t actually transforms �t w�th�n the reg�on of
�dea[68], convert�ng a concrete object of sense �nto an abstract
subject-matter of thought, that �s convert�ng �t �nto someth�ng other
than the same object of �ts sensuous percept�on actually was. The
art�st�c �nterest does not follow such a process, and �s d�st�nct from
that of sc�ence for th�s reason. The contemplat�on of art restr�cts �ts
�nterest s�mply �n the way �n wh�ch the work of art, as external object,
�n the d�rectness of �ts def�n�t�on, and �n the s�ngular�ty where�n �t
appears to sense, �s man�fested �n all �ts features of colour, form, and
sound, or as a s�ngle �solated v�s�on of the whole; �t does not go so
far beyond the �mmed�ately rece�ved object�ve character as to
propose, as �s the case w�th sc�ence, the �deal or concept�ve th�nk�ng
of th�s part�cular object�v�ty under the terms of the rat�onal and
un�versal not�on wh�ch underl�es �t.
The �nterest of art, therefore, �s d�st�ngu�shable from the pract�cal
�nterest of des�re �n v�rtue of the fact that �t suffers �ts object to rema�n
�n �ts free �ndependence, whereas des�re appl�es �t, even to the po�nt
of destruct�on, to �ts own uses. The contemplat�on of art, on the other
hand, d�ffers from that of a sc�ent�f�c �ntell�gence �n an analogous
way[69] �n v�rtue of the fact that �t cher�shes an �nterest for the object
�n �ts �solated ex�stence, and �s not concerned to transform the same
�nto terms of un�versal thought and not�on.
(γγ) It follows, then, that, though the sensuous mater�a �s
unquest�onably present �n a work of art, �t �s only as surface or show
of the sensuous that �t �s under any necess�ty to appear. In the
sensuous appearance of the work of art �t �s ne�ther the concrete



mater�al stuff, the emp�r�cally perce�ved completeness and extens�on
of the �nternal organ�sm wh�ch �s the object of des�re, nor �s �t the
un�versal thought of pure �deal�ty, wh�ch �n e�ther case the m�nd
seeks for. Its a�m �s the sensuous presence, wh�ch, albe�t suffered to
pers�st �n �ts sensuousness, �s equally ent�tled to be del�vered from
the framework of �ts purely mater�al substance. Consequently, as
compared w�th the �mmed�ately env�saged and �ncorporated object of
Nature, the sensuous presence �n the work of art �s transmuted to
mere semblance or show, and the work of art occup�es a m�dway
ground, w�th the d�rectly perce�ved object�ve world on one s�de and
the �deal�ty of pure thought on the other. It �s not as yet pure thought,
but, desp�te the element of sensuousness wh�ch adheres to �t, �t �s no
longer purely mater�al ex�stence, �n the sense at least that stones,
plants, and organ�c l�fe are such. The sensuous element �n a work of
art �s rather �tself somewhat of �deal �ntens�on[70], wh�ch, however, as
not be�ng actually the �deal med�um of thought, �s st�ll externally
presented at the same t�me as an object. Th�s semblance of the
sensuous presents �tself to the m�nd externally as the form, v�s�ble
appearance, and harmon�ous v�brat�on of th�ngs. Th�s �s always
assum�ng that �t suffers the objects to rema�n �n the�r freedom as
object�ve facts, and does not seek to penetrate �nto the�r �nward
essence by abstract thought, for by do�ng so they would (as above
expla�ned) ent�rely cease to ex�st for �t �n the�r external s�ngular�ty.
For th�s reason the sensuous aspect of art �s only related to the two
theoret�cal[71] senses of s�ght and hear�ng; smell, on the other hand,
taste, and the feel�ng of touch are excluded from the spr�ngs of art's
enjoyment. Smell, taste, and touch come �nto contact w�th matter
s�mply as such[72], and w�th the �mmed�ate sensuous qual�t�es of the
same; smell w�th the mater�al volat�zat�on through the a�r; taste w�th
the mater�al d�ssolut�on of substance, and touch or mere bod�ly
feel�ng w�th qual�t�es such as heat, coldness, smoothness, and so
forth. On th�s account these senses cannot have to do w�th the
objects of art, wh�ch ought to subs�st �n the�r actual and very
�ndependence, adm�tt�ng of no purely sensuous or rather phys�cal
relat�on. The pleasant for such senses �s not the beauty of art. Thus
art on �ts sensuous s�de br�ngs before us del�berately merely a



shadow-world of shapes, tones, and �maged concept�ons[73], and �t
�s qu�te bes�de the po�nt to ma�nta�n that �t �s s�mply a proof of the
�mpotence and l�m�tat�ons of man that he can only present us w�th
the surface of the phys�cal world, mere schemata, when he calls �nto
be�ng h�s creat�ve works. In art these sensuous shapes and tones
are not offered as exclus�vely for themselves and the�r form to our
d�rect v�s�on. They are presented w�th the �ntent to secure �n such
shape sat�sfact�on for h�gher and more sp�r�tual �nterests, �nasmuch
as they are m�ghty to summon an echo and response �n the human
sp�r�t evoked from all depths of �ts consc�ous l�fe. In th�s way the
sensuous �s sp�r�tual�zed �n art, or, �n other words, the l�fe of sp�r�t
comes to dwell �n �t under sensuous gu�se.
(β) For th�s reason, however, a product of art �s only poss�ble �n so
far as �t has rece�ved �ts passage through the m�nd, and has
or�g�nated from the product�ve act�v�ty of m�nd. Th�s br�ngs us to
another quest�on we have to answer, and �t �s th�s: "How �s the
sensuous or mater�al aspect, wh�ch �s �mperat�ve as a cond�t�on of
art, operat�ve �n the art�st as conjo�ned to h�s personal product�ve
act�v�ty[74]?" Now th�s mode or manner of art�st�c product�on
conta�ns, as an act�v�ty personal to the art�st, �n essent�als just the
same determ�nants wh�ch we found pos�ted �n the work of art. It must
be a sp�r�tual act�v�ty, wh�ch, however, at the same t�me possesses �n
�tself the element of sensuousness and �mmed�acy. It �s ne�ther, on
the one hand, purely mechan�cal work, such as �s purely
unconsc�ous fac�l�ty �n sle�ght of hand upon phys�cal objects, or a
stereotyped act�v�ty accord�ng to teachable rule of thumb; nor, on the
other hand, �s �t a product�ve process of sc�ence, wh�ch tends to pass
from sensuous th�ngs to abstract �deas and thoughts, or �s act�ve
exclus�vely �n the med�um of pure thought. In contrast to these the
two aspects of mental �dea and sensuous mater�al must �n the art�st�c
product be un�ted. For example, �t would be poss�ble �n the case of
poet�cal compos�t�ons to attempt to embody what was the subject-
matter �n the form of prosa�c thought �n the f�rst �nstance, and only
after do�ng so to attach to the same �mag�nat�ve �deas rhymes and so
on, so that as a net result such �magery would be appendent to the
abstract reflect�ons as so much ornament and decorat�on. An



attempt of th�s k�nd, however, could only lead us to a poor sort of
poetry, for �n �t we should have operat�ve a twofold k�nd of act�v�ty �n
�ts separat�on, wh�ch �n the act�v�ty of genu�ne art�st�c work only holds
good �n �nseparable un�ty. It �s th�s true k�nd of creat�ve act�v�ty wh�ch
forms what �s generally descr�bed as the art�st�c �mag�nat�on. It �s the
rat�onal element, wh�ch �n �ts �mport as sp�r�t only ex�sts, �n so far as �t
act�vely forces �ts way �nto the presence of consc�ousness, yet
l�kew�se, and only subject to th�s cond�t�on, d�splays all �ts content to
�tself under a sensuous form. Th�s act�v�ty possesses therefore a
sp�r�tual content, but �t clothes the same �n sensuous �mage, and for
th�s reason that �t �s only able to come to a knowledge of the same
under th�s sensuous garb. We may compare such a process w�th
that of a man of exper�ence �n l�fe, a man, shall we add, of real
gen�al�ty and w�t, who—wh�le at the same t�me be�ng fully consc�ous
�n what the ma�n �mportance of l�fe cons�sts, what are the th�ngs
wh�ch essent�ally b�nd men together, what moves them and �s the
ma�nspr�ng of the�r l�ves—nevertheless has ne�ther brought home
th�s content �n un�versal max�ms, nor �ndeed �s able to unfold �t to
others �n the general�t�es of the reflect�ve process, but makes these
mature results of h�s �ntell�gence w�thout except�on clear to h�mself
and others �n part�cular cases, whether real or �nvented, or by
examples and such l�ke wh�ch h�t the mark. For �n the �deas of such a
man everyth�ng shapes �tself �nto the concrete �mage determ�nate �n
�ts t�me and place, to wh�ch therefore the add�t�on of names and any
other deta�l of external cond�t�on causes no d�ff�culty. Yet such a k�nd
of �mag�nat�on rather rests on the recollect�on of cond�t�ons, he has
l�ved through, actual exper�ence, than �t �s a creat�ve power of �tself.
Memory preserves and renews the part�cular�ty and external fash�on
of such prev�ous events w�th all the�r more d�st�nct c�rcumstances,
but on the other hand does not suffer the un�versal to appear
�ndependently. The creat�ve �mag�nat�on of an art�st �s the
�mag�nat�on of a great m�nd and a b�g heart; �t �s the grasp and
excog�tat�on of �deas and shapes, and, �n fact, noth�ng less than th�s
grasp of the profoundest and most embrac�ng human �nterests �n the
wholly def�n�te presentat�on of �magery borrowed from object�ve
exper�ence. A consequence of th�s �s, that �mag�nat�on of th�s type[75]

�s based �n a certa�n sense on a natural g�ft, a general talent for �t, as



we say, because �ts creat�ve power essent�ally �mpl�es an aspect of
sense presentat�on. It �s no doubt not unusual to speak �n the same
way of sc�ent�f�c "talent." The sc�ences, however, merely presuppose
the general capac�ty for thought, wh�ch does not possess, as
�mag�nat�on does, together w�th �ts �ntellectual act�v�ty, a reference to
the concrete test�mony of Nature, but rather prec�sely abstracts from
the act�v�ty that form �n wh�ch we f�nd �t �n Nature. It would be,
therefore, truer to the mark �f we sa�d there �s no spec�f�c sc�ent�f�c
talent �n the sense of a purely natural endowment. Imag�nat�on[76],
on the other hand, comb�nes w�th�n �t a mode of �nst�nct-l�ke
creat�veness. In other words the essent�al plast�c�ty and mater�al
element �n a work of art �s subject�vely present �n the art�st as part of
h�s nat�ve d�spos�t�on and �mpulse[77], and as h�s unconsc�ous
act�v�ty belongs �n part to that wh�ch man rece�ves stra�ght from
Nature. No doubt the ent�re talent and gen�us of an �nd�v�dual �s not
wholly exhausted by that we descr�be as natural capab�l�ty. The
creat�on of art �s qu�te as much a sp�r�tual and self-cogn�zed process;
but for all that we aff�rm that �ts sp�r�tual�ty conta�ns an element of
plast�c or conf�gurat�ve fac�l�ty wh�ch Nature[78] confers on �t. For th�s
reason, though almost anybody can reach a certa�n po�nt �n art, yet,
�n order to pass beyond th�s—and �t �s here that the art �n quest�on
really beg�ns—a talent for art wh�ch �s �nborn and of a h�gher order
altogether �s �nd�spensable.
Cons�dered s�mply as a natural bas�s a talent of th�s k�nd asserts
�tself for the most part �n early youth, and �s man�fested �n the
restless pers�stency, ever �ntent w�th v�vac�ty and alertness, to create
art�st�c shapes �n some part�cular sensuous med�um, and to make
th�s mode of express�on and utterance the un�que one or the one of
ma�n �mportance and most su�table. And thus also a v�rtuos�ty up to a
certa�n po�nt �n the techn�que of art wh�ch �s arr�ved at w�th ease �s a
s�gn of �nborn talent. A sculptor f�nds everyth�ng convert�ble �nto
plast�c shape, and from early days takes to modell�ng clay; and so on
generally whatever men of such �nnate powers have �n the�r m�nds,
whatever exc�tes and moves the�r souls, becomes forthw�th a plast�c
f�gure, a draw�ng, a melody, or a poem.



(γ) Th�rdly, and �n conclus�on: the content of art �s also �n some
respects borrowed from the object�ve world perce�ved �n sense, that
�s Nature; or, �n any case, �f the content �s also of a sp�r�tual
character, �t can only be grasped �n such a way, that the sp�r�tual
element there�n, as human relat�ons, for example, are d�splayed �n
the form of phenomena wh�ch possess object�ve real�ty.
3. There �s yet another quest�on to solve, namely, what the �nterest
or the End �s, wh�ch man proposes to h�mself �n the creat�on of the
content embod�ed by a work of art. Th�s was, �n fact, the th�rd po�nt of
v�ew, wh�ch we propounded relat�vely to the art-product. Its more
deta�led d�scuss�on w�ll f�nally �ntroduce us to the true not�onal
concept of art �tself.
If we take a glance at our ord�nary �deas on th�s subject, one of the
most prevalent �s obv�ously
(a) The pr�nc�ple of the �m�tat�on of Nature. Accord�ng to th�s v�ew the
essent�al a�m or object of art cons�sts �n �m�tat�on, by wh�ch �s
understood a fac�l�ty �n copy�ng natural forms as present to us �n a
manner wh�ch shall most fully correspond to such facts. The success
of such an exact representat�on of Nature �s assumed to afford us
complete sat�sfact�on.
(α) Now �n th�s def�n�t�on there �s to start w�th absolutely noth�ng but
the formal a�m to br�ng about the bare repet�t�on a second t�me by
man, so far as h�s means w�ll perm�t of th�s, of all that was already �n
the external world, prec�sely too �n the way �t �s there. A repet�t�on of
th�s sort may at once be set down as
(αα) A superfluous task for the reason that everyth�ng wh�ch p�ctures,
theatr�cal performances represent by way of �m�tat�on—an�mals,
natural scenery, �nc�dents of human l�fe—we have already elsewhere
before us �n our gardens or at home, or �n other examples of the
more restr�cted or extended reaches of our personal acqua�ntance.
Looked at, moreover, more closely, such a superflu�ty of energy can
hardly appear otherw�se than a presumptuous tr�fl�ng; �t �s so
because



(ββ) It lags so far beh�nd Nature. In other words art �s l�m�ted �n �ts
means of representat�on. It can only produce one-s�ded �llus�ons, a
semblance, to take one example, of real fact addressed exclus�vely
to one sense. And, moreover, �f �t does wholly rely on the bare a�m of
mere �m�tat�on, �nstead of Nature's l�fe all �t g�ves us ever �s the mere
pretence of �ts substance. For some such reason the Turks, who are
Mohammedans, w�ll not put up w�th any p�ctures or cop�es of men
and other objects. When James Bruce, �n h�s travels through
Abyss�n�a, showed a pa�nted f�sh to a Turk, that worthy was at f�rst
aston�shed; but, qu�ckly recover�ng h�mself, he made answer as
follows: "If th�s f�sh shall r�se up aga�nst you at the last day, and say,
'You have certa�nly g�ven me a body, but no l�v�ng soul,' how are you
go�ng to just�fy yourself aga�nst such a compla�nt?" The prophet
h�mself, moreover, �f we may bel�eve the Sunna, sa�d to the two
women Omm� Hub�ba and Omm� Selma, who told h�m of certa�n
p�ctures �n the Aeth�op�an churches: "These p�ctures w�ll r�se up �n
judgment aga�nst the�r creators on the Last Day." There are, no
doubt, no less examples of completely decept�ve �m�tat�on. The
pa�nted grapes of Zeux�s, have been accepted from ant�qu�ty and
long after as an �nstance of art's tr�umph, and also of that of the
pr�nc�ple of �m�tat�on, because, we are told, actual doves pecked at
them. We m�ght add to th�s anc�ent example that more modern one
of Bültner's monkey, wh�ch b�t to p�eces a pa�nted cockchafer �n
Rösel's "D�vers�ons of Insects," and was consequently forg�ven by
h�s master, although he destroyed by th�s means a f�ne copy of the
prec�ous work, because he proved thus the excellence of �ts
�llustrat�ons. But �f we w�ll only reflect a moment on such and other
�nstances we can only come to the conclus�on that �nstead of
pra�s�ng works of art, because they have dece�ved even doves and
monkeys, the fool�sh people ought to be condemned who �mag�ne
that the qual�ty of a work of art �s enhanced �f they are able to
procla�m an effect of the same so m�serable as the supreme and last
word they can say for �t. In short, to sum up, we may state
emphat�cally that �n the mere bus�ness of �m�tat�on art cannot
ma�nta�n �ts r�valry w�th Nature, and �f �t makes the attempt �t must
look l�ke a worm wh�ch undertakes to crawl after an elephant.



(γγ) Hav�ng regard, then, to th�s �nvar�able fa�lure, that �s, relat�ve
fa�lure of human �m�tat�on as contrasted w�th the natural prototype,
we have no end left us but the pleasure offered by sle�ght of hand �n
�ts effort to produce someth�ng wh�ch resembles Nature. And �t �s
unquest�onably a fact that mank�nd are able to der�ve enjoyment
from the attempt to reproduce w�th the�r �nd�v�dual labour, sk�ll, and
�ndustry what they f�nd around them. But a del�ght and adm�rat�on of
th�s k�nd also becomes, �f taken alone[79], �ndeed just �n proport�on
as the copy follows slav�shly the th�ng cop�ed, so much the more �c�ly
null and cold, or br�ngs �ts react�on of surfe�t and repugnance. There
are portra�ts wh�ch, as has been dr�ly remarked, are pos�t�vely
shameless �n the�r l�keness[80]; and Kant br�ngs forward a further
example of th�s pleasure �n �m�tat�on pure and s�mple to the effect
that we are very soon t�red of a man—and there really are such—
who �s able to �m�tate the n�ght�ngale's song qu�te perfectly; for we no
sooner f�nd that �t �s a man who �s produc�ng the stra�n than we have
had enough of �t. We then take �t to be noth�ng but a clever tr�ck,
ne�ther the free outpour�ng of Nature, nor yet a work of art. We
expect, �n short, from the free creat�ve power of men someth�ng qu�te
other than a mus�c of th�s k�nd, wh�ch only reta�ns our �nterest when,
as �n the case of the n�ght�ngale's note, �t breaks forth �n
unpremed�tated fash�on, resembl�ng �n th�s respect the rhythm�c flood
of human feel�ng, from the nat�ve spr�ngs of �ts l�fe. And as a general
rule th�s del�ght we exper�ence �n the sk�ll of �m�tat�on can only be of
a restr�cted character; �t becomes a man better to der�ve enjoyment
from that wh�ch he br�ngs to b�rth from h�mself. In th�s respect the
�nvent�on of every �ns�gn�f�cant techn�cal product �s of h�gher rank;
and mank�nd may feel more proud at hav�ng �nvented the hammer,
na�l, and so forth, than �n mak�ng themselves adepts as �m�tators. For
th�s abstract zest �n the pursu�t of �m�tat�on �s on the same l�nes as
the feat of the man who had taught h�mself to throw lent�ls through a
small aperture w�thout m�ss�ng. He made an exh�b�t�on of th�s feat to
Alexander, and Alexander merely made h�m a present as a reward
for th�s art, empty and useless as �t was, of a bushel of lent�ls.
(β) Inasmuch as, moreover, the pr�nc�ple of �m�tat�on �s purely formal,
object�ve beauty �tself d�sappears, �f that pr�nc�ple �s accepted as the



end. For the quest�on �s then no longer what �s the const�tut�on of
that wh�ch �s to be �m�tated, but s�mply whether the copy �s correct or
no. The object and the content of the beaut�ful comes to be regarded
as a matter of �nd�fference. When, �n other words, putt�ng the
pr�nc�ple of mere �m�tat�on on one s�de, we speak, �n connect�on w�th
an�mals, human be�ngs, places, act�ons, and characters, of a
d�st�nct�on between beauty and ugl�ness, �t rema�ns none the less the
fact that relat�vely to such a pr�nc�ple we are referr�ng to a d�st�nct�on
wh�ch does not properly belong to an art for wh�ch we have
appropr�ated th�s pr�nc�ple of �m�tat�on to the exclus�on of all others.
In such a case, therefore, whenever we select objects and attempt to
d�st�ngu�sh between the�r beauty and ugl�ness, ow�ng to th�s absence
of a standard we can apply to the �nf�n�te forms of Nature, we have �n
the f�nal resort only left us the personal taste, wh�ch �s f�xed by no
rule, and adm�ts of no d�scuss�on. And, �n truth, �f we start, �n the
select�on of objects for representat�on, from that wh�ch mank�nd
generally d�scover as beaut�ful and ugly, and accept accord�ngly for
art�st�c �m�tat�on, �n other words, form the�r part�cular taste, there �s
no prov�nce �n the doma�n of the object�ve world wh�ch �s not open to
us, and wh�ch �s hardly l�kely to fa�l to secure �ts adm�rer. At any rate,
among men we may assume, that, though the case of every
husband and h�s w�fe may be d�sputed, yet at least every br�degroom
regards h�s br�de as beaut�ful, very poss�bly be�ng the only person
who does so; and that an �nd�v�dual taste for a beauty of th�s k�nd
adm�ts of no f�xed rules at all may be regarded as a b�t of luck for
both part�es. If, moreover, we cast a glance wholly beyond mere
�nd�v�duals and the�r acc�dental taste to that of nat�ons, th�s aga�n �s
full of d�vers�ty and oppos�t�on. How often we hear �t repeated that a
European beauty would not please a Ch�naman, or even a Hottentot
—a Ch�naman hav�ng a totally d�st�nct not�on of beauty from that of a
black man, and the black man �n h�s turn from that of a European.
Indeed, �f we cons�der the works of art of those extra-European
peoples, the�r �mages of gods, for �nstance, wh�ch have been
�mag�nat�vely conce�ved as worthy of venerat�on and subl�me, they
can only appear to us as fr�ghtful �dols; the�r mus�c w�ll merely r�ng �n
our ears as an abom�nable no�se, wh�le, from the oppos�te po�nt of



v�ew, such al�ens w�ll regard our sculptures, pa�nt�ngs, and mus�cal
compos�t�ons as hav�ng no mean�ng or actually ugly.
(γ) But even assum�ng that we abstract from an object�ve pr�nc�ple of
art, and reta�n the beaut�ful as establ�shed on the subject�ve and
�nd�v�dual taste, we shall soon d�scover, from the po�nt of v�ew of art
�tself, that the �m�tat�on of natural objects, wh�ch appeared to be a
un�versal pr�nc�ple, and �ndeed one secured by �mportant author�t�es,
�s not to be rel�ed upon, at least under th�s general and wholly
abstract concept�on of �t. If we look at the part�cular arts we cannot
fa�l to observe that, albe�t pa�nt�ng and sculpture portray objects
wh�ch resemble those of Nature, or the type of wh�ch �s essent�ally
borrowed from Nature, the works of arch�tecture on the contrary—
and th�s, too, �s one of the f�ne arts—qu�te as l�ttle as the
compos�t�ons of poetry, to the extent at least that these latter are not
restr�cted to mere descr�pt�on, cannot justly be descr�bed as
�m�tat�ons of Nature. At any rate, �f we are des�rous of ma�nta�n�ng
such a thes�s w�th respect to the arts thus excluded, we should f�nd
ourselves forced to make �mportant dev�at�ons from the track, �n
order to cond�t�on our propos�t�on �n var�ous ways, and level down
our so-called truth at least to the plane of probab�l�ty. But once
accept probab�l�ty, and we should aga�n be confronted w�th a great
d�ff�culty �n determ�n�ng prec�sely what �s and what �s not probable;
and �n the end no one could really th�nk of or succeed, even �f he d�d
so, �n exclud�ng from poetry all compos�t�ons of an ent�rely capr�c�ous
and completely �mag�nat�ve[81] character.
The end or object of art must therefore cons�st �n someth�ng other
than the purely formal[82] �m�tat�on of what �s g�ven to object�ve
sense, wh�ch �nvar�ably can merely call �nto be�ng techn�cal
legerdema�n and not works of art[83]. It �s no doubt an essent�al
const�tuent of a work of art that �t should have natural forms as a
foundat�on, because the mode of �ts representat�on �s �n external
form, and thereby along w�th �t �n that of natural phenomena. In
pa�nt�ng �t �s obv�ously an �mportant study to learn to copy w�th
accuracy colours �n the�r mutual relat�ons, such as l�ght effects and
reflect�ons, and so forth, and, w�th no less accuracy, the forms and
shapes of objects carr�ed �nto the�r most subtle gradat�ons of l�ne. It



�s �n th�s respect that �n modern t�mes more part�cularly the pr�nc�ple
of the �m�tat�on of Nature and natural�sm generally has come �nto
vogue. The object has been to recall an art, wh�ch has deter�orated
�nto weakness and nebulos�ty, to the strength and determ�nate
outl�nes of Nature, or, �n yet another d�rect�on, as aga�nst the purely
arb�trary capr�ce and convent�on of a stud�o, wh�ch �s �n truth as
remote from Nature as �t �s from art, and merely �nd�cates the path of
art's declens�on, to assert the cla�m of the leg�t�mate, d�rect, and
�ndependent, no less than coherent stab�l�ty of natural fact. But wh�le
adm�tt�ng that from a certa�n po�nt of v�ew such an effort �s
reasonable enough, yet for all that the natural�sm wh�ch �t demands,
taken by �tself, �s ne�ther the substant�ve th�ng, not yet of pr�mary
�mportance, �n the true bas�s of art; and although the external fact �n
�ts natural appearance const�tutes an element of essent�al value, yet
the object�ve fact alone does not supply the standard of r�ghtness,
nor �s the mere �m�tat�on of external phenomena, �n the�r external
shape that �s, the end of art.
(b) And as a consequence of th�s we have the further quest�on
—"What �s the true content of art, and w�th what a�m �s that content
brought before us?" On th�s head we are confronted by the common
op�n�on that �t �s the task and object of art to br�ng before our sense,
feel�ng, and power of emulat�on[84] every th�ng that the sp�r�t of man
can perce�ve or conce�ve. Art has �n short to real�ze for us the well-
known say�ng, "N�h�l human� a me al�enum puto." Its object �s
therefore declared to be that of arous�ng and g�v�ng l�fe to slumber�ng
emot�ons, �ncl�nat�ons, pass�ons of every descr�pt�on, of f�ll�ng the
heart up to the br�m; of compell�ng mank�nd, whether cultured or the
reverse, to pass through all that the human soul carr�es �n �ts most
�nt�mate and myster�ous chambers, all that �t �s able to exper�ence
and reproduce, all that the heart �s able to st�r and evoke �n �ts
depths and �ts countlessly man�fold poss�b�l�t�es; and yet further to
del�ver to the doma�n of feel�ng and the del�ght of our v�s�on all that
the m�nd may possess of essent�al and exalted be�ng �n �ts thought
and the Idea—that majest�c h�erarchy of the noble, eternal, and true;
and no less to �nterpret for us m�sfortune and m�sery, w�ckedness
and cr�me; to make the hearts of men real�ze through and through[85]



all that �s atroc�ous and dreadful, no less than every k�nd of pleasure
and blessedness; and last of all to start the �mag�nat�on l�ke a rover
among the day-dream play�ng-f�elds of the fancy, there to revel �n the
seduct�ve m�rage of v�s�ons and emot�ons wh�ch capt�vate the
senses. All th�s �nf�n�tely man�fold content—so �t �s held—�t �s the
funct�on of art to explore, �n order that by th�s means the exper�ence
of our external l�fe may be repa�red of �ts def�c�enc�es, and yet from a
further po�nt of v�ew that the pass�ons we share w�th all men[86] may
be exc�ted, not merely that the exper�ences of l�fe may not have us
unmoved, but that we ourselves may thereafter long to make
ourselves open channels of a un�versal exper�ence. Such a st�mulus
�s not presented on the plane of actual exper�ence �tself[87], but can
only come through the semblance of �t, that �s to say through the
�llus�ons wh�ch art, �n �ts creat�ons, subst�tutes for the actual world.
And the poss�b�l�ty of such a decept�on, by means of the semblances
of art, depends on the fact that all real�ty must for man pass through
the med�um of the v�s�on and �mag�nat�ve �dea; and �t �s only after
such a passage that �t penetrates the emot�onal l�fe and the w�ll. In
such a process �t �s of no consequence whether �t �s �mmed�ate
external real�ty wh�ch cla�ms h�s attent�on, or whether the result �s
effected by some other way, �n other words by means of �mages,
symbols, and �deas, wh�ch conta�n and d�splay the content of such
actual�ty. Men are able to �mag�ne th�ngs, wh�ch do not actually ex�st,
as �f they d�d ex�st. Consequently �t �s prec�sely the same th�ng for
our emot�onal l�fe, whether �t �s the object�ve world or merely the
show of the same, �n v�rtue of wh�ch a s�tuat�on, a relat�on, or any
content of l�fe, �n short, �s brought home to us. E�ther mode �s equally
able to st�r �n us an echo to the essent�al secret wh�ch �t carr�es,
whether �t be �n gr�ef or joy, �n ag�tat�on or convuls�on, and can cause
to flow through us the feel�ngs and pass�ons of anger, hate, p�ty,
anx�ety, fear, love, reverence and adm�rat�on, honour and fame.
The awaken�ng of every k�nd of emot�on �n us, the draw�ng our soul
through every content of l�fe, the real�zat�on of all these movements
of soul-l�fe by means of a presence wh�ch �s only external as an
�llus�on—th�s �t �s wh�ch, �n the op�n�on descr�bed, �s pre-em�nently
regarded as the pecul�ar and transcendent power of art�st�c creat�on.



We must not, however, overlook the fact that �n th�s v�ew of art as a
means to �mpr�nt on the soul and the m�nd what �s good and ev�l
al�ke, to make man more strong �n the pursu�t of what �s noblest, no
less than enervate h�s def�n�te course[88], by transport�ng h�s
emot�onal l�fe through the most sensuous and self�sh des�res, the
task as yet proposed to art rema�ns throughout of an ent�rely formal
character; w�thout possess�ng �ndependently an assured a�m all that
art can offer �s the empty form for every poss�ble k�nd of �deal and
format�ve content.
(c) As a matter of fact art does not possess th�s formal s�de, namely,
that �t �s able to br�ng before our senses and feel�ng and art�st�cally
adorn every poss�ble k�nd of mater�al, prec�sely as the thoughts of
ord�nary reflect�on[89] elaborate every poss�ble subject-matter and
modes of act�on, supply�ng the same w�th �ts equ�pment of reasons
and v�nd�cat�ons. In the presence, however, of such a var�ety of
content we cannot fa�l to observe that these d�vers�f�ed emot�ons and
�deas, wh�ch �t �s assumed art has to st�mulate or enforce, �ntersect
each other, contrad�ct and mutually cancel each other. Indeed, under
th�s aspect, the more art �nsp�res men to emot�ons thus opposed, to
that extent prec�sely �t merely enlarges the cleavage �n the�r feel�ngs
and pass�ons, and sets them stagger�ng about �n Bacchant�c r�ot, or
passes over �nto soph�stry and scept�c�sm prec�sely as your ord�nary
free th�nkers do. Th�s var�ety of the mater�al of art �tself compels us,
therefore, not to rema�n sat�sf�ed w�th so formal a determ�nat�on. Our
rat�onal nature forces �ts way �nto th�s motley array of d�scord, and
demands to see the resurrect�on of a h�gher and more un�versal
purpose from these elements desp�te the�r oppos�t�on, and to be
consc�ous of �ts atta�nment. Just �n a s�m�lar manner the soc�al l�fe of
mank�nd and the State are no doubt cred�ted w�th the a�m that �n
them all human capac�t�es and all �nd�v�dual potenc�es should meet
w�th expans�on and express�on �n all the�r features and tendenc�es.
But �n oppos�t�on to so formal a v�ew there very qu�ckly crops up the
quest�on �n what un�ty these man�fold man�festat�ons are to be
concentrated, and what s�ngle end they must have for the�r
fundamental concept and ult�mate end. Just as �n the case of the
not�onal concept of the human State so too there ar�ses �n that of



human art the need, as to a part thereof, for an end common to the
part�cular aspects, no less than �n part for one wh�ch �s more exalted
and substant�ve �n �ts character[90].
As such a substant�ve end the conclus�on of reflect�on �s read�ly
brought home to us that art possesses at once the power and
funct�on to m�t�gate the savagery of mere des�res.
(α) W�th regard to th�s f�rst concept�on we have merely to ascerta�n
what character�st�c pecul�ar to art �mpl�es th�s poss�b�l�ty of
el�m�nat�ng th�s rawness of des�re, and of fetter�ng and �nstruct�ng the
�mpulses and pass�ons. Coarseness �n general has �ts ground-root �n
an unm�t�gated self-seek�ng of sensuous �mpulses, wh�ch take the�r
plunge off and are exclus�vely �ntent on the sat�sfact�on of the�r
concup�scence. Sensual des�re �s, however, all the more brutal and
dom�neer�ng, �n proport�on as, �n �ts �solat�on and conf�nement, �t
appropr�ates the ent�re man, so that he does not reta�n the power to
separate h�mself �n h�s un�versal capac�ty from th�s determ�nacy and
to ma�nta�n the consc�ous presence of such un�versal�ty[91]. Even �f
the man �n such a case excla�ms, "the pass�on �s m�ght�er than
myself," though �t �s true no doubt that for that man's m�nd the
abstract ego �s separate from the part�cular pass�on, yet �t �s purely
so �n a formal way. All that such a separat�on amounts to �s that as
aga�nst the force of the pass�on the ego, �n �ts un�versal form or
competency, �s of no account at all. The savageness of pass�on
cons�sts therefore �n the fus�on[92] of the ego as such a un�versal
w�th the conf�ned content of �ts des�re, so that a man no longer
possesses vol�t�onal power outs�de th�s s�ngle pass�on. Such
savageness and untamed force of the poss�b�l�t�es of pass�on art
m�t�gates �n the f�rst �nstance to the extent that �t br�ngs home to the
m�nd and �mag�nat�on of man what he does actually feel and carry
�nto effect �n such a cond�t�on. And even �f art restr�cts �tself to th�s
that �t places before the v�s�on of the m�nd p�ctures of pass�on, nay,
even assum�ng such to be flatter�ng p�ctures, yet for all that a power
of amel�orat�on �s conta�ned there�n. At least we may say, that by th�s
means �s brought before a man's �ntell�gence what apart from such
presentment he merely �s. The man �n th�s way contemplates h�s
�mpulses and �ncl�nat�ons; and whereas apart from th�s they wh�rl h�m



away w�thout g�v�ng h�m t�me to reflect, he now sees them outs�de
h�mself and already, for the reason that they come before h�m rather
as objects than a part of h�mself, he beg�ns to be free from them as
al�ens. For th�s reason �t may often happen that an art�st, under the
we�ght of gr�ef, m�t�gates and weakens the �ntens�ty of h�s own
emot�ons �n the�r effect upon h�m by the art�st�c representat�on of
them. Comfort, too, �s to be found even �n tears. The man who to
start w�th �s wholly g�ven up to and concentrated �n sorrow, �s able
thus, at any rate, to express that wh�ch �s merely felt w�th�n �n a d�rect
way. Yet more allev�at�ng �s the utterance of such �nner l�fe �n words,
�mages, mus�cal sound, and shapes.
It was therefore a good old custom �n the case of funerals and
lay�ngs-out to appo�nt wa�l�ng women, �n order to g�ve aud�ble
express�on to gr�ef, or generally to create an external sympathy. For
man�festat�ons of sympathy br�ng the content of human sorrow to the
sufferer �n an object�ve form; he �s by the�r repet�t�on dr�ven to reflect
upon �t, and the burden �s thereby made l�ghter. And so �t has from of
old been cons�dered that to weep or to speak oneself out are equally
means whereby freedom �s secured from the oppress�ng burden, or
at least the heart �s apprec�ably l�fted. Consequently the m�t�gat�on of
the v�olence of pass�ons adm�ts of th�s general explanat�on that man
�s released from h�s unmed�ated conf�nement[93] �n an emot�on,
becomes aware of �t as a th�ng external to h�mself, to wh�ch he �s
consequently obl�ged to place h�mself �n an �deal relat�on. Art, wh�le
st�ll rema�n�ng w�th�n the sphere of the senses, faces man from the
m�ght of h�s sens�t�ve exper�ence by means of �ts representat�ons. No
doubt we frequently hear that pet phrase of many that �t �s man's
duty to rema�n �n �mmed�ate un�on w�th Nature. Such un�on �s �n �ts
unmed�ated pur�ty noth�ng more or less than savagery and w�ldness;
and art, prec�sely �n the way that �t d�ssolves th�s un�ty for human
be�ngs, l�fts them w�th gentle hands over th�s �nclosure �n Nature. The
way men are occup�ed w�th the objects of art's creat�on rema�ns
throughout of a contemplat�ve[94] character; and albe�t �n the f�rst
�nstance �t educates merely an attent�on to the actual facts portrayed,
yet over and beyond th�s, and w�th a power no less dec�s�ve, �t draws
man's attent�on to the�r s�gn�f�cance, �t forces h�m to compare the�r



content w�th that of others, and to rece�ve w�thout reserve the
general conclus�ons of such a survey and all the ram�f�cat�ons[95]

such �mply.
(β) To the character�st�c above d�scussed adheres �n natural
sequence the second wh�ch has been pred�cated of art as �ts
essent�al a�m, namely, the pur�f�cat�on of the pass�ons, an �nstruct�on,
that �s, and a bu�ld�ng to moral completeness. For the def�n�ng role
that art has to br�dle savage nature and educate the pass�ons
rema�ned one wholly formal and general, so that the further quest�on
must ar�se as to a spec�f�c k�nd and an essent�al and culm�nat�ng
po�nt of such an educat�ve process.
(αα) The doctr�ne of the pur�f�cat�on of the pass�ons shares �n the
defect prev�ously noted as adher�ng to the m�t�gat�on of des�res. It
does, however, emphas�ze more closely the fact that the
representat�ons of art needed a standard, by means of wh�ch �t
would be poss�ble to est�mate the�r comparat�ve worth and unworth.
Th�s standard �s just the�r effect�veness to separate what �s pure from
that wh�ch �s the reverse �n the pass�ons. Art, therefore, requ�res a
content wh�ch �s capable of express�ng th�s pur�fy�ng power, and �n
so far as the power to assert such effect�veness �s assumed to
const�tute the substant�ve end of art, the pur�fy�ng content w�ll cons�st
�n assert�ng that effect�ve power before consc�ousness �n �ts
un�versal�ty and essent�al�ty.[96]

(ββ) It �s a deduct�on from the po�nt of v�ew just descr�bed that �t �s
the end of art to �nstruct. Thus, on the one hand, the pecul�ar
character of art cons�sts �n the movement of the emot�ons and �n the
sat�sfact�on wh�ch �s found �n th�s movement, even �n fear,
compass�on, �n pa�nful ag�tat�on and shock—that �s to say, �n the
sat�sfy�ng concern of the feel�ngs and pass�ons, and to that extent �n
a complacent, del�ghted, or enthus�ast�c att�tude to the objects of art
and the�r presentat�on and effect: wh�le, on the other hand, th�s
art�st�c object �s held to d�scover �ts h�gher standard exclus�vely �n �ts
power to �nstruct, �n the fabula docet, and thereby �n the usefulness,
wh�ch the work of art �s able to exerc�se on the rec�p�ent. In th�s
respect the Horat�an adage



Et prodesse volunt et delectare poetae[97]

conta�ns, concentrated �nto a few words, all that �n after t�mes has
been drawn out as a doctr�ne of art through every conce�vable grade
of d�lut�on to the last extreme of �ns�p�d�ty.
In respect, then, to such �nstruct�on we have to ask whether the �dea
�s that the same ought to be d�rect or �nd�rect �n the work of art,
expl�c�t or �mpl�c�t.
Now �f the quest�on at �ssue �s one of general �mportance to art about
a un�versal rather than cont�ngent purpose, such an ult�mate end, on
account of the essent�al sp�r�tual�ty of art, can only be �tself of
sp�r�tual �mport; �n other words, so far from be�ng of acc�dental
�mportance �t must be true �n v�rtue of �ts own nature and on �ts own
account. An end of th�s k�nd can only apply to �nstruct�on �n so far as
a genu�ne and essent�ally expl�c�t content �s brought before the m�nd
by means of the work of art. From such a po�nt of v�ew we are
ent�tled to aff�rm that �t �s the funct�on of art to accept so much the
more of a content of th�s nature w�th�n �ts compass �n proport�on to
the nob�l�ty of �ts rank, and that only �n the ver�ty of such a content
w�ll �t d�scover the standard accord�ng to wh�ch the pert�nency of or
the reverse of what �s expressed �s adjudged. Art �s �n truth the
pr�mary[98] �nstructress of peoples.
But, on the other hand, �f the object of �nstruct�on �s so ent�rely
treated as an end that the un�versal nature of the content presented
cannot fa�l to be asserted and rendered-bluntly and on �ts own
account expl�c�t as abstract thes�s, prosa�c reflect�on or general
max�m, rather than merely �n an �nd�rect way conta�ned by
�mpl�cat�on �n the concrete embod�ment of art, then and �n that case,
by means of such a separat�on, the sensuous, plast�c conf�gurat�on,
wh�ch �s prec�sely that wh�ch makes the art�st�c product a work of art,
�s merely an ot�ose accessory, a husk, a semblance, wh�ch are
expressly pos�ted as noth�ng more than shell and semblance.
Thereby the very nature of a work of art �s abused. For the work of
art ought not to br�ng before the �mag�nat�ve v�s�on a content �n �ts
un�versal�ty as such, but rather th�s un�versal�ty under the mode of
�nd�v�dual concreteness and d�st�nct�ve sensuous part�cular�ty. If the



work �n quest�on does not conform to such a pr�nc�ple, but rather sets
before us the general�zat�on of �ts content w�th the express object of
�nstruct�on pure and s�mple, then the �mag�nat�ve no less than the
mater�al aspect of �t are merely an external and superfluous
ornament, and the work of art �s �tself a shattered th�ng w�th�n that
ornament[99], a ru�n where�n form and content no longer appear as a
mutually adherent growth. For, �n the case supposed, the part�cular
object of the senses and the �deal content apprehended by the
m�nd[100] have become external to one another.
Furthermore, �f the object of art �s assumed to cons�st �n ut�l�tar�an
�nstruct�on of th�s k�nd, that other aspect of del�ght, enterta�nment,
and d�vers�on �s s�mply abandoned on �ts own account as
unessent�al; �t has now to look for �ts substance to the ut�l�ty of the
matter of �nstruct�on, to wh�ch �t �s s�mply an accompan�ment. But th�s
amounts to say�ng, that art does not carry �ts vocat�on and purpose
�n �tself, but that �ts fundamental concept�on �s �n someth�ng else, to
wh�ch �t subserves as a means. Art becomes, �n short, merely one of
the many means, wh�ch are e�ther of use, or may be employed to
secure, the a�m of �nstruct�on. Th�s br�ngs us to the boundary l�ne
where art can only cease to be an end on �ts own �ndependent
account; �t �s del�berately deposed e�ther to the mere playth�ng of
enterta�nment, or a mere means of �nstruct�on.
(γγ) The l�ne of th�s l�m�t �s most emphas�zed when the quest�on �s
ra�sed as to the end or object of h�ghest rank for the sake of wh�ch
the pass�ons have to be pur�f�ed or men have to be �nstructed. Th�s
goal has frequently �n modern t�mes been �dent�f�ed w�th moral
�mprovement, and the end of art �s assumed to cons�st �n th�s that �ts
funct�on �s to prepare our �ncl�nat�ons and �mpulses, and generally to
conduct us to the supreme goal of moral perfect�on. In th�s v�ew we
f�nd �nstruct�on and pur�f�cat�on comb�ned. The not�on �s that art by
the �ns�ght �t g�ves us of genu�ne moral goodness, �n other words,
through �ts �nstruct�on, at the same t�me summons us to the process
of pur�f�cat�on, and �n th�s way alone can and ought to br�ng about the
�mprovement of mank�nd as the r�ght use they can make of �t and �ts
supreme object.



W�th reference to the relat�on �n wh�ch art stands to the end of
�mprovement, we may pract�cally say the same th�ng as we d�d about
the d�dact�c end. It may read�ly be adm�tted that art as �ts pr�nc�ple
ought not to make the �mmoral and �ts advance �ts end. But �t �s one
th�ng del�berately to make �mmoral�ty the a�m of �ts presentat�on and
another not expressly to do so �n the case of moral�ty. It �s poss�ble to
deduce an excellent moral from any work of art whatever; but such
depends, of course, on a part�cular �nterpretat�on and consequently
on the �nd�v�dual who draws the moral. The defence �s made of the
most �mmoral representat�ons on the ground that people ought to
become acqua�nted w�th ev�l and s�n �n order to act morally.
Conversely, �t has been ma�nta�ned that the portrayal of Mary
Magdalene, the fa�r s�nner, who afterwards repented, has seduced
many �nto s�n, because art makes repentance look so beaut�ful, and
you must f�rst s�n before you can repent. The doctr�ne of moral
�mprovement, however log�cally carr�ed out, �s not merely sat�sf�ed
that a moral should be conce�vably deduc�ble from a work of art
through �nterpretat�on; on the contrary, �t would have the moral
�nstruct�on clearly made to emerge as the substant�ve a�m of the
work[101]; nay, further, �t would del�berately exclude from art's
products all subjects, characters, act�ons, and events wh�ch fa�l to be
moral �n �ts own sense. For art, �n d�st�nct�on from h�story and the
sc�ences, wh�ch have the�r subject-matter determ�ned for them, has a
cho�ce �n the select�on of �ts subjects.
In order that we may be �n a pos�t�on to est�mate th�s v�ew of the
moral end of art on the bas�s of pr�nc�ple, we ought above all to ra�se
the quest�on as to the prec�se standpo�nt of the moral�ty wh�ch �s
recommended for our recept�on by th�s v�ew. If we exam�ne more
closely the standpo�nt of moral�ty such, as �s subm�tted us to-day
under an enl�ghtened �nterpretat�on[102], we soon d�scover that �ts
concept�on does not �mmed�ately co�nc�de w�th that wh�ch we
descr�be �n a general way as v�rtue, respectab�l�ty[103], upr�ghtness,
and so forth. To be a respectable honest man �s not suff�c�ent to
make a man moral �n the sense under d�scuss�on, for moral�ty �n th�s
sense �mpl�es reflect�on and the def�n�te consc�ousness of what �s
consonant w�th duty, and the acts wh�ch �ssue from such a



consc�ousness. Now duty �s �tself the law of the w�ll, wh�ch man,
however, freely establ�shes out of h�mself, and thereon �s taken to
determ�ne h�mself to th�s duty for duty's sake and �ts fulf�lment's
sake; �n other words he only does good as act�ng under the
conv�ct�on already secured that �t �s the good. Th�s law—the duty
wh�ch �s selected and carr�ed �nto effect for duty's sake to be the rule
of conduct out of free conv�ct�on and the �nner consc�ence—�s, on �ts
own account, the abstract un�versal of the w�ll, wh�ch �s the absolute
ant�thes�s to Nature, the �mpulses of sense, self�sh �nterests, the
pass�ons and all that �s commonly descr�bed collect�vely as
emot�onal l�fe and heart. In th�s oppos�t�on the one s�de �s regarded
as negat�ng the other; and for the reason that both are present �n the
�nd�v�dual �n the�r oppos�t�on, he �s compelled, as determ�n�ng h�mself
from h�s own �dent�ty, to adopt the cho�ce of one to the reject�on of
the other. Such a dec�s�on and the act carr�ed out �n accordance w�th
�t merely become moral from the standpo�nt now cons�dered on the
one hand �n v�rtue of the free conv�ct�on of duty, and on the other by
reason of the v�ctory secured not only over the part�cular w�ll, the
natural mot�ves, �ncl�nat�ons, pass�ons and so on, but also �n v�rtue of
the noble feel�ngs and h�gher �mpulses. For the modern eth�c starts
from the f�xed oppos�t�on between the w�ll �n �ts sp�r�tual un�versal�ty
and �ts sensuous natural part�cular�ty; �t does not cons�st �n the
perfected med�at�on of these opposed aspects, but �n the�r mutual
confl�ct as opposed to one another, wh�ch carr�es w�th �t the demand,
that the �mpulses �n the�r antagon�sm to duty ought to y�eld to �t.
An oppos�t�on of th�s nature �s not merely present to m�nd �n the
restr�cted conf�nes of moral act�on; �t asserts �tself as a fundamental
severat�on and ant�thes�s between that wh�ch �s actual essent�ally,
and on �ts own account, and that wh�ch �s external real�ty and
ex�stence[104]. Apprehended �n ent�rely formal terms �t �s the contrast
exposed by the un�versal, �n so far as �t �s f�xed �n �ts substant�ve
�ndependence over aga�nst the part�cular, as the latter �s also on �ts
part r�g�dly exter�or to �t. In more concrete form �t appears �n Nature
as the oppos�t�on of the abstract law to the wealth of part�cular
phenomena, each of wh�ch possesses �ts spec�f�c character�st�cs. It
appears �n m�nd as that between the sensuous and sp�r�tual �n man,



as the confl�ct of sp�r�t w�th the flesh; �t �s that of duty for duty's sake;
of the cold �mperat�ve w�th part�cular �mpulses, the warm heart, the
sensuous �ncl�nat�ons and �mpulses, �n a word w�th man s�mply as
�nd�v�dual. Or �t appears as the harsh antagon�sm between the
�nward freedom and the external necess�ty of natural cond�t�on, and,
lastly, as the contrad�ct�on of the dead, essent�ally empt�ed, concept,
when confronted w�th the fulness of concrete l�fe, �n other words, of
theory and subject�ve thought as contrasted w�th object�ve ex�stence
and exper�ence.
Such are ant�thet�cal po�nts of v�ew, the d�scovery of wh�ch �s not to
be ascr�bed e�ther to the �ngenu�ty of reflect�ve m�nds, or the
pedantry of a ph�losoph�cal cult. They have �n all ages, �f �n man�fold
gu�se, occup�ed and d�squ�eted the human consc�ousness, although
�t �s our more modern culture wh�ch has emphas�zed the�r oppos�t�on
most del�berately, and forced �t �n each case to the keenest edge of
contrad�ct�on. Intellectual culture, or rather the rap�er edge of the
modern understand�ng, creates �n man th�s contrast, wh�ch converts
h�m �nto some amph�b�ous an�mal. He �s compelled to l�ve �n two
worlds mutually contrad�ctory; and �n th�s d�v�ded house
consc�ousness, too, wanders a�mlessly; tossed over from one s�de to
the other �t �s unable to d�scover permanent sat�sfact�on[105] for �tself
�n e�ther one s�de or the other. For, on the one hand, we see mank�nd
conf�ned w�th�n common real�ty and earthly temporal cond�t�on,
oppressed by necess�ty and want, �n Nature's to�ls, entangled �n
matter, �n sensuous a�ms and the�r enjoyment, dom�nated and
wh�rled away by �mpulse and pass�on. On the other hand he l�fts
h�mself up to eternal �dea's, to a realm of thought and freedom. As
W�ll he leg�slates for h�mself un�versal laws and dest�nat�ons[106], he
d�srobes the world of the l�fe and blossom of �ts real�ty; he d�ssolves
�t �n abstract�ons, that the m�nd may v�nd�cate �ts r�ght and �ntr�ns�c
worth by th�s very d�ssolut�on of Nature's r�ghts and such
maltreatment, a process �n wh�ch he br�ngs home to her aga�n the
necess�ty and v�olence he has exper�enced at her hands. Such a
cleavage of l�fe and m�nd �s, however, accompan�ed for modern
culture w�th the demand that a contrad�ct�on so deep-seated should
be d�ssolved. The mere understand�ng of abstract reflect�on �s



unable to d�sengage �tself from the obst�nacy of such contrad�ct�ons.
The solut�on consequently rema�ns here for consc�ousness a mere
ought, and the present and real�ty �s merely moved w�th�n the
cont�nuous unrest of a to and fro, wh�ch seeks for that reconc�l�at�on
�t �s unable to f�nd. The problem therefore ar�ses whether such a
many-s�ded and fundamental antagon�sm, wh�ch �s unable to pass
beyond the mere ought and postulate of �ts solut�on, can be the
essent�al and wholly expressed truth, and[107], �ndeed, the f�nal and
supreme consummat�on. If the culture of the c�v�l�zed world has fallen
�nto such a contrad�ct�on �t becomes the task of ph�losophy to
d�ssolve the same, �n other words to demonstrate that ne�ther the
one s�de or the other, �n �ts one s�ded abstractness, should be held to
possess truth, but that they conta�n w�th�n themselves the pr�nc�ple of
the�r d�ssolut�on. The truth only then comes before us �n the
reconc�l�at�on and med�at�on of both; and th�s med�at�on �s no mere
postulate, but �s, �n �ts essent�al nature, and �n �ts actual presence the
at the same t�me accompl�shed and self-accompl�sh�ng. And, �n fact,
th�s v�ew agrees d�rectly w�th unw�tt�ng[108] fa�th and w�ll, wh�ch
always has before �ts consc�ous l�fe th�s contrad�ct�on �n �ts
resolut�on, and �n act�on accepts �t as �ts a�m and carr�es �t �nto effect.
All that ph�losophy ach�eves �s to contr�bute the �ns�ght of thought
�nto the essence of such cleavage. It demonstrates, or seeks to
demonstrate, how that wh�ch truth really �s �s s�mply the resolut�on of
the fracture, and, be �t added, not �n the sense that th�s antagon�sm
and �ts alternat�ve aspects �n any way are not, but �n the sense that
they are there[109] �n reconc�l�at�on.



(d) When d�scuss�ng moral �mprovement as the ult�mate end
accepted for art �t was found that �ts pr�nc�ple po�nted to a h�gher
standpo�nt. It w�ll be necessary also to v�nd�cate th�s standpo�nt for
art.
Thereby the false pos�t�on to wh�ch we have already d�rected
attent�on van�shes, namely, that art has to serve as a means for
moral ends and the moral end of the world generally by means of �ts
d�dact�ve and amel�orat�ng �nfluence, and by do�ng so has �ts
essent�al a�m not �n �tself, but �n someth�ng else. If we therefore
cont�nue st�ll to speak of an end or goal of art, we must at once
remove the perverse �dea, wh�ch �n the quest�on, "What �s the end?"
w�ll st�ll make �t �nclude the supplemental query, "What �s the use?"
The perverseness cons�sts �n th�s that the work of art would then
have to be regarded as related to someth�ng else, wh�ch �s
presented us as what �s essent�al and ought to be. A work of art
would �n that case be merely a useful �nstrument �n the real�zat�on of
an end wh�ch possessed real and �ndependent �mportance outs�de
the realm of art. As opposed to th�s we must ma�nta�n that �t �s art's
funct�on to reveal truth under the mode of art's sensuous or mater�al
conf�gurat�on, to d�splay the reconc�led ant�thes�s prev�ously
descr�bed, and by th�s means to prove that �t possesses �ts f�nal a�m
�n �tself, �n th�s representat�on �n short and self-revelat�on. For other
ends such as �nstruct�on, pur�f�cat�on, �mprovement, procur�ng of
wealth, struggle after fame and honour have noth�ng whatever to do
w�th th�s work of art as such, st�ll less do they determ�ne the
fundamental �dea[110] of �t.
It �s then from th�s po�nt of v�ew, �nto wh�ch the reflect�ve
cons�derat�on of our subject-matter f�nally �ssues, that we have to
grasp the fundamental �dea of art �n terms of �ts �deal or �nward
necess�ty, as �t �s also from th�s po�nt of v�ew that h�stor�cally
regarded the true apprec�at�on and acqua�ntance w�th art took �ts
or�g�n. For that ant�thes�s, to wh�ch we have drawn attent�on, d�d not
merely assert �ts presence w�th�n the general thought of educated
men, but equally �n ph�losophy as such. It was only after ph�losophy
was �n a pos�t�on to overcome th�s oppos�t�on absolutely that �t



grasped the fundamental not�on of �ts own content, and, to the extent
�t d�d so, the �dea of Nature and of art.
For th�s reason, as th�s po�nt of v�ew �mpl�es the reawaken�ng of
ph�losophy �n the w�dest connotat�on of the term, so also �t �s the re-
awaken�ng of the sc�ence of art. We may go further and aff�rm that
aesthet�c as a sc�ence �s �n a real sense pr�mar�ly �ndebted to th�s re-
awaken�ng for �ts true or�g�nat�on, and art for �ts h�gher est�mat�on.

IV

From th�s po�nt of trans�t�on, I w�ll br�efly summar�ze the h�stor�cal
subject-matter that I have �n my m�nd's eye, partly on account of the
h�stor�cal �mportance �tself, and �n part because thereby the po�nts of
v�ew are more clearly �nd�cated to wh�ch �mportance �s attached, and
upon the bas�s of wh�ch we propose to cont�nue the superstructure.
In �ts most general def�n�t�on that bas�s cons�sts �n th�s, that the
beauty of art has become recogn�zed as one of the means wh�ch
resolve and br�ng back to un�ty that ant�thes�s and contrad�ct�on
between the m�nd and Nature as they repose �n abstract al�enat�on
from each other �n themselves, whether th�s latter �s regarded as
external phenomena or the �nward world of �nd�v�dual feel�ng and
emot�on[111].
1. It was the ph�losophy of Kant wh�ch, �n the f�rst �nstance, not
merely exper�enced the want of such a po�nt of un�on, but secured
def�n�te knowledge of �t and brought �t clearly before the m�nd.
Speak�ng generally, Kant accepted as h�s bas�s for �ntell�gence no
less than for the w�ll the rat�onal�ty wh�ch relates �tself to �tself or
freedom, the self-consc�ousness that d�scovers and knows �tself
essent�ally as �nf�n�te. Th�s knowledge of the absoluteness of reason
�n �ts essent�al substance, wh�ch has proved �n more modern t�mes
the turn�ng-po�nt of ph�losophy, th�s absolute po�nt of departure
deserves recogn�t�on, and does not adm�t of refutat�on, even though
�n other respects the Kant�an ph�losophy �s �nadequate. But at the



same t�me �t was Kant who through fall�ng back upon the f�xed
oppos�t�on between subject�ve thought and object�ve th�ngs, between
abstract un�versal�ty and the sensuous �nd�v�dual�ty of the w�ll, �n a
pre-em�nent degree stra�ned to the extremest l�m�t the very ant�thes�s
of moral�ty we have prev�ously adverted to, �nasmuch as over and
above th�s he emphas�zed the pract�cal operat�on of m�nd to the
d�sadvantage of the contemplat�ve. In v�rtue of th�s f�x�ty of the
ant�thes�s as cogn�zed by the faculty of the understand�ng he had no
other alternat�ve than to express the un�ty exclus�vely �n the form of
subject�ve �deas for wh�ch no adequate real�ty could be
demonstrated as correspondent; or, on �ts pract�cal s�de, as
postulates, wh�ch �t was no doubt poss�ble to deduce from the
pract�cal reason, but whose essent�al be�ng was not w�th�n the
cogn�t�on of thought, and the pract�cal fulf�lment of wh�ch rema�ned
throughout a mere "ought" deferred to �nf�n�ty. And for th�s reason,
though Kant d�d actually br�ng the reconc�led oppos�t�on w�th�n the
compass of �ntell�g�ble �deas, he was ne�ther able to develop �ts
essent�al truth sc�ent�f�cally, nor to assert the same as actual and
exclus�ve real�ty. Unquest�onably Kant d�d press beyond th�s po�nt, �n
the sense, that �s to say, that he d�scovered the un�ty demanded �n
what he called the �ntu�t�ve understand�ng; but �n th�s respect too he
�s held up by the oppos�t�on of subject�v�ty and object�v�ty, so that,
wh�le he no doubt offers us a resolut�on �n an abstract sense of the
ant�thes�s between concept�on and real�ty, un�versal�ty and
part�cular�ty, understand�ng and sense-percept�on, and suggests the
Idea, yet he once more conce�ves th�s resolut�on and reconc�l�at�on
�tself �n a wholly subject�ve sense, not as be�ng true and real both
essent�ally and on �ts own �ndependent account. In th�s respect the
Cr�t�que of the power of the judgment, �n wh�ch he �nvest�gates the
aesthet�c and teleolog�cal power of the judgment �s both �nstruct�ve
and remarkable. The beaut�ful objects of Nature and art, the
products of Nature w�th the�r adaptat�ons to ends, by means of wh�ch
he approaches more closely the not�on of the organ�c and the l�v�ng,
he cons�ders wholly from the po�nt of v�ew of the reflect�on wh�ch
judges them subject�vely. And �ndeed Kant h�mself generally def�nes
the power of judgment as "the capac�ty to th�nk the part�cular as
compr�sed under the un�versal," and calls the power of judgment



reflect�ve "when �t has only the part�cular subm�tted to �t, and has to
d�scover the un�versal under wh�ch �t �s subsumed." To th�s end �t
requ�res a law, a pr�nc�ple, wh�ch �t has to contr�bute to �tself; and
Kant aff�rms teleology to be th�s law. W�th regard to the concept�on of
freedom wh�ch belongs to the pract�cal reason the ach�evement of
end or purpose gets no further than a mere "ought"; and �n the
teleolog�cal judgment, however, relat�vely to the l�v�ng th�ng, Kant
does manage to regard the l�v�ng organ�sm �n such a way that the
not�onal concept, the un�versal, succeeds �n also �nclud�ng the
part�cular, and as end does not determ�ne the part�cular and external,
the structure of the members from outs�de, but as an �nward
pr�nc�ple, and under the mode, that the part�cular conforms to the
end spontaneously. Yet w�th such a judgment once more �t �s
assumed that the object�ve nature of the th�ng �s not known, but that
�t �s only a mode of subject�ve reflect�on wh�ch �s thereby expressed.
In a s�m�lar way Kant so conce�ves the aesthet�c judgment that �t
ne�ther proceeds from the understand�ng, as such, �n other words as
the faculty of �deas, nor yet from the sensuous percept�on as such,
and �ts var�ed man�fold, but from the free play of the understand�ng
and the �mag�nat�on. In th�s common agreement of the facult�es of
knowledge the object f�nds �ts relat�on to the �nd�v�dual
consc�ousness, and �ts feel�ng of pleasure and contentment.
(a) Now th�s general feel�ng of contentment �s, �n the f�rst place,
w�thout any �nterest, that �s to say, �t �s devo�d of relat�on to our
appet�t�ve faculty. If we have an �nterest of cur�os�ty, shall we say, or
a sensuous �nterest exc�ted for a phys�cal want, a des�re for
possess�on and use, then the objects are not �mportant for the�r own
sake, but �n v�rtue of our need of them. In a case such as th�s what
ex�sts merely possesses a value �n relat�on to such a need, and the
relat�on �s of the k�nd, that the object �s on the one s�de and on the
other �s an attr�bute d�st�nct from the object to wh�ch we relate �t none
the less. As an �llustrat�on �f I consume the object �n order to nour�sh
myself therew�th, th�s �nterest rests exclus�vely �n me, and rema�ns
al�en to the object. Now, �n Kant's v�ew, our pos�t�on relat�vely to the
beaut�ful �s not of th�s descr�pt�on. The aesthet�c judgment suffers
that wh�ch �s externally presented to subs�st �n free �ndependence,
proceed�ng as �t does from the des�re to perm�t the object to pers�st



on �ts own account and to reta�n �ts end un�mpa�red w�th�n �tself. Th�s
�s, as we have already observed, an �mportant observat�on.
(b) In the second place, Kant ma�nta�ns that the beaut�ful �s def�nable
as that wh�ch w�thout a concept�on, �.e., w�thout a category of the
understand�ng, �s placed before us as the object of a un�versal
sat�sfact�on. To est�mate the beaut�ful an educated m�nd �s
�nd�spensable. The man �n the street[112] has no judgment about the
beaut�ful; th�s judgment, �n fact, cla�ms un�versal val�d�ty. The
un�versal �s no doubt �n the f�rst �nstance s�mply, as such, an
abstract�on, one wh�ch, however, �s �n �ts essent�al and on �ts
�ndependent account, true; and consequently carr�es essent�ally the
property and demand to pass also as un�versally val�d. In th�s sense,
too, the beaut�ful ought to be un�versally recogn�zed, although the
mere concepts of the understand�ng are compat�ble w�th no
judgment thereupon. The good—the r�ght wh�ch enters �nto part�cular
act�ons, for example—�s subsumed under un�versal concepts, and
the act�on �s accepted as good, �f �t �s conformable to such concepts.
The beaut�ful, on the contrary, ought, accord�ng to th�s v�ew, to
arouse a un�versal sat�sfact�on w�thout any such med�at�on of
concept. Th�s s�mply means that �n the contemplat�on of the beaut�ful
we are not consc�ous of the not�onal concept or any subsumpt�on
under �t, and do not perm�t the �ndependent passage of the
separat�on between the part�cular object and the un�versal concept,
wh�ch �s present �n all other cases of the judgment.
(c) Th�rdly, �n th�s v�ew of Kant, the beaut�ful ought to have the
teleolog�cal form to the extent that the teleolog�cal relat�on �s
apprehended �n the object w�thout the �dea of an end. Th�s �s
substant�ally a mere repet�t�on of the v�ew just d�scussed. Any natural
product—take, for �nstance, a plant or an an�mal—�s organ�zed as
adapted to an end, and �s so �mmed�ately to us �n th�s �ts teleolog�cal
purpose, that we have no concept�on of the end on �ts own account
as separate and d�st�nct from the actual presence of the object. It �s
�n th�s way that the beaut�ful also �s presented us teleolog�cally. In
f�n�te teleology end and means rema�n external to each other; the
end stands �n no essent�al �nner relat�on to the mater�al means of �ts
execut�on[113]. In th�s case the �dea of the end as recogn�zed �n



apartness[114] �s d�st�ngu�shable from the object �n wh�ch the end
appears as real�zed. The beaut�ful, on the contrary, ex�sts as
teleolog�cal �n the essent�al sense, w�thout means and end appear�ng
as d�sparate �n aspects d�st�nct from each other. For example, the
purpose of the members of the organ�sm �s the pr�nc�ple of l�fe wh�ch
ex�sts �n the members as actual there�n. In the�r separat�on[115] the
parts cease to be members of a whole. For �n the l�v�ng th�ng the end
and mater�al med�um of the end are so �mmed�ately un�ted, that the
ex�st�ng be�ng only ex�sts �n so far as the end rema�ns �ndwell�ng.
The beaut�ful, as thus regarded and �n Kant's v�ew, does not carry �ts
teleolog�cal purpose as an external form attached to �t: but the
teleolog�cal correspondence of the �nner and outer �s to be regarded
as the �mmanent nature of the beaut�ful object.
(d) Fourthly and f�nally the v�ew of Kant pos�ts the beaut�ful under the
mode that �t �s recogn�zed w�thout a un�versal concept as object of a
necessary feel�ng of sat�sfact�on. Necess�ty �s an abstract category,
and �nd�cates an �deal and essent�al relat�on between two aspects or
s�des: �f the one �s, and because the one �s, then, and for that
reason, the other �s also. The one l�kew�se �ncludes the other w�th�n
�ts determ�nate nature. Cause �s mean�ngless w�thout effect. The
pleasure wh�ch we obta�n from beauty �s necessary �n th�s sense,
and �t �s so wholly w�thout a relat�on to concept�ons, that �s to say the
categor�es of the understand�ng. Thus, no doubt, we der�ve pleasure
from what �s symmetr�cal, for th�s �s constructed �n accord w�th an
�dea of the understand�ng. Kant, however, demands more as a
def�n�t�on of del�ght �n art than the un�ty and un�form�ty of such an
�dea as th�s.
Now what we f�nd �n all these theses of Kant �s the non-severat�on of
that wh�ch otherw�se �s assumed to be d�st�nct �n consc�ousness. In
the beaut�ful th�s separat�on �s found to be abol�shed. The un�versal
and part�cular, purpose and means, �dea and object completely
�nterpenetrate each other. Thus, too, Kant sees the beauty of art as a
concurrence, �n wh�ch the part�cular �tself �s conformable to the
concept�on. Part�culars, taken alone, are pr�mar�ly, both as aga�nst
each other and the un�versal, of a cont�ngent nature; and th�s very
cont�ngent element, whether we f�nd �t �n sense, feel�ng,



suscept�b�l�ty, or �mpulse, �s now �n the beauty of art not merely
subsumed under the categor�es of the understand�ng, and
dom�nated by the not�on of freedom �n �ts abstract un�versal�ty, but
un�ted to the un�versal �n such a way that �t appears �nwardly and on
�ts own mer�ts as real�zed fact adequate thereto. By th�s means
thought �s �ncorporated �n f�ne art, and the mater�al �s not externally
def�ned by such thought, but cont�nues to ex�st �n �ts own freedom. In
other words, what �s natural—the senses, emot�onal temperament,
and so forth—possess �n themselves measure, end, and agreement.
Percept�on and feel�ng, too, �n the same way are ra�sed to a power of
sp�r�tual un�versal�ty; and thought no less not merely renounces �ts
host�l�ty to Nature, but �s made bl�the there�n. Feel�ng, pleasure, and
enjoyment are thereby just�f�ed and sanct�f�ed, and thus �t �s that
Nature and freedom, sense and �dea �n one presence d�scover the�r
just place and the�r sat�sfact�on. Yet even th�s apparently complete
reconc�l�at�on �s ult�mately st�ll assumed to be[116] merely subject�ve
�n respect to our judgment no less than our product�ve act�v�ty, and
not to be essent�ally and on �ts own account e�ther the true or real.
These may, I th�nk, be taken to be the ma�n results of the Cr�t�que of
Kant so far as they affect our present �nqu�ry. It const�tutes the
start�ng-po�nt for the true concept�on of the beauty of art. Such a
concept�on could, however, only make �tself effect�ve as the h�gher
comprehens�on of the true un�on of necess�ty and freedom, part�cular
and un�versal, sensuous and rat�onal, by �ts overcom�ng the defects
st�ll latent �n the prev�ous standpo�nt.
It must �n fact be adm�tted that the art�st�c sense of a profound and,
at the same t�me, ph�losoph�cal sp�r�t ant�c�pated ph�losophy �n the
str�cter sense by �ts demand for and express�on of the pr�nc�ple of
total�ty and reconc�l�at�on �n �ts oppos�t�on to that abstract f�n�teness
of thought, that duty for duty's sake, that understand�ng faculty
devo�d of any substant�ve content, wh�ch one and all apprehend
nature and real�ty, sense and feel�ng, merely as a l�m�ts someth�ng
downr�ght al�en or host�le. It �s Sch�ller who must be cred�ted w�th the
�mportant serv�ce of hav�ng broken through the Kant�an subject�v�ty
and abstractness of thought, and of hav�ng ventured the attempt to
pass beyond the same by comprehend�ng �n thought the pr�nc�ples of



un�ty and reconc�l�at�on as the truth, and g�v�ng art�st�c real�zat�on to
that truth. For Sch�ller, �n h�s aesthet�c �nvest�gat�ons, d�d not merely
adhere to art and �ts �nterest unaffected by the�r relat�on to
ph�losophy proper, but he compared h�s own �nterest �n the beauty of
art �n the�r due relat�on to ph�losoph�cal pr�nc�ples; and �t �s only from
the start�ng-po�nt of these latter and by the�r a�d that he penetrated
the profounder nature and not�onal concept of Beauty. Thus we are
consc�ous that �t was a feature of a certa�n per�od of h�s product�ve
act�v�ty that he was act�vely engaged w�th reflect�ve thought, more
perhaps than was wholly favourable to the s�mple and d�rect beauty
of h�s work as an art product. The del�berate character of abstract
reflect�ons, and even the �nterest of the ph�losoph�cal not�on, arrest
the attent�on �n several of h�s poems. He has, �n fact, been made the
subject of str�cture on th�s account; and espec�ally h�s work has been
blamed and deprec�ated �n �ts contrast w�th the equable seren�ty and
stra�ghtforward s�mpl�c�ty of Goethe's �deas and more object�ve
natural�sm. But �n th�s respect Sch�ller as poet d�d but pay the debt of
h�s century. A real �deal evolut�on[117] was respons�ble, the
recogn�t�on of wh�ch only redounds to the honour of th�s subl�me soul
and profound gen�us, as �t has been no less of s�gnal prof�t to
sc�ence and knowledge. Th�s st�mulat�ng movement of sc�ence
dur�ng the same epoch also d�verted Goethe from the sphere, most
d�st�nct�vely h�s own, as poet. But just as Sch�ller was absorbed �n
the study of the �deal depths of the m�nd, so the character�st�c
pred�lect�on of Goethe �ncl�ned to the phys�cal aspect of art, to
external nature, such as an�mal and vegetable organ�zat�on, crystals,
cloud-format�on and colours. To such sc�ent�f�c �nqu�ry Goethe
appl�ed h�s extraord�nary powers of �ntu�t�on, wh�ch �n these
prov�nces have dr�ven off the f�eld the theor�es of the mere
understand�ng and the�r errors, just as Sch�ller, on the other s�de,
succeeded �n demonstrat�ng the Idea of the free total�ty of Beauty as
aga�nst the theory of the analyt�cal understand�ng relat�ve to vol�t�on
and th�nk�ng. An ent�re ser�es of Sch�ller's product�ons �s devoted to
th�s �ns�ght �nto the nature of art. Above all �n �mportance come the
"Letters upon aesthet�c educat�on." In these letters the ma�n po�nt of
departure �s that every �nd�v�dual man conta�ns w�th�n h�mself the
natural capac�ty of an �deal human�ty. Th�s genu�ne human be�ng �s



represented by the State, wh�ch, �n h�s v�ew, �s the object�ve,
un�versal, and, �n short, normal form, �n wh�ch the separate
�nd�v�duals or subjects of such human consc�ousness a�m at mak�ng
all coalesce and concentrate �n un�ty. There were then, �n h�s v�ew,
two �mag�nable ways �n wh�ch man �n the temporal process could
thus coalesce w�th the human be�ng �n the not�onal Idea[118]. On the
one hand th�s could be effected �n the suppress�on of �nd�v�dual�ty by
the State under �ts gener�c �dea of moral�ty, law, and �ntell�gence[119]:
wh�le, on the other, a s�m�lar result could be effected by the �nd�v�dual
h�mself ra�s�ng h�mself to the level of such a gener�c concept�on, �n
other words, by the man of the part�cular temporal cond�t�on
ennobl�ng h�mself to the level of the essent�al man of the Idea. Now,
�n th�s v�ew, reason demands un�ty as such, the gener�c attr�but�on;
Nature, however, asks for var�ety and �nd�v�dual�ty, and both these
leg�slatures make a s�multaneous cla�m upon man. Confronted w�th
the confl�ct of these antagon�st�c r�vals, aesthet�c educat�on s�mply
cons�sts �n g�v�ng actual effect to the demand for the�r med�at�on and
reconc�lement. The a�m of such an educat�on �s, accord�ng to
Sch�ller, to g�ve v�tal form to �ncl�nat�on, the senses, �mpulse and
emot�onal l�fe �n such a way that they become essent�ally permeated
w�th m�nd; and, from the reverse po�nt of v�ew, that reason, freedom,
and sp�r�tual�ty come forth from the grave-clothes of the�r
abstractedness, are mated �n un�on w�th the natural element thus
essent�ally rat�onal�zed, and thus rece�ve the substance of flesh and
blood. Beauty �s therefore aff�rmed to be the conformat�ve
un�f�cat�on[120] of the rat�onal and the sensuous, and th�s un�on �s
pronounced the truly real.
Th�s v�ew of Sch�ller w�ll �n �ts general terms be all the more read�ly
recogn�zed �n "Anmuth und Würde[121]," as also �n h�s poems for the
reason that the pra�se of women �s �n such works more part�cularly
the theme. It was pre-em�nently �n the�r character that he recogn�zed
and emphas�zed the spontaneously present conjunct�on of the
sp�r�tual and natural.
Th�s un�ty of the un�versal and part�cular, of freedom and necess�ty,
of sp�r�tual�ty and the natural element, wh�ch Sch�ller conce�ved w�th



sc�ent�f�c thoroughness as the pr�nc�ple and essence of art, and
endeavoured �ndefat�gably to call �nto actual l�fe by means of art and
aesthet�c educat�on, has rece�ved yet further recogn�t�on �n the Idea
�tself, cogn�zed as the supreme pr�nc�ple of knowledge and of
ex�stence, the Idea �n th�s sense be�ng apprehended as sole truth
and real�ty. By means of th�s acknowledgment sc�ence, �n the
ph�losophy of Schell�ng, atta�ned �ts absolute standpo�nt; and
although art had already begun to assert �ts pecul�ar r�ghts and
d�gn�ty �n the�r relat�on to the h�ghest �nterests of man, �t was only
now that the not�on �tself and the sc�ent�f�c pos�t�on of art were
d�scovered. It was then that art was—even �f, from a certa�n po�nt of
v�ew, w�th a measure of pervers�ty, wh�ch th�s �s not the proper place
to d�scuss—accepted w�th due reference to �ts exalted and true
vocat�on. Even before th�s t�me and �ndependently W�nckelmann had
been �nsp�red by h�s observat�on of the �deals of the anc�ents �n a
way wh�ch prompted the creat�on of a new sense of art�st�c
contemplat�on, the d�sengagement of �t from the assoc�at�on of vulgar
a�ms and mere �m�tat�on of Nature, and exerc�sed a m�ghty �nfluence
�n the d�scovery of the �dea of art �n works of art and �n �ts h�story.
W�nckelmann ought, �n fact, to be regarded as belong�ng to the type
of men who have been able �n the f�eld of art to supply the m�nd w�th
a new organ and wholly new methods of observat�on H�s v�ews have,
however, exerc�sed less �nfluence on the theory and the sc�ent�f�c
knowledge of art.
To summar�ze these h�stor�cal antecedents further yet more br�efly, �n
assoc�at�on w�th the rena�ssance of our modern ph�losophy, A. W.
and Fr�edr�ch von Schlegel, �mpelled by the�r zest for novelty and all
that was e�ther d�st�nct�ve or arrest�ng, ass�m�lated just so much of
the ph�losoph�cal �deas as was compat�ble w�th m�nds essent�ally
cr�t�cal, though by no means really ph�losoph�cal �n any str�ct sense
of the term. Ne�ther of these wr�ters �n fact can cla�m the reputat�on
of be�ng speculat�ve th�nkers. They d�d, however, �n v�rtue of the�r
cr�t�cal sagac�ty, at least approach the standpo�nt of the Idea; and
w�th the a�d of remarkable boldness of speech and audac�ty of
�nnovat�on—to wh�ch, however, but very few �ngred�ents of genu�ne
ph�losophy contr�buted—d�rected a br�ll�ant polem�c aga�nst v�ews
h�therto rece�ved, and by th�s means unquest�onably �ntroduced a



novel standard of cr�t�c�sm and new ways of look�ng at th�ngs wh�ch
were of super�or value to those they attacked. For the reason,
however, that the�r cr�t�c�sm was not accompan�ed w�th a knowledge
of the nature of such a standard based on ph�losoph�cal pr�nc�ples, a
lack of def�n�t�on and cont�nu�ty was �nseparable from th�s standard;
and they at one t�me attempted too much and aga�n at another too
l�ttle. Desp�te, therefore, of the fact that �t may be reckoned to the�r
cred�t that they have once more drawn attent�on to and emphas�zed
w�th genu�ne enthus�asm much h�therto regarded as obsolete and
too l�ttle apprec�ated by the�r t�mes, the works of the older Ital�an
masters, for example, and certa�n Flem�sh pa�nt�ngs, as also the
"N�ebelungen L�ed" among other th�ngs; desp�te the fact that they
even endeavoured w�th zeal to acqu�re knowledge of matter barely
known at all, such as the poetry and mythology of Ind�a,
nevertheless they not only attached too h�gh an �mportance to the
works of such a per�od, but also themselves comm�tted the m�stake
of adm�r�ng works of very average mer�t, such as the comed�es of
Holberg, or of attach�ng an absolute value to what possessed a
purely relat�ve worth, or even of boldly prov�ng themselves the
enthus�asts of a perverse tendency and a subord�nate standpo�nt as
though one of f�rst-rate �mportance.

From th�s tendency, and part�cularly from the op�n�ons[122] and
doctr�nes of Fr�edr�ch von Schlegel, �ssued �n all �ts man�fold forms
the so-called Irony. The �dea had �ts profounder root, as to one of �ts
aspects, �n the ph�losophy of F�chte, �n so far as the pr�nc�ples of that
ph�losophy were appl�ed to art. Fr�edr�ch von Schlegel, as also
Schell�ng, made the standpo�nt of F�chte the�r po�nt of departure.
Schell�ng passed wholly beyond �t; Fr�ed, von Schlegel elaborated �t
�n h�s own pecul�ar fash�on, and then flung h�mself free of �t. W�th
reference to the more �nt�mate connect�on of the doctr�nes of F�chte
w�th one tendency of th�s �rony, �t �s only necessary to emphas�ze the
follow�ng po�nt �n our present context, namely th�s, that F�chte pos�ts
the Ego as the absolute pr�nc�ple of all knowledge, reason, and
cogn�t�on, and �n fact pos�ts �t as the Ego wh�ch pers�sts throughout
�n �ts abstract�on of pure form. For th�s reason th�s Ego �s, �n the
second place, wholly and essent�ally s�mple, and, on the one hand, �t



�s the negat�on of every part�cular�ty, attr�bute—�n short, every
content—for every pos�t�ve subject-matter[123] �s overwhelmed �n th�s
abstract freedom and un�ty. On the other hand, every content, wh�ch
�s to pass muster for the Ego, �s pos�ted and recogn�zed as
exclus�vely so �n v�rtue of the act�v�ty of the Ego. Whatever �s, �s only
�n v�rtue of the Ego; whatever �s through me (that �s, my Ego) I am �n
turn able to ann�h�late.
Now �f we ab�de �n these ent�rely vacant forms, wh�ch or�g�nate �n the
absoluteness of the abstract Ego, noth�ng can then be regarded as
of value �n �tself, that �s, essent�ally and on �ts own account[124]. It �s
exclus�vely produced by the subject�v�ty of the Ego. But th�s be�ng so,
�t follows that the Ego rema�ns lord and master over everyth�ng. In no
sphere of morals or law, of all that �s human or d�v�ne, profane or
sacred, �s there anyth�ng at all wh�ch would not �n the f�rst �nstance
have to be pos�ted by the Ego, and wh�ch consequently could not
equally be null�f�ed by the same agency. Th�s �s noth�ng less than
mak�ng all that ex�sts on �ts own actual and �ndependent warranty a
mere semblance, not true and a part of real�ty on account of �tself
and by �ts own �nstrumental�ty, but a mere show �n v�rtue of the Ego,
w�th�n whose power and capr�ce �t rema�ns at the free d�spos�t�on of
such. To suffer �ts presence and to destroy �t stands purely �n the
favour of the Ego, wh�ch has atta�ned the absolute standpo�nt as
essent�ally the Ego, that and noth�ng more than that.
Th�rdly, the Ego �s a l�v�ng, act�ve �nd�v�dual, and �ts l�fe cons�sts �n
br�ng�ng home �ts �nd�v�dual�ty to �tself no less than to others, �n
g�v�ng express�on to �tself and reveal�ng �tself among
phenomena[125]. For every man dur�ng h�s l�fe endeavours to real�ze
h�mself and does real�ze h�mself. In relat�on to the beaut�ful and art
th�s means that he l�ves the l�fe of an art�st, and shapes h�s l�fe
art�st�cally. But, accord�ng to the pr�nc�ple now d�scussed, I l�ve as
art�st when all my act�on and express�on whatever, �n so far as �t has
to do w�th a content, �s for myself on the plane of mere semblance,
and assumes a formal content wh�ch �s wholly at my d�sposal. So I
am not truly ser�ous e�ther about th�s content or, speak�ng generally,
about �ts express�on and real�zat�on. Genu�ne ser�ousness only
�ssues from a substant�ve �nterest, a subject-matter wh�ch �tself



possesses a r�ch content, such as truth, moral�ty, and so on—�n
other words, from a content wh�ch as �t stands I regard as essent�al,
so that I only become essent�al on my own account, �n so far as I
have absorbed myself �n such a content, and have come to conform
myself to �t �n the ent�re range of my thought and act�on. At the
standpo�nt at wh�ch the art�st �s the Ego, wh�ch both pos�ts and
resolves everyth�ng through �ts own essent�al f�at[126], for wh�ch no
content of consc�ousness appears as absolute and essent�ally
�ndependent, but only as �tself a semblance created and destroyable,
such ser�ousness can f�nd no place, noth�ng here rece�v�ng a r�ght to
be save the formal�sm of the Ego.
No doubt for others my self-revealment, �n wh�ch I appear to them,
may be taken ser�ously, �nasmuch as they �nterpret me as though �n
real�ty I was �n earnest about the bus�ness; but there�n they are
deluded, poor, borné creatures, w�thout the faculty or the power to
comprehend and atta�n to the he�ght of my argument. And by th�s �t �s
brought home to me that everyone �s not so free (e.g., that �s
formally free) as to see �n all wh�ch �s usually of value, d�gn�ty and
sanct�ty to mank�nd, merely a product of each man's own
poss�b�l�t�es of �ncl�nat�on, wh�ch �s operat�ve �n perm�tt�ng h�m to
determ�ne and make r�ch the course of h�s l�fe, or the reverse. It �s
thus that th�s v�rtuos�ty of your �ron�cal art�st's l�fe comes to be
cred�ted as some god-l�ke gen�al�ty, for wh�ch every conce�vable
th�ng �s a purely spectral creature, to wh�ch the free creator, know�ng
h�mself to be absolutely unattached, does not yoke h�mself, for he
can ever ann�h�late the same no less than create �t. Whoever has
reached such a standpo�nt of god-l�ke gen�al�ty consequently looks
down �n h�s super�or fash�on on all other mortals. They are ruled out
as narrow and dull, �n so far, that �s, as law, morals, and the rest
reta�n for them a val�d�ty that �s assured, obl�gatory, and essent�al.
And the �nd�v�dual who thus l�ves th�s art�st l�fe, wh�ch he does no
doubt assoc�ate w�th others, whether fr�ends or m�stresses or I know
not what, yet as man of gen�us sets no real stock on such relat�ons
as they stand to h�s �nd�v�dual personal�ty and part�cular act�ons. All
these are as noth�ng �n the�r contrast to the un�versal wh�ch �s h�s �n
�ts own and �ndependent warranty, namely that gen�us wh�ch faces



all such w�th �rony. Th�s �s the un�versal �mport of the gen�al god-l�ke
�rony as th�s concentrat�on of the Ego �n �tself, for wh�ch all bands are
broken, and wh�ch can only l�ve �n the bl�ss of self-enjoyment. Th�s
�rony was the d�scovery of Herr Fr�ed, von Schlegel, and many have
chattered about �t after h�m, or �t may be are g�v�ng us a fresh sample
of such chatter.
The prox�mate form of th�s negat�v�ty wh�ch has been called �rony �s,
then, on the one hand, the �llusory nature[127] of all that �s matter of
fact, or moral, or of substant�ve content, the noth�ngness of all that �s
object�ve and of essent�al and �ndependent worth. So long as the
Ego adheres to such, a standpo�nt as th�s, everyth�ng appears to be
null and vo�d, the personal subject�v�ty alone excepted, wh�ch
thereby becomes hollow and empty, and noth�ng but conce�t �tself.
Conversely, however, from the oppos�te po�nt of v�ew, the Ego may
also fa�l to f�nd sat�sfact�on �n th�s self-del�ght; �t may prove an
�nsuff�c�ent supply to �ts crav�ng, so that �t now feels a th�rst for what
�s secure and substant�ve, def�n�te and essent�al �nterests. From a
s�tuat�on such as th�s there ar�ses unhapp�ness and the
contrad�ct�on, that whereas, on the one hand, the �nd�v�dual seeks to
penetrate �nto truth and longs after object�v�ty, yet on the other he �s
unable to d�vest h�mself of th�s �solat�on and self-seclus�on, �s unable
to overcome th�s unsat�sf�ed and abstract soul-�nwardness, and
consequently �s se�zed w�th a f�t of sent�mental yearn�ng, wh�ch we
have also marked as one of the emanat�ons of the ph�losophy of
F�chte. The d�scontent of th�s qu�escence and �mpotence, wh�ch �s
unable e�ther to act or set �ts hands to anyth�ng, lest �t have to
surrender the harmony w�th�n, and wh�ch rema�ns unreal and empty,
even though �t may be essent�ally unflecked, desp�te all �ts crav�ng
for real�ty and the absolute—�s the source of morb�d sa�ntl�ness[128]

and yearn�ng. A soul that �s fa�r or sa�ntly �n a true sense acts and �s
a real�ty. But all that yearn�ng and heart burn�ng �s merely the feel�ng
of the noth�ngness of the empty and va�n personage, who has �t, and
yet has not the power to cast h�mself adr�ft of th�s empty vo�d, and f�ll
h�mself w�th that wh�ch �s sol�d and substant�ve. In so far, however,
as the �rony �s made an art type �t d�d not restr�ct �tself �n g�v�ng
art�st�c shape to the l�fe and part�cular �nd�v�dual�ty of the man who



appropr�ated the �rony. Over and beyond the art�st�c content of h�s
own act�ons, etc., the art�st had also to produce object�ve works of
art as the creat�ons of h�s �mag�nat�on. The pr�nc�ple of such
product�ons, wh�ch ma�nly are conf�ned to the doma�n of poetry, �s
once more the d�splay of the god-l�ke as Irony. The �ron�cal here,
however, as gen�al �nd�v�dual�ty, cons�sts �n the self-ann�h�lat�on of
what �s noble, great, and excellent. Consequently the �ndependent
f�gures of art w�ll also have to �llustrate the pr�nc�ple of absolute
subject�v�ty, and to do so by exh�b�t�ng all that �s of human worth and
d�gn�ty as a mere naught �n th�s process of self-ann�h�lat�on. Th�s
�mpl�es not merely that we are not to take ser�ously just�ce, moral�ty
and truth, but that there �s really noth�ng �n what �s h�ghest and best.
In short �t amounts to th�s, that �rony contrad�cts and ann�h�lates �tself
as man�fested �n �nd�v�duals, characters and act�ons, and
consequently �s an �rony wh�ch overreaches �tself[129]. Th�s mode or
art-type, abstractly cons�dered, approaches closely to the pr�nc�ple of
comedy. At the same t�me we ought fundamentally to d�st�ngu�sh the
com�c from the �ron�cal as thus assoc�ated. For the com�c must be
l�m�ted to the mak�ng null what �s essent�ally �tself of no worth, that �s
to say, a false and contrad�ctory appearance, a wh�m, for �nstance, a
p�ece of egot�sm, a part�cular capr�ce, as set over aga�nst a m�ghty
pass�on; or even some pr�nc�ple, assumed to be eff�cac�ous, or r�g�d
max�ms may be thus exposed �n the�r null�ty. But �t �s wholly a
d�fferent matter, when what �s �n fact moral and true, generally
someth�ng w�th really substant�ve core, �s asserted �n an �nd�v�dual
and through the same as essent�ally of no account. Such an
�nd�v�dual �s then nugatory and desp�cable �n h�s character, and the
weakness and absence of character are thus �ntroduced �nto the
representat�on. In th�s d�st�nct�on, therefore, between the �ron�cal and
the com�c the po�nt of real �mportance �s what �s the nature of the
content wh�ch �s destroyed. They are �n the case of �rony ev�l, good
for noth�ng subjects, persons unable to hold staunchly to the�r f�xed
and �mportant purposes, only too ready to g�ve �t up and to perm�t �ts
destruct�on w�th�n them. Your "Irony" loves th�s �rony of the
characterless. For true character �mpl�es on the one hand an
essent�al substance �n �ts purpose, and on the other adherence to
such a purpose, so that �nd�v�dual�ty would be r�fled of �ts ver�table



ex�stence, �f �t was compelled to let �t drop and g�ve �t up. Th�s
doggedness and stab�l�ty const�tutes the keynote of character. Cato
can only l�ve as Roman and republ�can. Now �f �rony �s made the
keynote of the representat�on, we have the extreme ant�thes�s to art
accepted as the true pr�nc�ple of the work of art. For what we have
here �s �n part �ns�p�d f�gures, �n part f�gures that have ne�ther content
nor def�ned pos�t�on[130]. See�ng that what �s of substance �n them �s
proved to be an �llus�on. And, last of all, we have �nto the barga�n
those yearn�ng floods and unresolved contrad�ct�ons of the soul.
Compos�t�ons of th�s k�nd are not l�kely to arouse real �nterest. And
for th�s very reason �t �s prec�sely from the advocates of th�s Irony
that we have the cont�nuous round of lament over the publ�c's want
of cr�t�cal sense, art�st�c �ns�ght and gen�us, wh�ch of course cannot
apprec�ate the lofty ways of such an Irony; �n other words what the
publ�c does not l�ke �s th�s very med�ocr�ty, wh�ch �s the half of �t mere
tr�fl�ng[131], and the other half w�thout d�st�nct�ve character. And �t �s
r�ght that these spectre-l�ke, moon-sh�ne gaz�ng natures are no
favour�tes; �t �s a comfort to th�nk that th�s �ns�ncer�ty and hypocr�sy �s
not �n fash�on, and that what men, on the contrary, demand
�mperat�vely are full and ver�table �nterests, and no less so
characters wh�ch rema�n true to the we�ghty substance at the�r core.
We may add as a matter of h�stor�cal �nterest that �t was Solger and
Ludw�g T�eck who above all accepted �rony as the h�ghest pr�nc�ple
of art.
Th�s �s not the place to speak of Solger at the length he really mer�ts;
and I must content myself w�th a few general remarks. Solger was
not, as the others were, sat�sf�ed w�th a superf�c�al ph�losoph�cal
culture. A truly speculat�ve �mpulse of h�s �nnermost nature made h�m
probe the very depths of the ph�losoph�cal �dea. And �n do�ng so he
came upon the d�alect�cal phase of the Idea, that trans�t�on po�nt
wh�ch I call the �nf�n�te absolute negat�v�ty, the act�v�ty of the �dea �n
�ts negat�on of �tself as �nf�n�te and un�versal, �n order to pass �nto
f�n�teness and part�cular�ty, and w�th no less truth once more �n order
to annul th�s negat�on, and �n so do�ng to establ�sh aga�n the
un�versal and �nf�n�te w�th�n the f�n�te and part�cular. Solger d�d not
get beyond th�s negat�v�ty; and unquest�onably �t �s a phase[132] �n



the speculat�ve �dea; but nevertheless, as exclus�vely conce�ved �n
th�s d�alect�c unrest and d�ssolut�on of the �nf�n�te no less than the
f�n�te, �t �s only such a phase contr�butory, and not, as Solger
�mag�ned, the Ent�re Idea. Unfortunately Solger's l�fe was too early
broken off to perm�t h�m to grasp the concrete evolvement of the
ph�losoph�cal Idea �n all �t �mpl�es. And so he never got beyond th�s
aspect of negat�v�ty, wh�ch possesses an aff�n�ty w�th the d�ssolut�on
by �rony of all that �s determ�nate no less than essent�ally
substant�ve, a negat�ve movement wh�ch he �dent�f�ed w�th the
pr�nc�ple of art�st�c act�v�ty. Yet �n the actual cond�t�ons of h�s l�fe, and
w�th due reference to the stab�l�ty, ser�ousness, and sterl�ng qual�t�es
of h�s character, he was ne�ther h�mself an �ron�c art�st �n the sense
we have prev�ously descr�bed, nor was h�s really profound �nst�nct for
true works of art, a sense wh�ch a long course of study of art had
developed greatly, e�ther of such an �ron�cal character. So much we
w�ll venture �n the v�nd�cat�on of Solger, whose l�fe, ph�losophy, and
actual contr�but�ons to art mer�t be�ng wholly kept separate from the
apostles of �rony prev�ously named.
W�th regard to Ludw�g T�eck, h�s culture, too, dates from that per�od
�n wh�ch Jena was the l�terary centre. T�eck and others who
belonged to these super�or people are on excellent terms w�th such
modes of express�on, w�thout be�ng able to tell us much what they
mean. Thus T�eck always �ns�sts on the �mportance of Irony. But
when �t comes to del�ver�ng judgment on great works of art, though
h�s recogn�t�on and descr�pt�on of the�r greatness �s no doubt beyond
reproach, yet �f one �mag�nes that �n any part�cular example—let us
say "Romeo and Jul�et"—we have the opportun�ty put for an
explanat�on of that �n wh�ch here the �rony cons�sts, we are w�de of
the mark. We hear noth�ng more whatever about Irony.

V[133]

1. After the above �ntroductory observat�ons we may now pass on to
the cons�derat�on of our subject �tself. We are, however, st�ll w�th�n



the �ntroduct�on; and be�ng so I do not propose to attempt anyth�ng
more than �nd�cate by way of sketch the ma�n outl�nes of the general
course of the sc�ent�f�c �nqu�ry wh�ch �s to follow �t. Inasmuch,
however, as we have referred to art as �ssu�ng from the absolute
Idea �tself, and, �ndeed, have ass�gned as �ts end the sensuous
presentat�on of the Absolute �tself, �t w�ll be �ncumbent on us to
conduct th�s survey of the ent�re f�eld �n such a way, as at least to
d�sclose generally, how the part�cular parts or�g�nate �n the not�onal
concept of the beauty of art. We must therefore attempt to awaken
some �dea of th�s not�on �n �ts broadest s�gn�f�cance.
It has already been stated that the content of art �s the Idea, and the
form of �ts d�splay the conf�gurat�on of the sensuous or plast�c �mage.
It �s further the funct�on of art to med�ate these two aspects under the
reconc�led mode of free total�ty. The f�rst determ�nant �mpl�ed by th�s
�s the demand that the content, wh�ch has to secure art�st�c
representat�on, shall d�sclose an essent�al capac�ty for such d�splay.
If th�s �s not so all that we possess �s a defect�ve comb�nat�on. A
content that, �ndependently, �s �ll adapted to plast�c form and external
presentment �s compelled to accept th�s form, or a matter that �s of
�tself prosa�c �n �ts character �s dr�ven to make the best �t can of a
mode of presentat�on wh�ch �s antagon�st�c to �ts nature.
The second requ�rement, wh�ch �s deduc�ble from the f�rst, �s the
demand that the content of art should be noth�ng essent�ally
abstracts Th�s does not mean, however, that �t should be merely
concrete �n the sense that the sensuous object �s such �n �ts contrast
to all that �s sp�r�tual and the content of thought, regard�ng these as
the essent�ally s�mple and abstract. Everyth�ng that possesses truth
for Sp�r�t; no less than, as part of Nature, �s essent�ally concrete, and,
desp�te �ts un�versal�ty, possesses both �deal�ty[134] and part�cular�ty
essent�ally w�th�n �t. When we state, for example, of God that he �s
s�mple One, the Supreme Be�ng as such, we have thereby merely
g�ven utterance to a l�feless abstract�on of the �rrat�onal
understand�ng. Such a God, as He �s thus not conce�ved �n H�s
concrete truth, can supply no content for art, least of all plast�c art.
Consequently ne�ther the Jews nor the Turks have been able to
represent the�r God, who �s not even an abstract�on of the



understand�ng �n the above sense, under the pos�t�ve mode �n wh�ch
Chr�st�ans have represented H�m. For �n Chr�st�an�ty God �s
conce�ved �n H�s Truth, and as such essent�ally concrete, as
personal�ty[135], as the subject�ve focus of consc�ous l�fe, or, more
accurately def�ned, as Sp�r�t. And what He �s as Sp�r�t �s made
expl�c�t to the rel�g�ous apprehens�on as a tr�n�ty of persons, wh�ch at
the same t�me are, �n the�r �ndependence, regarded as One. Here �s
essent�al�ty, un�versal�ty, and part�cular�ty, no less than the�r
reconc�led un�ty, and �t �s only a un�ty such as th�s wh�ch g�ves us the
concrete. And �nasmuch as a content, �n order to unve�l truth at all,
must be of th�s concrete character, art makes the demand for a l�ke
concreteness, and, for th�s reason, that a purely abstract un�versal
does not �n �tself possess the property to proceed to part�cular�ty and
external man�festat�on, and to un�ty w�th �tself there�n.
If, then, a sensuous form and conf�gurat�on �s to be correspondent
w�th a true and therefore concrete content, such must �n the th�rd
place l�kew�se be as clearly �nd�v�dual, ent�rely concrete and a self-
enclosed un�ty. Th�s character of concreteness, pred�cable of both
aspects of art, the content no less than the representat�on, �s just the
po�nt �n wh�ch both coalesce and fall �n w�th one another. The natural
form of the human body �s, for example, such a sensuous concrete
capable of d�splay�ng Sp�r�t �n �ts essent�al concreteness and of
adapt�ng �tself wholly to such a presentment. For wh�ch reason we
must qu�t ourselves of the �dea that �t �s a matter of mere acc�dent
that an actual phenomenon of the object�ve world �s accepted as the
mode �n wh�ch to embody such a form coalescent w�th truth. Art does
not lay hold of th�s form e�ther because �t �s s�mply there or because
there �s no other. The concrete content �tself �mpl�es the presence of
external and actual, we may even add the sensuous appearance.
But to make th�s poss�ble th�s sensuous concrete, wh�ch �s
essent�ally �mpressed w�th a content that �s open to m�nd, �s also
essent�ally addressed to the �nward consc�ous l�fe, and the external
mode of �ts conf�gurat�on, whereby �t �s v�s�ble to percept�on and the
world of �dea, has for �ts a�m the be�ng there exclus�vely for the soul
and m�nd of man. Th�s �s the sole reason that content and art�st�c
conformat�on are doveta�led one �nto the other. The purely sensuous



concrete, that �s external Nature as such, does not exclus�vely
or�g�nate �n such an end. The var�ously coloured plumage of b�rds �s
resplendent unseen; the notes of th�s song are unheard. The
Cereus[136], wh�ch only blossoms for a n�ght, w�thers away w�thout
any adm�rat�on from another �n the w�lderness of the southern
forests; and these forests, receptacles themselves of the most
beaut�ful and luxur�ant vegetat�on, w�th the r�chest and most aromat�c
perfumes, per�sh and collapse �n l�ke manner unenjoyed. The work of
art has no such naïve and �ndependent be�ng. It �s essent�ally a
quest�on, an address to the respond�ng soul of man, an appeal to
affect�ons and �ntell�gence.
Although the endowment by art of sensuous shape �s not �n th�s
respect acc�dental, yet on the other hand �t �s not the h�ghest mode
of grasp�ng the sp�r�tually concrete. Thought �s a h�gher mode of
presentment than that of the sensuous concrete. Though abstract �n
a relat�ve sense; yet �t must not be one-s�ded, but concrete th�nk�ng,
�n order to be true and rat�onal. The extent to wh�ch a def�n�te content
possesses for �ts appropr�ate form sensuous art�st�c representat�on,
or essent�ally requ�res, �n v�rtue of �ts nature, a h�gher and more
sp�r�tual embod�ment �s a quest�on of d�fference exempl�f�ed at once
�f we compare the Greek gods w�th God as conce�ved under
Chr�st�an �deas. The Greek god �s not abstract, but �nd�v�dual, and �s
�n close assoc�at�on w�th the natural human form. The Chr�st�an God
�s also, no doubt, a concrete personal�ty, but under the mode of pure
sp�r�tual actual�ty, who �s cogn�zed as Sp�r�t and �n Sp�r�t[137]. H�s
med�um of determ�nate ex�stence �s therefore essent�ally knowledge
of the m�nd and not external natural shape, by means of wh�ch H�s
representat�on can only be �mperfect, and not �n the ent�re depths of
H�s �dea or not�onal concept.
Inasmuch, however, as �t �s the funct�on of art to represent the Idea
to �mmed�ate v�s�on �n sensuous shape and not �n the form of thought
and pure sp�r�tual�ty �n the str�ct sense, and �nasmuch as the value
and �ntr�ns�c worth of th�s presentment cons�sts �n the
correspondence and un�ty of the two aspects, that �s the Idea and �ts
sensuous shape, the supreme level and excellence of art and the
real�ty, wh�ch �s truly consonant w�th �ts not�on, w�ll depend upon the



degree of �nt�macy and un�on w�th wh�ch �dea and conf�gurat�on
appear together �n elaborated fus�on. The h�gher truth consequently
�s sp�r�tual content wh�ch has rece�ved the shape adequate to the
concept�on of �ts essence; and th�s �t �s wh�ch suppl�es the pr�nc�ple
of d�v�s�on for the ph�losophy of art. For before the m�nd can atta�n to
the true not�on of �ts absolute essence, �t �s constra�ned to traverse a
ser�es of stages rooted �n th�s very not�onal concept; and to th�s
course of stages wh�ch �t unfolds to �tself, corresponds a coalescent
ser�es, �mmed�ately related therew�th, of the plast�c types of art,
under the conf�gurat�on whereof m�nd as art-sp�r�t presents to �tself
the consc�ousness of �tself[138].
Th�s evolut�on w�th�n the art-sp�r�t has further �tself two s�des �n v�rtue
of �ts �ntr�ns�c nature. F�rst, that �s to say, the development �s �tself a
sp�r�tual and un�versal one; �n other words there are the def�n�te and
comprehens�ve v�ews of the world[139] �n the�r ser�es of gradat�ons
wh�ch g�ve art�st�c embod�ment to the spec�f�c but w�dely embrac�ng
consc�ousness of Nature, man, and God. Secondly, th�s �deal or
un�versal art-development has to prov�de for �tself �mmed�ate
ex�stence and sensuous conf�gurat�on, and the def�n�te modes of th�s
art-actual�zat�on �n the sensuous med�um are themselves a total�ty of
necessary d�st�nct�ons �n the realm of art—that �s to say, they are the
part�cular types of art. No doubt the types of art�st�c conf�gurat�on on
the one hand are, �n respect to the�r sp�r�tual�ty, of a general
character, and not restr�cted to any one mater�al, and the sensuous
ex�stence �s s�m�larly �tself of var�ed mult�pl�c�ty of med�um.
Inasmuch, however, as th�s mater�al potent�ally possesses, prec�sely
as the m�nd or sp�r�t does, the Idea for �ts �nward soul or s�gn�f�cance,
�t follows that a def�n�te sensuous �nvolves w�th �tself a closer relat�on
and secret bond of assoc�at�on w�th the sp�r�tual-d�st�nct�ons and
spec�f�c types of art�st�c embod�ment[140].
Relat�vely to these po�nts of v�ew our ph�losophy w�ll d�v�ded �nto
three fundamental parts.
F�rst, we have a general part. It has for �ts content object the
un�versal Idea of f�ne art, conce�ved here as the Ideal, together w�th



the more elaborated relat�on under wh�ch �t �s placed respect�vely to
Nature and human art�st�c product�on.
Secondly, we have evolved from the not�onal concept of the beauty
of art a part�cular part, �n so far as the essent�al d�st�nct�ons, wh�ch
th�s �dea conta�ns �n �tself, are unfolded �n a graduated ser�es of
part�cular modes of conf�gurat�on[141].
Th�rdly, there results a f�nal part wh�ch has to cons�der the
part�cular�zed content of f�ne art �tself. It cons�sts �n the advance of
art to the sensuous real�zat�on of �ts shapes and �ts consummat�on �n
a system of the several arts and the�r genera and spec�es.
2. In respect to the f�rst and second of these d�v�s�ons �t �s �mportant
to recollect, �n order to make all that follows �ntell�g�ble, that the Idea,
v�ewed as the beaut�ful �n art, �s not the Idea �n the str�ct sense, that
�s as a metaphys�cal Log�c apprehends �t as the Absolute. It �s rather
the Idea as carr�ed �nto concrete form �n the d�rect�on of express
real�zat�on, and as hav�ng entered �nto �mmed�ate and adequate
un�ty w�th such real�ty. For the Idea as such, although �t �s both
potent�ally and expl�c�tly true, �s only truth �n �ts un�versal�ty and not
as yet presented �n object�ve embod�ment. The Idea as f�ne art,
however, �s the Idea w�th the more spec�f�c property of be�ng
essent�ally �nd�v�dual real�ty, �n other words, an �nd�v�dual
conf�gurat�on of real�ty whose express funct�on �t �s to make man�fest
the Idea—�n �ts appearance. Th�s amounts to the demand that the
Idea and �ts format�ve conf�gurat�on as concrete real�zat�on must be
brought together under a mode of complete adequacy. The Idea as
so conce�ved, a real�ty, that �s to-say, moulded �n conform�ty w�th the
not�onal concept of the Idea, �s the Ideal. The problem of such
consonancy m�ght, �n the f�rst �nstance, be understood �n the wholly
formal sense that the Idea m�ght be any �dea so long as the actual
shape, �t matters not what the shape m�ght be, represented th�s
part�cular Idea and no other. In that case, however, the requ�red truth
of the Ideal �s a fact s�mply �nterchangeable w�th mere correctness, a
correctness wh�ch cons�sts �n the express�on of any s�gn�f�cance �n a
manner adapted to �t, prov�ded that �ts mean�ng �s thereby d�rectly
d�scoverable �n the form. The Ideal, however, �s not to be thus
understood. Accord�ng to the standard or test of �ts own nature any



content whatever can rece�ve adequate presentat�on, but �t does not
necessar�ly thereby possess a cla�m to be the f�ne art of the Ideal.
Nay, more, �n compar�son w�th �deal beauty the presentat�on w�ll
even appear defect�ve. And �n th�s connect�on we may once for all
observe—though actual proof �s reserved to a later stage—that the
defects of a work of art are not �nvar�ably to be attr�buted to defects
of execut�ve sk�ll. Defect�veness of form ar�ses also from
defect�veness of content. The Ch�nese, H�ndoos, and Egypt�ans, for
example, �n the�r art�st�c �mages, sculptured de�t�es and �dols, never
passed beyond a formless cond�t�on, or a def�n�t�on of shape that
was v�c�ous and false, and were unable to master true beauty. And
th�s was so for the reason that the�r mytholog�cal concept�ons, the
content and thought of the�r works of art, were st�ll essent�ally
�ndeterm�nate, or only determ�nate �n a false sense, d�d not, �n fact,
atta�n to a content wh�ch was absolute �n �tself. V�ewed �n th�s sense
the excellence of works of art �s so much the greater �n the degree
that the�r content and thought �s �deal and profound. And �n aff�rm�ng
th�s we have not merely �n our m�nd the degree of execut�ve mastery
d�splayed �n the grasp and �m�tat�on of natural form as we f�nd �t �n
the object�ve world. For �n certa�n stages of the art�st�c
consc�ousness and �ts reproduct�ve effects the desert�on and
d�stort�on of the conformat�ons of Nature �s not so much due to
un�ntent�onal techn�cal �nexper�ence or lack of ab�l�ty, as �t �s to
del�berate alterat�on, wh�ch or�g�nates �n the mental content �tself,
and �s demanded by the same. From th�s po�nt of v�ew there �s
therefore �mperfect art, wh�ch, both �n techn�cal and other respects,
may be qu�te consummate �n �ts own spec�f�c sphere, yet �f tested
w�th the true not�on of art and the Ideal can only appear as defect�ve.
Only �n the h�ghest art are the Idea and the art�st�c presentat�on truly
consonant w�th one another �n the sense that the object�ve
embod�ment of the Idea �s �n �tself essent�ally and as real�zed the
true conf�gurat�on, because the content of the Idea thus expressed �s
�tself �n truth the genu�ne content. It �s appert�nent to th�s, as already
noted, that the Idea must be def�ned �n and through �tself as concrete
total�ty, thereby essent�ally possess�ng �n �tself the pr�nc�ple and
standard of �ts part�cular�zat�on and def�n�t�on as thus man�fested
object�vely. For example, the Chr�st�an �mag�nat�on w�ll only be able



to represent God �n human form and w�th man's means of sp�r�tual
express�on, because �t �s here�n that God H�mself �s fully known �n
H�mself as m�nd or Sp�r�t. Determ�nacy �s, as �t were, the br�dge to
phenomenal presence. Where th�s determ�nacy �s not total�ty der�ved
from the Idea �tself, where the Idea �s not conce�ved as that wh�ch �s
self-def�n�t�ve and self-d�fferent�at�ng, �t rema�ns abstract and
possesses �ts def�n�t�on, and w�th �t the pr�nc�ple for the part�cular
mode of embod�ment adapted to �tself not w�th�n �tself but as
someth�ng outs�de �t. And ow�ng to th�s the Idea �s also st�ll abstract
and the conf�gurat�on �t assumes �s not as yet pos�ted by �tself. The
Idea, however, wh�ch �s essent�ally concrete, carr�es the pr�nc�ple of
�ts man�festat�on �n �tself, and �s thereby the means of �ts own free
man�festat�on. Thus �t �s only the truly concrete Idea that �s able to
evoke the true embod�ment, and th�s appropr�ate coalescence of
both �s the Ideal.
3. But �nasmuch as �n th�s way the Idea �s concrete un�ty, th�s un�ty
can only enter the art�st�c consc�ousness by the expans�on and
further med�at�on of the part�cular aspects of the Idea; and �t �s
through th�s evolut�on that the beauty of art rece�ves a total�ty of
part�cular stages and forms. Therefore, after we have cons�dered
f�ne art �n �ts essence and on �ts own account, we must see how the
beaut�ful �n �ts ent�rety breaks up �nto �ts part�cular determ�nat�ons.
Th�s g�ves, as our second part, the doctr�ne of the types of art. The
or�g�n of these types �s to be found �n the var�ed ways under wh�ch
the Idea �s conce�ved as the content of art; �t �s by th�s means that a
d�st�nct�on �n the mode of form under wh�ch �t man�fests �tself �s
cond�t�oned. These types are therefore s�mply the d�fferent modes of
relat�on wh�ch obta�n between the Idea and �ts conf�gurat�on,
relat�ons wh�ch emanate from the Idea �tself, and thereby present us
w�th the general bas�s of d�v�s�on for th�s sphere. For the pr�nc�ple of
d�v�s�on must always be found �n the not�onal concept, the
part�cular�zat�on and d�v�s�on of wh�ch �t �s.
We have here to cons�der three relat�ons of the Idea to �ts external
process of conf�gurat�on.
(a) F�rst, the or�g�n of art�st�c creat�on proceeds from the Idea when,
be�ng �tself st�ll �nvolved �n defect�ve def�n�t�on and obscur�ty, or �n



v�c�ous and untrue determ�nacy, �t becomes embod�ed �n the shapes
of art. As �ndeterm�nate �t does not as yet possess �n �tself that
�nd�v�dual�ty wh�ch the Ideal demands. Its abstract character and
one-s�dedness leaves �ts object�ve presentment st�ll defect�ve and
cont�ngent. Consequently th�s f�rst type of art �s rather a mere search
after plast�c conf�gurat�on than a power of genu�ne representat�on.
The Idea has not as yet found the format�ve pr�nc�ple w�th�n �tself,
and therefore st�ll cont�nues to be the mere effort and stra�n to f�nd �t.
We may �n general terms descr�be th�s form as the symbol�c type of
art. The abstract Idea possesses �n �t �ts external shape outs�de �tself
�n the purely mater�al substance of Nature, from wh�ch the shap�ng
process proceeds, and to wh�ch �n �ts express�on �t �s ent�rely yoked.
Natural objects are thus �n the f�rst �nstance left just as they are,
wh�le, at the same t�me the substant�ve Idea �s �mposed upon them
as the�r s�gn�f�cance, so that the�r funct�on �s henceforth to express
the same, and they cla�m to be �nterpreted, as though the Idea �tself
was present �n them. A rat�onale of th�s �s to be found �n the fact that
the external objects of real�ty do essent�ally possess an aspect �n
wh�ch they are qual�f�ed to express a un�versal �mport. But as a
completely adequate coalescence �s not yet poss�ble, all that can be
the outcome of such a relat�on �s an abstract attr�bute, as when a l�on
�s understood to symbol�ze strength.
On the other hand th�s abstractness of the relat�on makes present to
consc�ousness no less markedly how the Idea stands relat�vely to
natural phenomena as an al�en; and albe�t �t expat�ates �n all these
shapes, hav�ng no other means of express�on among all that �s real,
and seeks after �tself �n the�r unrest and defects of genu�ne
proport�on, yet for all that �t f�nds them �nadequate to meet �ts needs.
It consequently exaggerates natural shapes and the phenomena of
Nature �n every degree of �ndef�n�te and l�m�tless extens�on; �t
flounders about �n them l�ke a drunkard, and seethes and ferments,
do�ng v�olence to the�r truth w�th the d�storted growth of unnatural
shapes, and str�ves va�nly by the contrast, hugeness, and splendour
of the forms accepted to exalt the phenomena to the plane of the
Idea. For the Idea �s here st�ll more or less �ndeterm�nate, and
unadaptable, wh�le the objects of Nature are wholly def�n�te �n the�r
shape.



Hence, on account of the �ncompat�b�l�ty of the two s�des of �deal�ty
and object�ve form to one another, the relat�on of the Idea to the
other becomes a negat�ve one. The former, be�ng �n �ts nature �deal,
�s unsat�sf�ed w�th such an embod�ment, and pos�ts �tself as �ts
�nward or �deally un�versal substance under a relat�on of subl�m�ty
over and above all th�s �nadequate superflu�ty of natural form. In
v�rtue of th�s subl�m�ty the natural phenomena, of course, and the
human form and event are accepted and left s�mply as they are, but
at the same t�me, recogn�zed as unequal to the�r s�gn�f�cance, wh�ch
�s exalted far above all earthly content.
These features const�tute �n general terms the character of the
pr�m�t�ve art�st�c panthe�sm of the East, wh�ch, on the one hand,
charges the meanest objects w�th the s�gn�f�cance of the absolute
Idea, or, on the other, compels natural form, by do�ng v�olence to �ts
structure, to express �ts world-�deas. And, �n consequence, �t
becomes b�zarre, grotesque, and def�c�ent �n taste, or turns the
�nf�n�te but abstract freedom of the substant�ve Idea contemptuously
aga�nst all phenomenal ex�stence as al�ke nugatory and evanescent.
By such means the s�gn�f�cance cannot be completely presented �n
the express�on, and desp�te all stra�n�ng and endeavour the f�nal
�nadequacy of plast�c conf�gurat�on to Idea rema�ns �nsuperable.
Such may be accepted as the f�rst type of art—symbol�c art w�th �ts
yearn�ng, �ts fermentat�on, �ts mystery, and subl�m�ty.
(b) In the second type of art, wh�ch we propose to call "Class�cal,"
the twofold defect of symbol�c art �s annulled. Now the symbol�c
conf�gurat�on �s �mperfect, because, f�rst, the Idea here only enters
�nto consc�ousness �n abstract determ�nacy or �ndeterm�nateness:
and, secondly, by reason of the fact that the coalescence of �mport
w�th embod�ment can only throughout rema�n defect�ve, and �n �ts
turn also wholly abstract. The class�cal art-type solves both these
d�ff�cult�es. It �s, �n fact, the free and adequate embod�ment of the
Idea �n the shape wh�ch, accord�ng to �ts not�onal concept, �s
un�quely appropr�ate to the Idea �tself. The Idea �s consequently able
to un�te �n free and completely assonant concord w�th �t. For th�s
reason the class�cal type of art �s the f�rst to present us w�th the



creat�on and v�s�on of the complete Ideal, and to establ�sh the same
as real�zed fact.
The conformab�l�ty, however, of not�on and real�ty �n the class�cal
type ought not to be taken �n the purely formal sense of the
coalescence of a content w�th �ts external form, any more than th�s
was poss�ble �n the case of the Ideal. Otherw�se every copy from
Nature, and every k�nd of portra�t, every landscape, flower, scene,
and so forth, wh�ch form the a�m of the presentment, would at once
become class�cal �n v�rtue of the fact of the agreement �t offers
between such content and form. In class�cal art, on the contrary, the
character�st�c feature of the content cons�sts �n th�s, that �t �s �tself
concrete Idea, and as such the concrete sp�r�tual; for �t �s only that
wh�ch perta�ns to Sp�r�t wh�ch �s ver�table �deal�ty[142]. To secure such
a content we must f�nd out that �n Nature wh�ch on �ts own account �s
that wh�ch �s essent�ally and expl�c�tly appropr�ate to the sp�r�tual. It
must be the or�g�nal not�on �tself[143], wh�ch has �nvented the form for
concrete sp�r�tual�ty, and now the subject�ve not�on—�n the present
case the sp�r�t of art—has merely d�scovered �t, and made �t, as an
ex�stence possessed of natural shape, concordant w�th free and
�nd�v�dual sp�r�tual�ty. Such a conf�gurat�on, wh�ch the Idea essent�ally
possesses as sp�r�tual, and �ndeed as �nd�v�dually determ�nate
sp�r�tual�ty, when �t must perforce appear as a temporal
phenomenon, �s the human form. Person�f�cat�on and
anthropomorph�sm have frequently been abused as a degradat�on of
the sp�r�tual. But art, �n so far as �ts funct�on �s to br�ng to v�s�on the
sp�r�tual �n sensuous gu�se, must advance to such
anthropomorph�sm, �nasmuch as Sp�r�t �s only adequately presented
to percept�on �n �ts bod�ly presence. The transm�grat�on of souls �n
th�s respect an abstract concept�on[144], and phys�ology ought to
make �t one of �ts fundamental pr�nc�ples, that l�fe has necessar�ly, �n
the course of �ts evolut�on, to proceed to the human form, for the
reason that �t �s alone the v�s�ble phenomenon adequate to the
express�on of �ntell�gence.
The human bod�ly form, then, �s employed �n the class�cal type of art
not as purely sensuous ex�stence, but exclus�vely as the ex�stence
and natural shape appropr�ate to m�nd. It has therefore to be rel�eved



of all the defect�ve excrescences wh�ch adhere to �t �n �ts purely
phys�cal aspect, and from the cont�ngent f�n�teness of �ts
phenomenal appearance. The external shape must �n th�s way be
pur�f�ed �n order to express �n �tself the content adequate for such a
purpose; and, furthermore, along w�th th�s, that the coalescence of
�mport and embod�ment may be complete, the sp�r�tual�ty wh�ch
const�tutes the content must be of such a character that �t �s
completely able to express �tself �n the natural form of man, w�thout
project�ng beyond the l�m�ts of such express�on w�th�n the sensuous
and purely phys�cal sphere of ex�stence. Under such a cond�t�on
Sp�r�t �s at the same t�me def�ned as part�cular, the sp�r�t or m�nd of
man, not as s�mply absolute and eternal. In th�s latter case �t �s only
capable of assert�ng and express�ng �tself as �ntellectual be�ng[145].
Out of th�s latter d�st�nct�on ar�ses, �n �ts turn, the defect wh�ch br�ngs
about the d�ssolut�on of the class�cal type of art, and makes the
demand for a th�rd and h�gher form, namely the romant�c type.
(c) The romant�c type of art annuls the completed un�on of the Idea
and �ts real�ty, and occurs, �f on a h�gher plane, to the d�fference and
oppos�t�on of both s�des, wh�ch rema�ned unovercome �n symbol�c
art. The class�cal type of art no doubt atta�ned the h�ghest excellence
of wh�ch the sensuous embod�ment of art �s capable. The defect,
such as �t �s, �s due to the defect wh�ch obta�ns �n art �tself
throughout, the l�m�tat�ons of �ts ent�re prov�nce, that �s to say. The
l�m�tat�on cons�sts �n th�s, that art �n general and, agreeably to �ts
fundamental �dea, accepts for �ts object Sp�r�t, the not�on of wh�ch �s
�nf�n�te concrete un�versal�ty, under the gu�se of sensuously concrete
form. In the class�cal type �t sets up the perfected coalescence of
sp�r�tual and sensuous ex�stence as adequate conformat�on of both.
As a matter of fact, however, �n th�s fus�on m�nd �tself �s not
represented agreeably to �ts true not�onal concept. M�nd �s the �nf�n�te
subject�v�ty of the Idea, wh�ch as absolute �nwardness[146], �s not
capable of freely expand�ng �n �ts ent�re �ndependence, so long as �t
rema�ns w�th�n the mould of the bod�ly shape, fused there�n as �n the
ex�stence wholly congen�al to �t.



To escape from such a cond�t�on the romant�c type of art once more
cancels that �nseparable un�ty of the class�cal type, by secur�ng a
content wh�ch passes beyond the class�cal stage and �ts mode of
express�on. Th�s content, �f we may recall fam�l�ar �deas—�s
co�nc�dent w�th what Chr�st�an�ty aff�rms to be true of God as Sp�r�t, �n
contrast to the Greek fa�th �n gods wh�ch forms the essent�al and
most f�tt�ng content of class�cal art. In Greek art the concrete �deal
substance �s potent�ally, but not as fully real�zed, the un�ty of the
human and d�v�ne nature; a un�ty wh�ch for the very reason that �t �s
purely �mmed�ate and not wholly expl�c�t, �s man�fested w�thout defect
under an �mmed�ate and sensuous mode. The Greek god �s the
object of naïve �ntu�t�on and sensuous �mag�nat�on. H�s shape �s
therefore the bod�ly form of man. The sphere of h�s power and h�s
be�ng �s �nd�v�dual and �nd�v�dually l�m�ted; and �n h�s oppos�t�on to
the �nd�v�dual person[147] �s an essence and a power w�th whom the
�nward l�fe of soul[148] �s merely potent�ally �n un�ty, but does not �tself
possess th�s un�ty as �nward subject�ve knowledge. The h�gher stage
�s the knowledge of th�s �mpl�ed un�ty, wh�ch �n �ts latency the
class�cal art-type rece�ves as �ts content and �s able to perfectly
represent �n bod�ly shape. Th�s elevat�on of mere potent�al�ty �nto
self-consc�ous knowledge const�tutes an enormous d�fference. It �s
noth�ng less than the �nf�n�te d�fference wh�ch, for example,
separates man generally from the an�mal creat�on. Man �s an�mal;
but even �n h�s an�mal funct�ons he �s not restr�cted w�th�n the
potent�al sphere as the an�mal �s, but becomes consc�ous of them,
learns to understand them, and ra�ses them—as, for �nstance, the
process of d�gest�on—�nto self-consc�ous sc�ence. By th�s means
man d�ssolves the boundar�es of h�s merely potent�al �mmed�acy; �n
v�rtue of the very fact that he knows h�mself to be an�mal he ceases
to be merely an�mal, and as m�nd �s endowed w�th self-knowledge.
If, then, �n th�s way the un�ty of the human and d�v�ne nature, wh�ch
�n the prev�ous stage was potent�al, �s ra�sed out of th�s �mmed�ate
�nto a self-consc�ous un�ty, �t follows that the genu�ne med�um for the
real�ty of th�s content �s no longer the sensuous and �mmed�ate
ex�stence of what �s sp�r�tual, that �s, the phys�cal body of man, but
the self-aware �nner l�fe of soul �tself. Now �t �s Chr�st�an�ty—for the



reason that �t presents to m�nd God as Sp�r�t, and not as the
part�cular �nd�v�dual sp�r�t, but as absolute �n sp�r�t and �n truth—
wh�ch steps back from the sensuousness of �mag�nat�on �nto the
�nward l�fe of reason, and makes th�s rather than bod�ly form the
med�um and determ�nate ex�stence of �ts content. So also, the un�ty
of the human and d�v�ne nature �s a consc�ous un�ty exclus�vely
capable of real�zat�on by means of sp�r�tual knowledge, and �n Sp�r�t.
The new content secured thereby �s consequently not �ndefeas�bly
bound up w�th the sensuous presentat�on, as the mode completely
adequate, but �s rather del�vered from th�s �mmed�ate ex�stence,
wh�ch has to be hypostat�zed as a negat�ve factor, overcome and
reflected back �nto the sp�r�tual un�ty. In th�s way romant�c art must be
regarded as art transcend�ng �tself, albe�t w�th�n the boundary of �ts
own prov�nce, and �n the form of art �tself.
We may therefore br�efly summar�ze our conclus�on that �n th�s th�rd
stage the object of art cons�sts �n the free and concrete presence of
sp�r�tual act�v�ty[149], whose vocat�on �t �s to appear as such a
presence or act�v�ty for the �nner world of consc�ous �ntell�gence. In
consonance w�th such an object art cannot merely work for
sensuous percept�on. It must del�ver �tself to the �nward l�fe, wh�ch
coalesces w�th �ts object s�mply as though th�s were none other than
�tself[150], �n other words, to the �nt�macy of soul, to the heart, the
emot�onal l�fe, wh�ch as the med�um of Sp�r�t �tself essent�ally str�ves
after freedom, and seeks and possesses �ts reconc�l�at�on only �n the
�nner chamber of sp�r�t. It �s th�s �nward or �deal world wh�ch
const�tutes the content of the romant�c sphere: �t w�ll therefore
necessar�ly d�scover �ts representat�on as such �nner �dea or feel�ng,
and �n the show or appearance of the same. The world of the soul
and �ntell�gence celebrates �ts tr�umph over the external world, and,
actually �n the med�um of that outer world, makes that v�ctory to
appear, by reason of wh�ch the sensuous appearance s�nks �nto
worthlessness.



On the other hand, th�s type of art, l�ke every other, needs an
external veh�cle of express�on. As already stated, the sp�r�tual
content has here w�thdrawn from the external world and �ts
�mmed�ate un�ty �nto �ts own world. The sensuous external�ty of form
�s consequently accepted and represented, as �n the symbol�c type,
as unessent�al and trans�ent; furthermore the subject�ve f�n�te sp�r�t
and vol�t�on �s treated �n a s�m�lar way; a treatment wh�ch even
�ncludes the �d�osyncras�es or capr�ce of �nd�v�duals, character,
act�on, or the part�cular features of �nc�dent and plot. The aspect of
external ex�stence �s comm�tted to cont�ngency and handed over to
the adventurous act�on of �mag�nat�on, whose capr�ce �s just as able
to reflect the facts g�ven as they are[151], as �t can change the
shapes of the external world �nto a medley of �ts own �nvent�on and
d�stort them to mere car�cature. For th�s external element has no
longer �ts not�on and s�gn�f�cance �n �ts own essent�al prov�nce, as �n
class�cal art. It �s now d�scovered �n the emot�onal realm, and th�s �s
man�fested �n the med�um of that realm �tself rather than �n the
external and �ts form of real�ty, and �s able to secure or to recover
aga�n the cond�t�on of reconc�l�at�on w�th �tself �n every acc�dent, �n all
the chance c�rcumstance that falls �nto �ndependent shape, �n all
m�sfortune and sorrow, nay, �n cr�me �tself.
Hence �t comes about that the character�st�cs of symbol�c art, �ts
�nd�fference, �ncompat�b�l�ty and severance of Idea from conf�gurat�ve
express�on, are here reproduced once more, �f w�th essent�al
d�fference. And th�s d�fference cons�sts �n the fact that �n romant�c art
the Idea, whose defect�veness, �n the case of the symbol, brought
w�th �t the defect of external form, has to d�splay �tself as Sp�r�t and �n
the med�um of soul-l�fe as essent�ally self-complete. And �t �s to
complete fundamentally th�s h�gher perfect�on that �t w�thdraws �tself
from the external element, It can, �n short, seek and consummate �ts
true real�ty and man�festat�on nowhere but �n �ts own doma�n.
Th�s we may take to be �n general terms the character of the
symbol�c, class�cal, and romant�c types of art, wh�ch �n fact const�tute
the three relat�ons of the Idea to �ts embod�ment �n the realm of
human art. They cons�st �n the asp�rat�on after, the atta�nment and



transcendency of the Ideal, v�ewed as the true concrete not�on of
beauty.
4. In contrast to these two prev�ous d�v�s�ons of our subject the th�rd
part presupposes the not�onal concept of the Ideal, and the un�versal
art-types. It �n other words cons�sts �n the�r real�zat�on through
spec�f�c sensuous med�a. We have consequently no longer to deal
w�th the �nner or �deal evolut�on of the beauty of art �n conform�ty w�th
�ts w�dest and most fundamental determ�nat�ons. What we have now
before us to cons�der �s how these �deal determ�nants pass �nto
actual ex�stence, how they are d�st�ngu�shable �n the�r external
aspect, and how they g�ve an �ndependent and a real�zed shape to
every element �mpl�ed �n the evolut�on of th�s Idea of beauty as a
work of art, and not merely as a un�versal type. Now �t �s the pecul�ar
d�fferences �mmanent �n the Idea of beauty wh�ch are carr�ed over by
�t �nto external ex�stence. For th�s reason �n th�s th�rd fundamental
d�v�s�on these general art-types must themselves supply the bas�c
pr�nc�ple for the art�culat�on and def�n�t�on of the part�cular arts. Or, to
put the same th�ng another way, the several spec�es of art possess
�n themselves the same essent�al d�fferences, wh�ch we have
already become acqua�nted w�th as the un�versal art-types. External
object�v�ty, however, to wh�ch these types are subjected �n a
sensuous and consequently spec�f�c mater�al, necess�tates the
d�fferent�at�on of these types �nto d�verse and �ndependent modes of
real�zat�on, �n other words, those of part�cular arts. Each general type
d�scovers �ts determ�nate character �n one determ�nate external
mater�al or med�um, �n wh�ch �ts adequate presentat�on �s secured
under the manner �t prescr�bes. But, from another po�nt of v�ew,
these types of art, �nasmuch as the�r def�n�t�on �s none the less
cons�stent w�th the fact of the un�versal�ty of the�r typ�cal �mport,
break through the boundar�es of the�r spec�f�c real�zat�on �n some
def�n�te art-spec�es, and ach�eve an ex�stence �n other arts no less,
although the�r pos�t�on �n such �s of subord�nate �mportance. For th�s
reason, albe�t the part�cular arts belong spec�f�cally to one of these
general art-types respect�vely, the adequate external embod�ment
whereof they severally const�tute, yet th�s does not prevent them,
each after �ts own mode of external conf�gurat�on, from represent�ng



the total�ty of these art-types[152]. To summar�ze, then, �n th�s th�rd
pr�nc�pal d�v�s�on we are deal�ng w�th the beauty of art, as �t unve�ls
�tself �n a world of real�zed beauty by means of the arts and the�r
creat�ons. The content of th�s world �s the beaut�ful, and the true
beaut�ful, as we have seen, �s sp�r�tual be�ng �n concrete form, the
Ideal; or apprehended w�th st�ll more �nt�macy �t �s the absolute m�nd
and truth �tself. Th�s reg�on of d�v�ne truth art�st�cally presented to
sensuous v�s�on and emot�on forms the centre of the ent�re world of
art. It �s the �ndependent, free and d�v�ne Image[153], wh�ch has
completely appropr�ated the external�ty of form and med�um, and
now wears them s�mply as the means of �ts self-man�festat�on.
Inasmuch, however, as the beaut�ful �s unfolded here as object�ve
real�ty, and �n th�s process �s d�fferent�ated �nto part�cular aspects and
phases, th�s centre pos�ts �ts extremes, as real�zed �n the�r pecul�ar
actual�ty, �n ant�thet�cal relat�on to �tself. Thus one of these extremes
cons�sts of an object�v�ty as yet devo�d of m�nd, wh�ch we may call
the natural env�ronment of God. Here the external element, when �t
rece�ves form, rema�ns as �t was, and does not possess �ts sp�r�tual
a�m and content �n �tself, but �n another[154]. The other extreme �s the
d�v�ne as �nward, someth�ng known, as the man�fold part�cular�zed
subject�ve ex�stence of De�ty. It �s the truth as operat�ve and v�tal �n
sense, soul, and �ntell�gence of part�cular persons, wh�ch does not
pers�st as poured forth �nto �ts mould of external shape, but returns
�nto the �nward l�fe of �nd�v�duals. The D�v�ne �s under such a mode at
once d�st�ngu�shable from �ts pure man�festat�on as Godhead, and
passes �tself thereby �nto the var�ety of part�cular�zat�on wh�ch
belongs to every k�nd of part�cular subject�ve knowledge, feel�ng,
percept�on, and emot�on. In the analogous prov�nce of rel�g�on w�th
wh�ch art, at �ts h�ghest elevat�on, �s �mmed�ately connected, we
conce�ve the same d�st�nct�on as follows. F�rst, we �mag�ne the
natural l�fe on Earth �n �ts f�n�tude as stand�ng on one s�de; but then,
secondly, the human consc�ousness accepts God for �ts object, �n
wh�ch the d�st�nct�on between object�v�ty and subject�v�ty falls away;
then, f�nally, we advance from God as such to the devot�on of the
commun�ty, that �s to God as He �s al�ve and present �n the
subject�ve consc�ousness. These three fundamental mod�f�cat�ons
present themselves �n the world of art �n �ndependent evolut�on.



(a) The f�rst of the part�cular arts w�th wh�ch, accord�ng to the�r
fundamental pr�nc�ple, we have to start �s arch�tecture cons�dered as
a f�ne art. Its funct�on cons�sts �n so elaborat�ng the external mater�al
of �norgan�c Nature that the same becomes �nt�mately connected
w�th Sp�r�t as an art�st�c and external env�ronment. Its med�um �s
matter �tself as an external object, a heavy mass that �s subject to
mechan�cal laws; and �ts forms pers�st as the forms of �norgan�c
Nature co-ord�nated w�th the relat�ons of the abstract understand�ng
such as symmetry and so forth. In th�s mater�al and �n these forms
the Ideal �s �ncapable of real�zat�on as concrete sp�r�tual�ty, and the
real�ty thus presented rema�ns confront�ng the Idea as an external
fabr�c w�th wh�ch �t enters �nto no fus�on, or has only entered so far
as to establ�sh an abstract relat�on. And �t �s �n consequence of th�s
that the fundamental type of the art of bu�ld�ng �s that of symbol�sm.
Arch�tecture �s �n fact the f�rst p�oneer on the h�ghway toward the
adequate real�zat�on of Godhead. In th�s serv�ce �t �s put to severe
labour w�th object�ve nature, that �t may d�sengage �t by �ts effort from
the confused growth of f�n�tude and the d�stort�ons of cont�ngency. By
th�s means �t levels a space for the God, �nforms H�s external
env�ronment, and bu�lds H�m H�s temple, as a f�t place for the
concentrat�on of Sp�r�t, and �ts d�rect�on to the absolute objects of
�ntell�gent l�fe. It ra�ses an enclosure for the congregat�on of those
assembled, as a defence aga�nst the threaten�ng of the tempest,
aga�nst ra�n, the hurr�cane, and savage an�mals. It �n short reveals
the w�ll thus to assemble, and although under an external relat�on,
yet �n agreement w�th the pr�nc�ples of art. A s�gn�f�cance such as th�s
�t can to a greater or less extent �mport �nto �ts mater�al and �ts forms,
�n proport�on as the determ�nate content of �ts fabr�c, wh�ch �s the
object of �ts operat�ons and effort, �s more or less s�gn�f�cant, �s more
concrete or more abstract, more profound �n penetrat�ng �ts own
essent�al depth, or more obscure and superf�c�al. Indeed arch�tecture
may �n th�s respect proceed so far �n the execut�on of such a purpose
as to create an adequate art�st�c ex�stence for such an �deal content
�n �ts very forms and mater�al. In do�ng so, however, �t has already
passed beyond �ts pecul�ar prov�nce and �s d�verted �nto the stage
�mmed�ately above �t of sculpture. For the boundary of sculpture l�es
prec�sely, �n th�s that �t reta�ns the sp�r�tual as an �nward be�ng wh�ch



pers�sts �n d�rect contrast to the external embod�ment of arch�tecture.
It can consequently merely po�nt to that wh�ch �s absorbed �n soul-l�fe
as to someth�ng external to �tself.
(b) Nevertheless, as above expla�ned, the external and �norgan�c
world �s pur�f�ed by arch�tecture, �t �s co-ord�nated under symmetr�cal
laws, and made cognate w�th m�nd, and as a result the temple of
God, the house of h�s commun�ty, stands before us. Into th�s temple,
�n the second place, the God h�mself enters �n the l�ghtn�ng-flash of
�nd�v�dual�ty wh�ch sm�tes �ts way �nto the �nert mass, permeat�ng the
same w�th �ts presence. In other words the �nf�n�te[155] and no longer
purely symmetr�cal form belong�ng to �ntell�gence br�ngs as �t were to
a focus and �nforms the shape �n wh�ch �t �s most at home. Th�s �s the
task of sculpture. In so far as �n �t the �nward l�fe of Sp�r�t, to wh�ch
the art of arch�tecture can merely po�nt away to, makes �ts dwell�ng
w�th�n the sensuous shape and �ts external mater�al, and to the
extent that these two s�des come �nto plast�c commun�on w�th one
another �n such a manner that ne�ther �s predom�nant, sculpture
rece�ves as �ts fundamental type the class�cal art-form.
For th�s reason the sensuous element on �ts own account adm�ts of
no express�on here wh�ch �s not affected by sp�r�tual aff�n�t�es[156],
just as, conversely, sculpture can reproduce w�th completeness no
sp�r�tual content, wh�ch does not ma�nta�n throughout adequate
presentat�on to percept�on �n bod�ly form. What sculpture, �n short,
has to do �s to make the presence of Sp�r�t stand before us �n �ts
bod�ly shape and �n �mmed�ate un�on therew�th at rest and �n
blessedness; and th�s form has to be made v�tal by means of the
content of sp�r�tual �nd�v�dual�ty. The external sensuous mater�al �s
consequently no longer elaborated e�ther �n conform�ty w�th �ts
mechan�cal qual�ty alone, as a mass of we�ght, nor �n shapes of the
�norgan�c world s�mply, nor �n ent�re �nd�fference to colour, etc. It �s
carr�ed �nto the �deal forms of the human f�gure, and, we may add, �n
the completeness of all three spat�al d�mens�ons. In other words and
relat�vely to such a process we must ma�nta�n for sculpture that �n �t
the �nward or �deal content of Sp�r�t are f�rst revealed �n the�r eternal
repose and essent�al self-stab�l�ty. To such repose and un�ty w�th
�tself there can only correspond that external shape wh�ch �tself



pers�sts �n such un�ty and repose. And th�s cond�t�on �s sat�sf�ed by
conf�gurat�on v�ewed �n �ts abstract spat�al�ty.[157] The sp�r�t wh�ch
sculpture represents �s that wh�ch �s essent�ally sound, not broken up
�n the play of chance conce�ts and pass�ons; and for th�s reason �ts
external form also �s not d�ssolved �n the man�fold var�ety of
appearance, but exh�b�ts �tself under th�s one presentment only as
the abstract�on of space �n the total�ty of �ts d�mens�ons.
Assum�ng, then, that the art of arch�tecture has executed �ts temple,
and the hand of sculpture has placed there�n the �mage of the god,
we have �n the th�rd place to assume the commun�ty of the fa�thful as
confront�ng the god thus presented to v�s�on �n the w�de chambers of
h�s dwell�ng-place. Now th�s commun�ty �s the sp�r�tual reflect�on �nto
�ts own world of that sensuous presence, the subject�ve and �nward
an�mat�ng l�fe of soul, �n �ts un�on w�th wh�ch, both for the art�st�c
content and the external mater�al wh�ch man�fests �t, the determ�n�ng
pr�nc�ple may be �dent�f�ed w�th part�cular�zat�on �n var�ed shapes and
qual�t�es, �nd�v�dual�zat�on and the l�fe of soul[158] wh�ch they �mply.
The downr�ght and sol�d fact of un�ty the god possesses �n sculpture
breaks up �nto the mult�pl�c�ty of a world of part�cular souls[159],
whose un�on �s no longer sensuous but wholly �deal.
Here for the f�rst t�me God H�mself �s revealed as ver�tably Sp�r�t—
v�z., the Sp�r�t revealed �n H�s commun�ty. Here at last He �s seen
apprehended as th�s mov�ng to-and-fro, as th�s alternat�on between
H�s own essent�al un�ty and H�s real�zat�on �n the knowledge of
�nd�v�dual persons and that separat�on wh�ch �t �nvolves, as also �n
the un�versal sp�r�tual, be�ng[160] and un�on of the many. In such a
commun�ty God �s d�sengaged from the abstract�on of H�s unfolded
self-seclus�on and self-�dent�ty, no less than from the �mmed�ate
absorpt�on �n bod�ly shape, �n wh�ch He �s presented by sculpture.
He �s, �n a word, l�fted �nto the actual sphere of sp�r�tual ex�stence
and knowledge, �nto the reflected appearance, whose man�festat�on
�s essent�ally �nward and the l�fe of heart and soul. Thereby the
h�gher content �s now the nature of Sp�r�t, and that �n �ts ult�mate or
absolute shape. But at the same t�me the separat�on to wh�ch we
have alluded d�splays th�s as part�cular sp�r�tual be�ng, a spec�f�c



emot�onal l�fe. Moreover, for the reason that the ma�n th�ng here �s
not the untroubled repose of the God �n h�mself[161], but h�s
man�festat�on s�mply, the Be�ng wh�ch �s for another, self-revealment
�n fact, �t follows that, on the plane we have now reached, all the
var�ed content of human subject�v�ty �n �ts v�tal movement and
act�v�ty, whether v�ewed as pass�on, act�on, or event, or more
generally the w�de realm of human feel�ng, vol�t�on and �ts
d�scont�nuance, become one and all for the�r own sake objects of
art�st�c representat�on.
Agreeably w�th such a content the sensuous element of art has
l�kew�se to show �tself potent�ally adapted to such part�cular�zat�on
and the d�splay of such an �nward content of heart and m�nd. Med�a
of th�s descr�pt�on are suppl�ed by colour, mus�cal tones, and f�nally
�n sound as mere s�gn for �deal percept�ons and concept�ons; and we
further obta�n the means of real�z�ng w�th the use of such med�a a
content of th�s k�nd �n the arts of pa�nt�ng, mus�c, and poetry.
Throughout th�s sphere the sensuous med�um �s found to be
essent�ally d�sparate �n �tself and throughout pos�ted[162] as �deal. In
th�s way �t responds �n the h�ghest degree to the fundamentally
sp�r�tual content of art, and the coalescence of sp�r�tual s�gn�f�cance
and sensuous mater�al atta�ns a more �nt�mate un�on than was
poss�ble e�ther �n arch�tecture or sculpture. At the same t�me such a
un�on �s necessar�ly more near to soul-l�fe, lean�ng exclus�vely to the
subject�ve s�de of human exper�ence; one wh�ch, �n so far as form
and content are thus constra�ned to part�cular�zat�on and to pos�t
the�r result as �deal, can only be actually effected at the expense of
the object�ve un�versal�ty of the content as also of the fus�on w�th the
�mmed�ately sensuous med�um[163].
The arts, then, wh�ch are l�fted �nto a h�gher stra�n of �deal�ty,
abandon�ng as they do the symbol�sm of arch�tecture and the
class�cal Ideal of sculpture, accept the�r predom�nant type from the
romant�c art-form; and these are the arts most f�tted to express �ts
mode of conf�gurat�on. They are, however, a total�ty of arts, because
the romant�c type �s �tself essent�ally the most concrete.



(c) The art�culat�on of th�s th�rd sphere of the part�cular arts may be
f�xed as follows:
(α) The f�rst art wh�ch comes next to sculpture �s that of pa�nt�ng. It
ava�ls �tself for a med�um of �ts content and the plast�c conf�gurat�on
of the same of v�s�b�l�ty as such, to the extent that �t �s d�fferent�ated
�n �ts own nature, �n other words �s def�ned �n the cont�nu�ty of colour.
No doubt the mater�al of arch�tecture and sculpture �s l�kew�se both
v�s�ble and coloured. It �s, however, not, as �n pa�nt�ng, v�s�b�l�ty �n �ts
pure nature, not the essent�ally s�mple l�ght, wh�ch by �ts
d�fferent�at�ng of �tself �n �ts oppos�t�on to darkness, and �n
assoc�at�on w�th that darkness g�ves r�se to colour[164]. Th�s qual�ty of
v�s�b�l�ty made essent�ally �deal[165] and treated as such no longer
e�ther requ�res, as �n arch�tecture, the abstractly mechan�cal qual�t�es
of mass as appropr�ate to mater�als of we�ght, nor, as �s the case
w�th sculpture, the complete d�mensurat�on of spat�al cond�t�on, even
when concentrated �nto organ�c forms. The v�s�b�l�ty and the mak�ng
apparent, wh�ch belong to pa�nt�ng, possess d�fferences of qual�ty
under a more �deal mode—that �s, �n the spec�f�c var�et�es of colour—
wh�ch l�berates art from the object�ve total�ty of spat�al cond�t�on, by
be�ng l�m�ted to a plane surface.
On the other hand the content also atta�ns the w�dest compass of
part�cular�ty. Whatever can f�nd a place �n the human heart, as
emot�on, �dea, and purpose, whatever �t �s capable of actually
shap�ng—all such d�vers�ty may form part of the var�ed presentat�ons
of pa�nt�ng. The ent�re world of part�cular ex�stence, from the most
exalted embod�ment of m�nd to the most �ns�gn�f�cant natural fact,
f�nds a place here. For �t �s poss�ble even for f�n�te Nature, �n �ts
part�cular scenes and phenomena, to form part of such art�st�c
d�splay, prov�ded only that we have some reference to consc�ous l�fe
wh�ch makes �t ak�n to human thought and emot�on[166].
(β) The second art wh�ch cont�nues the further real�zat�on of the
romant�c type and forms a d�st�nct contrast to pa�nt�ng �s that of
mus�c. Its med�um, albe�t st�ll sensuous, yet proceeds �nto st�ll
profounder subject�v�ty and part�cular�zat�on. We have here, too, the
del�berate treatment of the sensuous med�um as �deal, and �t



cons�sts �n the negat�on and �deal�zat�on �nto the �solated un�ty of a
s�ngle po�nt[167], the �nd�fferent external collocat�on of space[168],
whose complete appearance �s reta�ned by pa�nt�ng and del�berately
fe�gned �n �ts completeness. Th�s �solated po�nt, v�ewed as th�s
process of negat�on, �s an essent�ally concrete and act�ve process of
cancellat�on w�th�n the determ�nate substance of the mater�al
med�um, v�ewed, that �s, as mot�on and v�brat�on of the mater�al
object w�th�n �tself and �n �ts relat�on to �tself. Such an �nchoate
�deal�ty of matter, wh�ch no longer appears under the form of space,
but as temporal �deal�ty[169], �s sound or tone. We have here the
sensuous set down as negated, and �ts abstract v�s�b�l�ty converted
�nto aud�b�l�ty. In other words sound l�berates the �deal content from
�ts fetters �n the mater�al substance. Th�s earl�est[170] secured
�nwardness of matter and �mpregnat�on of �t w�th soul-l�fe suppl�es
the med�um for the �nt�macy and soul of Sp�r�t—�tself as yet �ndef�n�te
—perm�tt�ng, as �t does, the echo and reverberat�on of man's
emot�onal world through �ts ent�re range of feel�ngs and pass�ons. In
th�s way mus�c forms the centre of the romant�c arts, just as
sculpture represents the m�dway po�nt of arrest between arch�tecture
and the arts of the romant�c subject�v�ty. Thus, too, �t forms the po�nt
of trans�t�on between the abstract, spat�al sensuousness of pa�nt�ng
and the abstract sp�r�tual�ty of poetry. Mus�c carr�es w�th�n �tself, l�ke
arch�tecture, and �n contrast to the emot�onal world s�mply and �ts
�nward self-seclus�on, a relat�on of quant�ty conformable to the
pr�nc�ples of the understand�ng and the�r modes of co-ord�nated
conf�gurat�on[171].
(γ) We must look for our th�rd and most sp�r�tual type of art�st�c
presentat�on among the romant�c arts �n that of poetry. The supreme
character�st�c of poetry cons�sts �n the power w�th wh�ch �t br�ngs �nto
vassalage of the m�nd and �ts concept�ons the sensuous element
from wh�ch mus�c and pa�nt�ng began to l�berate art. For sound, the
only rema�n�ng external mater�al reta�ned by poetry, �s �n �t no longer
the feel�ng of the sonorous �tself, but �s a mere s�gn w�thout
�ndependent s�gn�f�cance. And �t �s, moreover, a s�gn of �dea wh�ch
has become essent�ally concrete, and not merely[172] of �ndef�n�te
feel�ng and �ts subtle modes and gradat�ons. And th�s �s how sound



develops �nto the Word, as essent�ally art�culate vo�ce, whose
�ntent�on �t �s to �nd�cate �deas and thoughts. The purely negat�ve
moment to wh�ch mus�c advanced now asserts �tself as the wholly
concrete po�nt, the po�nt wh�ch �s m�nd �tself, the self-consc�ous
�nd�v�dual, wh�ch produces from �tself the �nf�n�te expans�on of �ts
�deas and un�tes the same w�th the temporal cond�t�on of sound. Yet
th�s sensuous element, wh�ch was st�ll �n mus�c �mmed�ately un�ted to
emot�on, �s �n poetry separated from the content of consc�ousness.
M�nd, �n short, here determ�nes th�s content for �ts own sake and
apart from all else �nto the content of �dea; to express such �dea �t no
doubt ava�ls �tself of sound, but employs �t merely as a s�gn w�thout
�ndependent worth or substance. Thus v�ewed, the sound here may
be just as well reproduced by the mere letter, for the aud�ble, l�ke the
v�s�ble, �s here reduced to a mere �nd�cat�on of m�nd[173]. For th�s
reason, the true med�um of poet�cal representat�on �s the poet�cal
�mag�nat�on and the �ntellectual presentat�on �tself; and �nasmuch as
th�s element �s common to all types of art �t follows that poetry �s a
common thread through them all, and �s developed �ndependently �n
each. Poetry �s, �n short, the un�versal art of the m�nd, wh�ch has
become essent�ally free, and wh�ch �s not fettered �n �ts real�zat�on to
an externally sensuous mater�al, but wh�ch �s creat�vely act�ve �n the
space, and t�me belong�ng to the �nner world of �deas and emot�on.
Yet �t �s prec�sely �n th�s �ts h�ghest phase, that art term�nates, by
transcend�ng �tself; �t �s just here that �t deserts the med�um of a
harmon�ous presentat�on of m�nd �n sensuous shape and passes
from the poetry of �mag�nat�ve �dea �nto the prose of thought.
Such we may accept as the art�culate total�ty of the part�cular arts;
they are the external art of arch�tecture, the object�ve art of sculpture
and the subject�ve arts of pa�nt�ng, mus�c, and poetry. Many other
class�f�cat�ons than these have been attempted, for a work of art
presents such a wealth of aspects, that �t �s qu�te poss�ble, as has
frequently been the case, to make f�rst one and then another the
bas�s of d�v�s�on. For �nstance, you may take the sensuous med�um
s�mply. Arch�tecture may then be v�ewed as a k�nd of crystall�zat�on;
sculpture, as the organ�c conf�gurat�on of mater�al �n �ts sensuous
and spat�al total�ty; pa�nt�ng as the coloured surface and l�ne, wh�le �n



mus�c, space, as such, passes over �nto the po�nt or moment of t�me
replete w�th content �n �tself, unt�l we come f�nally to poetry, where
the external med�um �s wholly suppressed �nto �ns�gn�f�cance. Or,
aga�n, these d�fferences have been v�ewed w�th reference to the�r
purely abstract cond�t�ons of space and t�me. Such abstract d�v�s�ons
of works of art may, as the�r med�um also may be consequent�ally
traced �n the�r character�st�c features. They cannot, however, be
worked out as the f�nal and fundamental pr�nc�ple, because such
aspects themselves der�ve the�r or�g�ns from a h�gher pr�nc�ple, and
must therefore fall �nto subord�nat�on thereto.
Th�s h�gher pr�nc�ple we have d�scovered �n the types of art—
symbol�c, class�cal, and romant�c—wh�ch are the un�versal stages or
phases of the Idea of beauty �tself.
The�r relat�on to the �nd�v�dual arts �n the�r concrete man�festat�on as
embod�ment �s of a k�nd that these arts const�tute the real and
pos�t�ve ex�stence of these general art-types. For symbol�c art atta�ns
�ts most adequate real�zat�on and most pert�nent appl�cat�on �n
arch�tecture, �n wh�ch �t expat�ates �n the full �mport of �ts not�on, and
�s not as yet deprec�ated, as �t were, �nto the merely �norgan�c nature
dealt w�th by some other art. The class�cal type of art f�nds �ts
unfettered real�zat�on, on the other hand, �n sculpture, treat�ng
arch�tecture merely as the enclosure wh�ch surrounds �t, and be�ng
unable to elaborate pa�nt�ng and mus�c �nto the wholly adequate[174]

forms of �ts content. F�nally, the romant�c art-type �s supreme �n the
products of pa�nt�ng and mus�c, and l�kew�se �n poet�cal compos�t�on,
as the�r preem�nent and uncond�t�onally adequate modes of
express�on. Poetry �s, however, conformable to all types of the
beaut�ful, and �ts embrace reaches them all for the reason that the
poet�c �mag�nat�on �s �ts own proper med�um, and �mag�nat�on �s
essent�al to every creat�on of beauty, whatever �ts type may be.
To sum up, then, what the part�cular arts real�ze �n part�cular works of
art, are accord�ng to the�r fundamental concept�on, s�mply the
un�versal types wh�ch const�tute the self-unfold�ng Idea of beauty. It
�s as the external real�zat�on of th�s Idea that the w�de Pantheon of
art �s be�ng ra�sed; and the arch�tect and bu�lder thereof �s the sp�r�t



of beauty as �t gradually comes to self-cogn�t�on, and to complete
wh�ch the h�story of the world w�ll requ�re �ts evolut�on of centur�es.

[1] The �ntroduct�on beg�ns as an �ntroduct�on of lectures. But as
the work �s merely based to a large extent on notes for lectures, or
on a manuscr�pt wh�ch d�d not preserve the lectures as they were
del�vered, �t w�ll be found most conven�ent to �gnore th�s fact, and
�n references to regard �t s�mply as a wr�tten treat�se.
[2] Hegel, allud�ng no doubt to the words of the Gospel, puts �t
"born and born aga�n from m�nd (sp�r�t)."

[3] It �s assumed that such a fancy �s se�zed and def�ned as such
�n separat�on from other exper�ence.
[4] The sentence �s sl�ghtly �ron�cal.

[5] Dem Sche�ne.

[6] Ra�sonnements: a d�sparag�ng express�on.

[7] Hegel here means the formal character, not the mater�al on
wh�ch �t �s �mposed �n the several arts.
[8] Hegel says, "as that wh�ch has no r�ght to be," das N�chtseyn
sollende.

[9] Ersche�ne as contrasted w�th sche�ne.

[10] Das An-und-Fürs�chseyende. That wh�ch �s expl�c�tly to �tself
self-determ�nate be�ng, no less than essent�ally such �n �ts
substant�ve r�ght.

[11] Besonnener Art. Poss�bly Hegel means "one more compat�ble
w�th common sense."
[12] I th�nk by the words kunst w�eder hervorzurufen Hegel rather
means to call up art as �t was prev�ously cult�vated than merely to
"st�mulate art product�on." The latter �s, however, Professor
Bosanquet's translat�on.

[13] Subject�ve apparently �n the sense of be�ng wholly personal to
the wr�ter or ph�losopher �n so far as the form of h�s treat�se deals
�n class�f�cat�on and arrangement pecul�ar to h�mself and so
external, �f not ent�rely arb�trary.
[14] I agree w�th the note of Professor Bosanquet (Trans., p. 21)
that the word element refers here to the mental const�tuents of art,
as contrasted w�th the sensuous med�um.



[15] That �s to say, the essent�al format�ve process �nvolved �n �ts
necess�ty.
[16] There must be a m�spr�nt or overs�ght �n Professor
Bosanquet's render�ng of th�s passage (p. 21). As the sentence
now stands �t does not appear to me to make sense.

[17] Von �hm. The pronoun, I take �t, must refer here to das
Andere rather than the subject of the verb.
[18] "Makes �tself an al�en to �tself" perhaps expresses the
German better.

[19] That �s, the work of art.
[20] Haltpunkte. Po�nts of arrest �n essent�al �deas necessary
wh�ch restra�n th�s tendency to purely arb�trary capr�ce.

[21] I do not th�nk the f�rst part of th�s sentence �ron�cal. Hegel
adm�ts that a general knowledge �s a leg�t�mate feature of modern
culture. But he po�nts out that people are only too ready to
confuse such a general knowledge w�th real art scholarsh�p. To
br�ng out th�s I have translated rather freely.
[22] Deta�l of h�stor�cal fact and art�st�c observat�on.

[23] It �s h�stor�cal, f�rst, regarded as a survey of h�stor�cal
cond�t�on, and, secondly, because facts are collected whether �n
relat�on to anc�ent or modern art as a h�stor�an collects h�s facts.
[24] L�t., the �nmost or most �deal (mean�ng).

[25] Vollkommen. Complete or rather completely art�culate and
rounded �n �tself. It �s not easy to select the Engl�sh word that
exactly corresponds.
[26] Best�mmte Ind�v�dual�tät. The def�n�t�on may, as Hegel says,
be more s�gn�f�cant, but �t �s for all that not very clearly expressed.
Professor Bosanquet translates the words "determ�nate �nd�v�dual
mod�f�cat�on."

[27] My v�ew �s that what Hegel means to say �s that �n car�cature
ugl�ness �s emphas�zed and made more (näher) a part of the
content than belongs to the true nature of the character�st�c of
wh�ch �t �s (�n Hegel's op�n�on) no essent�al determ�nant or
property. The v�ew stated �n the sentence �s therefore a k�nd of
reduct�o ad absurdum. Professor Bosanquet's translat�on appears
to me to leave �t doubtful whether the v�ew stated �s a just one or
not. He translates näher by "closely," not the comparat�ve. In my
v�ew Hegel agrees that car�cature may be character�st�c, but he



does not agree that �t �s a genu�ne property of the character�st�c
where �t �s pressed to the excess of ugl�ness.
[28] Best�mmung.

[29] That �s, �n Hegel's v�ew.
[30] Das Wahre.

[31] Den denkenden Begr�ff. It �s poss�ble that the "not�on of
thought" would express Hegel's mean�ng, as �t would be a less
strange express�on. But I have reta�ned the more l�teral translat�on
as the reference may be to the self-evolut�on of Thought �n �ts own
d�alect�cal process, thought or the Idea th�nk�ng out �tself �n the
Hegel�an sense. Professor Bosanquet seems to assume th�s, as
he translates "the th�nk�ng Idea."
[32] Kunstschönen. I have translated th�s by the express�on "f�ne
art" because Hegel �n the open�ng of the �ntroduct�on makes the
express�on �nterchangeable w�th schöne kunst. At the same t�me �t
must be recollected that the emphas�s here �s even more on
"beauty" than the fact that �t �s the beauty of human art. And �t �s
for th�s reason, I presume, that Professor Bosanquet translates �t
here "art�st�c beauty." The only object�on I have to make to th�s,
apart from Hegel's words I have referred to, �s that the express�on
"art�st�c beauty" �s somet�mes used to s�gn�fy beauty that �s
capable of be�ng expressed by art. Of course that �s excluded
from Hegel's use of the term; he means the beauty of art�st�c
work.

[33] Subjekt�ven.

[34] Independent, that �s, of the consc�ousness of any part�cular
�nd�v�dual. Hegel does not necessar�ly mean �ndependent of
consc�ousness altogether. He has, no doubt, generally �n h�s m�nd
the k�nd of scept�c�sm wh�ch rece�ved �ts most log�cal expos�t�on �n
Hume.

[35] Th�s appears to me the mean�ng of zufäll�ger S�nn. Professor
Bosanquet translates �t "acc�dental sense." By that I presume he
understands the mean�ng to be "a sense of beauty that �s ent�rely
personal to the rec�p�ent," �t may be possessed by one man, but
not by another. Hegel's �llustrat�on hardly supports th�s, so �t
seems to me.
[36] I do not know the exact translat�on of lemmat�sch, and by a
cur�ous sl�p the sentence �s om�tted from Professor Bosanquet's
translat�on. The general sense �s pla�n enough. Every part�cular



sc�ence accepts �ts subject-matter as a datum. It starts from the
emp�r�cal fact. Whether �t adm�ts the assumpt�on or not, �t does
assume such facts. It �s obv�ous that Hegel's adopt�on of th�s
standpo�nt �s only relat�vely true.
[37] Hegel means, I presume, ma�nly �n the �ntroduct�on. After that
he does �n a qual�f�ed degree d�scuss the profounder �mport of the
Idea of F�ne Art. H�s statements are not perhaps wholly free from
�ncons�stency, because he has prev�ously sa�d that apart from an
encyclopaed�c cons�derat�on of all the sc�ences, �t was not
poss�ble to do so, and also some of H�s statements seem to �mply
that he does not �ntend to do so.

[38] That �s, �n the f�rst Part of the ent�re treat�se.
[39] What Hegel means by the d�e letzte e�nle�tende Betrachtung I
am not qu�te sure. I presume he means the �ntroduct�on to the f�rst
Part. The whole of th�s paragraph �s not very clear.

[40] By man's sens�t�ve l�fe �n �ts w�dest sense �s, I th�nk, �ntended.
[41] The German words are machen and nachmachen. We have
no exact equ�valents.

[42] L�t., "to f�ll out (ausfüllen) �n complete equ�pment."
[43] Ind�v�duelle.

[44] The German w�ll adm�t of the �nterpretat�on that the reference
�s merely to gen�us, but I th�nk Hegel clearly means that ne�ther
one nor the other can be thus conjured up.



[45] At the end of the f�rst ma�n d�v�s�on of the work.

[46] One of Mered�th's correspondents has put the quest�on w�th
all grav�ty whether he cons�dered �nsp�rat�on could be ass�sted by
w�ne dr�nk�ng. W�th equal grav�ty our humour�st repl�ed that though
w�ne m�ght be someth�ng of a restorat�ve after mental effort �t was
not h�s exper�ence that �t contr�buted to f�rst-rate art�st�c work. He
actually ment�ons the case of Sch�ller. Though I have read
somewhere that th�s poet used to be �nsp�red by the smell of
rotten apples I do not recollect read�ng that he favoured the
champagne bottle. Mered�th also ment�ons the case of Hoffmann,
and adds that the type of h�s work does not �ncrease our respect
for the precedent.
[47] E�ne äusserl�che Arbe�t. A craftsmansh�p wh�ch has to deal
w�th the outs�de surface. We may translate "external
craftsmansh�p"; but the translat�on �n the text g�ves the mean�ng
best, I th�nk.

[48] Ke�nen ge�st�gen Stoff. Professor Bosanquet translates
"sp�r�tual content." I �mag�ne the emphas�s to be ma�nly on the
absence of pos�t�ve �deas ava�lable to knowledge. In any case
Hegel appears to press h�s po�nt of contrast too far. Men of gen�us
such as Mozart (who was probably �n h�s m�nd) and Schubert may
bear h�m out. But on the other hand we have a Keats, Shelley,
and Raphael. Gen�us matures rap�dly, but the greatest works of
mus�cal art no less than any other �mply a real matur�ty of m�nd at
least, and more than �s here assumed of, I should say, a r�ch
exper�ence. Mozart, of course, upsets any theory, and �t �s
quest�onable even whether Mozart �s really an except�on. It
depends on the po�nt of v�ew from wh�ch we are est�mat�ng the
�ntell�g�ble content of mus�c as an express�on of soul-l�fe.
[49] The "Iph�gen�e" was completed �n Goethe's th�rty-e�ghth year,
fourteen years later than "Götz." The bulk of h�s more �mportant
works are of the same date or later. Sch�ller's "Wallenste�n" was
completed after h�s th�rty-f�fth year.

[50] Th�s �s surely not qu�te accurate. The med�um of pa�nt�ng �n
the sense that speech or wr�t�ng �s the med�um of poetry �s not
canvas or panel but o�l or other colour. Canvas would correspond
w�th the blank pages of a book.
[51] Free, that �s, from acc�dental and �rrelevant matter.



[52] Professor Bosanquet translates s�nnl�che here as "sens�t�ve."
I am �ncl�ned to th�nk that Hegel here rather leaves out of s�ght the
fact that �n the process of Nature we have sens�t�ve organ�c l�fe no
less than unconsc�ous �norgan�c. H�s contrast �s rather between
the consc�ous l�fe of man and unconsc�ous nature, the consc�ous
l�fe that �s not self-consc�ous be�ng for the object of the contrast
treated as equ�valent to unconsc�ous. He would also apparently
�gnore the fact that man h�mself and the h�gher beauty wh�ch
attaches to h�m �s also from ope po�nt of v�ew a part of the natural
process.
[53] That �s, apart from purely personal ends �n �ts pursu�t, wh�ch
are acc�dental to �ts essent�al not�on.

[54] That �s, �n the med�um of consc�ous l�fe.
[55] E�nmal. They are there, but they do not know they are there.

[56] Aus ge�st�ger B�ldung, �.e., a h�gh level of mental culture �s
necessary before the advent of c�v�l�zed manners and customs �n
wh�ch sp�r�tual l�fe �s reflected w�th real ref�nement and d�rectness.
[57] Bedürfn�ss zur Kunst.

[58] L�t., "In the form of the most abstract s�ngle subject�v�ty." That
�s to say, that the ma�n fact about �t �s that �t �s felt; but, except �n
respect to �ntens�ty, �t cannot be descr�bed as an object of thought
w�th def�n�ng attr�butes, It �s abstract �nd�v�dual sensat�on.
[59] By the express�on Kre�s Hegel would mean rather an
�ndef�n�te sphere than a def�n�te c�rcle. The s�m�le �s perhaps not
very apt. The �dea, apparently, �s of a sphere of feel�ng, that �s,
such as be�ng self-complete, but �s so abstract or �ndef�nable that
the �ntroduct�on �nto �t of pos�t�ve �deas such as just�ce, etc., are
the mere entrance of spectral forms wh�ch van�sh �n such an
�ndef�nable med�um, w�thout d�sclos�ng the�r nature. They are felt
but not cogn�zed for what they really are.

[60] Bl�nder, bl�nd �n the sense that �t �s not gu�ded by del�berate
and self-consc�ous reason, �.e., mere an�mal �nst�nct.
[61] A d�ff�cult sentence to translate. I have followed Professor
Bosanquet �n assum�ng that the substant�ve w�th wh�ch
mangelhaft agrees must be borrowed from the follow�ng sentence,
though �t seems also to be carr�ed on �n a loose k�nd of way from
the prev�ous sentence (Gesckmacks�nn.) The ent�re sentence �s
bu�lt, as we have �t, on the further confus�on that there are two
parallels wh�ch before the sentence ends are regarded as one!



That �s to say, the general cr�t�cal sense �s contrasted w�th the
cr�t�que of part�cular works of art and further the defect of that
general sense �n �ts neglect of un�versal pr�nc�ples �s further
contrasted w�th the way the spec�f�c cr�t�que deals w�th part�cular
works. I hardly th�nk, however, that my adm�rable predecessor �s
just�f�ed �n �gnor�ng the comparat�ve degree of best�mmteres, or �n
h�s translat�on of Zeug as "power." I take �t to mean the mater�al of
actual works of art. The sentence �s a good example of, some of
the d�ff�cult�es of Hegel translat�on.
[62] D�e Sache. The subject-matter �n �ts most real sense as
"content."

[63] That �s, the so-called "good taste."
[64] Begr�ff. Concrete not�onal Idea.

[65] That �s, �n h�s phys�cal form.
[66] Hegel �s here cons�der�ng des�re abstractedly, that �s, on �ts
own account (als solche.) It may of course �n �ts turn subserve a
rat�onal purpose, such as the preservat�on of health or l�fe. But the
contrast here �s between the relat�on of appet�te, and that of the
theoret�c faculty to objects.

[67] Se�n Objekt. The object �n wh�ch he f�nds h�mself; rather th�s, I
th�nk, than that wh�ch he has created.
[68] Innerl�ch, �.e., �n the world of m�nd as contrasted w�th that of
the sensuous vorhandene.

[69] Hegel or h�s ed�tors have "�n a converse way." Th�s �s
obv�ously a m�stake. In both examples the po�nt �s that the object
�s preserved as aga�nst des�re w�th �ts destruct�on, and the
contemplat�ve �ntell�gence w�th �ts �deal transformat�on.
[70] E�n �deelles. The mean�ng �s, I th�nk, that the mater�a �s
stamped w�th the hall-mark of del�berate art�st�c purpose. The
�deal�ty, though relat�vely jejune on such a work as the pyram�ds,
�n the h�gher reaches of art such as poetry and mus�c affects of
course the med�um �tself, the mus�cal chord be�ng pure �deal�ty.
Professor Bosanquet's translat�on om�ts th�s and the prev�ous
sentence, probably by an overs�ght. But �t �s also poss�ble that th�s
th�nker conce�ved the statement as here expressed to be
m�slead�ng, or at least open to m�sconcept�on. In arch�tecture and
even pa�nt�ng �t �s obv�ous, from a certa�n po�nt of v�ew, the
sensuous mater�a, �f d�rected to an art�st�c end, rema�ns none the
less the mater�al borrowed from natural fact though the fact as



natural may be mod�f�ed �n �ts form. Pa�nt�ng may represent the
semblance, but �t employs a med�um s�mply sensuous. Hegel has
ma�nly before h�s attent�on here obv�ously the arts of pa�nt�ng,
poetry, and mus�c.
[71] They are theoret�cal because as appl�ed to a work of art they
�mply the presence of the contemplat�ve faculty. In a later sect�on
of the work Hegel makes a more complete analys�s of what �s
�mpl�ed �n the sense of hear�ng as appl�ed to mus�cal compos�t�on
and �n the colour sense. In both cases �t �s obv�ous the m�nd
contr�butes to the facts cogn�zed. Hear�ng �s, however, from
Hegel's po�nt of v�ew the most �deal of the two, and he conce�ves
the pos�t�on of the ears �tself po�nts to th�s d�st�nct�on.

[72] It may at least be quest�oned whether the ground g�ven here
of th�s d�st�nct�on, or part of �t, �s str�ctly accurate. It may be sa�d
that our sense of s�ght and hear�ng are both �n contact w�th the
waves of the med�um, the v�brat�on of wh�ch produces the
�mpress�on we call sound or l�ght. The most obv�ous d�st�nct�on
then appears to be that the natural object �s left as �t �s by hear�ng
and s�ght. Th�s at least holds good as aga�nst taste. But at least �t
may be quest�oned, I th�nk, whether the sense of touch may not
be the source of art�st�c enjoyment, certa�nly �n the case of the
bl�nd. And the sense of smell at least leaves objects as they are,
and some may contend that �t �s a source of enjoyment of the
beauty of Nature. Hegel would reply, of course, that no works of
human art are enjoyed by such means. The ma�n ground �s,
however, that s�ght and hear�ng are the senses closest to
�ntell�gence.
[73] By Anschauungen Hegel apparently has �n m�nd all the �deas
of poetry. We should certa�nly rather have expected the word
Vorstellungen, the word used be�ng rather "v�s�ble percept�ons."
But the three words here seem generally to denote the subject-
matter of pa�nt�ng, mus�c, and poetry.

[74] L�t., "Operat�ve �n the art�st v�ewed (�.e., the art�st) as the
personal energy (Subjekt�v�tät) wh�ch creates." Professor
Bosanquet's translat�on "as a product�ve state of the person"
would appear to make "the sensuous s�de" a subject�ve state of
the art�st. But apart from construct�on, can we speak of th�s as a
"state"? It �s mod�f�ed by h�s energy—but �t can hardly be regarded
as a part of �t.
[75] I f�nd �t �mposs�ble to f�x any one Engl�sh equ�valent to Hegel's
use of the words E�nb�ldungskraft, Phantas�e, or Vorstellung, �n



the sense at least that fancy, �mag�nat�on, or phantasy have been
used and def�ned by famous Engl�sh wr�ters. Generally speak�ng, I
should say that Phantas�e, or as �t �s called somet�mes "art�st�c" or
"creat�ve" Phantas�e, stands for the most �ntellectual faculty,
though Vorstellung �s also used �n much the same sense. But �t �s
�mposs�ble to arr�ve at any clear d�st�nct�on such as was or�g�nally
made so profoundly by Rusk�n between fancy, the �nstrument of
poet�cal talent, the surface g�ft, and �mag�nat�on or, as he called �t,
penetrat�ve �mag�nat�on, wh�ch summar�zes all the powers of a
gen�us and personal�ty and enters �nto the heart of the subject-
matter by an �llum�nat�ng flash wh�ch reveals real�ty rather than
�llustrates by means of �mage. The present passage appears to
me even more unsat�sfactory than the more carefully d�gested
analys�s at the end of Part I, when Hegel d�scusses the art�st. It
not merely �gnores the �nd�spensable presence of �mag�nat�on �n
the p�oneers of sc�ence, but appears to myself to confuse talent
as the natural g�ft of a man w�th the mode �n wh�ch �t �s exerc�sed
�n present�ng �deas �n sensuous �magery, or at least makes the
former depend on the latter. Professor Bosanquet translates
Phantas�e here by "fancy." But "fancy" �s, �n our way of look�ng at
�t, prec�sely not the faculty wh�ch d�st�nct�vely belongs to "the great
m�nd and the b�g heart or soul," though other parts of the
descr�pt�on are more appl�cable. And �n short, as I say, to f�x
def�n�te Engl�sh equ�valents to Hegel's phraseology appears to me
�mposs�ble.
[76] D�e Phantas�e.

[77] Th�s �s, I presume, Hegel's way of putt�ng the s�mple fact, that
much of the process of art�st�c product�on �s unconsc�ous. One
man �nst�nct�vely draws, or p�cks up h�s notes on the p�ano,
another cannot. I th�nk Hegel rather refers to th�s or�g�nal talent
than the much more �mportant one �n wh�ch gen�us, r�ght �nto
matur�ty, r�des over d�ff�cult�es w�thout know�ng how �t does so.
Such happy or even m�raculous effects—such as art�sts
somet�mes playfully call them—are obv�ously �n part, �f only �n
part, the result of profound art�st�c exper�ence. He �s deal�ng
almost exclus�vely w�th the natural b�as, wh�ch makes one man
naturally an art�st, whether creat�ve or executant, and �s absent
from another. He hardly approaches the quest�on what const�tutes
the art�st of gen�us as contrasted w�th the man of natural talent.
[78] Th�s conf�rms the conclus�on above.

[79] Für s�ch. If merely adm�red as �m�tat�on and noth�ng more.



[80] Zur Ekelhaft�gke�t. "S�cken�ngly l�ke" �s Professor Bosanquet's
closer translat�on. The express�on "damnably l�ke" �s not unknown.
[81] I th�nk w�th Professor Bosanquet that phantast�schen �s here
not "fantast�c" but str�ctly der�ved from Phantas�e �n �ts sense of
�mag�nat�on. "Completely," of course, as �nvolv�ng no d�rect
�m�tat�on of Nature.

[82] Formal, �.e., �mply�ng no creat�ve supplement from the art�st,
purely mechan�cal.
[83] It would be both �nstruct�ve and �nterest�ng to d�scuss �f, and
how far, and by v�rtue of what, that d�st�nct type of modern art
known as "st�ll l�fe," such as a few objects of the l�brary, or even a
shell or two and so on up to more �mportant organ�c l�fe was
excluded from th�s condemnat�on. It �s qu�te clear that Rusk�n
would have a good deal to say that would �mply �mportant
qual�f�cat�on.

[84] Bege�sterung. I th�nk th�s must be the mean�ng. Insp�rat�on
hardly makes sense. It �s art that �s �nsp�red, not those who attend
the celebrat�on.
[85] Im Innersten �s I th�nk here obv�ously to be taken w�th the
verb, not w�th the substant�ves.

[86] Ueberhaupt.

[87] The mean�ng of �n d�esem Geb�ete �s, I presume, the actual
world. But �f so �t �s s�mply ot�ose, and I have left �t out.

[88] Best�mmung. The translat�on g�ven appears to be the sense,
though we should rather say weaken a man from the pursu�t of a
def�n�te course. Professor Bosanquet, who translates the word
"a�m" a l�ttle lower down, evades the word here.
[89] Ra�sonn�rende here and ra�ssonnement below have a
deprec�atory sense—and s�gn�fy ord�nary reason�ng �n the f�rst
�nstance and the methods of the popular secular�st �n the second.

[90] A sentence om�tted by Professor Bosanquet, and �t seems to
amount to l�ttle more than a more general�zed statement of what
has gone before. The end of art both d�rectly and �nd�rectly
concerns �ts subject-matter, or rather, as Hegel puts �t, the need of
the not�on or Idea of �t carr�es us to a further end beyond the end
shared �n common by �ts part�cular content.
[91] I follow Professor Bosanquet �n h�s translat�on of the words
als Allgeme�nes für s�ch zu zuerden; but I am not sure that the



more l�teral translat�on �s not s�mply as the words stand, the sense
be�ng not to be self-consc�ous of h�mself (für s�ch) as the un�versal
pr�nc�ple, to be aware of th�s property, but rather as un�versal
pr�nc�ple to become for h�mself, �.e. "�ndependent of des�re."
[92] E�nhe�t—un�ty to the po�nt of fus�on, �dent�ty.

[93] Unm�ttelbaren Befangenhe�t. "Sunkenness" �s Professor
Bosanquet's translat�on.
[94] Theoret�c as a d�rect transcr�pt of θεώρια, θεωρειν.

[95] Ges�chtspunkte. The var�ous po�nts of v�ew necessary to
arr�ve at such a general conclus�on.
[96] Though not ent�rely conf�dent I am r�ght �n accept�ng the
words zu br�ngen as a repet�t�on of the hervorzubr�ngen just
before, the alternat�ve of Professor Bosanquet wh�ch takes the
words w�rd zu br�ngen seyn as equ�valent to gebracht seyn sollte
certa�nly appears to me no d�rect translat�on.

[97] "Poets a�m at ut�l�ty and enterta�nment al�ke."
[98] I th�nk that Hegel �n h�s use of erste here rather refers to the
fact of past h�story than a fact �n the �nd�v�dual h�story of nat�ons.
"Art �s, �n the early days of h�story, the �nstructress of nat�ons,"
g�ves, I th�nk, h�s mean�ng. It �s the f�rst �nstructress �n the h�story
of nat�ons.

[99] I venture to th�nk �f Professor Bosanquet's translat�on were
the r�ght one the German would be e�n �n s�ch selbst
gebrochenes. I do not th�nk �n �hm selbst can be a German
render�ng of "�n �tself." But I adm�t the translat�on �s tempt�ng
whether Hegel had �n h�s m�nd the "house d�v�ded aga�nst �tself" or
not.
[100] L�t., "the sp�r�tual un�versal," �.e., the un�versal substance of
�ts �deal content.

[101] Prec�sely as Rusk�n, for example, �n h�s "Modern Pa�nters"
condemns both T�t�an and T�ntoret, not because they pa�nted the
Parad�se or the Assunta, to produce f�ne pa�nt�ngs, or even
because they d�d not or d�d themselves bel�eve �n the truth of the�r
subject-matter, but because they d�d not pa�nt �n order to make
converts, an extraord�nary lapse of judgment.
[102] Im besten S�nne des Wortes.

[103] Professor Bosanquet po�nts out �n a note on th�s passage (p.
101) that S�ttl�chke�t here, wh�ch he translates, as I have done,



"respectab�l�ty," �s the hab�t of v�rtue, w�thout the reflect�ve
asp�rat�on after goodness as an �deal. Of course there �s no
deprec�at�on �n the use of the term. It �s s�mply the moral�ty of
ord�nary people, who do generally what the�r ne�ghbours th�nk the
r�ght th�ng. The word moral�tät and moral�sch, wh�ch I have only
been able to translate by a paraphrase, �s the moral�ty of the
standpo�nt d�scussed, wh�ch �s very much that of Kant or "Duty for
duty's sake" �n Bradley's "Eth�cal Stud�es."
[104] That �s the cont�ngency of the world of Nature as contrasted
w�th the essent�al stab�l�ty of m�nd or sp�r�t.

[105] L�t., "To sat�sfy �tself �n �ts real or �ndependent self (für s�ch)."
It cannot �dent�fy �tself w�th e�ther s�de as �ts wholly real self made
there�n expl�c�t. It �s ne�ther f�sh nor fowl.
[106] Best�mmüngen may here be a reference to man's broadest
sp�r�tual character�zat�ons as one of the human fam�ly, the race,
the nat�on, and so forth, or, as I th�nk, a reference to h�s vocat�on,
future dest�ny, general welfare.

[107] An und für s�ch Wahre.

[108] Unbefangenen, �.e., the naïve outlook of ord�nary l�fe.

[109] Professor Bosanquet merely translates are not and are �n
�tal�c as �n the text, wh�ch of course, except that he adds a comma
after are, �s a l�teral translat�on. But the sense, as I understand �t,
�s that the wr�ter says �t �s not �n the sense that these two
contrad�ctor�es do not ex�st at all (�.e., as relat�ve real�ty), but
rather �n the sense that �n ph�losoph�cal thought wh�ch grasps the�r
essence they are not only present but present as reconc�led
factors of one truth. Professor Bosanquet's translat�on appears to
me to amount to th�s: that all Hegel ma�nta�ns �s that the sense he
means �s not that such contrad�ctory elements are not reconc�led,
but �n the sense that they are reconc�led. Perhaps th�s �s h�s v�ew.
But �f so, I fa�l to see the �mportance of the ant�thes�s, wh�ch
appears to me between gar n�cht s�nd and �n Versöhnung s�nd.
Hegel before had expressly sa�d that such contrad�ctory s�des
were reconc�led �n ph�losophy, so I do not see why he should so
emphat�cally repeat h�mself. The comma, of course, may be a
m�spr�nt.
[110] Begr�ff. Not�on, or concrete Idea of �t.

[111] Of that world �n �ts oppos�t�on to reason.



[112] Der Mensch als er geht und steht. The man �n ord�nary
cond�t�ons—-the average man, however, rather than the natural
man, wh�ch carr�es sl�ghtly d�fferent assoc�at�ons.
[113] The d�fference between a mater�al �nstrument, wh�ch �s a
mere means to an end conce�ved by the craftsman, such as a
plough for plough�ng, a rake for rak�ng, and a purpose �nseparable
from the organ�c whole as a mouth for eat�ng, for w�thout l�fe the
organ�sm collapses.

[114] Für s�ch.

[115] In h�s h�story of Aesthet�c �n Germany Lötze d�sputes th�s. It
seems to some extent a quest�on of def�n�t�on. In Hegel's v�ew a
dead body �s not a human body �n the full sense, but the corpse of
a man. A hand separated from the body, whether we call �t a hand
or not, �s no longer, whatever �t may be, a l�v�ng member, �ts
essent�al s�gn�f�cance as a hand has d�sappeared. It was only a
hand �n �ts coherence as part of a larger whole. It may st�ll for a
t�me preserve the semblance of �ts l�fe, but �t �s cut off as the
w�thered leaf. These are facts at least that are unden�able, and
the object�on appears to me based on a m�sunderstand�ng. A
hand �s only an und für s�ch human when �t �s part of a l�v�ng man.
What �s the organ�c real�ty �n the complete sense �s the man as a
whole. The hand �s merely the extrem�ty of one of h�s arms. You
may call a dead hand a hand �f you l�ke. The po�nt �s what was
�mpl�ed �n the fact that you called �t a hand at all whether al�ve or
dead.

[116] That �s, by Kant, of course.
[117] By Verw�cklung I understand the general evolut�on of �deal
ph�losophy wh�ch the defects of the Kant�an Cr�t�que st�mulated.
Professor Bosanquet apparently l�m�ts �t to a perplex�ty personal
to Sch�ller. I doubt whether the word w�ll bear th�s.

[118] That �s, the concrete �dea of human�ty as a collect�ve
aggregate.
[119] That �s, �ntell�gence as asserted by a soc�ety of human
be�ngs as publ�c op�n�on, etc.

[120] D�e Ine�nsb�ldung.

[121] "Grace and D�gn�ty."

[122] Ges�nnungen. "Sent�mental v�ews" �s probably what �s
�mpl�ed.



[123] Alle Sache.

[124] Professor Bosanquet �s clearly r�ght �n h�s v�ew that the
order of the words here should be reversed. The words an und für
s�ch are obv�ously the w�der expl�cat�on of �n s�ck selbst, the
aux�l�ary, as not unfrequently �n Hegel, be�ng almost equ�valent to
näml�ch. Whether a m�spr�nt or an overs�ght I have translated
subject to th�s correct�on.

[125] I presume the revelat�on �s not merely that of v�s�ble shape
or even ma�nly.
[126] Das alles aus s�ch setzende und auflösende Ich. The three
po�nts emphas�zed by Hegel �n F�chte's "Ph�losophy" are: (a) The
Ego �s abstract; (b) Everyth�ng �s a show for �t; (c) Its own acts are
a semblance.

[127] Hegel uses the word E�telke�t and e�tle �n the�r double sense
of empty-noth�ngness—fut�l�ty and va�n or conce�ted. Th�s cannot
be read�ly reproduced �n Engl�sh.
[128] Schönsel�gke�t. Borrowed no doubt from Goethe's not�on of
a "fa�r soul."

[129] L�ke the "vault�ng amb�t�on" of Shakespeare wh�ch falls on
the other s�de, �s über s�ch selbst.

[130] Haltung. Professor Bosanquet translates th�s "conduct." I
rather th�nk �t refers to "bear�ng, demeanour." They are, as we say,
"featureless, flacc�d f�gures."

[131] Läpp�sche. I am not qu�te sure what �s exactly meant.
Professor Bosanquet translates �t "grotesque." But the word �s a
prov�nc�al form of Schlaff apparently—loose, flacc�d and so
ch�ld�sh, tr�fl�ng.
[132] Moment. A phase �n an evolut�onary, or, as �t �s here, a
d�alect�cal process. A momentary feature of �t.

[133] Th�s f�nal sect�on �s called the D�v�s�on of the Subject.
[134] Subjekt�v�tät. That �s, the �deal�ty of consc�ousness, or
thought.

[135] Professor Bosanquet, �n h�s note on th�s passage,
expresses the op�n�on that Hegel when he wr�tes thus �s referr�ng
"To the self-consc�ousness of �nd�v�dual human be�ngs as
const�tut�ng, and reflect�ng on, an �deal un�ty between them." Th�s
no doubt, as he suggests, does put a somewhat unnatural
mean�ng on the word "person" or "subjekt." No doubt there �s a



sense �n wh�ch we can ascr�be personal�ty to a state, or nat�on, �n
the concrete un�ty of �ts l�fe. But wh�le adm�tt�ng that un�ty such as
th�s, wh�ch �s not sensuous but �deal, can be "effect�ve and
actual," I f�nd �t d�ff�cult to conclude that Hegel d�d h�mself hold that
the un�ty of the D�v�ne Be�ng was merely �dent�cal w�th the un�ty or
total�ty of concrete human l�fe as reflected upon by s�ngle
�nd�v�duals. How far �s human l�fe as a whole on th�s Earth a un�ty
or total�ty at all? That quest�on has been d�scussed by Professor
Bradley and others w�th very d�fferent conclus�ons. Nay, how far
does human ex�stence �tself exhaust the actually present
real�zat�on or self-real�zat�on of self-consc�ous Sp�r�t or
Intell�gence? Whatever maybe the w�sest answer to such and
other quest�ons I can hardly th�nk that Hegel would have accepted
Professor Bosanquet's �nterpretat�on as completely adequate.
[136] Fackeld�stel. "Torch th�stle," a plant of the genus Cereus.

[137] Or, "as m�nd and �n m�nd."
[138] That �s to say, presents to �tself to consc�ous grasp of �tself
as such Art-sp�r�t (als künstler�scher.)

[139] The two evolut�ons here alluded to are (�) that of a part�cular
way of regard�ng Nature, man, and God �n a part�cular age and
nat�on such as the Egypt�an, Greek, and Chr�st�an v�ewed �n
express relat�on to art; (��) The several arts—sculpture, mus�c,
poetry, etc., each on the�r own foundat�on and v�ewed relat�vely to
the former evolut�on.
[140] The po�nt, of course, �s that the d�fferent med�a of the
several arts are �nherently, and �n v�rtue of the fact that we have
not here mere matter as opposed to that wh�ch �s �ntellectual
rather than sensuous, but matter �n wh�ch the not�onal concept �s
already essent�ally present or pregnant (sound �s, for �nstance,
more �deal than the spat�al matter of arch�tecture), adapted to the
part�cular arts �n wh�ch they serve as the med�um of express�on.

[141] Professor Bosanquet expla�ns these "plast�c forms"
(Gestaltungs formen) as the var�ous mod�f�cat�ons of the subject-
matter of art (Trans., p. 140 note). I am not qu�te sure of the
mean�ng here �ntended. It would apparently �dent�fy the term w�th
the Geb�lde referred to �n the th�rd d�v�s�on. I should myself rather
�ncl�ne to th�nk that Hegel had ma�nly �n h�s m�nd the spec�f�c
general types, that �s, the three relat�ons of the Idea �tself to �ts
external conf�gurat�on, v�ewed as a h�stor�cal evolut�on, wh�ch
Hegel calls symbol�c, class�cal, and romant�c. Perhaps th�s �s what



Professor Bosanquet means. But �n that case �t does not appear
to me so much the subject-matter as the gener�c forms �n the
shap�ng of that matter.
[142] Das wahrhaft Innere. That �s, the �nward of the truth of
consc�ous l�fe.

[143] Means apparently the not�on �n �ts absolute sense.



[144] Because �t represents sp�r�t as �ndependent of an
appropr�ate bod�ly form.

[145] What appears to be denoted by Ge�st�gke�t �s the gener�c
term of �ntell�gence—that act�v�ty of consc�ous l�fe wh�ch does not
necessar�ly make us th�nk of a s�ngle �nd�v�dual—the common
nature of all sp�r�t.
[146] By Innerl�chke�t, wh�ch m�ght also be rendered as pure
�deal�ty, what �s s�gn�f�ed �s that �n a mental state there are no
parts outs�de of each other.

[147] Subjekt, �.e., the �nd�v�dual Ego of self-consc�ousness.
[148] Das subject�ve Innere, l�t., the subject�ve �nner state.

[149] Ge�st�gke�t. Professor Bosanquet translates �t here
"�ntellectual be�ng."
[150] The d�st�nct�on between a perc�p�ent and an external object
falls away. The content d�splayed �s part of the soul-l�fe �tself.

[151] Professor Bosanquet apparently assumes a negat�ve has
sl�pped out. But the text probably �s correct �n the rather awkward
form �n wh�ch �t stands.
[152] Thus poetry �s pr�mar�ly a romant�c art, but �n the Ep�c �t �s
aff�l�ated w�th the object�ve character of class�cal art, or we may
say that there �s a romant�c and class�cal type of arch�tecture,
though the art �s pr�mar�ly symbol�c.

[153] Gestalt. Plast�c power �s perhaps a better translat�on.
[154] He means that �n arch�tecture the bu�ld�ng �s merely a shr�ne
or env�ronment of the �mage of the god.

[155] Inf�n�te, of course, �n the concrete sense of rounded �n �tself,
as the c�rcle, or, st�ll more, the l�v�ng organ�sm.
[156] L�t., "wh�ch �s not also that of the sp�r�tual sphere."

[157] That �s, an object l�m�ted only �n space.
[158] Subjekt�v�tät. The part�cular�zat�on �n romant�c art �mpl�es the
presence of an �deal element �mported by the soul of the art�st,
wh�ch appeals d�rectly to the soul �n �ts emot�onal l�fe. Compare a
p�cture by an Ital�an master w�th a Greek statue.

[159] L�t., "A mult�pl�c�ty of �solated examples of �nwardness."



[160] That �s, �n the l�fe shared by all as one commun�ty actuated
by a common purpose.
[161] As �n sculpture.

[162] Professor Bosanquet's note �s here (Trans., p. 166) "Pos�ted
or la�d down to be �deal. Th�s almost �s equal to made to be �n the
sense of not be�ng. In other words mus�cal sound �s "�deal" as
ex�st�ng, quâ work of art, �n memory only, the moment �n wh�ch �t �s
actually heard be�ng fug�t�ve. A p�cture �s equally so �n respect of
the th�rd d�mens�on, wh�ch has to be read �nto �t. Poetry �s almost
wholly �deal, uses hardly any sensuous element, and appeals
almost wholly to what ex�sts �n the m�nd."
[163] By part�cular�zat�on �s meant the var�ety �n the mater�al of
colours, mus�cal tones, and �deas, wh�ch latter are really qu�te as
much the med�um of poetry as wr�tten language. The sensuous
med�um �s here an abstract s�gn and, as Hegel would contend,
noth�ng more than th�s.

[164] Reference, of course, to Hegel's unfortunate acceptance of
Goethe's theory of colour.
[165] The colour of art �s not merely �deal as appl�ed to only two
d�mens�ons of space, but also �s "subject�ve" �n the art�st�c
treatment of �t under a def�n�te "scheme." It �s not clear whether
Hegel alludes also to th�s; apparently not, though �t �s the most
�mportant feature. In fact, even assum�ng h�s theory of l�ght to be
correct, �t �s d�ff�cult ent�rely to follow h�s d�st�nct�on between the
appearance of colour on a flat or a round surface. As natural
colour the one would be as �deal as the other. Only regarded as a
compos�t�on would pa�nt�ng present d�st�nct�on.

[166] It �s obv�ous that the reference here �s ma�nly to an
�ntent�onal appeal to the human soul through the content of the
compos�t�on. But the appeal may also be made through the
techn�que and art�st�c treatment of the med�um �tself.
[167] The parts of a chord are not �n space, but are �deally
cogn�zed. Hegel descr�bes th�s by say�ng that mus�c �deal�zes
space and concentrates �t to a po�nt. It would perhaps be more
�ntell�g�ble to say that �t transmutes the pos�t�ve effects of a
mater�al substance �n mot�on �nto the pos�t�ve and more �deal
cond�t�on of t�me. The po�nt wh�ch �s cont�nually negated �s at least
quâ mus�c the po�nt, or rather, moment, of a temporal process.



[168] By the �nd�fferent external�ty of space �s s�gn�f�ed the fact
that the parts of space, though external to each other, are not
qual�tat�vely d�st�ngu�shable.
[169] Success�on �n t�me �s "more �deal" than coex�stence �n space
because �t ex�sts only as cont�nu�ty �n a consc�ous subject.

[170] Pa�nt�ng no doubt �ntroduces �deal elements �nto the art�st�c
compos�t�on of colour, but the colour st�ll rema�ns the appearance
of a mater�al th�ng or superf�c�es.
[171] That �s to say, mus�c or harmony �s based on a sol�d
conform�ty to law on the part of �ts tones �n the�r conjunct�on and
success�on, the�r structure and resolut�on.

[172] As �n pa�nt�ng.
[173] The v�ews here propounded suggest cons�derable cr�t�c�sm.
It appears to me that the stress here la�d upon the �ntell�g�ble
content of poetry as contrasted w�th the sensuous qual�t�es of �ts
form as modulated speech �s certa�nly untenable. What we call
the mus�c of verse may unquest�onably be most �nt�mately
assoc�ated w�th the �deal content expressed; but apart from the
art�st�c collocat�on of language as sound no less than symbol we
certa�nly do not get the art of poetry. Even where Hegel deals
d�rectly w�th rhythm and rhyme �n the body of the treat�se I th�nk �t
�s clear he underrates all that �s �mpl�ed �n the d�fference between
the mus�cal express�on of poetry as contrasted even w�th the
sonorous language of mere prose. A further quest�on upon wh�ch
more doubt �s perm�ss�ble �s how far the actual scr�pt �n wr�tten or
pr�nted letters �s not ent�tled to be regarded as at least �n part the
sensuous med�um. No doubt the poem �s not dependent upon �t
as a pa�nt�ng �s upon colour, or the canvas wh�ch supports �t, for �t
may be rec�ted. But at least �t �s pract�cally dependent upon �t for
�ts preservat�on. The po�nt may very poss�bly appear, however, as
nugatory or ent�rely un�mportant, bes�de the quest�on whether the
med�um of the art �s not really �mag�nat�ve �dea rather than
art�culate speech.

[174] Absolute Formen. Adequate �n the sense of be�ng
uncond�t�onally so.

FIRST PART



THE IDEA OF FINE ART, OR THE IDEAL
[Pg 124]
[Pg 125]

I. THE POSITION OF ART RELATIVELY TO FINITE REALITY,
RELIGION, AND PHILOSOPHY

The conclus�on of the �ntroduct�on br�ngs w�th�n s�ght the more
method�cal expos�t�on of our subject. It w�ll �n the f�rst place be useful
as a po�nt of departure for a true ph�losophy of the beaut�ful to sum
up shortly the pos�t�on of F�ne Art �n �ts general relat�on to the Real,
no less than to emphas�ze the sal�ent features wh�ch d�st�ngu�sh the
ph�losophy of F�ne Art from other ph�losoph�cal �nqu�r�es.
(a) W�th th�s object �n v�ew we w�ll f�rst enumerate the d�verse
attempts wh�ch have been made to apprehend the beaut�ful �n
thought, plac�ng each �n the order wh�ch w�ll best ass�st a cr�t�cal
verd�ct. We have already contr�buted someth�ng to th�s �n our
�ntroduct�on. And, moreover, we may add that the mere �nqu�ry what
others have contr�buted e�ther r�ghtly or wrongly to our subject, at
least w�th the hope of ascerta�n�ng someth�ng really �nstruct�ve to an
expos�t�on wh�ch cla�ms to be wholly sc�ent�f�c, w�ll not ass�st us
much. So far from th�s be�ng so we must preface our remarks w�th
the adm�ss�on that, �n the op�n�on of many, the beaut�ful, for the very
reason that �t �s the beaut�ful, does not adm�t of such �ntellectual
apprehens�on, �s, �n short, no object �ntell�g�ble to human thought. To
such a thes�s we must for the present—�n our response to those who
at th�s t�me of day contend that all Truth �s ult�mately
�ncomprehens�ble, and only the f�n�teness of the phenomenal and the
cont�ngent matters of temporal ex�stence �s w�th�n our mental grasp
—reply that �t �s prec�sely Truth, and Truth alone, wh�ch �s to be thus
comprehended, and for th�s reason that �t possesses the absolute
not�on, or, more succ�nctly, the Idea for �ts bas�c support. Now beauty
�s no other than a part�cular determ�nat�on under wh�ch the True �s
expressed and revealed to us; and �t l�es open to the fullest
comprehens�on of thought �n so far as such can equ�p �t w�th the



armoury of the concrete not�on. It �s qu�te true that no �dea has
suffered more severely �n our own t�me from m�sconcept�ons than
th�s wh�ch we call the not�on �n �ts fullest expl�cat�on. One �s only too
often m�sunderstood to mean a determ�nat�on wh�ch �s abstract and
one s�ded, or at least a concept�on of the analyt�cal understand�ng.
As thus understood ne�ther the total�ty of Truth nor the �dea of beauty
as a concrete whole can be brought home to a th�nk�ng
consc�ousness. But the �dea of beauty, as we have already
observed, and shall seek to make more �ntell�g�ble as we proceed, �s
no such abstract�on of the m�nd: rather �t may be def�ned as the
absolute not�on �n �ts self-evolved concreteness, or st�ll more
spec�f�cally def�ned, the absolute Idea.
(b) And, further, we cannot more succ�nctly def�ne the absolute Idea,
�n the above use of the express�on, than by say�ng �t �s m�nd (Sp�r�t):
and we may add that the m�nd thus referred to �s not m�nd regarded
as f�n�te, that �s, subject to the cond�t�ons and l�m�tat�ons of sense-
percept�on, but the un�versal and absolute Intell�gence[175], wh�ch,
out of �ts own free act�v�ty, determ�nes Truth �n the profoundest
s�gn�f�cat�on of the term. To the ord�nary consc�ousness of everyday
l�fe the object of percept�on, no doubt, breaks away from m�nd, as
though our thought stood �n oppos�t�on to Nature, wh�ch rece�ves
from us a val�d�ty equal at least to the consc�ousness wh�ch
perce�ves �t. But �n th�s way of look�ng at Nature and the consc�ous
subject as two ne�ghbours set over aga�nst one another �n terr�tor�es
equally self-subs�stent �t �s only the f�n�te and l�m�ted m�nd, not that
wh�ch �t �s as an �nf�n�te substance and �n �ts not�onal truth, wh�ch �s
apprehended. Nature �s not thus to be set over aga�nst absolute
M�nd, e�ther as conjo�nt w�th a sphere of the Real of equal worth, or
as an �ndependent boundary thereto. Rather the aspect wh�ch
Nature appears to hold �n th�s respect �s that wh�ch m�nd or sp�r�t
�tself sets up, and of wh�ch �t becomes the product as a Nature �n
wh�ch l�m�t and boundary are themselves determ�n�ng const�tuents.
In fact, M�nd �n �ts absolute or �nf�n�te substance can only be
apprehended as th�s free act�v�ty, wh�ch �s man�fested �n self-
development through d�fferent�at�on. Th�s object, th�s other, through
wh�ch such d�fferent�at�on proceeds, �s regarded �n such oppos�t�on



as Nature, but as the object of �ntell�gence �t �s qu�te as much
�ndebted to M�nd for the free g�ft and fulness of �ts own essent�al
substance. We must therefore conce�ve Nature as herself conta�n�ng
�n potency the absolute Idea. She �s that Idea �n apparent shape,
wh�ch m�nd, �n �ts synthet�c power, pos�ts as the object opposed to
�tself. She �s so far a product, a creat�on. The truth of Nature
therefore �s s�mply the determ�nat�on by m�nd of �ts own substance,
�ts �deal�ty and power of determ�nat�on, through a process wh�ch no
doubt beg�ns w�th a separat�on of �tself �nto two factors wh�ch
apparently negate each other, but wh�ch, by the very act�v�ty of such
negat�on and separat�on, passes beyond the contrad�ct�on �t �mpl�es
to a un�ty wh�ch heals the fracture. Instead of f�nd�ng our-elves
opposed to a l�m�t and a barr�er we have a total�ty �n wh�ch the parts
wh�ch opposed each other are fused together by the free un�versal�ty
of m�nd. Th�s �deal�ty, �n other words th�s �nf�n�te power of
determ�nat�on[176], �s that wh�ch const�tutes the profound not�on of
M�nd's subject�v�ty. As subject�v�ty m�nd �s, �n the f�rst �nstance,
merely Nature, M�nd, or Sp�r�t that �s not expl�c�tly unfolded, m�nd
wh�ch has not arr�ved at the grasp of �ts true not�on. Nature �s here
set up �n oppos�t�on to M�nd, not as an object wh�ch �tself has
created, but as one whose l�m�ts �t fa�ls to overcome, an object,
moreover, wh�ch, as assumed to be already subs�st�ng �n
�ndependence, M�nd rema�ns alongs�de of �n the �nternal seclus�on of
knowledge and vol�t�on, and �s only able to const�tute the other s�de
of Nature. The f�n�teness of sc�ent�f�c theory, no less than that of
pract�cal l�fe, �s to be, found �n th�s l�m�ted mode of consc�ousness,
where �ntell�gence �s restr�cted to the use of f�n�te categor�es and the
formal "ought" �n the real�zat�on of eth�cal perfect�on[177]. We f�nd
here, as we have po�nted out was the case w�th Nature, that the
phenomenal �s not adequate to the essent�al truth of that wh�ch
appears; what we rece�ve �s st�ll the confus�ng medley of ab�l�t�es,
pass�ons, �ntent�ons, op�n�ons, and talents, wh�ch no sooner make
themselves felt than they are d�splaced, work�ng at cross purposes
as often aga�nst as on the s�de of each other, �n a str�fe between
vol�t�on, op�n�on, and reflect�on, wh�ch br�ngs to the surface every
phase of fortu�tous exper�ence �n all �ts confus�ng var�ety. It �s the
standpo�nt of the ent�rely f�n�te, temporal, contrad�ctory, and for that



reason trans�tory, unsat�sf�ed, and unreconc�led sp�r�t. For the
sat�sfact�ons wh�ch obta�n �n such a consc�ousness, through the
f�n�teness wh�ch �nseparably cl�ngs to �ts ent�re outlook, �tself so
l�m�ted and confused, are of a purely relat�ve and �solated val�d�ty. It
�s �nev�table that consc�ousness, vol�t�on, and thought should make
an effort to r�se above th�s cond�t�on and seek for the un�versal�ty,
un�ty, and sat�sfact�on wh�ch �t eventually f�nds �n the �nf�n�te
substance of Sp�r�t and �ts Truth. Th�s un�ty and sat�sfact�on, to wh�ch
m�nd �s carr�ed forward by the �mpulse of �ts own �deal act�v�ty,
transmut�ng the raw mater�al of �ts f�n�te cond�t�ons, const�tutes the
f�rst revelat�on of that wh�ch the world of appearances �s under a
more not�onal grasp of �t. M�nd grasps �ts f�n�teness as the negat�on
of �ts own essent�al substance, and �s aware of �ts �nf�n�ty. And th�s
essent�al truth of the f�n�te m�nd �s the absolute M�nd or Sp�r�t. In th�s
form of self-consc�ousness m�nd �s merely actual�zed as absolute
negat�v�ty. The element of f�n�tude wh�ch �t confronts �s apprehended
as such and annulled. In th�s, the h�ghest sphere of �ts act�v�ty, m�nd
becomes the object of vol�t�on. The Absolute �tself becomes the
object of m�nd. Sp�r�t, as self-consc�ousness, d�fferent�ates �tself as
the know�ng subject from the absolute Sp�r�t as the object of
knowledge. M�nd �n th�s latter sense, �n contrad�st�nct�on from m�nd
wh�ch has not overcome the cond�t�ons of f�n�te percept�on, may
therefore be def�ned as a f�n�te m�nd �n possess�on of the pr�nc�ple of
d�fferent�at�on from �ts true object. In the h�gher and more speculat�ve
cons�derat�on of truth, however, �t �s the absolute m�nd �tself, wh�ch,
�n order to unfold expl�c�tly the knowledge of �tself, essent�ally
becomes a pr�nc�ple of d�fferent�at�on to �tself, and thereby pos�ts the
f�n�tude of m�nd, w�th�n wh�ch �t becomes for �tself absolute object of
the knowledge of �tself. It �s now absolute m�nd w�th�n the �deal
commun�ty[178] wh�ch belongs to �t, the actual Absolute of �tself �n the
form of M�nd and knowledge[179].
Th�s �s, �n fact, the start�ng-po�nt of the Ph�losophy of F�ne Art. For
the �dea of F�ne Art �s ne�ther the log�cal Idea, absolute Thought, that
�s, wh�ch develops �tself �n the med�um of �ts freest act�v�ty, nor �s �t
the Idea of Nature apprehended under more f�n�te categor�es. Its



prov�nce �s rather that of M�nd untrammelled by e�ther the judgments
or the act�ons of the f�n�te sp�r�t.
(c) The realm of F�ne Art �s the realm of absolute Sp�r�t. We can but
br�efly �nd�cate the reason why th�s �s so. A fully ph�losoph�cal proof
belongs rather to treat�ses wh�ch �mmed�ately deal w�th those
quest�ons of ph�losophy we have not�ced already, by wh�ch we mean
those wh�ch treat of Log�c, whose content, as above expla�ned, �s
that of the absolute Idea, or the ph�losophy of Nature, or lastly, the
ph�losophy of M�nd �n �ts determ�nate spheres of f�n�tude. For �n these
sc�ences the object �s to show not merely how the log�cal Idea
presupposes the object�ve part�cular�ty of Nature as a veh�cle to �ts
determ�nate ex�stence, but also how �t �s capable of pass�ng from
such external�ty to m�nd, and, f�nally, of free�ng �tself from all the
f�n�tude that cl�ngs to �t and of atta�n�ng to Sp�r�t �n �ts eternal
concreteness and truth.
From such a po�nt of v�ew, wh�ch �s also appl�cable to art when
regarded �n all the fulness of worth �t �n truth �mpl�es, we are just�f�ed
�n assoc�at�ng �t w�th the self-same prov�nce wh�ch belongs to rel�g�on
and speculat�ve ph�losophy. In every d�rect�on �n wh�ch M�nd or Sp�r�t
becomes �dent�cal w�th the absolute M�nd �t frees �tself from the
restr�ct�ng l�m�ts of �ts pos�t�ve ex�stence, and, wh�le l�berat�ng �tself
from the cont�ngent relat�ons, wh�ch perta�n to �t �n �ts temporal
ex�stence, and the f�n�te content of �ts objects and �nterests, �s made
aware of and d�scloses the ent�re wealth of real�ty �t conta�ns.
It may be of serv�ce here to expand more completely the pos�t�on
wh�ch Art thus occup�es �n �ts relat�on respect�vely to the l�fe of
Nature and Sp�r�t.
A survey of the ent�re f�eld of human ex�stence presents to the
ord�nary consc�ousness of mank�nd the w�dest var�ety of �nterests
and means of sat�sfact�on. There �s, �n the f�rst �nstance, the complex
system of purely phys�cal necess�t�es, to the sat�sfact�on of wh�ch the
whole economy of �ndustr�al enterpr�se, through all �ts compl�cated
t�ssue of commerce, merchand�ze, and techn�cal crafts, �s act�vely
pursued. If we ra�se the level of our rev�ew to a more sp�r�tual range,
we are confronted w�th the world where r�ghts are establ�shed and



enforced, the world of leg�slat�ve enactment, fam�ly l�fe, d�v�s�on of
soc�al classes, �n a word, the concrete l�v�ng organ�sm of the State.
And more than th�s, there �s the rel�g�ous want, wh�ch asserts �tself �n
the hearts of part�cular men and women, and f�nds �ts sat�sfact�on �n
the l�fe of a church. F�nally, there �s the many-s�ded and �ntr�cately
spec�al�zed act�v�ty of sc�ent�f�c research, the organ�zed effort to
�ntegrate all knowledge, and the comprehens�on wh�ch that
knowledge �mpl�es, �n one all-embrac�ng system. W�th�n th�s latter
are compr�sed the act�v�t�es of the f�ne arts, the �nterest, that �s to
say, �n beauty, and wh�ch der�ves �ts sp�r�tual nutr�ment �n the
real�zat�on of that beauty �n plast�c shapes.
(d) The quest�on becomes �nev�table how far a sp�r�tual want of th�s
k�nd �s bound up as a necessary element �n the l�fe of man and h�s
world-h�story. In the f�rst �nstance these two spheres[180] appear
s�mply as �mmed�ate factors of our ent�re survey. It �s, however, the
requ�rement of ph�losophy to probe more deeply �nto that wh�ch
b�nds them as essent�al and necessar�ly �nteract�ng const�tuents of
one organ�c whole. For on closer �nspect�on �t w�ll be found that they
do not stand �n relat�on to one another on the mere bas�s of ut�l�ty;
rather we shall d�scover that only through the one we shall fully
comprehend the other. In other words, the one c�rcle overlaps the
other, �n the sense that the h�gher forms of �ts act�v�ty are found to be
a part of the other; and that wh�ch �s of less value �n �ts own prov�nce
�s l�fted �nto a f�ner atmosphere; and what had fa�led to free �tself
from �ts or�g�nal bounds �s now enlarged to l�berty through the
profounder sat�sfact�on �t rece�ves �n the w�den�ng of the range of �ts
�nterests[181]. And �t �s th�s wh�ch makes clear the necess�ty of the
�deal bond.
We w�ll recall now for a moment the analys�s we establ�shed of the
not�on of the beaut�ful and that of art generally. Two opposed aspects
come under not�ce. In the f�rst place we have a content, an end, a
s�gn�f�cance; and �n add�t�on to that we get the art�st�c express�on of
the same, the appearance and real�zat�on of such content; and,
th�rdly, these two aspects of the art�st�c product so pass �nto each
other that the rat�onal�ty or part�cular�ty �s noth�ng short of the
express�on of the art�st�c purpose, noth�ng more or less �s g�ven us



than the essent�al express�on of the ent�re content. What we
des�gnate as content, "s�gn�f�cance," �s just th�s s�mpl�c�ty of �dea, the
work of art resolved �nto �ts s�mplest yet most comprehens�ve
determ�nants, as �t ex�sts for m�nd �n contrast w�th the actual work
executed. As an example we may summar�ze the content of a book
from a few words or sentences the book conta�ns, and noth�ng may
be necessary to expound the content of that book suff�c�ently �n �ts
general �mport. Th�s s�mple �dea, the thes�s or ma�n problem of our
book, wh�ch forms the fundamental bas�s on wh�ch the ent�re
structure �s bu�lt, �s the abstract s�gn�f�cance. It �s only the deta�led
expos�t�on wh�ch g�ves us the concrete total�ty.
Both s�des, however, of th�s oppos�t�on do not stand �n an �nd�fferent
or purely external relat�on one to the other, as, for �nstance, �s the
case when we contrast w�th �t the part�cular content of an abstract
mathemat�cal f�gure, such as a tr�angle or an ell�pse, to wh�ch the
external part�cular�ty of �ts s�ze or f�gure �s related w�thout affect�ng �ts
s�gn�f�cance. Rather �n the former case we shall f�nd that the content
of �ts form, taken �n abstract�on �n �tself, possesses a determ�nate
�mpulse �n the d�rect�on of real�zat�on and thereby concreteness.
There �s �n �t essent�ally the "should" of purpose. However strongly
form �s here pos�ted �n �ndependence, we are unable to rest sat�sf�ed
w�th such abstract�on, and ask for someth�ng more. Th�s �s at f�rst
apprehended merely as an unsat�sf�ed want, a des�re �n the
consc�ous subject, wh�ch str�ves to annul �tself and secure
sat�sfact�on. From such a standpo�nt all we can say �s that the
content �s purely self-conta�ned, or subject�ve, over aga�nst wh�ch the
object�ve other-than-�tself �s placed �n oppos�t�on �n such a way as to
emphas�ze the des�re to make the subject�ve content object�ve. Such
a confl�ct between the subject�ve content and the object�ve, real�ty
wh�ch confronts �t, no less than the mere �mpulse to transcend the
oppos�t�on, �s a un�versal character�st�c of the determ�nat�on of all
self-consc�ous l�fe[182]. Even that aspect of human l�fe wh�ch we call
phys�cal, and st�ll more that world of man's sp�r�tual a�ms and
�nterests depends on th�s necess�ty to carry forward that wh�ch �s at
f�rst purely subject�ve and �deal �nto the object�ve world, that a fuller
sat�sfact�on �n �ts essent�al substance may be real�zed. But so long



as the content of a�ms and �nterests �s merely and at f�rst
apprehended �n the one-s�ded form of subject�ve consc�ousness, and
that one-s�dedness �s apprehended as a mere l�m�t, th�s loss makes
�tself s�mply felt as unrest or pa�n. It �s a negat�ve someth�ng wh�ch �s
bound to resolve �tself as such negat�v�ty, and, �n order to remove the
sense of defect, exerts an �mpulse to transcend the barr�er �tself,
already an object of consc�ousness and thought. And, moreover, th�s
transcendency does not merely amount to th�s, that the object�ve
"other" ceases to be an opposed factor to the general subject�ve
consc�ousness: rather �n the more determ�nate connect�on, th�s
defect of subject�ve thought �s �tself and w�th�n �tself a defect and
negat�on wh�ch �nvolves an �mpulse to negate and pass beyond. In
other words the consc�ous subject �s �mpl�c�tly and accord�ng to �ts
essent�al not�on the complete whole[183], that �s, not merely what �s
�nward, but the real�zat�on no less of that wh�ch �s �nward or �deal �n
and through what �s w�thout. If we assume that �t ex�sts only
abstractly �n one form we have to face the contrad�ct�on that whereas
�t �s, accord�ng to �ts concrete not�on the whole, yet accord�ng to �ts
mode of ex�stence �t rema�ns merely one s�de of that total�ty. It �s only
through the ent�re resolut�on of such a contrad�ct�on that l�fe
becomes aff�rmat�ve. To pass through each phase of th�s oppos�t�on,
contrad�ct�on and �ts f�nal abrogat�on �s the h�gher and leg�t�mate
demand of consc�ous l�fe. That wh�ch rema�ns always aff�rmat�ve, �s,
and rema�ns, w�thout l�fe. L�fe �s bu�lt upon negat�on and pa�n. It �s
only by crush�ng out such contrad�ct�ons �n the cruc�ble of fuller l�fe
and knowledge that �t rema�ns �n �ts aff�rmat�ve substance. If �t
anchor wholly on contrad�ct�on w�thout such a poss�b�l�ty of resolut�on
�t must be �nfall�bly wrecked thereon.
Such, then, �s the nature of these determ�nat�ons of thought regarded
�n the�r abstract�on to wh�ch �t was necessary to draw attent�on at the
present stage.
The most exalted content wh�ch l�es w�th�n the grasp of self-
consc�ous l�fe may be conc�sely called freedom. Freedom �s the
h�ghest determ�nat�on of Sp�r�t. In �ts formal aspect freedom, �n �ts
f�rst �nstance, cons�sts �n th�s, that the subject thereof ceases to f�nd
a l�m�t or barr�er �n the mater�al wh�ch �s set over aga�nst �t; th�s �s no



longer an element fore�gn to �t, but one �n wh�ch �t f�nds �tself aga�n.
Even under th�s formal def�n�t�on of �t all necess�ty and m�sfortune
d�sappears; the �nd�v�dual consc�ousness �s reconc�led w�th the
world, f�nds sat�sfact�on �n such reconc�l�at�on, and all oppos�t�on and
contrad�ct�on �s thereby d�ssolved.
But over and above th�s, on closer �nspect�on, we f�nd that �t �s
un�versally the rat�onal—that �s to say eth�cal relat�ons �n pract�cal
l�fe, truth �n thought—wh�ch const�tutes the content of freedom. But,
furthermore, �nasmuch as freedom �tself �s �n the f�rst �nstance only
subject�ve, not wholly carr�ed �nto effect, there must rema�n for the
�nd�v�dual an element of unfreedom, a somewhat purely object�ve
opposed to �t as a necess�ty of Nature; and �t �s accompan�ed
l�kew�se w�th the demand to secure a reconc�l�at�on of th�s oppos�t�on.
From the reverse po�nt of v�ew a s�m�lar contrad�ct�on �s apparent �n
the �nternal doma�n of the subject�ve consc�ousness �tself. We have,
on the one hand, that wh�ch �s un�versal and self-subs�stent �n �ts
own r�ght, �n other words the un�versal d�ctates or pr�nc�ples of
just�ce, goodness, and truth. On the other there are the var�ous
�mpulses of mank�nd, all the emot�ons, preferences, and pass�ons
wh�ch exerc�se the�r power over the heart of each man and woman
�nd�v�dually. Th�s oppos�t�on no less than the other exc�tes confl�ct
and contrad�ct�on, and �n th�s str�fe man becomes subject to every
conce�vable long�ng, the profoundest gr�ef, and, �n a word, to every
k�nd of worry and d�scontent. It �s the prerogat�ve of the sp�r�tual l�fe
of mank�nd to be a ve�l severed and broken asunder, tossed as �t
must be on the waves of contrad�ct�on. The an�mal creat�on l�ves at
peace w�th �tself and �ts env�ronment. Man �s unable to f�nd a
complete refuge �n that wh�ch �s exclus�vely �nward, the soul as such,
pure thought, �n the world of legal obl�gat�on and �ts un�versal�ty. He
�s dependent also upon h�s sensuous ex�stence, h�s emot�ons, and
all that appeals to h�s heart and soul. It �s the part of ph�losophy to
g�ve express�on to th�s contrad�ct�on �n thought, as �t extends
throughout �ts all-embrac�ng compass, and to overcome the same
w�th a reconc�l�at�on equally comprehens�ve.
In the �mmed�acy of everyday l�fe, however, man seeks to secure an
�mmed�ate sat�sfact�on. Perhaps the most obv�ous example of such a



resolut�on �s to be found �n the doma�n of an�mal wants and the�r
sat�sfact�on.
The states of hunger, th�rst, fat�gue on the one hand, and feed�ng,
dr�nk�ng, sleep on the other, w�th all such s�m�lar states, �llustrate the
contrad�ct�ons and resolut�ons to wh�ch we here refer.
In th�s sphere of human ex�stence, wh�ch �s fundamentally the same
as purely an�mal l�fe, the content of such sat�sfact�on �s, however, of
a f�n�te and l�m�ted range. Such sat�ety carr�es w�th �t no permanence,
but moves forward w�thout rest to a renewed sense of want. Men
eat, dr�nk, and sleep, and on the morrow are as hungry and weary as
before. Man �s compelled, therefore, to str�ve for a freedom more
last�ng �n that element of the sp�r�tual l�fe wh�ch he appropr�ates �n
knowledge and vol�t�on, the sc�ences and h�s soc�al act�v�t�es. The
�gnorant man �s unfree because he faces a world wh�ch �s fore�gn to
h�mself, a world wh�ch tosses h�ther and th�ther a�mlessly, to wh�ch
he �s jo�ned as an appendage, unable to un�te that fore�gn world to
�tself, and to feel �tself at home there as �n �ts own demesne. The
merest �mpulse of cur�os�ty, the awaken�ng of the love of knowledge,
the lowest phase of an�mate unrest, and the h�ghest grasp of
ph�losoph�cal �ns�ght are ult�mately der�ved from the same source,
namely, the des�re to overcome every cond�t�on that �s unfavourable
to freedom, and to br�ng the world of everyday l�fe, and that of the
subject wh�ch reflects upon �t, �nto one harmon�ous un�ty. If we
cons�der the world of act�on the result �s the same; freedom �n
human act�on �s the attempt to make pos�t�ve or real the reason of
the W�ll. Reason �s real�zed by voluntary act�on through the l�fe of the
State. In a State that �s d�fferent�ated through �tself on any rat�onal
pr�nc�ple, all the laws and soc�al �nst�tut�ons wh�ch belong to �t are
s�mply a real�zat�on of freedom accord�ng to the�r own essent�al
determ�nants. Th�s be�ng so, the reason that belongs to any c�t�zen
d�scovers �n such �nst�tut�ons �ts own essent�al l�fe: and, so long as
such �s not �n revolt from those laws, proceeds w�th them as w�th �ts
own k�th and k�n rather than a fore�gn adversary. We not �nfrequently
f�nd l�cence �dent�f�ed w�th freedom. But the freedom of l�cence �s
�rrat�onal; �t depends upon a cho�ce and self-determ�nat�on wh�ch has
noth�ng to do w�th a rat�onal w�ll, but �s rather the product of



acc�dental �mpulses and the�r dependence on the world of sense and
phys�cal Nature.
We may conclude, then, that the phys�cal needs of man, no less than
h�s knowledge and power of vol�t�on, rece�ve �n fact, each �n �ts own
sphere, a sat�sfact�on �n the world, and del�berately break up the
contrad�ct�on between the subject�ve and object�ve, that �s to say,
between the freedom of consc�ousness and the external necess�ty of
th�ngs w�th wh�ch �t �s confronted. The content, however, of such a
freedom and the sat�sfact�on wh�ch �s there�n exper�enced �s st�ll
subject to l�m�tat�ons, and for th�s reason both st�ll reta�n an element
of f�n�tude. And wherever we f�nd such an element superven�ng �t �s
�nev�table that the or�g�nal contrad�ct�on should aga�n reassert �tself,
and the self-sat�sfact�on only ma�nta�n a relat�ve s�gn�f�cance. For
example, �n the sphere of jur�sprudence and �ts real�zat�on �n the
State �t �s true enough that the rat�onal�ty of each c�t�zen, h�s w�ll and
h�s freedom are recogn�zed; he �s a person and as such �s
respected; he �s the owner of property, and �f that property �s �n
danger the courts of law reassert h�s r�ghts �n the�r �ntegr�ty. Th�s
recogn�t�on, however, and the freedom �t establ�shes are conf�ned to
s�ngle relat�ons and �solated objects, such as a part�cular house, a
sum of money, some part�cular r�ght or law, �n f�ne some part�cular
transact�on �n the pract�cal world. What the consc�ousness has at
any one t�me before �t are part�cular th�ngs, wh�ch no doubt are
related to one another, and �n fact form a nucleus of such relat�ons;
but, on the other hand, they are appropr�ate to categor�es of purely
relat�ve val�d�ty, are subject to var�ous cond�t�ons of tenure, wh�ch
make the sat�sfact�on only �mmed�ately exper�enced when the�r
predom�nance �s reasserted, or at any rate fa�l to establ�sh any
degree of permanence. And further than th�s the l�fe of the State �n
�ts organ�c ent�rety, as a related whole of monarch, government,
courts of just�ce, m�l�tary control, and general group�ng of all the
var�ous soc�et�es wh�ch compose �t, no less than the obl�gat�ons and
dut�es wh�ch such arrangements presuppose, the a�ms and
sat�sfact�on to wh�ch they are d�rected, the ent�re scope of �ts c�v�c
and commerc�al act�v�t�es already referred to, �n one word the
complete organ�sm of a nat�on's l�fe, �s �ndeed �n a genu�ne State
complete �n �tself, and �n a sense rounded off as a real total�ty. At the



same t�me we must observe that the fundamental pr�nc�ple, for the
real�zat�on of wh�ch the State ex�sts, and where�n the �nd�v�dual man
f�nds h�s sat�sfact�on as a c�t�zen, �s, desp�te all the var�ety of that l�fe,
all the man�fold d�fferent�at�on of class w�th�n �tself and as related to
the world w�thout, st�ll a whole that �s one-s�ded and �n a real sense
abstract. It �s only the rat�onal freedom of the w�ll made expl�c�t �n a
part�cular total�ty. It �s, �n short, only the nat�onal l�fe, and further the
l�fe of a part�cular nat�on; a l�fe, moreover, �n wh�ch freedom �s
real�zed �n a part�cular sphere of ex�stence as �nd�v�dual�zed real�ty.
And on th�s account �t �s that we are necessar�ly consc�ous, that
r�ghts and obl�gat�ons �n the mere bounds of c�v�c ex�stence, on the
plane, that �s to say, of merely th�s world's or temporal ex�stence, do
not d�scover the absolute sat�sfact�on we are seek�ng. We requ�re as
rat�onal be�ngs a h�gher real�zat�on of the�r object�ve truth as pr�vate
�nd�v�duals, a fuller sanct�on of the�r �mperat�ve val�d�ty than they
themselves, �n such a sphere, can offer us. What mank�nd, pressed
on all s�des by the boundar�es of h�s purely terrestr�al l�fe, �n fact
requ�res �s that reg�on of more essent�al real�ty, �n wh�ch every
oppos�t�on and contrad�ct�on �s overcome, and freedom can f�nally
cla�m to be wholly at peace w�th �tself. And th�s �s, of course, noth�ng
other than absolute Truth �tself, no merely relat�ve truth. In the Truth,
accord�ng to �ts h�ghest not�on, all must be brought home to one
un�ty. In �t there can be no more oppos�t�on between freedom and
necess�ty, Sp�r�t and Nature, knowledge and the object of knowledge,
law and �mpulse, between whatever form, �n fact, the oppos�t�on of
these contrad�ctory phenomena of human exper�ence may assume.
It �s �n v�rtue of such truth that proof �s poss�ble that ne�ther a
freedom wh�ch �s essent�ally subject�ve and d�sparate from every
element of necess�ty �s true �n the absolute sense; nor, on the other
hand, �s �t adm�ss�ble to pred�cate truth of a necess�ty conce�ved �n
absolute �solat�on from consc�ousness. Our ord�nary consc�ous l�fe
fa�ls to overcome th�s contrad�ct�on, and e�ther plunges desperately
�nto the same, or thrusts �t on one s�de and makes �ts escape from �t
�n some other way. Ph�losophy w�ll, however, so address �tself to the
two determ�nat�ng factors of the contrad�ct�on as to show that they
are apprehended as �solate from each other �n abstract�on, not
accord�ng to the�r concrete not�on; and by the grasp of th�s latter �t



w�ll demonstrate the one-s�dedness �n �ts relat�ve character, plac�ng
these oppos�ng aspects �n the fuller un�on and harmony wh�ch �s
truth. It �s the funct�on of ph�losophy to grasp and formulate th�s
not�on of truth. Unquest�onably ph�losophy recogn�zes the concrete
not�on throughout; and �t �s �n v�rtue of th�s that �t �s Thought w�th full
grasp of truth. But what we call the not�on �s someth�ng other than
th�s, truth, that �s, �n �ts essent�al ver�ty together w�th the ex�stence
wh�ch �s e�ther adequate to �t or �s not so. In all f�n�te real�ty the
determ�nat�ons, wh�ch are essent�al to �deal truth, appear separable
from each other, d�v�d�ng the ve�l of that wh�ch �n �ts absolute Truth �s
a complete total�ty. Take the case of a l�v�ng be�ng. Under such f�n�te
categor�es we are forced to regard �t as a subject �n oppos�t�on to the
�norgan�c Nature wh�ch env�rons �t. Both the po�nts of v�ew are no
doubt present �n the not�on, but they are there reconc�led. F�n�te
ex�stence, however, thrusts them apart. It �s, �n short, an ex�stence or
real�ty wh�ch �s unequal to the un�ty of the not�on. We may therefore
say that the not�on �s val�d �n every sphere of actual�ty. At the same
t�me the ma�n po�nt to be determ�ned �s whether the not�on �n �ts �deal
concreteness �s actually completed �n the part�cular un�ty presented,
where�n the two aspects pos�ted �n oppos�t�on pers�st �n no ult�mate
self-subs�stence and coherence over aga�nst each other, but are
rather �deal phases wh�ch tend to pass �nto a h�gher un�ty wh�ch
cancels such oppos�t�on. And the real�ty of th�s h�ghest mode of
un�on �s only reached when we enter the sphere of truth, freedom,
and the sat�sfact�on wh�ch they create. The h�gher l�fe wh�ch belongs
to th�s sphere, th�s supreme enjoyment of truth, wh�ch as feel�ng �s
called "blessedness," and as consc�ous thought "contemplat�on," we
may descr�be gener�cally as the l�fe known to rel�g�on. For rel�g�on �s
just th�s un�versal doma�n[184], �n v�rtue of wh�ch the one concrete
total�ty of the World comes to each man �n un�on w�th h�mself, as h�s
essent�al substance, wh�le �t rema�ns no less for consc�ousness the
essent�al truth of Nature. And �t �s th�s profounder truth of the Real
wh�ch alone proves �tself �nv�nc�ble over all that �s merely part�cular
and f�n�te, be�ng as �t �s the one absolute harmony where�n all that �s
otherw�se d�scordant and opposed �s f�nally resolved. Now �t �s
through �ts d�rect concern �n the true, regarded as the absolute object
of consc�ousness, that Art belongs to the supreme sphere of Sp�r�t,



and �t �s to be placed, �n respect to �ts content, �f �n a more spec�f�c
sense, on the same bas�s as rel�g�on and ph�losophy. I connect these
two last for the reason that ph�losophy has no other object than God.
In �ts substance �t �s �n fact rat�onal theology, and �n �ts serv�ce of the
truth a cont�nual serv�ce of God.
(e) Accept�ng, then, th�s fundamental s�m�lar�ty of content these three
spheres of absolute Sp�r�t only d�ffer �n the forms under wh�ch they
present the�r object, that �s, the Absolute, to human consc�ousness.
The d�fferences wh�ch are percept�ble �n these modes of
presentment are due to the not�on of the absolute Sp�r�t (M�nd) �tself.
Sp�r�t, �n �ts truth, �s essent�al substance brought home to �tself. It �s,
therefore, no essence wh�ch l�es outs�de and �n abstract relat�on to
object�v�ty, but rather �s, w�th�n the compass of that object�v�ty, the re-
collected presence[185] of the substance of all objects w�th�n f�n�te
sp�r�t. It �s the f�n�te wh�ch grasps �ts own essent�al un�versal�ty, and,
�n do�ng so, grasps essent�al Be�ng �n the absolute sense. The f�rst
mode of th�s comprehens�on �s an �mmed�ate one, that �s to say, �t �s
a sensuous cogn�t�on, a cogn�t�on �n the form and semblance of the
object of sense-percept�on, �n wh�ch the Absolute �s presented
d�rectly to the understand�ng[186] and feel�ng. The second form �s
that of the concept�ve or �mag�nat�ve consc�ousness. Last of all, we
have the free thought of absolute Sp�r�t. The form of sensuous
percept�on �s appropr�ate to art �n the sense that �t �s art wh�ch
presents truth to consc�ousness �n �ts sensuous semblance; but �t �s
a semblance wh�ch, under the mode of �ts appearance, possesses a
h�gher and profounder mean�ng and s�gn�f�cance, although �t �s not �ts
funct�on to render the un�versal�ty of the not�on wholly �ntell�g�ble
through the med�um of sense. It �s �ndeed rather the un�ty to wh�ch
art atta�ns w�th that of the part�cular appearance wh�ch const�tutes
the essence of the beaut�ful, the essence of the art�st�c product. Th�s
un�on �s perfected �n art not ent�rely through sensuous object�f�cat�on,
but also through the med�um of �mag�nat�ve concept�on. Th�s �s
except�onally so �n the art of poetry. At the same t�me, even �n th�s,
the most �ntellectual or �deal art, the un�on between s�gn�f�cance and
the �nd�v�dual mode of �ts presentat�on �s present w�th the same,
although �t �s d�splayed to the �mag�nat�ve consc�ousness, and every



part of �ts content �s conce�ved �n �ts �mmed�acy and v�sual�zed for
the �mag�nat�on[187]. And generally we must accept the fact that art,
possess�ng as �t does truth or Sp�r�t for �ts object, �s unable to
reproduce the same by merely copy�ng part�cular objects of Nature,
such as the sun, moon, earth, and stars. Such are, no doubt, objects
of sensuous percept�on; but, s�mply as such, they are �solated and
can offer no reflect�on of what �s sp�r�tual. In thus attr�but�ng to art th�s
absolute s�gn�f�cance as a man�festat�on of Sp�r�t we have expressly
set on one s�de the concept�on of art wh�ch f�nds �ts content of too
var�ous a nature, or too much occup�ed w�th �nterests fore�gn to �t, to
mer�t such a v�ew. And at the other extreme rel�g�on, no doubt,
frequently summons art to her serv�ce, �n order to br�ng the truths of
rel�g�on more near to the emot�on, or to clothe the same �n
�mag�nat�ve form. In both cases unquest�onably art �s render�ng a
serv�ce to a prov�nce not, �n str�ctness, �ts own. At the same t�me
where art �s found �n most exalted perfect�on, �n that case no doubt �t
unfolds �n plast�c gu�se the mode of expos�t�on most adequate and
essent�ally necessary to the content of the truth accepted. Among
the Greeks, for example, Art was the h�ghest med�um under wh�ch
the commun�ty conce�ved �ts gods, and became consc�ous of truth.
For th�s reason we may justly say that the poets and art�sts of
Greece created the gods of the�r people. In other words, they def�ned
for the �mag�nat�on of the�r people the act�ve l�fe and energy of the
D�v�ne Presence, g�v�ng Them the def�n�te content of a rel�g�on. And
th�s statement must not merely be taken to �mply that all Greek
art�sts d�d was to clothe �n �magery or embell�sh w�th the beauty of
poesy vague concept�ons and hearsays wh�ch, as general rel�g�ous
max�ms or �solated determ�nat�ons of consc�ous l�fe, were already
present before the era of such poet�c creat�ons. The truth of th�s
art�st�c product�on �s rather to be found �n th�s, that art and poetry
were the exclus�ve forms �n wh�ch these creat�ve art�sts could br�ng
to l�fe and express�on the �deas wh�ch fermented �n themselves. In
other phases of that consc�ousness, where we f�nd the content less
completely represented by the plast�c �magery of art, the scope of Art
as the handma�d of rel�g�on �s of less �mportance.



We have thus �nd�cated what was, at any rate, once the true pos�t�on
of Art �n �ts relat�on to the h�ghest �nterests of man's sp�r�tual l�fe.
But �nasmuch as art �s preceded �n Nature and the f�n�te processes
of l�fe by a k�nd of antenatal h�story, so too there �s a h�story that
follows �ts culm�nat�on, wh�ch �n other terms passes over and beyond
�ts purely concept�ve or plast�c grasp of the Inf�n�te. For art carr�es �n
the not�on that g�ves �t l�fe a l�m�t; and �t �s from th�s boundary that the
human consc�ousness passes beyond �nto forms more adequate to
�ts sp�r�tual �mport. It �s th�s �nherent shortness of the mark that f�xes
the subord�nate pos�t�on we are only too ready to ass�gn to art �n our
da�ly l�fe nowadays. For us European art �s no longer the h�ghest
means �n wh�ch the actual�ty of truth �s possessed. Speak�ng
generally, thought has long ago pronounced a verd�ct upon art when
�t def�ned �t as the portrayal of the D�v�ne by concepts wh�ch appeal
to sense-percept�on. Th�s was the judgment passed on �t by the
Jews and the followers of Mohammed. Nay, we f�nd �t present among
the Greeks themselves, as the strong oppos�t�on of Plato and Homer
and Hes�od to the popular concept�on of the gods proves clearly.
There �s a per�od �n the educat�on of every c�v�l�zed nat�on, when art
becomes a s�gn-post, as �t were, to that wh�ch stands beyond her
border. The evolut�on of Chr�stendom �s �tself an �llustrat�on. The
h�stor�cal features of that rel�g�on, the resurrect�on of Chr�st, H�s l�fe
and death, have doubtless offered to the art of pa�nt�ng a m�ghty f�eld
on wh�ch to exerc�se �ts �mag�nat�ve bounty; and the Church has
e�ther surrounded such art w�th �ts magn�f�cent protect�on, or suffered
�t s�mply to work on unheeded. But as the love of knowledge and
sc�ent�f�c research, and yet more the felt want of a more �nt�mate and
personal sp�r�tual�ty necess�tated the Reformat�on, the rel�g�ous
�mag�nat�on was called away from the sensuous med�um wh�ch
enwrapped �t, and centred once for all upon the �nward sp�r�tual�ty of
emot�onal l�fe and consc�ous thought. In th�s way there grew up, so
to speak, that poster�or tw�l�ght of Art's h�story I referred to, where the
want has found a dwell�ng �n man to rest sat�sf�ed alone w�th the pure
med�um of the soul as the ult�mate form of truth. In the earl�est
beg�nn�ngs of art we shall f�nd mystery st�ll present, a secret stra�n
and long�ng wh�ch pers�sts because Art's �mag�nat�ve powers are
unable to env�sage to sense the complete truth of �ts content. When



once, however, the m�nd of man has succeeded �n endow�ng such
content w�th perfect outward shape �n art, �t �s dr�ven �nev�tably away
from th�s object�ve real�zat�on to �ts own free sp�r�tual act�v�ty as from
someth�ng repellent to �t. A per�od such as th�s �s our own. We may,
�ndeed, express the hope that art w�ll r�se to yet h�gher grades of
techn�cal perfect�on; but �n any case Art �n �ts spec�f�c form has
ceased to meet the h�ghest requ�rements of sp�r�tual l�fe. We may st�ll
wonder at the unr�valled excellence of the statues of the gods of
Hellas, and �mag�ne that God the Father, Chr�st, and the V�rg�n Mary
have rece�ved �deal representat�on at the hands of more recent
pa�nters. But �t �s of no use. Our knees no longer bow to them.
The sphere of consc�ous l�fe nearest to that of art �s that of rel�g�on.
The form wh�ch belongs to the rel�g�ous consc�ousness �s that of the
�mag�nat�ve concept. The Absolute �s here removed from the
external�ty of art�st�c product�on, and rece�ved �n a more sp�r�tual way
by the �mag�nat�on, so that the heart and emot�ons, the �nner l�fe of
the �nd�v�dual that �s to say, become �ts veh�cle. Th�s progress �n
sp�r�tual �ns�ght from art to rel�g�on may be further def�ned by the
statement that art �s only one aspect of the rel�g�ous consc�ousness.
In other words, when a work of art object�f�es the truth or m�nd for
sense-perfect�on, and apprehends th�s form of the Absolute as the
one appropr�ate to �ts v�s�on, rel�g�on blends w�th the same the
devot�onal att�tude that flows from the �nner l�fe confronted w�th the
absolute real�ty as thus presented. Devot�on �s a type of emot�onal
ex�stence wh�ch �s, str�ctly speak�ng, outs�de the prov�nce of art. It
or�g�nates �n the fact that the �nd�v�dual suffers that object wh�ch art
has rendered v�s�ble to sense to penetrate the arcana of h�s
emot�onal l�fe, and so completely �dent�f�es h�mself w�th �t that th�s
�nward presence, wh�ch the �mag�nat�on and the �nherent m�ght of
feel�ng has rendered poss�ble, becomes an essent�al phase �n the
man�festat�on of absolute real�ty. Devot�on �s th�s cultus of the
commun�ty �n �ts purest, most �nt�mate, and subject�ve form; a
culture, �n wh�ch the pr�nc�ple of object�v�ty �s at the same t�me
consumed and absorbed, and the content thereof �s transmuted
w�thout such object�v�ty �nto the possess�on of heart and soul.



The th�rd and last form or phase �n the evolut�on of absolute m�nd
(sp�r�t) �s ph�losophy. In the boundar�es of the rel�g�ous sphere, where
God �s apprehended �n the f�rst �nstance perforce as an external
object, and men are taught that there �s a God, and how He has
revealed H�mself and st�ll �s revealed to mank�nd, the subject�ve
consc�ousness �s �ndeed made the veh�cle of such knowledge, and
the rel�g�ous sense �mparted st�rs and f�lls the heart of the
commun�ty; but the �nwardness of devot�on wh�ch �s born of the
emot�ons and the �mag�nat�on �s not the h�ghest form of �nwardness.
We are bound to recogn�ze that the purest form of knowledge �s
consc�ous thought �n �ts freest act�v�ty. In th�s alone the content of
knowledge �s, adequate to the demands of that wh�ch �s consc�ously
apprehended: here alone we are �n the presence of that most
�ntell�gent form of cultus, wh�ch seeks wholly to appropr�ate to �tself,
and to grasp �n concrete thought what �s otherw�se only the
evanescent content of feel�ng or the �mag�nat�on. In the purv�ew of
such a ph�losophy art and rel�g�on, as two aspects of one truth,
become related under a un�fy�ng concept�on. On the one hand,
though ph�losophy, by �ts surrender of all sensuous external�ty, has
lost the object�ve presentat�on of art, yet �t has exchanged �t for the
h�ghest form under wh�ch concrete real�ty �s object�vely apprehended
and redeemed, �n other words, that of speculat�ve reason. It has, on
the other, lost the emot�onal subject�v�ty of the rel�g�ous
consc�ousness �n the same pure med�um. For wh�le human thought
�s the most �nward and appropr�ate veh�cle of subject�ve l�fe, such
thought, �n �ts fullest grasp of truth, the Idea, �s actual�ty �n the most
object�ve and un�versal sense of the term, and �s only to be
apprehended by pure thought �n the med�um nat�ve to �tself.
W�th th�s adumbrat�on of the d�fference between the spheres of art,
rel�g�on, and ph�losophy we must on the present occas�on rest
content.
The sensuous mode of consc�ousness �s that wh�ch f�rst appears �n
the h�story of mank�nd. The earl�est stages of rel�g�on are for th�s
reason �nd�st�ngu�shable from a rel�g�on of art and �ts sensuous
manner of presentat�on. In the rel�g�on of Sp�r�t for the f�rst t�me �s
God as Sp�r�t cogn�zed also on a h�gher plane, and one more



adequate to thought, where�n �t l�kew�se follows as a corollary, that
the presentat�on of truth �n sensuous shape �s not truly adequate to
Sp�r�t.
Now that we know someth�ng of the pos�t�on wh�ch art occup�es �n
the f�eld of sp�r�tual act�v�ty, and that wh�ch belongs to the ph�losophy
of art among the several ph�losoph�cal sc�ences, we w�ll proceed �n
th�s �ntroductory port�on of our work �n the f�rst place to �nvest�gate
the general �dea of the beauty of art.



[175] The German word here �s Ge�st. I have translated �t as best
seems to su�t the part�cular context �n wh�ch the German word
occurs.

[176] Unendl�che Negat�v�tät.

[177] Th�s �s the "Ought" of pract�cal feel�ng. As such just as �n the
case of the analyt�cal sc�ences, what �t lacks �s object�ve
determ�nat�on (see "Ph�l. of M�nd," trans. of W. Wallace, p. 94).

[178] In se�ner Geme�nde. We should rather expect �n se�ner
Geb�ete.

[179] The reference here appears to be to the three att�tudes of
thought to the object�ve world wh�ch may be generally �nd�cated
as that of ord�nary consc�ousness, that of emp�r�c�sm and that of
speculat�ve Ph�losophy. In the paragraph wh�ch follows, however,
Hegel ma�nly refers to the log�cal process of d�alect�c and the Idea
of Nature (d�e natürl�che Idee.) The latter may, however, refer to
both the prev�ous d�v�s�ons, �.e., the commonsense po�nt of v�ew
and the sc�ent�f�c.

[180] The spheres of art and soc�al l�fe are f�rst perce�ved as
merely �ndependent c�rcles of act�v�ty.
[181] That �s to say, nat�ons have not only found �n Art the best
means of express�ng the�r rel�g�ous consc�ousness, but, even
where rel�g�on has been ra�sed to a h�gher power, have found �n �t
the most adequate form �n wh�ch to express the �deal�ty of the�r
general sp�r�tual l�fe.

[182] Welche s�ck durch alles h�ndurchz�eht, �.e., wh�ch permeates
all exper�ence.
[183] In th�s metaphys�cal passage Hegel appears to be
contrast�ng h�s own ph�losoph�cal standpo�nt, absolute �deal�sm,
w�th that of cr�t�cal or emp�r�cal ph�losophy, those at least who
conce�ve real�ty e�ther as a th�ng-�n-�tself, or the mater�a suppl�ed
to sense-percept�on from a world outs�de the human
consc�ousness. The ent�re content of the Real �s, on the contrary,
all �ncluded under the form of self-consc�ous thought.

[184] He means, I th�nk, prov�nce of the un�versal, rather than
"un�versal expans�on of hor�zon."
[185] The words of Hegel are "�nnerhalb derselben �m endl�chen
Ge�ste d�e Er�nnerung des Wesens aller D�nge." He no doubt has



�n h�s m�nd the der�vat�on of the word Er�nnerung. It �s the
�nward�zat�on or �deal�zat�on of such substance.
[186] Anschauung, that �s to say, �t �s the object of man's recept�ve
senses.

[187] The punctuat�on �s clearly wrong. It �s also very poss�ble that
derselben �s a m�spr�nt for d�eselbe. But �n any case there should
be comma rather than sem�colon.

[Pg 146]
[Pg 147]

SUBDIVISION OF SUBJECT

IDEA OF THE BEAUTY OF ART, OTHERWISE, FINE ART

To arr�ve at the Idea of F�ne Art �n all �ts concreteness �t w�ll be
necessary for us to cons�der �t under three phases.
1. The f�rst �s concerned w�th the not�on of the beaut�ful generally.
2. The second �s that of natural beauty, the defects of wh�ch w�ll
demonstrate the necess�ty of the Ideal as F�ne Art.
3. In the th�rd of these aspects the subject of our �nvest�gat�on w�ll be
the Ideal �n �ts pos�t�ve real�zat�on, �n other words as the art�st�c
d�splay of th�s Ideal �n part�cular works of art.

CHAPTER I

THE NOTION OF THE BEAUTIFUL IN ITS GENERAL
SIGNIFICANCE

We have def�ned beauty to be the Idea of the beaut�ful.



1. The Idea. By th�s def�n�t�on �s �mpl�ed that we have to conce�ve the
beaut�ful as Idea, and, moreover, as Idea �n a determ�nate shape, as
Ideal. Idea, as thus pos�ted, �s just th�s, the concept�ve not�on, the
real�zat�on of the same, and the un�ty of both. The not�on, as such, �s
not yet the Idea, although the terms not�on and �dea are often loosely
�nterchanged. Idea �s the not�on only as presented �n, and brought
�nto coalescence w�th, �ts object�ve real�ty. Th�s un�ty, however, �s by
no means to be regarded as the mere neutral�zat�on of not�on and
real�ty, so that the �nd�v�dual character and qual�ty of e�ther �s
absorbed; as, for example, where we f�nd that �n a chem�cal
compound salt-potash and ac�d tend to neutral�ze each other �n so
far as they have weakened the�r oppos�t�on. In th�s un�ty, on the
contrary, the not�on �s reta�ned as the command�ng factor. It �s
already �mpl�c�tly, �n v�rtue of �ts own nature, th�s very �dent�ty. Out of
�ts own wealth �t evolves the real�ty as part of �tself, by means of a
process wh�ch, be�ng no other than that of development, surrenders
noth�ng of �ts own nature, but br�ngs �nto more concrete actual�ty the
r�ches of the not�on, and for th�s reason cont�nues �n un�ty w�th �tself
and �ts object�ve real�zat�on. Such a un�ty of the not�onal concept and
�ts real�zat�on �s the Idea def�ned �n abstract terms. The word �dea �s,
of course, frequently used by authors of works deal�ng w�th the
theory of art. It must, however, be adm�tted that many conno�sseurs
of h�gh stand�ng are part�cularly severe upon �ts employment. The
latest and most �nterest�ng example of th�s polem�cal att�tude �s to be
found �n Herr von Rumohr's "Ital�an �nvest�gat�ons." Th�s work �s
based on the pract�cal �nterest that the arts exc�te, and �s wholly
unconcerned w�th that wh�ch for brev�ty we may call the Idea. The
truth �s that th�s wr�ter, who appears to have no knowledge of the
development of ph�losophy �n modern t�mes, freely confuses the
express�on as above def�ned w�th the undeterm�ned concept�ons of
the phantasy, or the abstract and characterless Ideal of well-known
art theor�es or schools of art, �deas wh�ch present a lean contrast to
the clearly def�ned and r�chly capar�soned objects of Nature �n the�r
truth, and wh�ch th�s wr�ter opposes to the �dea and empty Ideal,
wh�ch the art�st h�mself evolves from h�s own consc�ousness. We
have, of course, no more r�ght to suppose that creat�ve work can be
the result of such poverty, than we can w�th just�ce assume that a



th�nker can th�nk w�th concept�ons wholly �ndeterm�nate, and pers�st
�n h�s thought w�th a content dest�tute of all def�ned relat�on. Such an
object�on, however, does not apply �n any respect to the Idea �n the
sense we use the express�on. Th�s Idea �s through and through
concrete; a whole wh�ch cons�sts of relat�ons and �s s�mply beaut�ful
from be�ng �n d�rect un�on w�th the object�ve form adequate to �ts
express�on.
Herr von Rumohr has placed on record �n th�s very book (Book I, pp.
145-46) the follow�ng assert�on, that "beauty �n the most
comprehens�ve mean�ng of the term, and as �t �s understood by
�ntell�gent people of our day, �ncludes every qual�ty of an object,
wh�ch may e�ther st�r the sense of s�ght w�th sat�sfact�on, or through
that sense attune the soul and del�ght the m�nd."
These qual�t�es are then further subd�v�ded �nto three classes as
follows: "F�rst, there �s all that �s percept�ble through the eye;
secondly, that wh�ch �s apprehended by means of the pecul�ar,
presumably �nnate sense of mank�nd for spat�al relat�ons; and th�rdly,
all that �n the f�rst �nstance works upon the understand�ng, and only
�nd�rectly through cogn�t�on on the emot�ons." Th�s th�rd and most
�mportant determ�nat�on rests apparently on forms "wh�ch qu�te
�ndependently of all pleasure to the sense and the beauty of
extended shape arouse �n us a spec�f�c del�ght wh�ch �s eth�cal or
sp�r�tual �n �ts qual�ty, wh�ch �n part to all appearance proceeds from
the enjoyment we der�ve from the �mages exc�ted (I presume he
means eth�cal or sp�r�tual ones)[188], and �n part from the pleasure
wh�ch the mere act�v�ty of an �ntell�gent apprec�at�on �nfall�bly br�ngs
w�th �t."
Such are the pr�nc�pal factors accord�ng to wh�ch th�s undoubted
conno�sseur of art def�nes h�s subject relat�vely to the beaut�ful. It
may very poss�bly pass muster w�th a certa�n type of uncr�t�cal
reader. It �s, however, very unsat�sfactory regarded from the
ph�losoph�cal standpo�nt. For what does �t at bottom amount to but
th�s, namely, that the sense of v�s�on or sp�r�tual sense, we may add
the understand�ng �tself, are moved pleasurably, or exc�te a feel�ng
wh�ch results �n awakened pleasure. The ent�re argument h�nges on
th�s one aspect of awakened grat�f�cat�on. Th�s reduct�on, however,



of the act�v�ty of the beaut�ful to terms of feel�ng—that wh�ch pleases
and charms us—has been d�sposed of once for all by Kant. H�s
expos�t�on has already left far beh�nd the feel�ng for the beaut�ful.
We w�ll d�rect our attent�on now from th�s polem�cal tractate to a
further cons�derat�on of the Idea �ts host�l�ty has fa�led to weaken. In
th�s, as already stated, �s comprehended the concrete un�ty of the
not�on and �ts object�ve real�zat�on.
(a) Now, f�rst, we w�ll observe, �n d�rect�ng our attent�on more closely
to the essent�al nature of the not�on, that �t �s no purely abstract un�ty
opposed to the d�fferences of phenomenal real�ty; rather, as the
not�on, �t �s already the un�ty that �ntegrates those relat�ons, and by
do�ng so �s concrete total�ty. The abstract concept�ons such as man,
the qual�ty blueness, and the�r l�ke, are not not�ons as such at all, but
rather should be called abstract general concepts, wh�ch are only
ra�sed to the d�gn�ty of the not�on, when we have demonstrated that
they conta�n oppos�ng factors �n un�ty, and, �n such a way, that th�s
self-related nexus of un�ty const�tutes the�r not�onal truth. For
�nstance, the concept "blueness" as a colour rece�ves such a
not�onal value when �t �s grasped as the un�ty, and, �ndeed, the
spec�f�c un�ty of l�ght and darkness[189]. In the same way the concept
"man" conta�ns w�th�n �t the oppos�ng factors of sense, l�fe, and
reason, body and m�nd (sp�r�t); but a part�cular man �s not to be
regarded as a whole cons�st�ng �n some way of these two aspects of
h�s personal�ty placed �n a relat�on of �nd�fference s�de by s�de as
const�tuents of the same. Rather, �n v�rtue of the not�on, such a
whole conta�ns these const�tuents �n concrete and med�ated[190]

un�on. Add to th�s that the not�on �s so completely the absolute bond
and un�ty of �ts d�fferences, that �ndependently they cease to ex�st,
they are unable to assert the part�cular�ty, �n v�rtue of wh�ch they
m�ght escape from such a un�on. For th�s reason the not�on �ncludes
all �ts determ�n�ng const�tuents �n the form of �ts own �deal un�ty and
un�versal�ty, wh�ch const�tute �ts subject�ve character �n
contrad�st�nct�on from the real as the object of sense-percept�on. For
example, gold �s, as a part�cular object, of spec�f�c we�ght, def�n�te
colour, and placed �n a certa�n relat�on to spec�f�c ac�ds. Such are
var�ed character�st�cs of gold, and yet are �nvar�ably found �n a



un�f�ed whole. The smallest speck conta�ns them all �n �nseparable
un�on. By analys�s or abstract�on we �ndeed separate them, but �n
the�r not�on they are �nseparably one. The �nab�l�ty of the d�fferences,
wh�ch the not�on �n �ts truth essent�ally possesses, to stand alone �n
the�r �solated self-�dent�ty �s of a s�m�lar nature. A st�ll more appos�te
�llustrat�on �s presented by the un�que concept of the self-consc�ous
Ego �n �ts un�versal�ty. For that wh�ch we call soul, or more appos�tely
the Ego, �s the not�on �tself �n �ts free ex�stence. The Ego conta�ns a
conger�es of most d�st�nct concepts and thoughts �n �tself; �t �s a
world of �deas; yet none the less th�s �nf�n�tely complex content, �n so
far as �t l�es w�th�n the Ego, rema�ns w�thout a vest�ge of
substant�al�ty or mater�al�ty packed w�th�n th�s �deal un�ty, as the pure
and throughout flu�d transparency of the Ego �tself reflected to �tself.
And th�s �s prec�sely the way �n wh�ch the not�on reta�ns �ts var�ed
determ�nat�ons �n �deal un�ty.
The determ�nants of the not�on wh�ch are most cognate to the not�on
as such are the un�versal, the part�cular, and the s�ngle. Every one of
these determ�nate qual�t�es taken by �tself �s a mere abstract�on. As
thus regarded, however, abstract, that �s to say, from one another,
they are not present �n the not�on: that �s rather the�r �deal un�ty. The
not�on �s therefore the un�versal, wh�ch, on the one hand, negates
�tself to a cond�t�on of relat�v�ty and part�cular�zat�on, but, on the
other, th�s r�v�ng asunder, �n so far as �t �s negat�on of the un�versal, �s
�tself aga�n annulled. For the un�versal as present �n the part�cular,
wh�ch �tself �s only the part�cular aspects of the un�versal �tself �s
present �n no part�cular absolutely, but rather �n that very part�cular
reaff�rms once more �ts essent�al un�ty as un�versal. In th�s return
upon �tself the not�on �s �nf�n�te negat�on; negat�on, I mean, not as
aga�nst another, but self-determ�nat�on, �n wh�ch alone �t subs�sts �n
�ts pos�t�ve and correlat�ve un�ty. In th�s way �t �s s�ngular�ty �n �ts
truth; �t �s the un�versal nexus wh�ch shuts �tself up w�th �tself �n �ts
part�culars. As the h�ghest example of th�s property of the not�on we
would refer back to what we have already, �f �n a summary way, sa�d
about the essent�al act�v�ty of Sp�r�t.
Through th�s �nf�n�te capac�ty of return upon �tself the not�on �s
already, by v�rtue of �ts �ntr�ns�c wealth, total�ty. It f�nds the un�ty of



�tself �n the be�ng of another, and for th�s reason possesses a free
act�v�ty, be�ng, however, negat�on as self-determ�nat�on, not as the
al�en l�m�tat�on of �ts own substance through someth�ng other than
�tself. But regarded as such total�ty the not�on �s already �n potent�al
possess�on of all phenomenal real�ty, and �s that wh�ch med�ates and
restores the un�ty of the Idea. And whoever ventures to th�nk that �n
the Idea we have presented to us someth�ng totally d�fferent and
apart from the not�on, has as l�ttle knowledge of the nature of the
Idea as he has of the not�on. At the same t�me there �s, no doubt, a
d�fference between the not�on and the Idea, and �t �s th�s: �n the
former the part�cular�zat�on �s only an abstract part�cular�zat�on, for
th�s reason that �n the not�on the determ�nate relat�ons are alone
coherent �n �ts transparent med�um, that �s to say, �n �ts un�ty and
�deal un�versal�ty. The not�on, therefore, �tself rema�ns subject to the
one-s�dedness of �ts part�cular mater�al, and �s hampered w�th the
defect that although �n �ts own nature �t �s a total�ty, yet �t �s only �n
the aspect of �t as un�ty and un�versal�ty that �t �s ent�tled to free self-
development. But �nasmuch as th�s defect �n �ts completeness �s
fore�gn to �ts own essent�al form, the process of �ts act�v�ty �s to
remove �t. It negates �tself as th�s very �deal un�ty and un�versal�ty
and allows that wh�ch �s enclosed �n the barren chamber of �deal
subject�v�ty to flow forth freely �nto real and substant�ve object�v�ty. In
other words, the not�on through �ts own act�v�ty pos�ts �tself as
object�ve real�ty.
(b) Object�v�ty �s therefore, truly apprehended, the real ex�stence of
the not�on. It �s, however, the not�on under the mode of self-
substant�ve part�cular�zat�on and of a d�fferent�at�on of all ant�thet�cal
phases[191] of real�ty, whose �deal un�ty the not�on �n �ts subject�ve
capac�ty const�tuted.
But �nasmuch as �t �s the not�on, and only the not�on, whose funct�on
�t �s to endow object�v�ty w�th �ts determ�nate ex�stence and real�ty, so
too �t �s only through object�v�ty that the not�on �s unve�led �n �ts
actual�ty. The not�on �s, however, the med�at�ng and �deal un�ty of all
�ts part�cular ant�theses. W�th�n �ts d�fferent�ated real�ty th�s �deal
un�ty, effect�ve throughout part�cular�ty �n modes adequate to the
not�on, has to establ�sh �tself �n them, prec�sely �n a way s�m�lar to



that �n wh�ch the real�zed part�cular�ty of the�r un�ty, as thus med�ated
to the po�nt of �deal�ty, has also to ex�st �n them[192]. Th�s �s the m�ght
of the not�on, wh�ch refuses to surrender or forfe�t �ts un�versal�ty
among the d�sjecta membra of the object�ve world, but rather reveals
�ts essent�al un�ty through such real�ty and w�th�n �t. For �t �s noth�ng
less than the very l�fe of the not�on to preserve �ts un�ty �n the
mater�al wh�ch �s offered �t. Only by so do�ng �s �t real and ver�table
total�ty.
(c) Th�s total�ty �s the Idea. The Idea �s not s�mply the �deal un�ty and
subject�v�ty of the not�on. It �s qu�te as much �ts true and object�ve
real�ty; �t �s, however, an object�v�ty wh�ch does not confront the
not�on as an oppos�ng factor, but �s rather that �n wh�ch the not�on
�tself �s self-determ�ned. In wh�chever aspect we contemplate the
not�on, whether as subject�ve to our apprehens�on, or as object�vely
real, the Idea �t man�fests �s a total�ty. But �t �s more than th�s. It �s the
un�ty wh�ch for ever �s med�at�ng between and br�ng�ng �nto more
perfected harmony the two total�t�es. Only as thus apprehended �s
the Idea truth and �ndeed all truth.
2. All that ex�sts, then, has only truth �n so far as �t �s a def�n�te
ex�stence of the Idea. For the Idea �s alone the truly real. The truth of
the phenomenal �s not der�ved from the fact that �ts part�cular
ex�stence �s of an �nward or external character, and as such �s �n a
general sense real�ty; �t �s so wholly �n v�rtue of the fact that such
real�ty �s adequate to the not�on. Then alone �s determ�nate ex�stence
real and true. And the truth, to wh�ch we here refer, �s not a
subject�ve �nterpretat�on of �t, namely, that a part�cular ex�stence �s
accordant w�th my own concept�on of �t. It �s truth �n the object�ve
sense that the real�ty of the Ego, or of any external object, act�on, or
c�rcumstance actually contr�butes to the real�zat�on of the not�on. If
th�s �dent�ty �s not establ�shed the ex�stence rema�ns purely
phenomenal. Instead of the object�f�cat�on of the not�on �n �ts
completeness what obta�ns �s purely a detached aspect of �t; and
w�th regard to th�s, whatever self-subs�stence �t may appear to have
�n oppos�t�on to the un�ty and un�versal�ty of the not�on, such can only
work to �ts f�nal confus�on by sett�ng �t �n host�l�ty to the true not�on
�tself. Our conclus�on, therefore, �s that only the real�ty wh�ch



adequately expresses the not�on �s truly real�ty, and the reason �t �s
so �s that there�n the Idea man�fests �tself as ex�stence.
3. We have ma�nta�ned that beauty �s Idea. It follows that beauty and
truth are, �n one aspect of them, �dent�cal. In other words, beauty
must �tself �n �ts �ntr�ns�c be�ng be true. A closer �nvest�gat�on w�ll
further show to us that truth must be d�st�ngu�shed from beauty.
The �dea �s true �n the sense that �t �s so by v�rtue of �ts essent�al
be�ng and accord�ng to �ts fundamental pr�nc�ple[193], and as such
truth �t �s thought[194]. It �s not �ts sensuous and external ex�stence,
but the un�versal Idea of thought as present �n th�s. At the same t�me
the Idea �s dr�ven to seek �ts real�zat�on �n external and object�vely
determ�ned ex�stence, both �n the sphere of Nature and that of M�nd.
The true, �n the absolute sense, also ex�sts. And �n so far as, �n th�s
�ts external ex�stence, �t �s �mmed�ately apprehended by
consc�ousness, and the not�on rests �n �mmed�ate un�ty w�th �ts
external appearance, the Idea �s not only true, but �s also beaut�ful.
The beaut�ful may therefore be def�ned as the sensuous
semblance[195] of the Idea. For the sensuous cond�t�on and the
object�ve world generally ma�nta�n no real self-subs�stence �n beauty,
but have merely to surrender the �mmed�acy of the�r be�ng. In beauty
such are pos�ted s�mply as the determ�nate ex�stence and external�ty
of the not�on, and as a form of real�ty, wh�ch �tself man�fests the
not�on �n un�ty w�th �ts external appearance �n th�s �ts part�cular
object�ve ex�stence. For th�s reason �t can only pass as the
semblance of the not�on.

(a) Accordantly w�th th�s �t �s �mposs�ble for the understand�ng[196]

alone to grasp the s�gn�f�cance of beauty. For �nasmuch as object�ve
real�ty �s apprehended by th�s faculty as someth�ng at least qu�te
other than �deal�ty, sensuous percept�on, as someth�ng very d�fferent
from the not�on, the external object as someth�ng that �s anywhere
rather than w�th�n world of the consc�ous self, to that extent �t cannot
fa�l to emphas�ze the contrad�ct�ons �mpl�ed �n such separat�on,
rather than penetrate to the �deal un�ty we have above descr�bed.
The understand�ng rema�ns rooted �n the f�n�te, the �ncomplete and



untrue abstract�on. The beaut�ful �s on the contrary �tself essent�ally
�nf�n�te and free.
For although the content of beauty �s stamped w�th part�cular�ty and
to that extent l�m�ted, such content �s essent�ally �n �ts mode of
env�ronment a total�ty that �s �nf�n�te[197] and a free ex�stence; and �t
�s both for the reason that �t �s the not�on, wh�ch does not pass
beyond th�s �ts object�ve semblance, and so fall �nto f�n�te and one
s�ded abstract�on w�th �t, but rather �s �mmersed as a blossom w�th
th�s �ts object�f�cat�on and through the �mm�nent un�ty and perfect�on
of such �nclus�on �s revealed as essent�ally �nf�n�te. W�th equal truth
we may aff�rm that the not�on �n seal�ng, as �t were, w�th a soul the
real ex�stence, �n wh�ch �t �s part of the object�ve world, �s �tself by
�tself freely man�fest �n that world. For the not�on w�ll not suffer that
external ex�stence �n the sphere of beauty to follow, as �t would
otherw�se, the laws that there�n are paramount: rather �t determ�nes
out of �ts own r�ches the art�culat�on and form of �ts appearance
there�n; and �t �s prec�sely th�s harmony of the not�on w�th the mode
of �ts external ex�stence wh�ch const�tutes the essent�al l�fe of beauty.
And the bond wh�ch braces all together, no less than the power
beh�nd �t, �s self-consc�ous l�fe, un�ty, soul, and art�st�c personal�ty.
(b) We conclude, then, that �f we cons�der beauty �n �ts relat�on to
consc�ous l�fe, on the subject�ve s�de that �s, �t �s ne�ther to be
adequately apprehended by an �ntell�gence that pers�sts �n the
unfree med�um of purely f�n�te ex�stence, nor �s �t the object of the
f�n�te W�ll. We w�ll enlarge a l�ttle on both po�nts.
As f�n�te �ntell�gence we are aware �n feel�ng of the �nner no less than
the outer objects of consc�ousness; we observe them, perce�ve them
to be true to our senses, allow them to form part of the content of our
percept�ons, concepts, and f�nally, no doubt, to become the
abstract�ons wh�ch our understand�ng presents to us, reflect�ng on
the�r appearance, and endow�ng them w�th the abstract form of
un�versal�ty.
Now the f�n�teness and absence of freedom �nseparable from th�s
mental att�tude cons�sts �n the assumpt�on that the th�ngs perce�ved
are self-subs�stent. We d�rect our attent�on to these objects, suffer



them to �mpress us, form our �deas of them, possessed w�th the fa�th
�n the�r mater�al ex�stence as objects, and conv�nced that all we have
to do �s to perce�ve them as they appear to our pass�ve recept�on, to
preserve, �n short, the formal s�de of our attent�on �ntact, hold�ng
such unfettered by our fanc�es, op�n�ons, and prejud�ces. In thus
accept�ng th�s one-s�ded freedom of objects we pos�t at the same
t�me the want of freedom �n the�r mental apprehens�on. To such the
content �s one wholly g�ven from outs�de; and �nstead of a true self-
determ�nat�on through d�fference we have noth�ng but the recept�on
and acceptance of what �s presented as a part of the object�ve th�ng.
We would arr�ve at truth by the suppress�on of all that belongs to
ourselves[198].
A cr�t�c�sm of l�ke nature, though the defect �s here just at the other
extreme, may be appl�ed to the f�n�te W�ll. In th�s theory �nterests,
objects, �ntent�ons, and conclus�ons are all relegated to the subject,
whose w�ll �t �s to enforce them as aga�nst the ex�stence and
propert�es of the mater�al th�ng. Th�s �t can only do by the ann�h�lat�on
of the object �tself, or at least, �n so far as �t can mod�fy or change �ts
form and energ�es, by transmut�ng �ts qual�t�es, or perm�tt�ng them to
exerc�se such a change on each other, as water may exerc�se on
f�re, f�re on �ron, �ron on wood, and so forth. We now f�nd that �t �s the
part�cular th�ngs, wh�ch the subject has enrolled �n �ts serv�ce, as
th�ngs to be regarded and treated as useful, wh�ch �n the�r turn have
been depr�ved of the�r self-subs�stence. In other words, they have
come to be regarded as objects, whose not�on and mean�ng �s not
the�r own, but der�ved from the reflect�ng consc�ousness, so that
what �s most essent�al to them �s prec�sely th�s relat�on of serv�ce �n
wh�ch they stand to the subject�ve purpose, that �s, our own
�ntell�gence. The values of e�ther s�de of the relat�on are thus
completely reversed. The object�ve th�ng has lost freedom and the
consc�ous subject secured �t. As a matter of fact, the freedom on
both aspects of the relat�on �s, ow�ng to the f�n�tude and abstract�on �t
�mpl�es under such a v�ew, a purely suppos�t�t�ous one.
In the sphere of theory here �t �s the assumed �ndependence of the
object�ve world wh�ch creates the f�n�tude and bondage of the
consc�ous Ego. In that of the pract�cal world th�s dependence �s due



to �ts one-s�dedness, the confl�ct and contrad�ct�on of �ts a�ms w�th�n
and the �mpulses and pass�ons wh�ch press from w�thout, no less
than to the unreconc�led oppos�t�on of a world of objects. For the
separat�on and oppos�t�on of these two aspects of one whole, that �s,
objects and relat�ng self-consc�ous l�fe, �s presupposed �n, and
�ndeed �s an accurate def�n�t�on of, th�s po�nt of v�ew.
And, s�m�larly, w�th reference to the lack of freedom �n the object.
Here, too, �n the sphere of �ntell�g�ble concept�on, the �ndependence
of the object �s assumed, but the freedom assumed �s only apparent.
For �t �s only pos�ted as bare object�v�ty w�thout secur�ng the
presence of �ts not�on, as the un�ty and un�versal�ty of the consc�ous
subject, w�th�n such object�v�ty. It st�ll rema�ns outs�de �t. Every object
thus placed external to the not�on merely ex�sts as part�cular�ty,
wh�ch comes back to us �n external gu�se together w�th �ts man�fold,
and �s, �n all the unl�m�ted scope of �ts relat�ons, through �ts contact
w�th other objects, subject to the cond�t�ons of �ts or�g�n, change,
oppos�ng force and f�nal overthrow. In the pract�cal world the
dependence of the object �s expressly, �n th�s v�ew, assumed, and
the oppos�t�on of the th�ng �s pos�ted �n def�n�te relat�on to vol�t�on
w�thout possess�ng �n �tself the power of ult�mate self-subs�stency
perm�tted to the latter.
(c) The apprehens�on of the object as beaut�ful un�tes these two
abstract po�nts of v�ew. It �n fact annuls the one-s�dedness of both
whether relat�vely to the subject of consc�ousness or �ts object, and
by do�ng so cancels the f�n�tude and lack of freedom wh�ch
character�ze them.

Ph�losoph�cally regarded[199], the reason �s th�s, that the object �s not
apprehended �n �ts ex�stence as an �solated th�ng whose not�on as
the object of human thought �s removed from the object�v�ty wh�ch
belongs to �t as someth�ng outs�de �t, and wh�ch �n �ts part�cular
real�ty extends and �s d�ss�pated �n every conce�vable d�rect�on as a
man�fold content of �ntell�g�ble relat�ons. An object wh�ch �s beaut�ful
suffers �ts own not�on to appear as real�zed �n �ts object�ve presence,
and reveals �n that appearance the un�ty and l�fe �nseparable from
the consc�ous subject. For th�s reason the object may be conce�ved
as sweep�ng back �nto the curve of �ts un�ty that �mpulse of



cont�nuous external�ty, cancell�ng �ts dependence on other objects,
and transmut�ng to our v�s�on �ts unfree f�n�tude �nto free �nf�n�ty.
Furthermore, the Ego �n �ts relat�on to the object of beauty ceases to
be merely the abstract attent�on or sensuous percept�on, and the
float�ng away of such percept�ons �nto equally abstract reflect�ons.
Rather, �t �s �tself concretely real�zed �n th�s object, be�ng at once the
un�ty and real�ty of �ts not�onal �dea, and un�t�ng for �tself �n �ts
rounded concreteness that wh�ch has h�therto rema�ned, as
abstractly perce�ved, apart �n the Ego of the subject of percept�on
and the th�ng perce�ved.
Com�ng now to the pract�cal �mport of th�s relat�on as �t appl�es to the
object of beauty, we have already drawn attent�on to the fact at some
length, that �n the contemplat�on of �t the element of sensuous
pass�on drops away. All personal �mpulse that the �nd�v�dual may feel
toward the object �s done away w�th through that very aesthet�c
contemplat�on, wh�ch regards �t as self-subs�stent �n �tself, �n other
words, �ts own object. For th�s reason, the purely f�n�te relat�on of the
object also d�sappears, the relat�on, that �s, �n wh�ch �t subserved, as
a means for the�r real�zat�on, a�ms wh�ch were fore�gn to �t, and
towards the fulf�lment of wh�ch �t was e�ther presented as unfree or
was compelled to take up, however strange, �nto �ts own ex�stence.
At the same t�me that relat�on of the Ego �n the pract�cal world wh�ch
we found to be unfree d�sappears, �nasmuch as �t d�fferent�ates �tself
no longer �n subject�ve mot�ves and the�r means or mater�al,
rema�n�ng f�xed �n the f�n�te relat�on of the formal "ought" for the
carry�ng out of �ts subject�ve ends �n the object, but �s here
confronted w�th the not�on and �ts a�m completely real�zed.
We may say, then, that the aesthet�c contemplat�on of the beaut�ful �s
a l�beral educat�on, a portrayal of the object �n �ts free and �nf�n�te
be�ng, w�th no detract�ng cons�derat�on of �ts use or employment for
f�n�te wants and purposes. Further, the object as a th�ng of beauty �s
ne�ther under force or compuls�on at our hands, nor �s �t �n confl�ct
w�th and overcome by other th�ngs outs�de �t. It �s of the essence of
beauty that the not�on, end and soul thereof, no less than �ts ex�stent
form, and var�ety generally, man�fest themselves out of the�r own
�ntr�ns�c wealth rather than through the energy of someth�ng outs�de



them. The reason of th�s l�es �n the fact, already �ns�sted upon, that
the�r truth cons�sts solely �n the un�ty and harmony of the�r not�on
w�th the�r object�ve ex�stence. And �nasmuch as the not�on �s �tself
concrete total�ty, �ts object�ve real�ty also appears as a man�festat�on
of the same, homogeneous �n all �ts parts, wh�ch, as thus �mbedded
�n the not�on, appear to fall �nto such �deal un�ty and an�mat�on. For
th�s harmony of the not�on and �ts env�sagement �s noth�ng less than
perfected suffus�on[200]. Accord�ngly the exter�or form and shape �s
man�fested, not as such by �ts separat�on from other mater�al, or as
an �mpress�on mechan�cally related to a�ms wh�ch are fore�gn to �t,
but as the form of real�ty where�n the not�on accommodates �tself out
of �ts own stuff and substance. F�nally, however much the part�cular
aspects, parts or art�culat�ons of the beaut�ful object are presented �n
the �deal un�ty of the not�on and �ts un�f�ed env�sagement, that
harmony must be so rendered v�s�ble to sense, that �n relat�on to one
another they preserve the semblance of self-subs�stent freedom; �n
other words they must not only possess the �deal un�ty of the not�on
as such, but must reflect back the s�de of a real�ty wh�ch �s
substant�ally object�ve also. Both aspects, �n short, must be present
�n beaut�ful objects; for these are, on the one hand, the necess�ty
pos�ted through the not�on and d�scovered �n the harmon�ous
conclus�on of these part�cular aspects, and on the other, the
env�sagement of the�r freedom as essent�ally one w�th the whole,
and not merely that of the un�ty wh�ch ex�sts between the parts.
Necess�ty �n �ts full def�n�t�on means the just relat�on of the two
aspects, wh�ch coalesce so completely that to pos�t one �s to pos�t
the other. Such a necess�ty must unquest�onably be present �n
beaut�ful objects. It �s not, however, under the mode of necess�ty that
�t appears; rather �t should conceal �tself beneath the semblance of
un�ntent�onal acc�dent. Otherw�se the part�cular parts of such a real
presence lose the pos�t�on they should occupy accord�ng to the�r own
real ex�stence, and only appear �n the serv�ce of the�r �deal un�ty, to
wh�ch they therefore rema�n �n abstract subord�nat�on.
In v�rtue of the freedom and �nf�n�tude above analysed, wh�ch �s
�nherent �n the not�on of beauty, whether we v�ew �t �n �ts object�ve
presence as a th�ng of beauty, or under �ts aesthet�c contemplat�on,



we d�sengage the prov�nce of the beaut�ful from the relat�ons of f�n�te
cond�t�on, to exalt �t �nto that of the Idea and �ts truth.

[188] Th�s �s, of course, a note of Hegel h�mself.
[189] Th�s, of course, has reference to Hegel's unfortunate bel�ef
�n Goethe's theory of colour.

[190] Med�ated (verm�ttelt), because the concrete �s f�rst
apprehended through �ts d�fferences, and only after reflect�on do
we arr�ve at the not�onal un�ty wh�ch transcends and un�tes them.
[191] Momente. Phases asserted and reconc�led �n the evolved
not�onal un�ty, organ�c or otherw�se. The not�on �s subject�ve
because �t �s an �deal un�ty.

[192] The text �s clearly corrupt. The full-stop after herzustellen
should be a comma, and auch would be preferably changed to als
d�e.

[193] As essent�ally reason.

[194] Not the substant�ve, but past part�c�ple.
[195] Das s�nnl�che Sche�nen.

[196] Verstand �n the techn�cal sense of Kant's ph�losophy; that �s,
the faculty of sc�ent�f�c observat�on or ord�nary percept�on—
analyt�cal, �n contrast to reason (Vernunft), the synthet�c faculty.
[197] Inf�n�te, that �s to say, as human freedom �s �nf�n�te, as m�nd
�s �nf�n�te, an �deal total�ty, a whole complete �n �tself, not an
endless progress, wh�ch �s a contrad�ct�on.

[198] Or, as Hegel says, "by suppress�ng the subject�ve pr�nc�ple
altogether."
[199] Theoret�schen here used �n sense of true ph�losoph�cal
theory, not one-s�ded v�ews as above.

[200] Vollendete Durchdr�ngung, �.e., a penetrat�on through all
parts.

CHAPTER II



THE BEAUTY OF NATURE

Beauty �s the Idea as the �mmed�ate un�ty of the not�on and �ts
object�ve real�ty, yet �s only the Idea �n so far as �ts un�ty �s
�mmed�ately present �n shape apprehens�ble to the senses and as
semblance of the real. The most elementary form of ex�stence, wh�ch
the Idea take to �tself �s Nature, and the f�rst form of beauty �s that of
Nature.

A. THE BEAUTY OF NATURE AS SUCH

1. In the world of Nature we must d�st�ngu�sh between the modes
accord�ng to wh�ch the not�on becomes ex�stent real�ty �n order to be
part of the Idea.
(a) In the f�rst place the not�on �s absorbed so �mmed�ately �n pure
object�v�ty, that, �n �ts character of subject�ve and �deal un�ty, �t wholly
fa�ls to assert �tself, and passes over �nstead as a th�ng w�thout a
soul �nto the raw mater�a presented to sense. The purely mechan�cal
or phys�cal bod�es �n the�r �solated s�ngular�ty are of th�s order. A
part�cular metal �s, for example, essent�ally no doubt a man�fold of
mechan�cal and phys�cal qual�t�es; every part of �t, however, has
such qual�t�es equally �n �tself. Such a body not merely fa�ls to
possess any ent�re art�culat�on of �ts parts �n the sense that every
one of �ts d�fferent parts rece�ves for �tself a part�cular mater�al
ex�stence, but even the negat�ve �deal un�ty of such d�fferent�at�on �s
absent, wh�ch m�ght assert �tself as an�mat�ng pr�nc�ple[201]. The
d�fference here �s a purely abstract mult�pl�c�ty, and the un�ty pos�ted
the �nd�fferent equ�l�br�um of �dent�cal qual�t�es.
Th�s �s the f�rst mode of the ex�stence of the not�on. The d�fferences
here rece�ve no �ndependent ex�stence, and the �deal un�ty �s not
found as �deal�ty. For th�s reason such �solated bod�es are essent�ally
defect�ve and abstract ex�stences.
(b) Natural objects of a h�gher order suffer the d�fferences asserted
by the not�on to appear as free, so that each one as external to
another �s �tself �ndependently ex�stent. Here we have for the f�rst



t�me the true character of object�v�ty. Object�v�ty �s just th�s
�ndependent assert�on of the segregated d�fferences determ�ned by
the not�on. On th�s plane of ex�stence the not�on asserts �tself �n such
a way that �t �s at least a total�ty of �ts d�fferences, wh�ch �s truly
real�zed, �n so far as the part�cular bod�es, wh�le they each severally
possess �ndependent ex�stence for themselves, are at the same t�me
members of one �nclus�ve system. Of such a character �s the solar
system. In one aspect of them the sun, comets, moon, and planets
appear as �ndependent heavenly bod�es apart from one another; �n
another, however, they der�ve the�r def�n�te character from be�ng
parts of one system of such mater�al bod�es. Not only the�r spec�f�c
modes of mot�on, but also the�r phys�cal qual�t�es, are only to be
deduced from the�r relat�on to th�s system. Th�s nexus wh�ch b�nds
them together const�tutes that �nward un�ty wh�ch relates these
part�cular ex�stences together �n one whole.
But further than th�s, �n th�s concept�on of system the operat�on of the
not�on �s not exhausted �n the ex�stent un�ty of �ndependent bod�es
as essent�al parts of �t. For just as the d�fferences are real the un�ty
wh�ch relates them to the total�ty has to assert �tself as real. Th�s
un�ty, �n other words, d�fferent�ates �tself from the mult�fold
part�cular�ty of those object�ve bod�es of wh�ch �t �s the �ntegrat�ng
pr�nc�ple. And on th�s plane of ex�stence �t �s d�fferent�ated therefore
�tself aga�nst such a part�cular�ty as real, �ndependent and object�ve
ex�stence. In the solar system the sun ex�sts over aga�nst all
part�cular�ty related to that system, as such a un�ty of the system.
Such a mater�al ex�stence of the �deal un�ty of the not�on �s st�ll very
defect�ve; for whereas on the one hand we have th�s un�ty pos�ted �n
�ts real�ty only as the relat�on or mater�al connect�on between the
severally �ndependent bod�es, on the other we have �t pos�ted as a
body wh�ch belongs to that system, whose un�ty, �n oppos�t�on to �ts
real d�fferences, �t essent�ally represents. The sun, �n short, wh�ch we
take to be[202] the soul of the system, has �tself an �ndependent
ent�ty apart from the members wh�ch form the expl�c�t content of th�s
soul. It �s �tself only one part�cular mode or phase of the not�on, that,
namely, of un�ty �n �ts d�fference from the actual separat�on of the
several parts, a un�ty wh�ch rema�ns outs�de �tself, and �s



consequently abstract. For however much the sun by v�rtue of �ts
phys�cal qual�ty �s pla�nly a pr�nc�ple of un�ty, the �llum�nat�ng body as
such, th�s �s after all merely an abstract �dent�ty. For l�ght �s s�mple,
und�fferent�ated appearance and noth�ng more. We f�nd therefore �n
the solar system the un�ty of the not�on �ndeed object�ve, and the
total�ty of �ts d�fferences expl�c�tly real�zed, each body mak�ng v�s�ble
one part�cular phase[203] of the not�on; but here, too, �t l�es absorbed
�n �ts object�ve real�ty, and �t fa�ls to assert �tself �n such mater�al as �s
truly �nherent and expl�c�t �deal�ty. The form of �ts ex�stence wh�ch
here preva�ls rema�ns the �ndependent segregat�on of �ts part�cular
phasal un�ts[204].
It �s, however, essent�al to the true ex�stence of the not�on, that the
d�fferences of the object�vely real, the real�ty, that �s to say, of the
separate �ndependent parts and the equally �ndependent un�ty that �s
there�n object�vely real�zed, should as such be together brought back
�nto un�ty. Only thus such a total�ty of �nnate d�fferences can make
wholly expl�c�t e�ther the not�on as the real�zed d�fferent�at�on of �ts
character�st�cs, or at the same t�me release each part�cular that
belongs to �t from the element of �solated �ndependence wh�ch �t
cancels by enabl�ng the �deal�ty, �n wh�ch these d�fferences recover
the�r subject�ve un�ty, to assert �tself fully as the un�versal pr�nc�ple of
the�r an�mated be�ng. In that case they become no longer parts
hang�ng loosely to one another by a bond that st�ll leaves the�r
part�cular�ty unaffected, but genu�ne members of one body. They no
longer possess an ex�stence �n the�r �solated s�ngular�ty, but reta�n
such truly �n the �deal un�ty wh�ch b�nds them together. Only �n such
an organ�c art�culat�on the �deal un�ty of the not�on �s present to the
parts thus �ntegrated. It �s at once the�r support and �mmanent soul;
here for the f�rst t�me the not�on �s not overwhelmed �n object�ve
real�ty, but passes over �nto actual ex�stence as the �nward �dent�ty
and un�versal�ty, wh�ch �t essent�ally �s.
(c) But th�s th�rd mode of Nature's man�festat�on �s a determ�nate
ex�stence of the Idea, and the Idea as thus man�fested �n Nature �s
L�fe. Dead or �norgan�c nature �s not adequate to express the Idea;
only the organ�c l�fe of Nature unfolds �ts real�ty. For �n l�fe we shall
f�nd, f�rst, that the object�ve real�ty of the not�on as d�fferent�ated �s



presented as such real�ty; secondly, however, that the negat�on of
such d�fferences �s ent�rely one of d�st�nct�on �n that real�ty[205], the
�deal subject�v�ty of the not�on overcom�ng to �tself th�s very real�ty;
th�rdly, the un�fy�ng pr�nc�ple of an�mat�on �s now the pos�t�ve
appearance of the not�on �n the form of �ts bod�ly substance, that �s to
say, the form of �nf�n�ty, wh�ch �s suff�c�ently powerful to assert �tself
thus formally �n �ts content.

(α) If we ask ord�nary consc�ousness[206] for a def�n�t�on of L�fe, we
have two determ�nat�ons presented, e�ther the �mag�nat�ve
concept�on of �t as bod�ly l�fe, or as soul-l�fe. In the same v�ew we
d�st�ngu�sh these two determ�nat�ons w�th qual�t�es pecul�arly
belong�ng to each. Th�s contrast we set up between soul and body �s
also of great �mportance �n the more ph�losoph�cal cons�derat�on of
our subject. And �t �s no less part of our �nqu�ry to �nvest�gate �t. At
the same t�me we would po�nt out that the ph�losoph�cal �nterest
concentrates �tself qu�te as much on the un�ty wh�ch ex�sts between
soul and body, a part of th�s �nqu�ry wh�ch a really adequate survey
of the subject has at all t�mes found beset w�th the greatest
d�ff�cult�es. It �s, however, prec�sely �n v�rtue of th�s un�ty that L�fe �s
the f�rst genu�ne appearance of the Idea �n Nature. We must
consequently apprehend the �dent�ty of soul and body as no
fortu�tous connect�on[207], but a un�on of profounder s�gn�f�cance. In
other words, we must recogn�ze the body and �ts members as the
object�ve ex�stence of the not�on �tself �n systemat�c art�culat�on,
wh�ch �n the members of the l�v�ng organ�sm, secures an object�ve
ex�stence for �ts determ�nate features, analogously no doubt, �f on a
h�gher plane, to the facts presented by the solar system. W�th�n th�s
real ex�stence the not�on asserts �tself �n l�ke manner as the �deal
un�ty of all these determ�nate parts. Th�s �deal un�ty �s the soul. The
soul �s the substant�ve un�ty and �nterfused un�versal�ty wh�ch �s no
less a s�mple relat�on of self-determ�n�ng than �t �s �deal Be�ng-for-
�tself or self-coherent total�ty. Th�s �s the h�gher v�ew of the un�on
between soul and body. To put �t �n other words both are not merely
d�st�nct aspects set s�de by s�de; they are one and the same total�ty
of �dent�cal determ�nants. Just as the Idea generally can only be
grasped �n �ts expl�c�t real�ty as the not�on evolv�ng �tself as such[208],



�n wh�ch concept�on the d�fferent�at�on and un�ty of both s�des, that �s
both the not�on and �ts object�ve real�ty, are �nseparably present, �n
the same way L�fe must be conce�ved as the un�ty of both soul and
body.
And further, the subject�ve no less than substant�ve un�ty of soul
w�th�n the body �s presented us and exempl�f�ed �n Feel�ng. The
feel�ng of a l�v�ng organ�sm �s, that �s to say, not merely an
�ndependent product of a part�cular member, but �t �s also th�s �deal
and s�mple un�ty of the ent�re organ�sm. It �s carr�ed through every
member of the body �s felt throughout �n more than a hundred places
at once; and �ndeed, to put �t shortly, rather than say�ng there are
many thousand sens�t�ve po�nts[209] �n a s�ngle organ�sm we should
more justly say there �s but one, namely, the subject of
consc�ousness. And �nasmuch as the an�mat�ng pr�nc�ple of organ�c
Nature �ncludes �n �tself th�s d�st�nct�on between the real ex�stence of
the organ�c members, and the abstract or s�mple self-coherence
w�th�n such parts, wh�ch we call the grow�ng soul, med�at�ng between
them both by v�rtue of �ts �nherent un�ty, such a pr�nc�ple of L�fe
stands on a h�gher plane than that of �norgan�c Nature. Only w�th L�fe
�s the Idea ex�stent, and only thus �s the Idea truth. No doubt even �n
the organ�c world th�s truth can be ext�ngu�shed. We f�nd the body
unable to perfect �ts essent�al �deal�ty and an�mat�ng energy. Such �s
the case �n d�sease. Here we f�nd the not�on depr�ved of �ts
controll�ng sovere�gnty, and other powers are potent w�th �t. Such a
l�fe �s, however, defect�ve and cr�ppled: �t merely cont�nues, because
the �nadequacy of real�ty to the not�on has not reached the po�nt of
absolute contrad�ct�on; �t �s st�ll only relat�vely val�d. Once assume
that all harmony between the two s�des �s broken, that all genu�ne
art�culat�on of the members of the body and the�r true �dent�ty has
dropped away, and l�fe �s d�ssolved �n death. The several members
are now mere appendages to each other, w�th no pr�nc�ple of L�fe to
hold them �n unsevered un�ty.
(β) We must add that when we stated the soul �s the total�ty of the
not�on regarded as the subject�ve and �deal un�ty, the body on the
other hand, as d�st�ngu�shed by �ts members, �s the same total�ty but
rather �n �ts mater�al aspect as the juxtapos�t�on and sensuous



accret�on of all the several parts, aff�rm�ng at the same t�me that both
soul and body are pos�ted as one �n the l�v�ng organ�sm, there �s no
doubt someth�ng contrad�ctory �n the statement. For the �deal un�ty,
so far from be�ng th�s mater�al juxtapos�t�on of parts, �n wh�ch each
part�cular�ty possesses �ts �ndependent cons�stency and exclus�ve
character, �s rather �n d�rect ant�thes�s to such external real�ty. That
what �s d�ametr�cally opposed should nevertheless be �dent�cal �s
obv�ously a contrad�ct�on �n terms. The man, however, who declares
the non-ex�stence of anyth�ng from the fact that �t carr�es �n our
not�on of �t a contrad�ct�on wh�ch �mpl�es the �dent�ty of opposed
ant�theses, s�mply excludes L�fe �tself from the �dea of ex�stence. For
the force of L�fe and st�ll more the power of Sp�r�t (m�nd) cons�sts �n
th�s very movement, namely, to assert the law of contrad�ct�on
�nherent w�th�n them, to bear the burden thereof and to overcome �t.
Th�s aff�rmat�on and resolut�on of the contrad�ct�on wh�ch obta�ns
between the �deal un�ty and mater�al juxtapos�t�on of the members,
const�tutes the appo�nted process of l�fe �tself. And L�fe �s s�mply
process. And th�s process of l�fe �ncludes an act�v�ty wh�ch has two
d�st�nct funct�ons. On the one hand �t has cont�nually to aff�rm the
mater�al ex�stence of the phys�cal d�st�nct�ons[210] among the
members of the organ�sm thus determ�ned; on the other, just �n
proport�on as such d�st�nct�ons grow obdurate �n the�r �ndependent
part�cular�ty, and tend to rema�n f�xed �n absolute separat�on from
each other, �t has to make good once more that un�versal �deal�ty,
wh�ch �s the pr�nc�ple of the�r l�fe. Th�s �s the �deal�sm of L�fe's
process. Ph�losophy �s not the only �deal�sm; far from �t. Nature
herself �n her doma�n of actual�ty creates �n the l�fe-process just that
wh�ch the ph�losophy of �deal�sm completes �n the world of
contemplat�ve thought. Only where we have these two aspects of
one act�v�ty, that �s, the constant real�zat�on of the corporeal def�n�t�on
of the organ�sm no less than the synthet�c aff�rmat�on of such
mater�al presentment �n the �deal un�ty, wh�ch �t �s as one w�th the
not�on[211], then and only then we have the completed process of
L�fe, whose more pr�m�t�ve forms[212], however, th�s �s not the place
to d�scuss. Through th�s un�ty of L�fe's energy �n both �ts branches all
the members of the organ�sm are up held �n the�r �ntegr�ty, and
cont�nually flushed anew w�th the �deal�ty of the�r l�fe. Th�s �deal�ty �s



furthermore declared by the organ�c parts �n the fundamental law of
the�r be�ng, that th�s un�ty of L�fe �s not so much an acc�dental qual�ty
as, on the contrary, the substance of �t. In th�s alone they are able to
preserve the�r spec�f�c character. Th�s �t �s wh�ch prec�sely const�tutes
the d�fference between the part of a mere conglomerate and the
member of an organ�sm. The part�cular parts of a house, for
example, the stones, w�ndows, and so forth, rema�n just what they
are, whether they form part of the structure of a house, or whether
they do not. The�r relat�onsh�p to one another �s qu�te �nd�fferent, and
the conceptual not�on rema�ns �n the�r case a purely external form,
wh�ch possesses no l�fe �n these parts ra�s�ng them to the �deal�ty of
a subject�ve un�ty.
The members of an organ�sm have, �t �s true, an external real�ty, but
for all that �t �s the not�on of L�fe wh�ch const�tutes the �nward, nay,
the character�st�c be�ng of such real�ty, a real�ty wh�ch �s not
expressed through one external form un�t�ng them, but �n the �deal
coherence of the�r parts �n one l�v�ng whole. For th�s reason the l�mbs
have no such real�ty as belongs to the stones of a bu�ld�ng, or the
planets, moon, and comets �n the solar system. The�r real�ty �s one
wholly w�th�n the content of the organ�sm, and all appearance to the
contrary �s, as such, �deally �mposed on them. D�ssever the hand
from the body and �t loses �ts �ndependent ex�stence as a member of
the organ�sm wh�ch made �t what �t was. Its act�v�ty, form, and colour,
all that const�tutes �t, �s at once changed; �t enters the process of
corrupt�on, and ult�mately ceases to ex�st[213]. Cons�stent character �t
only possesses as a l�mb of organ�c l�fe, real�ty only �n constant
reun�on w�th that �deal un�ty wh�ch susta�ns �t. And that �s just the
super�or mode of real�ty wh�ch the l�v�ng organ�sm possesses �n
�tself. The real or pos�t�ve �s for ever be�ng set up as both the
negat�on of �tself and w�thal the �deal resumpt�on of �tself, such
�deal�ty const�tut�ng, �n fact, both the ma�ntenance and spec�f�c
character of the mode under wh�ch each of the separate parts of the
bod�ly presence are assoc�ated together.
(γ) The real�ty, then, wh�ch the Idea w�ns for �tself �n the l�fe of Nature
�s real�ty as a phenomenal process. Such an appearance stated �n �ts
s�mplest terms �s th�s, that a real�ty ex�sts, but �ts potent�al be�ng[214]



�s not �mmed�ately �n �ts possess�on, rather �t �s at the same t�me
negat�vely aff�rmed[215] �n the part�cular form that belongs to �t. The
negat�on of the �mmed�ately external and part�cular members of a
body �s not only a negat�ve relat�ve relat�on as the act�v�ty of the
�nherent �deal�zat�on[216], but �s as such a pos�t�ve real�zat�on[217].
H�therto we have cons�dered the part�cular objects of the real as
pos�t�ve �n the�r self-exclus�ve part�cular�ty. Th�s �ndependence,
however, �s negated �n the l�v�ng object, and the �deal un�ty asserted
w�th�n the bod�ly organ�sm �s alone found to assert over �tself the full
force of pos�t�ve determ�nat�on. Such a pos�t�ve �deal�ty �n the
pr�nc�ple of negat�on �t asserts �s the soul. On the appearance of the
soul �n the body we have at once such an aff�rmat�ve presence as
the one �nd�cated. The soul not merely asserts �tself as a power
aga�nst the subd�v�s�on of the bod�ly members, �t �s the�r plast�c
creator[218], wh�ch preserves as �nward and �deal that wh�ch �s
externally m�nted �n the shape of phys�cal members. And
consequently �t �s th�s very pos�t�ve and �deal �nward[219] wh�ch
appears �n the outer structure; �n other words, the external, so far as
�t �s a mere external, �s a mere abstract�on, a mere aspect that �s
untrue for the whole. In organ�c l�fe the external we are confronted
w�th �s an external�ty through wh�ch the �nward �s made v�s�ble. The
outward, that �s to say, declares �tself �n �ts potent�al nature as that
�nward, wh�ch �s �ts not�on. Further to th�s not�on apperta�ns the
real�ty �n wh�ch �t as not�on �s made v�s�ble. Inasmuch, however, as �n
the object�ve world the not�on, str�ctly as such, �s the pr�nc�ple of
subject�ve l�fe and self-determ�ned l�fe becom�ng expl�c�t �n �ts own
object�ve real�ty[220], l�fe ex�sts only as a l�v�ng th�ng, an �nd�v�dual
subject. It �s only w�th l�fe thus concentrated to a po�nt that we f�nd
th�s negat�ng centrum of un�ty. And �t �s negat�ve �n th�s sense that
the �deal expl�c�tly self-un�f�ed total�ty[221] can only now stand forth �n
�ts real�ty by v�rtue of th�s pr�nc�ple of �deal�ty be�ng asserted through
the d�fferent�at�on of �ts pos�t�ve presence, together w�th wh�ch the
�deal un�ty of such total�ty �s at the same t�me �ncorporated. It �s of
the greatest �mportance to make clear th�s aspect of the pr�nc�ple of
subject�v�ty. It �s only as the s�ngle l�v�ng th�ng thus un�f�ed by such a
pr�nc�ple that l�fe �s actually present.



If we �nqu�re further �n what manner the Idea �s man�fested w�th�n the
actual l�fe of such l�v�ng �nd�v�duals our survey w�ll be as follows: f�rst,
th�s pr�nc�ple of L�fe w�ll be real�zed as the total�ty of an organ�sm
possess�ng bod�ly shape; secondly, th�s phys�cal shape �s not
presented as a r�g�d product[222], but as a cont�nous process of �deal
generat�on, �n wh�ch a l�v�ng soul asserts �tself. Th�rdly, the changes
and determ�nat�ons through wh�ch th�s total�ty passes are not
�mposed externally to �t, but are changes of form wh�ch are evolved
from �ts �nherent nature, �mposed on �tself and for �tself, �n a process
where�n �t stands self-determ�ned as the subject�ve un�ty no less than
the ult�mate end of �ts be�ng.
Th�s free self-subs�stence of the subject�ve pr�nc�ple of l�fe �s
espec�ally exempl�f�ed �n the spontaneous mot�on of a l�v�ng
organ�sm. The �nan�mate bod�es of �norgan�c Nature are fettered to
the cond�t�ons of Space, wh�ch l�m�ts them to one place, or they are
only moved from �t by external forces. The mot�on, �n short, does not
or�g�nate �n themselves; and, when �t �s v�s�ble upon them, �t appears
as an energy wh�ch �s fore�gn to them, to remove wh�ch the only
force they exert �s that of react�on. And �f the mot�on of the planets
w�th s�m�lar phenomena appear to be otherw�se produced, such are
at least wholly fettered by natural laws and the�r abstract necess�ty.
The l�v�ng an�mal, on the contrary, �n �ts freedom of mot�on, negat�ves
th�s enforced l�m�tat�on to one spot by v�rtue of �ts own act�v�ty. It �s
through such self-determ�nat�on the cont�nuous l�berat�on of �tself
from the mater�al �solat�on. And for the same reason �t �s �n th�s
freedom of mot�on, �f only �n a subord�nate degree, the release of
�tself from the former abstractness referable to the part�cular modes
of mot�on, the�r d�rect�on and the�r speed. Under a yet closer v�ew,
moreover, the an�mal, regarded by �tself �n �ts organ�sm, presents the
same sensuous matter that �s moved; and here, too, l�fe �s as before
a freedom of mot�on w�th�n th�s organ�c real�ty, ev�denced �n the flow
of blood and the movement of the l�mbs.
Mot�on, however, �s not the only express�on of an�mated l�fe. The free
tones of the vo�ce of an�mals, wh�ch are unknown �n the �norgan�c
world, where bod�es merely roar and clatter through the blow of
objects external to them, these already present to us the h�gher



express�on of an�mated subject�v�ty. The most �nt�mate and v�tal
express�on of such �deal act�v�ty �s, however, brought before us when
we f�nd the l�v�ng �nd�v�dual able to concentrate �tself as �nd�v�dual�ty
over aga�nst the object�ve world, wh�le at the same t�me �t
appropr�ates and transf�gures that world for �ts own. And th�s �s
accompl�shed �n part through observat�on by means of v�s�on, and
partly for pract�cal purposes, �n so far as such an �nd�v�dual br�ngs
the outer world �nto subject�on to h�mself, ut�l�zes the same,
ass�m�lates �t as a means of nour�shment, and �n th�s manner
cont�nually reproduces h�s �nd�v�dual�ty �n that object�ve alterum.
Such a process, of course, as �t ascends through stronger
organ�sms, assumes more and more emphat�c degrees of
unsat�sf�ed des�re, ass�m�lat�on, sat�sfact�on, or sat�ety.
Such, then, are the act�v�t�es, �n wh�ch the not�on of an�mated l�fe
makes �tself apparent. Moreover, the pr�nc�ple of Ideal�ty thus
rendered v�s�ble �s not merely the result of our reflect�on; �t �s
object�vely real �tself �n the l�v�ng subject, whose ex�stence
consequently we may go so far as to call an object�ve �deal�sm. And
�t �s the soul, as before stated, wh�ch, as th�s �deal energy, br�ngs
about �ts own man�festat�on[223], always reduc�ng the purely external
real�ty of the body to an appearance, and thereby aff�rm�ng �tself as
object�ve total�ty �n that very bod�ly shape.
2. Now �t �s as the Idea made object�vely v�s�ble to the senses that
the an�mated l�fe of Nature �s beaut�ful; �n so far, that �s to say, as the
truth or the Idea, presented �n the form of Nature, where under �t f�rst
appears, �n other words l�fe, �s �mmed�ately g�ven �n the part�cular
shape of real�ty adequate to �t. Ow�ng, however, to �ts sensuous
�mmed�acy the l�v�ng beauty of Nature �s ne�ther beaut�ful for �tself
nor �s the beauty str�ctly that wh�ch �s the outcome of �tself, a product,
that �s, of �ts purely object�ve appearance. The beauty of Nature �s
only beaut�ful for another, that �s for us, the consc�ousness that
apprehends �ts beauty. The quest�on therefore ar�ses �n what way
and by v�rtue of what character�st�cs the pr�nc�ple of l�fe appears to
us beaut�ful �n �ts �mmed�ate ex�stence.
(a) If we look at the pract�cal way �n wh�ch a l�v�ng object becomes
v�s�ble and preserves �tself, the f�rst th�ng wh�ch r�vets our attent�on �s



spontaneous mot�on. Th�s mot�on, regarded s�mply as mot�on, �s
noth�ng more than the ent�rely abstract freedom of mot�on from place
to place and from t�me to t�me, wh�ch we f�nd exempl�f�ed �n the
spontaneous, but ent�rely haphazard movements of an�mal l�fe. In
mus�c and the dance we have, �t �s true, mot�on �n �ts gener�c
s�gn�f�cance; but here mot�on �s not merely a matter of chance and
�mpulse, but �t exh�b�ts the laws wh�ch regulate �t; �t �s def�ned,
complete �n �tself and subject to measure; and �t �s all th�s, though we
st�ll abstract from �t the s�gn�f�cance whereof �t �s the beaut�ful
express�on. If we aga�n �nterpret the mot�on of an�mals as the
real�zat�on of an a�m or�g�nat�ng w�th�n themselves, th�s exc�ted
�mpulse �s st�ll ent�rely acc�dental, an end of most restr�cted �mport. If
we further extend our survey and conce�ve such mot�on as the
act�v�ty and work�ng together of all parts of the an�mal organ�sm
towards a def�n�te purpose, we shall merely f�nd that such a
concept�on �s rendered poss�ble by our own effort of �mag�nat�on[224].
The case �s just the same �f we reflect upon the way �n wh�ch an
an�mal grat�f�es �ts phys�cal wants, obta�ns nour�shment through the
organs wh�ch grasp �t, consume �t, d�gest �t, and generally �s a
subject of the process wh�ch preserves �ts l�fe. For �n th�s case also
we have e�ther only before us s�ngle des�res and the�r spontaneous
and haphazard grat�f�cat�on, �n wh�ch the �nward act�v�ty[225] of the
organ�sm �s not present at all, or at least all these act�v�t�es and the�r
means of express�on have become the subject of our �mag�nat�ve
reflect�on, wh�ch �s at pa�ns to understand such a process by relat�ng
�t to def�n�te ends, and to establ�sh a harmony between a�ms
assumed to belong to the an�mal �tself and the organs wh�ch fulf�ll
them.
We shall rather f�nd that ne�ther the sensuous percept�on of s�ngle
haphazard appet�tes, arb�trary movements and efforts towards self-
sat�sfact�on, nor the fanc�ful cons�derat�on of the an�mal organ�sm as
one d�rected by purpose w�ll present to us purely an�mal l�fe as a part
of the beauty of Nature. The beauty cons�sts �n the appearance of
�nd�v�dual form, both �n repose and mot�on, qu�te apart from the
relat�on of �ts self-grat�f�cat�on to any purpose thus subserved, as �t �s
apart from the ent�rely �solated cont�ngency of self-�mposed



movement[226]. Such beauty �s related to the form alone, because �t
�s only as such that �t �s the external appearance, �n wh�ch the
object�ve �deal�sm of the pr�nc�ple of l�fe makes �tself known to us as
a th�ng perce�ved and contemplated upon through the senses.
Thought apprehends th�s "object�ve �deal�sm" �n the med�um of �ts
not�on, appropr�at�ng the same �n the element of un�versal�ty wh�ch
belongs to �t, albe�t the contemplat�on of �ts beauty �s �nseparably
bound w�th �ts phenomenal real�ty. And th�s real�ty �s the external
form of the art�culated organ�sm, wh�ch �s, �n our v�ew of �t, qu�te as
much determ�nate part�cular�ty as �t �s a semblance, namely, that of
the phys�cal man�fold of the separate members, wh�ch can only form
part of the concrete total�ty of the l�v�ng form under the gu�se of
phenomenal appearance.
(b) From the explanat�on of the not�on of l�fe already g�ven we may
deduce more narrowly the form of th�s appearance as follows. The
form �s one of spat�al extens�on, l�m�tat�on, and conf�gurat�on,
d�st�ngu�shed through �ts var�ous shape, colour, and mot�on, be�ng, �n
fact, a man�fold of such d�st�nct�ons. If, however, the organ�sm wh�ch
man�fests these d�fferences �s a l�v�ng organ�sm, �t w�ll �nev�tably
appear that the organ�sm does not der�ve �ts true ex�stence from
such a man�fold and �ts phys�cal conf�gurat�ons. Th�s �s brought about
by the fact that the d�fferent parts, wh�ch are apprehended by us
through the senses, are at the same t�me conjo�ned together �n one
total�ty; they appear consequently as the members of one �nd�v�dual
ex�stence, wh�ch �s a un�ty of such d�fferences, and wh�ch not merely
possesses them �n the�r d�fference, but as parts of one
homogeneous whole.
(α) In the f�rst place, however, th�s un�ty w�ll assert �tself as the
purposeless �dent�ty of such d�fferences, that �s to say w�th no
abstract relat�on to any causal end whatever. The parts �n such a
case are not rendered v�s�ble to sense merely as a means to or �n
the serv�ce of some def�ned purpose, nor are they able to f�x the
determ�nate relat�on of form and structure wh�ch they occupy one
over aga�nst the other.
(β) Rather the contrary �s the case, for, �n the second place, the
bod�ly members have for our sense-percept�on the appearance of



be�ng qu�te acc�dental �n the�r form; �n other words the determ�nat�on
of one appears to be qu�te �nd�fferent to that of another. In other
words, we can never conclude because one has a certa�n form
another w�ll have the same, as would be the case �f a mater�al
un�form�ty was clear between them. Where un�form�ty �s the rule an
abstract determ�nat�on of some k�nd of form, s�ze, or whatever �t may
be, �s the property of all parts. The w�ndows of a bu�ld�ng, for
example, are all of one s�ze, or at least are placed together �n one
row. Or we may �llustrate the same s�m�lar�ty w�th the un�form worn
by all sold�ers belong�ng to one reg�ment. We have var�ous parts of
such cloth�ng d�ffer�ng �n colour, texture and the rest, but the�r formal
oppos�t�on �s no matter of chance; each has �ts causal connect�on
w�th some other; �t �s there because the other �s there. Ne�ther �s
there here any complete d�st�nct�on of form, nor any un�que
�ndependence wholly asserted. W�th the �nd�v�dual organ�sm of l�fe
the case �s ent�rely otherw�se. Here every part �s absolutely
d�st�ngu�shed; the nose from the forehead, the mouth from the
cheek, the breast from the neck, the arms from the legs, and so on.
Inasmuch as for our sense-percept�on every member possesses �ts
un�que form rather than one wh�ch belongs to another, or one wh�ch
�s determ�ned by that of another, the members appear as self-
subs�stent parts, and for th�s reason free and spontaneous[227]. For
the mater�al juxtapos�t�on of the parts alone throws no l�ght upon the�r
part�cular form.



(γ) Th�rdly, �t �s obv�ous there must be for our �mag�nat�ve percept�on
a more �nward bond of connect�on present �n the self-subs�stence of
the organ�sm, �f the un�ty �s not offered us �n �ts rat�onal, spat�al,
temporal, or quant�tat�ve relat�ons such as are presented �n the
examples of un�form�ty referred to, wh�ch, as we have seen, the
un�que part�cular�ty of the parts can ext�ngu�sh. Th�s �dent�ty �s not
sensuous and �mmed�ately present to percept�on �n the way the
d�st�nct�on between the members �s presented; �t �s rather a secret
and �nward bond of necess�ty and harmon�ous relat�on between the
members and the�r form. If �t were only �nward, qu�te out of reach of
our v�s�on, such a necessary un�ty would be apprehended only �n
thought, removed from our sense-percept�on altogether. In such a
case, however, �t would fa�l to enter �nto the beaut�ful object of our
v�s�on, and what we found as such �n the l�v�ng, object would cease
to be the Idea �n �ts own object�ve and phenomenal real�ty. Such a
un�ty must consequently enter �nto what �s externally perce�ved,
although �t �s, as the �deal pr�nc�ple of l�fe w�th�n �t, not ent�rely
apparent to sense or conf�ned �n spat�al d�mens�ons. It appears �n
fact �n the �nd�v�dual total�ty as the un�versal �deal�ty of �ts members,
const�tut�ng thus the fundamental bas�s wh�ch supports and holds
them together, the subject of the l�v�ng subject. And th�s subject�ve
un�ty �n organ�c l�fe f�nds �ts f�rst d�rect express�on �n feel�ng. In the
emot�onal l�fe the Soul f�nds �ts true express�on as Soul. For soul the
mere juxtapos�t�on of l�mbs have no real truth, and �n the presence of
�ts subject�ve �deal�ty the purely spat�al mult�pl�c�ty of external
conf�gurat�on ceases to ex�st. Such a man�fold, w�th �ts un�que
d�fferent�at�ons, �ts organ�c art�culat�on of parts[228] �s no doubt
presupposed; but when and �n so far as the soul expresses �tself
through such �n feel�ng the more �nward un�ty ever-present to l�fe
asserts �tself equally as the d�ssolut�on of all absolute �ndependence
between the phys�cal parts, wh�ch reveal now not merely the�r
mater�a, but also that wave of an�mat�on wh�ch fuses all �n the�r soul.
(c) To start w�th, however, we must observe that the emot�onal
express�on of soul-l�fe ne�ther offers us the v�sual �mpress�on of any
necessary �nter-dependence between the separate members, nor
�ndeed the percept�on of an �dent�ty wh�ch �s necessary between



such phys�cal art�culat�on and the subject�ve un�ty conferred on �t by
s�mple feel�ng. We w�ll �nvest�gate th�s more narrowly.
(α) If �ndeed the form and only the form renders �n some way v�s�ble
th�s �nward harmony and �ts necess�ty, �t may be because we look
upon th�s juxtapos�t�on as the hab�tual relat�on of such members, a
connect�on wh�ch br�ngs to our v�ew some spec�f�c type and the oft-
repeated formal exempl�f�cat�ons of such a type. But the necess�ty of
custom �s after all only a subject�ve necess�ty.[229] Accord�ng to such
a pr�nc�ple we may f�nd certa�n an�mals ugly for no other reason than
that we f�nd �n them an organ�sm wh�ch d�ffers from our ord�nary
exper�ence, or runs contrary to �t. For th�s reason we call the
organ�sms of certa�n an�mals b�zarre �n so far as the way �n wh�ch
the�r organs are related together �s fore�gn to what �s more common
to our exper�ence or ent�rely contrad�cts �t. F�shes whose bod�es are
�n s�ze out of all proport�on to the�r length of ta�l, or those �n wh�ch we
f�nd eyes together on one s�de of the head only, are an example. In
the world of plants we are already prepared to f�nd many such
strange departures from type, although the cactus w�th �ts sp�nes,
and the more rect�l�near shap�ng of �ts angular junctures[230] may st�ll
arouse our wonder. The more a man �s educated, however, �n all
branches of natural h�story, the more able he w�ll be to recogn�ze �n
the�r truth the subord�nat�on of all parts of organ�c l�fe, and carry �n
the memory the greatest var�ety of types �n the�r proper class�f�cat�on,
and the less anyth�ng he may observe w�ll surpr�se h�m.
(β) A profounder penetrat�on �nto th�s correlat�on of the parts w�ll,
however, �n the second place, tend to g�ve us that truer �ns�ght
competent to determ�ne from one of the parts the ent�re form to
wh�ch �t must belong. Cuv�er �s a famous example of such apt�tude: a
man of sc�ence, who by the exam�nat�on of a s�ngle bone, whether
foss�l or otherw�se, was able to spec�fy at once by �ts character�st�cs
the k�nd of an�mal to wh�ch �t belonged. An excellent �llustrat�on th�s
of ex ungue leonem. So from a claw or a th�gh bone we may
d�scover the conformat�on of the teeth, or v�ce versa from the teeth
that of the h�p-bone, or that of the vertebral column. Such a profound
synthes�s of the type and the knowledge �t �mpl�es carr�es us,
however, beyond hab�tual exper�ence only. We must assume, to



render �t poss�ble, prev�ous thought and the systemat�c arrangement
of the �solated facts of sc�ence. Our example Cuv�er had no doubt
secured from prev�ous exper�ence a determ�nate content and some
spec�f�c qual�ty wh�ch preva�led �n each gener�c concept�on, and
asserted �tself as a un�ty of pr�nc�ple �n all part�culars however
d�st�nct, and so enabled h�m to recogn�ze the�r aff�n�ty. Such a
spec�f�c qual�ty �s that of flesh-eat�ng, wh�ch �s then the determ�nat�ng
pr�nc�ple of the form of the other members of the organ�sm to wh�ch �t
belongs. A flesh-eat�ng an�mal requ�res teeth and jaws of except�onal
v�gour; when hunt�ng �t w�ll requ�re claws to se�ze �ts prey, mere
hoofs are �nsuff�c�ent. Here �n short �s a qual�ty wh�ch necessar�ly
determ�nes for us the form and pr�nc�ple of aff�n�ty among all the
organ�c members. A concept�on of such a typ�cal character �s the
ord�nary one we form of the strength of an eagle or a l�on. We may
no doubt f�nd someth�ng both beaut�ful and �nstruct�ve[231] �n th�s way
of regard�ng the an�mal world, �n so far as we der�ve from �t some
un�f�ed �dea of �ts conf�gurat�on, wh�ch �s not a mere repet�t�on of that
un�ty �n all the parts, but g�ves full value to the d�st�nct�ons they
possess. For all that �t must be remembered the dom�nant factor of
th�s survey �s not the percept�on of our senses, but the gener�c
thought of our m�nds w�th wh�ch �t �s made to conform. Rev�ewed �n
th�s l�ght we ought not to say that we f�nd the object as such
beaut�ful, but rather attr�bute that beauty to the reflect�on of our own
m�nds upon �t. And �f we exam�ne these reflect�ons more closely we
shall f�nd they are after all a deduct�on of our pr�nc�ple of un�ty from a
l�m�ted aspect of the organ�c whole. We concentrate our attent�on, for
example, on the mode �n wh�ch �t �s nour�shed, �.e., whether such an
an�mal �s carn�vorous or herb�vorous. Through such a l�m�ted
determ�nat�on we are st�ll removed from a v�s�on of the coalescent
un�ty of the whole we �dent�f�ed w�th the not�on, the soul �tself.
(γ) The truth �s we can only, �n th�s sphere, br�ng before our
consc�ousness the ent�re un�ty of l�fe by means of our thought and
grasp of reason. In the natural world the soul, �n �ts full act�v�ty, �s not
found; that �s to say, the subject�ve un�ty, �n �ts pure �deal�ty, does not
ex�st there for a self-consc�ousness.



If, however, by means of thought, we endeavour to grasp the nature
of soul-l�fe accord�ng to �ts essent�al not�on we shall f�nd two aspects
under wh�ch we may regard �t; f�rst, as the form subject to such a
pr�nc�ple of an�mat�on; secondly, as the not�on of soul for thought �n
all that the concept�on �mpl�es. Such a complete grasp of �ts true
nature �s not poss�ble �n the sensuous percept�on of the objects of
beauty. Such must ne�ther pass before us as thought, nor must we
allow the �nterest of Thought as such to form a barr�er of d�fference
or oppos�t�on between �tself and the v�s�on revealed to us. We are
left, then, w�th no alternat�ve but to cons�der, under th�s po�nt of v�ew,
the object as wholly presented to sense; we must assume that �n the
sphere of Nature a sensuous percept�on of the natural form �s our
genu�ne mode of contemplat�ng the beaut�ful. "Sense," that �s the
master-key[232] to the pos�t�on; a word wh�ch �n �tself �s �nterpreted �n
two opposed senses. In the f�rst place we may �nd�cate thereby the
organs of �mmed�ate[233] percept�on, secondly, by the "sense of a
th�ng" we may refer to the s�gn�f�cance, or the element of thought and
the un�versal w�th�n �t. In th�s way "Sense" �s related on one s�de to
the �mmed�ate external�ty of ex�stence, and on the other to �ts �nward
or essent�al nature. A sensuous percept�on of that ex�stence �n fact
preserves both s�des �n un�ty, or rather �n one d�rect�on so presents
the aspect that �s opposed to �t �n the �mmed�ate sense v�s�on as to
�nclude there�n both the essence and not�on of the object. But for the
reason that �t comb�nes these opposed determ�nat�ons �n unfractured
un�ty, the not�on �s not presented as such to consc�ousness, but �s
rather to be d�mly foreshadowed there[234]. We accept, for example,
as a determ�nate fact the ex�stence of three realms of Nature, wh�ch
we def�ne as that of the m�neral world, that of plants, and f�nally that
of an�mals; we can conclude from th�s, as already foreshadowed by
�ts truth regarded as a process r�s�ng from plane to plane, that there
�s an �nward necess�ty �nherent �n the not�onal art�culat�on of �ts
d�v�s�ons, and do not conf�ne ourselves only to the purely �mag�nat�ve
concept�on of �t as a world conform�ng on �ts exter�or s�de only to a
f�nal end. In the same way when confronted w�th the var�ety of the
external presentment �n each of these realms, the sense-percept�on
surm�ses a controll�ng un�ty �ntell�g�ble to m�nd, a progress subject to
laws of thought, v�s�ble no less �n the format�on of mounta�n ranges



than �n the orderly success�on of plant-l�fe and of the an�mal races.
The same tendency �s presupposed when, after an exam�nat�on of
the form of any part�cular an�mal organ�sm, an �nsect's, for example,
as subd�v�ded �nto head, body, abdomen, and extrem�t�es, we
conclude the correlat�on of such parts to be based on a rat�onal
pr�nc�ple, and are conf�dent that though, at f�rst blush, �t may appear
qu�te acc�dental that we are �n possess�on of f�ve senses, we shall
d�scover a true bond of relat�on between that number and the not�on
there�n asserted. Of just th�s type �s Goethe's method of observ�ng
and account�ng for the �nnate reason of Nature and her phenomena.
W�th an extraord�nary �ntu�t�ve sense he d�rected h�s attent�on d�rectly
to[235] the objects of exper�ence, ent�rely conv�nced of the �deal bond
of un�ty wh�ch expla�ned the�r �nterconnect�on. H�story may be wr�tten
w�th a l�ke object. The narrat�on of facts and �nd�v�dual l�ves �s g�ven
�n such a way as �nd�rectly to throw a l�ght on the essent�al
s�gn�f�cance wh�ch such events or persons contr�buted to the per�od
�n wh�ch they are necessar�ly bound together �n one organ�c whole.
3. Consequently we may aff�rm that Nature generally, regarded as
the sensuous man�festat�on of the concrete not�on and the Idea, �s to
be cons�dered an object of beauty �n so far as by such a sensuous
percept�on of natural forms some k�nd of foreshadow�ng of the
not�onal un�ty consonant to them �s surm�sed, and we are able
through the channels of sense to d�scover not merely the�r form, but
somewhat of the �nner necess�ty wh�ch b�nds together all the�r parts.
Further than th�s �ncomplete surm�se of the not�on the sensuous
contemplat�on of Nature as beaut�ful �s not carr�ed. Th�s way of
comprehend�ng th�ngs, for wh�ch the separate parts, desp�te the�r
appearance of �ndependent freedom among themselves,
nevertheless reveal to the s�ght the harmony that ex�sts there e�ther
�n the character�st�cs of the�r form, or detached port�ons of �t or the�r
mot�on and so forth, rema�ns for all that �ndef�n�te and abstract. The
�nward un�ty �s not open to external sense, nor can �t appear �n �ts
�deal and concrete form to such percept�on[236], whether �mag�nat�ve
or no; such at most acqu�esces generally �n the un�versal�ty of a law
of connect�on �nherent �n every l�v�ng th�ng.



(a) It �s, then, �n the f�rst �nstance only �n th�s bond of un�on wh�ch
reveals �tself as a necessary adjunct of v�tal�ty from the object�v�ty of
Nature, �n so far as the same �s presented �n forms adequate to the
not�on, that we have before us the beauty of Nature. W�th th�s
coalescence the mater�a �s wholly �dent�cal; the form �s �mmed�ately
at home �n the matter, as �ts true essence and �ts conform�ng
energy[237]. Th�s descr�pt�on may �n fact stand for us, so far as
beauty at th�s stage �s concerned, as a general def�n�t�on of �t. We
adm�re, for example, the natural form of a crystal on account of the
law of un�form�ty �t man�fests, a law wh�ch through no mere act�on of
forces external to �t, but by v�rtue of �ts own spec�f�c def�n�t�on and
free act�v�ty, free �n all �ts aspects as �tself an object, �s man�fested
there. For although an act�v�ty external to �t could as such equally be
free, yet �n crystals the conformat�ve act�v�ty �s not extraneous to the
object; rather �t �s a form operat�ve as belong�ng to the m�neral's
�nnate character. We may def�ne �t as the free force of �ts substance,
wh�ch out of �ts own resources �nforms �tself and �s not merely
pass�vely recept�ve of �ts env�ronment. Consequently we f�nd here
the const�tuent mater�al �n �ts real�zed form as a free and
�ndependent creat�on. In st�ll h�gher and more concrete mode the
�mmanent form projects �tself through the l�v�ng organ�sm and all �ts
parts, �n the art�culate form and, above all, �n �ts mot�on and �ts v�tal
express�on as feel�ng. For �n th�s last case we have the �nward v�tal�ty
pregnant �tself as l�v�ng.
(b) It �s moreover through th�s �ndeterm�nacy of the beauty of Nature,
or�g�nat�ng �n �ts �nward pr�nc�ple of an�mat�on that (α) both �n v�rtue of
the concept�on of l�fe and the �ntu�t�on of �ts true not�on no less than
of the hab�tual types conformable to �ts adequate presentment, we
are able to d�st�ngu�sh between an�mals wh�ch are beaut�ful and
those wh�ch are ugly. An�mals �ncapable of v�tal�ty, such as the sloth,
wh�ch creeps about w�th d�ff�culty, and whose ent�re mode of l�fe �s
suggest�ve of �ncapac�ty for mot�on or act�v�ty, offend our aesthet�c
sense for th�s very reason[238]. Act�v�ty and mob�l�ty are prec�sely the
qual�t�es wh�ch assert the h�gher �deal�ty of l�fe. For the same reason
we condemn forms of amph�b�ous l�fe, certa�n spec�es of f�shes,
crocod�les, toads, and many k�nds of �nsects; an add�t�onal reason



w�ll �nfluence our s�m�lar att�tude to hybr�d spec�es, where confus�on
of form marks the passage from one determ�nate type to another; the
orn�thorhyncus �s an example[239], an an�mal wh�ch w�th �ts m�xture
of b�rd and four-footed beast may �ndeed aston�sh us, but at the
same t�me �s repuls�ve to our sense of beauty. Such feel�ngs of
repuls�on can no doubt be traced ent�rely to our hab�tual
prepossess�ons wh�ch have moulded for the �mag�nat�on a f�xed type
of an�mal spec�es consonant to exper�ence. But even so there �s
already act�vely present the �ntu�t�ve surm�se that the conf�gurat�on of
a b�rd, for example, �s related �n �ts parts by a necessary pr�nc�ple of
un�ty, and cannot as such graft upon �tself forms wh�ch belong to
other spec�es w�thout be�ng thereby transformed �nto a hybr�d var�ety.
Such abnormal dev�at�ons from type appear to us both strange and
contrad�ctory. Ne�ther the one s�ded narrowness of organ�zat�on,
wh�ch �s so defect�ve and mean �n �ts man�festat�on, that �t exerc�ses
no act�v�ty over the stra�tened cond�t�ons of �ts env�ronment, nor
confus�ons and passages of type, wh�ch, albe�t they are not so
enclosed w�th�n themselves, are unable to hold fast the d�st�nct�ve
features of the�r type, belong str�ctly to the sphere of natural beauty.
(β) There �s another sense �n wh�ch we attr�bute beauty to Nature,
namely, when we have the collect�ve p�cture of a landscape before
us rather than observe the l�v�ng form of a s�mple object. Here we
have no organ�c art�culat�on of parts such as �s der�ved from the�r
not�on and �s presented to us as such �deal un�ty �n spontaneous l�fe.
We have �nstead a r�ch var�ety of objects both organ�c and �norgan�c,
wh�ch are un�ted together on one or more planes of v�s�on �n the�r
d�st�nct�ve features, contour of mounta�ns, w�nd�ng outl�nes of r�vers,
groups of trees, huts, dwell�ngs, palaces, and c�t�es of mank�nd,
sh�ps, roadways, heaven and sea, valley and rock-cleft. We f�nd, �n
add�t�on to th�s var�ety and proceed�ng therefrom, a del�ghtful or
�mpos�ng harmony wh�ch appeals to our sense and �nterests us.
It �s lastly a pecul�ar character�st�c of the beauty of Nature that �t
should exc�te or exerc�se a harmon�ous �nfluence over our emot�onal
l�fe. A mood of th�s k�nd �s aroused by the st�llness of moonl�ght, the
peace of a valley, through wh�ch some brook or other meanders, the
subl�m�ty of the �mmeasurable storm-tossed sea, the tranqu�l depth



of the star-strewn heavens. But the s�gn�f�cant factor �n th�s case �s
not so much to be found �n the objects as �n the pecul�ar moods they
arouse �n our feel�ngs and affect�ons. On analogous grounds we
attr�bute beauty to an�mals, when the express�on of the�r l�fe d�rectly
suggests human qual�t�es, such as courage, strength, cunn�ng, good
nature, and the rest. Such, no doubt, �n one aspect of �t, truly
expresses the nature of the an�mals themselves; but there �s also our
own concept�on of �ts aff�n�ty to ourselves, and the mood �n wh�ch we
rece�ve �t.
(c) However much an�mal l�fe, as the culm�nat�ng po�nt of natural
beauty, unfolds �ts freest express�on as a l�v�ng pr�nc�ple, �t �s
comparat�vely narrow �n �ts range and subject to very l�m�ted
qual�t�es. The c�rcle of such ex�stence �s a stra�t one; and �n th�s the
predom�nant �nterests are those of the sat�sfact�on of natural �nst�ncts
such as hunger and sex-attract�on. Soul-l�fe, regarded as the �nward
pr�nc�ple expressed through external f�gure, �s poor, abstract, and
empty of content. Add to th�s the cons�derat�on that th�s �nward �s not
man�fested at all as �nward. The soul �n �ts essent�al substance �s not
revealed by the l�fe of Nature; �t �s, �n fact, the determ�n�ng
character�st�c of Nature that �ts soul rema�ns shut �n �tself, does not,
�n other words, procla�m �tself �n �ts �deal�ty. As already po�nted out,
the soul of an an�mal �s not th�s �deal un�ty self-acknowledged. If �t
were otherw�se we should have the man�festat�on of such personal�ty
brought home to others. Only �n the self-consc�ous Ego do we f�nd
the �deal �n �ts s�mplest terms, wh�ch �s �tself an �deal med�um to
�tself, knows �tself as th�s s�mple un�ty, and thereby endows �tself w�th
a real�ty, wh�ch �s not l�m�ted to bod�ly and sensuous form, but �s �tself
of an �deal character. Here, for the f�rst t�me, real�ty �s �n possess�on
of a form adequate to the not�on; or rather the not�on sets �tself up as
�ts own oppos�te, makes �tself object�vely real and f�nds �ts own
real�zat�on �n that object�v�ty. The an�mal l�fe, on the contrary, �s only
potent�ally such a un�ty as that �n wh�ch real�ty as bod�ly form �s other
than the �deal un�ty of soul. In self-consc�ousness we have th�s un�ty
real�zed, whose oppos�ng factors are const�tuent elements of one
transparent �deal�ty. And �t �s as th�s concrete total�ty of self-
consc�ousness that the Ego �s man�fested to others. The forms of
an�mal l�fe merely enable us through �mag�nat�ve percept�on to d�v�ne



the soul's ex�stence. Such only possess the troubled semblance of a
soul, betrayed to us through the breath or exhalement wh�ch
permeates the whole, g�ves some un�ty to all the members, and
reveals �n the ent�re �nst�nct�ve l�fe the f�rst germs of an �ndependent
character. Here�n l�es the pr�mary defect of the beauty of Nature,
even when taken at �ts po�nt of culm�nat�ng form: and �t �s prec�sely
th�s defect wh�ch w�ll �ntroduce us to the necess�ty of the Ideal as the
beauty of art. But before we cons�der at length the nature of th�s
Ideal, there are two determ�nat�ons �nvolved as the most �mmed�ate
result of th�s �nherent defect �n natural beauty, wh�ch �nv�te our
attent�on.
We have stated that �n the an�mal form the soul appears as the bond
of connect�on w�th�n the organ�sm and the un�f�ed po�nt of an�mat�on
only under a cloud[240] and dest�tute of any fully real�zed content. We
only f�nd there a qu�te �ndeterm�nate and restr�cted mode of soul-l�fe.
We w�ll now cons�der the abstract l�m�tat�ons of th�s mode more
closely.

B. THE EXTERNAL BEAUTY OF ABSTRACT FORM REGARDED AS
UNIFORMITY, SYMMETRY, CONFORMITY TO RULE AND HARMONY AND

REALITY IN THE SENSE OF ABSTRACT UNITY OF THE PHYSICAL
MATERIAL.

There �s �n Nature an external real�ty wh�ch �s, of course, v�s�ble and
def�n�tely object�ve, but the �nward un�ty of wh�ch, �nstead of
present�ng �tself �n the concrete �nwardness referable to the un�ty of
soul-l�fe, only goes to the po�nt of �ndeterm�nacy and abstract�on. In
other words, �t stops short of the �nwardness self-actual�zed �n an
�deal form and as the part�cular ex�stence conformable to �ts �deal
content. Its appearance �s that of the def�n�ng pr�nc�ple on the face of
external real�ty. Now the spec�f�c character�st�cs of �nwardness �n all
�ts concreteness should be these. F�rst, the pr�nc�ple of soul-l�fe �s
asserted for �tself no less than �s potent�ally replete w�th content.
Secondly, external real�ty �nterpenetrates th�s �deal arcanum, and by
so do�ng fully reveals �ts true form as such external real�ty. A
concrete un�ty of th�s nature �s not reached by mere natural beauty: �t
l�es beyond as the Ideal. On th�s plane of ex�stence we cannot say



that such a concrete un�ty enters �nto the man�festat�on of form. We
have to deduce �t through analys�s, exam�n�ng �n the�r separat�on and
s�ngular�ty the d�st�ngu�sh�ng features wh�ch the un�ty supports. The
form that �nforms here and the sensuous external real�ty fall apart
from one another; or rather we have two d�st�nct aspects wh�ch we
are compelled to cons�der separately. By v�rtue of th�s fact, wh�ch we
may e�ther regard as a d�v�s�on of the mater�al of sense or as a
rev�ew of certa�n facts taken �n abstract�on, the �nward un�ty, wh�ch �s
one aspect of the external real�ty, �tself falls outs�de �t; that �s to say, �t
�s not �tself asserted �n that rat�onal real�ty as the wholly �mmanent
form of the ent�re not�on wh�ch const�tutes �t, but rather as an Ideal�ty
and determ�nacy �mposed externally.
Such are the po�nts of v�ew thus presented us wh�ch we w�ll now
cons�der more closely.
F�rst, then, we have to d�scuss

1. THE BEAUTY OF ABSTRACT FORM

The form of natural beauty �n �ts abstract�on �s a form wh�ch �s
determ�nate and thus of l�m�ted range; �n a further aspect of �t �t �s
focussed �n a un�ty of abstract relat�on to �tself[241]. On closer
�nspect�on we shall, however, f�nd that the external man�fold controls
th�s form of abstract beauty by reason of �ts own determ�nacy and
un�ty. We must not, however, �mply �n these latter any �mmanent
�nwardness or form of v�tal �deal�ty, but regard them as purely
mater�al def�n�t�ons and un�ty of the external med�um. Forms of such
a character are un�form�ty, symmetry, or conform�ty to rule, and f�nally
harmony.
(a) Un�form�ty
Un�form�ty �s, speak�ng generally, equal�ty �n external presentment,
or, more spec�f�cally, the unbroken repet�t�on of one and the same
def�n�te form, suppl�ed by the determ�n�ng un�ty to the form of
objects. Such a un�ty, �n v�rtue of �ts �n�t�al abstract�on, �s at the
furthest extreme removed from the rat�onal total�ty of the concrete
not�on. Its beauty �s therefore a beauty wh�ch �s referable to the
faculty of the analyt�cal understand�ng. The fundamental process of



that faculty �s to perce�ve objects �n the�r abstract�on, not �n the�r self-
determ�ned completeness and �dent�ty. For example, among all l�nes
the stra�ght l�ne �s that wh�ch �s most un�form, because �t alone
man�fests one abstract and undev�at�ng d�rect�on. For the same
reason the cube �s a f�gure dom�nated by regular�ty of content. All �ts
s�des are of the same s�ze, the same length of l�ne and the same
angles, wh�ch, on account of the�r be�ng rectangular, however much
the�r s�ze �s changed, man�fest no change �n the form of the�r angles
as �s the case w�th angles wh�ch are obtuse or acute.
W�th th�s character�st�c of un�form�ty we must closely connect that of
symmetry. Form �s unable long to rest �n that barest abstract�on of �ts
determ�nat�on, namely, und�fferent�ated equal�ty. A d�verse relat�on �s
sure to assert �tself, break�ng �nto the empty form of �dent�ty. In th�s
way we obta�n symmetry, wh�ch cons�sts �n no mere �dent�cal
repet�t�on of one form, but �n a comb�nat�on w�th some such form
analogous to �t, �dent�cal, that �s to say, �n �ts self-determ�nat�on, and
yet man�fest�ng a d�st�nct contrast w�th �t. Through such a
comb�nat�on we obta�n another k�nd of equal�ty and un�ty, whose
determ�nat�on �s more extens�ve and more var�ed. If, for example, on
one s�de of a house we meet w�th three w�ndows of the same s�ze
separated at equal �ntervals of d�stance, then three or four more of
loft�er s�ze than the f�rst-ment�oned stand�ng at more extended or
closer �ntervals �n relat�on to them, and aga�n three more prec�sely
s�m�lar �n s�ze and d�stance to our or�g�nal ones, we have then before
us a symmetr�cal arrangement. Mere un�form�ty and repet�t�on of the
same d�st�nct�ons w�ll never produce th�s result. We may f�nd such
d�st�ngu�sh�ng features �n s�ze, pos�t�on, form, colour, tones, and
many others l�ke them, wh�ch, however, to produce symmetry must
be harmon�ously related to s�m�lar forms of construct�on. When we
f�nd a comb�nat�on wh�ch presents to us an arrangement of such
d�st�ngu�sh�ng character�st�cs accord�ng to some clearly un�form
pr�nc�ple that then �s symmetry.
Both these attr�butes, un�form�ty and symmetry, be�ng the
determ�nat�ons of the form and un�ty of external appearance, are
ma�nly appl�cable to d�st�nct�ons �n s�ze. For �t stands to reason that
what �s expressly pos�ted as external rather than truly �mmanent



determ�nat�on �s generally a quant�tat�ve[242] determ�nat�on, whereas
the qual�tat�ve f�xes the �nherent character of anyth�ng. Consequently
that wh�ch �s assumed only to affect the external appearance cannot
be concerned w�th the changes wh�ch are found �n the qual�tat�ve
aspect. S�ze, on the other hand, and �ts alterat�on regarded merely
as s�ze, �s for the qual�tat�ve determ�nat�on, when �t �s unable to
assert �tself �n terms of measure, an �nd�fferent determ�nat�on. That �s
to say, measure �s quant�ty, prec�sely �n so far as �t can g�ve to �tself
an aspect wh�ch qual�f�es �t, and thereby a qual�tat�ve determ�nat�on
�s un�ted to the purely quant�tat�ve one. As thus expla�ned[243]

un�form�ty and symmetry are merely restr�cted to the determ�nat�ons
of s�ze and the�r un�form appearance or arrangement of d�fferences
�n symmetr�cal order. Further �nqu�ry w�ll show us that th�s due co-
ord�nat�on of s�ze �s as appl�cable to the forms of organ�c l�fe as �t �s
to those of �norgan�c Nature. The human organ�sm �s, for example, at
least �n a certa�n degree both un�form and symmetr�cal. We have two
eyes, two arms, two legs, s�m�lar h�p-jo�nts, shoulder-blades, and so
on. Of other port�ons of the body the reverse �s the case. We f�nd no
consp�cuous un�form�ty �n the heart, lungs, bowels, or l�ver. The
quest�on ar�ses what prec�sely const�tutes the d�fference here. The
s�de on wh�ch un�form�ty, whether of s�ze, form, or pos�t�on ma�nly
asserts �tself, �s obv�ously the aspect of the organ�sm v�ewed from
the outs�de. The un�form and symmetr�cal determ�nat�on, �n complete
conform�ty w�th what we should expect, �s most apparent where the
fact as object�vely determ�ned �s �tself the external env�sagement
�tself, and carr�es w�th �t the least �mpress�on of �nherent l�fe. The
real�ty, wh�ch �s most constant to th�s pure external�ty, rests sat�sf�ed
w�th the abstract un�ty congen�al to �t. W�th�n the organ�sm, on the
contrary, where we f�nd the heart of the l�fe-process, and st�ll more
openly �n the med�um of untrammelled reason un�form�ty g�ves way
before the subject�ve un�ty of l�fe. Nature �s, no doubt, �n �ts
oppos�t�on to m�nd, a determ�nate ex�stence external and
�ndependent; but even �n her we f�nd that un�form�ty only pre-
em�nently asserts �tself where external�ty �s the predom�nant
pr�nc�ple.



(α) Rev�ew�ng, then, shortly the prom�nent class�f�cat�ons of natural
objects, we observe, �n the f�rst place, that m�nerals, tak�ng the
crystal for an example, as structures dest�tute of the pr�nc�ple of l�fe,
are character�zed �n the�r fundamental form by un�form�ty and
symmetry. As already remarked, the�r form, �t �s true, �s one
appropr�ate to themselves, �s not merely the determ�nat�on of
external forces. Through an unseen energy the form that makes
them what they are as products of Nature creates the�r conf�gurat�on
both w�th�n and w�thout. Th�s act�v�ty, however, �s not yet the
completed energy of the concrete not�on as an �deal pr�nc�ple, wh�ch
d�rects the �ndependent cons�stency of the pos�t�ve real�ty,
subsum�ng them under an �deal total�ty such as �s present �n an�mal
l�fe. The un�ty and def�n�t�on of the�r form pers�sts �n purely abstract
one-s�dedness, and we have as the character�st�cs of a un�ty wh�ch
�s wholly on the outs�de the bare forms of un�form�ty and symmetry,
the determ�nat�ng factor �n each case be�ng an abstract�on.
(β) Plant l�fe �s, of course, many degrees above the order of crystals.
From the very commencement �ts evolut�on �s marked by a
harmon�ous art�culat�on, and consumes mater�al �n a constantly
act�ve process of self-nour�shment. But plant-l�fe also �s not yet really
the l�v�ng whole[244]. Although organ�cally d�v�ded �nto parts, �ts
act�v�ty �s st�ll one that cons�sts wholly �n ass�m�lat�on[245]. It �s rooted
�n the earth w�th no �ndependent power of mot�on from place to
place; �ts growth �s cont�nuous, and such energy of ass�m�lat�on and
self-nour�shment as �t possesses �s not the tranqu�l self-subs�stence
of a completely �nd�v�dual�zed organ�c ex�stence, but rather a
cont�nuous extens�on of �ts growth as an external object. An an�mal
grows just as a plant grows, but at a determ�nate po�nt that growth �n
�ts external s�ze ceases, and that wh�ch reproduces �tself �n self-
subs�stence �s one and the same �nd�v�dual. Plant-l�fe, however,
enlarges w�thout �nterm�ss�on, and only �ts decease renders the
further �ncrease of �ts boughs and leaves �mposs�ble. And, moreover,
all that �t separately produces �n th�s process �s for ever the repeated
pattern of the same organ�sm �n �ts ent�rety. For every bough �s a
new plant, and not, as �n the case w�th the an�mal organ�sm, only an
�solated member. On account of th�s pers�stent enlargement of �tself



through all the separate plant format�ons whereof �t cons�sts plant-l�fe
�s w�thout the subject�ve an�mat�on pecul�ar to sensat�on and the
�deal un�ty wh�ch belongs to �t. And, generally speak�ng, we may say
that plant-l�fe, however much the d�gest�ve process �s an �nward one,
�n wh�ch we f�nd nour�shment �s ass�m�lated and the organ�sm
determ�nes the form wh�ch �s �mpressed on �ts substance out of �tself
by v�rtue of the �ncreas�ng freedom of the not�onal type work�ng
through that substance, nevertheless substant�ally, through the ent�re
process of �ts l�fe, �t rema�ns rooted to external�ty w�thout e�ther a true
�ndependence or un�ty, and such self-subs�stence as �t possesses �s
cont�nuous w�thout a break. And �t �s on account of th�s character�st�c
of plant-growth, namely, that �t �s for ever asserted on the s�de of
external�ty, that we f�nd un�form�ty and symmetry to be the
fundamental un�ty of �ts self-express�on as �t �s a predom�nant
pr�nc�ple of �ts structure. No doubt un�form�ty �s not so regnant here
as we observed �t to be �n the format�on of m�nerals, and �t �s not
expressed �n the same extreme degree through the abstract stra�ght
l�ne and r�ght angle: but �t preva�ls here notw�thstand�ng. The stem
for the most part runs on a stra�ght l�ne; the r�ngs of plants of h�gher
type form themselves �n c�rcles; leaves closely approach the
conf�gurat�on of crystals; and, at least as the bas�s of the�r type, we
f�nd that the blossoms themselves �n the number of the�r leaves, the�r
pos�t�on and form are determ�ned w�th un�form�ty and symmetry.
(γ) F�nally, �n the l�v�ng organ�sm of an�mals a d�fference �s asserted
�n the redupl�cated structure of the members. In the bod�es of
an�mals, more part�cularly �f we exam�ne the h�gher spec�es, the
organ�sm �s a more �nward, self-conta�ned and self-determ�ned
total�ty; l�ke a sphere, �t returns, so to speak, on �tself, wh�le st�ll
rema�n�ng an external organ�sm. It �s an external process, and yet,
as a process, asserted aga�nst external�ty. The more �mportant
organs are those w�th�n, such as heart, lungs, and l�ver, and �n these
the l�fe �s bound up. Such are not determ�ned under the s�mple
character�st�cs of un�form�ty. In those members, however, even of the
an�mal organ�sm, wh�ch are f�xed �n d�rect relat�on to the outs�de
world, symmetr�cal arrangement preva�ls. Among such must be
reckoned the members and organs wh�ch assert the subject�ve
pr�nc�ple externally no less than those wh�ch are the �nstruments of



the act�ve l�fe. The sense-organs, such as s�ght and hear�ng, belong
to the former; all that we see and hear �s left as we found �t. The
organs of smell and taste already mark the po�nt of un�on w�th an
act�v�ty exerc�sed externally. We only smell that wh�ch �s already
ass�m�lated[246] by the organ of sense, and we only exerc�se our
taste through an act of destruct�on. We have, �t �s true, but one nose,
but �t �s subd�v�ded �nto two sect�ons, each of wh�ch �s un�form �n
structure. The same descr�pt�on �s appl�cable to the l�ps and teeth
and other organs l�ke them. Further than th�s the eyes and ears, and
the l�mbs employed �n mot�on from place to place, or for d�rect
control over external objects, �n other words, legs and arms, are
ent�rely un�form �n pos�t�on, form, and other qual�t�es. We f�nd,
therefore, that �n the organ�c world no less than �n the �norgan�c
un�form�ty asserts a very real predom�nance, qual�f�ed, however, by
the fact that �ts presence �s l�m�ted to those members wh�ch are the
�nstruments of the organ�sm �n �ts d�rect relat�on to the external world.
On those through wh�ch the l�fe-process returns on �tself by v�rtue of
�ts own subject�ve pr�nc�ple there �s no such �mpress�on of un�form�ty.
Such, then, are the lead�ng character�st�cs of the forms of un�form�ty
and symmetry, and the manner �n wh�ch they are asserted �n the
conf�gurat�on of natural phenomena.
(b) Conform�ty to Rule

We now propose to d�st�ngu�sh the more gener�c concept�on of
conform�ty to law[247], so far as �t appears on a h�gher plane of
organ�c evolut�on than that already adverted to, and marks the
passage of the same to the freedom of natural no less than sp�r�tual
l�fe, from the more abstract forms d�scussed above. Taken by �tself,
no doubt, conform�ty to rule �s not alone suff�c�ent to g�ve us the
subject�ve un�ty and freedom of total�ty; but we do f�nd �n the
conf�gurat�on to wh�ch �t corresponds a total�ty of essent�ally
d�st�ngu�shed character�st�cs, such as do not merely emerge �n
d�fference and oppos�t�on, but betray both un�ty and determ�nate
connect�on �n such total�ty. A un�ty thus controlled, albe�t st�ll only
pos�t�vely asserted �n quant�tat�ve substance, �s no longer referable
to essent�ally exter�or d�st�nct�ons of mere s�ze numer�cally



ascerta�nable, but already �ntroduces to our not�ce a qual�tat�ve
relat�on of cons�stency between these contrasted determ�nat�ons. In
other words we have here ne�ther the abstract repet�t�on of one and
the same determ�nant[248], nor a un�form �nterchange of s�m�lar�ty
and d�ss�m�lar�ty[249], but the contemporaneous assoc�at�on of
aspects essent�ally d�st�nct from one another. We f�nd, �n fact, our
sense of s�ght grat�f�ed by the assoc�at�on of these d�st�ngu�sh�ng
features �n the�r completeness. And �t �s the pr�nc�ple of reason wh�ch
affords us such sat�sfact�on, grat�fy�ng our sense only through the
total�ty, or rather through the very total�ty of d�fferences the nature of
the fact requ�res. Such a connect�on, however, st�ll rema�ns an
unexpla�ned nexus, wh�ch sense-percept�on arr�ves at partly on
account of �ts pers�stent repet�t�on, and �n part through an �ntu�t�on of
deeper source.
A few examples w�ll make clear the process of def�n�t�on from
un�form�ty to conform�ty w�th law. Parallel l�nes of equal length are
abstractly un�form. A further step �s taken when we compare
geometr�cal f�gures of the same form, tr�angles, for example, but
assume the�r s�ze to be unequal. Here the angles subtended by the
corners of each and the relat�on of l�ne to l�ne �s the same, but we
f�nd such s�m�lar�ty �n d�fferent quanta. Take aga�n the c�rcle, �t does
not possess the un�form�ty of the stra�ght l�ne, but at the same t�me
the determ�nat�on of abstract equal�ty str�ctly appl�es to �t, for all �ts
rad�� are of equal length. The c�rcle �s consequently st�ll but a curved
l�ne that awakes no part�cular �nterest[250].
On the other hand, there �s st�ll less un�form�ty �n the ell�pse and the
parabola, and they are only understood through the law of the�r form.
In other words the rad�� vectores of the ell�pse are both unequal and
�n conform�ty w�th rule, and the same qual�f�cat�on appl�es to the
greater and lesser ax�s of the�r l�nes of d�fferent�at�on[251]; moreover,
the�r foc� are not central as �s the case w�th the c�rcle. We f�nd �n
these examples, therefore, a qual�tat�ve relat�on of d�fference assert
�tself �n the law appl�cable to such l�nes and construct�ve of the�r
�nterconnect�on. If, however, we d�v�de the ell�pse by means of �ts
greater and lesser axes we obta�n four equal sect�ons; regarded as a



whole, therefore, we st�ll f�nd the pr�nc�ple of un�form�ty paramount �n
th�s f�gure. Of a h�gher degree of freedom �n �ts conform�ty to law �s
the oval. We know there �s such a law, though mathemat�c�ans have
been unable to express �ts formula. Th�s f�gure �s not an ell�pse, but
the h�gher curve d�ffers from that below �t. St�ll we f�nd that even �n
th�s example of freer eccentr�c�ty �n Nature, �f we d�v�de �t through �ts
greater ax�s, we have st�ll two equal halves. The f�nal express�on of
mere un�form�ty �n conform�ty to law �s shown �n l�nes, wh�ch, as �n
the example of the oval, when d�v�ded through the smaller[252] ax�s,
g�ve us unequal sect�ons, ne�ther sect�on be�ng a mere repet�t�on of
the other. The so-called undulatory l�ne �s an example of th�s, �n the
sense Hogarth descr�bes �t as the l�ne of beauty. Thus the �ncl�nat�on
of the arms as they fall on e�ther s�de of the human body �s opposed.
Here we have conform�ty to rule w�thout un�form�ty pure and s�mple.
Such a k�nd of conform�ty espec�ally character�ses w�th �ts var�ety the
conformat�on of the nobler l�v�ng organ�sms.
Conform�ty to law �s, then, an attr�bute of substant�al�ty, b�nd�ng
together both �ts d�fferences and �ts un�ty; but �t rema�ns st�ll abstract
on the s�de of �ts controll�ng form, unable to supply �nd�v�dual�ty w�th
the freedom of mot�on, or rather by v�rtue of that form �s ent�rely
w�thout the h�gher freedom of subject�v�ty, and qu�te �ncapable of
reveal�ng the v�tal�ty and �deal�ty proper to �t.
(c) Harmony

On a h�gher plane �n the sphere of abstract beauty must be placed
harmony. In harmony we f�nd qual�tat�ve d�st�nct�ons are held
together, and further held together �n a total�ty of d�fferent�at�on, such
as �s based on the essent�al nature of the fact �tself. Th�s cons�stency
of support �s der�ved from conform�ty to law, �n so far as that form
unfolds what �s essent�ally un�form�ty, and thereby passes beyond
the mere character�st�cs of equal�ty and repet�t�on. But �n do�ng th�s
the d�st�nct�ons of qual�ty assert themselves not only �n the�r
d�fference of oppos�t�on and contrad�ct�on, but �n aspects of a un�ty
that r�vets them together, a un�ty �n wh�ch all d�st�ngu�sh�ng features,
�t �s true, are ma�nta�ned �n the�r proper place, but st�ll only as
belong�ng to one s�ngle whole. Th�s un�ty of accordance �s what
const�tutes harmony. We may e�ther regard �t as a total�ty of aspects



essent�ally d�st�nct, or as the resolut�on of the element of mere
contrad�ct�on asserted by them, reveal�ng the�r more v�tal
�nterconnect�on and �deal sol�dar�ty. In th�s sense we refer to the
harmony of form, or colour, or mus�cal tone. As an example, we have
blue, yellow, green, and red as the fundamentally necessary
d�fferent�at�on of colour[253].
In these �rresolvable data of the spectrum we have not merely the
�nequal�ty we found �n symmetry, but contrad�ctory oppos�tes, such
as yellow and blue, the�r neutral�zat�on and w�thal concrete �dent�ty.
The beauty of the�r harmony �s revealed �n the avo�dance of the�r
crude oppos�t�on, wh�ch �s softened thereby �n such a way as to put
before us the concordance h�dden beneath the�r d�fference. They do,
�n fact, emanate from one source, namely colour, wh�ch �s not an
abstract concept�on[254], but an essent�al total�ty. So far, �ndeed, can
the compuls�ve force of such total�ty carry us, that we can, as Goethe
has po�nted out, when we have but one colour presented to us, st�ll
subject�vely recogn�ze another at the same t�me. In the same way
the ton�c, med�ant, and dom�nant are essent�al d�st�nct�ons among
mus�cal tones, wh�ch the un�ty of harmony assoc�ates through the�r
d�fference �n one whole. We may subm�t the harmony of form, wh�ch
�s d�fferent�ated through the var�ed aspects of pos�t�on, repose, and
mot�on to a s�m�lar analys�s. If we suffer any one of the subord�nate
d�st�nct�ons to assume an exclus�ve predom�nance the un�ty wh�ch
relates them w�ll be destroyed.
Harmony, however, �s not to be confused w�th free �deal subject�v�ty
and soul-l�fe. In the latter the un�ty man�fested �s not merely an
�nterconnect�on and concordance, but a pos�t�ve negat�on of
d�fference, wh�ch, for the f�rst t�me, reveals the�r concrete and �deal
un�ty. A concrete un�ty such as th�s �s not the result of harmony. Such
concrete un�ty �s, for example, that wh�ch we f�nd �n the actually
melod�ous th�ng[255], wh�ch no doubt possesses harmony as �ts
fundamental form, but at the same t�me possesses the h�gher
character�st�c of free subject�v�ty, and by means of song g�ves
express�on to that. Harmony alone has noth�ng to do w�th the
appearance of subject�ve l�fe, as such, nor of that of m�nd, although �t
�s the h�ghest man�festat�on of abstract form, and stands �n close



aff�n�ty to free subject�v�ty. Such, then, �s our determ�nat�on of
abstract un�ty as we f�nd �t brought before us �n the spec�f�c modes of
abstract form.

2. BEAUTY AS ABSTRACT UNITY OF THE MATERIAL MEDIUM

The s�de of abstract un�ty wh�ch we have now to cons�der �s not that
d�rectly related to form, but to the sensuous mater�al s�mply �n wh�ch
�t �s asserted. The un�ty �s man�fested on th�s s�de as the ent�rely
und�fferent�ated concordance of the part�cular sensuous mater�al. It
�s the one form of un�ty, wh�ch the mater�al of sense, �n �ts purely
object�ve aspect, �s capable of rece�v�ng. On th�s plane and under the
above noted relat�on[256] the abstract pur�ty of the mater�a �n �ts form,
colour, or tone const�tutes what �s most essent�al to �t. Ent�rely
stra�ght drawn l�nes, wh�ch run w�thout a shadow of d�fference �n the�r
stra�ghtness or strength, bare superf�c�es and s�m�lar examples
please us by v�rtue of the�r pers�stent regular�ty and the�r un�form
homogeneousness. The pur�ty of the heavens, the translucence of
the atmosphere, a m�rror-l�ke lake the smoothness of the ocean's
face, all g�ve pleasure by v�rtue of th�s un�ty. We f�nd the same truth
brought home to us by pur�ty of tone. The vo�ce when purely
produced, though taken qu�te by �tself, possesses an attract�on for us
�nexpress�bly del�ghtful; vocal notes wh�ch are not thus pure on the
contrary, by perm�tt�ng us to hear the organ of product�on along w�th
them, d�sturb or weaken the pure resonance and def�n�t�on of the�r
mus�c. In much the same way human speech possesses pure tones
�n �ts vowels, a, e, �, o, u, and �ts compound vowels, ae, ü, and ö.
Popular d�alects are part�cularly character�zed by �mpur�ty of
vocal�zat�on and med�ate tones such as oa. Pur�ty of tones cons�sts
further �n th�s that the vowels are assoc�ated w�th consonants, whose
sound does not tend to blurr the sonor�ty of the vowel tones, as �s too
frequently the case w�th our northern languages, when contrasted
w�th the way �n wh�ch the�r pur�ty �s preserved by the Ital�an, a
character�st�c wh�ch makes that language so adaptable to s�ng�ng.
We exper�ence an enjoyment of s�m�lar nature through the s�ght of
colour �n �ts s�mplest pur�ty of t�nt, an absolutely pure red or blue for
example, not by any means a common occurrence, such pr�st�ne
colours be�ng often weakened through the add�t�on to them of yellow



or t�nts of each other[257]. V�olet can no doubt appear to us as a pure
colour, but only �n an external object, not, that �s to say, as a
compounded colour[258], for �t �s not �tself an elementary colour
belong�ng to colour's essent�al d�fferent�at�on. It �s these elementary
or card�nal colours, eas�ly recogn�zed by sense �n the�r pur�ty, wh�ch,
on account of the�r crude oppos�t�on, are most d�ff�cult to un�te
together �n harmony. Colours, on the contrary, wh�ch are blurred �n
the�r transparency by many other t�nts, although not so antagon�st�c
to general harmony, fa�l to g�ve us such d�rect enjoyment from the
very fact that the energy of oppos�t�on �n them �s weakened. Green,
for �nstance, �s a compound of blue and yellow, but �t �s the
neutral�zat�on of these card�nal colours, and for that reason less
attract�ve to us �n �ts own pur�ty than blue and yellow �n the�r
secure[259] oppos�t�on. Such are the po�nts of most �mportance we
have to remark upon �n deal�ng w�th the abstract un�ty of form no less
than the s�mpl�c�ty and pur�ty of the sensuous mater�al. In wh�chever
aspect we regard our subject-matter we have to rev�ew that wh�ch �s
by v�rtue of �ts abstract character dest�tute of l�fe, and a un�ty w�th no
true actual�ty. Ideal subject�v�ty �s �nseparable from th�s, and such �s
ent�rely absent from the beauty of Nature even at the h�ghest
potency of �ts man�festat�on. Th�s essent�al defect po�nts us
�mperat�vely forward to the Ideal, wh�ch Nature �s unable to reveal to
us, and �n contrast w�th wh�ch the beauty of Nature appears as a
subord�nate mode.

C. DEFECTIVE ASPECTS OF THE BEAUTY OF NATURE

The true object of our �nqu�ry �s the beauty of art v�ewed as the only
real�ty adequate to the Idea of beauty. We have h�therto treated the
beauty of Nature as the f�rst mode of the ex�stence of the beaut�ful.
We have now to �nqu�re more closely �nto that wh�ch d�st�ngu�shes
natural beauty from that of art.
As an abstract propos�t�on we may aff�rm that the Ideal �s beauty �n
�ts rounded completeness. Nature, on the contrary, br�ngs before us
beauty �n �ts �ncompleteness. Such abstract pred�cates do not,
however, help us much, for our real problem �s rather to expla�n



exactly what �t �s wh�ch makes the d�fference between the
completeness of the one from the �ncompleteness of the other. Our
�nqu�ry therefore h�nges on the quest�on how �t comes about that
Nature �s necessar�ly �ncomplete as a mode of beauty and how th�s
�ncompleteness �s asserted. When we have answered that we shall
be �n a better pos�t�on to deduce both the necess�ty and essent�al
s�gn�f�cance of the Ideal.
We have already �n follow�ng the process of Nature up to �ts
culm�nat�ng man�festat�on �n an�mal l�fe drawn attent�on to the modes
of beauty revealed �n that process. It �s now of the f�rst �mportance
that we f�x our attent�on more def�n�tely on the culm�nat�ng phase of
that evolut�on where we f�nd subject�v�ty and �nd�v�dual�ty presented
to us �n the l�v�ng organ�sm.
We have already referred to the beaut�ful as the Idea �n a manner
�dent�cal to that we employ when we speak of the good and true as
the Idea, �n the sense, that �s to say, where we character�ze the Idea
as the wholly substant�al and un�versal, the absolute substance—
w�th no sensuous mater�al therew�th—of real�ty, �n short, the
cons�stency of the world. Determ�ned more str�ctly, however, as
already po�nted out, the Idea �s not merely substant�al�ty and
un�versal�ty, but the un�ty of the not�on and �ts real�ty, just that, the
not�on revealed to us as not�on �n �ts co�nc�dent object�v�ty. It was
Plato who, as we have remarked �n our �ntroduct�on, pos�ted the Idea
as that wh�ch was alone true and un�versal, and, �ndeed, as the one
concrete Un�versal. The Platon�c Idea �s, however, not �tself as yet
the concrete real, for apprehended under the not�on and �ts
un�versal�ty �t �s already co�nc�dent w�th the real. Apprehended,
however, only �n �ts un�versal�ty[260], �t �s not real�zed, real�zed, that �s
to say, as Truth �n �ts self-determ�nate real�zat�on. It �s st�ll only the
potency of such self-real�zat�on. But just as the not�on �s not the
not�on of real ex�stence w�thout �ts full object�v�ty, �n the same way
the Idea w�thout �ts real�zat�on �n the object�ve world �s not the Idea �n
�ts Truth as ex�stent real�ty. The Idea must proceed to such
real�zat�on, wh�ch �s only present �tself for the f�rst t�me �n a really
ex�stent subject�v�ty adequate to the not�on, and �ts �deal un�ty and
self-determ�nat�on. In the gener�c spec�es we f�nd �ts real�ty f�rst



man�fested as free and concrete �nd�v�dual�ty. L�fe only ex�sts as a
l�v�ng th�ng; goodness �s only real�zed �n part�cular men; and all truth
�s s�mply the consc�ousness of knowledge—Sp�r�t wh�ch has come to
�ts own v�tal �nher�tance. Only the concrete s�ngular�ty �s both true
and really ex�stent, mere abstract un�versal�ty and part�cular�ty �s not
so. Th�s self-subs�stent actual�ty, th�s subject�v�ty �s the po�nt on
wh�ch everyth�ng turns, and wh�ch we must fully grasp �n �ts
s�gn�f�cance. Subject�v�ty may be def�ned as �deal determ�nat�on by
v�rtue of a pr�nc�ple of �deal un�ty wh�ch asserts �tself through
negat�on of the d�fferences presented to �t as cons�stent parts of one
object�ve real�ty[261]. The un�ty of the Idea and �ts real�zat�on �s the
negat�ve un�ty of the Idea as such and �ts real�ty; �t �s at once and at
the same t�me the subsumpt�on and depos�t�on �n a un�f�ed content of
the d�fference asserted on e�ther s�de. Only �n th�s act�ve process �s
the un�ty of the Idea aff�rmat�vely determ�ned �n �ts full act�v�ty, a un�ty
and subject�v�ty whose process of self-determ�nat�on �s �nf�n�te. We
have consequently to apprehend the Idea of the beaut�ful �n �ts
real�zed mode of ex�stence as essent�ally concrete subject�v�ty and,
moreover, as �nd�v�dual substant�al�ty, by v�rtue of wh�ch �t �s the Idea
really ex�stent, possess�ng the form of �ts real�ty �n concrete and
�nd�v�dual s�ngular�ty.
But here we must d�st�ngu�sh between two d�st�nct modes of
s�ngular�ty or �nd�v�dual�ty, namely, that wh�ch �s �mmed�ately
presented us by Nature and that wh�ch �s pred�cated of m�nd (sp�r�t).
In both forms �t �s g�ven determ�nate ex�stence, and consequently �s
�n both substant�ve content, the Idea �n short, and �n the part�cular
sphere of our �nqu�ry for both forms the Idea as beauty. V�ewed �n
th�s way we may aff�rm �f we please that the beaut�ful of Nature has a
s�m�lar content w�th that of the Ideal. In contrad�st�nct�on, however, to
such a po�nt of v�ew we must not fa�l to observe that the d�fference of
form, �n wh�ch the Idea here�n atta�ns real�ty, that �s to say the
d�fference between the �nd�v�dual�ty wh�ch preva�ls �n the spheres of
Nature and Sp�r�t, the d�fference asserted �n �ts respect�ve
appearance, th�s �t �s wh�ch const�tutes an essent�al d�st�nct�on. As
we shall see, the real po�nt of our �nqu�ry �s th�s, namely, wh�ch of
these two forms �s really the one most adequate to the Idea, for �t �s



obv�ous that �t �s only �n the ent�rely adequate form that the total�ty of
the Idea �s �n �ts full content expl�c�tly real�zed. Th�s �s the more
�mmed�ate po�nt we have now to exam�ne �n so far as the d�fference
between natural beauty and the Ideal falls �nto l�ne w�th the formal
d�fferent�at�on of s�ngular�ty.
Immed�ate s�ngular�ty �s no doubt pr�mar�ly found �n the doma�n of
Sp�r�t no less than �n Nature as such. For, �n the f�rst place, Sp�r�t �s
possessed of an external ex�stence �n bod�ly form; secondly, even �n
sp�r�tual relat�ons, Sp�r�t, �n the f�rst �nstance, only ex�sts �n �ts un�on
w�th �mmed�ate real�ty. Subd�v�d�ng our �nqu�ry �n conform�ty w�th
such facts, we w�ll cons�der the nature of �mmed�ate s�ngular�ty from
three d�fferent po�nts of v�ew.
1. (a) We have already seen that the an�mal organ�sm preserves �ts
determ�nate ex�stence through a pers�stent evolut�onary process of
�ts own �n oppos�t�on to an env�ron�ng �norgan�c Nature, wh�ch �t
ass�m�lates by means of consumpt�on and d�gest�on, compell�ng
thereby what �s external to subm�t to that process, and assert�ng �ts
own �ndependent ex�stence by so do�ng. We found at the same t�me
that th�s l�v�ng process �s a system of act�v�t�es, wh�ch �s real�zed �n a
system of organs, whose funct�onal act�on cons�sts �n those very
act�v�t�es. The one and s�ngle a�m of th�s homogeneous system �s the
self-preservat�on of the l�v�ng total�ty thereof through such a process.
The an�mal l�fe cons�sts, therefore, �n a l�fe of sensuous �mpulses,
whose general course and sat�sfact�on �s real�zed �n the above-
ment�oned organ�c system. The l�v�ng organ�sm �s for th�s reason
art�culated �n �ts parts under a teleolog�cal pr�nc�ple, and the pr�nc�ple
or end subserved �s self-preservat�on. L�fe �s �mmanent �n every
member; they are un�ted to l�fe, and l�fe �s one w�th them. And the net
result of th�s an�mate process �s that the an�mal �s ma�nta�ned as a
th�ng consc�ous of �tself as an �nd�v�dual subject of feel�ng, l�fe and
the self-enjoyment �ts s�ngular�ty procures for �t. We have only to
compare an�mal l�fe w�th plant l�fe to see the d�fference �mpl�ed �n the
absence of such a sense-consc�ousness. The plant s�mply br�ngs to
the b�rth new spec�mens of �ts spec�es, w�thout even be�ng able to
concentrate any s�ngle one on that po�nt of negat�on, wh�ch
const�tutes self-s�ngular�ty. We must, however, add that even �n the



an�mal organ�sm and �ts l�fe we never have actually before our eyes
the true man�festat�on of th�s centre of un�ty, but rather s�mply the
man�fold of �ts members. L�fe �s st�ll too def�c�ent on the s�de of
freedom and �n oppos�t�on to the mere capr�ce of sense-l�fe to
man�fest such a subject�ve �nd�v�dual�ty as �s capable of break�ng
through the external env�sagement of �ts organ�c parts. The v�tal
centre of such act�v�t�es �n the an�mal organ�sm st�ll rema�ns ve�led
from v�s�on, and all that we see are the mere outl�nes of the f�gure,
and th�s for the most part concealed from our v�ew by feathers,
scales, ha�r, fur, or sp�nes. There can be no quest�on that cover�ngs
of th�s nature, though character�st�c of the an�mal world, are
cover�ngs wh�ch partake of the form of the vegetable world. And �t �s
prec�sely at th�s po�nt that the beauty of an�mal l�fe declares �ts
essent�al �nsuff�c�ency. That wh�ch the organ�sm makes most v�s�ble
to us �s not the soul-pr�nc�ple. That wh�ch �s d�rected outward and
throughout appears �s not the l�fe w�th�n, but rather format�ons
accepted from a lower plane of ex�stence than the essent�al
embod�ment of l�fe. The an�mal �s only fully al�ve beneath that outer
crust, and consequently for th�s very reason that �ts �nwardness[262]

�s not wholly made real �n a form adequate to reveal �t, we are unable
to see the pr�nc�ple of L�fe everywhere sh�ne freely through �t; �t
rema�ns only an �nwardness, and the shell �s external only
unpermeated by the v�tal pr�nc�ple.
(b) The human body, �n v�rtue of �ts more exalted stat�on, presents us
w�th a str�k�ng contrast. In th�s we are everywhere rem�nded that man
�s �n possess�on of a un�ty of feel�ng, a soul. The human sk�n �s not
covered over plant-l�ke w�th an apparently l�feless sheath; the
pulsat�on of the blood �s v�s�ble throughout the ent�re surface; the
beat�ng heart of l�fe �s everywhere at the same t�me apparent; and
we have �n th�s outward man�festat�on, as �t were, the real fount Of
l�fe made v�s�ble, the turgor v�tae as �t streams from �ts centre. In the
same way the human sk�n, sens�t�ve throughout �n �ts m�nutest parts,
reveals to us the morb�dezza of �ts colour�ng, those t�nts of flesh-
colour and ve�n-colour wh�ch are the despa�r of an art�st. On the
other hand, however much the human body presents, as the
apparent m�rror of L�fe, a contrast w�th that of an�mals, �t undoubtedly



expresses also the natural process of self-preservat�on �n the
subd�v�s�on of the sk�n, and the �ndentat�ons, wr�nkles, pores, small
ha�rs and ve�ns wh�ch we f�nd attach thereto. In fact the sk�n �tself,
though perm�tt�ng the �nner l�fe to sh�ne through �t, �s none the less
an external protect�on of that l�fe, a means obv�ously �ntended for
such self-preservat�on. The supreme s�gn�f�cance, however, of the
contrast here presented �s traceable �n th�s extraord�nary
sens�t�veness of the human cut�cle, wh�ch, although not absolutely
the seat of feel�ng �tself, alone renders such feel�ng poss�ble. But at
the same t�me even �n th�s d�rect�on we are made consc�ous of the
defect, that th�s sens�t�veness does not penetrate as a v�tal �mpulse
of concentrated emphas�s equally through all the members. We f�nd
�n the human body �tself certa�n organs whose form �s ent�rely
appropr�ate to mere an�mal funct�ons, wh�le others g�ve a more
adequate express�on to the ent�re soul-l�fe, �ts feel�ngs and pass�ons.
Regarded �n th�s way �t �s obv�ous that even �n the human body the
�nner l�fe of soul has not found �ts complete reflect�on �n all parts of �ts
external real�zat�on.
(c) The same defect �s apparent on the h�gher plane of the sp�r�tual
world and �ts organ�zat�ons, �f we cons�der such under the aspect of
l�fe as �mmed�ately presented. The more extens�ve and the r�cher
the�r conf�gurat�ons are, the more we shall f�nd that the fundamental
object of the �nner l�fe of such total�t�es requ�res other means co-
operat�ve w�th such external�ty for �ts adequate express�on. Such
organ�zat�ons no doubt appear �n �mmed�ate real�ty as organ�c
wholes �n wh�ch def�n�te purpose �s real�zed, and the real�zat�on of
such purpose �s man�fested by the med�at�on of voluntary effort.
Every centre of such a sp�r�tual organ�sm, such as the State or the
fam�ly, that �s to say each �nd�v�dual organ�c total�ty, �s �n possess�on
of a w�ll capable of such exerc�se, and appears �n un�ty w�th the other
members of the same organ�sm; but the one �nner soul of th�s nexus,
the freedom and reason of the a�m of all �s not v�s�ble �n external
real�ty as such �n the absolute freedom of �ts subject�ve and un�versal
pr�nc�ple of l�fe, nor �s �t thus man�fested �n every part.
The same th�ng may be observed �n part�cular act�ons and events,
where we f�nd a s�m�lar organ�c total�ty present. The �nner mot�ve



from wh�ch they proceed �s not wholly made v�s�ble upon the external
surface of the�r actual presence. What we do f�nd �s a total
presentment of fact, whose most fundamental ground of un�ty and
v�tal�ty st�ll rema�ns h�dden from s�ght.
F�nally, when we cons�der from the same po�nt of v�ew any s�ngle
�nd�v�dual we are confronted w�th the same truth. Every human
person �s a self-rounded total�ty, held together by the central un�ty of
l�fe. In the �mmed�ate env�sagement of real�ty, that �s �n h�s l�fe,
act�on, avo�dance of act�on, des�res and �mpulses, he only appears �n
a fragmentary way; none the less �t �s only from a general survey of
all h�s act�ons or suffer�ngs that we are able to form an est�mate of
character. The centre of un�ty wh�ch thus concentrates to a po�nt the
ent�re subject-matter of our extended survey �s not as such e�ther
v�s�ble or d�rectly apprehended.
2. The second po�nt of �mportance to wh�ch we would draw attent�on
�s th�s. W�th the �mmed�ate appearance of �nd�v�dual�ty the Idea, as
we have already �nd�cated, rece�ves determ�nate ex�stence. Through
th�s very �mmed�acy however �t becomes �nterwoven w�th the
complex�ty of the external world, �s cond�t�oned by the l�m�tat�ons of
external c�rcumstance and the relat�ve character of means and ends
wh�ch are found there, �n one word �s carr�ed �nto the f�n�tude of
external Nature. For though �mmed�ate s�ngular�ty �s �n the f�rst place
a fully rounded off un�ty, �t �s for the same reason only self-exclus�ve
as a centre of negat�on opposed to others, and �s, by v�rtue of �ts
�mmed�ate s�ngular�ty, �nfluenced by, no less than related to, a total�ty
of real ex�stence other than �ts own, upon wh�ch �t �s dependent �n a
thousand d�fferent ways. The Idea, �n short, �s �n th�s very �mmed�acy
real�zed �n every d�rect�on as �nd�v�dual d�st�nct�on. It �s consequently
now merely a reflex of the �nherent energy of the not�on wh�ch b�nds
all �nd�v�dual ex�stence, that of Nature no less than m�nd �n rec�procal
correlat�on[263]. Such a relat�on to the ex�stences themselves �s a
purely external one, and appears also to them as a s�ngle external
necess�ty un�t�ng each part of the man�fold �n one sh�ft�ng complexus
of �nterrelated rec�proc�ty. The �mmed�acy of determ�nate ex�stence �s
therefore, as thus regarded, a system of necessary relat�ons
between apparently self-subs�stent �nd�v�dual th�ngs and forces, �n



wh�ch each s�ngular ent�ty �s comm�tted as a means to the serv�ce of
ends fore�gn to �t, or �tself �s compelled to ut�l�ze that wh�ch �s
external to �tself as such a means. And �nasmuch as the Idea �s
under th�s aspect wholly real�zed on the ground of external�ty, there
appears at the same t�me the unrestra�ned play of every capr�ce and
acc�dent, no less than the uncontrolled d�scharge of the burden of
�nd�gence. S�ngular�ty as �mmed�ate appearance l�ves and moves �n
the realm of unfreedom.
(a) The �nd�v�dual an�mal �s, for example, fettered wholly w�th�n the
bounds of �ts natural env�ronment of a�r, water and land. Its ent�re
way of l�v�ng, the mode of �ts self-nour�shment, everyth�ng that
concerns �t, �s thereby determ�ned. It �s th�s wh�ch d�fferent�ates w�th
such var�ety the spec�es of an�mal l�fe. We f�nd, moreover,
�ntermed�ate stra�ns, such as sw�mm�ng b�rds and suckl�ng an�mals,
wh�ch l�ve �n the water, amph�b�ous spec�es and others wh�ch st�ll
further med�ate between the more obv�ously gener�c. These are,
however, mere confus�ons of race, and �nd�cate no h�gher med�at�on
of cons�derable range. Throughout we f�nd the an�mal subject �n �ts
self-preservat�on to the absolute necess�t�es of external nature, cold,
drought, or �nsuff�c�ent supply of the means of nour�shment. Under
th�s despot�c dom�n�on �t �s l�able through the pars�mony of
c�rcumstance to lose the fulness of external form, the blossom of �ts
beauty, �n short to become as �t were the reflex of starv�ng Nature
herself. External cond�t�ons f�x �mperat�vely the measure of beauty �t
e�ther preserves or forfe�ts.
(b) The human organ�sm, �n �ts part�cular bod�ly ex�stence �s subject,
�f not �n the same measure, to external forces of Nature, and �s
compelled to face the same cont�ngenc�es, def�c�ent l�vel�hoods, and
every k�nd of harass�ng d�sease and m�sery.
(c) If we carry �nvest�gat�on further to that st�ll h�gher plane of
�mmed�ate real�ty where sp�r�tual �nterests are predom�nant we shall
f�nd th�s dependence on external cond�t�on for the f�rst t�me
emphas�zed �n �ts full relat�v�ty. Here we are face to face w�th the
prose of human ex�stence �n �ts ent�re length and breadth. The
contrast already not�ced between ends subserv�ent to purely phys�cal
wants, and those profounder a�ms of sp�r�tual l�fe, and the confl�ct



wh�ch tends to �nfl�ct a loss on one s�de or the other, already opens
our v�ew of �t. Add to th�s every �nd�v�dual man, �n order to preserve
h�mself as such, �s compelled to make h�mself �n many ways
subserv�ent to others, and the l�m�ted a�ms of others, and on the
other hand, �n order to sat�sfy h�s own narrow �nterests, to accept the
serv�ce of others as a mere means for the�r fulf�lment. The �nd�v�dual,
then, as he appears �n the prose-l�fe of everyday ex�stence, �s not
therefore act�ve out of h�s own part�cular total�ty, nor �s he �ntell�g�ble
so much �n v�rtue of h�mself as �n v�rtue of that wh�ch he �s not[264].
For �nd�v�dual man stands �n a relat�on of dependence to the
�nfluences, laws, organ�zat�ons and other soc�al relat�ons of c�v�c l�fe
wh�ch he f�nds already ex�st�ng around h�m, and to wh�ch he must
subm�t whether he forfe�t h�s own �ndependent soul-l�fe thereby or
not. And more than th�s, each separate �nd�v�dual �s not presented to
others as such total�ty, but �s only reflected �n whatever �solated
�nterest they may happen at the t�me to possess �n h�s act�ons,
des�res, and op�n�ons. And what �nterests mank�nd ma�nly �s some
relat�on to the�r own part�cular thoughts and a�ms. Even h�stor�cally
�mportant act�ons and events, w�th wh�ch the commun�ty �s expressly
assoc�ated, appear �n th�s f�eld of relat�ve appearances merely as a
man�fold of �solated efforts. It �s a var�ed collect�on to wh�ch each
contr�butes as he may, w�th a�ms by no means �dent�cal, some of
wh�ch meet w�th success wh�le others m�scarry, and �ndeed, be they
ever so fortunate, are s�gn�f�cant �n a very subord�nate degree �f we
cons�der them as contr�but�ons to the wellbe�ng of all. What the
major�ty may carry through, �n contrast w�th the ent�re aggregate of
events and the end appl�cable to all[265], to wh�ch �t furn�shes �ts
quota, �s after all a mere patch; nay, even men of em�nent stand�ng,
who feel and are fully consc�ous of the un�versal passage of
events[266], as the�r own world, are for all that clearly �mmeshed �n
the same net of part�cular c�rcumstances, cond�t�ons, and a thousand
other h�ndrances �nvolved �n the�r relat�ve pos�t�on. On all these
grounds �t �s pla�n that �n th�s sphere of exter�or l�fe the �nd�v�dual
world �s unable to offer us the v�s�on of that �ndependent and
complete freedom of the l�v�ng pr�nc�ple, such as �s essent�al to the
true not�on of beauty. It �s, of course, true that the �mmed�ate
appearance of human real�ty and �ts events and organ�zat�ons �s not



w�thout system, and as such �s a total�ty of act�v�t�es; but th�s whole �s
rather �n �ts appearance a mere mass of �solated fragments.
Moreover the pract�cal concerns of such act�v�t�es are d�v�ded and
subd�v�ded �nto countless parts, and �n such a way that each s�ngle
part �s �n touch w�th the merest fract�on of all; and, �n short, however
much �nd�v�duals may rema�n steadfast to the�r own purposes, and
only br�ng forth to the l�ght that wh�ch the�r own �nterest has
employed as a means, the self-subs�stence and freedom of the�r w�ll
rema�ns more or less of a formal character, determ�ned by external
c�rcumstance or acc�dent, and constantly thwarted by natural
causes[267].
Th�s �s the prose of the world, as presented to our own
consc�ousness no less than to that of others; a world of f�n�tude and
change, a world �mmeshed �n relat�on and submerged beneath the
pressure of necess�ty, a world from wh�ch no �nd�v�dual can extr�cate
h�mself. The central paradox of l�fe confronts every un�t of the l�v�ng
whole. On the one hand there �s the �mpulse of �nd�v�dual�ty to
perfect �ts �solated un�ty �n self-exclus�on; on the other there �s the
necessary cond�t�on of dependence on others from wh�ch none may
cla�m �mmun�ty. However prolonged the struggle to overcome th�s
contrad�ct�on may be the effort of that �nterm�nable battle only
term�nates w�th l�fe �tself.
3. Th�rdly, the �mmed�ate s�ngular�ty of the worlds of Nature and M�nd
�s not merely cond�t�oned by dependence on others, but �s def�c�ent
�n any complete self-subs�stency ow�ng to �ts conf�ned nature, or w�th
more accuracy, because �t �s part�cular�zed �n �ts own spec�f�c mode
of man�festat�on.
(a) We w�ll expla�n our mean�ng further. Every s�ngle spec�men of l�fe
�n the an�mal world �s from the f�rst fettered by a def�n�te, that �s to
say, a restr�cted and constant spec�es, beyond the l�m�ts of wh�ch �t
cannot pass. There �s �n the sp�r�tual world, no doubt, a general
p�cture of l�fe and �ts organ�zat�on, wh�ch floats vaguely before our
v�s�on; but �n the real world, wh�ch �s one w�th Nature, th�s un�versal
organ�sm breaks up �nto a mult�tude of part�culars, each of wh�ch
possesses the determ�nate type of form and grade of cult�vat�on �n
wh�ch �t �s related to a def�n�te port�on of the soc�al organ�sm. In



add�t�on to th�s and w�th�n these �nsuperable l�m�ts, we f�nd the
pressure of that element of cont�ngency, as regards general
cond�t�on or external env�ronment, predom�nantly asserted both
un�quely and �n haphazard fash�on throughout every one of those
�nd�v�dual un�ts. Such a state of th�ngs d�sturbs our v�s�on of the self-
subs�stency and freedom, wh�ch the �dea of true beauty �mperat�vely
requ�res.
(b) As already observed, �t �s unquest�onably true that Sp�r�t
d�scovers �n �ts own bod�ly organ�sm the not�on of l�fe completely
real�zed. Th�s �s so much the case that, �n contrast w�th �t, the forms
of the an�mal world appear not only as �ncomplete, but �n �nfer�or
spec�es as even p�t�able objects. The human organ�sm �s also,
however, broken up, �f to a less, degree, �n rac�al subd�v�s�ons and
the ascend�ng grades of beauty wh�ch d�st�ngu�sh such races.
Moreover, �n add�t�on to th�s obv�ously very general l�ne of
demarcat�on, we have presented to us all the acc�dental var�ety of
qual�t�es, pecul�ar to d�st�nct fam�l�es and the�r �nterfus�on w�th one
another, such as modes of l�fe, fac�al express�on, and general
demeanour. We must further assoc�ate w�th such character�st�c tra�ts,
wh�ch all of them emphas�ze a cond�t�on of essent�ally unfree
part�cular�ty, those pecul�ar�t�es wh�ch are �nseparable from act�v�ty
employed �n the endless round of commerc�al l�fe or profess�onal
career; qual�t�es wh�ch f�nd the�r ult�mate express�on �n the spec�f�c
hab�ts or �d�osyncrac�es of any except�onally marked character or
temperament, or, as the reverse s�de of the p�cture, �n the var�ous
confus�ons of arrested development. Poverty, care, anger, coldness,
and �nd�fference, the rage of pass�on, the obst�nate retent�on of
narrow purposes, �nd�cat�ons of change and d�v�s�on �n the sp�r�tual
world, ent�re dependence on that of Nature—�n one word all that �s
�mpl�ed �n the trans�tory cond�t�on of human l�fe—leaves �ts �ndel�ble,
�f qu�te �ncalculable, express�on on the var�ed surface of the faces of
mank�nd. Who has not crossed weather-beaten types of such, on
wh�ch the storm of all the pass�ons has �mpr�nted �ts d�sturb�ng wave;
or others, where the coldness and superf�c�al�ty of the soul w�th�n �s
all the �mpress�on we rece�ve; or, lastly, as the f�nal verd�ct of self-
absorbed part�cular�ty[268], cases �n wh�ch the general type seems



almost totally to have d�sappeared. There �s no end to the capr�ce of
the human features. Speak�ng generally, we would assoc�ate w�th
th�s ground the fact that the beauty of ch�ldren most arrests us. In
the�r faces we f�nd all pronounced �d�osyncrac�es slumber as �t were
beneath a qu�et ve�l; no dom�nat�ng pass�on as yet ravages the�r
soul; not one of the thousand �nterests of the grown man has
engraved for ever the express�on of �ts necess�ty on these mob�le
features. Th�s env�saged �nnocence of the ch�ld, however, though we
may d�scover �n �ts flex�ble an�mat�on the poss�b�l�ty of L�fe's
completed fulness, obv�ously fa�ls to reveal those profounder
�nd�cat�ons of a sp�r�t wh�ch has been carr�ed forward to explore the
range of �ts own recesses and to make �ts l�fe one w�th rat�onal
purpose.



We may regard, then, �mmed�ate ex�stence, both �n the purely
phys�cal and sp�r�tual sense of the term, as a f�n�tude, or more justly
as a f�n�tude wh�ch does not sat�sfy �ts not�on and for th�s very reason
declares �ts f�n�tude. For the not�on, and more concretely st�ll, the
Idea, �s essent�ally �ndependent and free. Purely an�mal l�fe, although
as L�fe �t �s the Idea, �s no man�festat�on of �nf�n�ty as such or
freedom. Th�s �s alone poss�ble under cond�t�ons, where we f�nd the
not�on penetrate so completely the real�ty wh�ch �s adequate to �t,
that �t f�nds �tself ent�rely at home there�n, w�th no extraneous matter,
to d�sturb �ts possess�on. Then alone do we f�nd �t a really free and
concrete �nd�v�dual�ty. The natural l�fe, on the contrary, �s unable to
overcome the element of feel�ng to wh�ch �t �s attached, and wh�ch
renders �t �ncapable of penetrat�ng the ent�re real�ty wh�ch enr�ngs �t.
It f�nds �tself, moreover, �mmed�ately cond�t�oned �n �tself, restr�cted �n
�ts range and dependent, a result wh�ch �s due to the fact that �ts
freedom �s not truly self-determ�nate, but cond�t�oned by the external:
object. And the same th�ng �s true of the �mmed�ate and f�n�te real�ty
of the sp�r�t world �n �ts knowledge, vol�t�onal act�on, and fateful
h�story. For although �n th�s latter case we f�nd centres of un�ty
expressed wh�ch have a real s�gn�f�cance, ne�ther these any more
than the part�cular�t�es they un�te have truth as they stand by
themselves; but only that truth wh�ch, �n the�r rec�procal relat�on to
each other, they man�fest as const�tuent parts of a whole. And th�s
whole, albe�t �n a sense adequate to �ts not�on, does not correspond
to �t �n such a way as to man�fest �tself �n �ts full total�ty[269], wh�ch
consequently st�ll rema�ns aloof from such env�sagement, or rather,
�s only apprehended �n the �deal world of thought. In other words, the
not�on f�nds no fully adequate presentat�on �n external real�ty, such
as �s powerful enough to marshal homogeneously all the numberless
fragments of part�cular�ty, and to concentrate them �nto one
express�on and one s�ngle form.
(c) Th�s, then, �s the fundamental reason wh�ch prevents Sp�r�t �tself,
on the f�n�te planes of determ�nate ex�stence, and under the
restr�ct�ng cond�t�ons of �ts external�ty and necess�ty, from
red�scover�ng the �mmed�ate v�s�on and enjoyment of �ts freedom. It



�s consequently dr�ven by �ts absence to seek that v�s�on �n a h�gher
sphere. That sphere �s art, and �ts real�zat�on �s the Ideal.
We have thus seen that �t �s the defects of �mmed�ate real�ty wh�ch
dr�ve us forward �nev�tably to the �dea of the beauty of art. We are
further under an obl�gat�on to prove that �ts fundamental object[270] �s
to man�fest here on th�s very plane of rat�onal real�ty and �n �ts
freedom the env�sagement of l�fe, and, most �mportant of all, the l�fe
of Sp�r�t. Here, then, we have at last the external revealed to us �n a
form adequate to the not�on. Here, for the f�rst t�me, truth �s l�fted up
from �ts env�ronment of temporal cond�t�ons, from �ts runn�ng to and
fro among the wh�rl of f�n�te part�cular�ty, and atta�ns repose; nay,
more than th�s, d�scovers an external form, from wh�ch the hunger of
Nature and the prose of l�fe no longer stare at us. Here at last we
have a form worthy of substant�al truth, wh�ch �s wholly self-
conta�ned and self-dependent, determ�n�ng w�th freedom �ts own
content, and not dr�ven from such self-assert�on by the we�ght of that
of others.

[201] Als Beseelung s�ch kund gäbe. The reference �s to the
second class wh�ch follows rather than truly an�mates l�fe. The sun
�s such an an�mat�ng pr�nc�ple. How far modern phys�cs w�th �ts
�nvest�gat�ons of the laws of mot�on that obta�n among the
chem�cal atoms of any spec�f�c form of matter and �ts den�al of all
dead matter would have mod�f�ed Hegel's v�ew �s an �nterest�ng
quest�on.

[202] W�r wollen betrachten. Hegel seems to be consc�ous h�mself
that there �s someth�ng fanc�ful �n th�s �nterpretat�on of the
s�gn�f�cance of what �s s�mply an arb�trary, �f systemat�c,
arrangement of bod�es accord�ng to natural laws.
[203] E�n besonderes Moment. See note [191] on p. 152. I th�nk
what Hegel means here �s that every body as a veh�cle of l�ght
reflects the mode �n wh�ch the �dent�ty of the not�on as system �n
the d�fferent parts asserts �tself.

[204] In other words what should be phasal elements (Momente)
of a whole �ntegrated w�th�n that un�ty rema�n �ndependent un�ts.
They are not Momente �n the full sense.



[205] Als bloss real untersch�edener. The mean�ng �s that the
d�st�nct�on �s only �n the total�ty, not as �n the former case �n a body
wh�ch though part of a system, could be v�ewed as an
�ndependent body l�ke the sun.
[206] Gewöhnl�ches Bewustseyn, �.e., the ord�nary v�ew of
understand�ng (Verstand) and sense-percept�on.

[207] Blosser Zusammenhang. Fortu�tous �s rather too strong. He
means a bond of un�on cemented by one pr�nc�ple w�thout wh�ch
e�ther s�de fa�ls to possess �ts spec�f�c character, e.g., the human
body apart from the human soul �ts an�mate �nd�v�dual�ty, ceases
to be human.
[208] Als Begr�ff seyende Begr�ff. The reference I take to be to the
log�cal or d�alect�cal movement of the Idea.

[209] V�ele tausend empf�ndende, or centres of feel�ng.
[210] D�e realen Untersch�ede, �. e., the d�st�nct�ons of the body
v�ewed as part of the phys�cal process of Nature.

[211] Zu �hrer subjekt�ven E�nhe�t, that �s to say, the�r un�ty w�th the
not�on of L�fe as object�vely real�zed �n Nature, subject�ve only �n
the sense that �t �s �deal, not apprehended by sense-percept�on as
such.
[212] Nähere. I th�nk Hegel uses nähe �n the �d�omat�c sense �n
wh�ch he uses �t �n the phrase (p. 150) when he speaks of Nature
as das nächst Daseyn der Idee, �.e., most elementary, more near
to �t when the not�on f�rst presses out of abstract�on �nto total�ty.

[213] Lötze apparently d�sputes th�s d�st�nct�on, but �t appears to
me very clear.
[214] Seyn. The log�cal terms are here employed �n the�r techn�cal
Hegel�an sense. Seyn �s "be�ng" as part of a process, �t �s rather a
tendency to become than a part�cular or determ�nate be�ng
(daseyn.)

[215] Das Neg�ren, the negat�on of them as ent�rely �ndependent
structures.
[216] Des Ideal�s�rens, e.g., the pr�nc�ple of �deal�ty wh�ch �s �n one
aspect of �t negat�on.

[217] Aff�rmat�ves Fürs�chseyn, e.g., the expl�c�t �deal total�ty of
L�fe apart from the process.
[218] B�lder�n.



[219] Das Innere, otherw�se called subject�ve (see note above)
and mean�ng what �s not externally v�s�ble as mater�a, though �t
may be v�s�ble �nd�rectly as expla�ned further on.
[220] The rather d�ff�cult German here �s: Da nun aber �n der
Objekt�v�tät der Begr�ff als Begr�ff d�e s�ch auf s�ch bez�ehende �n
�hrer Real�tät für s�ch seyende Subjekt�v�tät �st. The comma after
Begr�ff �s clearly a m�spr�nt.

[221] The words here are das subjekt�ve Fürs�chseyn, �.e., the
self-conclus�on of an expl�c�t whole �n v�rtue of a pr�nc�ple of �deal
un�ty (�.e., l�fe) asserted, throughout.
[222] E�n Beharrendes,> one that pers�sts �n an �nert form.

[223] Hegel uses the word sche�nen both for the �deal
man�festat�on of the Idea �n the object and the appearance of
mater�al real�ty reduced by �t to mere "show" (herabgesetzt zum
sche�nen), �.e., depr�ved of �ts �ndependent real�ty. Th�s �ntroduces
a sl�ght confus�on I have endeavoured to avo�d by us�ng d�fferent
terms.
[224] Unseres Verstandes. We supply the not�on of �ntell�gent
purpose.

[225] That �s, the assumed subord�nat�on of all organs to one
def�n�te end.
[226] S�chbewegens. The emphas�s �s of course on the self. But
even then the statement �s rather an excess. For �t seems d�ff�cult
to attr�bute all the beauty v�s�ble �n the spontaneous movements of
so many l�v�ng creatures, notably that of b�rds, to the�r purely
formal character. At least there �s someth�ng g�ven by such mot�on
analogous to the �mpress�on we rece�ve from mus�c and the
dance; they are gesetzmäss�g �n short.

[227] Zufäll�g—capr�c�ous as opposed to a un�form pr�nc�ple.
There �s, however, one apparent bond of external s�m�lar�ty,
between the major�ty of such members, namely, the�r cover�ng of
sk�n; th�s not merely relates the cheek to the neck, for example,
but to some extent destroys the d�st�nct�on.
[228] Phys�cal parts, that �s to say.

[229] That �s to say, �t �s based on a purely l�m�ted exper�ence
wh�ch does not necessar�ly concern the true nature of the objects
perce�ved.



[230] Stangen. The word may express the branches on wh�ch the
flowers are carr�ed or the stamens they carry at the�r apex.
[231] Ge�stre�ch, "�ntell�gent," �.e., an �ngen�ous way of regard�ng
such facts.

[232] D�es wunderbare Wort.

[233] The use of the word S�nn to wh�ch Hegel here alludes �s not
qu�te �dent�cal w�th our word Sense. In the Engl�sh use of the term
there �s more stress on the mater�a presented to sense-percept�on
and perhaps less reference to �ntellect when the word �s employed
�n such an express�on as "That man has sense." However, M�lton
has "What surmounts the reach of human sense," and no doubt
both are employed very s�m�larly �n many wr�ters.

[234] Ble�bt be� der Ahnung.

[235] Na�ver We�se, a common ep�thet of Hegel to denote
freedom from all ph�losoph�cal prepossess�ons, a frank and s�mple
att�tude of recept�on.

[236] Betrachtung appears to �mply �n �ts contrast w�th
Anschauung the presence of that �ntu�t�ve sense or �mag�nat�ve
co-ord�nat�on above d�scussed.
[237] Gestaltende Macht, �.e., plast�c force.

[238] Th�s account of the cr�ter�um to be adopted �n determ�n�ng
beauty �n the an�mal creat�on �s open to some cr�t�c�sm. Mob�l�ty �s
no doubt one element of beauty, but �t �s only one. Professor
Bosanquet po�nts out �n h�s cr�t�c�sm of the passage ("H�st, of
Aesthet�k," p. 338) that �t amounts to the assert�on that ugl�ness �s
purely relat�ve. The defect �s not only due, �t seems to me, to
Hegel's �nsuff�c�ent regard for Nature as a modern pa�nter would
so regard �t, but �t may be traced also to h�s man�fest preference
for mot�on �n all the man�festat�ons of Nature.
[239] Schnabelth�er, otherw�se called the duck-b�lled platypt�s, a
mammal found �n Austral�a, much the s�ze of an otter, w�th the
horny beak of a duck and paws formed for sw�mm�ng.

[240] Getrübt, we have the word trüben above, translated there
"troubled," l�fe merely seen through the th�ck ve�l of �nst�nct�ve
sense.
[241] That �s, the un�ty man�fested �s as abstract from all concrete
total�ty as the form �tself.



[242] Th�s shows clearly that symmetry �s only �n an analogous
way appl�cable to mus�cal tones.
[243] In other words, un�form�ty �s outs�de the purely qual�tat�ve
relat�on, whereas symmetry �s not so.

[244] Beseelte Lebend�gke�t, l�t., the �nsouled l�fe-pr�nc�ple.
[245] L�t., "Is cont�nually thrust out �nto the external." Its act�v�ty as
l�fe �s d�rected outward.

[246] Was schon �m S�chverzehren begr�ffen �st. I th�nk the
d�st�nct�on �mpl�ed �s that �n smell we are �n actual contact w�th a
part of the object. The same th�ng would, however, be true of s�ght
accord�ng to former theory exploded by Newton's hypothes�s.
[247] Gesetzmäss�gke�t. I cannot th�nk of an Engl�sh word that
qu�te reproduces �t. I am not sure that e�ther conform�ty to rule or
law s�ngly qu�te expresses �t. It �mpl�es both.

[248] As �n un�form�ty.
[249] As �n symmetry.

[250] That �s to say, apart from symbol�cal mean�ng, �t possesses
no h�dden law to be d�scovered �n the relat�on of part to part.
[251] The words are d�e grosse und kle�ne Axe von wesentl�chem
Untersch�ede. These refer pr�mar�ly, �t appears, to the axes of an
ell�pse, but the express�on may poss�bly �nclude the axes of a
parabola parallel to the s�des of a cone. However I adm�t frankly I
f�nd the words von wesentl�chem Untersch�ede d�ff�cult to �nterpret
closely.

[252] In the text grossen, obv�ously a m�spr�nt.
[253] The �ncorrectness of th�s statement accord�ng to more
recent analys�s does not, of course, affect the argument.

[254] N�cht e�nse�t�g. I th�nk the mean�ng here �s that colour �s not
an abstract �dea for �ndependent qual�t�es, but �s the gener�c
not�on of a really ex�st�ng total�ty.
[255] Alles melod�sche, pr�mar�ly, organ�c, of course.

[256] Namely, that of abstract un�ty.
[257] Hegel expresses th�s rather d�fferently by say�ng that they
tend to pass over �nto p�nk (röthl�che) or orange (gelbl�che) and
green. I have put the same statement rather more d�rectly.



[258] I th�nk th�s �s the mean�ng of the words aber nur äusserl�ch,
d.h., n�cht beschmützt. V�olet, however, �s now regarded as a
card�nal colour. It may also be doubted whether the d�ff�culty of
harmon�z�ng pure colour �s as Hegel states �t.
[259] Th�s of course �s a very quest�onable pos�t�on from the po�nt
of v�ew of aesthet�c taste no less than the conform�ty of our s�ght
to natural objects. The obv�ous retort �s, �t all depends what the
nature of the green �s. Why �s there such a preponderance of
green �n Nature as we f�nd �t?

[260] That �s to say, under the Platon�c v�ew of un�versal.
[261] So I have �nterpreted the words, D�e Subject�v�tät nun aber
l�egt �n der Negat�ven E�nhe�t als Ideellsetzen der Untersch�ede
und �hres realen Bestehens.

[262] Das Ins�chseyn, �.e., the �nc�p�ent s�ngular�ty of a feel�ng
subject.
[263] I have translated the words ble�bt nur d�e �nnre Macht
"merely a reflex of the �nherent energy," etc. I do not pretend
thereby to clear up all the d�ff�cult�es of th�s paragraph. I would
rather rem�nd the general reader that �n th�s ent�re d�scuss�on of
the pr�nc�ple of �nd�v�dual�ty and �ts modes of real ex�stence we are
face to face w�th one the fundamental d�ff�cult�es of the Hegel�an
ph�losophy, the passage of the Idea to Nature. Readers who w�sh
to see d�ff�cult�es more fully developed on th�s aspect of Hegel's
thought should read Professor Seth's �nterest�ng and on the whole
moderately worded cr�t�c�sm conta�ned �n h�s l�ttle book
"Hegel�an�sm and Personal�ty" (Blackwood and Sons; see
part�cularly Lecture IV, Thought and Real�ty).

[264] Aus Anderem, e.g., the not-self of exper�ence.
[265] Des totalen Zwecks.

[266] I th�nk the express�on das Ganze der Sache means th�s
rather than the ent�re "organ�c whole of l�v�ng real�ty."
[267] It �s well for the general reader to remember that we have
here no full account of what const�tutes the content of a free w�ll.
The emphas�s throughout �s on human act�v�ty as exerc�sed �n a
world cond�t�oned �n �ts external aspect by necessary laws of
Nature.

[268] The reference here must I th�nk he ma�nly, perhaps wholly,
to the d�storted face of the cr�m�nal, outcast, or �nsane classes.



But �t �s just poss�ble that a certa�n type of aggress�ve gen�us may
also be denoted.
[269] The total�ty of the not�on.

[270] Beruf, �.e., that wh�ch �t professes to do.

CHAPTER III

THE BEAUTY OF ART, OR THE IDEAL

In our cons�derat�on of the beauty of art we w�ll conf�ne our attent�on
to three fundamental po�nts of v�ew:
F�rst, the Ideal �n �ts essent�al �mport.
Secondly, the determ�nat�on of the Ideal �n a part�cular work of art.
Th�rdly, the creat�ve subject�v�ty of the art�st.

A. THE IDEAL SIMPLY, OR AS SUCH

1. The most general conclus�on wh�ch may be gathered from the
exam�nat�on we have already made �n a merely formal way of the
Ideal of art may be thus summar�zed. Truth, �n �ts unravelment as
external real�ty, �s only fully �n possess�on of a true and determ�nate
ex�stence, however much �t may comb�ne and reta�n �n embrac�ng
un�ty a man�fold content, �n so far as every port�on of the content
thus unfolded perm�ts th�s un�ty, wh�ch may be called e�ther the
an�mat�ng soul or the un�f�ed total�ty, freely to appear. To take the
human form once more under rev�ew as the most d�rect �llustrat�on of
th�s, we have already remarked that �t �s a total�ty of organ�c
members each of wh�ch �s penetrated by the not�on, d�fferent�ated
thus �n every part�cular organ by some part�cular mode of act�v�ty and
the spec�f�c mot�on congen�al to �t. If we ask ourselves now �n wh�ch
part�cular organ the soul appears as such �n �ts ent�rety we shall at
once po�nt to the eye. For �n the eye the soul concentrates �tself; �t



not merely uses the eye as �ts �nstrument, but �s �tself there�n
man�fest. We have, however, already stated, when referr�ng to the
external cover�ng of the human body, that �n contrast w�th the bod�es
of an�mals, the heart of l�fe pulses through and throughout �t. And �n
much the same sense �t can be asserted of art that �t has to convert
every po�nt of the external appearance �nto the d�rect test�mony of
the human eye, wh�ch �s the source of soul-l�fe, and reveals Sp�r�t.
Take the famous adjurat�on of Plato to the stars �n the l�nes:

When thou gazest forth at the stars, my star,
Would that I were the heavens and thence on thee
Could gaze forth out of a thousand eyes.

Conversely we may excla�m that art g�ves to her forms the d�lat�on of
a thousand-eyed Argus, through wh�ch the �nward l�fe of Sp�r�t at
every po�nt breaks �nto v�ew. And not merely �s �t the bod�ly form, the
express�on of countenance, the att�tude and demeanour wh�ch thus
ava�ls; the same appearance �s everywhere v�s�ble �n act�ons and
events, speech and vo�ce-modulat�on, �n short, under every cond�t�on
of l�fe through wh�ch �t passes, and under wh�ch �t �s poss�ble for soul
to make �tself recogn�zed �n �ts freedom and �deal �nf�n�ty.
(a) And, �n close connect�on w�th th�s �nqu�ry �nto the �nterpenetrat�on
through all parts of the an�mat�ng soul, we may justly ask ourselves,
what prec�sely we understand under th�s concept�on of a soul wh�ch
�s throughout v�s�ble: or to restr�ct attent�on to def�n�te l�m�ts we may
�nqu�re what are the spec�f�c character�st�cs of the soul whereof art
reveals to us the truest man�festat�on. For �n ord�nary parlance one
refers to the an�mat�ng pr�nc�ple[271] pecul�ar to metals, stones, w�ld
an�mals, to say noth�ng of that belong�ng to every k�nd of human
character and �ts express�ons. To natural objects, however, such as
stones and plants, the express�on "soul" �n the complete acceptat�on
of the term above ment�oned �s not str�ctly appl�cable. Such soul as
purely natural objects possess �s ent�rely f�n�te, trans�tory, and rather
a spec�f�c nature than a soul. The determ�nate �nd�v�dual�ty of such
ex�stences �s consequently completely exposed �n the�r f�n�te
ex�stence; and, �nasmuch as all that �s present there �s a pos�t�ve
l�m�t of restr�ct�on, such appearance as there may be of a further
cla�m to �ndependence and freedom �s only an appearance; �deal



character�st�cs wh�ch may �ndeed be �mported �nto them from w�thout
by means of art, but are not �n the nature of the objects by
themselves. In the same way the soul of sense-feel�ng, through
wh�ch Nature man�fests f�rst the L�fe-pr�nc�ple only betrays a
subject�ve �nd�v�dual�ty, wh�ch st�ll rema�ns shut w�th�n �tself, unable to
assert �ts real�ty �n the further sense of a return upon �tself �n a
consc�ousness wh�ch shall attach to �t the form of �nf�n�ty. Its content
�s, therefore, of a restr�cted nature, and �ts man�festat�on �n part the
unrest, power of mot�on, sexual �mpulse, anx�ety or fear of the
dependent l�fe; and, �n part, �t �s the mere express�on of an
�nwardness capable of overcom�ng �ts f�n�tude. The an�mat�ng l�fe of
Sp�r�t (m�nd) br�ngs us f�rst �nto contact w�th the free �nf�n�ty capable
w�th�n �ts own external and determ�nate ex�stence of rema�n�ng
constant to the �nner pr�nc�ple of un�ty, and, �n the act of express�on,
st�ll reflected back upon �ts �deal substance. To Sp�r�t consequently �s
�t alone perm�tted to �mpress the hall-mark of �ts �nf�n�ty and free self-
recurrence on �ts external express�on, even though by such
express�on �t enters the realm of narrow boundar�es. At the same
t�me we may observe that Sp�r�t, too, �s only free and �nf�n�te �n so far
as �t truly apprehends �ts un�versal�ty, and del�berately pos�ts for �tself
and accepts those ends wh�ch are adequate to �ts own not�on.
Consequently, �n so far as �t fa�ls to grasp �ts own freedom �t can only
ex�st �n a restr�cted content, a character that �s stunted, a
temperament at once cr�ppled and superf�c�al. In comb�nat�on w�th
null�ty of th�s k�nd the man�festat�on of Sp�r�t must perforce rema�n
wholly formal. We shall only f�nd here the abstract crust of self-
consc�ous Sp�r�t, whereof the content contrad�cts the �nf�n�ty of �ts
freedom. Only by v�rtue of a genu�ne and essent�ally substant�ve
content through wh�ch the restr�cted and mutable part�cular�ty der�ves
�ts essent�al self-subs�stency—so that def�n�te structure and �ntr�ns�c
worth, determ�ned l�m�t and substant�al content, are real�zed �n one
total�ty—�s such ex�stence thereby able, through the very mode of
express�on wh�ch conf�nes �t, to procla�m �tself also �n �ts un�versal
substance of self-conta�ned soul-l�fe. It �s, �n short, the prov�nce of art
to comprehend and enunc�ate determ�nate and rat�onal ex�stence �n
�ts truth, that �s to say, �n the form adequate to �ts substance, the truly
expl�c�t content. And, consequently, the truth of art cannot cons�st �n



a mere conform�ty such as that to wh�ch we restr�ct the so-called
�m�tat�on of Nature; external form must express harmon�ously an
�nternal content wh�ch �s �n �tself harmon�ous throughout, and
consequently can express �tself as such.
(b) Art then, by compar�ng what �s otherw�se sta�ned and rent
through the cont�ngent elements of external ex�stence w�th the
harmony that �s essent�al to �ts not�onal truth, rejects that �n the world
of appearance wh�ch �t �s unable to comb�ne �n such a un�ty, and for
the f�rst t�me through th�s pur�f�cat�on reveals the Ideal. It �s poss�ble
to regard such a result as the flattery of art, as we somet�mes hear �t
sa�d, for example, that portra�t-pa�nters flatter. But even the portra�t-
pa�nter, a type of art �n wh�ch the Ideal �s less prom�nent than �n
many others, should at least flatter �n th�s sense, that he �s bound to
treat w�th �nd�fference all that �s merely the external deta�l of form,
texture, and colour, the mere adjuncts, that �s to say, of phys�cal l�fe
such as ha�rs, pores, scars, and other external acc�dents, �n h�s
und�v�ded effort both to apprehend and del�ver the subject selected
�n �ts un�versal character and permanent sp�r�tual �nd�v�dual�ty. It �s
one th�ng to �m�tate a phys�ognomy �n the general outl�nes of purely
superf�c�al repose apparent at any t�me; �t �s qu�te another to detect
and del�neate the part�cular features wh�ch reveal the fundamental
soul-l�fe or character of the s�tter. As already remarked, the Ideal �s
only truly found when the external presentment �s �n �tself a veh�cle of
the soul. It �s one of our latest fash�ons to attempt, by means of those
so-called "l�v�ng p�ctures," an �ntent�onal and grat�fy�ng �m�tat�on of
famous masterp�eces. In these we f�nd a fa�r reproduct�on of general
accessor�es, such as group�ng and drap�ng; but, �nstead of the
sp�r�tual express�on of the f�gures, have only too often to put up w�th
faces absolutely commonplace. Such a defect mars the ent�re
reproduct�on. The Madonnas of Raphael, on the contrary, �n every
deta�l of the�r countenance—whether �t be cheeks, eyes, nose, or
mouth—exh�b�t w�th harmon�ous cons�stency one supreme type of
sacred joy, the p�ous, modest love of a devoted mother. We may
aff�rm, �f we w�ll, that all women are capable of such emot�on; but, at
any rate, not every formal shape of fem�n�ne countenance �s capable
of express�ng the depth of the same so consummately.



(c) Th�s reference, then, of all po�nts of external ex�stence to the�r
sp�r�tual s�gn�f�cance, so that the external appearance unve�ls �n
adequate measure the sp�r�t thereof, �s just what const�tutes the
nature of the Ideal. It �s, however, a "carry�ng back" �nto �nwardness,
�n wh�ch we do not f�nd the un�versal thus carr�ed back to �ts
extremest l�m�t to the form of abstract thought, that �s to say, but �s
rather suffered to rest halfway at the po�nt �n wh�ch we f�nd the purely
external and the purely �nward meet together harmon�ously. The
Ideal �s consequently the real�ty selected out of the mass of chance
part�culars, �n so far as the �nner core �n th�s external total�ty thus
ra�sed �n oppos�t�on to un�versal�ty �s �tself man�fested as l�v�ng
�nd�v�dual�ty.[272] For the �nd�v�dual subject�v�ty, wh�ch not only carr�es
�n �tself a substant�ve content, but perm�ts the same to appear �n �ts
own external appearance, stands �n th�s central pos�t�on, that �n �t all
that �s substant�ally the content �s not suffered �n �ts un�versal aspect
to appear as an abstract�on of �tself, but st�ll rema�ns enclosed w�th�n
the sphere of �nd�v�dual�ty, and consequently appears assoc�ated
w�th a determ�nate ex�stence, wh�ch now for �ts part, freed from mere
f�n�tude and trans�tory cond�t�on, �s gathered up �n a free and
harmon�ous express�on of most �nt�mate soul-l�fe. Sch�ller, �n h�s
poem "The Ideal and L�fe," contrasts the real�ty and �ts pa�ns and
struggles w�th "the st�ll shadowland of Beauty." Such a land of
shadow �s the Ideal. The sp�r�ts wh�ch r�se up here have lost �n death
�mmed�ate ex�stence, are released from the hunger of Nature, freed
from the cla�ms wh�ch fettered them �n subject�on to external forces
and all the changes and confus�ons wh�ch are l�nked together w�th
f�n�te appearance. But however much the Ideal treads under foot the
mere object of sense and natural form, �t draws at the same t�me the
very wealth of �t to �tself, for �t �s art that �s able to ass�gn the very
l�m�ts to all that the external appearance requ�red for �ts self-
preservat�on w�th�n wh�ch the external th�ng may appear as the
man�festat�on of sp�r�tual freedom. For th�s reason �t �s the Ideal
wh�ch alone among th�ngs env�saged to sense presents a free and
self-conta�ned content repos�ng on �ts own resources, �n complete
sensuous enjoyment and sat�sfact�on w�th �tself. The mus�c of th�s
rapture may be heard through every embod�ment of the Ideal.
However far the external form may be carr�ed the soul of the Ideal �s



never wholly absorbed �n �t. And �n truth such man�festat�on �s only
beaut�ful �n so far as �ts beauty not merely permeates the whole, but
�s a subject�ve un�ty, by v�rtue of wh�ch the subject-matter of the Ideal
must appear emergent from all the fracture of �ts former �nd�v�dual
parts and the�r respect�ve ends and energ�es, ra�sed �n the Ideal �tself
to a h�gher total�ty and self-subs�stence.

(α) We may �n th�s respect po�nt to the blessed repose[273], th�s self-
contentment �n �ts own self-secure consummat�on, as the crown of
the Ideal. The �deal form of art stands l�ke some bl�ssful god before
us. For the blessed gods are ult�mately above and beyond the gr�m
earnest of actual necess�ty, anger, and �nterest �n f�n�te ex�stence and
purely f�n�te ends; and th�s pos�t�ve w�thdrawal �nvolved �n the
negat�on of all �solated part�cular�ty g�ve them the character�st�cs of
cheerfulness and repose. In th�s sense we may �nterpret that phrase
of Sch�ller: "L�fe �s earnest, Art �s cheerful." Pedants, no doubt, have
often enough cracked a joke over �t, �nasmuch as poetry �n general,
and Sch�ller's �n part�cular, �s a ser�ous matter; and �n truth no �deal
art �s w�thout such a qual�ty; but for all that �n th�s very earnestness
the essent�al character of cheerfulness[274] rema�ns. Th�s force of
�nd�v�dual�ty, th�s tr�umph of self-concentrated freedom, �s that wh�ch
we recogn�ze �n an except�onal degree �n anc�ent works of art and
the bl�thesome repose of the�r f�gures. And th�s �s not merely the
case when we face a sat�sfact�on that �nvolves no struggle, but even
�n an example where the subject �s rent by some breach �n the ent�re
content of �ts ex�stence. For when the heroes of tragedy are
represented as subject to Fate we f�nd that the demeanour they
present, wh�ch may be summed up �n the words, "It �s so!" st�ll
rema�ns a s�mple w�thdrawal �nto personal�ty[275]. The subject thus
dep�cted rema�ns throughout true to h�mself. He surrenders that
wh�ch �s se�zed from h�m, but the a�ms he pursued are not s�mply
taken away; he suffers them to lapse and consequently does not
lose h�s �n�t�at�ve. The man who �s the bondman of Dest�ny may lose
h�s l�fe, but not h�s freedom. Th�s repose on the essent�al b�rthr�ght of
Sp�r�t �s that wh�ch �s able to preserve and reveal the bl�the
atmosphere of repose �n gr�ef �tself.



(β) In romant�c art, �t �s true, the breach or d�ssonance of the
subject�ve pr�nc�ple �s carr�ed further, �nasmuch as �n �t the exposed
contrad�ct�ons are emphas�zed and the�r d�v�s�on can be preserved.
Thus, to take an example, we f�nd the art of pa�nt�ng, �n �ts
representat�on of the Pass�on, not unfrequently dall�es round the
express�on of r�baldry v�s�ble �n the h�deous contort�ons and gr�maces
of torment�ng common sold�ers; and, �n �ts attachment to such
d�scordant emot�ons, espec�ally when dep�ct�ng what �s cr�m�nal,
shameless, or ev�l, perm�tt�ng the glad seren�ty of the Ideal to pass
away. Even when such d�srupt�on loses �ts force, we f�nd frequently
that ugl�ness, or, at least, the absence of real beauty, �s set up �n �ts
place. In another school of the earl�er Flem�sh art of pa�nt�ng the
downr�ght d�rectness and truth of the representat�on, no less than the
�next�ngu�shable conf�dence of the fa�th to wh�ch �t test�f�es, tend to
assert, �n desp�te of �tself, a reconc�l�at�on �n the feel�ngs of all who
behold �t[276]. But such an uny�eld�ng result falls[277] short of the
ent�re cheerfulness and sat�sfact�on appropr�ate to the Ideal.
However, �t �s poss�ble also �n romant�c art, albe�t here the
representat�on of suffer�ng and gr�ef penetrates the soul and �ts
emot�ons more deeply than �s the case w�th ant�que art, that the
del�neat�on may reveal to us a sp�r�tual �nt�macy, a del�ght �n
res�gnat�on, a blessedness �n pa�n, a rapture �n sorrow, nay, even a
voluptuous ecstasy �n martyrdom[278]. Not only �n pa�nt�ng but �n the
profoundly rel�g�ous mus�c of Ital�an composers, we f�nd th�s ecstasy
and �llum�nat�on of gr�ef abundantly expressed. We may, as a
summary def�n�t�on �n romant�c art, call �t "the sm�le through tears."
The tears have the�r or�g�n �n affl�ct�on, the sm�le �n bl�thesome
seren�ty, and consequently th�s sm�le through weep�ng �nd�cates, as
�t were, the po�nt of self-repose �n the m�dst of pa�n and suffer�ng. It �s
hardly necessary to add that the sm�le �nd�cated here �s no mere
sent�mental emot�on, no mere van�ty of the subject treated or
dabbl�ng w�th beauty[279] over pa�nful effects and �ns�gn�f�cant tra�ts
of subject�ve feel�ng; rather (on �ts art�st�c s�de) �t must appear as the
f�rm del�neat�on and freedom of beauty �n def�ance of all pa�n, �n the
sp�r�t of what was sa�d of X�menes �n the romances of the C�d, "how
beaut�ful she was �n tears." In contrast to th�s emot�onal
abandonment �n men �s e�ther ugly and repellent, or actually



r�d�culous. Ch�ldren, for example, break �nto tears at the sl�ghtest
provocat�on, and we can only laugh at them. The tears, however, �n
the eyes of a man of earnest and self-conta�ned character, under
stress of deep feel�ng, betray a very d�fferent type of emot�on.
Laughter and tears can, however, very read�ly fall apart as unrelated,
and are, as such, falsely ut�l�zed as a veh�cle of art �n such
abstract�on; the laughter chorus �n Weber's "Fre�schütz" may be c�ted
as an example. Laughter, after all, �s a k�nd of explos�on, wh�ch �t �s
�mposs�ble to exerc�se w�thout restra�nt and preserve the Ideal.
Another example of th�s laughter, wh�ch �s noth�ng but laughter,
occurs �n a duet of Weber's "Oberon," throughout wh�ch we are �n a
cont�nual state of anx�ety for the pr�ma donna's throat and lungs.
How very d�fferently the �next�ngu�shable laughter of the gods affects
us �n Homer, a sound wh�ch breaks from the blessed repose of
d�v�n�ty, and rather expresses gladsome seren�ty than abstract and
wanton abandonment. Just as l�ttle ought weep�ng, devo�d of all
restra�nt, to be �ntroduced �nto the �deal work of art, of such a k�nd as
that we may hear �n all �ts comfortlessness �n another part of the
"Fre�schütz." And speak�ng generally, �n mus�c s�ng�ng must take to
�tself the k�nd of joy and rapture wh�ch we catch from the lark �n the
open sky. Shr�ek�ng, whether of pa�n or del�ght, �s not mus�c at all.
Even �n the express�on of suffer�ng the sweet tones of the pla�nt must
penetrate and clar�fy the sorrows, so that �t cont�nually may seem to
us worth all the suffer�ng to arr�ve at such sweetness of pla�nt �n �ts
express�on. And th�s �s the sweetness of melody, the s�ng�ng of every
k�nd of art.
(γ) Regarded �n a certa�n relat�on to th�s fundamental ax�om of art we
may f�nd some just�f�cat�on for the pr�nc�ple of �rony �n �ts modern
sense; but �t must not be overlooked that �rony �s frequently dest�tute
of all real ser�ousness, and �s part�cularly prone to expat�ate over bad
subject-matter; and, �n another aspect of �t, �t �s apt to run to seed �n
the mere yearn�ng of emot�on rather than act�vely part�c�pate �n
pract�cal l�fe, as �s proved by the case of Noval�s, one of the f�ner
temperaments who have made th�s po�nt of v�ew the�r own, and for
lack of def�n�te �nterest, or through shr�nk�ng from the real world, are
dr�ven up and down, and cajoled �nto th�s sort of sp�r�tual
consumpt�on. Th�s �s the k�nd of yearn�ng wh�ch w�ll not descend to



mere pract�cal bus�ness and product�on, because �t �s afra�d of so�l�ng
�tself w�th the contact of f�n�te th�ngs, although �t already secretly
feels the defects of such exclus�on. No doubt we f�nd �n �rony that
absolute pr�nc�ple of negat�v�ty, �n wh�ch the subject of
consc�ousness becomes self-centred through the ann�h�lat�on of
def�n�te relat�ons and part�culars; but �n th�s case the act of
ann�h�lat�on of def�n�te relat�ons and part�culars, as we have already
po�nted out when d�scuss�ng the pr�nc�ple, �s not, as �n comedy,
essent�ally �n �ts r�ght place, s�mply expos�ng �ts own want of
substance, but �s d�rected qu�te as often aga�nst everyth�ng else
excellent �n �tself and of sterl�ng worth. Whether we regard �rony,
then, as th�s art of un�versal destruct�on, or as the yearn�ng of wh�ch
we have spoken �n contrast w�th the true Ideal, �t betrays a secret
lack of proport�on and restra�nt wh�ch �s detr�mental to the art�st.
Substant�ve form �s what the Ideal demands, wh�ch, ow�ng to the fact
that �t �s clothed �n the form and f�gure of external th�ngs, �s
unquest�onably qual�f�ed by part�cular�ty no less than l�m�tat�on; but
th�s l�m�tat�on of �ts form �s at the same t�me �ncluded �n such a way
that everyth�ng merely external �n �ts appearance �s annulled and
abol�shed. Only through th�s negat�on of mere external�ty �s the
determ�nate form of the Ideal a real expos�t�on of the substant�ve
content wh�ch belongs to �t �n a mode of appearance suscept�ble to
sense-percept�on and the �mag�nat�on.
2. The plast�c presentment of form, wh�ch �s as much a const�tuent
feature of the Ideal as �t �s of the essent�ally homogeneous character
of �ts content, and the way these two aspects are fused together,
render necessary an �nqu�ry �nto the relat�on obta�n�ng between the
�deal representat�on of art and Nature. For th�s external aspect and
�ts embod�ment �s closely assoc�ated w�th that wh�ch we generally
call Nature. In th�s connect�on we once more come upon that old and
ever-renewed and st�ll unsettled d�spute, whether the representat�on
of art should follow the objects of Nature as they appear str�ctly to
sense, or should rather ennoble and �llum�ne them. The r�ght of
Nature, the rule of beauty, the Ideal and the truth of Nature—w�th
�ndef�n�te concept�ons such as these arguments for and aga�nst may
be band�ed about for ever. A work of art, we are told, should
unquest�onably be natural, but there �s such a th�ng as a mean or



ugly Nature, we must not of course �m�tate that; on the other hand—
and so our d�sputants wrangle on and never come to a sat�sfactory
conclus�on.
In recent t�mes the oppos�t�on between the Ideal and Nature has
once more been emphas�zed and rece�ved an except�onal
s�gn�f�cance through the wr�t�ngs of W�nckelmann. W�nckelmann's
enthus�asm, as already po�nted out[280], was f�rst awakened by h�s
study of the ant�que and �ts �deal forms. Th�s �ns�ght �nto the pecul�ar
excellence of class�c art he thoroughly mastered and only ceased
from h�s labours after mak�ng all that he had learned through h�s
study of such masterp�eces famous throughout Europe. From th�s
recogn�t�on, however, or�g�nated a k�nd of craze for �deal
representat�on, wh�ch, desp�te all �ts bel�ef �n the d�scovery of beauty,
was really a relapse �nto flatness, absence of v�tal�ty, and
superf�c�al�ty. It �s th�s k�nd of empt�ness more part�cularly �n the art of
pa�nt�ng, wh�ch Herr von Rumohr had before h�m �n the polem�cal
wr�t�ngs I have already not�ced.
The theory of art has to solve th�s d�ff�culty. As for �ts �nterest, on the
pract�cal s�de of art, we shall do well to pass �t wholly by. We may
formulate pr�nc�ples as we please for med�ocr�ty and the talents that
express �t, the result �s always the same. Whether our theory �s a
d�storted one or unexcept�onable all we shall get �s someth�ng
commonplace or weak. At the same t�me Art and more part�cularly
pa�nt�ng has unquest�onably rece�ved a st�mulus other than that we
have deprecated from th�s very quest of so-called Ideals; and,
through the renewed �nterest thereby exc�ted �n old Ital�an and
German pa�nters, has at least made an effort to secure a profounder
and more v�tal content �n �ts work.
The world �s qu�te as t�red of hear�ng the pra�ses of that equally
exclus�ve Ideal �n the oppos�te camp, namely, that of und�luted
real�sm �n art. Theatregoers are, to take an example close at hand,
heart�ly s�ck of the real�st�c type of domest�c drama. The old story
over and over aga�n—d�sputes between husband and w�fe, sons and
daughters, the source of our �ncome, the �nventory of our expenses,
the serv�l�ty of m�n�sters and the �ntr�gues of the�r lackeys and
secretar�es, down to the quest�on of the last s�xpence between the



dame of the house and her k�tchen-ma�d, or up to the last goss�p of
the daughters over the�r touch�ng love-affa�rs �n the parlour—such
tales of woe most of us w�ll prefer to take where, we may at least get
them w�thout adulterat�on—at home.
In th�s oppos�t�on between Ideal and Nature wr�ters have been
�ncl�ned to regard one type of art to the exclus�on of others, w�th an
espec�al pred�lect�on, however, for pa�nt�ng, whose subject-matter �s
the part�cular�ty of sense-percept�on. We w�ll test our problem by
putt�ng the quest�on to start w�th wholly �n general terms, thus: "Is art
to be prose or poetry?" Now what �s truly poet�cal �n art �s just that
wh�ch we have called the Ideal. If the quest�on of d�ff�culty �n quest�on
�s a mere matter of term�nology we are qu�te prepared to call the
Ideal someth�ng else. But, however called, the quest�on rema�ns
what �t �s wh�ch const�tutes poetry or prose �n art. And although the
adherence to what �s �n �tself poet�cal �n the determ�nat�on of �t by
certa�n crafts may lead those arts �nto confus�on, and, �ndeed, has
already done so, �t �s contended that �n so far as any subject has an
express aff�n�ty w�th poetry, such has been also the subject of
genu�ne p�ctor�al treatment, genu�ne for the s�mple reason that such
a content �s unquest�onably of a true poet�cal nature.
Well, let us exam�ne a concrete case. The present exh�b�t�on of art
(1818) conta�ns several p�ctures, all of wh�ch are of one school, the
so-called Düsseldorf. Every one of these have borrowed subjects
from poetry, and �ndeed from the emot�onal s�de of poetry pecul�arly
adapted to p�ctor�al representat�on. The more often and carefully we
exam�ne these p�ctures, the more complete w�ll be our �mpress�on of
the�r excess�ve sweetness and �ns�p�d�ty[281].
In the forego�ng contrad�ct�on there are present the follow�ng general
character�st�cs[282]:
(a) F�rst, there �s the formal �deal�ty of the work of art, that �s to say,
the element of poetry �n �ts general s�gn�f�cat�on, wh�ch �s, as the term
�mpl�es, someth�ng composed and brought together by man, wh�ch
he has taken �nto h�s �mag�nat�on[283] and then act�vely worked �nto
the art�st�c compos�t�on.



(α) The nature of the content of such a translat�on may however, be
a matter of �nd�fference or, apart from the art�st�c representat�on we
thus obta�n of common l�fe, may only �nterest us �nd�rectly for the
moment. In th�s way the Dutch school of pa�nt�ng, for example, has
recreated, as �t were, by means of human workmansh�p, the
evanescent everyday appearances of natural objects �n countless
new art�st�c effects. Velvet, armour, l�ght, horses, work-folk, old
cron�es, peasants puff�ng the�r smoke from old p�pe stumps, the
gl�tter of w�ne �n transparent tumblers, rust�cs �n so�led jackets
play�ng w�th cards as anc�ent—such and a hundred other subjects
l�ke them wh�ch trouble us l�ttle enough �n everyday l�fe, for the best
of reasons, that although we too may have our game at cards, our
dr�nk, and our goss�p we are really occup�ed w�th qu�te another class
of �nterests—all th�s medley of objects �s brought before us �n the�r
p�ctures. Now the cla�m of art �n the representat�on of such th�ngs �s
prec�sely th�s external show, or reappearance of them as a product
of sp�r�tual act�v�ty, wh�ch has transmuted that wh�ch was purely
external and sensuously mater�al �nto a new med�um suppl�ed by
m�nd. For �nstead of wool or s�lk that are tang�ble, �nstead of actual
ha�r, glasses, flesh, and metals, all we see now �s colour; �nstead of
the three d�mens�ons wh�ch are essent�al to external Nature, we
have only superf�c�es; and yet, desp�te all our losses, we have a
representat�on �dent�cal w�th that of real�ty.
(β) In oppos�t�on to the �mmed�ate and prosa�c real�ty of objects,
then, th�s show of th�ngs wh�ch �s effected by the m�nd �s the wonder
of �deal�ty, a jest, �f anyone cares to put �t so, and an �rony d�rected
aga�nst purely external ex�stence. Only contrast w�th �t the
preparat�ons Nature or man has to make �n ord�nary l�fe, the
countless �nstruments of every k�nd they have to employ to effect the
same result. What oppos�t�on the mater�al of such objects—take a
metal for example—may offer to any act�ve effect upon �t. The world
of �deas, on the contrary, out of wh�ch art creates �ts products, �s a
malleable and s�mple element, wh�ch read�ly converts everyth�ng,
wh�ch e�ther Nature or man �n h�s purely natural ex�stence �s forced
to leave bluntly just as they are, to the uses wh�ch are appropr�ate to
�t. In the same way the objects of ord�nary apprehens�on and man as
we meet h�m �n everyday l�fe are of no �ncommensurable wealth, but



subject to l�m�tat�ons—prec�ous stones, plants, an�mals, etc., by
themselves are of a certa�n pos�t�ve and part�cular character. But
man �n h�s creat�ve capac�ty �s an ent�re world of content, wh�ch he
has f�lched from Nature, and p�led together �n the comprehens�ve
treasure-house of h�s world of �mages, and wh�ch he �s now free to
g�ve forth aga�n s�mply and w�thout the restra�nt of external
cond�t�ons and the deta�led processes of actual phenomena. In th�s
�deal�zat�on art stands m�dway between the purely object�ve and
restr�cted ex�stence and the ent�rely subject�ve world of �dea. It g�ves
�ndeed objects, but they are suppl�ed from the l�fe of m�nd; �t offers
them for uses other than those wh�ch belong to them; �t concentrates
the�r ent�re �nterest �n the abstract form of the �deal show wh�ch �t
therew�th man�fests to aesthet�c contemplat�on, and to that alone.
(γ) Art consequently, through the �deal�ty above expla�ned, exalts
objects otherw�se un�mportant, determ�n�ng them, desp�te the�r
ord�nary character, �n a f�xed relat�on to her own med�um and
essent�al a�m, and by so do�ng secures from us a sympathy �n
subject-matter wh�ch otherw�se would not have enl�sted our ser�ous
attent�on. We f�nd the same transformat�on �n the relat�on of art to
T�me. Its pos�t�on �s here too frankly �deal. That wh�ch �n Nature
rap�dly passes by �n art �s secured w�th permanence; the flash of a
sm�le, the sudden curve of rogu�sh merr�ment on the l�ps, a glance, a
gleam of sunsh�ne, together w�th all those evanescent tra�ts of
human l�fe, events and acc�dents wh�ch come and are gone, and are
as qu�ckly lost to memory. There �s noth�ng wh�ch she cannot wrest
from momentary ex�stence, and �n th�s respect even becomes the
vanqu�sher of Nature herself.
In th�s formal �deal�ty of art, however, �t �s not the content �tself wh�ch
makes the pre-em�nent cla�m upon us, but the sat�sfact�on we der�ve
from the act of art�st�c reproduct�on. The representat�on must
certa�nly str�ke us as natural, but �t �s not the real�ty of Nature that we
requ�re; �t �s rather that of the process of reproduct�on, th�s very
depos�t�on, �n fact, of mater�al cond�t�ons wh�ch �s the poet�cal and
�deal element of the work �n the formal sense above �nd�cated[284].
We del�ght �n a man�festat�on, wh�ch appears to us a product of
Nature, and wh�ch �s nevertheless a product of m�nd w�thout the



means at Nature's d�spos�t�on. The objects charm us not so much by
v�rtue of the�r approach to Nature, but rather because the art�st has
been able to effect that approach.
(b) A further and st�ll profounder reason for our �nterest �n art�st�c
products cons�sts �n th�s, that the content �s not brought before us �n
those forms �n wh�ch �t �s found �n �mmed�ate ex�stence, but, be�ng
�tself m�nted by the m�nd, �s capable of cons�derable extens�on and
mod�f�cat�on w�th�n such forms. All that ex�sts �n Nature �s part�cular,
and, �ndeed, l�m�ted �n every d�rect�on by such part�cular�ty. The
creat�ve faculty[285], however, conta�ns an �ntr�ns�c determ�nat�on of
un�versal �mport. And all that �t produces possesses forthw�th a
character of un�versal�ty d�st�nct from the part�cular�ty of Nature. The
creat�ve faculty thereby secures th�s advantage; that be�ng of a w�der
range �t �s more qual�f�ed to grasp �deal s�gn�f�cance, and to �ns�st on
that expl�c�tly �n all that �t shows us.
It �s qu�te true that a work of art �s not ent�rely the �mag�nat�ve
concept �n �ts un�versal aspect, but rather the determ�nate form of �ts
env�sagement. It �s for all that bound, emanat�ng as �t does from the
creat�ve med�um and operat�ons of m�nd, and desp�te the l�v�ng
resemblance to real th�ngs we may f�nd upon �t, to permeate the
whole w�th th�s un�versal qual�ty. And �n th�s we have that h�gher
�deal�ty of the poet�cal product as contrasted w�th the purely formal
�deal�ty of the art of product�on. From th�s po�nt of v�ew �t �s the task
of a work of art to grasp the object �n �ts un�versal relat�ons, and �n
the env�sagement �t presents to let fall everyth�ng wh�ch stands �n a
wholly external or �nd�fferent relat�on to the content. An art�st for th�s
reason w�ll refuse to accept all forms and means of express�on
offered h�m by the external world, on the mere ground that he f�nds
them there. H�s ma�n effort w�ll be, �f at least h�s a�m be a real
poet�cal creat�on, to secure that wh�ch w�ll appropr�ately work �n w�th
h�s own �mag�nat�ve concept�on; and, �f he looks to Nature for
ass�stance �n supply�ng h�m w�th deta�ls, or, generally, as mater�al to
translate �nto h�s work, he w�ll ut�l�ze such, not because he f�nds them
so �n Nature, but because they fall �n the�r r�ght place as a part of h�s
compos�t�on and are r�ghtly made for h�m. Th�s "r�ght" of the art�st �s a
h�gher one than the mere r�ght of �mmed�ate fact.



In h�s representat�on of the human form, for �nstance, an art�st w�ll
not attempt such �m�tat�on as we f�nd attempted by those restorers of
anc�ent p�ctures, who reproduce old cracks, wh�ch through the
swell�ng of e�ther pa�nt or varn�sh have �nvolved all the older parts of
the p�cture �n a k�nd of arabesque, even on the port�ons restored.
The portra�t-pa�nter w�ll rather perm�t the tracery of the flesh, and a
fort�or� such �nc�dents as freckles, pustules, warts, and so forth, to
d�sappear ent�rely. In th�s respect the pa�nter Denner, so famous for
h�s close real�zat�on of Nature, �s by no means an �deal master. For
the same reason �nd�cat�ons of muscles and ve�ns may be g�ven, but
the�r d�st�nct�on and rel�ef should be far sl�ghter than that we observe
�n Nature. In all such �mpress�ons l�ttle or noth�ng of sp�r�t �s
man�fested, and the express�on of sp�r�t �s what �s essent�al �n the
human form[286]. I cannot th�nk �t therefore wholly a d�sadvantage
that we moderns have less to do w�th the nude �n sculpture than the
anc�ents. On the other hand the general style of our dress �n
compar�son w�th the �deal drapery of class�cal t�mes �s less art�st�c
and more commonplace. The object �n both cases �s to cover the
form. The drapery, however, we f�nd �n the ant�que �s, taken by �tself,
a more or less formal smooth surface only so far determ�nate �n �ts
adjustment to the frame by �ts attachment to the shoulder. In other
respects the garment rema�ns ent�rely formal[287], hang�ng down
s�mply and freely by v�rtue of �ts own �mmanent we�ght, or only
determ�ned through the pos�t�on of the body and the pose and
mot�on of the l�mbs. In the determ�nat�on thus �mpl�ed we f�nd the
external shape ent�rely reflect�ng the mutable express�on of the sp�r�t
wh�ch an�mates the body. The part�cular form of the garment, the
folds of �t, the mot�on of �t e�ther up or down �s clothed �n the shape
d�ctated d�rect from the �nward �mpulse, and as each may
momentar�ly appear appropr�ate to the part�cular pose or movement
—and �t �s th�s form of determ�nat�on wh�ch const�tutes the �deal�ty of
such drapery. In the cloth�ng we have adopted nowadays, on the
contrary, the ent�re mater�al �s, from the f�rst, cut out and worked up
st�ffly �nto the forms of part�cular l�mbs, so that anyth�ng approach�ng
spontane�ty �n �ts r�se and fall �s �mposs�ble. Even the character of
the folds �s determ�ned by prev�ous models, and generally both cut
and fall are worked out wholly by the techn�cal rules and



craftsmansh�p of the ta�lor. It �s true, of course, that the conf�gurat�on
of the l�mbs determ�nes generally the form of such cloth�ng; but �n
th�s arrangement of the bod�ly form we merely have e�ther a perverse
�m�tat�on, or an envelop�ng of human l�mbs accord�ng to the
convent�on of fash�on and the acc�dental taste of the t�mes. The cut
of our cloth once made �s �rrevocably made, and ne�ther the pos�t�on
of the body nor the mot�on of the l�mbs can apprec�ably affect �t. We
may move our arms and legs about as much as we please, the
sleeves of our jackets and our trousers rema�n unalterable. Folds or
creases may perhaps appear �n them, but even then only on the
l�nes of the or�g�nal cutt�ng out, as we see them, for example, on the
statue of Scharnhorst. Our modern way of cloth�ng �s consequently,
as an external cover, not suff�c�ently d�fferent�ated from the �nner l�fe
to appear on �ts reverse s�de as the formal express�on of that l�fe;
�nstead of th�s we have a false �m�tat�on of the human form
stereotyped �n the preorda�ned and unalterable cut of our ta�lor.
A cr�t�c�sm s�m�lar to that we have d�rected to the representat�on by
art of the human form and �ts exter�or cloth�ng m�ght be appl�ed to a
whole mult�tude of th�ngs wh�ch make up the external show of l�fe, or
m�n�ster to �ts wants, such as eat�ng, dr�nk�ng, and sleep�ng—th�ngs
necessary enough �n themselves and useful to all men, wh�ch,
however much �n the�r man�fold var�ety, as const�tuent features of the
phys�cal l�fe of mank�nd, they may blend w�th those act�v�t�es more
d�rectly related to �ts sp�r�t, do not themselves form part of such
act�v�t�es, or stand �n essent�al relat�on e�ther to the�r determ�nat�ons
or the�r �nterests, and thereby contr�bute to what �s the truly �deal or
un�versal element �n the content of human l�fe. Phys�cal aspects of
l�fe such as these may no doubt rece�ve poet�cal treatment �n art; and
�t �s generally adm�tted that the descr�pt�ons of a poet such as Homer
�n th�s d�rect�on adhere very closely to Nature. Yet we f�nd that even
Homer, desp�te all h�s ἐνἐέργεια, all the v�v�dness of h�s presentment,
�s forced to l�m�t h�s descr�pt�ons to general observat�ons; no one
expects to f�nd �n h�m an ent�rely accurate p�cture of the facts �n all
the�r deta�l as they actually would occur �n l�fe. He may g�ve us, no
doubt, �n h�s del�neat�on of the bod�ly presence of Ach�lles, the lofty
brow, the prom�nent nose, the long and stalwart legs, but he �s not
l�kely to �nclude �n the p�cture every deta�l of the ver�table ex�stence



of l�mbs po�nt for po�nt, and the relat�on �n wh�ch they stand to one
another �n colour, s�ze, and so forth, �n other words to offer us
Nature's real�ty �nstead of an art�st's portra�t. And the reason �s
obv�ous �nasmuch as �n the art of poetry the type of express�on �s
always the un�versal concept of the �mag�nat�on as d�st�ngu�shed
from the bare part�cular�ty of Nature. Instead of the fact the poet
always g�ves us the denom�nant, the word, �n wh�ch the part�cular
th�ng �s un�versal�zed; for the word �s a product of mental concept�on,
and as such already carr�es �n �tself the nature of a un�versal. One �s
ent�tled to say, of course, that �t �s natural �n the format�on of
concepts and speech to employ a nomenclature, the word, as such
an �nf�n�te[288] abr�dgment of the ex�stence we f�nd �n Nature; but �f
we do so the Nature to wh�ch we refer �t would not merely be
opposed to the natural ex�stence w�th wh�ch we compare �t, but
would be just that wh�ch cancels �t. We are therefore confronted w�th
the quest�on �n what sense we use the word Nature when we
contrast �t w�th the character�st�c of poetry. The mere undef�ned use
of the word Nature by �tself tells us noth�ng at all. What poetry should
always g�ve us �s the energet�c, the essent�al, the truly character�st�c;
and th�s fundamental express�veness �s prec�sely the Ideal and not
the merely �mmed�ate, to enumerate all the deta�ls of wh�ch �n the
narrat�on of an event or the portrayal of a scene w�ll render e�ther of
these s�mply dull, sp�r�tless, ted�ous, and �ntolerable. In the
man�festat�on of th�s un�versal�ty, however, one type of art w�ll reveal
more clearly �ts �deal character�st�cs; another w�ll rather emphas�ze,
by a restr�cted use of mater�al form, the �nf�n�te deta�l of external
real�ty. Sculpture, for example, �s �n �ts presentments more abstract
than pa�nt�ng; �n poetry the ep�c type, �n �ts real�zat�on of the external
appearance of l�fe �tself, w�ll not be so complete as a dramat�c poem
should be. On the other hand �t w�ll surpass the latter �n �ts portrayal
of the fulness of �ts �mag�nat�ve v�s�on, the ep�c poet be�ng most
�ndebted to concrete p�ctures h�s �mag�nat�on borrows from past
h�story. In contrast w�th h�m the dramat�st �s ma�nly restr�cted to the
mot�ves of an act�on, the att�tude of the w�ll to �t, the psycholog�cal
problem �n short.



(c) It �s, then, M�nd (Sp�r�t), wh�ch g�ves external real�zat�on �n a
part�cular form to the �nward world of content wh�ch �s of essent�al
�nterest to �t; and �t �s �n close relat�on to th�s fact that we should
cons�der the quest�on, what prec�se s�gn�f�cance we are to �nfer from
the oppos�t�on above d�scussed between the Ideal and naturalness.
And f�rst we must observe that from such a po�nt of v�ew the word
natural �s not employed �n the most genu�ne s�gn�f�cat�on of the term.
As a descr�pt�on of the external form �mposed upon facts by m�nd �t
obv�ously �s ne�ther the �mmed�ate natural�ty we f�nd �n an�mal l�fe,
nor that presented �n Nature's landscape. Rather �ts very form of
determ�nat�on, �n so far, that �s to say, as we see the m�nd here
g�v�ng to �tself an embod�ment, w�ll show us that �t �s an express�on of
m�nd, an express�on moreover suffused w�th �deal�ty. For th�s tak�ng
up �nto the m�nd, th�s plast�c recreat�on of form on the part of m�nd �s
noth�ng less than �deal�zat�on. It �s somet�mes remarked of the
countenances of dead people that they take on themselves once
more the l�neaments of ch�ldhood. The obdurate express�on of
pass�on, custom and str�fe, the character�st�c seal of the�r l�fe of
strenuous act�on, passes off, and the �ndeterm�nacy of the features
of a ch�ld's face reappears. In l�fe, however, all tra�ts whatsoever, the
ent�re presentment �n fact, rece�ve the�r character�st�c express�on
from the world of soul; and �n much the same way the d�fferent races
and classes of mank�nd reflect the d�st�ngu�sh�ng features of the�r
sp�r�tual tendenc�es and act�v�t�es �n the�r external man�festat�on. In
all such organ�zat�ons that wh�ch �s outward �s v�s�bly permeated w�th
m�nd; and, by v�rtue of �ts energy, already confronts mere Nature as
an �deal�zed creat�on. Only a clear percept�on of th�s truth w�ll enable
us to s�ft th�s s�gn�f�cant quest�on of an oppos�t�on between Nature
and the Ideal to the bottom. If we do not possess th�s we shall f�nd
ourselves ma�nta�n�ng that the forms �n wh�ch Sp�r�t �s v�sual�zed as a
part of Nature have already lost �n that real appearance, wh�ch �s
�ndependent of art's �m�tat�ve act�on, such an �ntr�ns�c completeness,
beauty, and excellence, that �t �s qu�te �mposs�ble that there can be
another and more exalted type of beauty, wh�ch presents �tself as the
Ideal �n contrad�st�nct�on to th�s �mmed�ate real�ty, and th�s all the
more for the reason that art �s unable ent�rely to atta�n even to that
wh�ch �s present �n Nature herself. Or, �f our thoughts lean to the



oppos�te extreme, we shall look to art to supply us �ndependently, �n
oppos�t�on to Nature's real�ty, w�th more �deal modes of
representat�on. The polem�cs of Herr von Rumohr, wh�ch we have
already cr�t�c�zed, are well worthy of attent�on �n th�s connect�on. Th�s
wr�ter, at any rate, whatever others may say who have the word Ideal
so frequently on the�r l�ps �n deprec�at�on of the vulgar�ty of Nature,
refers to the Idea and the Ideal �n phrases of respect and contempt
w�th absolute �mpart�al�ty.



The real truth of the matter �s rather th�s. There �s �n the sp�r�tual
world, both outwardly and �nwardly regarded, a Nature of vulgar
type, wh�ch test�f�es to �ts meanness outwardly for the s�mple reason
that �ts �nward content �s mean, that �s to say, when all that �t can
real�ze externally �n �ts act�v�t�es are the a�ms of envy, jealousy, and
avar�ce �n every deta�l of sensuous l�fe. Such a poverty-str�cken
Nature can no doubt form part of the subject-matter of art, and has
been treated as such. When th�s �s the case, however, as we have
already expla�ned, �t �s not the subject-matter, but wholly the art�st�c
handl�ng of �t, wh�ch creates an �nterest of any permanent character;
and the art�st w�ll look �n va�n for sympathy �n h�s subject, or rather
the mere mater�al of h�s subject from the true conno�sseur. A
part�cularly pert�nent �llustrat�on of th�s type of art �s the so-called
genre pa�nt�ng, wh�ch has not shown �tself above accept�ng subjects
of th�s character, the art�st�c treatment of wh�ch has been carr�ed by
the Dutch school to the extreme l�m�t of perfect�on. It may, however,
be as well to ask ourselves, f�rst, what the prec�se contr�but�on of the
Dutch has been to th�s genre-pa�nt�ng, what, �n short, �s the nature of
content the�r da�nty p�ctures express, p�ctures wh�ch at least have
asserted an extraord�nary power of attract�on and obv�ously cannot
be shelved r�ght away beneath the common st�gma of vulgar�ty. We
shall not �mprobably f�nd, on closer exam�nat�on, that the subject-
matter of these p�ctures �s not so contempt�ble as �t �s often taken to
be[289].
The Dutch have selected the subject-matter of the�r art�st�c
product�on out of the�r own substance, out of the actual presence of
the�r da�ly l�fe. To have once for all real�zed that presence even �n art
�s no matter of reproach to them. To est�mate the character of the�r
art�st�c �nterest we must v�ew them �n close connect�on w�th the
actual panorama of the�r own t�mes. Th�s �s a problem of h�story. The
Dutchman has �n great measure h�mself created the ground where�n
he l�ves and f�nds a home, and has been forced cont�nuously to
preserve and defend that home aga�nst the �nvas�on of the sea. The
c�t�zens of the towns no less than the rural populat�on have together,
through courage, endurance, and bravery, repulsed the power of
Spa�n �n the hands of Ph�l�p II, son of Charles V, the sovere�gn of a



world-w�de emp�re, and �n f�ght�ng the�r battle for c�v�c freedom, they
were f�ght�ng that of rel�g�ous l�berty. Th�s staunch sense of
c�t�zensh�p, th�s pass�onate love of enterpr�se �n the narrow l�m�ts of
the�r fatherland, no less than abroad on the h�gh seas, th�s careful
and at the same t�me clean and da�nty mode of l�fe, together w�th the
gen�al�ty and �nv�nc�ble self-respect wh�ch d�st�ngu�shes them, all th�s
�s as much the fru�t of the�r own act�ons as �t �s the general content of
the�r art�st�c product�on. Such a content as th�s �s no common
mater�al, though obv�ously �t �s not of the k�nd we must suppose we
can approach w�th the superc�l�ous super�or�ty of cr�t�cs for whom the
exalted taste of courts and f�ne soc�ety �s everyth�ng. From a sterl�ng
nat�onal self-consc�ousness of th�s sort Rembrandt pa�nted h�s
famous "N�ght-Watch" now �n Amsterdam, Van Dyck so many of h�s
portra�ts, Wouvermans so many of h�s battle-p�eces; nor should even
those reflect�ons of rust�c dr�nk�ng-bouts, jov�al�t�es, and other scenes
of merr�ment be wholly excluded from the category. And �n �llustrat�on
of �ts excellence we would po�nt, by way of contrast, to a work �n th�s
year's exh�b�t�on, wh�ch, though not downr�ght bad genre-pa�nt�ng, �s
much �nfer�or to the handl�ng by old Dutch masters of s�m�lar subject-
matter, com�ng nowhere near to the�r freedom and joy of l�fe. In th�s
p�cture a housew�fe �s seen enter�ng an alehouse to g�ve her
husband a good scold�ng. Here we have just a scene of
cantankerous and wasp�sh human-k�nd and noth�ng more. These
Dutchmen pa�nted the�r folk very d�fferently; whether we f�nd them
among the�r cups, at wedd�ngs or dances, feast�ng or dr�nk�ng, nay,
even when the matter proceeds to r�baldry and blows, l�vel�ness and
lust�ness �s the preva�l�ng temper. Young ma�ds and women laugh
w�th the rest, and a feel�ng of free and abandoned merr�ment carr�es
all before �t. Th�s �nt�mate del�ght �n all enjoyment just�f�ably human,
wh�ch w�ll even absorb �tself wholly �n an�mal l�fe and crop up at
t�mes as mere sat�ety and grossness; th�s freshly awakened sense of
freedom and l�fe, fully grasped and embod�ed �n compos�t�on and
colour, �s what const�tutes the h�gher sp�r�tual �mport[290] of these
Dutch p�ctures.
On much the same grounds the beggar boys of Mur�llo, �n the central
gallery of the Mun�ch collect�on, are excellent. Superf�c�ally regarded,



the subject here, too, �s of a vulgar character. The mother �s scold�ng
one of the youngsters, as he qu�ckly munches a p�ece of bread; two
others hard by, ragged and poor, are eat�ng melons and grapes[291].
But �n th�s very poverty of half-nakedness what gleams forth from the
ent�re compos�t�on as the soul of that beggar l�fe �s �ts complete
carelessness and spontane�ty. No danc�ng derv�sh h�mself could g�ve
�t us more frankly �n �ts �mpress�on of ent�re health and jub�lant
v�tal�ty. Th�s freedom from all external care, th�s �nward l�berty
reflect�ng �tself �n that wh�ch �s v�s�ble, �s prec�sely that wh�ch the
not�on of the Ideal demands. There �s �n Par�s a certa�n portra�t of a
boy by Raphael; the head leans propped at le�sure on one arm, and
gazes w�th such ecstasy of careless contentment �nto the open
landscape that we are loth to turn away from a p�cture express�ve of
such health and exuberant an�mat�on. We rece�ve a del�ght of very
much the same nature from these lads of Mur�llo. It �s obv�ous
enough that ne�ther the�r objects nor the�r �nterests a�m h�gh, but th�s
�s no result of stup�d�ty; there they chaffer on God's earth w�th, we
may almost say, the bl�ss and contentment of the Olymp�an gods
themselves. They, too, have the�r bus�ness; but though we hear l�ttle
about �t they are a genu�ne sample of human�ty, ne�ther morose nor
d�scontented w�th the�r lot. Feel�ng th�s ground-root �n them of all
sterl�ng performance we can read�ly �mag�ne that �n favourable
cond�t�ons youth such as th�s m�ght be capable of most th�ngs. A
compos�t�on of th�s k�nd �s ent�rely on a d�fferent level from the one
above ment�oned of the scold�ng housew�fe, or two others we m�ght
also contrast w�th �t, of a certa�n peasant mend�ng h�s wh�p and a
post�ll�on sleep�ng on a straw pallet[292]. Such pa�nt�ngs of genre
should unquest�onably be of small s�ze; and, �ndeed, �n the�r total
�mpress�on on the sense, they must be made to appear of
comparat�ve �ns�gn�f�cance, that we may not feel the character of
the�r subject-matter and �ts presentment has rece�ved undue
prom�nence. It would be �ntolerable to have such subjects pa�nted l�fe
s�ze as though the fulness of the real�ty were suff�c�ently attract�ve to
cla�m our attent�on.
Such are the pr�nc�ples wh�ch should regulate our art�st�c treatment
of and sympathy w�th that wh�ch �t �s usual to st�gmat�ze as mean or



vulgar �n ord�nary l�fe.
There �s, no doubt, plenty of mater�al for art to appropr�ate of h�gher
grade than the representat�on of an�mal sp�r�ts and downr�ght
c�t�zensh�p �n all the�r essent�ally �ns�gn�f�cant deta�l. Man has clearly
more ser�ous �nterests and objects than these, �nterests wh�ch have
unfolded as h�s own sp�r�t has w�dened and deepened, and �n
harmony w�th wh�ch �t �s h�s truest �nterest to rema�n. An art w�ll take
h�ghest rank wh�ch sets before �tself the task of g�v�ng adequate
representat�on to th�s more v�tal, or at least more profound, content.
And here at once we are confronted w�th the old quest�on, what �s
the source wh�ch w�ll supply us w�th the forms most f�tt�ng to such
creat�ons of m�nd. On the one s�de theor�sts ma�nta�n the op�n�on
that, �nasmuch as the art�st creates these lofty �deas, wh�ch he
des�res to clothe �n art�st�c form, he must, also supply the�r art�st�c
forms, create, for example, from h�s �mag�nat�on the �deal f�gures of
Greek gods, Chr�st, h�s apostles, sa�nts, and so on. In strenuous
oppos�t�on to th�s v�ew Herr von Rumohr has entered the l�sts. Th�s
wr�ter �s of op�n�on that art �s on a false track �n suppos�ng that the
art�st d�scovers the forms of h�s product�on �n h�mself rather than �n
Nature, and �t �s under th�s conv�ct�on that he has rev�ewed the
masterp�eces both of Ital�an and Dutch pa�nters. On th�s head he
f�nds �t a matter of censure ("Ital�an Invest�gat�ons," �, p. 105) "that
the theory of art, dur�ng the s�xty years wh�ch have elapsed, should
be at the pa�ns to prove that �t �s an object, or rather the ma�n object,
of art to �mprove upon creat�on as �t �s part�cular�sed, and by do�ng so
to subst�tute forms wh�ch have no part�cular relat�on to anyth�ng,
wh�ch would ape Nature's creat�on by go�ng several po�nts beyond
her, and release mortal man from all respons�b�l�ty for the fact that
Nature has not known how to make her appearance more beaut�ful."
And cons�stently w�th such a po�nt of v�ew he further adv�ses the
art�st "to have noth�ng to do w�th the g�gant�c task of attempt�ng to
ennoble or eluc�date the natural form, or attempt any such exalted
funct�on of the human Sp�r�t under what name soever �t may be
wr�tten down �n works upon art" (�b�d. p. 63). He �s, �n short, wholly
conv�nced that, however exalted and sp�r�tual[293] the subject to be
treated may be, completely adequate forms are to be found �n



Nature as �mmed�ately perce�ved, and consequently ma�nta�ns (p.
83), "that the expos�t�on of Art, even �n the case of subject-matter as
h�ghly sp�r�tual as �t �s poss�ble to conce�ve, �s never �ndebted to a
symbol�sm capr�c�ously created by man[294], but depends wholly for
�ts cons�stency upon what �s presented as s�gn�f�cant by Nature �n
organ�c form." No doubt �n advanc�ng th�s Herr von Rumohr has
part�cularly under rev�ew the �deal types of ant�que art as they are
expounded by W�nckelmann. It �s for all that the ab�d�ng serv�ce of
W�nckelmann to have po�nted out and set forth �n harmon�ous
relat�on these very types, although he may doubtless have,
comm�tted errors of judgment w�th regard to part�cular masterp�eces
wh�le carry�ng through the same. As a poss�ble example of such an
overs�ght Herr von Rumohr th�nks he has made out (p. 115) that the
�ncrease of length �n the lower half of the body, wh�ch W�nckelmann
has character�zed as an �deal feature of the ant�que, �s really
borrowed from Roman statuary. And naturally enough, as an
opponent of the Ideal, �mproves the occas�on by �ns�st�ng that the
art�st should unreservedly take Nature �nto h�s conf�dence �n the
study of form. Here, and here alone, he w�ll f�nd the presence of true
beauty. To quote th�s wr�ter once more �t �s aff�rmed (p. 144), "that the
beauty of most �mportance depends on a symbol�c of forms rooted �n
Nature rather than human capr�ce, a beauty through wh�ch these
forms are nour�shed �nto the�r character�st�c and symbol�c relat�ons,
�n the v�s�on of wh�ch we necessar�ly have brought back to our
memory def�n�te �mages and concept�ons, and are made more
def�n�tely consc�ous of prev�ously dormant feel�ng.[295]" I And so
f�nally �t appears that �n th�s wr�ter's v�ew (p. 105) "a myster�ous tra�t
of our sp�r�tual l�fe, what many would perhaps call Idea, seems to
b�nd together the art�st and the appearances of Nature, �n wh�ch
latter he �s constantly and cont�nuously learn�ng to recogn�ze the true
character of h�s own art�st�c purpose[296], and to f�nd h�mself �n a
pos�t�on through them to g�ve express�on to �t."
There can be no quest�on, of course, that �deal art has no bus�ness
at all w�th "a symbol�sm capr�c�ously created;" and, �f �t really �s the
case that these �deal types of the anc�ents have been composed
only to reduce the ver�table forms of Nature to false and empty



abstract�on, we may freely adm�t that Herr von Rumohr �s just�f�ed �n
h�s most trenchant oppos�t�on.
For our own part we would emphas�ze the po�nts of fundamental
�mportance to be grasped �n th�s ant�thes�s between the �deal of art
and Nature as follows:
The forms wh�ch are borrowed from �mmed�ate Nature to determ�ne
an �deal content must be assumed to be thus taken symbol�cally �n
the usual sense of the term, namely, that they are not thus
�mmed�ately s�gn�f�cant �n themselves, but only as the external
embod�ment of that wh�ch �s �nward and sp�r�tual, the content, �n fact,
they express. It �s only Sp�r�t, even �n the real�ty wh�ch they possess
outs�de the l�m�ts of art, wh�ch const�tutes the�r �deal�ty �n �ts contrast
w�th that they ent�rely owe to Nature s�mply as such, and wh�ch �s
unable to reveal to us what �s essent�ally m�nd. It �s the object of art,
on �ts more noble plane, to g�ve external shape to the �nward content
of Sp�r�t. Th�s content we d�scover �n the consc�ous l�fe of men
real�zed �n the world. As such �t possesses—we �nclude w�th �t our
consc�ous human exper�ence generally—an external semblance
d�rectly presented �n and through wh�ch �t f�nds express�on. So much
may read�ly be conceded. At the same t�me from a ph�losoph�cal
po�nt of v�ew �t �s s�mply fut�le to �nqu�re whether we ought to look to
the d�rect facts of Nature alone for objects and phys�ognom�cal tra�ts
of beauty and express�on to serve as ent�rely adequate mater�als for
art's representat�on, shall we say, of the majesty, repose, and power
of a Jup�ter or of a Juno, Venus, Peter, Chr�st, Madonna, or any other
d�v�n�ty, or sa�nt. Arguments may be supported on e�ther s�de, and
the quest�on can only rema�n f�nally undec�ded, be�ng wholly
emp�r�cal. For the only suff�c�ent way of dec�d�ng the matter would be
to contrast what �s borrowed w�th the real�t�es �t purports to
represent, and th�s, �n the assumed case of the Greek gods, m�ght
be matter of some d�ff�culty; and, to take the present day, one man
w�ll see tra�ts of beauty �n the�r perfect�on where another a thousand
t�mes more acute w�ll see noth�ng. But over and above such
cons�derat�ons we must observe that the mere beauty of form w�ll
never g�ve us that we have named the Ideal, �nasmuch as the
�nd�v�dual�ty of the content �s a const�tuent part of �t, and there�n form



�s necessar�ly �ncluded. A human face, for example, may be both
regular and beaut�ful �n �ts outl�nes and yet rema�n cold and devo�d of
all express�on. The �deal f�gures of the Greek gods are, on the
contrary, true �nd�v�dual�zat�ons; the un�versal�ty of the�r �deal
concept�on does not exclude the character�st�c determ�nat�on wh�ch
belongs to each of them. And the v�tal�ty of the Ideal cons�sts just �n
th�s, that th�s determ�nate and fundamental sp�r�tual s�gn�f�cance,
wh�ch �t �s the funct�on of art to exh�b�t, should wholly transfuse by
appropr�ate art�st�c treatment all the part�cular aspects of the external
embod�ment, such as compos�t�on, pose, mot�on, phys�ognomy, and
conf�gurat�on of l�mbs, so that noth�ng empty or �ns�gn�f�cant should
be left, but the ent�re work should reflect that �deal s�gn�f�cance. All
that we have learned from Greek sculpture �n recent t�mes of a
qual�ty wh�ch, �n fact, emanates from the school of Phe�d�as, �s
character�zed by noth�ng so much as th�s penetrat�ve v�tal�ty. The
Ideal �s preserved �n all �ts sever�ty w�thout any lapse �n the d�rect�on
of mere grace, softness, elegance, and exuberance, yet reta�ns the
form �n close relat�on to the �deal s�gn�f�cance wh�ch should be
embod�ed throughout the whole. Th�s supreme v�tal�ty �s the
d�st�ngu�sh�ng mark of the great art�st.
We may call a typ�cal s�gn�f�cance of th�s k�nd, �n contrast to the
part�cular�ty of the external world, essent�ally abstract. Th�s �s pre-
em�nently the case �n sculpture and pa�nt�ng, arts wh�ch �llum�nate
but a momentary state, w�thout proceed�ng to such a var�ed
development of expos�t�on as we f�nd, for example, �n that where
Homer �s able to dep�ct the character of Ach�lles as m�ld and
courteous no less than severe and terr�ble, to say noth�ng of all h�s
other character�st�cs. No doubt �t �s poss�ble to f�nd such a
s�gn�f�cance expressed �n purely �mmed�ate real�ty. There are, for
�nstance, few countenances wh�ch cannot reflect the moods of p�ety,
devot�on, and cheerfulness; but such faces also express countless
other moods wh�ch e�ther are qu�te �nappropr�ate to that �deal
s�gn�f�cance, or are only �nd�rectly related to �t. For th�s reason �t �s by
v�rtue of �ts part�cular real�zat�on that a portra�t acqua�nts us of the
fact that �t �s a portra�t. In many old German and Flem�sh p�ctures we
f�nd the patron of the p�cture �ncluded �n the compos�t�on w�th h�s
ent�re fam�ly of sons and daughters. All are necessar�ly pa�nted as



though taken �n an act of devot�on, and th�s sp�r�t �llum�nates every
countenance; but at the same t�me we have qu�te as clearly set
before us �n the men stalwart warr�ors, men of v�gorous act�on,
d�sc�pl�ned on the strenuous f�eld of l�fe and commerce, and �n the
women dames of an equally doughty l�fe-exper�ence. If we compare
w�th such faces—and we may restr�ct our compar�son wholly to
these very p�ctures, wh�ch are famous for the�r close approach to
Nature �n the�r del�neat�on of phys�ognomy—those of the V�rg�n Mary,
and the sa�nts and apostles who surround her, we shall f�nd �n these
latter one preponderat�ng express�on; and all the phys�cal
l�neaments, whether we look at bu�ld of bone, structure, or muscle,
tra�ts of that express mot�on or repose, are concentrated upon th�s
one art�st�c effect. That wh�ch �s felt to be appropr�ate to the one
class and not to the other exactly d�fferent�ates the d�st�nct�on
between the genu�ne Ideal and mere portra�ture.
Some may �mag�ne �t poss�ble for the art�st to compose the �deal
content of genu�ne types by a process of s�ft�ng and select�on from
the facts of �mmed�ate Nature, or qu�te poss�bly from the var�ous
phys�ognom�es and compos�t�ons wh�ch collect�ons of engrav�ngs
from the copper-plate or the wood may furn�sh. But a process such
as th�s of mere collect�on and s�ft�ng �s not the end of the matter. An
art�st must ma�nta�n the creat�ve �mpulse alert throughout. He must
h�mself, �n the strength of h�s own �mag�nat�on, already �mpregnated
w�th the knowledge of appropr�ate form and made v�tal w�th profound
exper�ence and emot�on, g�ve such an embod�ment to the
s�gn�f�cance, wh�ch �s the �nsp�r�ng mot�ve of the work, as w�ll make �t
appear throughout as metal cast at one t�me and �s one state of
fus�on.

B. THE DETERMINACY OF THE IDEAL

To comprehend the Ideal �n �ts �ntr�ns�c s�gn�f�cance, that �s to say,
accord�ng to �ts fundamental not�on, was a comparat�vely easy task.
But the beauty of art, �n so far as �t �s the Idea, �s not to be restr�cted
to the purely un�versal standpo�nt of �ts not�onal concept; even as so
comprehended �t must necessar�ly �nclude w�th�n �t determ�nat�on and



part�cular�ty, and �s compelled to take def�n�te embod�ment as
external real�ty. The quest�on consequently ar�ses �n what way �s the
Ideal able st�ll to assert �tself �n th�s process of object�f�cat�on �n the
med�um of external th�ngs and the�r f�n�tude, and desp�te all that �s
antagon�st�c to �deal�ty; and as a corollary to th�s we have to �nqu�re
how f�n�te and determ�nate ex�stence �s enabled to attach to �tself the
�deal�ty of the beauty of all art.
We propose to regulate th�s �nqu�ry w�th the follow�ng d�v�s�on of our
subject matter.
F�rst, the determ�nat�on of the Ideal �n �ts s�mplest terms.
Secondly, the determ�nat�on of �t, �n so far as �t proceeds by v�rtue of
�ts part�cular�ty to a cond�t�on of d�scordant parts w�th�n �tself and to
the�r resolut�on, a cond�t�on we may generally, def�ne as act�on[297].
Th�rdly, the determ�nat�on of the Ideal from the po�nt of v�ew of �t as
an external object.

I. THE IDEAL DEFINITION AS SUCH

1. We have already observed that �t �s the funct�on of art to make the
D�v�ne the focus or centre of �ts ent�re expos�t�on. It �s, however, only
poss�ble for thought �n �ts pure med�um, that �s to say, apart from all
the sensuous mater�al of the f�gurat�ve �mag�nat�on, to comprehend
the D�v�ne �n �ts essent�al s�gn�f�cance of un�ty and un�versal�ty. To
attempt to do otherw�se, by �mag�n�ng a p�cture of God more read�ly
grasped by the percept�on of the senses, �s, as we know, forb�dden
both Jews and Mahommedans. Th�s cuts away the ground of the
f�gurat�ve arts, wh�ch absolutely requ�re form as the�r med�um �n all
�ts concreteness of actual l�fe; and we have only lyr�cal poetry left us
to celebrate �n �ts exaltat�on the pra�se of H�s power and glory.
2. Cons�dered, however, from the reverse po�nt of v�ew, we must
equally assert that however much un�ty and un�versal�ty are
pred�cable of the D�v�ne, He �s �n H�s essent�al substance
determ�ned, and, so far as He w�thdraws H�mself from the pure
qual�ty, of such pred�cates �n the�r abstract�on, �s thereby an object
for the f�gurat�ve sense and external percept�on. If the D�v�ne �s
consequently apprehended and f�gurat�vely embod�ed for us through



the forms of the �mag�nat�on, we are at once confronted w�th a
poss�ble var�ety �n such determ�nat�on; and �t �s at th�s po�nt that the
actual realm of �deal art f�nds �ts commencement. For, �n the f�rst
place, the one D�v�ne substance d�sun�tes and breaks �tself up �nto a
mult�pl�c�ty of self-subs�stent gods, such as we f�nd presented by the
polythe�st�c system of Grec�an art; and even �n the rel�g�ous
consc�ousness of Chr�st�an�ty God �s, �n oppos�t�on to H�s purely
sp�r�tual un�ty, �mmed�ately revealed on Earth and �n the world-
process as man. And, secondly, the D�v�ne, regarded generally �n �ts
determ�nate appearance and real�ty, �s both present and real�zed �n
emot�onal feel�ng, w�ll, and the educat�on[298] of mank�nd. For th�s
reason and �n th�s sphere men who are f�lled w�th the Sp�r�t of God,
sa�nts, martyrs, and, �n short, all who share �n the rel�g�ous l�fe, are
equally the appropr�ate subject of �deal art. W�th th�s pr�nc�ple of the
�nd�v�dual�ty of the D�v�ne and �ts determ�nate ex�stence real�zed
necessar�ly �n the world-process, we are face to face w�th—and th�s
�s the th�rd po�nt to be cons�dered—the part�cular�ty of human
ex�stence. For the ent�re world of human emot�on, w�th all that st�rs �t
most profoundly—and what a power �s �mpl�ed �n that open sea of
feel�ng and pass�on, everyth�ng of deepest �nterest to the human
heart—th�s ent�re content �s noth�ng less than �ts expos�t�on and
express�on. If �t �s true, then, that the D�v�ne �n �ts purest essence of
reason �s only the object of the th�nk�ng consc�ousness, �t �s equally
true that Sp�r�t, wh�ch takes to �tself an act�vely bod�ly presence, so
far, that �s to say, and only so far as we f�nd �t reverberate �n the
heart of human�ty, all th�s l�es w�th�n the sphere of art. Once adm�t
th�s, and we must adm�t the content of part�cular �nterests and
act�ons, spec�f�c characters, and momentary s�tuat�ons, �n short, the
ent�re process of development �n the external order; and �t becomes
of f�rst �mportance to �nd�cate under a general pr�nc�ple �n what the
relat�on between the Ideal and th�s pos�t�ve determ�nat�on cons�sts.
3. In conform�ty w�th what we have already advanced �t �s clear that
here, too, the Ideal w�ll be most purely man�fested �n the
representat�on—whether �t be of gods, Chr�st, apostles, sa�nts, or
any other type of devout persons—wh�ch br�ngs most clearly before
us the qual�t�es of beat�f�ed repose and sat�sfact�on, a peace



und�sturbed w�th that wh�ch �s earthly, and subject to the storms of
l�fe's man�folded complex�t�es, struggles, and contrad�ct�ons. We are
therefore not surpr�sed to f�nd that both the arts of sculpture and
pa�nt�ng have been pecul�arly f�tted to �ncorporate under �deal form
not merely the anc�ent gods, but Chr�st as sav�our of the world, and
�nd�v�dual apostles and sa�nts. That wh�ch �s the most essent�al truth
�n actual l�fe �s concentrated to a focus on �tself �n the determ�nate
embod�ment of art, rather than cont�nually forced from �ts seren�ty
through dependence upon f�n�te cond�t�ons. Th�s essent�al
concentrat�on �s not dest�tute of part�cular�ty, but the d�vergent
separat�on, wh�ch �s a feature of the external and f�n�te state, �s
pur�f�ed to one s�mple def�n�t�on, so that �t appears as though all
traces of external �nfluence and the relat�on thus created were
overcome. Th�s deedless and �nf�n�te self-repose, th�s "tak�ng a rest,"
as we f�nd �t, for example, �n certa�n statues of Hercules, �s just what
const�tutes the s�gn�f�cance of the Ideal. If the gods are represented
�n contact w�th the process of Nature, they must st�ll carry w�th them
the�r �mmortal and unapproachable majesty. Jup�ter, Juno, Apollo,
Mars, and the�r l�ke are, �t �s true, def�n�te personal�t�es, but they are
at the same t�me uny�eld�ng potentates and powers, wh�ch preserve
w�th�n them the�r self-subs�stent l�berty, even when they are act�vely
related to the world. And for th�s reason �t �s not merely that a
spec�f�c part�cular�ty must character�ze the determ�nacy of the Ideal,
but sp�r�tual freedom must be man�fested thereby as total�ty, and �n
th�s state of repose suggest the potency of unfettered freedom of
act�on. If we turn now from the gods to the less exalted plane of
temporal ex�stence and human l�fe, we shall f�nd the Ideal act�ve �n
�ts representat�on of the substant�al content of such human�ty, and �ts
dom�nant repress�on of wholly subject�ve part�cular�ty. By th�s we
mean that all that �s ent�rely �solate �n feel�ng and act�on �s wrested
from the element of cont�ngency, and part�cular�ty �s represented �n
�ts concreteness, that �s to say �n �ts w�der bond of relat�on w�th what
most truly and �nt�mately belongs to �ts l�fe. When, for �nstance, we
speak of the nob�l�ty, excellence, or perfect�on �n part�cular men, we
assert �n so many words that the substant�al core of what �s sp�r�tual,
eth�cal, and d�v�ne has announced �tself as preva�l�ng �n the
�nd�v�dual, and man has submerged h�s act�ve l�fe, h�s vol�t�ons, h�s



�nterests, and pass�ons wholly �n th�s substant�ve bas�s, that he may
thereby g�ve full sat�sfact�on to the most authent�c necess�t�es of h�s
soul.
At the same t�me, however much �n the case of the Ideal the
determ�nat�on of Sp�r�t and �ts external presence appears to be
absorbed �n the s�mple self-relat�on, the pr�nc�ple of development �s
l�kew�se d�rectly assoc�ated w�th the part�cular�ty unfolded[299] �n
determ�nate ex�stence, and along w�th th�s �n that relat�on to
env�ronment wh�ch necess�tates both the oppos�t�on and confl�ct of
clash�ng forces. Th�s fact necess�tates a closer exam�nat�on of the
determ�nat�on of the Ideal regarded �n th�s very aspect of
d�fferent�at�on and process, an aspect wh�ch we may �n a general
way def�ne as act�on.

II. THE ACTION

The grac�ous �nnocence of beat�f�c enjoyment, the �nact�ve repose,
the majesty of power �n self-rel�ant tranqu�ll�ty, as also the
concentrated compactness generally of that wh�ch �s most
substant�al �n a g�ven content—all these are essent�ally �deal modes
of determ�nat�on. That wh�ch �s �nward, however, and sp�r�tual �s �n an
equal degree act�ve movement and development. One-s�dedness
and d�v�s�on are �nseparable from development. Sp�r�t that �s wholly
�tself and a total�ty w�ll, expand�ng �nto all part�cular�ty, step forth out
of �ts repose, �n desp�te of all sat�sfact�on there�n, and �nvolve �tself �n
the contrad�ct�ons of the broken and confused medley of earthly
ex�stence, and �s by so do�ng unable �n th�s d�v�ded world to w�thdraw
�tself from the �ll-fortune and �ll-health that cl�ngs to f�n�te ex�stence.
Even the �mmortal gods of Polythe�sm do not dwell �n eternal peace,
but take s�des �n m�ghty confl�cts where�n contend�ng pass�ons and
�nterests are roused, be�ng subject themselves to Dest�ny; nay,
more, even the God of Chr�st�ans �s, not del�vered from a passage of
hum�l�at�on endured through suffer�ng and shame of death, �s not
spared the b�tterness of soul, wh�ch perforce cr�ed aloud: "My God,
my God, why hast thou forsaken me." And the mother of Chr�st
exper�enced an agony of the same po�gnant character, and human
l�fe �n every d�rect�on �s a l�fe of struggle, battle, and pa�n. For



greatness and force of character �s evolved �n the greatness and
force of contend�ng elements, out of wh�ch Sp�r�t concentrates �tself
aga�n and aga�n upon �ts un�ty. The �ntens�ty and depth of subject�v�ty
�s only the more emphas�zed, the more unbroken and unexampled
the res�stance of c�rcumstances to �ts un�ty grows, and the more
�rreconc�lable the contrad�ct�ons appear under wh�ch �t has to
preserve �ts own self-centred equ�l�br�um. In th�s development and
through th�s alone the m�ght of the Idea and the Ideal �s preserved,
for power cons�sts prec�sely �n th�s self-preservat�on through a
process of self-negat�on.
Inasmuch as �t �s the fact, then, that the part�cular�ty of the Ideal
passes �nto a relat�on w�th the external world through such
development, and by so do�ng �s made partaker �n a world, wh�ch, so
far from man�fest�ng the �deally free assoc�at�on of the not�on and �ts
external real�ty, presents an ex�stence wh�ch �s just that wh�ch �t
ought not to be, �n apprehend�ng the true nature of th�s relat�on we
have to cons�der how far the determ�nat�ons wh�ch affect the Ideal
e�ther �n themselves conta�n �mmed�ately the pr�nc�ple of Ideal�ty, or
are to a more or less degree suscept�ble of �t.
In th�s connect�on we would d�rect attent�on to three fundamental
po�nts of v�ew.
In the f�rst place we have the actual cond�t�on of the world generally,
wh�ch �s assumed as �nvolved �n �nd�v�dual act�on and �ts spec�f�c
character. Secondly, we have the part�cular�ty of cond�t�on, the
determ�nat�on of wh�ch �ntroduces d�fference and tens�on w�th�n the
substant�ve un�ty, wh�ch �s the mot�ve-spr�ng of the act�on, �n other
words the s�tuat�on.
Th�rdly, we have to cons�der the s�tuat�on from the s�de of
subject�v�ty, and furthermore the react�on by v�rtue of wh�ch the
confl�ct and resolut�on of the element of d�fference �s expressly
asserted, �n other words, the act�on �n �ts str�ct sense.

1. The un�versal World-cond�t�on
The �deal subject�v�ty �s as such essent�ally a personal relat�on, a
relat�on, that �s to say, of self to every aspect of mot�on or act�v�ty, �n



wh�ch the self has to assert or perfect �ts own substance. And to
effect th�s a world env�ronment �s necessary as the un�versal ground
of �ts real�zat�on. When �n reference to th�s we speak of cond�t�on we
understand by th�s the un�versally preva�l�ng mode, under wh�ch,
w�th�n the sphere of sp�r�tual real�ty, that wh�ch �s the substant�ve and
essent�ally coalesc�ng fabr�c of the same �s present. In th�s sense we
refer to a cond�t�on of educat�on, the sc�ences, the rel�g�ous sense, or
even of f�nance, adm�n�strat�on of just�ce, fam�ly l�fe, and s�m�lar
examples. All these objects of reference are, however, merely
aspects of one and the same sp�r�tual content, wh�ch �s thus �n and
through them rendered expl�c�t and real. In further cons�der�ng the
general cond�t�on of the world as the un�versal mode of the real�ty of
Sp�r�t �t w�ll be necessary to pursue our exam�nat�on from the po�nt of
v�ew of the W�ll. It �s through the exerc�se of vol�t�on that Sp�r�t
generally un�tes �tself to-determ�nate ex�stence; and the substant�al
nex� wh�ch are �mmed�ately present �n real�ty betray themselves �n
the spec�f�c modes �n wh�ch the determ�nat�ons of W�ll, eth�cal and
legal concept�ons, and, �ndeed, all that belongs to that wh�ch we are
accustomed, �n a general way, to def�ne as just�ce, act�vely asserts
�tself.
The quest�on consequently ar�ses how such a un�versal cond�t�on
must be character�zed �n order that �t may appear adequate to the
�nd�v�dual�ty of the Ideal.
(a) Pursuant to the forego�ng cons�derat�ons we may, to beg�n w�th,
emphas�ze the follow�ng po�nts:
(α) The Ideal �s essent�al un�ty; not a purely formal and external un�ty,
but the �mmanent un�ty of the content �n �tself. Th�s substant�ve
repose on �ts own resources we have already character�zed as the
self-suff�c�ency, rest, and beat�tude of the Ideal. We w�ll, �n d�rect
relat�on to the plane of d�scuss�on we have now reached, develop
th�s character�st�c of self-subs�stency[300], mak�ng �t a pr�mary
demand of our argument that what we have termed the general
cond�t�on of the world appear �n such a self-subs�stent form as w�ll
enable �t to accept the embod�ment of the Ideal.



(αα) Now self-subs�stency �s an equ�vocal express�on to start w�th. In
ord�nary parlance that wh�ch �s essent�ally substant�al �s called s�mply
self-subs�stent by v�rtue of the element of causat�on be�ng �mpl�ed
w�th�n th�s substant�al�ty; we are wont to use �t �n th�s sense when
descr�b�ng the �ntr�ns�cally d�v�ne and absolute. But as reta�ned �n th�s
un�versal�ty of substance merely as such �t �s not declared as �tself
subject�ve, and consequently meets w�th �ts �rresolvable contrad�ct�on
�n the part�cular�ty of concrete �nd�v�dual�ty. In th�s bare ant�thes�s all
true self-subs�stency d�sappears.
(ββ) On the other hand, �t �s not uncommon to f�nd such subs�stency
ascr�bed to purely formal �nd�v�dual�ty, cons�st�ng solely �n �ts self-
rel�ance upon the f�xed determ�nacy of �ts subject�ve character�st�cs.
Th�s subject�v�ty, however, �n so far as the actual content of l�fe drops
away from �t, so that the forces and substances wh�ch l�e w�thout �t
acqu�re �n themselves an �ndependent stab�l�ty, and as such confront
the subject and the �nward l�fe as a content wholly unrelated, lapses
through th�s, too, �nto unequ�vocable contrad�ct�on w�th the actual
substant�al�ty of determ�nate ex�stence, and forfe�ts all cla�m to self-
subs�stency and freedom of content. True self-subs�stence cons�sts
alone �n the un�ty and �nterpenetrat�on of both �nd�v�dual�ty and
un�versal�ty w�th each other. The un�versal acqu�res through the
�nd�v�dual a concrete ex�stence; the subject�v�ty of the part�cular th�ng
d�scovers for the f�rst t�me �n the un�versal the unassa�lable bas�s and
the most genu�ne form of �ts real�zed total�ty.
(γγ) Consequently �n mak�ng th�s demand of the un�versal world-
cond�t�on we must ask for a form of self-subs�stency �n the same
sense, namely, that the substant�ally un�versal �n such a cond�t�on
must conta�n w�th�n �tself as the veh�cle of �ts self-subs�stence the
form of subject�v�ty. The most obv�ous presentment of th�s �dent�ty �s
that of thought. For �f thought �s, �n one aspect of �t, subject�ve, �n
another �t possesses un�versal�ty as the product of �ts �nherent
act�v�ty, and encloses both un�versal�ty and subject�v�ty �n unfettered
un�ty. The un�versal of thought �s, however, not that of art, whose
object �s the beaut�ful. And, �ndeed, apart from th�s d�st�nct�on,
part�cular �nd�v�dual�ty as confronted by thought �n �ts natural
env�sagement, or form, no less than �n �ts act�ve effects and



complete real�zat�on, stands �n no necessary correspondence w�th
the un�versal�ty of thought. There �s, for example, a clear d�st�nct�on
between the subject apprehended �n �ts concrete content of the
actual world and that wh�ch �s s�mply the th�nk�ng subject, or at least
�t �s open to such a d�st�nct�on. The same k�nd of cleavage affects the
form of the un�versal �tself. In other words the moment the un�versal
beg�ns to assert �tself �n d�st�nct�on from �ts otherw�se related real�ty
by that act �t has �n object�ve ex�stence separated �tself from all the
var�ed play of �ts phenomenal part�cular�ty, and, �n oppos�t�on to the
same, has already establ�shed an �ndependent pos�t�on assured and
powerful.
In the Ideal, however, �t �s prec�sely the part�cular �nd�v�dual�ty wh�ch
ought to pers�st �n �nseparable co-ord�nat�on w�th the substant�ve
real�ty, and to the full extent that freedom and the self-subs�stency of
the subject�ve pr�nc�ple may attach to the Ideal the world-
env�ronment of cond�t�ons and relat�ons should possess no essent�al
object�v�ty �ndependent of the �nd�v�dual �n the subject�ve aspect
above referred to or already presupposed. For the �deal �nd�v�dual �s
a self-enclosed total�ty, wh�ch already �ncludes the object�ve
pr�nc�ple, and �t must not be perm�tted to have �ndependent mot�on
and development apart from the �nd�v�dual�ty of the subject;
otherw�se the subject falls back �nto a purely subord�nate pos�t�on �n
contrast to a world whose �ndependence �s already assured.
Consequently the un�versal must �ndeed be actual �n the �nd�v�dual
as that wh�ch �s �n a un�que sense �ts own, but not so as the property
of the �nd�v�dual, as a th�nker, but as that of h�s character and
temperament. To put the same truth �n another way, what �s requ�red
for th�s un�ty of the un�versal and �nd�v�dual �n art as opposed to the
med�at�on and d�fferent�at�on of thought, �s the form of �mmed�acy;
and the self-subs�stency wh�ch we cla�m here �s the form of
�mmed�ate self-subs�stency. W�th that, however, the element of
cont�ngency �s assoc�ated. That �s to say, so long as the un�versal
and effect�ve[301] const�tuents of sp�r�tual l�fe, such as the self-
subs�stency of �nd�v�duals exh�b�ts, are only presented to us �n the
�mmed�ate gu�se of subject�ve feel�ng, temperament, and d�spos�t�on
of character, and debarred any other category of ex�stence, such are



thereby already g�ven over to the cont�ngency of vol�t�on and �ts
real�zat�on. All we have left us, then, �s what �s pecul�ar to each
�nd�v�dual v�ewed as such and h�s sensuous exper�ence. Such a
possess�on of what �s noth�ng more than personal �d�osyncracy �s
unable to assert for �tself any further potency or necess�ty; �t appears
s�mply as �nclus�on of content, f�xed ach�evement and at the same
t�me arb�trary comm�tment of the wholly self-dependent subject to the
�nfluence of feel�ng, d�spos�t�on, energy, general ab�l�ty, cunn�ng, and
talents, �nstead of carry�ng out �ts real�zat�on over and over aga�n
accord�ng to a pr�nc�ple of un�versal �mport and acknowledged
stab�l�ty.
Th�s type of cont�ngency, then, �s the character�st�c qual�ty of the
cond�t�on wh�ch we requ�red for the ground upon wh�ch all the var�ed
wealth of the Ideal �s to appear.
(β) In order to make more clear the actual character of the real�ty
wh�ch �s most adapted to art�st�c treatment we w�ll contrast �t w�th that
aspect of ex�stence wh�ch �s not so adapted.
(αα) We f�nd th�s pre-em�nently where the eth�cal not�on, that �s,
just�ce and rat�onal freedom, have already won for themselves and
ma�nta�n a f�xed pos�t�on �n the soc�al order regulated by law, so that,
even �n the external world, �t appears as a pos�t�ve and necessary
power, wh�ch �s qu�te �ndependent of the �nd�v�dual�ty and subject�v�ty
of spec�f�c temperament and characters. Th�s �s the case �n the l�fe of
the State, where that l�fe �s man�fested �n a form adequate to the true
not�on of c�t�zensh�p. For obv�ously �t �s not every chance assoc�at�on
of human be�ngs, any more than every patr�archal commun�ty, that
w�ll fulf�l the requ�s�tes of State-l�fe. In the true State laws, customs,
and r�ghts, �n so far as they const�tute the determ�nat�ons of freedom
appl�cable to all, are of paramount force even �n th�s un�versal and
abstract relat�on, and are not cond�t�oned �n the�r appl�cab�l�ty by the
chance requ�rements of any �nd�v�dual's �d�osyncracy. As the
consc�ousness of soc�ety has �ssued for �tself commands and laws �n
a mode of statement of general appl�cat�on, �n the same way these
are externally val�d as such un�versal f�at, wh�ch proceeds �n the path
of order thereby �nd�cated, armed w�th powers of restra�nt and



compuls�on aga�nst any �nd�v�dual who may attempt to assert h�s
capr�ce �n an �njur�ous oppos�t�on to such regulat�ons.
(ββ) Such a cond�t�on at once assumes a d�v�d�ng l�ne between the
un�versal ord�nances of the regulat�ve understand�ng and the
�mmed�ate l�fe, connot�ng by th�s latter term the un�ty �n wh�ch all that
�s substant�ve and essent�al �n morals and the conduct of just�ce only
f�nds a form for �ts ex�stence �n the exper�ence of �nd�v�duals, the�r
eth�cal feel�ng and op�n�on, that �s to say, and thereby alone �s
exerc�sed. In the c�v�l�zed State r�ght and just�ce, even rel�g�on and
sc�ence, or, at any rate, prov�dent �nterest �n rel�g�ous and sc�ent�f�c
educat�on, are subject to publ�c control, wh�ch d�rects and co-
ord�nates the same.
(γγ) The pos�t�on, then, that �solated �nd�v�duals occupy �n the State
�s one wh�ch contracts them w�th�n a f�xed and organ�zed order, and
subord�nates them thereto; and they stand �n th�s relat�on for the
reason that the character and d�spos�t�on of each �s not the only
embod�ment of eth�cal forces; but, �f the State to wh�ch they belong �s
a genu�ne example, they are on the contrary compelled to regulate
all the external deta�l of the�r act�ons, op�n�ons, and feel�ngs w�th a
due regard to what �s legally perm�ss�ble, and to br�ng the same �nto
l�ne w�th �t. Th�s dependence upon the object�ve rat�onal�ty of the
State �n �ts power of self-assert�on above all subject�ve capr�ce may
e�ther be regarded as a mere subject�on, �nasmuch as laws and
�nst�tut�ons possess, as the paramount power, a constra�n�ng force,
or we may see �n �t merely the free recogn�t�on and acceptance of
the reason that underl�es such a necess�ty of fact, an
acknowledgment through wh�ch the �nd�v�dual f�nds h�mself aga�n �n
that object�ve order.
But even �n the latter case �solated �nd�v�duals cont�nue to rema�n as
merely �nc�dental facts, and apart from the organ�c real�ty of the State
possess no real substant�al�ty �n themselves. For substant�al�ty, �n the
sense we here use the term, �s by no means only the part�cular
property of th�s or that �nd�v�dual, but a fully expl�c�t real�ty[302],
m�nted, as �t were, �n all aspects of �t, and down to the merest deta�l
�n a mode un�versally appl�cable and necessary. All that mere
�nd�v�duals can effect w�th vol�t�on and accompl�shment even �n



act�ons r�ght, moral, and legal �n themselves �n the �nterest of and
attendant upon the progress of the whole, rema�ns and must always
rema�n, �n contrast w�th that whole, �ns�gn�f�cant and a mere
example. The�r act�ons are always only an ent�rely part�al real�zat�on
of a s�ngle case; and, moreover, the real�zat�on of the same has no
un�versal s�gn�f�cance �n the sense that the part�cular example of �t �s
thereby of object�ve val�d�ty as law, or, as such law, makes �ts
appearance. And for the same reason, to put the matter the other
way, �t �s wholly un�mportant whether the val�d�ty of r�ght and just�ce
�s acknowledged by pr�vate �nd�v�duals judg�ng as �nd�v�duals. The
val�d�ty �s a v�tal fact of State l�fe wh�ch holds whether �t be
acknowledged or no. No doubt �t �s a matter of �nterest to the general
publ�c that every one should fall �n w�th the order establ�shed and
des�re �t; but the w�shes of �solated �nd�v�duals have no �nfluence
upon that �nterest �n the sense that �t �s only by v�rtue of the assent of
th�s or that person that r�ght and a moral order �s preserved. Such
requ�re no such �solated example of assent; and a breach of e�ther �s
followed by pun�shment.
The subord�nate pos�t�on of pr�vate persons �n the c�v�l�zed State �s
f�nally emphas�zed �n the fact that, whatever share any one may
have �n the general c�v�c l�fe, �t �s of a def�n�te and �n every case
restr�cted character. In the real State work must have some relat�on
to the general good[303], just as the act�ve enterpr�se of the
bourgeo�s�e �n the commerc�al bus�ness �s subd�v�ded �n the most
var�ed way, so that the ent�re l�fe of the State shall not appear as the
concrete ach�evement of any s�ngle person, or �n general can be
entrusted to the arb�trary w�shes, enterpr�se, courage, resources,
and d�scret�on of such, but on account of the fact that �t compr�ses
act�v�t�es and trades of countless complex�ty, and must be carr�ed out
by assoc�at�ons of bus�ness men at least as var�ed. The pun�shment
of a cr�m�nal �s no longer an affa�r of personal hero�sm or the v�rtue of
any one �nd�v�dual, but �s throughout the ent�re process, �n the
�nvest�gat�on and d�scovery of the felon�ous act, �n the
pronouncement of jud�c�al sentence and �ts execut�on, contr�buted to
by d�fferent persons; nay, every �mportant phase of such a process �s
�n the same way subject to some k�nd of d�v�s�on of labour. To see



that the laws are properly adm�n�stered, then, �s not w�th�n the
spec�al prov�nce of any one man, but results from an organ�zed effort
of great var�ety and the rules wh�ch d�rect �t. Add to th�s every man
who ass�sts �n such a process �s bound to follow certa�n general
pr�nc�ples wh�ch are la�d down for h�s gu�dance, and all that �s carr�ed
out under the�r d�rect�on �s further subject to the cr�t�c�sm and control
of yet h�gher off�c�als.
(γ) In all such c�v�c relat�ons, then, we f�nd that �n a truly regulated
State the publ�c author�ty �s not �mpressed w�th the �mpr�matur of any
s�ngle person, but �t �s the general W�ll wh�ch preva�ls here �n �ts
un�versal�ty, a cond�t�on under wh�ch the part�cular l�fe of the
�nd�v�dual has the appearance of van�sh�ng or, at least, of becom�ng
of a qu�te subs�d�ary �mportance. In a cond�t�on of th�ngs such as th�s
the self-subs�stency we were seek�ng for �s out of the quest�on. And
for th�s reason we requ�red for the free embod�ment of �nd�v�dual�ty
cond�t�ons wh�ch are prec�sely the reverse of th�s, �n wh�ch the
val�d�ty of the eth�cal pr�nc�ple der�ves �ts support from �nd�v�duals,
and only from �nd�v�duals, men who make for themselves a great
place �n the arena of l�fe through the act�v�ty of except�onal vol�t�onal
power and the �nherent greatness and effect�veness of the�r
character. W�th such r�ght �s s�mply that wh�ch they choose to accept
as such; and �f that wh�ch �s essent�ally moral �s comprom�sed by
the�r act�on, there �s no all-constra�n�ng publ�c m�ght wh�ch br�ngs
them to judgment and exacts pun�shment, but only the r�ght of that
�nner vo�ce of necess�ty, wh�ch accentuates �tself as v�tal �n part�cular
character and through external c�rcumstance and cond�t�on and only
thus �s actually ex�stent. Th�s �s what d�fferent�ates pun�shment from
revenge. The pun�shment exacted by law asserts the val�d�ty of the
generally appl�cable and carefully def�ned r�ght aga�nst the v�olat�on
of that r�ght, and makes use of the publ�c power accord�ng to a
def�n�te process as �ts �nstrument, �n other words, �t employs a
tr�bunal and a judge, an �nstrument to wh�ch personal�ty �s attached
as someth�ng acc�dental. Even revenge may �n a s�m�lar way f�nd a
just�f�cat�on; but such as �t has �s based ent�rely on the subject�ve
consc�ence of those who deal w�th the cr�m�nal act, and, �n
pursuance of the�r own pr�vate conv�ct�ons, avenge themselves on
the unr�ghteous act and �ts perpetrator. The revenge of Orestes �s,



for example, just�f�able; but he exacted �t under the d�rect�on of the
law wh�ch h�s own v�rtue prescr�bed, not as the execut�on of a
judgment and a r�ght. In the cond�t�on, then, that we cla�m as the
most su�table for art�st�c treatment, that wh�ch �s moral and just must
be throughout personal, �n the sense that �ts source �s exclus�vely �n
the �nd�v�dual l�fe, and �t only �s actual �n such dependence.
Moreover, to proceed w�th our contrasted cond�t�ons, �n regulated
States the external env�ronment of man �s made secure, and
properly �s protected, and he �s only perm�tted to reta�n �n absolute
�ndependence for h�mself h�s pr�vate v�ews and op�n�ons. But �n that
cond�t�on where the essent�al features of a State are not found the
protect�on of l�fe and property depends on the �solated energy and
courage of each �nd�v�dual by h�mself, who �s compelled to look after
h�s own secur�ty and that of everyth�ng wh�ch belongs to h�m. Such a
cond�t�on we are accustomed to �dent�fy w�th the hero�c age. It �s not,
of course, our prov�nce here e�ther to d�scuss or dec�de wh�ch of
these two contrasted cond�t�ons of l�fe �s the worth�er; suff�ce �t to say
that, so far as the Ideal of art �s concerned, �t �s �mperat�vely
necessary that th�s hard and f�xed l�ne between the un�versal as an
�ndependent ex�stence and �nd�v�dual�ty should be removed, however
much th�s d�st�nct�on may be necessary �n other d�rect�ons for the
real�zat�on of human ex�stence. The reason of th�s �s that Art and �ts
Ideal �s just that un�versal, �n so far as �t may be presented to the
percept�on of the senses, and by such presentment �s perm�tted to
enter �nto the var�ety and l�v�ng forms of the world of objects.
(αα) What we were look�ng for, therefore, �s suppl�ed us by the hero�c
age, for �t �s here that v�rtue, ἀρετὴ �n the full sense of that Greek
word, creates the root-bas�s of act�ons. In th�s connect�on �t would
appear that we must d�st�ngu�sh between ἀρετὴ and v�rtus as
understood by the Roman themselves. The Romans had already
the�r State, Fatherland, and legal �nst�tut�ons, and as contrasted w�th
the State, as the controll�ng object of all, they had surrendered
personal�ty. To be s�mply a c�t�zen of Rome, to have one object for
the �mag�nat�on and for every other personal energy to centre �tself
upon, namely, the fatherland and �ts sovere�gn majesty, there�n l�es
the earnestness and gr�t of Roman v�rtue. Heroes, on the contrary,
are �nd�v�duals who undertake and accompl�sh a complete enterpr�se



�n cons�stent rel�ance upon the�r personal resources and �n�t�at�ve,
and w�th whom �t �s consequently a purely arb�trary act of the�r own
when they execute anyth�ng �n accordance w�th the moral pr�nc�ple.
Th�s �mmed�ate un�ty, however, of what we may call the substant�ve
�mport and �nd�v�dual�ty of �ncl�nat�on, �mpulse, and w�ll �s the
character�st�c of Greek v�rtue. Accord�ng to th�s v�ew personal�ty �s a
law to �tself w�thout any further subject�on to a law, judgment, and
tr�bunal of �ndependent subs�stence. The Greek heroes make the�r
appearance �n an epoch anter�or to legal enactment, or they are
themselves the founders of States, so that r�ght and soc�al order, law
and eth�cal custom, emanate from them, and pers�st as the�r own
creat�on �n an �ndefeas�ble relat�on to them. In th�s way Hercules was
regarded so h�ghly by the anc�ents themselves, and represents an
Ideal of or�g�nal and hero�c v�rtue. H�s free and self-rel�ant v�rtue, w�th
wh�ch he champ�oned the r�ght and battled aga�nst the monstros�t�es
of men and Nature �s not a preva�l�ng character�st�c of the age, but
belongs to h�m as an exclus�ve and un�que possess�on. And we may
add he was not str�ctly a moral hero, as h�s recept�on of the f�fty
daughters of Thesp�us �n one n�ght[304] clearly shows us; ne�ther
would �t appear from the tale about the Augaean stables �s he pre-
em�nent for gent�l�ty. He �s rather the general type of self-rel�ant
strength and resource �n �ts champ�onsh�p of r�ght and just�ce, to
exempl�fy wh�ch he elected summar�ly and from a free cho�ce to
undergo countless to�ls and labours. It �s true that some of h�s deeds
were carr�ed out at the �nst�gat�on of Eurystheus, but th�s subm�ss�on
�s, after all, rather a formal assoc�at�on than a real one, no
connect�on at least of legal val�d�ty or �nev�table necess�ty through
wh�ch the strength of h�s self-rel�ant personal�ty was d�verted from �ts
�ndependent course.
The Homer�c heroes are of a s�m�lar type. No doubt they have the�r
clan ch�efta�n; but the assoc�at�ng bond �s no f�xed relat�on already
determ�ned by law, wh�ch enforces the�r subm�ss�on; of the�r own free
w�ll �t �s that they follow Agamemnon, who �s no monarch �n the
modern sense of the term. Consequently every hero volunteers h�s
own adv�ce, the enraged Ach�lles acts �ndependently for h�mself �n
h�s separat�on, and, speak�ng generally, each and all come and go,



act, or take the�r le�sure as they please. In much the same
�ndependent pos�t�on, that �s to say, un�ted �n no f�xed organ�zat�on,
to wh�ch they are as �nd�v�duals ent�rely subord�nate, we f�nd the
heroes of Arab�an poetry portrayed, and even the Shah-Rameh of
Ferdus� furn�shes us w�th s�m�lar examples. In latter-day
Chr�stendom the age of feudal�sm and kn�ghthood suppl�es a fert�le
f�eld for the free growth of hero�c enterpr�se and the type of
�nd�v�dual�ty wh�ch belongs to �t. Of such are the heroes of the round
table, no less than the hero�c c�rcle of wh�ch Charles the Great �s the
focus. Charles �s, much l�ke Agamemnon, surrounded w�th
�ndependent ch�efta�ns of hero�c mould, a un�on wh�ch as such �s
powerless[305]. He �s consequently always compelled to take counsel
w�th them, however much each of them may be �nfluenced by pr�vate
pass�ons; he may bluster l�ke a very Olymp�an Jup�ter, and none the
less f�nd h�mself and h�s undertak�ngs suddenly left �n the lurch wh�le
h�s confederates are off on some adventures of the�r own. The C�d �s
perhaps the most complete example of the type. He, too, �s the ally
of a confederacy, the dependent of a k�ng, and �s bound to render
duty as vassal; but �n oppos�t�on to th�s obl�gat�on he �s pre-em�nently
�nfluenced by the pr�nc�ple of honour, the purely personal
cons�derat�on of h�s own glory, nob�l�ty, and reputat�on[306]. And so �n
th�s case also the k�ng can only determ�ne a f�xed l�ne of act�on and
make war after consult�ng and obta�n�ng the consent of h�s vassals. If
th�s �s not g�ven they do not f�ght, and, moreover, a mere major�ty of
votes �s not suff�c�ent to compel them. Every man �s �ndependent of
h�s ne�ghbour, and exerc�ses h�s w�ll and steers h�s own course as
such. We f�nd �n the accounts g�ven us of Saracen heroes an equally
br�ll�ant p�cture of self-rel�ant and st�ll more �nflex�ble personal�ty.
Even the Re�necke Fuchs fable �s a fresh example of th�s state of
th�ngs. Here, �t �s true, the l�on �s master and k�ng, but the wolf and
the bear s�t �n counc�l. Even Re�necke and the rest do just what they
l�ke; and when there �s a general outcry, the sly fellow e�ther gets out
of the mess w�th h�s story-tell�ng, or manages to make some
part�cular �nterest of k�ng and queen work to h�s own advantage, and
�n h�s own cunn�ng way talks over h�s sovere�gn somehow.



(ββ) Moreover, �n much the same way that each �nd�v�dual example
of th�s hero�c type of personal�ty pers�sts �n �mmed�ate un�ty w�th all
that he may w�ll, act, and accompl�sh, a s�m�lar un�ty �s further
ma�nta�ned �n all the consequences wh�ch flow from such �n�t�at�ve.
When we ourselves, on the contrary, act or est�mate a part�cular
act�on, we assume that only full respons�b�l�ty can attach where the
�nd�v�dual under cons�derat�on �s �n complete possess�on of the true
nature of h�s act�on and �ts attendant c�rcumstances. If the content of
those surround�ng cond�t�ons �s otherw�se than that wh�ch �s present
to the agent's consc�ousness �n such a case a man nowadays w�ll
not take upon h�mself the burden of all that �s �mpl�ed �n h�s act�on.
He w�ll thrust on one s�de that part of �t wh�ch he would not have
done had he known completely or not m�sconce�ved the
c�rcumstances, and he only accepts that wh�ch was fully under h�s
cogn�sance and carr�ed out w�th del�berate �ntent�on �n conform�ty
thereto. The hero�c character makes no such d�st�nct�on. He adheres
s�mply to all the consequences and makes good h�s personal
respons�b�l�ty for the whole. Œd�pus on h�s way to consult the oracle
meets a certa�n man, quarrels w�th h�m and str�kes h�m. In those
days such an act was not a cr�me at all. He only returned a blow
after be�ng v�gorously attacked. But the stranger was h�s father.
Œd�pus further marr�es a royal lady. H�s w�fe �s h�s mother. W�thout
know�ng �t he comm�ts an act of shame. On learn�ng the truth he
acknowledges such enorm�t�es to the�r full extent, �nfl�cts a
pun�shment on h�mself as murderer of h�s father and a man of �ncest,
and th�s although he was ent�rely �gnorant of the true nature of these
acts, or had any �ntent�on of do�ng them. The self-rel�ant
stubbornness and ent�rety of the hero�c character refuses to parcel
out respons�b�l�ty and knows noth�ng of such d�st�nct�ons as personal
�ntent�on and the object�ve act and �ts consequences. In the evolut�on
and ram�f�cat�on of an act�on as we moderns regard �t these opposed
po�nts of v�ew constantly recur, and gu�lt �s thrown �nto the
background as far as poss�ble. No doubt our v�ew of the matter �s
more �n accordance w�th eth�cal pr�nc�ple, �n so far as the cond�t�on of
a personal knowledge of the part�cular c�rcumstances, or the
consc�ousness of an object good �n �tself, �n short, generally the
�ntent of an act, �s what mater�ally ass�sts us �n our judgment. But �n



the hero�c age, where we f�nd the �nd�v�dual essent�ally �nd�v�s�ble
and the object�ve act proceed�ng from h�mself as ent�rely h�s own,
each person cla�ms absolutely all that he may do, and refuses to
surrender one jot or t�ttle of respons�b�l�ty therefor.
To an extent equally m�nute the hero�c f�gure �s separated from the
eth�cal whole, to wh�ch he belongs, and h�s self-consc�ousness �s
bound up wholly �n substant�al un�ty w�th that whole. Accord�ng to the
v�ews �n vogue now we draw a l�ne of d�st�nct�on as pr�vate
�nd�v�duals between objects wh�ch are wholly personal and those
wh�ch affect the commun�ty. The �nd�v�dual acts �n all that he does
from h�s own pr�vate personal�ty as d�st�nct from others, and v�ews
even h�s act�ons rather as relat�ve to th�s than as part of all that �s
farmed out by the organ�c whole to wh�ch he belongs. We
consequently make a d�st�nct�on between �nd�v�duals and the�r
fam�l�es. Such �s unknown �n the hero�c age. The gu�lt of ancestors
adheres to the�r descendants, and an ent�re fam�ly w�ll suffer for the
or�g�nal defaulter. Men �nher�t the fatal�ty of gu�lt and transgress�on. A
condemnat�on such as th�s appears to us unjust as an �rrat�onal
subject�on to a bl�nd fate. W�th us the ach�evements of ancestors
reflect no more honour on ch�ldren and descendants than the
pun�shments and cr�mes of such contam�nate those that follow after
them, and least of all �s the�r pr�vate character thus affected; nay,
modern op�n�on �s already close to the v�ew that the conf�scat�on of
fam�ly property �s a pun�shment wh�ch v�olates the profounder
concept�on of l�berty. But �n the anc�ent and more plast�c total�ty the
�nd�v�dual �s not so �solated, but rather a member of h�s fam�ly and
race. For th�s reason the character, act�on, and fortunes of the fam�ly
cont�nue to be the pr�vate affa�r of each member of �t; and so far from
deny�ng the act�ons of h�s parents, each man voluntar�ly accepts
them as h�s own; they l�ve �n h�m, and he �s just that wh�ch h�s fathers
were, suffered, or transgressed. Th�s appears to us a hardsh�p, but
that wh�ch we replace �t w�th, th�s stand�ng alone on our own
possess�ons[307], and the more subject�ve self-stab�l�ty thus acqu�red
�s also from another po�nt of v�ew only the abstract self-suff�c�ency of
each. The �nd�v�dual�ty of hero�c t�mes �s none the less of a more
�deal type, because �t does not declare �tself as sat�sf�ed w�th the



mere form of freedom and �nf�n�ty, but rema�ns �n unalterable and
�mmed�ate un�ty w�th all that �s most substant�al �n the relat�ons of
sp�r�t wh�ch �t of �tself endows w�th l�v�ng actual�ty. In such an
�nd�v�dual�ty the substant�al �s �mmed�ately �nd�v�dual, and the
�nd�v�dual thereby h�mself essent�ally substant�ve.
(γγ) From cons�derat�ons such as these we conclude that the �deal
f�gures of art must be sought for �n the age of mythos, that �s to say,
speak�ng generally, �n past t�mes, where we shall f�nd the so�l most
congen�al to the�r growth. If such mater�al �s taken from the age we
l�ve �n, whose most nat�ve form, as we actually f�nd �t, �s t�ghtly shut
off from the �mag�nat�on, �t matters not how we regard �t, then the
mod�f�cat�ons wh�ch the poet can hardly avo�d mak�ng �n �t w�ll not
read�ly escape the appearance of a purely art�f�c�al and �ntent�onal
compos�t�on. The Past ent�rely belongs to memory, and memory
perfects the �nfold�ng ve�l of character, events, and act�ons �n the
vesture of un�versal�ty, through wh�ch the part�cular external or
cont�ngent deta�l �s unable to penetrate. Many tr�fl�ng c�rcumstances
and med�at�ng cond�t�ons, many var�ed and �solated phases of
act�v�ty, are �nseparable from the actual ex�stence of an act�on or a
character: �n the m�rror of memory all these �ns�gn�f�cant deta�ls are
obl�terated. In th�s l�berat�on of h�s work from what �s acc�dental �n the
external fact the art�st has a freer hand for h�s art�st�c powers of
compos�t�on, when deal�ng w�th that wh�ch �s �nd�v�dual and part�cular
�n �t, �f the act�ons, h�stor�es, and characters are borrowed from
anc�ent t�mes. He has, �t �s true, also h�stor�cal memor�es, out of
wh�ch he must mould a content conformable to the un�versal; but the
p�cture of the Past possesses, as already observed, an advantage,
taken s�mply as a p�cture of greater un�versal�ty, wh�le the man�fold
texture of med�at�ng cond�t�on and c�rcumstance, �nterwoven as �t �s
�n the ent�re framework of f�n�te ex�stence wh�ch surrounds �t, offers
h�m mater�al ample enough to prevent h�s hand obl�terat�ng the
�nd�v�dual�ty, wh�ch �s essent�al to h�s work of art. The more closely
we cons�der �t, the clearer w�ll be our conclus�on that a hero�c age
has the advantage over later and more c�v�l�zed t�mes �n that the
�solated character and personal�ty generally �n such an age does not
as yet f�nd what �s substant�ve e�ther �n the sphere of eth�cal custom,
or moral obl�gat�on opposed to �tself �n the necessary embod�ment of



legal �nst�tut�on, and thereby presents �mmed�ately to the poet all that
the form of the Ideal requ�res. Shakespeare has, for example,
selected much mater�al for h�s traged�es from chron�cles and earl�er
romances, framed upon a cond�t�on of l�fe wh�ch has not as yet
rece�ved the �mpress�on of a fully art�culated soc�al order, but �n
wh�ch the energy of �nd�v�duals, as emphas�zed �n personal resolve
and ach�evement, �s st�ll the preva�l�ng character�st�c. H�s genu�ne
h�stor�cal dramas have, on the contrary, a ve�n of h�stor�cal
substance runn�ng through them �n the str�ctest sense, and for th�s
reason lean farther away from an �deal expos�t�on, although here,
too, both c�rcumstances and act�ons are made to fall �n w�th, or are
removed to su�t, the uny�eld�ng self-suff�c�ency and w�lfulness of
part�cular characters. No doubt th�s character�st�c rema�ns for the
most part �n the�r case a purely formal self-�nclus�on, whereas �f we
contrast �t w�th the self-subs�stency of hero�c characters we f�nd that
here the essent�al content of all such have proposed to accompl�sh �s
bound up therew�th.
It �s on account of th�s contrast that we should f�nd a reason for
repeat�ng the general thes�s �n connect�on w�th the Ideal, to the effect
that the Idyll�c �s except�onally adapted for �ts express�on, �nasmuch
as where that �s presented the cleavage between what �s determ�ned
by legal necess�ty and the l�v�ng person �s wholly absent. To th�s we
must reply that, however s�mple and or�g�nal �dyll�c s�tuat�ons may
be, however far removed they may be from the art�f�c�al prose-
ex�stence of soc�ety, such s�mpl�c�ty, �f we cons�der the nature of �ts
content, has, �n fact, too �ns�gn�f�cant an �nterest to sat�sfy the most
substant�al and essent�al requ�rements of the Ideal. Mater�al of th�s
sort fa�ls ent�rely to �nclude the most we�ghty mot�ves of hero�c
character such as Fatherland, moral and fam�ly problems, and the�r
development; �t �s a k�nd of treatment wh�ch �s apt to select as the
very core of �ts subject such a fact as the loss of a s�ngle sheep or
the fall�ng �n love of a g�rl. In th�s way the Idyll�c not unfrequently
becomes merely the resource and recreat�on of our hearts, to wh�ch
poets such as Gessner, for example, w�ll add the�r dose of s�ckly
sweetness and sent�mental�sm. The �dyll�c aspect of the days we l�ve
�n have, further, th�s defect, that th�s naïveté, th�s domest�cated or
rural atmosphere �n the emot�onal aspect of love or the enjoyment of



a good cup of coffee �n the open and th�ngs of that sort are not l�kely
to awake much �nterest, when we f�nd �n them noth�ng but the
country parson flavour—f�nd them cut off, that �s to say, from all
w�der relat�ons w�th the outs�de world, and not a trace of the
profounder web of purposes w�th wh�ch that world �s �nterwoven. It �s
prec�sely here that we have reason to adm�re the gen�us of Goethe,
when he concentrated h�s poet�c talent on mater�al of th�s k�nd �n h�s
poem of "Hermann and Dorothea." It �s true that he selects from the
l�fe of the Present a part�cular theme of very l�m�ted extens�on, but at
the same t�me he unfolds before us as the background and
atmosphere of the p�cture �n wh�ch h�s characters are portrayed the
great �nterests of the revolut�on and h�s own nat�ve country, and, �n
short, assoc�ates w�th a subject-matter necessar�ly narrow �n �ts
range facts of world-h�story of the w�dest and most potent
s�gn�f�cance.
Generally speak�ng, we shall f�nd that the �lls of l�fe and �ts ev�l, war,
battles, and revenge, are not excluded from the subject-matter of the
Ideal, but are frequently the very source and substance of the hero�c
age and �ts myths, whose form grows all the w�lder and sterner �n
proport�on to the remoteness of such a per�od from a fully developed
soc�ety of law and moral order. In the ch�valrous adventures of
kn�ght-errantry we f�nd the heroes of such tales themselves often
enough shar�ng the savage and d�ssolute character�st�cs of the
t�mes, and �n much the same way the martyrdom of the heroes of the
Church presupposes a cond�t�on of feroc�ous cruelty around them. At
bottom, however, the Chr�st�an �deal, wh�ch �s based on the depth
and �nwardness of man's sp�r�tual nature, stands �n a relat�on of
ent�re �nd�fference to the external world.
We have demonstrated that the cond�t�on of part�cular centur�es �s
more appl�cable to the Ideal; �n the same way Art selects pre-
em�nently a part�cular class of soc�ety for the form under wh�ch the
Ideal shall appear, the order, that �s to say, of pr�nces. And the
select�on �s made not because art �s necessar�ly ar�stocrat�c, or has
any pred�lect�on for gent�l�ty[308], but s�mply on account of the
perfect�on �n wh�ch free w�ll and �ts products may be exempl�f�ed
�mag�nat�vely through the h�ghly placed class. We have �n the chorus



of anc�ent tragedy the character�st�cs and un�versal background of
general max�ms, modes of �mag�nat�ve thought, and emot�on, before
wh�ch the def�n�te movements of the act�on proceed. In contrast to
th�s appear the more clearly def�ned �nd�v�dual�t�es of the personages
�mmed�ately concerned �n the act�on, men and women of author�ty,
and belong�ng for the most part to royal fam�l�es. On the other hand,
the ma�n �mpress�on forced upon us, when see�ng representat�ves of
a lower class carry�ng on pursu�ts wh�ch are of a narrower range, �s
one of subject�on; and, �ndeed, �n an art�f�c�al[309] state of soc�ety the
freedom of act�on of such a class �s fettered �n every d�rect�on, and �s
necessar�ly �nvolved w�th all �ts pass�ons and �nterests �n all the
medley and despot�c forces of external c�rcumstance. It �s, �n fact,
held closely beh�nd the �nv�nc�ble power of the soc�al order, wh�ch �t
�s unable to come out of, and �s an al�en from the author�ty of the
dom�nant order, even when that �s asserted �n accordance w�th just
pr�nc�ple. In th�s l�m�tat�on of outlook through the hard cond�t�ons of
l�fe all real �ndependence �s wrecked. For th�s reason both the
c�rcumstances and characters wh�ch we f�nd �n such a sphere of l�fe
are more appropr�ate to the treatment of comedy, everybody be�ng
perm�tted �n comedy to rate themselves as they please, and to lay
cla�ms to a self-suff�c�ency �n all that they w�ll and th�nk, wh�ch �s
none the less �mmed�ately negat�ved by the sp�r�tual no less than the
external dependence of the�r l�ves. As a rule, such a false and
second-hand self-subs�stency must �nev�tably fall to p�eces when
confronted w�th the actual cond�t�ons of l�fe and the d�storted v�ew
wh�ch �s formed of them. The force of c�rcumstances �s presented to
the lower orders of soc�ety on a totally d�fferent level from that �n
wh�ch �t acts upon rulers and pr�nces. In Sch�ller's "Braut von
Mess�na" Don Caesar �s able to excla�m, and justly: "there stands no
h�gher judge than myself!" And when he has to be pun�shed he must
h�mself g�ve judgment and execute �t. He �s, �n fact, subject to no
external necess�ty of r�ght and law, and even when pun�shment �s the
quest�on �s wholly dependent on h�mself. The characters �n the
Shakespearean drama do not ent�rely belong to the pr�ncely order
and only part�ally are taken from myth�cal sources, but they are
placed �n the era of c�v�l wars, �n wh�ch the t�es of soc�al order and
leg�slat�ve enactment are e�ther weakened or shattered, and they



secure from such a cond�t�on the except�onal �ndependence and self-
suff�c�ency we are look�ng for.
(b) If we transfer our attent�on now from the character�st�c cond�t�ons
of soc�ety we have h�therto ma�nly cons�dered to the actual state of
the world around us and �ts carefully art�culated scheme of eth�cal,
jud�c�al, and pol�t�cal �nst�tut�ons, we shall not fa�l to observe that the
mater�al we have here offered us for f�gures of truly �deal type �s of a
very restr�cted character. The prov�nce here �n wh�ch an ent�rely
open f�eld �s presented for the d�splay of �ndependent purpose �n �ts
fullest �nd�v�dual�ty �s l�m�ted both �n �ts range and the measure of
opportun�ty. The qual�t�es that make a man thorough �n h�s relat�ons
to h�s own fam�ly and h�s bus�ness, the �deals, �n short, of honest
c�t�zens and excellent w�ves, �n so far as w�ll and act�v�ty are
concentrated on the f�eld �n wh�ch �t �s st�ll poss�ble for a man to
exerc�se h�s free personal�ty, to carry out, �n short, all that he has a
m�nd to do, th�s �s the preva�l�ng feature of our modern soc�ety. Such
�deals �nev�tably lack the depth of a fuller content, and the most
s�gn�f�cant feature of them �s that of the att�tude of the �nd�v�dual m�nd
to the�r real�zat�on; for we f�nd here the content �s already presented
by ex�st�ng soc�al �nst�tut�ons, and consequently the essent�al �nterest
we take �n �t depends on the part�cular way �n wh�ch that content �s
real�zed and appears �n the personal l�fe, �ts moral and �nward
s�gn�f�cance. For th�s reason �t �s not poss�ble, as �n the case of
former t�mes, to create �deals from the pos�t�ons of judgesh�p and
k�ngsh�p. If a man carr�es out h�s jud�c�al funct�ons nowadays �n
accordance w�th duty and the requ�rements of h�s off�ce, he merely �s
act�ng w�th�n the bounds already marked out for h�m by leg�slat�ve
enactments �n the soc�al order as the sphere of h�s respons�b�l�t�es.
All that may character�ze h�s tenure of off�ce beyond th�s, as
proceed�ng from personal qual�t�es, such as suav�ty of demeanour or
acuteness of judgment, �s not the ma�n po�nt or the substant�al
content, but rather an aspect of �t wh�ch �t �s poss�ble to d�spense
w�th as someth�ng acc�dental. In the same way the monarchs of our
own day are no longer, as was the case w�th the heroes of myth�cal
t�mes, �n themselves the embody�ng and culm�nat�ng un�ty of soc�ety
�tself, but rather a more or less unsubstant�al centrum around wh�ch
all legal and soc�al �nst�tut�ons, however moulded �n the course of



t�me, group themselves �n �ndependent relat�ons. All the most
�mportant funct�ons of the execut�ve have nowadays been separated
from the royal prerogat�ve. K�ngs do not lay down the law, control
f�nance; the preservat�on of soc�al order �s not one of the�r most
character�st�c funct�ons. Peace and war are determ�ned through the
part�cular c�rcumstances of �nternat�onal pol�t�cs, wh�ch �t �s not w�th�n
the�r power exclus�vely e�ther to d�rect or control; and, �f �t happens
that any �mportant dec�s�on w�th regard to e�ther depends �n the last
resort on the�r judgment, such a dec�s�on �s not generally so much �n
the nature of �ts substance the result of any personal preference, as
�t �s the formal seal of monarch�cal author�ty on what �s already
determ�ned on publ�c grounds, the mere �mpos�t�on of that wh�ch �s
str�ctly off�c�al rather than personal �n �ts character. In the same way,
a general or f�eld-marshal of our t�mes has unquest�onably great
author�ty; objects and �nterests of profound �mportance are under h�s
control and h�s c�rcumspect�on; h�s courage, h�s determ�nat�on, and
h�s �ntell�gence are �nvolved �n the we�ght�est dec�s�ons;
nevertheless, whatever may be def�n�tely traced to the essent�ally
personal character�st�cs of the man has l�ttle opportun�ty for d�splay
�n such a result. For, �n the f�rst place, the objects upon wh�ch h�s
dec�s�ons turn are not of h�s own select�on, and ar�se out of
c�rcumstances wh�ch l�e beyond the sphere of h�s �nfluence rather
than are spontaneously f�xed by h�mself; secondly, the means
adopted to carry out such objects are not the sole result of h�s
�n�t�at�ve. On the contrary, they are suppl�ed h�m from sources wh�ch
are not �mmed�ately under h�s author�ty or personal �nfluence, but
stand rather qu�te apart from the sphere of h�s �nd�v�dual powers as a
general.



To sum up, then, though �t �s true that under the present cond�t�on of
the c�v�l�zed world a man may act �ndependently for h�mself �n many
d�rect�ons, the fact rema�ns that �n whatever d�rect�on he may turn he
�s st�ll only a member of a f�xed order of soc�ety and appears as such
l�m�ted �n h�s range rather than the v�tal representat�ve and �nd�v�dual
embod�ment of soc�ety �tself. He acts necessar�ly under such a
cond�t�on of restr�ct�on, and our �nterest �n such a personal�ty, no less
than �n the content of h�s a�ms and act�v�ty, �s ent�rely devo�d of
completeness. In the end we are �nvar�ably dr�ven to concentrate our
attent�on on the purely personal �nterest, how far, that �s to say, he
atta�ned success, what was the nature of the obstacles and
compl�cat�ons wh�ch, �n e�ther, through untoward chance or
necess�ty, confronted or d�stracted h�s progress. And �f �t �s,
moreover, true that our modern personal�ty �s of �nf�n�te s�gn�f�cance
when we est�mate the character thus man�fested as a sp�r�tual
product, �n �ts act�ons, suffer�ngs, moral op�n�ons, and conduct that �s
to say, �t �s also true that the moral content wh�ch �s real�zed �n such
an �nd�v�dual �s of a restr�cted character, rather than, as �s the case �n
the hero�c t�mes, the real�zat�on of un�versal r�ght, custom, and
legal�ty. The �nd�v�dual �s no longer the exclus�ve veh�cle and actual
embod�ment of these powers as �n the prev�ous t�mes.
(c) Our �nterest, however, �n and need to have presented us such a
completely real�zed �nd�v�dual�ty and l�v�ng self-dependence w�ll
always pers�st, however strongly we may recogn�ze the worth and
reasonable nature of the more developed cond�t�on of an organ�zed
and tra�ned c�v�c soc�ety. It �s th�s necess�ty wh�ch makes us regard
w�th aston�shment the youthful sp�r�t of Sch�ller and Goethe when
they sought to d�scover that lost self-suff�c�ency �n the preva�l�ng
cond�t�ons of modern t�mes. How do we f�nd �n part�cular th�s attempt
�s made by Sch�ller �n h�s earl�est works? S�mply by a rebell�on
d�rected aga�nst the whole organ�c framework of c�v�l soc�ety. Karl
Moor, suffer�ng �njury from the ex�st�ng order at the hands of those
who abuse the power entrusted them, has the courage to break the
bonds wh�ch b�nd h�m to law and order altogether, cuts h�mself adr�ft
and creates for h�mself a hero�c s�tuat�on, �n wh�ch he appears as the
champ�on of r�ght, and the self-const�tuted avenger of wrong,



�njust�ce, and oppress�on. None the less, how �ns�gn�f�cant and
�solated must a pr�vate revenge of th�s k�nd appear, �f we est�mate �t
from the pract�cal po�nt of v�ew, accord�ng to the probab�l�ty of �ts
success; and, �n fact, �n one aspect of �t, �t already conta�ns the germ
of wrong wh�ch can only lead to the cr�m�nal act on wh�ch �t w�ll fall to
p�eces. No doubt, as personal to Karl Moor h�mself, th�s �s a
m�sfortune, a fatal�ty, however, wh�ch, desp�te the trag�cal element �n
�t, can only engraft on mere boys the bl�ght of such a "robber-�deal."
In much the same way the characters dep�cted �n "Kabale und L�ebe"
suffer wrong under preva�l�ng cond�t�ons of l�fe, absorbed �n the tr�v�al
facts and pass�ons wholly personal to themselves. It �s not unt�l we
come to the dramas of "F�esco" and "Don Carlos" that we f�nd
characters of nobler s�gn�f�cance and more substant�ve content,
heroes, for example, resolved to l�berate the�r country, or assert the
l�berty of rel�g�ous conv�ct�on. W�th a nob�l�ty st�ll more str�k�ng
Wallenste�n places h�mself at the head of h�s army that the cr�s�s �n
the pol�t�cal s�tuat�on may come to a focus. He �s fully cogn�sant of
the nature of the pol�t�cal forces upon wh�ch h�s only means of
control, h�s army, �s dependent; consequently he hes�tates for long
whether to follow h�s pr�vate �ncl�nat�on or h�s duty. He has barely
arr�ved at a dec�s�on when he f�nds the �nstrument on wh�ch he most
depended sl�p from h�s grasp; h�s means of act�on �s gone. For that
wh�ch �n the last �nstance un�tes the lead�ng off�cers and generals �s
no grat�tude for anyth�ng that may be due to h�m on the ground of
past serv�ces rendered; h�s fame as a general has noth�ng to do w�th
�t, but rather the duty they owe to the un�versally recogn�zed seat of
government, the oath they have sworn to the head of the State, the
emperor of the Austr�an monarchy. He f�nds h�mself consequently �n
the end �solated, and �s not so much fought w�th and overcome by an
external foe as he �s str�pped of all means of execut�ng h�s purpose.
He �s deserted by h�s army and from that moment �s a lost man. The
"Götz"[310] of Goethe starts from a dramat�c s�tuat�on of an
analogous though somewhat �nverse type. The t�mes of Götz and
Franz von S�ck�ngen belong to the �nterest�ng epoch �n wh�ch kn�ght-
errantry and the self-rel�ant �nd�v�dual�ty of the class of nob�l�ty �s
be�ng superseded by the new creat�on of an external and legally
const�tuted soc�al order. To have selected prec�sely th�s cr�t�cal t�me



where we f�nd the hero�c character�st�cs of the M�ddle Ages and the
legal�zed fabr�c of modern soc�ety meet and coll�de for the subject of
h�s f�rst art�st�c product�on shows much penetrat�on on the part of
Goethe. For Götz and S�ck�ngen are st�ll heroes �n the genu�ne
sense, who are resolved to exerc�se the�r �nfluence over
c�rcumstances, whether �mmed�ately affect�ng them or of w�der
range, out of the resources of the�r own personal�t�es, the�r courage,
and the�r pr�vate sense of r�ght. The new order of th�ngs �nvolves
Götz �n acts of �llegal�ty and br�ngs about the catastrophe of h�s l�fe. It
�s only �n the M�ddle Ages that kn�ght-errantry and the relat�ons of
feudal�sm w�ll supply a f�eld ent�rely open to th�s type of self-rel�ant
manhood. When we f�nd, moreover, the legal�zed order co-ord�nated
more completely �n �ts prosa�c form, the predom�nant author�ty �n
fact, the adventurous self-dependence of kn�ghthood �s left outs�de �t
as an unrelated excrescence; and �f an attempt �s made to assert �t
as though �t were st�ll a val�d means of attack�ng wrong, and
ass�st�ng the oppressed, �t becomes s�mply an object of r�d�cule,
such as Cervantes �llustrates for us �n h�s "Don Qu�xote."
In th�s allus�on to the oppos�t�on wh�ch ex�sts between two d�fferently
const�tuted rég�mes of soc�ety and the coll�s�on wh�ch results from
act�on �n def�ance of the�r part�cular character we have already
�nd�cated what we have above def�ned generally as the closer
determ�nat�on and d�fferent�at�on of the un�versal state of the world,
that �s to say, the s�tuat�on as generally expressed.

2. The S�tuat�on
The �deal world-cond�t�on wh�ch �t �s the funct�on of art to present �n
contrast to prosa�c real�ty we may conclude from our prev�ous
d�scuss�on to be merely a general background of soc�ety of a spec�f�c
k�nd; �t �s merely the poss�ble cond�t�on necessary for the part�cular
presentat�on, not the presentat�on �tself. What we have h�therto
d�rected attent�on to �s, �n fact, the general background upon wh�ch
the l�v�ng f�gures of art may appear. It �s undoubtedly fruct�f�ed w�th
�nd�v�dual�ty and �s supported by �ts self-subs�stency; but as a
general cond�t�on �t �s not yet the act�ve movement of part�cular
�nd�v�duals �n the very form of l�fe, just as we may say that the temple
wh�ch Art erects �s not as yet the representat�on of the personal



godhead, but only encloses the germ of the same. For th�s reason
we must �n the f�rst �nstance regard th�s world-cond�t�on as a k�nd of
med�um �n repose, a harmony, so to speak, of forces wh�ch are
operat�ve �n �t, and to th�s extent �t possesses a substant�al
cons�stency of un�form worth, wh�ch, however, must not be accepted
as �dent�cal w�th what has been called "the age of �nnocence." For �t
�s a cond�t�on �n the fulness and sovere�gnty of whose eth�cal
atmosphere the terrors of d�v�s�on only are slumber�ng because, �n
our contemplat�on of �t, we have before us, for the f�rst t�me, the
aspect of �ts substant�al un�ty, and consequently are only presented
w�th �nd�v�dual�ty �n �ts most un�versal terms, a mode of v�ew�ng �t
wh�ch makes �t fade away as though w�thout def�n�t�on or any
essent�al d�sturbance of �ts un�ty, �nstead of g�v�ng to �t the full value
of def�n�te character�st�cs. But such character�zat�on �s essent�al to
�nd�v�dual�ty. And �f the Ideal �s to appear as def�n�te form �t �s
necessary for �t to escape from such pure un�versal�ty, or �n other
words for �t to g�ve the un�versal a part�cular express�on, and by so
do�ng �mpart to �t both ex�stence and appearance. Art consequently
has �n th�s connect�on not only to translate �nto �ts med�um a
un�versal world-cond�t�on, but must proceed beyond th�s qu�te
�ndef�n�te concept�on to the compos�t�on of p�ctures of def�n�te
character and act�on.
Regarded from the aspect under wh�ch �t affects �nd�v�dual character
th�s general cond�t�on �s the env�ronment of c�rcumstance wh�ch,
accord�ng to �ts spec�f�cally detached form, tends to exc�te both
coll�s�ons and development, forc�ng thereby the �nd�v�duals thus
affected to express the�r nature and exh�b�t such express�on �n a
def�n�te form. From the po�nt of v�ew of the world-cond�t�on th�s self-
revelat�on of part�cular �nd�v�duals appears as the pass�ng of �ts
un�versal�ty �nto the d�st�nct embod�ments of l�v�ng �nd�v�dual�ty, an
aggregate over wh�ch un�versal forces st�ll assert the mastery.[311]

For the eternal powers operat�ve �n the world-process const�tute the
substant�ve content of the Ideal as spec�f�cally def�ned �n what �t
essent�ally �s. The mode of ex�stence, however, wh�ch �s real�zed
through the bare form of external cond�t�on �s unworthy of th�s
content. For �n the f�rst place such a cond�t�on �s assoc�ated w�th



hab�t, and the hab�tual �s no adequate determ�nat�on of those
profounder �nterests wh�ch are act�ve �n self-consc�ous m�nd.
Furthermore, as we have observed, �t was the cont�ngency and
capr�ce of �nd�v�dual�ty, by v�rtue of whose spontaneous act�v�ty these
very �nterests are perm�tted to appear �n l�fe; but th�s unessent�al
cont�ngency and capr�ce �s aga�n qu�te as l�ttle adequate to the
substant�ve un�versal�ty, wh�ch const�tutes the not�on of essent�al
actual�ty. On these grounds respect�vely we are therefore compelled
to seek an art-env�sagement more worthy and better def�ned for the
concrete content[312] of the Ideal.
Th�s new conf�gurat�on the un�versal powers can only reta�n �n �ts
determ�nate ex�stence �n v�rtue of the fact that they are man�fested �n
the�r essent�al modes of d�fference and movement, or, to put the
matter more spec�f�cally, through the�r assert�on of the contrad�ct�ons
wh�ch they relat�vely unfold. Two aspects of the process of
�nd�v�dual�zat�on �nto wh�ch the un�versal thus passes must be here
emphas�zed. In the f�rst place, there �s the substance as an
embrac�ng sphere of un�versal forces through the d�fferent�at�on
�nd�cated, wh�ch �s broken from �ts substant�ve un�ty �nto �ts
component parts; secondly, there are the �nd�v�duals, wh�ch spr�ng
forth as the act�ve complet�on of these forces and g�ve to them a
spec�f�c object�f�cat�on.
Now what we have character�zed as the d�fference and oppos�t�on �n
wh�ch the world-cond�t�on, h�therto harmon�ous w�th the �nd�v�duals
cond�t�oned by �t, �s �nvolved, �f we cons�der �t from the po�nt of v�ew
of un�versal cond�t�on, �s the man�festat�on of the essent�al content
wh�ch �t carr�es �n �tself. On the other hand we observe that the
substant�ve un�versal �n that cond�t�on �s art�culated through
part�cular un�ts �n such a way that th�s very un�versal procures for
�tself determ�nate ex�stence, albe�t �t �s thus �mmersed �n the
appearance of chance, d�sun�on, and d�v�s�on, an appearance,
wh�ch, however, �s rendered nugatory by the fact that �t �s the
un�versal wh�ch thus appears.

The separat�on of these forces and the�r object�f�cat�on[313] �n
�nd�v�duals can, however, further take place under def�n�te cond�t�ons



and c�rcumstances, under wh�ch and as a const�tuent aspect of
wh�ch the ent�re object�ve appearance rece�ves a determ�nate form,
or as the st�mulat�ve �mpulse of th�s very real�zat�on. By themselves
such c�rcumstances are w�thout �nterest[314], and �t �s only through
the�r relat�on to mank�nd that they rece�ve such a s�gn�f�cance,
through whose self-consc�ousness the content of these sp�r�tual
forces �s carr�ed act�vely �nto object�ve appearance. The external
c�rcumstances are consequently only to be regarded of s�gn�f�cance
�n so far as they supply an essent�al relat�on to Sp�r�t, �n so far, that �s
to say, as they are comprehended by those �nd�v�dual un�ts and
afford them a st�mulus to actual�ze the�r �nward sp�r�tual needs, the
a�ms, �deas, the determ�nate substance, �n short, of all that requ�res
an �nd�v�dual embod�ment. Regarded as a st�mulat�ng �nfluence of
th�s k�nd part�cular c�rcumstances and cond�t�ons create what we
have called the s�tuat�on, wh�ch �s spec�f�cally presupposed �n the
actual self-expans�on and act�v�ty of all that st�ll l�es undeveloped �n
the un�versal world-cond�t�on; �t �s for th�s reason we have cons�dered
the prev�ous determ�nat�on of the not�on of the s�tuat�on as necessary
to any �nqu�ry �nto the true const�tuents of act�on.
The s�tuat�on expressed �n general terms �s �n one aspect of �t the
c�rcumstance part�cular�zed to the po�nt of def�n�te character, and
under th�s character�zat�on �t �s, to put �t another way, the st�mulat�ng
�mpulse to a part�cular express�on of content, wh�ch �t �s the funct�on
of art�st�c presentat�on to transmute �nto a spec�f�c form of ex�stence.
Looked at from th�s latter po�nt of v�ew espec�ally the s�tuat�on offers
a w�de f�eld for contemplat�on, �nasmuch as �t has ever been one of
the most essent�al objects of art to d�scover s�tuat�ons of real
�nterest, that �s to say, of such a k�nd as w�ll present to us the
profound and we�ghty �nterest, the truest content of sp�r�tual l�fe. The
requ�rements of the several arts �n th�s respect no doubt d�ffer.
Sculpture, for example, �s pre-em�nently l�m�ted �n �ts reference to the
�nwardly deta�led var�ety of s�tuat�ons. Pa�nt�ng and mus�c are
already operat�ve �n a freer and more comprehens�ve med�um.
F�nally, we are least able among them all to exhaust the poss�b�l�t�es
of poetry �n th�s respect.



S�nce we have not yet arr�ved at that port�on of our subject where we
deal d�rectly w�th the spec�f�c arts, �t w�ll be suff�c�ent here to draw
attent�on to a few of the most general aspects of that �nqu�ry, wh�ch
we may subd�v�de �n the follow�ng manner.
F�rst, we would observe that the s�tuat�on st�ll reta�ns the form of
un�versal�ty and thereby of �ndeterm�nacy, so long as �t �s
undeveloped and w�thout def�n�te character�zat�on; we have,
consequently, at f�rst present before us a s�tuat�on wh�ch �s w�thout
s�tuat�on. For the form of �ndeterm�nacy �s �tself only one form as
opposed to �ts contrad�ct�on of determ�nacy, and �s shown to be, by
v�rtue of th�s very contrast, a one-s�ded aspect wh�ch as such
possesses a determ�nate relat�on.
Secondly, however, the s�tuat�on passes �n separat�on away from th�s
un�versal�ty, and becomes certa�nly determ�nate to that extent, but at
f�rst w�th a determ�nacy wh�ch produces no destruct�ve
consequences, that �s to say, �t �s one wh�ch offers no st�mulus to
act�ve oppos�t�on and �ts necessary resolut�on.
Th�rdly, we f�nd the element of d�sun�on �n all �ts v�gour creat�ng by
the def�n�t�on of �ts opposed character�st�cs the essence of the
s�tuat�on, wh�ch thereby �s carr�ed �nto a coll�s�on, wh�ch aga�n
proceeds to react�ons, and, as such, forms the po�nt of departure to
the concept�on of art�st�c act�on properly so called.
We may, �n fact, character�ze the s�tuat�on generally as the
�ntermed�ate plane between the un�versal world-cond�t�on st�ll �n a
state of equ�l�br�um, and the concrete act�on unfolded �n all �ts
tendency to movement and react�on, a pos�t�on wh�ch g�ves to �t the
character�st�cs of both extremes, and enables us to pass over from
the one to the other.

(a) The Absence of S�tuat�on[315]

We passed from the not�on of the un�versal world-cond�t�on �n
present�ng to ourselves the form of �t as essent�ally �nd�v�dual self-
subs�stency. Self-subs�stency, however, regarded s�mply �n �ts
essent�al form, presents to us �n the f�rst �nstance merely the secure
repose upon �ts own resources �n �ts bare tranqu�ll�ty. The form as



thus def�ned �s carr�ed �nto no relat�on w�th another, but rema�ns at
one w�th �tself �n �nclus�on w�th �ts un�ty both, w�th�n and w�thout. Th�s
presents us w�th the s�tuat�on wh�ch �s w�thout s�tuat�on, an
�llustrat�on of wh�ch we may take those anc�ent types of temple-
bu�ld�ng dat�ng from the earl�est days of art, whose character of
profound �mmutable ser�ousness, of tranqu�l, nay even of austere
and grand�ose, d�gn�ty has been the object of �m�tat�on even �n more
recent t�mes proceed�ng on l�nes of a s�m�lar type. The Egypt�an and
most anc�ent Greek sculptures w�ll further �llustrate for us the same
k�nd of �ndeterm�nate s�tuat�on. In the plast�c art of Chr�st�an�ty,
espec�ally �f we cons�der part�cular examples of early bust-sculpture,
we shall f�nd both God the Father and Chr�st are presented �n a
s�m�lar sp�r�t. Indeed, such a mode of del�neat�on �s pecul�arly
adapted to present us w�th the secure substant�al�ty of the D�v�ne,
whether such be apprehended as a def�n�te and part�cular Godhead,
or �s grasped as essent�ally absolute personal�ty; and th�s �s so �n
v�rtue of the very defect of such a representat�on, that �t g�ves us
portra�ts of persons of m�ddle-age wh�ch are w�thout any trace of
def�n�te s�tuat�ons, �n wh�ch the character of the �nd�v�dual as such
can reveal �tself, and only the attempt �s made to express the ent�rety
of determ�nate character �n �ts qual�ty of stab�l�ty[316].

(b) The S�tuat�on def�ned �n �ts Harmlessness[317]

The second po�nt to emphas�ze �s, �nasmuch as the s�tuat�on
generally �s reached �n the def�n�t�on of form, the passage from th�s
tranqu�ll�ty and blessed repose, or from the unbroken sever�ty and
force of self-cons�stency, forms wh�ch subs�st �n unfeatured
equ�l�br�um, that �s to say, �mmutable both w�th�n and w�thout, have to
be set �n mot�on and surrender the�r undressed s�mpl�c�ty. Th�s bare
progress�on to a more spec�f�c man�festat�on �n some part�cular mode
of express�on �s what we may descr�be certa�nly as def�n�te s�tuat�on,
but a s�tuat�on wh�ch has not yet asserted confl�ct�ng elements �n
�tself, and �s fully r�pe for coll�s�on.
Th�s f�rst step �n the process of �nd�v�dual�zed express�on �s
consequently of a k�nd that carr�es w�th �t no further result; �t �s set �n
no antagon�st�c oppos�t�on to someth�ng else, �n a relat�on wh�ch



evokes both coll�s�on and react�on; �t �s already �n �ts character of
unconstra�nedness f�n�shed and complete �n �tself. W�th such a type
of s�tuat�on we may assoc�ate those wh�ch are ma�nly to be regarded
as a k�nd of play, �n so far as all that proceeds or �s carr�ed out �n
them �nd�cates no real ser�ousness of purpose. For all earnestness �n
any k�nd of act�v�ty �s generally the result of oppos�t�ons and
contrad�ct�ons, wh�ch dr�ve on the�r way to the f�nal removal or v�ctory
of one s�de or the other. For th�s reason s�tuat�ons of th�s k�nd cannot
themselves be �dent�f�ed w�th act�ons, nor are they the st�mulat�ve
�mpulse of act�ons; they are �ndeed, �n a certa�n aspect, of
determ�nate character, but they are e�ther c�rcumstances of the most
tr�v�al s�gn�f�cance, or a form of act�on wh�ch �s w�thout an essent�ally
ser�ous object, wh�ch e�ther �s the result of confl�cts, or �s able to
carry the act�on yet further �nto confl�cts.
(α) The f�rst th�ng to arrest us �n th�s process �s the passage
generally from the repose of the unfeatured s�tuat�on to a cond�t�on of
emot�on and express�on: th�s �s asserted partly as purely mechan�cal
mot�on, �n part also as the f�rst �mpulse and sat�sfact�on of any
�nternal want. The Egypt�ans, for example, represented the gods �n
the�r sculpture w�th closely locked l�mbs. The Greeks, on the
contrary, released both arms and legs, and endowed the bod�ly form
w�th all that �s appropr�ate to the advance and general var�ety of
movement. Permanent repose, a seated att�tude, a tranqu�l gaze, are
all of them s�mple cond�t�ons under wh�ch the Greeks apprehended
the�r gods; they are modes wh�ch unquest�onably gave to the self-
subs�stent f�gure of Godhead a certa�n character�zat�on, but one
nevertheless wh�ch �s not carr�ed forward �nto other relat�ons and
oppos�t�ons, but rather rema�ns enclosed w�th�n �tself, and
permanently s�gn�f�cant as such. S�tuat�ons of th�s s�mple k�nd attach
�n a part�cular way to sculpture, and the anc�ents, above all others,
were �nexhaust�ble �n d�scover�ng f�t subjects for such a cond�t�on of
unconstra�ned freedom. In th�s respect they showed an extraord�nary
�ns�ght; for �t �s prec�sely through contrast w�th the �ns�gn�f�cance of
the part�cular s�tuat�on that the majesty and self-subs�stency of the
�deal types of the Greek Pantheon were made to appear so str�k�ng.
It was, �n fact, through the harmlessness and �ns�gn�f�cance of what
appeared to be done or left undone that the blessed peaceful



tranqu�ll�ty and �mmutab�l�ty of the �mmortal gods was brought most
clearly to consc�ousness. The s�tuat�on merely �nd�cates the
part�cular character of e�ther god or hero �n qu�te a general way, such
as br�ngs them �nto no relat�on w�th other gods, or at least �nto no
relat�on suggest�ve of host�l�ty or d�v�s�on.
(β) It �s a further step �n the d�rect�on of more def�ned s�tuat�on, when
we f�nd �n such any part�cular purpose already represented �n �t, an
act�v�ty wh�ch stands �n def�n�te relat�on to someth�ng external, and
the self-subs�stent f�gure �tself expressed as w�th�n the sphere of
such purpose or act�v�ty. Even object�f�cat�on such as these,
however, wh�ch have no real d�sturb�ng �nfluence upon the tranqu�ll�ty
and cheerful blessedness of the f�gures represented, are rather to be
regarded as part�cular modes of presentat�on �nc�dental to th�s very
qual�ty of cheerful contentment. The �nvent�on of the Greeks was
here, too, except�onally thoughtful and fru�tful. It �s essent�al to the
unconstra�nedness of such s�tuat�ons that the act�v�ty here presented
should merely �nd�cate an act�on �n �ts �n�t�al stage �n such a way that
no further developments or oppos�t�ons are l�kely to proceed from �t,
but that all that appears necessary to complete �t should be found
enclosed �n the act�on dep�cted.
As an �llustrat�on of th�s the s�tuat�on of the Belvedere Apollo �s
se�zed at the moment when he moves forward �n wrathful majesty
after slay�ng the Python w�th h�s arrow. A s�tuat�on of th�s k�nd has
not the grand�ose s�mpl�c�ty of the earl�er Greek sculpture, wh�ch
asserts for our �ntell�gence the repose and open clar�ty of the gods
by means of expressed act�ons of less s�gn�f�cance. Take the case of
Aphrod�te peacefully gaz�ng at herself wh�le emerg�ng from her bath
�n full possess�on of her charms; or of fauns and satyrs at play, play
that �s wholly absorbed �n �tself; or of that famous satyr who dandled
the young Bacchus �n h�s arms, wh�le he looks down upon h�m w�th
�nf�n�te tenderness and grace; to say noth�ng of the endless var�ety of
unconstra�ned act�v�t�es �n wh�ch Eros �s dep�cted. Such are a few
examples of th�s type of s�tuat�on. If the act�on �s of more concrete
character we are confronted w�th a more �nvolved s�tuat�on, wh�ch, at
least for the art�st�c presentment of the Greek gods as self-
substant�ve powers, �s less appropr�ate. In a case of th�s k�nd the



pure un�versal�ty of the �nd�v�dual god �s less able to transp�erce the
accumulated deta�l of the part�cular act�on wh�ch he expresses. The
Mercury of P�gall�, wh�ch �s a present of Lou�s XV to the expos�t�on of
statuary �n Sanssouc�, �s fasten�ng on h�s w�nged sandals. Th�s �s a
perfectly harmon�ous act�on. The Mercury of Thorwaldsen, on the
contrary, �s dep�cted under a s�tuat�on wh�ch �s almost too
compl�cated for sculpture. He l�stens attent�vely to the flute of
Marsyas. At the same t�me he �s craft�ly spy�ng h�m to see how he
may slay h�m wh�le h�s hand grasps mal�c�ously for the dagger he
has concealed. In oppos�t�on to th�s, �f we may add one more
�llustrat�on from a more modern work of art, �s that representat�on by
Rudolf Schadow, of a ma�den b�nd�ng her sandals �n much the same
s�mple manner as we f�nd �n the case of Mercury. In th�s example the
naïveté of the s�tuat�on does not conta�n the �nterest we exper�ence
when �t �s a god who exh�b�ts such unconstra�ned act�on. When �t �s
only a ma�den who fastens her sandals or sp�ns, there �s l�ttle else to
engage our attent�on but the s�mple act�on, wh�ch �s by �tself of l�ttle
s�gn�f�cance or �mportance.
(γ) We shall f�nd further, �f we follow up the above tra�n of thought,
that the more closely def�ned s�tuat�on can be treated more
generally, as merely a more or less def�n�te st�mulus present�ng the
opportun�ty for further development of expressed act�on of w�der
range related to the pr�mary subject w�th vary�ng degrees of aff�n�ty.
Many lyr�cal poems have what we may call an occas�onal s�tuat�on of
th�s k�nd. A part�cular mood or a certa�n atmosphere of emot�on �s a
s�tuat�on wh�ch can be arrested poet�cally for consc�ousness, and,
furthermore, �n part�cular relat�on to external c�rcumstances, fest�vals,
or publ�c v�ctor�es, �s able to carry us forward to th�s or that art�st�c
express�on, e�ther of more comprehens�ve or restr�cted range, and �n
every k�nd of embod�ment of feel�ng and �dea. P�ndar's odes of
v�ctory are supreme examples of th�s type of occas�onal poetry.
Goethe, too, has selected as the subject-matter of h�s muse many
lyr�cal s�tuat�ons of a s�m�lar character; and, �n fact, �f we look closely
�nto the matter, we shall hardly be wrong �n call�ng h�s "Werther" a
poem of occas�on. It �s through the med�um of "Werther" that Goethe
has elaborated the convuls�ons and angu�sh of h�s own heart,
�ncorporated, �n short, the facts of h�s own exper�ence �n a work of



art. Th�s, after all, �s true of every lyr�cal poet; he g�ves poet�cal
express�on to that wh�ch nearly affects h�m, and thereby throws the
w�ndows of h�s heart open to the fresh a�r. That wh�ch has h�therto
been sealed up w�th�n �s released �n the external object, from wh�ch
our human�ty has freed �tself, just as we are the l�ghter for the ra�n of
tears, �n wh�ch the sorrow �s wept away. So Goethe, as �n fact he has
told us h�mself, by h�s compos�t�on of Werther, l�berated h�mself from
the mastery and pressure of h�s heart troubles. At the same t�me we
must po�nt out that th�s last-ment�oned s�tuat�on �s not really
appropr�ate to the type w�th wh�ch we are now deal�ng; �t obv�ously
presents the profoundest contrad�ct�on �n �tself wh�ch calls for
resolut�on. No doubt �n the k�nd of lyr�cal s�tuat�on we have �dent�f�ed
w�th "the occas�onal" we may have declared a c�rcumstance
object�vely determ�ned, �n other words, an act�v�ty �n close relat�on to
the external world; but, on the other hand, we f�nd the poet�c
temperament equally able to w�thdraw �tself w�th�n the atmosphere �t
creates wholly free from �ts external env�ronment, and to make that
�nward world wh�ch �s the comb�ned product of c�rcumstance and
emot�on �ts true po�nt of departure.
(c) The Coll�s�on
All the s�tuat�ons to wh�ch we have h�therto d�rected attent�on are, as
already observed, ne�ther true act�ons �n themselves nor �ndeed the
st�mulat�ve source of such act�on. The�r determ�nat�on was to a
greater or less degree the purely occas�onal c�rcumstance or
cond�t�on, or an act�on �n �tself of no s�gn�f�cance, �n wh�ch a
substant�ve content was expressed �n such a way that �ts spec�f�c
character appeared as a mere harmless play, �n wh�ch noth�ng of a
truly ser�ous nature was �mpl�ed. The full ser�ousness and we�ghty
�mport of a s�tuat�on can only beg�n when we f�nd �n �t the element of
d�srupt�on, where the determ�nat�on �tself exposes an essent�al
aspect of d�fference, and by �ts oppos�t�on to someth�ng else
becomes the source of a coll�s�on.
The coll�s�on ar�ses, as we are now cons�der�ng �t, �n an act of
v�olat�on, wh�ch �s unable to reta�n �ts character as such, but �s
compelled to f�nd a new pr�nc�ple of un�ty; �t �s a change �n the
prev�ously ex�stent cond�t�on of harmony, a change wh�ch �s st�ll �n



process. The coll�s�on �s, however, not an act�on, and �s to be taken
s�mply as st�mulus to act�on to all that character�zes the s�tuat�on.
And th�s �s true, although the contrad�ct�on �n wh�ch the coll�s�on �s
enclosed may be the result of prev�ous act�on. As an example of th�s
we may c�te the tr�log�es of the anc�ents, wh�ch carry forward the
ma�n theme by present�ng at the close of one drama the coll�s�on
wh�ch forms the st�mulat�ve �mpulse of the next, wh�ch, �n �ts return,
renders necessary the resolut�on wh�ch �s carr�ed out by the th�rd.
And, moreover, for th�s very reason that the coll�s�on always requ�res
some resolut�on attendant on th�s confl�ct of oppos�ng elements, the
more a s�tuat�on �s full of �t the more �t �s pecul�arly adapted to the
subject-matter of dramat�c art, �t be�ng the espec�al cla�m of that art
to present beauty �n �ts completest and profoundest development.
Sculpture, on the contrary, �s not wholly su�ted to g�ve embod�ment to
any act�on, through wh�ch the great sp�r�tual forces are man�fested
e�ther �n the�r d�v�s�on or reconc�l�at�on, and �ndeed the art of pa�nt�ng,
desp�te �ts more extended spat�al s�gn�f�cance, �s only able to
object�fy a s�ngle moment of act�on.
These s�tuat�ons of trag�c s�gn�f�cance �ntroduce a pecul�ar d�ff�culty
�n deal�ng w�th them wh�ch �s �nherent �n the�r very concept�on. For
�nasmuch as they obv�ously ar�se from v�olat�ons of the world-
cond�t�on they offer to our cons�derat�on c�rcumstances wh�ch are
unable to cont�nue as they are, wh�ch render necessary someth�ng of
a remed�al nature to reclothe them. But the beauty of the Ideal
cons�sts prec�sely �n �ts und�sturbed un�ty, repose, and
consummat�on w�th �tself. The coll�s�on, on the other hand, d�sturbs
th�s harmony of what �s truly real and eth�cal, and dr�ves th�s un�ty of
the Ideal �nto d�scord and oppos�t�on. Through the representat�on of
such d�srupt�on the Ideal �tself suffers v�olat�on. The funct�on of art
w�ll undoubtedly cons�st partly �n prevent�ng the ent�re destruct�on of
free beauty �n th�s d�fference, and partly �n only carry�ng th�s breach
of un�ty and the confl�ct �t occas�ons to a po�nt �n wh�ch harmony may
aga�n be recovered as the result of such a confl�ct and �ts resolut�on,
and �n th�s way become man�fest for the f�rst t�me �n �ts essent�al
perfect�on. It �s, however, �mposs�ble to determ�ne on a general
pr�nc�ple the prec�se l�m�t to wh�ch such d�scordance may be carr�ed
�nasmuch as the several arts �n th�s respect preserve the�r



�ndependent character. The med�um of the subject�ve �dea can
support a far �ntenser d�srupt�on than that of the plast�c arts[318]. In
other words, poetry �s qu�te w�th�n �ts r�ght when �t breaks up the un�ty
of the world of the �mag�nat�on even to the po�nt of the extremest
form of desperat�on, and �n �ts del�neat�on of external objects to that
of absolute ugl�ness. In the case of the plast�c arts, on the contrary,
�n pa�nt�ng, that �s to say, and even more so �n sculpture, the external
form rema�ns �n unalterable f�x�ty; �t can ne�ther be removed nor
l�ghtly passed over �n such a way that �t aga�n d�sappears. Under
such cond�t�ons �t would be a ser�ous defect to represent once and
for all an ugl�ness, wh�ch could not poss�bly be transmuted.
Consequently all that would be qu�te compat�ble �n dramat�c poetry,
wh�ch �s able to represent a momentary appearance that aga�n
van�shes, �s not w�th�n the prov�nce of the plast�c arts.
In d�scuss�ng the more obv�ous types of coll�s�on we can only �n th�s
port�on of our �nqu�ry �nd�cate the most general po�nts of v�ew. We
would part�cularly draw attent�on to three fundamental aspects under
wh�ch they may be co-ord�nated.
F�rst, there are those coll�s�ons wh�ch proceed from purely natural,
that �s to say, phys�cal cond�t�ons, �n so far as these are
character�zed w�th qual�t�es wh�ch are negat�ve or ev�l and
consequently d�scordant.
Secondly, we have coll�s�ons wh�ch are of a sp�r�tual nature, but
wh�ch depend on natural cond�t�ons, cond�t�ons wh�ch may �n
themselves have a pos�t�ve[319] character yet for the sp�r�t conta�n
w�th�n themselves the seeds of d�fference and contrad�ct�on.
Th�rdly, there are d�v�s�ons wh�ch are caused ent�rely by d�srupt�on �n
the Sp�r�t alone; to these alone we are just�f�ed �n attach�ng the
pecul�ar �nterest of contrad�ct�on wh�ch �s bound up w�th genu�ne
human act�v�ty.
(α) Now w�th reference to the f�rst type of confl�ct�ng forces—for the
reason that here �t �s only external Nature, through the malad�es and
other ev�ls and �nf�rm�t�es wh�ch are �nc�dental to her creat�ng,
cond�t�ons wh�ch destroy the pre-ex�stent harmony of l�fe, replac�ng
such w�th a state of antagon�sm—such can at most merely serve as



a st�mulus for someth�ng outs�de them. Regarded wholly by
themselves such coll�s�ons are of no �nterest; they are the subject-
matter of art s�mply for the sake of the d�srupt�on wh�ch may follow
as a consequence of some natural m�sfortune. The "Alcest�s" of
Eur�p�des, we may add, too, that of Gluck, the subject of whose
opera �s pract�cally the same, are examples of th�s; �n both the
s�ckness of Admetus �s necessar�ly presupposed. That s�ckness
merely by �tself could not f�tly supply a subject for art�st�c treatment. It
only becomes, even �n the handl�ng of Eur�p�des, assoc�ated w�th �t
by v�rtue of the �nd�v�dual characters, who, on account of such
m�sfortune, are compelled to face a further coll�s�on. It �s the word of
the oracle that Admetus must d�e unless another w�ll pass to the
underworld for h�s sake. Alcest�s, out of love for her husband,
devotes herself to such a sacr�f�ce, resolves to d�e, �n order to
restra�n Death from touch�ng her beloved, the father of her ch�ldren,
the k�ng. In the Ph�loctetes of Sophocles a phys�cal malady �s also
the cause of the coll�s�on. Here the Greeks dur�ng the�r voyage to
Troy place the man who �s suffer�ng from a wounded foot, caused by
the serpent's b�te �n Chrysas, on the �sland of Lemnos. In th�s case,
too, the phys�cal m�shap �s merely the extreme meet�ng po�nt and
�ncent�ve of a further coll�s�on. For, accord�ng to the prophecy, Troy
can only fall when the arrows of Hercules are �n the hands of the
storm�ng army. Ph�loctetes refuses to g�ve them up because he has
been compelled for n�ne years to suffer the martyrdom of h�s
ban�shment. Th�s refusal, no less than the fact of h�s unr�ghteous
desert�on from wh�ch �t spr�ngs, could have been followed by every
var�ety of result other than that wh�ch took place; the real �nterest
accord�ngly does not centre �n the malady and �ts phys�cal necess�ty,
but �n the oppos�t�on wh�ch ar�ses from the refusal of Ph�loctetes to
surrender the arrows. The case of the plague �n the Greek camp
before Troy �s very s�m�lar; although th�s �s already represented
ent�rely as the consequence of former transgress�on, as a
pun�shment, �n short, a mode of statement more adapted to ep�c
than dramat�c poetry, nevertheless �t �s closely assoc�ated w�th ev�ls
�nc�dental to natural m�sfortune such as storm, sh�pwreck, and
drought. As a rule, however, art w�ll not represent such m�schance as
mere acc�dent, but rather as an obstruct�on and m�sfortune whose



necess�ty s�mply cons�sts �n assum�ng prec�sely th�s part�cular form
rather than another.
(β) But, to turn now to our second type of the coll�s�on, �nasmuch as
the external powers of Nature are not that wh�ch �s most essent�al to
the �nterests and contrad�ct�ons of human l�fe, �n cases where they
are found closely assoc�ated w�th such sp�r�tual relat�ons, they w�ll
present themselves merely as the ground from wh�ch the coll�s�on
breaks forth �n �ts true character. Th�s �s the po�nt of v�ew from wh�ch
we must regard all s�tuat�ons, where we trace the or�g�nal source of
confl�ct �n the facts of natural b�rth. We w�ll shortly d�st�ngu�sh
between three part�cular cases of th�s.
(αα) In the f�rst place we have the r�ght that �s bound up w�th natural
cond�t�on, that wh�ch const�tutes relat�onsh�p and �nher�tance for
example, wh�ch for the very reason that �t stands �n close connect�on
w�th Nature carr�es w�th �t a number of relat�ons that are bound up
w�th her, and th�s though the r�ght, the fact �s one and only one. The
most �mportant example of th�s �s the r�ght of success�on to the
throne. It �s �mportant to observe that th�s r�ght must not as yet, �n
relat�on to the coll�s�ons wh�ch spr�ng from �t, be absolutely f�xed by
rule, otherw�se the resultant confl�ct w�ll be of qu�te another
character. If, that �s to say, the r�ght of success�on �s not as yet
ent�rely controlled by leg�slat�on and the soc�al order wh�ch �t �mpl�es,
no wrong w�ll necessar�ly attach to any one of the alternat�ves,
namely, whether �t be an older or younger brother, or any other
relat�ve of the royal household who obta�ns the sovere�gnty. But
�nasmuch as sovere�gnty �s a qual�tat�ve rather than a quant�tat�ve
possess�on, wh�ch cannot l�ke gold and other mater�al goods be
d�v�ded up accord�ng to a just pr�nc�ple, d�spute and content�on �s
�nev�tably the result of such a form of success�on. When Œd�pus, for
example, leaves the throne of Thebes w�thout a ruler, he leaves h�s
two sons confront�ng each other w�th a r�ght and cla�m of equal
strength. The brothers arrange to occupy the throne alternately from
year to year. Eteocles, however, breaks the compact and Polyn�ces
br�ngs an army aga�nst Thebes to enforce h�s r�ght. The antagon�sm
of brothers has always been �n the h�story of art a fru�tful source of
coll�s�on; �t commences �ndeed w�th the story of Ca�n who slew h�s



brother Abel. In the tale of Shah-Rameh, the earl�est example we
have of a Pers�an book of hero�c legend, �t �s a content�on of throne
success�on wh�ch �s the source of the most var�ed confl�cts. In th�s
Fer�du d�v�ded the Earth among h�s three brothers. Selm rece�ves as
h�s port�on Rum and Chawer; Turan and Os�n are g�ven to Thur, and
Fredysh becomes lord of the Earth from Iran. All three, however,
cla�m the land wh�ch belongs to h�s brothers, and endless quarrels
and wars are the result. In the M�ddle Ages we f�nd just the same
countless examples of fam�ly and dynast�c bro�ls. Such d�ssens�ons,
however, appear �n themselves to be due to acc�dental
c�rcumstance. It �s not necessary that brothers should be at enm�ty;
part�cular c�rcumstances and more �mportant causes must be
attached, such as the �n �tself trag�c b�rth of the sons of Œd�pus, or,
as we f�nd �n "the Br�de of Mess�na," the author �s at pa�ns to sh�ft the
quarrel of the brothers on to st�ll more fateful c�rcumstances. In
Shakespeare's "Macbeth" a s�m�lar coll�s�on �s the foundat�on of the
trag�c dénouement. Duncan �s k�ng and Macbeth, as h�s nearest and
oldest relat�on, �s consequently he�r to the throne w�th a r�ght
precedent even to Duncan's sons. The pr�mary �ncent�ve of
Macbeth's cr�me �s the wrong wh�ch the k�ng has done h�m �n nam�ng
h�s own son as he�r to the throne. Th�s just�f�cat�on of Macbeth, wh�ch
�s supported by the chron�cles of the t�me, Shakespeare has ent�rely
passed over, because, �t was solely h�s object to br�ng �nto startl�ng
rel�ef the repuls�ve aspect of Macbeth's amb�t�ous pass�on, �n order
thereby to make h�s work agreeable to K�ng James, who would be
naturally �nterested �n f�nd�ng the cr�me of Macbeth dep�cted w�thout
extenuat�ng c�rcumstances. As a consequence we can f�nd no
suff�c�ent reason why, under Shakespeare's handl�ng of the subject,
Macbeth fa�ls to murder the sons of Duncan no less than the�r father,
lets them escape �n fact; nor can we understand why they are wholly
overlooked by the nobles. However, the ent�re coll�s�on upon wh�ch,
the drama of Macbeth turns carr�es us beyond the part�cular type
wh�ch we are now ma�nly cons�der�ng.

(ββ) In the second of our examples �n the type of coll�s�on[320] we are
now d�scuss�ng we f�nd the reverse s�tuat�on to that just d�scussed,
and �t cons�sts �n th�s that d�fference of b�rth, wh�ch carr�es w�th�n



�tself a wrongs �s moreover, through eth�cal custom or law, held
w�th�n the cha�ns of an �nsuperable barr�er, so that �t rece�ves at the
same t�me the appearance of an �nnate wrong, and consequently �s
the cause of coll�s�ons. Slavery, serfdom, d�fferences of caste, the
pos�t�on of Jews �n many states and, w�th certa�n qual�f�cat�ons, even
the contrast between an ar�stocrat�cal and c�t�zen class are all of
them cases for cons�derat�on under th�s head. The confl�ct here
cons�sts �n th�s, that on the one hand human�ty has r�ghts, relat�ons,
des�res, a�ms and requ�rements wh�ch belong to �t essent�ally �n
v�rtue of �ts fundamental �dea, wh�ch nevertheless �n each one of the
above ment�oned examples meet w�th dangerous restr�ct�on and
obstruct�on ow�ng to the compuls�ve necess�ty of natural b�rth. On
th�s type of coll�s�on we have the follow�ng remarks to offer.
The d�fferences wh�ch obta�n between classes, such as the ruled and
the rulers, are, no doubt, essent�al to the not�on of state-l�fe, and are
founded on reason, for they are caused by the �nev�table art�culat�on
of the organ�c commun�ty, and assert themselves as such through
the spec�f�c forms of occupat�on, d�spos�t�on, modes of l�fe, and
general levels of educat�on �n all the�r branches. It �s another matter,
however, when these d�fferences as they affect �nd�v�duals are
determ�ned absolutely by the acc�dent of b�rth, so that the �nd�v�dual
man from the very start �s not on account of any qual�ty �n h�mself,
but solely through the acc�dent of Nature, �rrevocably relegated to a
part�cular class or caste. In such a case �t �s obv�ous these
d�fferences appear as �nnate and are, moreover, though purely
external, g�rt w�th force �n �ts h�ghest and most aggress�ve mode. We
are not bound to ask ourselves how th�s f�x�ty and compuls�ve
restra�nt came or�g�nally �nto ex�stence. For the nat�on may or�g�nally
have been un�ted, and the natural d�st�nct�on between freeman and
serf been only evolved at a later t�me, or the d�fference between
castes, classes, and pr�v�leged persons may have grown out of
earl�er d�st�nct�ons of nat�ons and races, as many are �ncl�ned to th�nk
�s the explanat�on of the caste d�st�nct�ons of Ind�a. All th�s �s a matter
of no moment to us here. The ma�n po�nt s�mply cons�sts �n th�s, that
v�tal relat�ons of th�s k�nd, wh�ch regulate the ent�re course of human
ex�stence, have the�r source �n natural cond�t�ons. On general
pr�nc�ples, no doubt, d�st�nct�ons of class can be just�f�ed, but at the



same t�me no �nd�v�dual should be wholly robbed of h�s r�ght to
determ�ne as h�s cho�ce may d�rect to wh�ch part�cular class he shall
belong. Natural capac�ty, talents, adaptab�l�ty, and educat�on are the
only r�ght means to d�rect the way and dec�de �n th�s respect. When,
however, the r�ght of cho�ce �s debarred from b�rth onwards and a
man �s made thereby dependent on Nature and �ts cont�ngency,
there �s always the poss�b�l�ty of confl�ct w�th�n the sphere of th�s
necess�ty between the states thus enforced on the �nd�v�dual by
natural cond�t�ons and the measure of sp�r�tual educat�on wh�ch he
may acqu�re and the h�gher demand wh�ch �t may justly make. Th�s �s
a pathet�c and unfortunate type of coll�s�on wh�ch has �ts source �n an
essent�al wrong wh�ch the freedom of art �s qu�te unable to respect.
In the soc�al cond�t�on of our own days d�st�nct�ons of class, w�th a
few except�ons, are not determ�ned by b�rth. The rul�ng dynasty and
the peerage are the only except�ons, and these depend on a h�gher
concept�on of the State altogether. For the rest, the mere fact of b�rth
creates no essent�al d�st�nct�on that can ult�mately determ�ne the
class to wh�ch a man may belong �f he �s otherw�se competent to jo�n
�t. For th�s reason, however, we must cond�t�on the demand for ent�re
l�berty of cho�ce w�th the requ�rement that �n educat�on, knowledge,
ab�l�ty, and general tastes the �nd�v�dual �s equal to the part�cular
soc�ety w�th wh�ch he may des�re to assoc�ate. If, on the contrary, the
fact of a man's b�rth presents an �nsuperable obstacle to such
cla�ms, wh�ch he would otherw�se be qu�te competent to sat�sfy by
v�rtue of h�s own v�gorous act�v�ty, then such a s�tuat�on must appear
to us not merely a m�sfortune, but essent�ally a wrong under wh�ch
he �s compelled to suffer �njury. He �s thus separated by a purely
natural part�t�on wall wh�ch �s essent�ally unjust, that �s to say, one
beyond wh�ch h�s talents, sent�ments, and general educat�on have
already ra�sed h�m, from that wh�ch he was competent to reach, and
a purely natural cond�t�on whose legal�zed f�x�ty has been determ�ned
wholly by capr�ce presumes to oppose �nsuperable barr�ers to the
freedom r�ghtly demanded by all sp�r�tual l�fe.
To exam�ne more closely the nature of th�s type of coll�s�on we shall
do well to look at �t from three d�fferent po�nts of v�ew, each of wh�ch
are of essent�al �mportance.



In the f�rst place, �t �s necessary that the �nd�v�dual should, �n the
strength of h�s own sp�r�tual resources, already really have passed
beyond the natural barr�ers whose oppos�t�on �s to g�ve way before
h�s a�ms and des�res, otherw�se the demand �s s�mply an act of folly.
If, for example, a domest�c servant, whose educat�on and ab�l�ty �s
merely that of a men�al, falls �n love w�th a pr�ncess or a lady of h�gh
soc�ety, or, �nversely, e�ther of these w�th h�m, such a love affa�r �s
both absurd and devo�d of all taste, and th�s �s so even �f the art�st�c
representat�on of th�s pass�on d�splay all the depth and �nterest of
wh�ch an ardent heart �s capable. In such a case �t �s not so much
the d�fference of b�rth wh�ch creates the obstacle; th�s �s rather to be
found �n the ent�re content of �nterests, educat�on, a�ms of l�fe,
requ�rements, and mode of sent�ment wh�ch d�st�ngu�sh �n status,
mater�al resources, and soc�al qual�f�cat�ons a lady �n h�gh pos�t�on
from a domest�c servant. If love �s, as �n the case assumed, the one
and only bond of a un�on, and �s assoc�ated w�th noth�ng else
throughout the ent�re sphere of all that men and women have to l�ve
through �n just accordance w�th that wh�ch a part�cular status
requ�res from the�r �ntell�gence and exper�ence, �t must necessar�ly
rema�n devo�d of content and �s s�mply a un�on of the senses. Love,
to be wholly complete, �s noth�ng less than a real harmony of the
ent�re consc�ous l�fe, �n wh�ch the full nob�l�ty of sent�ment can be
shared and apprec�ated.
The second case we w�sh to exam�ne �s that �n wh�ch the
dependence of b�rth surrounds an essent�ally free human l�fe and the
objects �t may r�ghtly set before �tself w�th legal�zed fetters of
obstruct�on. Th�s coll�s�on also presents an element unadapted for
art�st�c treatment, opposed, that �s to say, to the not�on of the Ideal,
desp�te �ts love to make use of �t and the fac�l�ty w�th wh�ch �t may
attempt to do so. If d�st�nct�ons of b�rth through pos�t�ve laws and the
powers wh�ch support them create a pers�stent wrong, as doubtless
may be the case where a man �s born an outcast or a Jew, he
obv�ously, from one po�nt of v�ew, �s ent�rely r�ght �n hold�ng w�th all
the strength of h�s �nward l�fe, wh�ch rebels before such a barr�er, that
the same �s d�ssolvable, that he, �n fact, recogn�zes h�s �nd�v�dual�ty
as apart from �t. To oppose such restra�nt appears to be wholly
just�f�able. But �n so far as �t becomes �mposs�ble through the force of



ex�st�ng c�rcumstances to overcome such a barr�er, wh�ch �s
consequently converted �nto an �rrevocable necess�ty, a s�tuat�on of
th�s k�nd can only be regarded as a m�sfortune wh�ch �tself �s not
w�thout an element of fals�ty. For the rat�onal man �s �nev�tably
forced, �n so far as he �s unable to subjugate the oppos�ng necess�ty,
to subm�t to the same: �t �s not �n reason to cont�nue to f�ght aga�nst
the �nev�table, but rather qu�etly to let �t pass over h�m. He must, �n
fact, abandon the sense of �nterest �n and need of that wh�ch �s, by
v�rtue of th�s barr�er, swept from h�s reach, and suffer what he fa�ls to
overcome w�th the qu�et courage of pass�ve endurance. Where a
struggle �s of no ava�l �t �s the part of w�sdom to be qu�t of �t �n order
at the least to ret�re �nto the formal �ndependence of personal l�berty.
By do�ng so the forces of wrong have no longer power over h�m; �f,
on the contrary, he battles aga�nst them he must necessar�ly
exper�ence h�s dependence �n �ts fullest extent. At the same t�me �t
rema�ns unquest�onable that ne�ther th�s abstract�on of formal
�ndependence any more than that content wh�ch can lead to no
result are truly beaut�ful when art�st�cally cons�dered.
There �s a th�rd type of coll�s�on wh�ch, wh�le be�ng �mmed�ately
connected w�th that we have just cons�dered, �s equally removed
from the genu�ne Ideal. It �s to be found affect�ng that class of
persons who attempt to assert some pr�v�lege wh�ch the mere fact of
b�rth concedes them and supports w�th the full we�ght of a rel�g�ous
t�tle, pos�t�ve enactments, and the preva�l�ng cond�t�ons of soc�ety. In
such a case, �t �s true, we have an �ndependent pos�t�on �n
harmon�ous relat�on w�th what �s externally real�zed �n pos�t�ve
�nst�tut�ons, but when cons�dered as the mere cons�stency of that
wh�ch �s �n �tself unjust and �rrat�onal �t �s qu�te as much as �n our
former example a purely formal �ndependence, and the not�on of the
Ideal d�sappears. We may, no doubt, very poss�bly persuade
ourselves that the Ideal �s reta�ned because we have here an
appearance as though the personal l�fe �s �n full un�on w�th the
un�versal and �ts legal�zed const�tut�on, rema�n�ng cons�stently �n
such un�ty; but �t w�ll be observed that here the un�versal does not
assert �ts dom�nat�ng power �n the part�cular person, as we found the
hero�c Ideal demanded, but only �n and through the publ�c author�ty
of pos�t�ve laws and the�r adm�n�strat�on; moreover, what the



�nd�v�dual here asserts �s assumed to be essent�ally wrong, and he
loses �n consequence the substant�ve s�gn�f�cance wh�ch we have
seen to be also essent�al to the Ideal. An affa�r �n wh�ch the �deal
subject of art �s concerned must �tself be at bottom true and
just�f�able. To th�s type belong the legal�zed lordsh�p exerc�sed over
slaves or serfs, the r�ght to rob a fore�gner of h�s l�berty, or to
sacr�f�ce the same to the gods. No doubt �t �s qu�te poss�ble that such
a r�ght may be susta�ned by �nd�v�duals w�th unquest�on�ng bel�ef that
they are just�f�ed �n so do�ng, as �n Ind�a, for example, the h�gher
castes make use of the�r pr�v�leges, or as Thoas ordered the sacr�f�ce
of Orestes, or �n Russ�a the lords are wont to flout the�r serfs. In fact,
those who are �n author�ty are very l�kely to execute such r�ghts as
legal�zed r�ghts on account of the �nterest they may have �n
preserv�ng them. But �n a case of th�s k�nd the�r r�ght w�ll be merely
the unr�ghteous r�ght of the barbar�an, and they must themselves
appear to us �n the category of barbar�ans, at least, who resolve to
carry out and perfect what �s essent�ally �njust�ce. The legal�zed form,
under wh�ch the �nd�v�dual shelters h�mself, �s, for the t�me to wh�ch �t
belongs, and �ts sp�r�t and the educat�onal standard adapted to �t, no
doubt to be respected and just�f�ed. But �f we reflect upon �t rat�onally
and apart from that, �t �s wholly pos�t�ve[321], conta�n�ng no �ntr�ns�c
cla�ms or author�ty. Moreover, �f the �nd�v�dual makes use of h�s
pr�v�leges for purely personal objects, under the mastery of part�cular
pass�ons and the a�ms of mere self�shness, �n add�t�on to our
barbar�an we get a bad character to boot.
Poets have frequently sought to arouse our p�ty, and �t may be our
fear as well, through the presentat�on of confl�cts of th�s k�nd,
follow�ng the rule of Ar�stotle, who lays �t down that fear and
compass�on are objects of tragedy. Str�ctly speak�ng we exper�ence
ne�ther fear nor reverence when confronted w�th r�ghts wh�ch only
ex�st among barbar�ans and are the m�sfortune of unc�v�l�zed t�mes.
Any compass�on wh�ch such s�tuat�ons are l�kely to arouse �s almost
�mmed�ately converted �nto a sp�r�t of �nd�gnant host�l�ty. The only true
art�st�c dénouement of such a confl�ct �s one where we f�nd such
�lleg�t�mate r�ghts are not carr�ed �nto execut�on, as, for example,



ne�ther Iph�gen�a nor Orestes are respect�vely sacr�f�ced �n Aul�s and
Taur�s.
(γγ) The th�rd and last class of that type of coll�s�on wh�ch �s based
on purely natural cond�t�on �s that wh�ch �s duetto personal pass�on
caused by natural pecul�ar�t�es of temperament and character. The
jealousy of Othello �s a supreme example of th�s. Amb�t�on, avar�ce,
nay, even love �tself �n certa�n aspects, w�ll furn�sh other �llustrat�ons.
Coll�s�on of th�s k�nd �s only properly referred to such pass�ons �n so
far as �nd�v�duals, se�zed and dom�nated exclus�vely by the power of
such emot�ons, are thereby forced �nto antagon�sm w�th the truly
eth�cal const�tut�on and �nherently just�f�able course of human
ex�stence, and consequently are plunged �nto a st�ll more ser�ous
confl�ct.
Th�s carr�es our �nqu�ry �nto the cons�derat�on of that th�rd subd�v�s�on
of our or�g�nal class�f�cat�on of general types of coll�s�on, the type of
wh�ch �s based exclus�vely upon the confl�ct of sp�r�tual forces, �n so
far as such oppos�t�on �s the result of human act�v�ty.
(γ) We have already observed when deal�ng w�th purely natural
coll�s�ons that they only form the start�ng-po�nt as �t were for further
states of contrad�ct�on. And the same �s more or less true of the
second type of confl�ct already adverted to. All these, �n art�st�c
compos�t�ons of really profound s�gn�f�cance, are unable to rema�n �n
such forms of oppos�t�on as we have h�therto d�scussed. Such
d�sturbances and confl�ct�ng elements merely substant�ate the
opportune moment, out of wh�ch the true and essent�al forces of
sp�r�tual l�fe w�ll clash together �n oppos�t�on and contend for the
mastery. That wh�ch �s sp�r�tual can only be set �n act�v�ty by v�rtue of
sp�r�t. Consequently the oppos�t�ons of Sp�r�t can only w�n real�ty �n
actual human deed, can only thus man�fest themselves �n the�r true
character.
The pos�t�on we have arr�ved at, then, �s th�s. We have on one hand
a d�ff�culty, an obstacle, a v�olat�on effected through someth�ng
human l�fe has carr�ed out �n act�on. We have on the other a v�olat�on
of �nterests and forces �ntr�ns�cally just and r�ght. By treat�ng these



two forms of determ�nat�on �n close juxtapos�t�on we, for the f�rst
t�me, are able to gauge the full depth of th�s last type of coll�s�on.
We may d�st�ngu�sh between the prom�nent examples wh�ch fall
w�th�n the cons�derat�on of th�s class of cases as follows:
(αα) In pass�ng from the sphere of that type of confl�ct wh�ch we have
po�nted out rests for �ts pr�mary bas�s on what �s ent�rely due to
Nature we observe that the f�rst class of cases wh�ch confronts us on
cross�ng the boundary to the cons�derat�on of a new type �s closely
related to that we have just left beh�nd us. If, then, human act�on �s
assumed to be respons�ble for the coll�s�on, �t w�ll follow that what �s
carr�ed out as natural through human act�on, that �s to say, �n so far
as human�ty �s not ent�rely sp�r�tual, w�ll cons�st �n th�s that a
part�cular act�on �s performed unconsc�ously and w�thout purpose,
wh�ch w�ll be found afterwards to be a pos�t�ve �nfract�on of the forces
of self-respect�ng and c�v�l�zed soc�ety. The consc�ousness wh�ch any
man latterly acqu�res of the �njur�ous nature of an act�on, of wh�ch he
was prev�ously unaware, w�ll dr�ve h�m who st�ll accepts the
respons�b�l�ty of such an act�on �nto d�v�s�on and confl�ct. The ground
of such a confl�ct, �n fact, cons�sts �n the oppos�t�on w�th wh�ch the
m�nd �s confronted between that wh�ch was actually before �t when
the act�on took place, and the subsequent d�scovery of all that was
really �mpl�ed �n the act �tself. The cases of Œd�pus and Ajax w�ll at
once suggest themselves as examples. The act�on of Œd�pus, �f
v�ewed s�mply w�th reference to h�s w�ll and knowledge, amounted
merely to the fact that he k�lled a perfect stranger �n a quarrel. The
unconsc�ous act was the real�ty �n �ts full s�gn�f�cance, that �s to say,
the murder of h�s own father. Ajax, �n a f�t of frenzy, slaughtered the
cattle of the Greeks bel�ev�ng them to be the Greek ch�efta�ns. On
rega�n�ng h�s senses and d�scover�ng what he really d�d he �s se�zed
w�th a sense of shame wh�ch dr�ves h�m �nto coll�s�on w�th h�mself.
We must, however, observe that what has been unconsc�ously
v�olated by a man �n the type of coll�s�on we are now exam�n�ng
ought to be someth�ng wh�ch he h�mself, when fully �n a pos�t�on to
judge, would both honour and revere. If such a reverent�al att�tude
has �ts roots merely �n personal �d�osyncrasy or superst�t�on, such a
coll�s�on can arouse, to say the least, no really profound �nterest.



(ββ) Further, �nasmuch as �n the cases we are now d�scuss�ng the
confl�ct ar�ses from a sp�r�tual v�olat�on of sp�r�tual forces through
human act�on, the coll�s�on more generally appropr�ate to the type
w�ll cons�st �n a v�olat�on wh�ch �s perpetrated w�th full consc�ousness
proceed�ng out of such and the �ntent�on �t �mpl�es. The po�nt of
departure here may centre aga�n �n pass�on, v�olence, folly, and
other s�m�lar qual�t�es. The Trojan war, for example, or�g�nates �n the
rape of Helen. Agamemnon afterwards sacr�f�ces Iph�gen�a, and so
v�olates the feel�ngs of her mother, slay�ng thus the darl�ng of her
womb. Clytemnestra, �n consequence, murders her spouse. Orestes
avenges the murder of h�s father and k�ng by assass�nat�ng h�s
mother. In a s�m�lar way �n "Hamlet" the father �s sent to h�s grave by
a stratagem, and the mother of Hamlet �nsults the manes of the dead
man by a prec�p�tate marr�age w�th h�s murderer.
In the case of these coll�s�ons as �n those already cons�dered, the
ma�n po�nt �s th�s, that human�ty �s engaged �n a self-�mposed confl�ct
w�th what �s �ntr�ns�cally moral, true, and worthy of reverence. If th�s
�s not so, then, for all who are really consc�ous of what �s moral and
r�ght, such a confl�ct can only appear w�thout worth or mater�al
s�gn�f�cance, as �s the case, for example, �n the famous ep�sode of
the Mahâ-Bhârata, w�th reference to Nalas and Damayant�. K�ng
Nalas marr�es the pr�ncess Damayant�, who �s allowed the pr�v�lege
of mak�ng a free cho�ce among her s�sters. All the other su�tors are
gen�� float�ng �n the a�r; Nalas stands on the Earth alone as a man,
and she has the good sense to select h�m. The gen�� are
consequently much enraged, and watch for the moment when they
may f�nd K�ng Nalas tr�pp�ng. For many years they can br�ng to h�s
charge no offence, as he �s capable of none. At last, however, they
obta�n power over h�m, for he comm�ts a great cr�me; the cr�me �s
th�s, namely, that after mak�ng water, he treads w�th h�s foot upon the
earth thus watered. Accord�ng to Ind�an �deas th�s �s a severe
offence wh�ch cannot escape pun�shment. From that moment the
gen�� have h�m �n the�r power; one renders all h�s amatory des�res
abort�ve, another exc�tes h�s brother aga�nst h�m, and f�nally poor
Nalas, after forfe�t�ng h�s throne and be�ng reduced to beggary, �s
dr�ven forth a wanderer �n wretchedness w�th Damayant�. At length
he �s even compelled to part w�th her, unt�l, as the tale w�ll have �t,



after many adventures, he �s once more set on the throne of h�s
or�g�nal happ�ness. The real confl�ct upon wh�ch for the Ind�ans of old
days the whole of th�s story was supported was an essent�al
desecrat�on of a sacred th�ng: accord�ng to our not�ons the tale �s
absurd from beg�nn�ng to end.
(γγ) Th�rdly, �t �s not necessary that the d�srupt�on should be d�rect,
or, �n other words, that the act�on taken solely by �tself should be an
act of coll�s�on; the fact of coll�s�on may well appear out of relat�ons
and c�rcumstances of oppos�t�on and antagon�sm wh�ch are forced
upon the m�nd dur�ng the process of that act�on's execut�on. Jul�et
and Romeo are �n love w�th one another. In the mere fact of the�r
love there �s noth�ng to suggest d�sun�on. But they are aware that
the�r fam�l�es are l�v�ng �n mutual hate and host�l�ty, that the�r parents
w�ll never consent to the marr�age, and they are carr�ed �nto coll�s�on
by v�rtue of th�s preassumed s�tuat�on of antagon�st�c forces.
We must content ourselves here w�th these very general remarks
upon the relat�on wh�ch the determ�nate s�tuat�on occup�es �n �ts
oppos�t�on to the un�versal world-cond�t�on. Were we to extend our
�nqu�ry �nto all the d�vergent aspects, mod�f�cat�ons, and nuances of
the subject, attempt�ng thereby to express an op�n�on upon every
poss�ble form of s�tuat�on, th�s chapter would alone present us w�th
suff�c�ent matter for d�scuss�ons of endless prol�x�ty and d�ffuseness.
The d�scovery of d�fferent s�tuat�ons �mpl�es a content of exhaustless
poss�b�l�t�es; and �n every part�cular example the essent�al quest�on
�nvolved �s how such may be adapted to the treatment of any spec�f�c
art, �n true subord�nat�on to the pr�nc�ples and character of such an
art. To the fa�ry story much �s perm�tted wh�ch �s forb�dden to a more
str�ngent mode of art�st�c representat�on. And we may say that
generally the d�scovery[322] of the s�tuat�on �s a cr�t�cal po�nt �n the
process of art-product�on wh�ch often presents great d�ff�culty to
art�sts. In our own days the d�ff�culty of obta�n�ng a su�table subject-
matter as a source for the c�rcumstances and s�tuat�ons wh�ch the
art�st requ�res �s a common compla�nt. At f�rst s�ght �t may appear to
us more �n keep�ng w�th our not�on of poet �f he borrow from h�s own
resources, and �nvent s�tuat�ons h�mself; but such �ndependence
does l�ttle to �ncrease h�s cla�ms as a creat�ve art�st. For the s�tuat�on



does not d�rectly const�tute the sp�r�tual�ty of h�s work nor �ndeed g�ve
us �ts true art�st�c form: all that �t does �s to supply the external
mater�al �n wh�ch as �ts appropr�ate med�um a character or
temperament �s unfolded before us. It �s only after work�ng �nto th�s
external mater�al �n wh�ch act�ons and characters f�nd the�r start�ng-
po�nt that the true gen�us of the art�st �s act�vely d�splayed. The poet
consequently has l�ttle or no cla�m to our thanks for merely hav�ng
h�mself �nvented th�s least of all poet�cal aspects of h�s product�on.
He �s, �n fact, fully ent�tled to draw as much and as frequently as he
pleases from anyth�ng that comes to h�s hand, whether �t be h�story,
saga, mythos, or chron�cle, nay, even from mater�al and s�tuat�ons
wh�ch have already been art�st�cally treated. Just as we f�nd �n the art
of pa�nt�ng the external matter of the s�tuat�on �s borrowed from
legends of sa�nts, and the process has been repeated on s�m�lar
l�nes over and over aga�n. To d�scover the real art�st�c s�gn�f�cance of
such art�st�c work we must penetrate far beyond the mere �nvent�on
of part�cular s�tuat�ons. The same remarks w�ll apply �n full force to
the ent�re wealth of the c�rcumstances and developments art�st�cally
handled. In reference to th�s �t �s frequently cla�med as a v�rtue of
modern art �n contrast w�th that of the anc�ents that we f�nd �n �t an
�nf�n�tely more exuberant �mag�nat�on. As a matter of fact, we do f�nd
�n the art�st�c creat�ons of the M�ddle Ages and our modern world the
most extraord�nary var�ety and �nterfus�on of s�tuat�ons, events, and
occurrences, whether trag�c or otherw�se. Th�s fulness of deta�l,
however, does not take us far. In sp�te of �t all we have very few
dramas or ep�cs of the f�rst excellence. For the ma�n po�nt �s not the
external course and �nterchange of a var�ety of events, when we f�nd
such events and h�stor�es merely complete the ent�re content of our
work of art; rather �t �s the eth�cal and sp�r�tual form wh�ch embod�es
them, and the masterful movements of temperament and character
wh�ch are exposed and unve�led dur�ng the ent�re process of th�s
art�st�c embod�ment.
Glanc�ng now at the ma�n pos�t�on we have arr�ved at, and from
wh�ch our �nqu�ry w�ll proceed, we have found that c�rcumstances,
cond�t�ons, and relat�ons, whether determ�ned w�th a reference to the
external world or the subject�ve consc�ousness, only create the
s�tuat�on by v�rtue of the temperament or pass�on wh�ch exper�ences



them and der�ves �ts nutr�ment through them. We have further seen
that the s�tuat�on breaks up th�s determ�nate form �n oppos�t�on,
obstruct�on, development, and d�srupt�on, so that the emot�onal l�fe
feels �tself compelled by the force of the affect�ng c�rcumstances to
react w�th energy aga�nst th�s d�sturb�ng and restra�n�ng �nfluence,
wh�ch stands �n the way of �ts objects and pass�ons. It �s here, �n
truth, that the act�on, str�ctly speak�ng, commences, when, that �s to
say, the contrad�ct�on has fully asserted �tself, wh�ch was already
�mpl�ed �n the fully def�ned s�tuat�on. Inasmuch as, however, the
act�on wh�ch �s based on th�s coll�s�on d�sturbs the un�ty of that wh�ch
�s opposed to �t, �t calls �nto be�ng by �ts antagon�sm the oppos�ng
force of that wh�ch �t confronts, and consequently the act�on �s
�mmed�ately assoc�ated w�th the react�on. W�th th�s analys�s of the
forces rendered necessary by dramat�c act�on, we have at length
arr�ved at the not�on of the Ideal as a fully def�ned process. For we
are here presented w�th two d�st�nct spheres of �nterest, both of
wh�ch have been rent, as �t were, from the harmony they or�g�nally
possessed, and confront each other �n confl�ct. Such, by the
contrad�ct�on wh�ch �s �nvolved �n them, make a resolut�on of the
d�scord necessary. Th�s movement, regarded as a homogeneous
whole, belongs no more to the prov�nce of the mere s�tuat�on and �ts
confl�cts; we are carr�ed now �nto that port�on of our �nqu�ry to wh�ch
we have already g�ven the name of the genu�ne act�on.

3. The Act�on
In the development of the subject under cons�derat�on, the act�on
�mmed�ately follows after the un�versal world-cond�t�on and the
part�cular s�tuat�on. In cons�der�ng the act�on �n �ts external relat�on to
that port�on of our �nqu�ry we have just concluded �t w�ll be well to
bear �n m�nd the result we arr�ved at, that �t presupposes
c�rcumstances wh�ch necess�tate coll�s�ons, act�on, and react�on. It �s
�mposs�ble to determ�ne at what po�nt �n the c�rcumstances thus
presupposed the act�on w�ll beg�n. For that wh�ch �n one aspect w�ll
appear as commencement w�ll very poss�bly present �tself �n another
as the result of earl�er developments, and to that extent w�ll postpone
the real start�ng-po�nt. And �n l�ke manner th�s, too, we may regard as
a fact result�ng from former coll�s�ons. To take an example; �n the



house of Agamemnon Iph�gen�a �n Taur�s exp�ates the gu�lt and
m�sfortune of her fam�ly. The commencement here of th�s
del�verance on the part of Iph�gen�a �s the fact that D�ana carr�es her
to Taur�s. Th�s c�rcumstance �s, however, merely the result of earl�er
stages of the story, such as the sacr�f�ce �n Aul�s, wh�ch �s aga�n
cond�t�oned by the �njury done to Menelaus �n the rape of Helen by
Par�s, and so on, ever backward, unt�l we come to the famous egg of
Leda. In the same way the events wh�ch are the subject-matter of
the Iph�gen�a �n Taur�s presuppose the murder of Agamemnon, and
all the cr�mes assoc�ated w�th the house of Tantalus. An analys�s of
much the same character m�ght be appl�ed to the Theban c�rcle of
mythos. If an act�on �s to be represented w�th all the facts that
cond�t�on �t, poetry �s the only real art that can attempt th�s. Such a
complete expos�t�on of h�stor�cal fact has already become, as a
certa�n proverb rem�nds us, rather a wear�some bus�ness; �t �s, �n
fact, more w�th�n the prov�nce of s�mple prose, and, �n contrast w�th
such completeness, poetry w�ll rather cons�der �ts true funct�on to be
that of tak�ng �ts aud�ence at once �nto the heart of the matter. There
�s a further �mportant reason why �t should not be to the �nterest of art
to make �ts commencement from that po�nt where we f�nd the act�on
under cons�derat�on �s �n the f�rst �nstance externally cond�t�oned,
and �t �s th�s: such a po�nt of departure �s, after all, only related to the
process regarded as natural or h�stor�cal fact[323]. The assoc�at�on of
the act�on w�th th�s commencement merely concerns the emp�r�cal
un�ty of �ts appearance; �t may, however, �n �tself be of no
s�gn�f�cance at all to the real content of the act�on. Th�s external un�ty
of h�stor�cal sequence rema�ns just as �t was, however �t may chance
that one part�cular person �s affected by the �nvolved threads of a
vary�ng ser�es of fact. No doubt the ent�rety of the facts of l�fe, �ts
act�ons and fatal�t�es, tends to make the �nd�v�dual what he �s; but for
all that h�s true nature, the real core of h�s thoughts and capac�t�es, �s
man�fested �n one great s�tuat�on and act�on �ndependently of them.
It �s the progress of these wh�ch reveals to us really what a character
�s made of, a character wh�ch prev�ously to the�r occurrence had
been known merely �n a nom�nal way, that �s the name of one more
fact among the external facts of exper�ence.



We must therefore not look for the commencement of the act�on �n
that emp�r�cal source of �t; we must rather centre the attent�on upon
those c�rcumstances wh�ch have taken a hold upon the part�cular
nature w�th wh�ch we are deal�ng, and created or sat�sf�ed �ts needs;
we must, �n fact, reveal the part�cular coll�s�on �n whose confl�ct and
resolut�on the act�on �n quest�on cons�sts. Homer, for example, �n the
"Il�ad," makes a start at once w�th the part�cular fact on wh�ch h�s
ent�re ep�c �s founded, that �s to say, w�th the wrath of Ach�lles. He
tells us noth�ng of earl�er h�story of the l�fe of Ach�lles, but
emphas�zes at once the cr�t�cal coll�s�on, and, moreover, does �t �n a
way wh�ch unfolds a background of the greatest �nterest to h�s
p�cture.
The representat�on, then, of the act�on as a process complete �n
�tself, �n wh�ch act�on, react�on, and resolut�on are const�tuent
elements, �s, above all, the funct�on of the poet�c art; all the other arts
can at most only se�ze upon and secure �n the�r presentat�on one
moment of th�s process. It �s qu�te true that �f we d�rect our attent�on
to that aspect of the med�um they employ wh�ch �s r�chest, they may
appear to have an advantage over poetry; �n pa�nt�ng espec�ally[324]

we f�nd a control asserted not merely over the ent�re external form,
but also over the express�on of external demeanour and the play of
such relat�vely to other objects grouped around �t. Such a means of
express�on, however, cannot compare as an �nterpreter of truth w�th
human speech. The act�on �tself �s the clearest means of unfold�ng to
us �nd�v�dual character, whether we v�ew �t relat�vely to the ent�re
emot�onal l�fe[325] or the objects of m�nd. All that a man �s at the very
root of h�s nature �s f�rst revealed to us through h�s acts; and act�on,
for the reason that �t �s an express�on of sp�r�t, f�nds �ts ult�mate
express�on as such most clearly and conc�sely �n speech alone.
When we speak �n general terms of human act�on we are apt to
f�gure to ourselves an �ncalculable var�ety of mode. For Art, however,
the sphere of act�on su�table to art�st�c representat�on �s, generally
speak�ng, l�m�ted. Her prov�nce �s wholly restr�cted to the type of
act�on wh�ch �s conformable to the necessary conf�gurat�on of the
Idea.



There are three po�nts of essent�al �mportance necessary to grasp �n
connect�on w�th such act�on as �s capable of art�st�c representat�on,
and wh�ch we may emphas�ze as follows. The s�tuat�on and the
result�ng confl�ct �s that wh�ch generally st�mulates �t; the act�ve
movement, however, taken by �tself, the element of d�fference, that �s
to say, of the Ideal �n �ts act�v�ty, �s made apparent f�rst by v�rtue of
the react�on. Th�s movement may be resolved �nto the follow�ng
component features:

F�rst, we have the un�versal[326] forces, wh�ch const�tute the
essent�al content and object, for the sake of wh�ch the act�on takes
place.

Secondly, we have the real�zat�on[327] of these forces �n the
�nd�v�duals who act.
Th�rdly, the two aspects above ment�oned have to un�te themselves
�n that wh�ch, �n default of any better gener�c term, we w�ll here call
character.
(a) The Un�versal Forces of Act�on
(a) However much we have f�nally arr�ved �n our cons�derat�on of the
act�on at a po�nt where the def�n�t�on and d�fferent�at�on of the Ideal �s
of the f�rst �mportance, nevertheless the very not�on of art renders �t
necessary that �n the sphere of true beauty, be the aspect of �t
whatsoever �t may, �t must st�ll have upon �t the stamp of the Ideal; �t
cannot, that �s to say, ma�nta�n �tself w�thout rat�onal�ty and the
just�f�cat�on �t �mpl�es. Interests of an �deal character must �nev�tably
be �n confl�ct w�th another, so that m�ght �s opposed to m�ght. These
�nterests are, �n fact, the eternal and un�versal forces of sp�r�tual
ex�stence, the essent�al crav�ngs of the human heart, the
spontaneous and �nev�table objects of human act�on, just�f�able and
rat�onal �n v�rtue of the�r own character, and consequently the very
un�versal powers to wh�ch we have referred. They are �ndeed not the
absolute D�v�ne �tself, but rather the sons of the one absolute
Idea[328], and consequently dom�nant and val�d. They are the
ch�ldren of the one un�versal truth, albe�t only determ�nate, part�cular
moments of the same. Through the�r very d�st�nct�on, �t �s true, they



can fall �nto contrad�ct�on or d�sun�on, yet desp�te all the element of
d�fference conta�ned, they must possess the or�g�nal essent�al�ty
w�th�n them �n order to appear as the determ�nate Ideal. Such are the
supreme mot�ve forces of art. They are the eternal[329] rel�g�ous and
eth�cal modes of relat�onsh�p, status, personal character[330], and �n
the world of romance, before everyth�ng else, honour and love. In the
part�cular grade of the�r s�gn�f�cance these powers d�ffer, but all are
essent�ally the product of reason. At the same t�me �t �s these powers
�n the human heart and m�nd, wh�ch man, by v�rtue of h�s human�ty,
�s bound to recogn�ze, to g�ve free play to, and to actual�ze. At the
same t�me they ought not d�rectly to appear as r�ghts �n pos�t�ve
leg�slat�on. For, to take one reason, the form of pos�t�ve leg�slat�on,
as we have seen, �s already �n part�al confl�ct w�th the not�on and
content of the Ideal; furthermore, �t �s qu�te poss�ble that the content
of pos�t�ve r�ghts may contr�bute to that wh�ch �s essent�ally unjust,
albe�t ent�rely clothed �n the attr�butes of law. The relat�ons we have
above referred to, however, are not merely the supreme stable
embod�ment of the external world[331], but the essent�ally
substant�ve powers, wh�ch for the very reason that they conta�n �n
themselves the actual content of human ex�stence, cont�nue to be
the st�mulat�ng source of �ts act�v�ty, and ult�mately all that ever
carr�ed �t forward to perfect�on.



Of th�s k�nd are the �nterests and objects wh�ch contend aga�nst each
other �n the "Ant�gone" of Sophocles. Creon, the k�ng, as ruler of the
state, by a decree couched �n the severest terms, forbade the r�ght of
bur�al to the son of Œd�pus, who had proved h�mself an enemy of h�s
country by br�ng�ng an army aga�nst Thebes. Th�s proclamat�on was
so far just�f�able that �t expressed care for the weal of the ent�re c�ty.
Ant�gone, however, �s an�mated by an eth�cal pr�nc�ple of equal
author�ty, �n other words by her love for her brother, whom she f�nds
�t �mposs�ble to leave unbur�ed, the prey of carr�on b�rds. To leave
such a duty unfulf�lled would be �n d�rect oppos�t�on to the sacred
�nst�ncts of her personal relat�onsh�p. She consequently v�olates the
decree of Creon.
(β) Coll�s�ons of the type w�th wh�ch we are now deal�ng may be
�ntroduced �n every poss�ble way; the necess�ty of the react�on,
however, must not be occas�oned by means of anyth�ng out of place
or at cross purposes[332] w�th the ma�n act�on, but through that wh�ch
�s �n �tself reasonable and just�f�able. For example, �n the well-known
German poem of Hartmann von der Aue, "The Poor Henry," the
coll�s�on �s repuls�ve. The hero �n th�s poem �s v�s�ted by a fatal�ty,
that �s to say, an �ncurable d�sease. He turns for ass�stance to the
monks of Salermo. They state as the cond�t�on of h�s cure that a
human be�ng must w�ll�ngly surrender h�s or her l�fe, on the ground
that the necessary salve can alone be forthcom�ng from a human
heart. A poor ma�den who �s �n love w�th the kn�ght offers freely her
own l�fe and accompan�es h�m �nto Italy. Th�s �s pure barbar�sm, and
the s�lent love and pathet�c devot�on of the ma�den are unable,
consequently, to produce the�r full effect. It �s true that we f�nd the
�njust�ce of human sacr�f�ce presented us by the anc�ents as the
ground of the coll�s�on. The famous example �s that of the story of
Iph�gen�a, who �s f�rst offered as such a sacr�f�ce, and afterwards �s
on the po�nt of offer�ng up her brother. But, �n the f�rst place, �t �s to
be observed that �n these examples the confl�ct �s �n close
connect�on w�th other relat�ons wh�ch are �n themselves just�f�able;
secondly, the art�st�c pr�nc�ple �s really sat�sf�ed, as we have already
observed, by the fact that both Iph�gen�a and Orestes are f�nally
del�vered, and the power of a coll�s�on wh�ch �s opposed to our not�on



of r�ght �s thus destroyed. And, �ndeed, th�s �s also the case �n the
above ment�oned poem of Hartmann, �n so far as we may
acknowledge the dénouement offered us �n wh�ch, on Henry refus�ng
to accept the sacr�f�ce, God releases h�m from h�s malady, and the
ma�den �s rewarded for her true love[333].
In apparent assoc�at�on w�th the pos�t�ve powers we have
enumerated must be added others set over aga�nst them, that �s to
say, the forces of that wh�ch �s negat�ve and bad, ev�l �n short. That
wh�ch �s purely negat�ve, however, ought not to be taken �n the �deal
representat�on of an act�on as the essent�al ground-mot�ve for the
necessary react�on. The real�ty of the purely negat�ve case, �t �s true,
corresponds to the negat�ve and �ts appropr�ate character, but, �f the
�mpl�ed[334] not�on and object �s already �n �tself rendered nugatory, �t
�s even less poss�ble that the ugl�ness wh�ch �s exposed �n the
�nward l�fe should man�fest any genu�ne beauty upon �ts external
real�ty. The soph�stry of pass�on can, �ndeed, by means of the
capac�ty, strength, and energy of a character, make the attempt to
graft pos�t�ve character�st�cs upon the negat�ve, but we only obta�n
thereby the v�s�on of a wh�tewashed grave. For that wh�ch �s purely
negat�ve �s generally flat and stale and leaves us consequently e�ther
vo�d or dr�ves us back, whether �t be used as the mot�ve force of an
act�on or merely as a means to promote a react�on �n another. The
horr�ble, unfortunate, the harshness of dom�n�on, and the obduracy
of super�or power may form part of the content and burden of the
�mag�nat�on when such character�st�cs are exalted and carr�ed by the
abundant greatness of a part�cular character or object. Ev�l, however,
taken s�mply for what �t �s, envy, coward�ce, and meanness, �s merely
repuls�ve. The dev�l, �f we take h�m for what he really ought to be, �s
consequently a bad subject, or rather a f�gure for wh�ch Art has no
uses at all. He �s just a falsehood and noth�ng more, and
consequently an extremely prosa�c personal�ty. In the same way �t �s
perfectly true that the Fur�es of hate and many other allegor�cal
f�gures of later t�mes are potenc�es of a k�nd, but they are w�thout
aff�rmat�ve subs�stency and holdfastness[335], unfavourable to �deal
representat�on, although �n th�s respect a w�de marg�n of d�fference �s
perm�ss�ble �n the several arts respect�vely, and �n the part�cular



mode �n wh�ch they may �mmed�ately v�sual�ze such objects. Ev�l �s,
to express �t �n most general terms, essent�ally cold and devo�d of
content, because as such �t �s merely the source of negat�on,
d�scord, and m�sfortune. All art, however, wh�ch �s true to �ts essent�al
not�on, should reflect on us the v�s�on of a harmony. Meanness,
above all, �s desp�cable, for �t �s a qual�ty wh�ch ar�ses from the envy
and hatred of all that �s noble, and does not shr�nk from d�stort�ng
even a power that �s essent�ally based upon the good �nto a means
conformable to �ts own perverse and shameless pass�on. The great
poets and art�sts of the class�cal world have �n consequence never
presented us w�th the v�s�on of absolute ev�l and deprav�ty.
Shakespeare, on the contrary, �n h�s tragedy of "K�ng Lear," unfolds
before us the spectacle of w�ckedness �n all �ts horrors. The old Lear
d�v�des h�s k�ngdom among h�s daughters, and, wh�le do�ng so, �s
fool�sh enough to bel�eve �n the�r false and flatter�ng speeches, and
to m�s�nterpret the s�lent and fa�thful Cordel�a. There �s already folly
and madness �n th�s, and �t �s followed by the most outrageous
�ngrat�tude and worthlessness of the elder daughters and the�r
husbands to the po�nt of absolute craze. As an ant�thes�s of th�s the
heroes of the French school of tragedy are stretched and puffed out
w�th every sort of grand�ose and subl�me mot�ve, and make a great
parade of the�r honour and nob�l�ty, and yet desp�te of �t all destroy
the very mean�ng of such mot�ves by the mere fact of what they
really are and accompl�sh. But �t �s �n modern t�mes more espec�ally
that we f�nd th�s unstable d�ssolut�on of everyth�ng sp�r�tual[336],
wh�ch forces �ts way through every d�ssonance, however repuls�ve,
become qu�te à la mode; moreover, �t has even g�ven us what we
may descr�be as the humour of the abom�nable th�ng, a k�nd of
burlesque s�mulat�on of �rony, an atmosphere �n wh�ch a Theodor
Hoffmann, for example, has found h�mself so much at home.
(γ) We may conclude, then, that �t �s the essent�ally pos�t�ve and
substant�ve powers �n the sp�r�tual world wh�ch supply the real
content of the �deal act�on. These sources of energy, however, �n
the�r art�st�c embod�ment, must not appear �n the�r �nherent
un�versal�ty, albe�t w�th�n the real�ty of the act�on they are essent�al
phases of the Idea. Rather they must rece�ve the form of



�ndependent �nd�v�duals. If th�s were not so they would rema�n as
merely the un�versals of thought or abstract concept�ons wh�ch do
not properly fall w�th�n the prov�nce of art. Though �n the�r or�g�n they
should be held as �ntact as �t �s poss�ble to hold them from mere
capr�ces of the fancy, �t �s equally necessary that �n the�r
development they should acqu�re determ�nacy no less than self-
cons�stency[337], and �n th�s way appear as essent�ally part�cular�zed.
Such def�n�t�on as they possess ought not to be carr�ed to the po�nt
of the part�cular�ty of external objects, nor should the�r concentrat�on
be carr�ed to that of the subject�ve self-consc�ousness[338].
Otherw�se the �nd�v�dual�ty of those un�versal powers �s necessar�ly
�nvolved �n all the developments of f�n�te ex�stence. In th�s respect we
may say, then, that the determ�nacy of the�r �nd�v�dual�ty �s not to be
taken too ser�ously. The gods of the Greek Pantheon are the most
consp�cuous example of th�s man�festat�on and sway of the un�versal
forces we have just d�scussed �n the�r self-subs�stent form. However
they may be brought before us, the�r blessedness and cheerfulness
rema�ns unaffected. Regarded separately as part�cular gods no
doubt they engage �n confl�ct, but �n all the�r battles we shall
ult�mately f�nd they are not really ser�ous �n the sense that they
concentrate themselves on any def�n�te object w�th the ent�re
consequent�al energy of the�r character and pass�on, fully prepared
to stake the�r ex�stence upon the result. They engage �n th�s affa�r or
that wherever �t may take place, �dent�fy part�cular �nterests �n
concrete examples w�th the�r own; they are, however, equally ready
to leave the matter at any po�nt and w�ng the�r way back happ�ly to
Olympus. Such �s the v�ew we get of the gods when they engage �n
warfare on the pages of Homer. The determ�nacy of the�r
character�zat�on �s capable of confl�ct, but they rema�n for all that the
purely un�versal determ�nat�ons wh�ch at bottom they are. A battle
beg�ns to rage; heroes advance s�ngly one aga�nst another; then we
lose s�ght of �nd�v�duals altogether �n the un�versal storm and crush; �t
�s no longer the spec�f�c qual�t�es of �nd�v�duals wh�ch are now set �n
rel�ef aga�nst each other—�t �s the un�versal rush of the f�ght, the
daemon of war loosed and roar�ng, and now �t �s that the un�versal
powers, the gods themselves, step forth on the scene of battle. From
such a temporary d�splay of the contrasts of the�r character�zat�on



they ever w�thdraw themselves �nto the sol�tude of the�r self-
subs�stency and repose. For though the �nd�v�dual�ty of the�r form
carr�es them perforce �nto the reg�on of t�me and cont�ngency,
nevertheless �nasmuch as the un�versal they cla�m as gods �s that
wh�ch ult�mately must preva�l, the �nd�v�dual character�st�c shr�nks
away �nto the determ�nat�on of external form only; they are unable �n
the�r personal�ty to penetrate the true arcana of consc�ous sp�r�t[339].
The�r phys�cal def�n�t�on �s, �n fact, e�ther more or less only the
accommodat�ng form of the�r d�v�n�ty. But th�s self-subs�stency and
careless repose �s prec�sely that wh�ch g�ves to them the�r plast�c
�nd�v�dual�ty, and rel�eves them of any anx�ety and constra�nt[340] �n
relat�on to earthly objects and events[341]. For th�s reason we f�nd �n
the gods of Homer no f�nal result when act�vely occup�ed w�th the
concrete facts of human l�fe, although such act�v�ty �s d�splayed for
us �n many and d�verse d�rect�ons. The mater�al and �nterest of
human events wh�ch happen �n t�me �s that wh�ch g�ves them
someth�ng to do and noth�ng more. And �n l�ke manner we may
remark other pecul�ar character�st�cs attached to the Greek gods,
wh�ch we can only regard as essent�ally unrelated to the general
not�on of d�v�n�ty wh�ch each god respect�vely connotes. Mercury �s,
for example, the slayer of Argus; Apollo that of the hydra; of the love
affa�rs of Zeus we have countless tales, and, among other th�ngs, he
hangs h�s w�fe on an anv�l. These and many other stor�es l�ke them
are merely supplementary add�t�ons, wh�ch attach to the gods �n the�r
aspect of natural forces by v�rtue of symbol and allegory, the or�g�n of
wh�ch we propose to d�scuss more fully later on. In modern art we
shall, �t �s true, f�nd certa�n �nd�cat�ons wh�ch po�nt to a concept�on of
def�n�te and at the same t�me un�versal powers. These are, however,
for the most part s�mply cold and frost-l�ke allegor�es of hate, envy,
hope, love, fa�thfulness, that �s to say, generally of v�rtues and v�ces
�n the actual truth of wh�ch we can reta�n no bel�ef. For w�th us
moderns �t �s the concrete subject�v�ty alone, for wh�ch we, �n the
representat�ons of art, feel that profounder �nterest, where�n
abstract�ons such as these do not appear �n the�r �solat�on, but are
made to appear merely as phases or aspects of human character,
whether we regard �t �n �ts part�cular�ty or as a concrete whole. In



much the same way the angels possess no essent�al un�versal�ty
and self-subs�stency such as character�ze Mars, Venus, and Apollo,
or even Oceanus and Hel�os. They are, �t �s true, objects of
�mag�nat�ve concept�on, but the�r spec�f�c character �s that of vassals
of the one D�v�ne and essent�al substance, wh�ch �s not �n th�s case
broken up �nto self-subs�stent �nd�v�dual�t�es, as we f�nd �t �n the
Greek Pantheon. For th�s reason we have here no �mag�nat�ve v�s�on
of many object�ve powers dwell�ng �n a state of tranqu�ll�ty, wh�ch
may be represented as essent�ally D�v�ne personal�t�es. We f�nd, on
the contrary, the essent�al content of such e�ther as subs�st�ng �n the
Godhead, or real�zed �n a mode wh�ch �s both part�cular and
subject�ve �n wholly human characters and act�ons. Nevertheless �t
was prec�sely �n the concept�on[342] of self-subs�stency and
�nd�v�dual�zat�on that the �deal representat�on of the gods or�g�nated.
(b) The Ind�v�duals �n the Act�on
In the cases we have just d�scussed of the �deal gods �t �s not a
d�ff�cult matter for art to secure the �deal�ty she requ�res. But �n
approach�ng the concrete act�on, �deal representat�on �s confronted
w�th a real d�ff�culty. For though �t �s here that the gods and, �n
general terms, the un�versal powers may be �dent�f�ed w�th a
pr�nc�ple wh�ch st�mulates and compels act�v�ty, we are not therefore
on the plane of real�ty ent�tled to f�nd �n them the source of genu�ne
�nd�v�dual act�on. Act�on �s rather essent�ally the man�festat�on of
human l�fe. Consequently there are �n th�s connect�on two d�st�nct
aspects of the problem to be cons�dered. On the one hand we have
these un�versal forces �n the�r self-subs�stent repose and for that
reason more abstract substant�al�ty; on the other there �s the
�nd�v�dual�ty of men, �n wh�ch we must seek the f�nal spr�ng and
determ�nat�ng �mpulse to act�on no less than �ts actual
accompl�shment. It �s, of course, only the s�mple truth that these
eternally dom�nant powers are �mmanent �n the �dent�cal nature of
mank�nd, const�tut�ng, �n fact, the substant�ve core of �ts character;
but �n so far as they are comprehended �n the�r D�v�ne nature
themselves as �nd�v�duals[343], and thereby �n an exclus�ve way, the�r
relat�on to the subject of human consc�ousness must rema�n an
external one. And th�s fact enables us to see the essent�al d�ff�culty



we not�ced above. There �s, �n truth, a contrad�ct�on �mmed�ately
�nvolved �n th�s relat�on between the gods and men. It �s qu�te true
that the content of the gods �s that wh�ch belongs to human�ty, and
announces �tself as h�s pass�on, resolve, and w�ll. It �s, however,
equally true that the gods must not only be assumed to be and
comprehended as �ndependent from man �nd�v�dually cons�dered �n
the�r actual ex�stence, but, furthermore, as the forces at the root of all
h�s act�v�ty and determ�nat�on. And th�s, too, �n such a way that we
are forced to cons�der the same determ�nat�ons at one t�me as
person�f�ed �n the self-subs�stent and D�v�ne personal�ty, and at
another that wh�ch appears most essent�ally to belong to the human
heart. And �t �s for th�s reason that the free self-subs�stency of the
gods no less than the freedom of human �nd�v�duals �n the�r act�v�ty �s
ser�ously comprom�sed �f, to the detr�ment of human �ndependence,
wh�ch we have already stated to be of most essent�al �mportance to
the Ideal of Art, we ascr�be an exclus�ve power of command to the
gods. And we may observe th�s �s prec�sely the same k�nd of
d�ff�culty wh�ch confronts us �n the form of the rel�g�ous concept�ons
of Chr�st�an�ty. It �s stated �n terms that the sp�r�t of God leads up to
God. Taken str�ctly such a phrase can only �mply that the �nward l�fe
of man �s regarded as a purely pass�ve ground, upon wh�ch the sp�r�t
of God labours. In such a concept�on the human w�ll d�sappears as a
free w�ll, and at the same t�me the D�v�ne purpose wh�ch mot�ves the
"�n work�ng" above ment�oned can only appear to man as a k�nd of
Fate, under wh�ch he fa�ls to come by h�s own true personal�ty[344].

(α) If, however, th�s quest�on of mutual relat�on[345] �s so understood
that man �n h�s act�on �s conce�ved as stand�ng �n a purely external
oppos�t�on to God, here pos�ted as eternal substance, the relat�on of
both �s one of pure matter of fact[346]. God g�ves a command, and
man �s obl�ged to hearken. Even great poets have found themselves
unable to d�spense w�th th�s concept�on of external oppos�t�on
between gods and men. In the "Ph�loctetes" of Sophocles, for
example, we f�nd that Ph�loctetes, after he has confounded the
dece�t of Odysseus, pers�sts �n h�s determ�nat�on not to return to the
Grec�an camp unt�l Heracles appears at length as Deus ex mach�na,
and orders h�m to y�eld to the entreaty of Neoptol�mus. The content



of th�s appar�t�on �s, no doubt, suff�c�ently mot�ved, and answers to
our own expectat�on; the catastrophe �tself, however, �s for all that
not r�ghtly homogeneous, but rather outs�de the act�on; and �n h�s
noblest traged�es Sophocles makes no such use of th�s k�nd of
representat�on, accord�ng to wh�ch, �f we but carry �t one step further,
the gods are reduced to l�feless mach�nes, and �nd�v�dual men s�mply
to the �nstruments of a fore�gn capr�ce. In a s�m�lar way we constantly
�n ep�c poetry meet w�th the act�ve �ntervent�on of the gods
represented �n a mode wh�ch �s external to human freedom. Hermes,
for example, conducts Pr�am to Ach�lles; Apollo g�ves Patroclus the
blow between the shoulders wh�ch ends h�s l�fe. We also frequently
f�nd mytholog�cal tra�ts treated �n such a way that they appear as
wholly external to the actual l�ves of the �nd�v�duals thus affected.
Ach�lles, for example, �s d�pped by h�s mother �n the Styx and
thereby rendered �nvulnerable and �nv�nc�ble to the one po�nt of h�s
heels. If we reflect on th�s rat�onally �t �s obv�ous that all real bravery
d�sappears, and all that �s hero�c �n the character of Ach�lles �s
converted from a real tra�t of h�s essent�al manhood to a purely
phys�cal advantage. Such a mode of representat�on �s, however, far
more perm�ss�ble to the ep�c than �t �s to the dramat�c type of poetry,
for the good reason that �n the ep�c that aspect of sp�r�tual l�fe wh�ch
�s d�rectly concerned w�th the �ntent�on �mpl�ed �n the execut�on of
objects falls �nto the background and a larger f�eld �s, �n general,
offered for the play of external character�st�cs. Such a cr�t�c�sm of the
prosa�c understand�ng as the one above, wh�ch charges a poet w�th
the absurd�ty that h�s heroes are no heroes at all, should only be
advanced w�th the greatest caut�on, for �t �s partly �n such tra�ts as
w�ll appear shortly, that the poet�cal relat�on between gods and men
�s preserved. It �s another matter, and we have noth�ng left us but
prose, when �n add�t�on the powers, wh�ch are pos�ted as substant�ve
�nd�v�duals, are mere empty shadows, the creat�ons of the capr�ce of
fancy and the arb�trar�ness of a false or�g�nal�ty. They are then for the
most part only the adjuncts of superst�t�on or �mbec�l�ty.
(β) The truly poet�c relat�on of �deal�ty cons�sts, then, �n the �dent�ty of
gods and men; and th�s must assert �tself even though the un�versal
powers are presented as �ndependent and free from the part�cular�ty
of human be�ngs and pass�ons. In other words, all that we attr�bute to



the gods must at the same t�me establ�sh �tself as that wh�ch �s
essent�ally cognate w�th the sp�r�tual l�fe of part�cular men �n th�s
sense, that wh�le the dom�nat�ng powers appear as essent�ally
person�f�ed, yet at the same t�me all that �s thus pos�ted �n an
external relat�on to man �s none the less clearly that wh�ch �s
�mmanent �n h�s own sp�r�t and character. The true funct�on of the
art�st �s, therefore, to �ntroduce a med�at�ng l�nk between the
d�fference �nvolved �n these two aspects, to b�nd them, �n short, by a
f�nely conce�ved thread of relat�on wh�ch, wh�le clearly emphas�z�ng
the�r spr�ngs �n the sp�r�tual l�fe of man, shall make no less v�s�ble the
un�versal and essent�al element wh�ch �s there�n �mpl�ed and present
such to the �mag�nat�on �n �nd�v�dual form. The emot�onal l�fe of man
must reveal �tself �n the gods, who, �n fact, are the self-subs�stent
and un�versal embod�ments of that wh�ch �s act�ve and dom�nant �n
h�s own sp�r�tual exper�ence. Then alone are the gods at the same
t�me gods �n cognate relat�on w�th h�s own heart and emot�ons.
When, for example, we are told by the anc�ents that Venus or Amor
has put a constra�nt upon the heart, no doubt �n the f�rst place these
d�v�n�t�es are apprehended as external powers; but human love �s
equally a st�mulus and a pass�on, wh�ch �s �mplanted �n the heart and
�s part of that �t �ndependently conta�ns.
In much the same sense �s the frequent reference to the Eumen�des.
We have to p�cture �n the f�rst �nstance no doubt these aveng�ng
ma�dens as Fur�es, who pursue the transgressor �n an external form.
But th�s pursu�t �s but another aspect of the Fury wh�ch dr�ves
through the soul of the perpetrator of cr�me; and Sophocles �n the
Œd�pus Colonus (I. 1434) actually refers to them �n th�s sense of
�nward sp�r�tual forces, as the Eumen�des of Œd�pus h�mself, that �s
to say, who s�gn�fy the father's curse as the result of the stress of
emot�on caused by the conduct of h�s sons. We have, then, and
equally have not reason on our s�de whether we �dent�fy the gods
w�th powers external to man, or f�nd �n them that wh�ch belongs
exclus�vely to h�s sp�r�tual l�fe. They are �n fact both. In Homer, for
example, the act�v�ty of gods and men �s a constantly �nvolved
ske�n[347]. The gods appear to accompl�sh what �s fore�gn to human
act�v�ty, and yet for all that execute only that wh�ch �s �n v�tal co-



ord�nat�on w�th h�s own emot�onal l�fe. In the "Il�ad," for example,
when Ach�lles, �n the stress of controversy, �s about to ra�se h�s
sword aga�nst Agamemnon, Athene steps forth beh�nd h�m and
takes hold of h�s head of flaxen ha�r, v�s�ble only to h�mself. Hero,
who �s equally anx�ous over Ach�lles and Agamemnon, sends for
them from Olympus, and the�r adm�ss�on there appears to be wholly
�ndependent of the des�re of Ach�lles. On the other hand we have no
d�ff�culty �n see�ng that the sudden appearance of Athene, the
w�sdom wh�ch puts constra�nt upon the hero's wrath, �s s�mply a
reflect�on of �nternal confl�ct, that the ent�re descr�pt�on but states �n
�mag�nat�ve form what was exper�enced �n the heart of our hero. In
fact Homer h�mself po�nts th�s out a few verses prev�ously ("Il�ad," I,
v, 190), when he relates about the debate that took place �n h�s heart
�n the follow�ng terms:

ἢ ὅγε φάσγανον ὀξὺ ἐρυσσάμενος παρὰ μηροῦ
τοὺς μὲν ἀναστήσειεν, ὃ δ᾽ Ἀτρέιδην ἐναρίξοι,
ἡὲ χόλον πάυσειεν ἐρητύσείε τε θυμὀν.[348]

Th�s �nward break�ng up of anger �nto a d�v�ded self, th�s constra�nt,
for �t �s �n oppos�t�on to the anger, and Ach�lles appears at f�rst to be
wholly f�lled w�th wrath, the ep�c poet has a perfect r�ght to represent
at the same t�me as an external event. In a s�m�lar case �n the
"Odyssey" we f�nd M�nerva act�ng the part of escort for Telemachus.
Th�s attendance �s rather more d�ff�cult to grasp as a personal
exper�ence of the emot�onal l�fe of Telemachus, although we can
read�ly f�x on certa�n po�nts of contact between the external �mage
and the emot�on exper�enced. And th�s �t �s we may generally say
wh�ch const�tutes the cheerful buoyancy of the Homer�c gods, and
the �rony �mpl�ed �n the honour pa�d to them. The�r self-cons�stency
and ser�ousness are character�st�cs wh�ch tend to d�ssolve l�ke a
cloud, prec�sely to the extent that they unfold themselves as the very
powers wh�ch are nat�ve to man's emot�onal l�fe, and thereby, �n the�r
man�festat�on, leave human�ty alone w�th �ts own possess�ons.
However, �t �s not necessary to look so far abroad for a complete
example of the convers�on of a purely mechan�cal concept�on of
D�v�ne act�v�ty �nto the atmosphere of the subject�ve consc�ousness,
the sphere, that �s, of freedom and eth�cal beauty. In h�s Iph�gen�a �n



Taur�s Goethe has �n th�s connect�on carr�ed the process through
w�th a beauty that we cannot suff�c�ently adm�re. In the drama of
Eur�p�des Orestes �n compl�c�ty w�th Iph�gen�a carr�es off the statue of
D�ana. Th�s �s s�mply an act of steal�ng. Then Thoas comes on the
scene, and orders the�r pursu�t, and the recovery of the bust of the
goddess. F�nally, �n very prosa�c fash�on, Athene appears and orders
Thoas to stay h�s hand on the ground that she has �ndependently
commended Orestes to the charge of Pose�don, and he, �n
deference to her w�shes, has already carr�ed Orestes far over seas.
Thoas subm�ts to her adv�ce and repl�es to �t �n the follow�ng terms
(v, 1442, 43): "Lady Athene, whoever, on hear�ng the words of the
gods, does not obey them �s but a fool. For how could �t be r�ght and
f�t to contend w�th the m�ghty gods."
In th�s relat�on we can only see the bare external command of
Athene on the one s�de, and an equally fut�le subm�ss�on of Thoas
on the other. In Goethe's treatment of the subject, on the contrary,
Iph�gen�a becomes herself exalted to the rank of a goddess, �n
rel�ance upon the truth she feels w�th�n herself, the truth of a human
heart. In th�s sense she turns to Thoas and excla�ms:

Is �t then man alone who has the r�ght
To accompl�sh th�ngs none ever heard before!
Shall he alone �mpress upon the strength
Of hearts hero�c the �mposs�ble?

That wh�ch �n the drama of Eur�p�des the command of Athene
effects, the change �n the att�tude of Thoas, Goethe's Iph�gen�a
endeavours to br�ng about, and �n fact does br�ng about, through the
depth of the feel�ngs and �deas w�th wh�ch she confronts h�m.

W�th mot�ons strange
An enterpr�se audac�ous soars w�th�n me;
A vast reproach and �lls yet graver st�ll
W�ll break on me �f the event m�scarry;
But, see, I place �t on your knees! Be true,
Be only true and worthy of your fame,
So your ass�stance shall declare �t truth,
Truth glor�f�ed through me.



And to th�s reply of Thoas:
What! you bel�eve

The Scyth�an w�ld and the barbar�an
Hear the w�se vo�ce of Truth and hearts humane
When Atreus of Greece st�ll fa�led to hear.

she answers w�th the gentlest, purest trust:
Nay, all thus hear

Beneath whatever sky the�r b�rth was la�d;
All needs must hear for whom the spr�ngs of l�fe
Flow w�thout let and purely through the soul.

Then �t �s she makes the f�nal call upon her greatness of soul, and
the tenderness of her fa�th at �ts h�ghest po�nt of effort; her entreaty
touches, then masters and wr�ngs from h�m, �n a way that must
appeal to every heart, the perm�ss�on to return to her own. Th�s
alone �s necessary. She has no need of the statue of the goddess;
she can depart on her journey w�thout dece�t or betrayal of trust. And
�t �s w�th the f�nest sense of beauty that Goethe refers here to the
oracular word of the god:

Br�ng but to Greece aga�n the s�ster who
All loth at heart �n holy temple b�des
On shores of Taur�s, and the curse �s gone.

The very human reconc�l�at�on d�sclosed �n these words �s clearly
that the pure and holy Iph�gen�a, the s�ster, �s �n fact the d�v�ne
person�f�cat�on and the protectress of the house.

Noble and beaut�ful I wot �n sooth
All that the goddess counselled seemed to me,

excla�ms Orestes to Thoas and Iph�gen�a:
L�ke to a holy p�cture

The fate unalterable wh�ch walled our town
By one myster�ous word, one word D�v�ne,
Is ban�shed, now that c�ty takes thee back,
Who art the true protectress of our home;
Reserve thyself �n holy qu�etness,



A bless�ng to thy brother and th�ne own;
It seemed that all del�verance on Earth
Had passed away, and all comes back w�th thee.

In the sp�r�t of these heal�ng words of reconc�l�at�on Iph�gen�a has
already revealed herself to Orestes by v�rtue of the pur�ty and eth�cal
beauty of her �nner l�fe. It �s true that her d�scernment dr�ves h�m half
mad, who �n the convuls�on of h�s sp�r�t has lost all fa�th �n peace; but
the pure love of the s�ster does not fa�l to heal h�m from every pang
w�th wh�ch he �s tortured by the Fur�es of h�s soul:

W�th�n th�ne arms
The ev�l clawed me w�th �ts d�rest clutch
For the last t�me, and to the very marrow
I shuddered horr�bly: and then �t van�shed,
E'en as a serpent to �ts la�r. Anew,
And all through thee, the day's breadth I enjoy.

Here, as elsewhere throughout �t, we can hardly emphas�ze
suff�c�ently our adm�rat�on for the profound beauty of th�s poem.
The mater�al wh�ch has the �mpress of Chr�st�an�ty upon �t �s more
open to cr�t�c�sm than that wh�ch was the subject-matter of ant�que
art. In the sacred legends, and generally speak�ng where the
rel�g�ous concept�ons of Chr�stendom preva�l, no doubt we may f�nd
the appearance of Chr�st, the V�rg�n Mary and other sa�nts the
subject of un�versal bel�ef; but along w�th them the �mag�nat�on has
clothed �tself w�th fanc�ful aberrat�ons �n every d�rect�on, so that
w�tches, ghosts, and every sort of spectral appar�t�on are yet more
consp�cuous objects. In the face of such concept�ons, so far at least
as they appear fore�gn powers to our human nature, and man
subm�ts h�mself unreservedly to the charm, seduct�on, and �nfluence
of the�r �llus�ons, art�st�c representat�on �s wholly g�ven up to every
k�nd of folly and capr�ce of mere cont�ngency. It �s of un�que
�mportance that �n the treatment of such mater�al the art�st take care
that the freedom and �ndependence of judgment are �n no way
�mpa�red. Shakespeare has shown us how to do th�s �n most noble
fash�on. The w�tches �n Macbeth, for example, appear as external
powers, who foretell for Macbeth h�s future dest�ny. What they do



foretell, however, �s prec�sely that wh�ch �s h�s own most secret w�sh,
wh�ch �s reflected back on h�m and declared �n th�s, merely �n
appearance, external form[349]. W�th a st�ll closer regard to beauty,
yet profounder �ns�ght, �s the ghost �n Hamlet treated as the purely
object�ve embod�ment of Hamlet's own �ntu�t�ons. We f�nd Hamlet �n
the f�rst �nstance overpowered w�th a vague feel�ng that someth�ng
horr�ble has taken place. H�s father's ghost then appears and g�ves
def�n�te form to these awful premon�t�ons. We naturally expect that
Hamlet, after rece�v�ng the facts set forth �n h�s father's warn�ng, w�ll
at once proceed w�th energy and br�ng the murderer to book, a
revenge wh�ch appears to have ample excuse. But he delays and
delays. Cr�t�cs have made th�s �nact�v�ty a matter of reproach to
Shakespeare, blamed h�m, �n fact, as though for th�s reason the play
to some extent never gets properly off. But we must remember
Hamlet �s not a strongly pract�cal nature, rather a f�nely strung one,
w�th emot�ons held �n pers�stent reserve; a nature wh�ch f�nds �t
d�ff�cult to tear �tself from �ts �nternal harmony; melancholy too, prone
to subtlet�es, hypochondr�acal, w�th emot�ons deeply rooted. For th�s
reason �t �s obv�ous that he �s pr�ma fac�e �nd�sposed to prompt
act�on. And th�s �s fundamentally Goethe's concept�on of h�m when
he tells us that what Shakespeare sought to represent "was the
�mpos�t�on of some supreme act�on on a soul whose growth was
unadapted to �ts execut�on." He �n fact �nterprets the ent�re drama
relat�vely to th�s concept�on of Hamlet. "We have here," he
ma�nta�ns, "an oak tree planted �n an exqu�s�te vase, wh�ch ought
really only to conta�n and shelter the fa�r flowers; the roots spread,
the vase �s shattered." But �t should be not�ced that Shakespeare,
when referr�ng to the appar�t�on of the ghost, contr�butes a far
profounder tra�t of character �n explanat�on of th�s debated po�nt.
Hamlet delays, because he does not r�ght off wholly bel�eve �n the
ghost.

The sp�r�t that I have seen
May be a dev�l: and the dev�l hath power
To assume a pleas�ng shape; yea and perhaps,
Out of my weakness and my melancholy,
As he �s very potent w�th such sp�r�ts,



Abuses me to damn me: I'll have grounds
More relat�ve than th�s: the play's the th�ng,
Where�n I'll catch the consc�ence of the k�ng.

In th�s passage �t �s obv�ous that the appar�t�on as such does not
leave Hamlet merely devo�d of all stab�l�ty[350], but that he enterta�ns
a reasonable doubt, and �s determ�ned to make h�s conv�ct�on a
certa�nty by h�s own exper�ments before he proceeds to act upon �t.
(γ) As a summary descr�pt�on of these un�versal powers, wh�ch
appear not merely �n the�r external �ndependence, but are the v�tal
and mov�ng forces �n the human heart and all that �s �mpl�ed �n �ts
most �nt�mate l�fe, we may borrow an express�on �n use among the
anc�ents, that �s to say Pathos (πάθος.) To translate th�s word
adequately �s not easy. Pass�on almost always �mpl�es as �ts
concom�tant an element of meanness or baseness. We contend �n
ord�nary parlance that a man should not surrender h�mself to h�s
pass�ons. It must therefore be understood that we use the
express�on pathos �n a nobler and more un�versal sense than th�s
w�thout the sl�ghtest �mpl�cat�on of anyth�ng blameworthy or egot�st�c.
The devoted love of the s�ster Ant�gone �s an excellent example of a
pathos �n the full s�gn�f�cance of the Greek use of the term. Pathos �n
th�s sense �s a power of the emot�onal l�fe wh�ch completely just�f�es
�tself, an essent�al part of the content of rat�onal�ty and the free w�ll.
Orestes, for example, k�lls h�s mother not so much on account of any
force of h�s emot�onal l�fe wh�ch we str�ctly can call pass�on; rather �t
�s a pathos �n �tself fully cons�dered upon and essent�ally sane wh�ch
carr�es h�m on to the awful deed. Thus understood we may add that
�t �s �mposs�ble to say that the gods possess pathos. They are merely
the un�versal content of that wh�ch �s the st�mulat�ng energy �n the
resolves and act�ons of human �nd�v�dual�ty. The gods as such
cont�nue �n the�r repose and freedom from pass�on, and however
much they may quarrel or contend among themselves, there �s
noth�ng really ser�ous �n �t all, or the�r str�fe possessed merely a
symbol�cal s�gn�f�cance �n the v�ew we may take of �t as a un�versal
war of the gods. We must therefore str�ctly l�m�t pathos to the act�ons
of mank�nd, and conce�ve thereunder the essent�al or rat�onal



content, wh�ch �s present �n the human consc�ousness �dent�cal w�th
�tself and throughout suffuses the emot�onal l�fe.
(αα) We may say, then, that pathos const�tutes the true med�at�ng
l�nk[351], the ver�table doma�n of art. The representat�on of �t �s the
most truly effect�ve part of a work of art, as �t �s �ts �nfluence upon
those who look at �t. Pathos sets a str�ng �n mot�on, wh�ch v�brates
through every human heart. Every one must know the type of worth
and reason, wh�ch underl�es the content of a genu�ne example of
pathos, must recogn�ze �t at once when he sees �t. And the cause of
th�s �s that pathos moves us because �t �s that wh�ch �s essent�ally
the v�tal force of our human ex�stence. And �t equally follows that that
wh�ch �s wholly external, the natural env�ronment and part�cular
scene, �n �ts act�ve support of the effect of pathos, need only be
treated qu�te subord�nately. Nature must �n consequence be drawn
upon as a fact essent�ally symbol�cal and suffer the pathos to re-
echo from her walls, wh�ch �s the most real subject-matter of art�st�c
representat�on. Landscape �s, for example, a type or genre of
pa�nt�ng of less �mportance than h�stor�cal pa�nt�ng; but even there
we f�nd that the school of landscape most �ndependent should not be
w�thout a general harmon�c relat�on to human feel�ng, and, �n fact,
possesses a certa�n type of pathos. In th�s sense we are told art
generally ought to touch the emot�ons. Before accept�ng th�s
pr�nc�ple, however, we ought f�rst to �nqu�re through what means th�s
pecul�ar effect of art must be brought about. "To touch the emot�ons"
�s �n general the act�v�ty of someth�ng �n un�on w�th feel�ng, and
mank�nd, more part�cularly the mank�nd of to-day, are, or a more
cons�derable port�on of them are, only too read�ly open to such
exper�ments. The man who showers tears on us, starts the seeds of
tears, wh�ch grow up fast enough. In art, however, only that ought to
move us wh�ch conta�ns �n �tself the real �mport of pathos.
(ββ) For such reasons we may aff�rm that ne�ther �n comedy nor �n
tragedy ought pathos to be that wh�ch �s only folly or personal
�d�osyncracy. Shakespeare's T�mon, for example, �s on purely
mater�al grounds a m�santhrope; h�s fr�ends have eaten h�m up,
consumed h�s substance, and when he h�mself requ�res the�r gold
desert h�m. He consequently becomes a pass�onate enemy of



mank�nd. The s�tuat�on �s both conce�vable and cons�stent w�th
nature, but �t conta�ns no pathos that can be just�f�ed on pr�nc�ple.
Even to a more str�k�ng extent �s the hate we f�nd �n "The
M�santhrope," that play of Sch�ller's apprent�cesh�p, purely a vagary
of modern �deas. For �n th�s latter case the m�santhrope �s �n add�t�on
a thoughtful, persp�cac�ous, and ent�rely noble man, great-hearted
towards h�s peasants, whom he has freed from the�r v�lle�nage, and
devoted to h�s daughter, who �s, apart from her beauty, �n all respects
worthy of h�s love. In much the same way, �n that novel of August
Lafonta�ne, Qu�nt�us He�meran von Flam�ng �s worr�ed w�th the foll�es
of mank�nd. It �s, however, our most latter-day poetry wh�ch, above
all, loves to w�nd �tself �nto every conce�vable knot of fantast�cal
falsehood[352], attempt�ng thereby to secure an effect through mere
odd�ty, but fa�l�ng to f�nd the sl�ghtest response �n any sane person
for the reason that every vest�ge of what �s really present �n human
l�fe has van�shed from such ref�nements of mental athlet�cs.
In another d�rect�on we may remark that everyth�ng wh�ch depends
solely, that �s to say, �n so far as sc�ent�f�c apprehens�on �s the ma�n
requ�rement, upon �nstruct�on, test�mony to the truth, and �ns�ght of
what �s offered as such, �s no f�t subject-matter for the representat�on
of a genu�ne pathos. The facts of sc�ent�f�c knowledge are a part of
th�s mater�al. And the reason of th�s �s that sc�ence demands a
part�cular form of educat�on, an effort towards and a knowledge of
the spec�f�c forms of sc�ence and the�r relat�ve �mportance of
except�onal var�ety and extens�on; an �nterest �n th�s type of study �s
by no means a un�versally mov�ng �nfluence �n the hearts of men, but
�s l�m�ted and must ever rema�n l�m�ted to a narrow c�rcle of votar�es.
The treatment of purely rel�g�ous �nstruct�on presents s�m�lar d�ff�culty,
�f we mean by that the development of the same �n �ts profoundest
�mport. No doubt the un�versal content of rel�g�on, such as the bel�ef
�n God and s�m�lar theses, �s of the deepest �nterest to anyone
worthy of �t. Art �s, however, not d�rectly concerned e�ther �n the
expos�t�on of rel�g�ous dogmas, nor, �ndeed, �n any except�onal
�ns�ght �nto the�r truth; �t �s consequently of �mportance that she
should be held aloof front such d�squ�s�t�ons. It �s all the more
necessary that we should through art entrust every type of pathos to



the human heart, every mot�ve of eth�cal s�gn�f�cance, wh�ch are of
pract�cal and v�tal �nterest. The �nfluence of rel�g�ous �deas �s rather
upon the subject�ve world of emot�on, the heaven of the heart, the
ever-repeated consolat�on and upl�ft�ng of the �nd�v�dual l�fe, than
upon d�rect act�on �n the str�ct sense. For that wh�ch �s D�v�ne �n
rel�g�on on �ts pract�cal s�de �s moral�ty and the powers wh�ch are
potent �n the eth�cal l�fe. These powers, however, �n contrast w�th the
heaven of rel�g�on �n �ts purest form, are �n def�n�te relat�on to the
world and that wh�ch �s ent�rely human. Among the anc�ents th�s
worldly content was fundamentally �ncluded �n the�r concept�on of
De�ty, and consequently the�r gods could be related d�rectly to
human act�on and �ts art�st�c presentat�on.
From all th�s �t w�ll read�ly appear that the s�gn�f�cant moments of
vol�t�onal act�v�ty wh�ch present to us the pathos we have just
endeavoured to def�ne are numer�cally small and the range of them
restr�cted. In the opera espec�ally �t �s �nev�table that the sphere from
wh�ch such may be selected �s a narrow one; we consequently have
for ever d�nned �n our ears the pla�nts and del�ghts, the m�sfortunes
and happ�ness of love, fame, honour, fr�endsh�p, maternal and
mar�tal devot�on.
(γγ) Now a pathos of th�s k�nd requ�res for �ts d�splay not merely the
power of expos�t�on, but also that of perfected elaborat�on[353]. And
what �s more, the soul wh�ch entrusts to �ts pathos the sp�r�tual
wealth �t possesses must be one w�th real wealth to d�spose of, and
not one that can rest �n a cond�t�on of purely �ntens�ve self-
concentrat�on. It must, �n short, be ready to g�ve an outward
semblance to �ts self-express�on and r�se to the f�n�shed perfect�on of
that. The d�st�nct�on between th�s power of self-concentrat�on and
that of self-revelat�on �s of great �mportance; and we shall f�nd that �n
th�s respect the types of �nd�v�dual�ty such as gener�cally represent
d�fferent races offer essent�al po�nts of contrast. Nat�ons whose
reflect�ve consc�ousness has been h�ghly tra�ned are more eloquent
�n the express�on of the�r pass�ons than others who are not so. The
anc�ents, for example, were accustomed to unfold the pathos, wh�ch
�s the an�mat�ng pr�nc�ple of human personal�ty, �n �ts profoundest
s�gn�f�cance, w�thout runn�ng off �nto cold general�t�es or empty tattle.



The French also �n th�s respect are naturally g�fted, and the�r
eloquence �n the express�on of pass�on �s not by any means always
merely a p�l�ng up of words, as we Germans, follow�ng the bent of
our nat�onal reserve, to wh�ch the repeated express�on of emot�on
appears to be a k�nd of wrong �nfl�cted upon �t, are only too ready to
th�nk �t �s. In fact, we have gone so far �n th�s d�rect�on that we could
ment�on a d�st�nct phase �n our poet�cal h�story, when the younger
sp�r�ts, at any rate, s�ck to death of that wh�ch they dubbed "the flush
of French rhetor�cal water-drops," yearned to such an extent after
the s�mpl�c�ty of Nature that the�r art�st�c energy could only express
�tself for the most part �n �nterject�ons. It �s hardly necessary to
observe, however, that we shall arr�ve at no "open sesame" w�th Ahs
and Ohs, a damn here and there thrown �n, or any other random
note of storm and bluster. The �nsp�rat�on of mere �nterject�ons �s a
feeble one, or rather �s s�mply the way �n wh�ch the st�ll unref�ned
nature expresses �tself. The sp�r�t wh�ch �s to reveal to us pathos
must be a sp�r�t wh�ch �s full to runn�ng over, wh�ch �s able to spread
�tself abroad and g�ve express�on to �ts v�rtue.
We may add, too, that �n th�s respect Goethe and Sch�ller present a
most marked contrast. Goethe �s less pathet�c than Sch�ller, makes
use of a mode of art�st�c express�on wh�ch �s more �ntens�ve; more
espec�ally �n h�s lyr�cs we are struck by th�s character�st�c of self-
reserve. H�s songs, and th�s �s the true qual�ty of the pure lyr�c, go
naturally on the�r way, w�thout ent�rely g�v�ng us all that they conta�n.
Sch�ller, on the contrary, �s clearly anx�ous to unfold the pathos of h�s
subject to �ts furthest l�m�t, and w�th all the clearness and force of
express�on he can muster. Claud�us �n "Wands-becker Boten"[354]

has contrasted Volta�re and Shakespeare �n much the same fash�on,
ma�nta�n�ng that the one �s what the other only appears to be.
"Master Arouet tells us: 'I weep'; Shakespeare really weeps!" To th�s
we can only reply that �t �s prec�sely w�th such tell�ng and appearance
that art �s concerned and not w�th the mere pos�t�ve fact. If
Shakespeare merely wept wh�le Volta�re made others th�nk he wept,
so much the worse for the poet Shakespeare.
To conclude, then, �t �s necessary that pathos, �n order to be �n �tself
concrete, as �t should be �n �deal art, be presented �n �ts art�st�c



man�festat�on as the pathos �ssu�ng from a sp�r�tual nature, r�ch and
comprehens�ve. And th�s result carr�es us forward to that th�rd aspect
of our cons�derat�on of "the act�on" already adverted to, that �s to say,
an �nqu�ry �nto what �s �mpl�ed by character �n th�s connect�on.
(c) Character
We w�ll summar�ze the proceed�ng argument. Our po�nt of departure
was the un�versal and substant�ve powers wh�ch are the or�g�nal
st�mulus to act�on. Such requ�re as the med�um of the�r act�ve
real�zat�on human �nd�v�dual�ty, �n wh�ch they then appear as
affect�ng pathos[355]. But, furthermore, the un�versal �nherent �n
these powers must �n part�cular �nd�v�duals acqu�re the concentrated
un�ty and concreteness of a whole, and a s�ngle whole. Th�s total�ty
�s man apprehended �n h�s fulf�lled sp�r�tual content and the
subject�v�ty there�n compr�sed, �n one word the ent�re self-conta�ned
human �nd�v�dual�ty wh�ch we des�gnate as character. The gods are
born �nto the pathos of men, and pathos �n �ts more concrete form of
act�v�ty �s human character.

In character, then, we f�nd the real focus[356] of the �deal expos�t�on
of art, that �s to say �n so far as the embod�ment un�tes �n �tself the
separate aspects of �t already developed as cons�stent phases, �n
the construct�on of �ts own total�ty. For the Idea as Ideal, by wh�ch we
mean as clothed �n a form w�th�n the grasp of sensuous �mag�nat�on
and percept�on, and �n �ts act�v�ty as act�on and accompl�shment, �s,
�f we def�ne �t str�ctly, just th�s self-relat�on of the subject�ve
�nd�v�dual�ty. The �nd�v�dual�ty, however, wh�ch �s truly free, and
noth�ng short of th�s w�ll sat�sfy the Ideal, has not merely to declare
�tself as un�versal�ty, but at the same t�me, to assert �ts nature as
concrete s�ngular�ty, as the med�at�ng bond wh�ch un�tes and
transp�erces both s�des thus related, wh�ch �n the�r self-related
actual�ty subs�st as un�ty. And th�s �s prec�sely what we understand
by character, the �deal form of wh�ch cons�sts �n the wealth of energy
w�th wh�ch all the const�tuent aspects of the subject�ve l�fe are
welded �n one whole.
We w�ll now �nqu�re rather more closely �nto the nature of th�s
concept�on of character v�ewed under three d�st�nct aspects.



F�rst, as co-extens�ve[357] �nd�v�dual�ty, that �s to say, w�th, our
attent�on d�rected to the wealth of substance conta�ned �n �t.
Secondly, w�th d�rect reference to �ts part�cular�ty, the form �n wh�ch �t
�s bound to appear, albe�t st�ll a total�ty, as one that �s more def�ned
or spec�f�c.
Th�rdly, �n our f�nal apprehens�on of �t as a un�ty wh�ch �s fully
�dent�f�ed w�th �ts own determ�nate form, that �s, wh�ch �s throughout
fused w�th the same by v�rtue of �ts own pr�nc�ple of subject�ve self-
�dent�ty, and thereby attaches to the whole the s�gn�f�cance of an
essent�ally assured character.
We w�ll now develop and eluc�date more fully what we conce�ve to
be �mpl�ed �n the above general propos�t�ons.
(α) And f�rst we would draw attent�on to the fact that th�s pathos,
though an essent�al feature �n the development of completed
�nd�v�dual�ty, �s not, �n the spec�f�c form of �ts appearance, the sole or
exclus�ve �nterest of the �nd�v�dual�ty portrayed. It �s, �n fact, merely
one aspect of the eff�c�ent[358] character, �f one of paramount
�mportance. To put �t �n rather a strong way, the human soul does not
merely carry w�th�n �t one god as the or�g�nal of �ts pathos; on the
contrary, the sp�r�tual scope of human�ty has w�der borders, and we
may aff�rm that many gods make the�r dwell�ng �n one true man, or,
rather, all the powers wh�ch are scattered throughout the heaven of
the gods are enclosed w�th�n that one breast. It �s co-extens�ve w�th
the ent�re f�eld of Olympus. In th�s sense one of old has sa�d: "Out of
th�ne own pass�ons, O man, hast thou created the gods." And, as a
matter of fact, �n proport�on as the �ntell�gence of the Hellen�c folk
qu�ckened, the number of the�r gods �ncreased; and, furthermore, the
gods of the�r earl�est days were less �ntell�gent, that �s to say, they
were god-l�ke f�gures def�c�ent both �n �nd�v�dual�ty and determ�nate
character.
In th�s wealth of content, accord�ngly, �t �s necessary that the
character adequate to �deal art should d�splay �tself. And th�s �s just
that wh�ch creates the �nterest we feel �n a character, namely, that a
total�ty such as that we have above descr�bed emerges from �t, and
the character, wh�le repos�ng on �ts abundance, nevertheless



pers�sts �n perfect equal�ty w�th �tself, as one secure and self-
exclud�ng subject. If the character, however, be not conce�ved and
dep�cted as th�s rounded and subject�ve un�ty, �s abstract �n the
sense that �t �s ent�rely the sport of one pass�on, such must then
appear as self-destruct�ve[359], or at least cracked, weak, and
w�thout real f�bre. For the weakness and �nertness of �nd�v�duals �s
just th�s very th�ng, that the eternal forces of wh�ch we have spoken
never assert themselves �n them as a real part of the�r most essent�al
substance, as, to put �t log�cally, pred�cates wh�ch adhere to them as
the subjects of such.

In Homer[360], for example, every hero �s the l�v�ng focus of a whole
conger�es of qual�t�es and tra�ts. Ach�lles �s the most youthful hero �n
the host, but h�s youthful exuberance �s represented as qu�te
compat�ble w�th all other ent�rely human qual�t�es, and Homer unfolds
before us th�s var�ety through s�tuat�ons wh�ch offer the f�nest
contrast. He loves h�s mother, Thet�s, he weeps for Br�se�s, when
she �s snatched from h�m, and h�s v�olated sense of honour dr�ves
h�m �nto the confl�ct w�th Agamemnon, wh�ch �s the or�g�nal fount of
all the events that follow after �t �n the "Il�ad." Add to th�s he �s the
truest fr�end of Patroclus and Ant�lochus; moreover, he �s the most
bloom�ng, f�ery youth, sw�ft of foot, brave, yet full of reverence for
gray ha�rs; the fa�thful Phoen�x and trusty servant are at h�s feet, and
at the funeral of Patroclus the hoary Nestor �s treated w�th the
h�ghest deference and honour. And, �n contrast to all th�s, Ach�lles �s
represented as �nflammable to a degree, effervescent, revengeful,
and full of the most brutal auster�ty when face to face w�th the foe.
He b�nds the sla�n Hector to h�s char�ot, tra�ls the corpse �n fell
hunter's fash�on three t�mes round the walls of Troy; yet stays h�s
anger when the old Pr�am comes to h�s tent, and, as he th�nks w�th�n
h�s heart of h�s own old father, reaches to the weep�ng k�ng the hand
wh�ch has done to death h�s son. Of Ach�lles we may well excla�m:
"here �s a man �ndeed, and human nature, ay, noble human too, �n all
the length and breadth of �ts r�ches, �s unve�led before us �n th�s one
man!" It �s just the same w�th all the other Homer�c characters—-
Odysseus, D�omedes, Ajax, Agamemnon, Hector, Andromache—
every one of them �s a whole, a world �n �tself, a complete and l�v�ng



member of human�ty, someth�ng very d�fferent at least from your
allegor�cal abstract of some one part�cular tra�t. What frosty, faded
personal�t�es, desp�te all the�r v�gour and r�gour, are the horned
S�egfr�ed, Hagen of Troy, nay, even Volker, the mus�c�an, �n
compar�son.
It �s th�s var�ety of character�zat�on, and th�s alone, wh�ch can g�ve to
a character the �nterest of l�fe. At the same t�me th�s fulness of deta�l
must really appear as �ncluded �n the personal�ty �tself, that �s, �t must
not str�ke us as the mere d�vers�on, pass�ng freak, or suggest�on of
an exc�ted fancy, such as we see �n the case of ch�ldren who w�ll
take up everyth�ng �n turn, and even make someth�ng out of �t, yet,
for all that, are w�thout essent�al character. Character �n th�s latter
sense w�ll penetrate and make �tself a home �n the most d�verse
phases of the emot�onal l�fe of man, w�ll steep �tself to overflow�ng
w�th that abundance, and, at the same t�me, not rema�n thus
�mmersed, but throughout all the conger�es of �nterest, objects,
qual�t�es, all the tra�ts that d�st�ngu�sh or arrest �t, ma�nta�n the form of
�ts self-exclus�ve and alert subject�v�ty �ntact.
For the representat�on of such exhaust�ve types of character ep�c
poetry �s, above all others, adapted, dramat�c and lyr�cal poetry are
less so.
(β) Art, however, w�ll not be content to rema�n at the po�nt wh�ch the
course of our �nqu�ry has reached, namely, the not�on of character as
a mere conger�es of tra�ts. For the object we have before us now �s
the Ideal �n �ts spec�f�c determ�nat�on, and s�ngular�ty, or, rather,
concrete �nd�v�dual�ty, are both of them prom�nent and necessary
features. Act�on, more than anyth�ng else, �n �ts confl�ct and react�on
�s �mposs�ble w�thout some restr�ct�on and clear def�n�t�on of form.
For th�s reason the heroes of dramat�c poetry are for the most part of
s�mpler def�n�t�on than those of ep�c poetry. And the way we get at a
clear def�n�t�on �s through some pathos out of the ord�nary wh�ch �s
so portrayed as to make some essent�al tra�t of character stand out
�n bold rel�ef, and �tself to be the st�mulus to part�cular objects,
resolves, and act�ons. If, however, th�s s�mpl�f�cat�on �s carr�ed so far
that any character appears as though �t were pared down to a mere
shadow-l�ke semblance of any form of pathos, such as love or



honour, all real v�tal�ty and sp�r�tual depth must necessar�ly van�sh,
and the representat�on, as �s not unfrequently the case �n the French
school of drama for th�s very reason, can only offer us a cold and
jejune result. We may therefore conclude that �n th�s aspect of
part�cular�ty the prom�nent feature wh�ch asserts �tself pre-em�nently
w�ll be th�s, that w�th�n the borders of th�s very l�m�tat�on the fulness
of l�fe �s completely preserved, so that the personal�ty �n quest�on has
free scope allowed �t for further expans�on �n many d�rect�ons, a
power to adapt �tself to every var�ety of s�tuat�on, and, �n short, �s
able to unfold and express �n every poss�ble way the wealth of a truly
complete sp�r�tual l�fe[361]. Desp�te the supreme s�mpl�c�ty of the�r
pathos the characters �n the Sophoclean drama possess th�s �ntr�ns�c
v�tal�ty. We may �ndeed compare them �n the�r plast�c self-seclus�on
to the f�gures of sculpture. For �t �s also qu�te poss�ble that sculpture
express very var�ous del�neat�ons of character desp�te all the tenac�ty
of �ts def�n�t�on. In contrast to the bluster of overpower�ng pass�on,
wh�ch concentrates all �ts forces upon one s�ngle po�nt, �t exh�b�ts out
of �ts tranqu�ll�ty and speechlessness that predom�nant neutral�ty,
wh�ch peacefully envelops all powers w�th�n �tself; but th�s
unperturbed un�ty does not, however, pers�st �n any �nd�ssoluble
un�on w�th mere formal def�n�t�on, but, rather, �n v�rtue of �ts beauty,
suffers at the same t�me the b�rth-throes of all that perta�ns to �t to
d�srobe �tself as through a cloud of �mmed�ate poss�b�l�ty �nto fresh
relat�ons of every var�ety. In the f�nest f�gures of sculpture we behold
a tranqu�l depth, wh�ch unfolds, as �t were, the pregnant womb, from
wh�ch all other potenc�es may be born. In contrast w�th sculpture �t �s
yet of more v�tal �mportance to the arts of pa�nt�ng, mus�c, and
poetry, that they should d�splay the �nmost complex�ty of character,
and real art�sts of every age have recogn�zed th�s. In Shakespeare's
"Romeo and Jul�et," for example, the most pathet�c character�st�c of
Romeo �s h�s love: but he �s also placed before us under relat�ons of
the greatest contrast, whether �t be �n reference to h�s parents, h�s
fr�ends, h�s love troubles, or h�s affa�r of honour �n wh�ch he f�ghts
w�th Tybalt, h�s att�tude of deference and trust to the monk, nay, even
on the verge of the grave h�s conversat�on w�th the apothecary, from
whom he purchases the po�son. Throughout he �s the same worthy
and noble man of deep emot�ons. In the same way the character of



Jul�et �s unfolded throughout the range of her relat�ons to father,
mother, nurse, the Count Par�s, and father Lawrence. And, desp�te of
th�s, she �s as deeply �mmersed[362] �n her one preoccupat�on as she
�s �n every one of these s�tuat�ons, and her ent�re character �s
transp�erced w�th and carr�ed away by the one s�ngle emot�on, her
pass�onate love for her lover, wh�ch �s as deep and broad as the
unbounded sea, so that �t �s but the s�mple truth when she excla�ms,
"The more I g�ve, the more I possess, both are �nf�n�te."
From all th�s �t appears that even when there �s but one pathos
v�s�ble, �t must unfold �tself as the wealth of all �t possesses. And th�s
�s what really happens even �n lyr�cal poetry, where we f�nd the
pathos �s not attached to act�ons determ�ned by pos�t�ve
c�rcumstances and cond�t�ons. For �n th�s latter case the pathos can
only assert �tself as the sp�r�tual state of an emot�onal nature
otherw�se complete �n �tself, wh�ch �s, that �s to say, free to express
�tself �n any other conce�vable c�rcumstance and s�tuat�on wh�ch may
confront �t. The use of words of v�tal s�gn�f�cance, an �mag�nat�on
wh�ch can assoc�ate �tself w�th all the world, can restore the Past to
the Present, can transform the ent�re external env�ronment of man's
l�fe to a symbol�cal express�on of h�s sp�r�t, can bravely adventure
�nto the depths of comprehens�ve thought, and, wh�le do�ng so,
reveal an exuberant, capac�ous, clear, exalted, and noble nature—a
wealth of character such as th�s, freely express�ng such a world, �s a
pr�ze �ndeed for the Lyr�c Muse. No doubt a purely log�cal reflect�on
may f�nd �t �mposs�ble that such, var�ety of character should co-ex�st
w�th a masterful clearness of type. We may be asked, for �nstance, �n
reference to the hero�c character of Ach�lles, whose strength of youth
�s the pre-em�nent, tra�t of h�s beauty, how �t �s poss�ble to reconc�le
the tender heart so man�fest �n h�s relat�ons to h�s father and h�s
fr�end w�th the cruel act of revenge wherew�th he drags Hector round
the walls. Prec�sely the same k�nd of �nconsequence �s to be met
w�th �n Shakespeare's clowns. They are, w�th scarcely an except�on,
bubbl�ng over w�th w�t and the humour of gen�us. And, no doubt,
there w�ll always be fools enough to ask us how men thus sp�r�tually
g�fted could ever betake themselves to such tomfooler�es. The truth
�s that the reflect�on of the formal log�c �s sure to emphas�ze one



aspect of a character, and conclude that the ent�re man �s m�nted
under �ts �mpress�on to the exclus�on of all others. To such everyth�ng
that asserts �tself as al�en to the hallmark of �ts beggarly m�ntage can
only appear as an �nconsequence. In the truely rat�onal
contemplat�on of the whole as d�st�nct from the parts, and thereby of
the l�v�ng th�ng, that wh�ch appears as �nconsequent w�ll be prec�sely
that wh�ch br�ngs all �nto f�t co-ord�nat�on. For our human�ty �s just
th�s very paradox. We have not merely to carry[363] the
contrad�ct�ons of our complex nature, but to suffer the load[363] w�th
pat�ence, and throughout prove staunch to our burden.
(γ) We may conclude, then, that character must fuse together �ts
part�cular�ty �n the element of �ts sp�r�tual substance; �t should
possess a def�n�te type, and at the same t�me reta�n �n th�s d�st�nct�on
the force and stab�l�ty of a s�ngle fully self-cons�stent pathos. Where
we f�nd our human�ty represented w�thout such a centre of un�ty, the
d�fferent aspects of such var�ety �t may possess w�ll lose all relat�ve
mean�ng or s�gn�f�cance and fall away from each other. In art we
shall f�nd that what we d�st�ngu�sh �n our concept�on of personal�ty as
�nf�n�te or the D�v�ne �s just th�s self-cons�stency �n un�ty. If th�s v�ew
be a just one �t �s obv�ous that such character�zat�ons as stab�l�ty and
determ�nat�on are of great �mportance �n the �deal representat�on of
character. And we shall only obta�n such a result, as already
observed, �n so far as the un�versal�ty of the powers �nherent �n our
human�ty are perm�tted to transp�erce the mere part�cular�ty of the
�nd�v�dual character and, by v�rtue of the un�ty thus set up, create a
subject�ve and at the same t�me �nd�v�dual l�fe wh�ch suppl�es �ts own
pr�nc�ple of un�ty and self-�dent�ty.
Such a cond�t�on �s all �mportant, and we must now advert to a
number of art�st�c compos�t�ons, more part�cularly of later t�mes, �n
express relat�on to �t.
In the "C�d" of Corne�lle, for example, the coll�s�on between the
oppos�ng pr�nc�ples of love and honour �s a match, no doubt, of
br�ll�ant effects. A pathos of th�s k�nd, �nvolved as �t �s �n the
oppos�t�on of d�st�nct forces may, no doubt, be the operat�ve ground
of confl�cts; but when we f�nd such portrayed as the sp�r�tual struggle
of one and the same character, though such antagon�sm may very



read�ly supply us w�th the mater�al for br�ll�ant rhetor�c and effect�ve
monologue, the cataclysm wh�ch �s here presented �n the emot�onal
l�fe of one person dr�ven thus by turns from �ts abstract subject�on to
honour �nto the equally abstract one of love, and forthw�th hounded
back aga�n, �s not favourable to the portrayal of a character of
genu�ne stab�l�ty and homogeneousness.
It �s equally �ncons�stent w�th the del�neat�on of resolute personal�ty
when a lead�ng character, already under the predom�nant �nfluence
of some spec�f�c pathos, �s portrayed as one overmastered by the
d�rect�on or persuas�on of a subord�nate character, such �s thus
enabled to sh�ft the respons�b�l�ty upon other shoulders. Th�s �s what
actually takes place �n the "Phedra" of Rac�ne when the m�nd of
Phedra �s dep�cted as ent�rely mot�ved by the words of Oenone. A
character of real d�st�nct�on acts out of �ts own �n�t�at�ve, and w�ll not
suffer the v�ews of a mere stranger to be that wh�ch determ�nes �ts
own resolut�on. Only when act�on �s the d�rect result of �ts own
reflect�ons do we get that clear relat�on between personal �n�t�at�ve
and the consequent result wh�ch carr�es w�th �t the full we�ght of gu�lt
or respons�b�l�ty.
We f�nd yet another type of th�s �nstab�l�ty of character as qu�te a
pecul�ar possess�on of the more recent l�terary output of Germany. It
�s a type of character �n wh�ch a k�nd of flatulence �n emot�on �s the
rule no less than the source. The class�c example �s the Werther of
Goethe's romance, a thoroughly morb�d type of character, w�thout
any vest�ge of real manl�ness such as m�ght carry h�m beyond the
egot�sm of h�s love-pass�on. What makes h�m �nterest�ng �s the
pass�on and beauty of h�s emot�onal l�fe, the �nt�mate fellowsh�p
between h�mself and Nature wh�ch the course of h�s sp�r�tual
exper�ence and the pl�ab�l�ty of h�s temperament accentuate. Th�s
effem�nacy has yet more recently embod�ed �tself �n many other
forms of express�on wh�ch descend w�th �ncreas�ng rap�d�ty to the
lowest c�rcle of jejune and tasteless egot�sm. We must not even om�t,
for �nstance, to �nclude �n our l�st that �llustrat�on of the lovely soul
wh�ch we f�nd �n Jacob�'s "Woldemar." In th�s romance we are made
a present of the glory of emot�onal volub�l�ty �n all �ts pretens�ons. It
would be d�ff�cult, �ndeed, to c�te a better example of the self-



decept�ve �llus�on of personal v�rtue and excellence. Here we have all
that subl�m�ty and d�v�n�ty of soul, wh�ch relates �tself crookedly to
every poss�ble aspect of the actual world; that type of feebleness
wh�ch �s wholly unable to share �n or tolerate any port�on of the
labours or �nterests of pract�cal l�fe as �t really �s. So rooted �s �t �n �ts
own consc�ousness of super�or�ty �t passes everyth�ng as unworthy
of �t on the other s�de. It �s, �n fact, a pecul�ar feature of th�s type of
"lovely soul" that, even when face to face w�th the truly eth�cal
�nterests and wholly sane objects of l�fe, �nstead of meet�ng them
frankly, �t ret�res �nto the seclus�on of �tself, where �t weaves �ts own
threads of f�nery and passes �ts t�me �n hatch�ng out �ts exqu�s�te
brood of rel�g�ous and moral reflect�ons. And connected closely w�th
th�s personal enthus�asm for our superabundant excellence, wh�ch
we set forth �n front of ourselves w�th such a brave show, there w�ll
always be an �ntense sens�t�veness for all other be�ngs who may
appear at any moment to sympath�ze w�th, comprehend, and
apprec�ate th�s beauty of the sol�tary l�fe. If such fellow-feel�ng �s not
forthcom�ng we f�nd the very heart of us troubled to �ts depths and
�nf�n�tely bru�sed. We have lost at one stroke all human�ty, fr�endsh�p,
and love. We are unable to put away w�th whatever act of pedantry
or rudeness may be �n quest�on, some tr�v�al c�rcumstance or
stup�d�ty over wh�ch the v�s�on of any character of breadth or strength
would pass w�thout a tremor. It wh�rls away the thought of everyth�ng
else, and that wh�ch �s by �tself of least s�gn�f�cance proves to be that
wh�ch f�nally most reduces us to despa�r. Such �s the source of all
that endless tra�n of melancholy, trouble, heartache, peev�shness,
s�ckness, deject�on, and poverty of sp�r�t wh�ch follows, such the
spr�ng of all those self-tortur�ng reflect�ons one on the top of another,
that cramp and obst�nacy, nay, f�nally, that cruelty of soul, through
wh�ch the wretchedness and weakness of the sp�r�tual content of
such a type, of "lovel�ness" consummates and declares �tself. No
heart that �s truly sound can w�sh to un�te �tself w�th such an
emot�onal herm�tage. For �t �s a fundamental character�st�c of all
genu�ne character that �t carr�es w�th�n �tself both the courage and
the strength to do and to w�ll some actual th�ng. The �nterest,
therefore, that such natures wh�ch are for ever revolv�ng round
themselves may arouse �n us �s after all an empty �nterest, and



necessar�ly so desp�te all the conv�ct�on w�th wh�ch such natures
may assure us that they belong to a h�gher and purer sphere than
our own, a sphere wh�ch has revealed to our v�s�on that pecul�ar type
of the D�v�ne they have uncovered from the�r secret parts and f�nally
present to us, to borrow an apt f�gure, en negl�gée.
Th�s want of genu�ne sol�d�ty of character appears �n yet another
form where we f�nd the part�cular man�festat�ons of th�s world of "f�ne
feel�ngs" turned as �t were ups�de down and hypostat�zed as
�ndependent forces. Much that passes for mag�c, magnet�sm,
sp�r�tual�sm, the appar�t�ons of cla�rvoyance, the morb�d cond�t�on of
sleep-walk�ng, �s attr�butable to th�s source. The l�v�ng person �n
quest�on �s placed �n a relat�on to these abstruse powers, wh�ch from
one po�nt of v�ew �dent�f�es h�m w�th them, and �n another makes
them appear as someth�ng fore�gn to h�s sp�r�tual l�fe, wh�ch
determ�nes and controls �t. It �s assumed that underly�ng these
undef�ned forces there �s some �nexpl�cable truth wh�ch borders on
the marvellous, or at any rate passes comprehens�on. From the
world of art, however, all such powers of darkness should be
ban�shed. In art there �s no darkness at all, but all �s luc�d and
transparent, and �n adventur�ng after such types of myopy speech
merely flounders �nto sp�r�tual d�sease, or plays loose as poetry w�th
the nebulous, empty, and tr�v�al, a good example of wh�ch �s the
verse of Hoffmann, and that p�ece by Henry von Klust ent�tled the
"Pr�nce of Homburg." The truly �deal character has noth�ng �n h�s
compos�t�on, or the pathos wh�ch expresses �t, of another world and
�ts ghosts, but only actual �nterests, �n wh�ch he f�nds h�mself at
home. More part�cularly �s th�s feature of cla�rvoyance become a
tr�v�al and vulgar rec�pe of our more modern poets. In Sch�ller's "Tell,"
on the contrary, when the old Att�nghausen on the br�nk of the grave
foretells the dest�ny of h�s country, the prophet�c �nst�nct �s qu�te �n �ts
r�ght place. It �s always, however, a m�sfortune for an art�st to f�nd
h�mself forced to exchange the san�ty of a character w�th some
malady of the soul whether �t be to mot�ve the coll�s�on or exc�te
�nterest. For th�s reason he should only ava�l h�mself of the cond�t�on
of �nsan�ty �n qu�te except�onal cases.



In conclus�on we may connect w�th these d�stort�ons of a sane v�s�on,
wh�ch are so much opposed to all real un�ty and cons�stency of
character, the pr�nc�ple of our latter-day �rony. Th�s false theory has
betrayed the poet �nto graft�ng upon h�s characters qual�t�es so
essent�ally d�verse that they are �ncapable of all homogeneous
relat�on; the essent�al un�ty of every character �s thus confounded.
Accord�ng to th�s theory a character �s f�rst presented as
character�zed �n a certa�n way, and �mmed�ately after we have that
very determ�nat�on converted �nto �ts oppos�te, and the character
�tself �s propounded to us as noth�ng more than the negat�on of what
�t was and �s. Moreover th�s very fut�l�ty �s accepted by th�s �rony as
the supreme d�scovery of art. An aud�ence should not, �n short, be
carr�ed away by an essent�ally pos�t�ve �nterest, but should be pulled
up at the cr�t�cal moment, much as the �rony �tself �s no sooner
launched upon anyth�ng than �t �s off aga�n. They would even expla�n
the characters of Shakespeare accord�ng to such a pr�nc�ple. We are
�nformed that Lady Macbeth was an �rreproachable w�fe of the
tenderest feel�ng, desp�te the fact that she not only falls �n w�th the
suggest�on of the murder, but actually eggs her husband on to �ts
execut�on. But �f the s�gnet mark of Shakespeare �s consp�cuous on
any one qual�ty �t �s on the f�rm and dec�s�ve del�neat�on of h�s
characters, even when �t �s only the formal greatness and
cons�stency of ev�l that �s �n quest�on. Hamlet, �t �s true, �s a case of
mental �ndec�s�on, but even he �s only �n doubt as to the way he shall
carry out h�s purpose, not at all as to what has to be done. Yet
nowadays they would ass�m�late even Shakespeare's characters to a
world of ghosts, and appear to th�nk that th�s fut�l�ty and �ndec�s�on of
ups and downs, th�s general squeam�shness[364] �n short can by
�tself contr�bute to our �nterest. The Ideal, however, �s centred �n th�s,
that Idea �s made actual, and our human�ty �s assoc�ated w�th such
actual�ty as subject and consequently as a un�ty wh�ch �s essent�ally
f�rm-rooted.



We may here, so far at least as th�s port�on of our �nqu�ry �s
concerned, br�ng our observat�ons upon the �nd�v�dual�ty wh�ch �s
cons�stent w�th real character to a close. That wh�ch we have ma�nly
sought to emphas�ze �s a pathos wh�ch �s at once self-determ�ned
and essent�al, the possess�on of a r�ch and complete nature, the
sp�r�tual world of wh�ch such a pathos transfuses under such a form
that th�s process of transfus�on no less than the pathos �tself rece�ves
�ts art�st�c presentment. At the same t�me th�s pathos must not be
allowed to come �nto confl�ct w�th �tself �n the hearts of men so as to
stult�fy �ts very nature and cons�stency as pathos.

III. THE EXTERNAL DETERMINATION OF THE IDEAL

Our cons�derat�on of the determ�nat�on of the Ideal was �n the f�rst
�nstance occup�ed w�th the general �nqu�ry why �t was and how �t
came about that the Ideal ever rece�ved at all the def�n�te
embod�ment of a part�cular form. Follow�ng after th�s we arr�ved at
the conclus�on that �nherent process was essent�al to our not�on of �t,
that �n fact the element of d�fference was only by th�s means
asserted w�th�n �t, and that th�s process v�ewed as a whole �s
presented us �n the act�on. We d�scovered, however, that �n v�rtue of
the act�on the Ideal passes over �nto actual relat�ons w�th the
external world; we have therefore, and th�s �s the th�rd �mportant
step, to solve the further quest�on what k�nd of form th�s �ts f�nal
aspect, as assoc�ated w�th external real�ty, the Ideal w�ll rece�ve
under adequate art�st�c representat�on. We would recall the fact that
the Ideal �s the Idea under a form wh�ch �s �n un�on w�th �ts own
actual�ty. Up to the present po�nt of our �nqu�ry our attent�on has
been exclus�vely occup�ed w�th that aspect or phase of th�s actual�ty
wh�ch we may call �n general terms human �nd�v�dual�ty and �ts
character. Man �s, however, also �n possess�on of a concrete and
external ex�stence. In separat�on from th�s �t �s true he concentrates
h�s sp�r�tual l�fe to a po�nt �n self-consc�ousness, but he rema�ns for
all that, even �n th�s subject�ve un�ty, �mmed�ately related to the
external world. To the actual ex�stence of mank�nd the surround�ng
sphere of a world �s as �nd�spensable as the protect�on of a temple �s
to the statues of the god �t conta�ns. And for th�s very reason we
must now advert to all or some of those many d�verse threads,



whereby the Ideal �s woven �n w�th th�s external env�ronment and �s
shown �n rel�ef aga�nst �t[365].
Th�s opens to our v�ew a pract�cally �mmeasurable expanse of
relat�ons and modes under wh�ch the process of the external and
relat�ve world �s determ�ned. For �n the f�rst place we are confronted
at once w�th the bare facts of external Nature such as part�cular
local�ty, s�tuat�on, whether hab�table or not, temporal cond�t�on, the
nature of the preva�l�ng cl�mate, whether �n our earth's northern or
southern hem�spheres, and �n fact �n whatever d�rect�on we advance
we have a fresh p�cture before us. Moreover, external Nature �s
made use of by man to sat�sfy h�s own needs and purposes; and all
the ways under wh�ch he converts her to that use, that �s to say the
adro�tness w�th wh�ch he d�scovers and then equ�ps h�mself w�th
tools and a home to l�ve �n, w�th weapons, w�th seats to recl�ne upon,
carr�ages to r�de �n, nay, all that the art of cook�ng may br�ng w�th �t
for h�s food, the ent�re apparatus of h�s luxury no less than h�s
comfort, all th�s and much more fall w�th�n the l�m�ts of our �nqu�ry.
Add to th�s the further and yet more �mportant cons�derat�on that
every man l�ves w�th�n a comprehens�ve and equally real world of
sp�r�tual relat�ons, wh�ch �tself, too, presents to h�s v�ew all the
d�fferent modes under wh�ch command and subm�ss�on �s
ma�nta�ned, that �s to say the fam�ly, blood-relat�onsh�p, property,
country and town l�fe, the cultus of rel�g�on, the organ�zat�on of
defence and offence, c�v�c and pol�t�cal assoc�at�ons, pr�vate soc�ety,
�n short every conce�vable form under wh�ch eth�cal customs and
usages are organ�zed �n the �nst�tut�ons and permanent act�v�t�es
wh�ch contr�bute to the actual env�ronment of human ex�stence.
In all the d�rect�ons enumerated above the Ideal �s �n �mmed�ate
contact w�th the real�ty of the pract�cal world �n �ts everyday dress, or
�n other words, w�th the commonplace prose of l�fe. And �mpressed
by th�s fact we may eas�ly be led to the conclus�on, �f we have
already accepted the nebulous concept�on of �deal�sm elaborated
recently, that art can have no alternat�ve but to d�ssever herself
absolutely from all connect�on w�th th�s world of relat�ve
appearances. Such at least can only be log�cally �nferred from a
theory wh�ch assumes that th�s relat�on of external�ty �s one of pure



�nd�fference, or rather, �n contrast to the subject�ve world of sp�r�t, �s
of no substant�ve s�gn�f�cance or worth. Agreeably to th�s v�ew art �s a
sp�r�tual dom�n�on, whose sole object �s to exalt us above the sphere
of mater�al wants, necess�t�es, and dependence, and to l�berate us
from the log�c, and we may add the comedy, of facts, wh�ch �n th�s
f�eld cla�m the exclus�ve attent�on of our human�ty. For, apart from
any other cons�derat�on, all that meets us upon th�s terra f�rma of
l�fe's prose �s for the most part of a purely convent�onal character,
and, cond�t�oned as �t �s by t�me, space, and custom, s�mply a
conger�es of cont�ngent facts, wh�ch �t �s derogatory to the nature of
art to accept. Th�s v�ew of �deal�ty, wh�ch �s really an �llus�ve one, �s �n
part due to one of those h�ghly flavoured abstract�ons of our latter-
day th�nk�ng, �n wh�ch we merely f�nd that the th�nker's courage has
fa�led h�m to come to terms w�th the external world �n quest�on; �n
part also �t �s due to that type of prepossess�on wh�ch dr�ves a man
to assert summar�ly h�s �ndependence of pract�cal necess�t�es when
the advantages of b�rth, status, and soc�al pos�t�on have not already
effected th�s for h�m. For such a man the only rel�ef ava�lable �s a
complete w�thdrawal �nto the secret world of the emot�ons, a pr�son-
house of unreal�ty he steps out of never. Here he rema�ns �n what he
conce�ves to be the temple of w�sdom gaz�ng ecstat�c at what he
takes to be the stars, and naturally values at the pr�ce of a nutshell
all that �s found on the Earth. The real Ideal, however, �s not conf�ned
to the shadow-l�ke world of the emot�ons, but �n �ts perfected whole
must freely borrow from the def�n�te structure of external objects of
s�ght �n every d�rect�on. And the reason of th�s �s that man h�mself,
whose nature �s the central source that g�ves to that Ideal all �ts
s�gn�f�cance, �s al�ve, and h�s l�fe �s only actual �n a part�cular place
and t�me, as one w�th the Present, as the �nd�v�dual�zed type of
�nf�n�ty[366]; and �n short the oppos�t�on of an external garland of
Nature �s a fundamental character�st�c of h�s l�fe and �ts assoc�at�on
w�th h�m and h�s act�v�ty �s �mperat�ve. It follows that �f th�s act�v�ty �s
to be apprehended by art, not merely as belong�ng to man alone, but
�n the spec�f�c form �t may take �n that world of appearance, the mode
of �ts ex�stence there w�ll assert �tself, as the mob�l�ty, react�on, and
an�mat�ng force of l�fe �tself �n contact and transfus�on w�th the
mater�al complex wh�ch surrounds �t.



Man �s, however, �n v�rtue of h�s self-consc�ousness a world �n
h�mself[367], and as such �s d�fferent�ated from the external world of
Nature wh�ch confronts h�m; and th�s external world �s equally w�th
h�mself a rounded whole whose un�ty asserts �tself �n the pr�nc�ple of
causal�ty. Th�s self-exclus�on of these two worlds �s, however, only
apparent; they are �n the�r separat�on essent�ally related, and �t �s
prec�sely th�s assoc�at�on wh�ch const�tutes concrete real�ty, whose
art�st�c embod�ment �s the content of the Ideal. And th�s br�ngs us
once more to the quest�on already mooted, namely, �n what
semblance or form the external mater�al wh�ch we f�nd �n th�s
mutually related world we have referred to as concrete real�ty[368]

can be presented to us by art �n a manner cons�stent w�th the Ideal
of art.
We w�ll once more accept the tr�ple d�v�s�on of our subject-matter,
and exam�ne a work of art from three d�st�nct po�nts of v�ew. F�rst,
there �s the mater�al of external�ty accepted �n the bare abstractness
of �ts forms, such as space, f�gure, t�me, colour, wh�ch we must
cons�der relat�vely to the art�st�c form most adapted to �t.
Secondly, we must cons�der external�ty �n �ts full and actual�zed
concreteness, as above expla�ned, a mode of real�ty wh�ch
�mperat�vely requ�res �n a work of art that �t should be �n close
aff�l�at�on w�th the subject�ve content of the sp�r�tual l�fe of man
�mmed�ately related to �t.
Th�rdly, our cons�derat�on w�ll be d�rected to the �mportant fact that a
work of art �s created for the del�ght of human percept�ons, for a
publ�c �n short, wh�ch justly cla�ms that the objects of art should br�ng
home to �t the �nterests of �ts sp�r�tual l�fe, �ts real bel�efs, emot�ons,
and �deas, so that �t may enter w�th a genu�ne response �nto the�r
art�st�c presentat�on.
1. THE CONDITION OF EXTERNALITY IN ITS SIMPLE
ABSTRACTNESS
The Ideal �n pass�ng out of the bare �mage of �ts essent�al form �nto
external or determ�nate ex�stence secures for �tself a real�ty wh�ch
presents two d�st�nct aspects. From one po�nt of v�ew we see that a
work of art d�scloses necessar�ly �n the content of the Ideal the



concrete semblance of real�ty, that �s to say �t presents that content
as a def�n�te s�tuat�on or part�cular c�rcumstance, act�on, event or
character, and presents �t moreover �n the mode of external
ex�stence. From another �t �s equally obv�ous that art makes some
spec�f�c and sensuous mater�al the veh�cle of the part�cular content �n
�ts ent�rety of all that we have above summar�zed; �t creates �n short
a new world sens�ble to eye and ear, the world of art. Under both
these aspects we may further observe that art penetrates to the
remotest l�m�ts of external�ty wh�ch are compat�ble w�th �ts form as
the self-�nclud�ng un�ty of the Ideal and conformable to �ts
appearance as a concrete whole permeated w�th the energy of
sp�r�t[369]. A work of art moreover �tself may, as an object qual�f�ed by
external�ty, be v�ewed �n two d�st�nct ways. We may regard �t s�mply
as an external th�ng, and as such only conformable to a un�ty that �s
external �n the sense external objects are such. In cons�der�ng �t from
th�s latter po�nt of v�ew we have once more to cons�der that relat�on
of external�ty wh�ch we found �t necessary to d�scuss �n our
exam�nat�on of the beauty of Nature. And for th�s reason we shall
aga�n have to make use of those spec�f�c determ�nants wh�ch we
prev�ously d�scussed, and even then pr�mar�ly �n the�r connect�on
w�th art. The modes under wh�ch external form was �n the prev�ous
sect�on exhaust�vely cons�dered were then treated �n a twofold way.
F�rst we analysed such concept�ons as un�form�ty, symmetry, and
conform�ty to rule; we then exam�ned un�ty �tself regarded as the
s�mpl�c�ty and pur�ty of the sensuous mater�al, wh�ch art makes use
of as the external med�um for the ex�stence of her expos�t�ons.
(a) We w�ll start our �nqu�ry by exam�n�ng the pos�t�on �n wh�ch we
now f�nd ourselves relat�vely to such concept�ons as un�form�ty and
symmetry. It �s obv�ous that these, express�ng as they do the ent�rely
l�feless un�ty of the geometr�cal log�c, can by no means exhaust the
nature of a work of art even when ent�rely regarded as an external
object. Such determ�nat�ons are only exhaust�ve �n the�r relat�on to
what �s �n �tself l�feless, such as t�me and the conf�gurat�on of space.
Conf�ned �n th�s way though they be to the barest forms of
external�ty, they are then true w�tnesses both to the power and
substance of reason. And consequently we f�nd they assert



themselves �n a twofold manner even �n art. In the f�rst of these, �t �s
th�s very qual�ty of the�r abstractness wh�ch operates by way of
contrast to the l�v�ng pulse of art, wh�ch �s forced even �n the conf�nes
of �ts sensuous mater�al to ra�se �tself over and beyond mere
symmetry �nto the freedom of the Ideal. In th�s process of l�berat�on
wh�ch may be exempl�f�ed �n the melod�es of the art of mus�c we do
not, however, f�nd that the conform�ty to rule d�sappears altogether, �t
�s merely made subserv�ent as a foundat�on. In the second, th�s
pr�nc�ple of measure and rule �n �ts appl�cat�on to the �ndef�n�te and
unl�m�ted �s the one and only qual�fy�ng pr�nc�ple wh�ch certa�n arts
can accept ow�ng to the nature of the med�a wh�ch those arts make
use of. In such cases un�form�ty �s �tself and alone ra�sed to the �deal
s�gn�f�cance of the art. The pr�nc�pal example of an art of th�s type �s
that of arch�tecture; and the reason of th�s �s that a work of art wh�ch
�s wholly arch�tecton�c �s d�rected to the one object of reconst�tut�ng,
by means of an art�st�c form, that wh�ch �s essent�ally the external
and �norgan�c env�ronment of sp�r�t. In th�s art, consequently, all that
�s rect�l�near, r�ght-angled, c�rcular, or presents un�form�ty of p�llars,
w�ndows, arches, p�ers, vaults, and so forth �s the dom�nant pr�nc�ple
of un�ty.
The art�st�c structure of arch�tecture �s not erected ent�rely as an
object �n �tself, but rather as an external frame, embell�shment and
local hab�tat�on for someth�ng else wh�ch �t subserves. A bu�ld�ng �s
not complete unt�l �t has rece�ved the statue of the god or the soc�ety
of human be�ngs who make the�r dwell�ng there�n. An art�st�c work of
th�s k�nd should not therefore rece�ve all or �ndeed the ma�n
attent�on. Hold�ng th�s �n our m�nds, �t w�ll appear obv�ously to the
purpose that un�form�ty and symmetry should be here the preva�l�ng
character�st�c of the structure; the m�nd passes over very read�ly one
that �s throughout un�form, and w�ll not trouble �tself about �t for any
length of t�me. Of course, we cannot here d�scuss the symbol�cal
s�gn�f�cance, wh�ch, �n add�t�on to that above exam�ned, may attach
to arch�tectural form �n �ts �mmed�ate relat�on to the sp�r�tual content �t
envelops and emphas�zes w�th a pos�t�ve local�zat�on. The same
pr�nc�ple appl�es to the art of mak�ng gardens, wh�ch we may def�ne
as a spec�f�c mode of arch�tecture, �n so far at least as an art�st�c



conformat�on �s �mposed on external Nature[370]. In the garden no
less than �n the bu�ld�ng man h�mself �s the ma�n object. There are
two d�st�nct types �n th�s art of garden-construct�on. The one adopts
as �ts ma�n pr�nc�ple un�form�ty and symmetry; the other those of
var�ety and �rregular�ty. As an art�st�c product the former �s to be
preferred. Labyr�nths, however numerous and �ntr�cate, garden-beds
�n endless alternat�on of sp�ral l�nes, br�dges over water usually
stagnant, w�th every conce�vable surpr�se that goth�c church,
temples, Ch�nese pagodas, herm�tages, urns, summer-houses,
mounds, statues may cla�m to afford us—one glance and only one
glance at such th�ngs �s suff�c�ent, the vulgar and art�f�c�al
pretens�ons of �t all �s too patent, and we do not seek for another. It �s
qu�te another matter when we cross any actual s�tuat�on of real
natural beauty, wh�ch has not at least been explo�ted expressly for
our enjoyment[371], and by �ts own except�onal mer�t makes an
�rres�st�ble appeal to our love of Nature and our sense of her beauty.
A garden la�d out w�th str�ct reference to the other extreme of
regular�ty, makes no such attempts at surpr�ses, but perm�ts human
be�ngs to appear as the pr�nc�pal object �n the external framework of
natural beauty[372]. And th�s �s really what a garden should be. Aga�n
�n the art of pa�nt�ng the pr�nc�ple of un�form�ty and symmetry �s
clearly v�s�ble �n the co-ord�nat�on of the whole, the group�ng of the
f�gures, the�r place and pose �n the compos�t�on. But �nasmuch as �n
pa�nt�ng the an�mat�on of l�fe can assert �tself through objects �n a far
profounder degree than �s poss�ble �n arch�tecture we f�nd that �t
presents much less scope for the purely formal un�ty of the
symmetr�cal, and the rule of un�form�ty �n all �ts sever�ty �s for the
most part to be traced only as the fundamental pr�nc�ple of
compos�t�on �n the earl�est phases of art, mak�ng way �n �ts more
advanced forms to the freer l�ne, wh�ch �s assoc�ated �n our m�nds
w�th organ�c form rather than such we meet w�th �n the pyram�d and
s�m�lar geometr�cal shapes. Conform�ty to rule and symmetry are
further �mportant factors �n the compos�t�on of mus�c and poetry.
Ow�ng to the �nc�dent of durat�on �n the length of tones we f�nd �n
these arts an aspect of what �s �ntr�ns�cally a purely external relat�on,
wh�ch �s �ncompat�ble w�th any other more concrete mode of
presentat�on. If we take the spat�al cond�t�on �t �s obv�ous that here



everyth�ng wh�ch l�es �n juxtapos�t�on can be seen at a glance. It �s
otherw�se w�th that wh�ch occurs �n T�me. Here we have merely a
success�on of moments, every one of wh�ch takes the place of
another, and �n th�s van�sh�ng process�on they flow on for ever. And �t
�s prec�sely th�s �ndeterm�nacy wh�ch �t �s the funct�on of mus�cal t�me
or beat to �nform by add�ng thereto a real def�n�t�on capable of
un�form repet�t�on. In th�s way the �ndef�n�te progress�on �s
subord�nated to a rat�onal pr�nc�ple. In mus�cal t�me we have a power
wh�ch exerts such a fasc�nat�on upon us, that, so far from be�ng able
to treat �t w�th �nd�fference, we not unfrequently f�nd ourselves
beat�ng t�me qu�te unconsc�ously w�th �t wh�le l�sten�ng. Th�s constant
recurrence of equal lengths of t�me accord�ng to a def�n�te measure
has noth�ng to do w�th tones and the�r durat�on as we f�nd them �n
Nature. Tone s�mply as mus�cal sound and t�me abstractly regarded,
are both of them equally �nd�fferent to such un�form d�v�s�ons and
repet�t�ons. Mus�cal t�me �s consequently someth�ng wholly created
by the human m�nd; and �ndeed there �s more than a suggest�on of
th�s �n the fact that �n l�sten�ng to mus�cal t�me we are at once
�mpressed w�th the conv�ct�on, that we have, �n th�s control of t�me
accord�ng to f�xed rule, noth�ng less than a real reflect�on of our
sp�r�tual nature, or rather that of the fundamental truth of self-�dent�ty,
an �llustrat�on absolutely prec�se of the way �n wh�ch the subject of
consc�ousness appl�es th�s very pr�nc�ple of un�form�ty, un�ty w�th
�tself, that �s to say, �n constant recurrence, throughout all the var�ety
and most �ntr�cate mult�pl�c�ty of exper�ence. And �t �s for th�s reason
that the beat of mus�cal t�me meets w�th such a startl�ng response �n
the very depths of our be�ng, gr�pp�ng hold, as �t does, of that self-
�dent�ty, wh�ch �s the fundamental abstract pr�nc�ple of our �nmost l�fe.
Cons�dered �n th�s relat�on �t �s not; the sp�r�tual content, not the
concrete soul of our emot�ons, any more than �t �s the mus�cal tone
as tone, wh�ch appeals to us so �nt�mately; �t �s s�mply the formal
un�ty wh�ch the un�ty of consc�ousness transfers to the temporal
process, and wh�ch �s thus re-echoed back to our consc�ous l�fe. And
the same remarks apply to the measure and rhyme of poetry. The
sensuous med�um �s here, too, �n the same way carr�ed out of the
sphere of that wh�ch �s external to ourselves, and at once asserts
there the presence of someth�ng over and above that wh�ch �s



expressed by our ord�nary consc�ousness, wh�ch �n �ts general use
treats the t�me-d�v�s�ons of tones w�th �nd�fference or capr�ce.
A un�form�ty of s�m�lar character, �f not so cons�stently def�ned, may
be traced st�ll further, and �s �nvolved �n the l�v�ng content of poetry
�tself, although the relat�on here �s qu�te an external one. By th�s we
mean that �n an ep�c poem or a drama, both of wh�ch have the�r
part�cular subd�v�s�ons, cantos, or acts, whatever may be the spec�f�c
term appl�cable, there �s an approx�mate pr�nc�ple of equal�ty
apparent �n the d�v�s�on of subject-matter. And the same
character�st�c �s generally true �n the group�ng of the subject �n
p�ctures, although such should not appear to be a necessary result
of the nature of the subject-matter �tself, nor create the �mpress�on
that th�s un�form d�str�but�on �s due to any controll�ng pr�nc�ple of f�rst
�mportance.
Conform�ty to rule and symmetry, wh�ch are the abstract un�ty and
def�n�t�on of all that �s essent�ally spat�al and �ts conf�gurat�on no less
than of all wh�ch �s external under temporal cond�t�on, are ma�nly the
co-ord�nat�ng pr�nc�ples of quant�ty and s�ze, as we have already
not�ced �n our cons�derat�on of the beauty of Nature. All that wh�ch
does not, �n v�rtue of �ts own spec�f�c med�um[373], str�ctly form part of
external extens�on, �s consequently freed from the range of those
pr�nc�ples wh�ch assert themselves exclus�vely �n the relat�ons of
quant�ty, and are determ�ned through relat�ons of deeper
s�gn�f�cance, and the un�ty wh�ch co-ord�nates them. It follows from
th�s that the further art embraces subject-matter wh�ch �s
�ndependent of the external cond�t�on, so much the less s�gn�f�cant
the pr�nc�ple of un�form�ty becomes, �n the co-ord�nat�on of that art's
subject-matter and the more completely �s �t restr�cted to a
subord�nate pos�t�on.
It w�ll be, perhaps, adv�sable here to close the above d�scuss�on of
symmetry w�th a few general observat�ons upon harmony. The
relat�on of harmony �s no longer one to mere quant�ty, but rather one
to essent�al d�st�nct�ons of qual�ty, d�fferences of tone, that �s to say,
wh�ch do not pers�st aga�nst each other �n the�r nat�ve oppos�t�on, but
as harmony or mus�c have to be brought �nto concord. In mus�c we
f�nd that the relat�on of the ton�c to the med�ant and dom�nant notes



of the scale �s no relat�on of bare quant�ty[374], but �mpl�es the
presence of tones whose d�fference �s essent�ally a qual�tat�ve
d�fference; wh�ch, that �s to say, comb�ne naturally �n a un�ty, rather
than cont�nue to assert the�r d�st�ngu�sh�ng t�mbre �n all �ts glar�ng
ant�thes�s and contrad�ct�on. The true d�scord, on the contrary,
requ�res �ts harmon�c resolut�on. The same qual�tat�ve cons�stency �s
to be found �n the harmony of colour, �n reference to wh�ch �t �s
l�kew�se one of the requ�rements of art that �t should ne�ther man�fest
�tself �n a p�cture as a motley and haphazard juxtapos�t�on of
p�gments, nor as a neutral surface whereon all fundamental
d�st�nct�on �s d�ssolved[375], but as the art�st�c express�on of a whole
�n wh�ch essent�al contrast �s med�ated through some pr�nc�ple of
harmon�ous un�ty. Furthermore, we observe that harmony conta�ns �n
�tself a def�n�te number of contrasted d�fferences, wh�ch have
naturally a part�cular s�gn�f�cance of the�r own. Thus we f�nd under
the d�fferent�at�on of colour a def�n�te number known as the card�nal
colours, wh�ch are pr�mary der�vat�ves of the fundamental not�on of
colour, and are not due to acc�dental compos�t�on. Harmony cons�sts
�n br�ng�ng together a number of pos�t�ve colours such as th�s
class�f�cat�on �mpl�es, and un�t�ng them �n concordant un�ty. We must,
that �s to say, have �n a p�cture not merely all the pr�mary colours,
yellow, blue, green, and red present, but also a harmon�ous scheme
under wh�ch they are related; and the old masters have, w�thout
d�rect consc�ousness of the pr�nc�ple �nvolved, pa�d express attent�on
to th�s completeness of effect and arr�ved at art�st�c results wh�ch
flowed out of �t. And furthermore, for the very reason that we f�nd �n
harmony the beg�nn�ngs of a release from the bare cond�t�on of
external�ty �t �s duly qual�f�ed to absorb and express a sp�r�tual
content of w�der s�gn�f�cance. We may mark an �llustrat�on of th�s �n
the way the old masters d�st�ngu�shed between the drapery of the�r
pr�nc�pal f�gures and of those of less �mportance, pa�nt�ng that of the
former �n elementary colours of absolute pur�ty, but only conced�ng to
that of the rest compound var�et�es. The mantle of the V�rg�n Mary �s
almost always blue; blue �n �ts assuag�ng sense of tranqu�ll�ty �s
accepted as the counterfe�t of the repose and tenderness of the
heart. It �s only rarely that we f�nd her �n a drapery of emphat�c red.



(b) The second aspect of external�ty �s the relat�on �t occup�es
d�rectly �n the var�ous mater�al wh�ch art employs �n the var�ous
med�a of �ts presentat�ons. The un�ty here cons�sts �n the clear
def�n�t�on and homogeneousness of the mater�al, wh�ch ought not to
dev�ate �n the d�rect�on of a vague character�zat�on and mere
confus�on, or, speak�ng generally, g�ve us the �mpress�on of d�rt�ness.
Th�s determ�nacy �s also ent�rely dependent upon the spat�al
cond�t�on, that �s to say, upon the pur�ty of �ts del�neat�on, the
d�st�nctness of �ts rect�l�near and c�rcular l�nes, and so on, no less
than upon a cons�stent def�n�t�on of T�me such as we f�nd �n the
accurate measure of the mus�cal beat. It depends furthermore on the
translucency both of spec�f�c tones and colours. In a good p�cture we
shall f�nd that there �s noth�ng unclean or "d�rty"[376] �n the colours
employed, but everyth�ng �s clear and asserts �tself openly for what �t
�s. The d�rectness of �ts pur�ty �s, �n fact, that wh�ch const�tutes the
lovely �mpress�on of colour upon our sense; and those colours wh�ch
are most d�rect �n the�r s�mpl�c�ty, such as a yellow wh�ch has no
dash of green �n �t, or a red that �s wholly �ndependent of blue or
yellow, produce the most emphat�c effect. On the other hand, �t �s
obv�ously more d�ff�cult to ma�nta�n a harmony of the whole when
colours are thus contrasted �n all the�r pr�st�ne s�mpl�c�ty. Yet �n
desp�te of th�s these essent�ally s�mple colours form the foundat�on of
every true colour scheme, and although �t may be �mposs�ble to
d�spense w�th a cons�derable use of the�r compounds, even these
should not be allowed to appear �n one dead and dull �nterfus�on, but
w�th the�r s�mple and lum�nous der�vat�ons sh�n�ng through them[377];
otherw�se �nstead of the clear lambency of colour we shall get
noth�ng but a muddy res�duum. We shall f�nd that the same th�ng �s
necessary �n the t�mbre of mus�cal tone. In the case of str�ngs
whether of metal or catgut �t �s the v�brat�on of the mater�al, and,
moreover, of a mater�al of def�n�te tens�on and length, wh�ch educes
the mus�cal note. If the tens�on �s �nsuff�c�ent, or the length of the
str�ng wh�ch �s struck �s not the r�ght one, the tone �nev�tably loses �ts
clearness of def�n�t�on, r�ngs false, as we say, ow�ng to the
�nterfus�on w�th �t of other tones[378]. We have the same k�nd of result
when a purely mechan�cal frett�ng or scrap�ng �s suffered to �nterfere
w�th the pur�ty of the v�bratory mot�on, and so to render the em�tted



sound confused and harsh. In the same way, �t �s of the f�rst
�mportance to the art of s�ng�ng that the human vo�ce should be
produced from throat and chest freely and w�th purest �ntonat�on; the
vo�ce should be heard w�thout the least �nd�cat�on of �ts organ�c
�nstrument, or, as �n the case of hoarseness, w�th an obstruct�ve
accompan�ment the s�nger fa�ls to repress. We may conclude, then,
that th�s translucency and pur�ty, free from all adm�xture w�th
anyth�ng fore�gn to �t, and cons�stent throughout �n �ts clearness, �s
that wh�ch creates the beauty of tone as �mmed�ately apprehended
by our senses, and wh�ch d�st�ngu�shes �t from every k�nd of mere
no�se. And we may add further �t �s th�s wh�ch �n human speech
consp�cuously appl�es to the art�culat�on of the vowels. A language
wh�ch enunc�ates the f�ve vowels w�th d�st�nct�on and pur�ty, as �s
strongly the case �n the Ital�an, �s essent�ally mus�cal and adapted to
song. The d�phthongs, on the contrary, always produce a confused
tone. In l�terature l�ttle attent�on �s pa�d to the d�rect reproduct�on of
folk-d�alects; we f�nd them rather reduced to the s�mplest form of
express�on. In actual speech, however, th�s clearness of �ntonat�on
only too often ent�rely d�sappears, so that we f�nd, and markedly so
�n the case of d�alects such as the South German, Swab�an, and
Sw�ss, men actually speak w�th an art�culat�on of sound �t �s qu�te
�mposs�ble to wr�te down. We do not regard th�s, however, to be
necessar�ly a defect �n human speech, but rather a reflect�on of the
rawness of the common folk. And here we must close our
observat�ons upon that external aspect of art, wh�ch, from the fact
that �t �s external, and noth�ng more, �s only capable of rece�v�ng an
external and abstract un�ty.
Now accord�ng to �ts more comprehens�ve def�n�t�on �t �s the concrete
�nd�v�dual�ty of the Ideal �mpregnated w�th reason, wh�ch takes to
�tself external�ty as the form of �ts embod�ment, and, moreover, �n
such a way that the external semblance, wh�ch �s thus the med�um of
�ts express�on, �s throughout suffused w�th the m�nd �nherent �n th�s
concrete �nd�v�dual form. In consequence of th�s such modes of
relat�on as un�form�ty, symmetry, and harmony, or, �n other words, the
more s�mple determ�nat�ons of the sensuous mater�al are no longer
adequate. Th�s defect naturally extends our �nqu�ry to that second
aspect of the external determ�nat�on of the Ideal already stated.



2. THE COALESCENCE OF THE CONCRETE IDEAL WITH ITS
EXTERNAL REALITY
The fundamental truth wh�ch we shall endeavour to substant�ate
before everyth�ng �n the matter wh�ch now �mmed�ately engages our
attent�on �s th�s, that man �s under an obl�gat�on to make h�mself at
peace and at home �n the env�ronment of the world; or, to put �t
rather d�fferently, h�s �nd�v�dual�ty must l�ve �tself �nto Nature and all
the cond�t�ons of that external world, and by do�ng so assert �ts
freedom v�s�bly. And, moreover, th�s must take place �n such a way
that these two related factors, that �s, on the one s�de, the ent�rety of
h�s �nward l�fe and the character �t possesses or d�splays �n all
cond�t�ons or act�ons whatsoever, and, on the other, that object�ve
ent�rety of external ex�stence wh�ch confronts h�m, must wholly lose
the appearance of two worlds wh�ch are e�ther �nd�fferent to or not
homogeneous w�th[379] each other, and forthw�th procla�m
themselves as harmon�ously related and �dent�cal �n substance. Th�s
externally object�ve world must, �n so far as �t �s the real�ty of the
Ideal, surrender the semblance of �ts own object�ve self-subs�stency
and stubbornness, �n order that �ts fundamental un�ty w�th that to
wh�ch �t suppl�es the external and part�cular embod�ment may be
exh�b�ted �n truth.
To establ�sh th�s un�ty w�th more conclus�veness we propose now to
exam�ne our subject under three d�fferent heads of d�scuss�on.
F�rst, we may �nvest�gate the same from the po�nt of v�ew that th�s
un�ty wh�ch b�nds the two factors already def�ned �s merely a bond
wh�ch possesses no pos�t�ve real�ty[380], but �s merely a myster�ous
and secret connect�on both �n �ts or�g�n and appearance, by v�rtue of
wh�ch our human�ty �s looped together w�th �ts env�ronment.
Secondly, however, as a deduct�on from the fact that �t �s the
concrete sp�r�tual l�fe of man and the �nd�v�dual�ty wh�ch perta�ns to �t
wh�ch const�tutes the po�nt of departure, or rather the essent�al
content of the Ideal, we shall further exam�ne th�s assoc�at�on, as �n
truth the creat�on of human act�v�ty �tself and only poss�ble as such a
creat�on.



F�nally, we shall prove that th�s un�f�ed world created by the human
Sp�r�t �s �tself a complete ent�rety, wh�ch, �n the determ�nate form of
�ts ex�stence, �s object�vely val�d, and �n essent�al relat�on w�th wh�ch
every un�t of our common human�ty who �s act�vely engaged w�th the
v�tal concerns of art must �nfall�bly rema�n.
In open�ng our d�scuss�on of the pos�t�on we proposed f�rst we would
at once po�nt out an �mportant conclus�on �nvolved �n �t. We have
here pos�ted that the env�ronment of the Ideal �s not d�rectly due to
human act�v�ty, �t can therefore only be regarded �n th�s f�rst step of
our �nqu�ry as someth�ng external to man, that �s to say Nature. How,
then, �s th�s someth�ng outs�de man to be exh�b�ted �n the �deal work
of art? We w�ll d�scuss th�s at least �n �ts more general terms, and
here, too, draw attent�on to three aspects of �mportance.
(α) In the f�rst place external Nature, so far as the reproduct�on of �ts
external form �s concerned, �s �n every respect a real�ty wh�ch �s
embod�ed �n some def�n�te shape. If our representat�on �s �n every
respect to sat�sfy really all that �s �mpl�ed �n th�s cond�t�on �t must be
the exact counterpart of the phenomenal truth of Nature. We have,
however, already drawn attent�on to mater�al po�nts of d�fference
between the truth of Nature and �ts reproduct�on by art wh�ch cannot
be d�sregarded. We may, however, observe that �t �s an almost
un�versal character�st�c of the great masters that they are
consp�cuously true �n the�r del�neat�on and elaborat�on of the broad
facts of Nature. And th�s �s not so much due to a love of �m�tat�on as
�t �s due to the fact that Nature �s not merely �n a general way the
object�ve facts of a heaven and an Earth w�th human�ty suspended,
as �t were, �n a vacuo between them; but rather that the emot�onal
l�fe and act�v�ty of man can only be r�ghtly conce�ved as al�ve and
operat�ve �n a g�ven place w�th all �ts assoc�at�ons of streams, r�vers,
h�lls, mounta�ns, pla�ns, dales, and forests. Take the case, for
example, of Homer, who �s not at all a poet of the p�cturesque �n
natural scenery as we now understand �t; we shall, nevertheless, f�nd
even �n h�m the descr�pt�ons and �nd�cat�ons he g�ves us of actual
places or natural features such as the r�vers Scamander or S�mo�s,
the coast and bays of the sea and so forth correspond w�th such
truth to Nature that geograph�cal �nvest�gators only qu�te recently



have been able to map out the local�ty to wh�ch he refers �n ent�re
accordance w�th h�s descr�pt�ons. The ballad-s�ngers of the M�ddle
Ages present a sord�d[381] contrast to h�m �n th�s respect, no less
than �n the�r power of dep�ct�ng character; the effect of the�r
product�ons e�ther way �s bald, jejune and nebulous. Even �n the
case of the Me�sters�ngers, though they vers�fy old b�bl�cal stor�es
wh�ch they locate �n Jerusalem and elsewhere, �t �s l�ttle more than
the bare names wh�ch we get. In the Book of heroes[382] the effect �s
prec�sely s�m�lar. Otn�th r�des through the p�ne-forest, f�ghts w�th the
dragon, but �t �s no world of men or d�st�nct local�ty we can recogn�ze,
and our �mag�nat�on �s consequently �n th�s respect left w�thout any
support. Even �n the N�belungenl�ed there �s no real �ncrease of local
�nterest. It �s true the names of Worms, the Rh�ne, and the Danube
are ment�oned; but pract�cally all further deta�l �s om�tted and the
result �s as barren as before. And yet �t �s clearly through th�s very
clearness of def�n�t�on that our narrat�on becomes �nd�v�dual and real;
w�thout th�s �t �s a mere abstract�on wh�ch d�rectly g�ves the l�e to the
concrete real�ty �t proposes to present.
(β) In add�t�on to these fundamental requ�rements of clear def�n�t�on
and correspondence w�th the natural facts a certa�n elaborat�on of
deta�l w�ll frequently much ass�st us �n present�ng the external
aspects of a p�cture wh�ch our percept�on or �mag�nat�on can read�ly
se�ze. Unquest�onably, ow�ng to the nature of the part�cular med�um
�n wh�ch the several arts express themselves, there w�ll be a marked
d�fference of range to wh�ch, �n any part�cular case, th�s process may
be carr�ed. If we take the art of sculpture, for example, we shall f�nd
that the repose and un�versal�ty, wh�ch are the fundamental features
of �ts character�zat�on, are less cons�stent w�th th�s elaborat�on of
external deta�l than �s the case �n some other arts. External�ty �s here
ne�ther def�ned as a part�cular place nor a part�cular env�ronment, but
�s ent�rely concentrated upon such deta�ls as drapery, arrangement
of ha�r, dress, weapons of war, mode of seat and the l�ke. Nay more,
the actual def�n�t�on of many f�gures �n ant�que sculpture �s only
obta�ned through an ent�rely convent�onal arrangement of drapery or
ha�r, or other d�st�ngu�sh�ng accessor�es. Th�s �s not, however, the
place to d�scuss further the s�gn�f�cance of the convent�onal. It �s



obv�ously outs�de the sphere of natural fact and rather related to the
cont�ngent; or, to put the matter �n th�s part�cular case more fully, �t �s
the means through wh�ch we arr�ve at that wh�ch �s more un�versal
and pers�stent �n our f�nal art�st�c effect.
As a reverse case to that of sculpture the subject-matter of lyr�cal
poetry �s pre-em�nently man's emot�onal l�fe; for th�s reason �t �s not
so necessary �n th�s type of poetry to lay stress on the deta�l of actual
facts even when reference �s made to the external world. It �s, on the
other hand, part of the funct�on of ep�c poetry to state events as
actual facts, to be prec�se as to the place where act�ons occurred
and �n what manner they were performed; and, �n short, of all types
of poetry �t �s the one to wh�ch the w�dest lat�tude and the closest
accuracy of local deta�l �s most essent�al. And, furthermore, �f we
contrast all the arts together �n th�s respect we shall f�nd that not one
of them �s, by v�rtue of �ts med�um[383], so exclus�vely occup�ed w�th
the deta�l of external Nature as that of pa�nt�ng. At the same t�me we
must add a word that appl�es equally to all of them. Whatever the
def�n�t�on of Nature may be, �t never ought to g�ve the erroneous
�mpress�on of Nature's prose real�ty, that �s to say, as the �mmed�ate
�m�tat�on of such; nor should that fulness of deta�l, wh�ch �s devoted
to the sp�r�tual aspect of �nd�v�dual l�fe and �ts events, be carr�ed by
enthus�asm out of the due relat�on of �ts �mportance to the whole.
And generally we may aff�rm of both that such exclus�ve def�n�t�on
ought not to be all that �s anywhere presented, �nasmuch as
everywhere �n a work of art that wh�ch �s a natural fact should only
rece�ve �ts art�st�c embod�ment �n close relat�on to man's sp�r�tual l�fe.
(γ) We have here struck the very note we w�sh part�cularly to
emphas�ze. We have already remarked that there are two essent�al
cond�t�ons to any effect�ve presentat�on of a real personal�ty; we
must have before us both the reflect�on of the man's �nner l�fe and
the natural env�ronment wh�ch surrounds h�m. And �n order that th�s
external surround�ng appear as one that �s truly h�s own an essent�al
bond of relat�on must be establ�shed between h�m and �t, one wh�ch
to a greater or less degree �s part of h�s own sp�r�tual substance,
where we may, doubtless, cross many traces of cont�ngent matter
and yet f�nd the sp�r�tual bed of th�s nexus st�ll ma�nta�ned.



Throughout the ent�re sp�r�tual apparatus of the heroes of Ep�c
poetry, for example, the�r mode of l�fe, that �s, op�n�ons, emot�ons,
and all that they do we ought to be able to recogn�ze a subtle
homogeneousness, a harmon�ous en rapport, wh�ch fuses the two
aspects of such a l�fe �nto one concordant whole. The Arab �s thus
un�ted w�th Nature, and, �ndeed, apart from h�s sky, h�s stars, h�s
torr�d deserts, h�s tents, h�s camels, and h�s horses �s un�ntell�g�ble.
He �s only truly h�mself and at home under such cond�t�ons. In the
same way the heroes of Oss�an possess �n the h�ghest degree an
�ntense �nward l�fe; but �n the�r very gloom�ness and melancholy they
appear as the genu�ne growth of the�r h�lls of heather, whose th�stles
are swept by the w�nd, of the�r ra�n-clouds, m�sts, mounta�ns, and
dark caves. The phys�ognomy of the cond�t�ons under wh�ch they l�ve
reveals to us as noth�ng else can the secret of that �nner l�fe of
emot�on wh�ch �s l�ved through w�th all �ts sadness, mourn�ng, �ts
pa�ns, �ts battles, and �ts m�st-l�ke appar�t�ons �n such a natural
sett�ng; they are, �n short, ent�rely at home �n �t and �n �t alone.
Such cons�derat�ons supply us w�th ample ground for the statement
we let fall prev�ously unsupported that the subject-matter of h�story
offers unr�valled opportun�t�es for perfect�ng th�s �nt�mate relat�on
between the two aspects of human l�fe we have been d�scuss�ng,
and enabl�ng, us to carry the same d�rectly �nto the m�nutest
part�culars. Very rarely, �ndeed, are we l�kely to f�nd that the
�mag�nat�on can s�mply through �ts own �n�t�at�ve create such a
harmony, although we ought to feel �ts presence throughout,
however l�ttle �t may, �n fact, have produced of the raw mater�al �t
comb�nes �nto art�st�c completeness. No doubt there �s a common
tendency to rate what we fancy �s the free creat�on of �mag�nat�ve
gen�us above the effort of ass�m�lat�ng �n art�st�c form a mater�al
wh�ch �s borrowed; but �t �s for all that qu�te �mposs�ble that the
�mag�nat�on should alone create that harmon�ous entente, the un�ty
of the Ideal requ�res �n the cons�stent and def�ned form wh�ch l�es
before us �n actual ex�stence, where nat�onal tra�ts, to c�te the
examples above, are the ver�table growth of such a harmony.
And here we close our cons�derat�on of the pr�nc�ple accordant w�th
wh�ch we have rendered more clear that aspect of the un�ty of the



�nner l�fe w�th �ts natural env�ronment wh�ch we pos�ted as secret or
potent�al, not at any rate d�rectly due to human act�v�ty.
(b) The second phase of th�s harmon�ous relat�on may be expla�ned
more pos�t�vely, be�ng expressly due to man's own act�v�ty and h�s
adaptat�on of means to ends. For man adapts external objects to h�s
own uses and, by means of the sat�sfact�on wh�ch h�s work suppl�es,
places h�mself �n a harmon�ous relat�on to them. In contrast therefore
to our f�rst �ndef�n�te[384], and, �n fact, ent�rely general type of
harmon�ous assoc�at�on the present one �s d�rectly concerned w�th
what �s part�cular, as exempl�f�ed �n the part�cular needs of man and
the�r sat�sfact�on by h�s convert�ng to h�s use such natural objects as
he may requ�re. The range of h�s wants and the consequent �mpulse
of the�r sat�sfact�on �s of a pract�cally unl�m�ted var�ety; yet �t �s
noth�ng �n compar�son w�th the var�ety of Nature herself.
S�mpl�f�cat�on �s therefore �nseparable from the task whereby, our
human�ty �mposes on the facts of Nature �ts own v�tal purposes, and
�nterpenetrates the external world w�th �ts own vol�t�ons. In th�s way
man's env�ronment �s human�zed; he proves by h�s own acts that �t �s
capable of sat�sfy�ng h�s nature and �s unable to preserve any
predom�nant �ndependence over aga�nst h�m. Here at last, by v�rtue,
that �s, of h�s own product�ve exert�ons, we f�nd h�m no longer �n a
merely general sense of the term, but actually �n every deta�l of h�s
part�cular surround�ngs a real centre of h�s own substance and at
home.
The fundamental concept�on wh�ch �t �s most �mportant to emphas�ze
as that wh�ch affects art throughout �n �ts relat�on to all we have
above cons�dered may be thus stated. If we look closely at the
relat�ve pos�t�on man occup�es �n all the �nf�n�te var�ety of h�s mater�al
wants, des�res, and a�ms, we shall f�nd that �t �s not one merely of
general s�gn�f�cance, but one of actual dependence. The absence of
freedom �mpl�ed �n th�s relat�ve pos�t�on �s antagon�st�c to the Ideal;
and �n order that man may become a su�table object for art, he must
have already released h�mself from the trava�l of th�s enforced
cond�t�on, and thrown off the cha�ns of h�s dependence. Moreover,
th�s act of mutual accommodat�on, when we trace �t to �ts or�g�n, may
str�ke us �n one of two d�fferent ways. E�ther he may conclude that



Nature �n all fr�endl�ness on her own part suppl�es man w�th what he
needs, and so far from throw�ng obstacles �n the path of h�s �nterests
and objects, rather freely g�ves them h�m as one who meets h�m half
way wherever he goes. Or, on the contrary, we shall not fa�l to
observe that our human�ty has wants and des�res, whose �mmed�ate
sat�sfact�on Nature �s qu�te unable to secure. In cases that fall under
the second type �t �s obv�ous that man can only work out the self-
sat�sfact�on v�tal to h�m through h�s own energ�es; he must take
possess�on of that wh�ch Nature possesses, set to r�ghts the defects
wh�ch appear, mod�fy the�r form, remov�ng all that stands �n h�s way
w�th adro�tness; and, �n short, convert Nature's raw mater�al �nto
means through wh�ch he w�ll be able to atta�n all that he proposes.
The relat�on �n wh�ch the un�ty between man and h�s env�ronment w�ll
be most consp�cuous must be sought for �n an example, where there
�s already a real contact between them, where, that �s to say, human
ab�l�ty �s on such good terms w�th the amenab�l�ty of Nature that all
the sever�ty of a confl�ct between them as unreconc�led forces
d�sappears, and we have forthw�th the completed symphony under
our eyes.
For the reasons, then, already advanced the �deal prov�nce of art
must be held secure from the bare necess�t�es of l�fe. Property and
the favour of c�rcumstances, �n so far as they supply a cond�t�on,
under wh�ch poverty and labour van�sh not merely for th�s or that
hour, but for the most part altogether, are for th�s reason, we w�ll not
say �ncompat�ble w�th art, but rather �n full concurrence w�th the
Ideal. Yet �t would only betray a real lack of comprehens�on[385], �f �n
cases where the cond�t�ons of our art compelled us to cons�der the
facts of l�fe �n all the�r mult�fold var�ety, we nevertheless om�tted from
our compos�t�on all reference to the relat�on �n wh�ch human l�fe �s
placed to these very natural constra�nts. It �s true enough that such
are purely f�n�te cond�t�ons; but art �s not therefore able to d�spense
w�th them. They must not, �n fact, even be treated by her as
someth�ng merely bad. It �s rather her funct�on to reconc�le them w�th
the Real �n her embrac�ng un�ty. And �ndeed the f�nest act�ons and
op�n�ons wh�ch she reflects on her m�rror, �f we cons�der the
part�cular form of the determ�nat�on and content alone[386], are



necessar�ly l�m�ted and consequently f�n�te. That I f�nd �t necessary to
prov�de myself w�th nour�shment, food and dr�nk, a house to l�ve �n,
and cloth�ng to wear, seats to s�t upon, and everyth�ng else �nc�dental
to domest�c l�fe �s no doubt an �nev�table concom�tant of the fact that
I l�ve �n the world; but the l�fe that only I myself exper�ence w�th�n me
permeates, th�s external aspect of my l�fe so completely, that men
are fa�n to clothe and arm the very gods themselves, and to p�cture
them under cond�t�ons �nseparable from a var�ety of th�ngs they seek
to possess, and f�nd the�r sat�sfact�on �n obta�n�ng. In short, for art to
be poss�ble, th�s sat�sfact�on of the necess�t�es of l�fe must be
assured to us. Or to take an example where th�s �s not so, there �s
that of adventurous kn�ghts who only secure the�r �mmun�ty from
external hardsh�p through the cont�nued success of the�r enterpr�se,
wh�ch �s therefore �tself but a cont�ngency, �n much the same way as
the prosper�ty of savages �s cont�ngent upon the amen�t�es of Nature.
The cond�t�ons �n both cases are not favourable to Art. Her true Ideal
�s not merely to be found where our human�ty �s barely l�fted above
the most r�gorous cond�t�on of dependence upon the sm�les or
frowns of Nature, but �s most of all at home �n that superflu�ty wh�ch
suffers �t �n conjunct�on w�th Nature's bounty to expat�ate w�th
freedom no less than del�ght.
The above remarks are obv�ously of very general appl�cat�on. Two
cons�derat�ons, however, of a somewhat more restr�cted �nterest may
be deduced from them.
(α) The f�rst of these relates to the k�nd of use to wh�ch mank�nd put
the objects of Nature �n seek�ng for a sat�sfact�on wh�ch �s wholly
aesthet�c, or due to some hab�t of the m�nd. Everyth�ng �n the nature
of ornament and f�nery, or, �n general terms, everyth�ng that men
convert to the�r use for the sake of mere show comes under th�s
head. And the po�nt to wh�ch we draw attent�on �s th�s, that when we
f�nd men thus decorat�ng themselves no less than the�r �mmed�ate
surround�ngs, we ought not so much to conclude that all that they
thus collect together from Nature's most costly and beaut�ful
storehouse, whatever may most attract the�r eyes �n the same—
whether �t be gold, prec�ous stones, pearls, �vory, or prec�ous ra�ment
—that all th�s unr�valled rar�ty and br�ll�ancy, �n short, �s that wh�ch for



�ts own sake, and pr�mar�ly as a product of Nature, �nterests them:
rather the�r �nterest �n �t all �s essent�ally personal as a th�ng su�table
for the houses they l�ve �n, or for that wh�ch they most love and
honour, whether �t be the�r rulers, the�r temples, or the�r gods. A man
selects �n th�s way that wh�ch already appears to h�m as externally
beaut�ful, pure translucent colour, gl�tter of metals, fragrant woods,
marble, and all the rest. Poetry, and part�cularly Or�ental poetry,
makes a w�ll�ng use of such wealth, a fact we may even �llustrate
from such a poem as the N�belungenl�ed: and generally �t �s true
enough that Art �n such matters �s not merely content w�th a general
descr�pt�on of the beauty or value of such f�ne th�ngs; but, where the
art�st�c form and the occas�on allows, w�ll descr�be such works �n all
the deta�l of the�r workmansh�p w�th as royal a bounty as the works
themselves. There was no st�nt of e�ther gold or �vory on the statue
of Pallas at Athens, or that of Zeus at Olymp�a; and the temples of
the anc�ent gods, the churches of Chr�stendom, the p�ctures of
sa�nts, and the palaces of k�ngs, are notable �llustrat�ons among all
nat�ons that possess any of them, to what k�nd of serv�ce splendour
and br�ll�ant show may be devoted; thus have nat�ons �n every age
del�ghted �n see�ng upon the�r gods the v�s�ble presence of the�r own
wealth, prec�sely as they have found del�ght �n the splendour of the�r
pr�nces as a glory they st�ll possessed, though rav�shed from
themselves.
We all know, of course, that type of moral�st who �s only too ready to
d�sturb the v�s�on of such an enjoyment. We shall, no doubt, be
rem�nded how many poor Athen�ans the aeg�s of Pallas could have
suppl�ed w�th a hearty meal, or how many slaves could have thus
been l�berated; and, doubtless, we must adm�t that �n the case of the
anc�ent world, no less than �n days more near to our own wealth, all
that has been lav�shed on temple, clo�ster, or cathedral, or other
objects of publ�c ut�l�ty, has been expended under soc�al cond�t�ons
of the d�rest need to many. Nay, we may carry such melancholy
reflect�ons yet further, and f�nd �n them a condemnat�on not merely of
part�cular works of art, but of Art herself and all that she g�ves us.
What sums of money are �nvolved �n the bu�ld�ng by the State of an
Academy of Arts, or the purchase of anc�ent and modern works of
art, and the appropr�ate embell�shment of publ�c galler�es, theatres,



and museums! But whatever the effect of such reflect�ons may be
upon us, whether eth�cal or otherw�se, such �s, after all, only due to
the fact that we are once more rem�nded of those very constra�nts
and hardsh�ps whose removal �s a v�tal cond�t�on of the appearance
of F�ne Art. The appropr�at�on of a un�que sphere �n �ts l�fe for the
expos�t�on of �ts art�st�c treasures, wh�ch stands safe above the
stress of that real�ty to wh�ch �t contr�butes so largely, can therefore
only redound to the glory and supreme honour of any people.
(β) But, further, mank�nd �s not merely �nterested �n the adornment of
�nd�v�duals and the env�ronment of the�r l�fe, but �s act�vely employed
�n adapt�ng the objects of Nature to �ts pract�cal needs and purposes.
It �s on th�s plane that we come �nto contact for the f�rst t�me w�th all
the labour and struggle wh�ch the dependence of our human�ty upon
the prose of �ts f�n�te l�fe �mpl�es. And the quest�on �nev�tably ar�ses,
how far all that �s �nvolved �n th�s pract�cal effort �s su�table to art�st�c
presentat�on.
(αα) In attempt�ng some answer to th�s problem, we would draw
attent�on to the h�stor�cal fact that the earl�est way �n wh�ch Art
attempted to ban�sh all the prose real�ty of human l�fe was the
concept�on of the well-known golden age or, �f we care to call �t so,
the �dyll�c state. In th�s we have Nature dep�cted as sat�sfy�ng man's
every want w�th no trouble to h�mself: wh�le he, for h�s part, enjoys �n
a state of �nnocence all that mead, wood, flocks, garden, shelter, and
so forth, can supply h�m w�th nour�shment, dwell�ng, and all other
comforts �nc�dental to such a l�fe. Of the pass�ons of amb�t�on or
avar�ce, �ndeed of every �mpulse that may appear to run counter to
the nob�l�ty of man's sp�r�tual nature, we hear no word at all. At f�rst
blush, no doubt, a state of th�s descr�pt�on may str�ke us more or less
as �deal, and certa�n types of art, l�m�ted �n the�r range, may f�nd
def�n�te sat�sfact�on �n present�ng us w�th a p�cture of �t. But we have
only to penetrate further below the surface and we shall qu�ckly have
enough of such a v�s�on. The wr�t�ngs of Gessner are l�ttle read
nowadays, and when we do read them we f�nd �n such l�ttle
sat�sfact�on. The truth �s that a restr�cted state of l�fe, such as the
above descr�bed, presupposes a very elementary stage �n human
development. Manhood wh�ch has atta�ned to any real fulness of



sp�r�tual stature �s moved by �mpulses of loft�er range, and �s not
l�kely to be sat�sf�ed w�th the l�fe wh�ch cl�ngs closest to Nature and
�ts �mmed�ate products. In such �dyll�c poverty of soul no man ought
to l�ve, but rather to accept h�s b�rthr�ght of to�l: that wh�ch h�s sp�r�tual
�mpulse urges h�m forward to, that he must secure through h�s own
act�v�ty. Once regard the matter �n th�s way and these very phys�cal
wants of man w�ll be found to br�ng �nto be�ng a w�de and d�verse
range of act�v�t�es, �mplant�ng �n h�m the consc�ous sense of h�s own
powers, from the heart of wh�ch the profounder �nterests and forces
of h�s l�fe can slowly unravel themselves. But, at the same t�me, �t �s
necessary that here, too, the harmon�ous relat�on between the
outward and �nner l�fe should be ma�nta�ned as the fundamental
pr�nc�ple of art�st�c presentat�on. Few th�ngs are more offens�ve to
our aesthet�c taste than to f�nd �n a work of art the sever�ty of some
phys�cal d�saster portrayed through every deta�l of horror. Dante
flashes on us the starvat�on of Ugol�no �n a few trenchant strokes.
When a Gerstenberg, �n h�s tragedy of Ugol�no, wr�ngs out every
deta�l of the catastrophe to the last drop, tell�ng us prec�sely how f�rst
Ugol�no's two sons, and after them the�r father, were done to death
by starvat�on, we feel at once that the subject, as thus handled, �s
ent�rely at var�ance w�th the pr�nc�ples of f�ne art.
(ββ) We shall, however, f�nd that the cond�t�on of l�fe wh�ch offers the
strongest contrast to that we have descr�bed as the �dyll�c state, we
w�ll call �t the generally c�v�l�zed l�fe[387], presents, though on other
grounds, d�ff�cult�es to an �deal expos�t�on wh�ch are equally ser�ous.
In a Culture-State the complexus of soc�al wants and labour, of
�nterests and all that may go to sat�sfy�ng the same, �s throughout
and �n all �ts comprehens�veness completely evolved. Every
�nd�v�dual here �s �mmersed �n an �nf�n�te network of relat�ons w�th
other un�ts of the whole, and w�th so much loss to h�s complete
�ndependence. What he h�mself requ�res for h�mself �s e�ther noth�ng
at all, or only, �n a qu�te �ns�gn�f�cant fract�on of �t, the result of h�s
own labour: add to th�s the tendency of all a man's normal act�v�t�es
�s to become more and more mechan�cal. We f�nd, too, at the heart
of th�s �ndustr�al development and the �nterchange of employment
and reject�on of human labour wh�ch �t �mpl�es, on the one hand the



most ruthless cond�t�ons of poverty, and on the other a class wh�ch,
ra�sed as �t �s above the bare necess�t�es of ex�stence, stands out �n
rel�ef as wealthy, ent�rely released from all to�l for the sake of a
subs�stence, able at any rate to devote �nd�v�dual attent�on to the
f�ner �nterests of l�fe and �ts pathet�c contrasts. No doubt the
possess�on of such a superflu�ty may create an �mpress�on as
though for the favoured few the constant recurrence of a pos�t�on of
dependence had passed away, and a man �s just so much the more
released from the acc�dents �nc�dental to property because h�s hands
are at length free from the gr�me wh�ch so�ls them �n secur�ng �t. But
such a consolatory reflect�on w�ll never make a man thoroughly at
home �n all that �mmed�ately surrounds h�m �n the real sense that
such �s the garland of h�s own labour. For he �s the centre of that to
the upra�s�ng of wh�ch he has not h�mself been �nstrumental; �t has
come there out of that prov�s�on store wh�ch was already full w�thout
h�m, wh�ch qu�te other persons and for the most part �n a qu�te
mechan�cal and, therefore, formal way have prov�ded, and to wh�ch
he �s only �ntroduced after a long ser�es of effort and struggle wholly
strange to h�mself.
(γγ) We are consequently led to the conclus�on that �t �s rather a th�rd
type of human soc�ety, a soc�ety wh�ch we may place halfway
between the �dyll�c golden age and the burgher State �n �ts fully
developed �ndustr�al form, wh�ch �s most f�tted to be the subject
matter of �deal art. We have already analysed th�s state of soc�ety �n
another connect�on under the descr�pt�on of the hero�c and pre-
em�nently �deal world-cond�t�on. The hero�c age �s no longer
restr�cted to that �dyll�c garden of sp�r�tual attenuat�on, but �ncludes
w�th�n �ts borders pass�ons and a�ms of deeper moment; and yet
w�thal that wh�ch �n the c�rcle of the �nd�v�dual l�fe touches closest the
sat�sfact�on of each man's �mmed�ate wants �s st�ll the ent�re product
of h�s own act�v�ty.
Moreover, the means of nour�shment such as honey, m�lk, and w�ne
are less complex and consequently lend themselves more read�ly to
�deal treatment[388]. A d�et wh�ch �ncludes coffee, brandy, and such
l�ke luxur�es �s assoc�ated �n our m�nds w�th countless �ndustr�es
wh�ch are necessary to the�r preparat�on. Our heroes, on the



contrary, k�ll and roast the�r own food, break �n the�r own chargers,
are the makers to a cons�derable extent of all the�r household gods;
ploughs, armour for defence, sh�elds, coats of ma�l, swords, spears,
all are e�ther the work of the possessor, or are made d�rectly under
h�s superv�s�on. In a cond�t�on of l�fe of th�s k�nd a man necessar�ly
feels that �n all the th�ngs he makes use of, and �n all that enc�rcles
h�m, he �s �n touch w�th someth�ng produced by h�mself; that �n
contact w�th external objects he �s �n contact w�th h�s own substance
rather than w�th objects wh�ch emanate from a world strange to
h�mself and outs�de that �n wh�ch he �s h�mself master. It �s, of
course, assumed that all the energy he expends upon work�ng up
the mater�al �nto forms adapted for h�s use �s not so much
troublesome labour, but a work wh�ch, through the sat�sfact�on �t
br�ngs h�m, falls easy from h�s shoulders, a work, �n short, wh�ch he
can carry over every obstacle to success.
We f�nd a soc�ety of th�s type �n Homer. Agamemnon's sceptre �s a
fam�ly staff wh�ch h�s ancestor h�mself shaped from the block and left
as an he�rloom to h�s descendants. Odysseus put together w�th h�s
own hands the m�ghty bed he shared w�th Penelope; and �f the
famous weapons of Ach�lles are no work of h�s own we only f�nd the
var�ous and �nterfused array of h�s own act�v�t�es abated that a god,
Hephaestus h�mself, may prov�de them at the request of h�s mother
Thet�s. In a word, we meet everywhere the youthful del�ght �n novel
d�scovery, the freshness of personal possess�on, the v�ctor�ous
sense of enjoyment. Everyth�ng �s �n �ts place and at home, �n
everyth�ng a man d�scovers the energy of h�s own s�new, the
adro�tness of h�s own hand, the cunn�ng of h�s own sp�r�t, or
somewhat that follows from h�s own courage and bravery. In th�s
way, and by th�s alone, the �nstruments wh�ch sat�sfy our human
sense are not as yet relegated to a merely external relat�on, but men
have before them the l�v�ng process of the �nstruments themselves,
the v�tal consc�ousness of the human worth they attach to them; and
they f�nd �t there �nasmuch as for them they are not mere l�feless
th�ngs or th�ngs wh�ch hab�t has made l�feless, but creat�ons
�mpregnated w�th the�r own energ�es. And for the same reason we
f�nd here an �dyll�c cond�t�on of th�ngs, �t �s true, but not �n that
restr�cted sense of the term that the Earth and her streams, seas,



forests, and cattle supply to mank�nd the�r susta�n�ng substance,
wh�le man h�mself �s only v�s�ble to us as a pass�ve creature l�m�ted
by the act�ve powers wh�ch support h�m and the�r enjoyment. Rather
we already see w�th�n th�s morn�ng-t�me of human l�fe deep �nterests
at work, �n relat�on to wh�ch the great world �tself �s but a subord�nate
realm, the ground and the �nstrument for br�ng�ng �nto be�ng the
h�gher a�ms wh�ch are present, as a ground and env�ronment,
however, over wh�ch that harmon�ous concord, yet w�thal
�ndependence, of both s�des of our human world preva�ls; and wh�ch
does preva�l �n the s�ght of all for th�s reason that everyth�ng there
ex�sts as the product and for the use of human l�fe, �s at the same
t�me the creat�on and enjoyment of the man who creates and enjoys
�ts use[389].
To apply such a mode of art�st�c presentat�on to mater�al borrowed
from more recent t�mes, whose completed culture offers the
strongest contrast to the hero�c age above-ment�oned, �s always
beset w�th extreme d�ff�culty and l�able to fa�lure. Yet for all that
Goethe �n h�s "Hermann and Dorothea" has furn�shed us �n th�s
respect w�th an adm�rable masterp�ece. Here an attempt w�ll only be
made to eluc�date a few s�gn�f�cant po�nts by contrast�ng the same
w�th a compos�t�on of s�m�lar type. Voss, �n h�s famous romance
"Lou�se," had dep�cted on much the same �dyll�c l�nes our human l�fe
and act�v�ty �n a qu�et c�rcle of narrow range, �f also marked w�th
�ndependent character�st�cs of �ts own. The country parson, the
tobacco-p�pe, the dress�ng-gown, the garden-bench, and f�nally our
coffee-pot, have all of them here �mportant parts to play. Coffee and
sugar are, however, products, wh�ch are really here out of place;
they belong to an ent�rely d�fferent world[390] throughout assoc�ated
w�th all the var�ed ram�f�cat�ons of commerc�al and text�le �ndustr�es.
Th�s c�rcle of country l�fe �s consequently not self-�nclus�ve. In the
beaut�ful p�cture of "Hermann and Dorothea" we are, on the contrary,
under no necess�ty to demand such a cons�stency. As we already
have po�nted out �n another connect�on, we f�nd �nterwoven w�th the
ma�n threads of th�s poem, wh�ch �s, no doubt, �n �ts preva�l�ng
atmosphere ent�rely �dyll�c, the great pol�t�cal �nterests of the t�me,
the struggles of the French Revolut�on, the defence of the



Fatherland, asserted �n a worthy way no less than w�th dec�s�on. The
more l�m�ted scope of fam�ly l�fe �n a l�ttle country town �s not so
presented us as a whole wh�ch can even poss�bly rema�n �n total
�gnorance of that m�ghty wave of the great world under stress of a
real cataclysm of events, wh�ch �s the v�ew we are g�ven of the
pastor �n the "Lou�se" of Voss. In Goethe's poem we have, on the
contrary, by means of the �nterfus�on of these great world-
movements, w�th�n wh�ch the �dyll�c characters and events are
portrayed, the p�cture of a l�fe w�th a typ�cal character of �ts own set
�n the frame of a world of more s�gn�f�cant content; and the
apothecary, who �s here presented as the out-and-out Ph�l�st�ne, and
who merely l�ves w�th�n the more narrow borders of that country l�fe's
surround�ngs, affected by that only, �s excellently sketched for us w�th
the good heart, but at the same t�me peev�sh �solat�on, wh�ch we f�nd
so natural. Add to th�s, �n that wh�ch most closely touches the l�fe of
the characters thus portrayed, we f�nd a part�cular emphas�s la�d on
the fundamental aspect of th�s �dyll�c l�fe as prev�ously �nd�cated �n
our former d�scuss�on of �t. To ment�on one po�nt only, we may
observe that the host does not by any means dr�nk coffee w�th h�s
guests, the parson and the apothecary; on the contrary, to c�te a l�ne
or two:

Carefully brought �n the mother the sparkl�ng and glor�ous red-
w�ne,

Poured �n the clear-cut glasses, w�th r�mlets all pol�shed of
pewter,

Brought �n the green-coloured rummers, those goblets most f�t
for the

Rh�ne-w�ne.
They dr�nk �n the fresh a�r what has been grown at home, of the '83
v�ntage, and w�thal �n glasses that, as home-made, are just the r�ght
ones for Rh�ne-w�ne. A few l�nes further on our fancy �s yet further
k�ndled w�th the "streams of the Rh�ne r�ver and �ts dearly-loved
banks," and we are even �ntroduced to the v�neyard of the host
beh�nd the house �tself; and, �n short, there �s noth�ng to arrest our
attent�on outs�de the typ�cal c�rcle of a self-contented l�fe wh�ch of �ts
own bounty prov�des for �ts wants.



(c) In add�t�on to both these types of human env�ronment we must
ment�on yet another �n close assoc�at�on w�th wh�ch we all
necessar�ly l�ve. It �s no other than the un�versally preva�l�ng sp�r�tual
surround�ngs of our l�fe whether they be rel�g�ous, legal, or moral, the
organ�zat�on of the State, that �s to say, the const�tut�on of the
government, the jud�c�al �nst�tut�ons, the fam�ly, the �nst�tut�ons of
both publ�c and pr�vate l�fe, and all other soc�al relat�ons. For the
�deal character �s not merely to be portrayed �n �ts relat�on to all that
sat�sf�es mater�al wants, but as �tself a focus of sp�r�tual �nterests. It �s
certa�nly true that all that �s truly substant�ve, d�v�ne, and essent�ally
necessary �n all these relat�ons �s fundamentally an env�sagement of
one real�ty. In the object�ve world, however, the forms under wh�ch
th�s real�ty �s man�fested are var�ous, and they are, one and all,
�nvolved �n that wh�ch �s wholly cont�ngent �n part�cular examples,
and the convent�onal usages wh�ch are only val�d for def�n�te per�ods
of t�me and d�st�nct nat�ons. In th�s var�ety of form all the �nterests of
men's sp�r�tual l�fe rece�ve an external embod�ment of real�ty, w�th
wh�ch every man �s confronted �n the customs, usages, and hab�ts of
soc�ety. Every man thereby, �n add�t�on to possess�ng a self-exclus�ve
�nd�v�dual�ty of h�s own, becomes, �n v�rtue of h�s assoc�at�on w�th
such sp�r�tual real�t�es, even more a member of a whole cognate w�th
and v�tal to h�mself than as a un�t of that external world of Nature
w�th wh�ch he �s s�m�larly conjo�ned. Speak�ng generally, we may
attach to th�s sp�r�tual assoc�at�on, of human l�fe very much the same
terms and s�gn�f�cance we have already d�scussed �n the forego�ng
sect�ons; consequently we w�ll for the present pass over the more
deta�led cons�derat�on of �t, whose most �mportant features w�ll apply
more str�ctly to another aspect of our �nqu�ry, and w�ll then be more
appropr�ately d�scussed.
3. THE EXTERNALITY OF THE IDEAL WORK OF ART IN ITS
RELATION TO A PUBLIC
It �s therefore necessary that art, as the representat�on of the Ideal,
must embody th�s Ideal �n all the relat�ons to external real�ty we have
above descr�bed, and thereby assoc�ate the �nward possess�ons of
character w�th the object�ve world. A work of art, however much �n
form �t may be a self-�nclud�ng and harmon�ous world by �tself, ex�sts



none the less as such an object, both real and part�cular, not for �tself
but for such as behold and enjoy �t, that �s the Publ�c. Actors, for
example, �n the representat�on they g�ve us of a part�cular drama do
not merely enter �nto converse w�th one another, but appeal d�rectly
to ourselves, the�r aud�ence; and �t �s equally �mportant that they
make themselves �ntell�g�ble under both these aspects. Every work
of art �s �n fact a d�rect appeal to the �ntell�gence of everyone who
confronts �t. Now �t �s �ndeed true that the real Ideal, as env�saged for
us �n the un�versal �nterests and pass�ons of �ts gods and men, �s so
far �ntell�g�ble to everyone as �t g�ves us a v�ew of �ts characters
w�th�n some typ�cal external world of customs, usages, and
everyth�ng else that character�st�cally d�st�ngu�shes �t. But the
cond�t�on of art we have above formulated makes �t further
necessary that th�s element of external real�ty �s not merely one w�th
wh�ch the characters thereby represented are harmon�ously
assoc�ated, but must be also one w�th�n wh�ch we ourselves to whom
the work �s addressed feel equally at home. The appropr�ateness of
the external env�ronment to the characters enfolded w�th�n �t must
apply w�th equal force to our own att�tude of m�nd �n regard�ng both.
But �t so happens that from whatever per�od of the world's h�story the
subject-matter of a work of art may be borrowed �t w�ll be sure to
conta�n essent�al features, wh�ch are qu�te d�st�nct from those wh�ch
spec�f�cally determ�ne other nat�ons and per�ods. In other words
art�sts of every descr�pt�on, whether they be poets, pa�nters,
sculptors, or mus�c�ans, select subject-matter from the Past, wh�ch �n
the�r part�cular state of culture and �ntell�gence, eth�cal customs,
usages, and the form of the�r government, d�ffer from the c�v�l�zat�on
of the t�mes they l�ve �n. Moreover, as we have already observed,
th�s return upon the Past possesses the cons�derable advantage that
�n hav�ng thus recourse to memory �nstead of be�ng face to face w�th
all the facts of the present, there �s an apprec�able d�m�nut�on of the
mater�al from wh�ch the art�st selects h�s subject, and th�s he cannot
read�ly d�spense w�th. At the same t�me the art�st belongs only to h�s
own century, and �t �s �n the eth�cal customs, modes of concept�on,
and generally the �ntellectual outlook of that he l�ves. The Homer�c
poems Homer, to take h�m for once as the �nd�v�dual creator of both
"Il�ad" and "Odyssey," may have actually l�ved through or he may not;



but �n any case they are at least four hundred years later[391] than
the t�me of the Trojan war; and further a per�od tw�ce as long
separates the great Greek traged�ans from the days of the anc�ent
heroes, who, as translated �nto the atmosphere of the�r own t�me,
form the subject-matter of the�r poetry. It �s just the same �n the case
of the N�ebelungenl�ed and the art�st who f�nally fused together the
var�ous saga wh�ch that poem conta�ns �nto one homogeneous work.
We may no doubt adm�t that the art�st f�nds h�mself ent�rely on
congen�al ground when deal�ng w�th everyth�ng truly pathet�c, e�ther
�n the h�story of gods or men; but the external and actual cond�t�ons
of that anc�ent world, whose characters and act�ons he endeavours
to portray, have altered �n essent�al features and become
consequently strange to h�m. And further than th�s a poet creates for
the sake of a Publ�c, and pr�mar�ly for h�s own nat�on and h�s t�me,
both of wh�ch should be able to enter �nto such a work of art w�th
�ntell�gence, and feel at home �n �t. The most genu�ne works of art no
doubt assert a further cla�m to �mmortal�ty, a hope that they may
cont�nue to be a source of del�ght to all t�mes and nat�ons. But even
�n the case of works of the h�ghest class �t �s none the less true that
nat�ons and t�mes s�tuated far away from those wh�ch produced them
can only fully apprehend them w�th the ass�stance of an extens�ve
apparatus of geograph�cal, h�stor�cal, and �t may be even
ph�losoph�cal knowledge and the results of much cr�t�cal
�nvest�gat�on.
Bear�ng �n m�nd these fundamental, and to some extent �ncompat�ble
d�fferences wh�ch character�ze the var�ous po�nts of v�ew from wh�ch
a work of art must be regarded, the quest�on ar�ses what k�nd of form
relat�vely to �ts external framework of local�ty, custom, usage, and
generally any and every cond�t�on of rel�g�ous, pol�t�cal or eth�cal
s�gn�f�cance a part�cular work of art should rece�ve. Should an art�st
suffer h�s own t�mes to pass from h�s m�nd altogether, and attempt
only to secure the substant�al appearance of the Past and what
actually then ex�sted, so that h�s work become s�mply a true portrayal
of that; or �s he not merely just�f�ed, but rather under an obl�gat�on, to
pay an exclus�ve attent�on to h�s own nat�on and the l�fe around h�m,
elaborat�ng h�s work w�th express regard to the pr�nc�ple that �t



should stand �n harmon�ous relat�on to h�s own t�mes? Or, to put the
same th�ng �n rather more techn�cal language, we may propound the
problem thus: Is the subject-matter of a work of art to be object�vely
val�d �n �ts content as one ent�rely appropr�ate h�stor�cally cons�dered,
or should such matter be treated subject�vely, that �s, �n complete
subord�nat�on to the art�st's personal standpo�nt relat�vely to the
culture and soc�al cond�t�ons of h�s own t�me? We would rather
observe that both these pos�t�ons, �f thus pressed unduly, land us �n
extreme conclus�ons equally false; and we propose now to exam�ne
them br�efly that we may by the�r means eluc�date a more
sat�sfactory theory.



And we would cons�der three fundamental aspects wh�ch th�s
problem suggests. We w�ll f�rst exam�ne what �s �mpl�ed �n the above
subject�ve assert�on of the part�cular culture of the art�st's own t�me;
secondly, there �s the quest�on what may be regarded as exclus�vely
and object�vely true when we refer to the Past; th�rdly, we have to
cons�der what may st�ll be object�vely val�d �n the true sense, though
we st�ll have a representat�on and appropr�at�on of mater�al borrowed
from a t�me and nat�onal�ty fore�gn to that of the art�sts.
(a) Now to start w�th, �f we cons�der th�s purely subject�ve assert�on, �t
�s obv�ous that when we press the pos�t�on closely we are f�nally
dr�ven to exclude the object�ve embod�ment of the Past altogether,
and to ma�nta�n that art�st�c representat�on �s exclus�vely concerned
w�th the appearance of present t�mes.
(α) Such a result may be doubtless, under one aspect of �t,
presented by mere �gnorance of the Past. It �s, then, rather the result
of a naïveté, wh�ch �s unable to feel the contrad�ct�on between the
object �tself and the representat�on g�ven, or at least fa�ls to br�ng the
same to consc�ousness. Such a form of art�st�c presentat�on �s
therefore fundamentally due to lack of suff�c�ent culture. We could
hardly w�sh for a more v�v�d �llustrat�on of th�s than we f�nd �n the
naïve product�ons of Hans Sachs, who has, no doubt w�th a v�v�d
freshness of �mag�nat�ve v�gour and sp�r�t, as we may truly say,
domest�cated among us[392] our dear Lord and Father God no less
than Adam, Eve, and the rest of the patr�archs. Here, for example,
God the Father �s portrayed as teach�ng a school �n wh�ch Ca�n,
Abel, and the rest of Adam's ch�ldren—are the pup�ls, prec�sely as
any pedagogue of the t�me m�ght have done. He catech�zes them
upon the ten commandments and the Lord's Prayer. Abel knows h�s
lesson as a p�ous and good boy ought to. Ca�n on the contrary
behaves and repl�es to h�s teachers as only naughty and w�cked
boys would th�nk of do�ng; and when �t �s h�s turn to repeat the
commandments turns them �ns�de out: thou shalt steal, thou shalt not
honour thy father and mother, and so forth. A representat�on of much
the same crude s�mpl�c�ty hav�ng for �ts subject the tale of our Lord's
Pass�on used to be carr�ed out �n South Germany, was then made
�llegal, and has s�nce once more been resusc�tated. In th�s P�late �s



portrayed �n the character of an �nsolent, rough, and arrogant off�c�al,
the common sold�ers much �n the same fam�l�ar way our own m�ght,
offer Chr�st surrept�t�ously a p�nch of tobacco; he d�sda�ns �t, and they
flatten �t out on h�s nose. Vulgar�ty f�nds all the more jest �n such an
�nc�dent for the reason that �t wholly conforms to �ts not�ons of p�ety
and reverence, �ndeed calls up such feel�ngs all the more read�ly
through �ts �mmed�ate reference to that wh�ch �t f�nds �n �ts own world,
thereby mak�ng more v�v�d �ts own sense of devot�onal fervour. No
doubt there �s a certa�n just�f�cat�on for th�s mode of translat�ng, so to
speak, the appearance and form of object�ve h�story �nto modern
equ�valents, such as we have found �n our l�terature; and we may
even attach a k�nd of greatness to the courage of Hans Sachs �n
mak�ng h�mself so fam�l�ar w�th God Alm�ghty, and those old rel�g�ous
�deas that w�thout the least vest�ge of �mp�ety he could r�vet them
deep w�th�n the cond�t�ons of our most commonplace l�fe. At the
same t�me such an attempt �s none the less a rude �ntrus�on upon
our feel�ngs, and �nd�cates lack of cult�vat�on, �nasmuch as �t not
merely d�sallows to the object �tself a r�ght to assert �tself as �t really
�s, but forces upon �t a mode of appearance so d�rectly contrary to
that wh�ch �t possesses, that the result can only �mpress us as an
emphat�c car�cature.
(β) As an ant�thes�s to the above type of subject�v�ty we f�nd another
equally supreme assert�ng �tself out of sheer pr�de �n �ts own culture
under the bel�ef that the v�ews pecul�ar to �ts own t�mes, �ts eth�cal
customs, and soc�al convent�ons are those alone worth preservat�on
or acceptance. Ow�ng to a b�as of th�s k�nd �t �s qu�te unable to enjoy
the content of a work of art unt�l such a form of culture preva�ls �n �t.
An �llustrat�on of th�s latter type �s the so-called class�cal good taste
of the French school. Everyth�ng that �s here attempted must
forthw�th be French�f�ed, and all that �t presents under the form of any
other nat�onal�ty and more part�cularly w�th any reference to the
M�ddle Ages �s voted �ncorrect and barbarous and �s cast on one
s�de w�th absolute contempt. Volta�re expressed anyth�ng but the
truth when he sa�d that the French have �mproved the works of the
anc�ent world. What they have done �s to nat�onal�ze them; and by
th�s process of recast�ng have corrupted them w�th every k�nd of
fore�gn and angular qual�ty of the�r own that such a taste as the�rs



could develop to any extent, requ�r�ng as �t d�d throughout a culture
absolutely based on court et�quette, and a conform�ty to convent�onal
rule and general�zat�on �n both the mean�ng and mode of any
dramat�c work. Indeed, we shall f�nd the tra�l of th�s abstract�on of a
superf�ne culture v�s�ble �n the very d�ct�on of the�r poetry. Not a poet
among them dare venture to use the word cochon, or add the�r own
nomenclature to spoons, forks, and a thousand other s�mple objects.
Consequently we have roundabout def�n�t�ons and c�rcumlocut�ons.
We cannot have our spoons and forks; we get �nstead an �nstrument
of the hand wh�ch conveys our v�ctuals �n a l�qu�d or ar�d state to the
mouth; and th�s by no means stands alone. And w�th all �ts
ref�nement the�r taste �s vulgar to a degree; for the s�mple truth �s that
genu�ne art, so far from plan�ng away and pol�sh�ng �ts content to one
flat and unruffled surface of general�t�es, �s most of all anx�ous to set
�n full rel�ef all that makes toward the well-def�ned character�zat�on of
l�fe. It �s on account of th�s very taste that the French can make less
of Shakespeare than any other poet. And when they have attempted
to work h�m up to the�r graces they have cl�pped off from h�m
prec�sely that port�on wh�ch we Germans f�nd nearest to our hearts.
For the same reason Volta�re makes merry over P�ndar because he
has made the remark, ἄριστον μὲν ὕδωρ.[393] And, consequently, �n
the�r works of art they f�nd �t necessary to make Ch�nese, Amer�cans,
or the heroes of Greek or Roman ant�qu�ty all speak �n one tongue
and �n one manner—that of the�r French court. Ach�lles, for �nstance,
�n the "Iph�gen�e en Aul�de"[394] �s noth�ng more or less than a
French pr�nce; and �f we had no name to help us no one could
conce�vably d�scover one part�cle of Ach�lles �n h�m. It �s true that �n
the theatr�cal representat�on of th�s drama he was hab�ted as a
Greek, appeared at least �n helmet and coat of ma�l; but at the same
t�me h�s ha�r was curled and powdered, w�th broad h�ps through
poschen[395], w�th red claws worked on shoes fastened on the foot
w�th coloured r�bbons; and what �s more, the "Esther" of Rac�ne was
expressly popular �n the t�me of Lou�s XIV, for the part�cular reason
that Ahasuerus, on h�s f�rst entrance on the stage, cop�ed the
appearance of Lou�s XIV h�mself, when he entered the great hall of
aud�ence. No doubt, �n th�s transcr�pt, there was a cons�derable
adm�xture of the or�ental luxur�ance; but a Ahasuerus he was none



the less fully powdered and wear�ng the royal mantle of erm�ne, and
followed by a complete ret�nue of curled and powdered chamberla�ns
got up thoroughly en hab�t frança�s w�th the�r w�gs, the�r feathered
caps under arm, the�r vests and hoses of drap d'or, w�th the�r s�lk
stock�ngs and red buckles on the�r shoes. All that the court and a
select c�rcle of the pr�v�leged few were only perm�tted to see de facto
was here open to all classes al�ke—the entrée of the k�ng paraded �n
the poet's verses. The wr�t�ng of h�story �n France �s not unfrequently
conducted on very much the same pr�nc�ple. That �s to say, h�story
�tself and the real objects of h�story are not the ma�n purpose of the
h�stor�an, whose �nterest �s rather concentrated e�ther on g�v�ng the
government �n vogue a lesson or teach�ng others how they ought to
detest �t. And �n the same way there are a host of dramas wh�ch,
e�ther expressly throughout the�r ent�re content or �n pass�ng
ep�sodes, d�vert the attent�on to the events of the day; or, �f passages
occur �n p�eces wh�ch refer to former t�mes present�ng anyth�ng
wh�ch may bear on matters of contemporary �nterest, the parallel or
the contrast �s del�berately emphas�zed w�th every express�on of
enthus�asm.
(γ) A th�rd type of th�s personal treatment by the art�st of h�s subject-
matter may be suff�c�ently descr�bed as the separat�on of the same
from all genu�ne art�st�c form whether �t be character�st�c of past or
present works of art, a mode of product�on �n fact wh�ch s�mply
presents us w�th the ent�rely evanescent colour of "the man �n the
street" �n h�s ord�nary everyday act�on and vocat�on w�thout add�ng
aught to the same. In other words we may descr�be �t as the bare
counterpart of what the man of commonsense �s consc�ous �n the
prosa�c facts of l�fe, that and noth�ng more. In such an atmosphere of
prose no doubt everyone f�nds h�mself at home read�ly enough; or
rather, he w�ll only not f�nd h�mself at home who takes up such a
work w�th some def�n�te concept�on of that wh�ch the very cond�t�ons
of a work of art demand, and consequently �s aware that �t �s
prec�sely from th�s type of handl�ng that Art undertakes to l�berate us.
Kotzebue, �n h�s day, obta�ned all h�s popular effects through
compos�t�ons of th�s k�nd, wh�ch a�med at noth�ng else but lett�ng the
general publ�c both see and hear l�fe's troubles and vexat�ons, the
pocket�ng of s�lver spoons, the r�sk�ng of the p�llory, or, to take



part�cular characters, parsons, chamberla�ns, ens�gn-bearers,
secretar�es, and cavalry-majors, �n the�r naked colours. Everyone
m�ght here recogn�ze h�s own household, or, at least, that of some
relat�on or fr�end, m�ght see at a glance where �n h�s own prec�ous
c�rcumstances and a�ms of l�fe the shoe p�nched. An or�g�nal�ty of th�s
sort necessar�ly fa�ls to st�r any real sense or �dea of that wh�ch �s the
v�tal content of a work of art, however much �t may awake an �nterest
for �ts product�ons �n hearts that are wont to ask for so l�ttle and are
so ready to put up w�th the commonplaces of so-called eth�cal
reflect�ons. We may conclude, then, that the art�st�c presentat�on of
the facts of external real�ty under any one of these three types just
exam�ned �s subject�ve �n a one-s�ded way, that �s to say, �t wholly
fa�ls to present us w�th any adequate form of that object�ve world as
�t really ex�sts.
(b) We next propose to exam�ne a mode of presentat�on the reverse
of the above, one wh�ch endeavours to restore us the characters and
events of the past so far as may be w�th every local deta�l of the�r
former env�ronment no less than any and every eth�cal or other
part�cular character�st�c wh�ch formerly d�st�ngu�shed them. We
Germans have part�cularly come to the front �n th�s class of work. As
a rule we are, �n str�k�ng contrast to the French, the most pa�nstak�ng
recorders of all that �s pecul�ar �n nat�ons other than our own, and
consequently make f�del�ty to the character�st�c usages, dress,
weapons, and all such ant�quar�an deta�l appropr�ate to part�cular
epochs and local�t�es a f�rst requ�s�te of our art. Add to th�s we have
the necessary pat�ence to put ourselves to no end of trouble �n the
way of hard study �n order that we may thoroughly enter �nto the
modes of thought and percept�on wh�ch belong to fore�gn nat�ons
and centur�es d�stant from our own, and make ourselves thoroughly
conversant w�th all the�r pecul�ar�t�es. Th�s power of look�ng at facts
from many and d�verse po�nts of v�ew �n order to both apprehend and
comprehend the sp�r�t of every k�nd of nat�onal ex�stence makes us
not merely tolerant �n our art towards all that str�kes us as
except�onally strange �n fore�gn customs, but clamorous even to a
pa�nful degree �n our �ns�stence that we have before us accurate
correspondence w�th object�ve truth down to the most �ns�gn�f�cant
deta�l. The French are, no doubt, full of resource and energet�c, but,



however h�ghly educated and pract�cal men they may be, such
qual�t�es do not �ncrease, but rather d�m�n�sh the pat�ence wh�ch they
possess for qu�et and exhaust�ve study. Cr�t�c�sm �s always of f�rst
�mportance w�th them. We Germans, on the contrary, are by nature
�ncl�ned to accept any p�cture of real truth for what �t �s, and
part�cularly th�s �s so w�th fore�gn works of art. From whatever part of
Nature's storehouse such may come, whether �t �s plants or other
creat�ons of fore�gn growth, �mplements of any k�nd or form, dogs
and cats, even absurd�t�es, we accept them all gen�ally; and the
result of th�s �s we are able to be on excellent terms w�th modes of
thought the most removed from our own, ay, sacr�f�c�al customs,
legends of the sa�nts and all the extraord�nary foll�es that go w�th
them, to say noth�ng of a host of other marvels equally surpr�s�ng.
And for the same reasons �t only appears essent�ally rat�onal that �n
attempt�ng to represent characters �n act�on we should make the�r
conversat�on and pursu�ts conformable to the�r own substance, that
�s to say, �n str�ct accord w�th the t�mes when they l�ved and the�r own
nat�onal character�st�cs, whether regarded �nd�v�dually or �n
assoc�at�on w�th each other.
Th�s fundamental �dea that the object�ve truth of a work of art �s
establ�shed by v�rtue of the type of h�stor�cal accuracy above
descr�bed has obta�ned currency �n comparat�vely recent t�mes,
ma�nly, that �s to say, s�nce the l�terary work of Freder�ck von
Schlegel. From that t�me the �mportance of a f�rst pr�nc�ple �n l�terary
cr�t�c�sm has attached to �t; and further than th�s, �t �s asserted that
our purely personal �nterest should above all restr�ct �tself to the
enjoyment we may der�ve from h�stor�cal accuracy of th�s k�nd and
the l�fe �t thus reproduces. Once accept these hard and fast rules
and the conclus�on �s obv�ous that we are allowed no add�t�onal
�nterest of any super�or qual�ty wh�ch an enqu�ry �nto the essent�al
s�gn�f�cance of any art�st�c content may or may not prov�de for us any
more than we are perm�tted to der�ve any �nterest more v�tal to
ourselves from aspects of such a work d�rectly assoc�ated w�th the
culture and a�ms of our own t�mes. It �s much on these l�nes that we
f�nd also �n Germany, where the enthus�asm of Herder �n th�s
d�rect�on started a closer attent�on on all s�des to the "Volksl�ed," a
poet�c �nundat�on of nat�onal folk-songs �m�tat�ng nat�ve tones of



every sort of nat�onal�ty whether �t be the Iroquo�s, latter-day Greek,
Lap, Turk, Tartar, Mongol, and many another; and, of course, �t �s
assumed to be �nd�cat�ve of noth�ng less than f�rst-rate gen�us[396] to
possess the power of thus d�v�ng �nto the ways and �deas of other
folk, and convert�ng all we d�scover �nto poetry. At the same t�me �t �s
clear that however completely your poet may work h�s way �nto and
emot�onally real�ze all th�s strange k�nd of world, �t rema�ns and must
cont�nue to rema�n for that publ�c to whose enjoyment these songs
are addressed as someth�ng very much aloof from �t.
The truth �s that such a theory, �f pressed to �ts abstract log�cal
conclus�on, l�m�ts �ts boundar�es solely to the truth of h�story �n �ts
formal accuracy, and by do�ng so neglects all cons�derat�on of the
nature of Art's content and quest�ons relat�ve to �ts essent�al
s�gn�f�cance, just as �t d�sregards every aspect of �t �n wh�ch the
culture and resources of modern thought and contemporary l�fe are
asserted. But �t �s as �mposs�ble to detach ourselves from the truth
�mpl�ed �n th�s theory as �t �s from equally �mportant truths wh�ch �t
neglects; all equally cla�m sat�sfact�on, and �mperat�vely force upon
us the necess�ty of f�nd�ng a further solut�on �n wh�ch the cla�ms of
h�stor�cal truth may be reconc�led w�th these r�val aspects of truth �n a
very d�fferent way to that just exam�ned. And th�s br�ngs us to the
th�rd quest�on we proposed as to the nature of that object�v�ty and
subject�v�ty wh�ch can be fully susta�ned together as the real�ty to
wh�ch a genu�ne work of art conforms.
(c) The po�nt of essent�al �mportance wh�ch we should before all
others w�sh to emphas�ze here �s th�s, that no one of those var�ous
aspects of truth we have above �nd�cated should be allowed a
predom�nant s�gn�f�cance such as would �mpa�r the relat�ve force of
the others; and, further, or rather notw�thstand�ng th�s, h�stor�cal
accuracy pure and s�mple �n external matters, such as local
cond�t�ons, customs, usages, and soc�al �nst�tut�ons generally, must
rece�ve �n a work of art the�r due place, �f a subord�nate one, �t be�ng
only r�ght that the �nterest of mere h�stor�cal truth should g�ve way
before that of a v�tally true and �mper�shable content for the present
no less than the past.



We cannot, perhaps, do better by way of expla�n�ng what we
cons�der to be the true form of art�st�c representat�on than by sett�ng
up �n contrast a few examples of some we take to be defect�ve.
(α) Now, to start w�th, the presentat�on of the character�st�c features
of a g�ven per�od may be ent�rely just, accurate, and �mpregnated
w�th l�fe, nay more, wholly �ntell�g�ble to a modern aud�ence, and
notw�thstand�ng fa�l to escape the ord�nary atmosphere of prose, and
present us w�th the real substance of poetry. Goethe's "Götz von
Berl�ch�ngen" w�ll alone furn�sh us w�th notable �llustrat�ons of th�s
defect. It �s only necessary to open the book at the f�rst scene, wh�ch
�ntroduces us to an �nn near Schwarzenberg �n Francon�a; the
dramat�s personae are Metzler, and S�evers s�tt�ng at a table, two
grooms by the f�re, also the landlord.

S�evers. Another glass of brandy, Hans, my boy, and good
Chr�st�an measure.
Landlord. You carry a glass that �s never full.
Metzler. [As�de to S�evers.] Tell us that once aga�n about
Berl�ch�ngen; the Bambergers are �n a pretty fume out there; ay,
black as thunder (etc.).
The same k�nd of th�ng we f�nd �n the th�rd Act.
George. [Enters w�th a gutter-spout.] There you have lead and
to spare; spot the target w�th but one half of �t, and dev�l a soul
shall get off, who �s l�ke to say to your Majesty, that's a m�ss th�s
t�me[397].
Lerse. [Aloud.] A f�ne p�ece of metal.
George. The ra�n may take another road for all I care; a brave
kn�ght and a real good ra�n get through most th�ngs.
Lerse. [Pours �nto glass.] Hold the spoon. [Goes to the w�ndow.]
There's one of those �mper�al cockades prowl�ng about w�th h�s
musket; they bel�eve we have a�med a po�nt too far. He shall
have a taste of my bullet, hot too and fresh from the pan.
[Loads.]



George. [Drops the spoon.] Let me have a look.
Lerse. [F�res.] There l�es the fool (etc.).

All th�s �s exceed�ngly v�v�d, �ntell�g�ble, dep�cted �n perfect keep�ng
w�th the s�tuat�on and the characters portrayed. Yet for all that these
scenes are both tr�v�al to a degree and essent�ally prosa�c. All we get
from e�ther the matter or the form �s just the ord�nary man's way of
see�ng th�ngs and real�ty as �t appears to h�m or rather all of us to
some extent. We f�nd the same tendency �n many another of
Goethe's youthful product�ons, wh�ch no doubt were del�berately
d�rected aga�nst everyth�ng wh�ch prev�ously had passed for the rule
of the gu�ld, and wh�ch sought for the�r most �mpress�ve effect by
means of the nearness made clear to ourselves, an �mpress�on
ga�ned by the extraord�nary grasp w�th wh�ch the poet's �mag�nat�on
and feel�ng se�zed upon everyth�ng. But the nearness was �tself too
near, and the v�tal content �n part so petty, that such compos�t�ons
ran constantly �nto mere tr�v�al�ty. We are most consc�ous of th�s k�nd
of tr�v�al�ty �n dramat�c works when we see them on the stage; �t �s
then that after be�ng worked up to some exc�tement by all the
concom�tants of a theatr�cal performance, l�ghts, well-dressed folk,
and the rest of �t, we expect to see someth�ng more than a couple of
peasants, and troopers and a glass of schnapps thrown �n[398]. Th�s
phase has ma�nly found �ts adm�rers �n readers; �t never had a long
run on the stage.
(β) If we now cons�der our subject from an oppos�te po�nt of v�ew �t
may be adm�tted that we can suff�c�ently make ourselves acqua�nted
w�th and ass�m�late the h�stor�cal content of a former mythology and
all that �s most strange to ourselves �n earl�er cond�t�ons of state-l�fe
and nat�onal custom to secure through such an �nt�macy w�th, the
general culture then preva�l�ng a var�ed knowledge of the past. In
fact, th�s acqua�ntance w�th the art, mythology, l�terature, cultus, and
usages of ant�qu�ty �s the start�ng po�nt of our present system of
educat�on. Every schoolboy knows someth�ng about the gods and
heroes of Greece and the prom�nent characters �n anc�ent h�story. It
�s therefore qu�te poss�ble, �n so far as they really enter �nto the
�mag�nat�ve l�fe of our own t�mes, that we may f�nd enjoyment �n the



�mag�nat�ve representat�on of such characters and �nterests. It �s
further �mposs�ble to pred�ct whether or no such an �nt�macy may not
be eventually carr�ed equally as far �n the case of the Ind�an,
Egypt�an, and Scand�nav�an mytholog�es. We may further observe
that �n the rel�g�ous concept�ons of all these peoples the Un�versal
God �s presented. The determ�nate form, however, of such
concept�ons, that �s to say, the part�cular gods of Greece or Ind�a, are
no longer true for us as so person�f�ed. We do not bel�eve �n the�r
ex�stence, and the pleasure we take �n them �s der�ved from the�r
appeal to our �mag�nat�on. For th�s reason they stand ent�rely apart
from our deepest emot�onal l�fe, and we can �mag�ne noth�ng more
empty and cold than such exclamat�ons we hear only too often �n
opera: "O ye gods!" or "O Jup�ter!" or even "O Is�s and Os�r�s!" And
the folly of �t all reaches �ts he�ght when we have the wretched saws
of oracular w�sdom thrown �n—and the opera can seldom get along
w�thout them—a pos�t�on of d�gn�ty wh�ch nowadays for the f�rst t�me
�n trag�c drama �s occup�ed by pure folly and cla�rvoyance.
The same cr�t�c�sm appl�es w�th equal truth to all other h�stor�cal
mater�al relat�ng to nat�onal customs, laws, and the l�ke. Such
h�stor�cal fact �s excellent �n �ts way, but �t belongs to the past; and
when �t has once ceased to have anyth�ng �n common w�th present
l�fe �t necessar�ly ceases, �n sp�te of all our knowledge of �t, to belong
to us. We have, �n short, no �nterest[399] �n what has passed away on
the mere ground that �t once ex�sted. What �s h�stor�cal can only truly
be sa�d to belong to us when �t �s the possess�on of the nat�on, to
wh�ch we ourselves belong, or when we are able to regard the
present as �n a general way casually connected w�th the events �n
quest�on, to whose cont�nuous ser�es the characters or act�ons
represented are un�ted by a bond of essent�al membersh�p. For �f we
carefully cons�der the matter we shall f�nd that the mere fact of be�ng
formerly bound together w�th the same external env�ronment and
people to wh�ch we ourselves belong �s not suff�c�ent—rather the
very part of our nat�on must present features �n st�ll closer relat�on to
the cond�t�ons, l�fe, and ex�stence of our own t�mes. To take an
example of what we mean, we f�nd ourselves �n the N�ebelungenl�ed
geograph�cally on a so�l that belongs to us st�ll, but the Burgund�ans



and K�ng Etzel are so absolutely cut off from all that touches our
present c�v�l�zat�on and every �nterest wh�ch �s now co�nc�dent w�th
patr�ot�sm that, w�thout borrow�ng anyth�ng from the learn�ng of the
subject, �t �s but s�mple truth to say we feel �nf�n�tely more at home �n
the poems of Homer[400]. Klopstock, no doubt, �n h�s enthus�asm for
everyth�ng that concerned the Fatherland, was prompted to
subst�tute h�s Scand�nav�an gods for those of Hellen�c mythology;
but, for all h�s zeal, Wotan, Walhalla, and Freja rema�n mere names
for us, wh�ch appeal to our �mag�nat�ons and patr�ot�c emot�ons even
less than Zeus and h�s compeers of Olympus.
The po�nt above all we des�re to emphas�ze �s th�s. Works of art are
not composed pr�mar�ly for the mere student or the professor, but
w�th the express purpose that they shall be �ntell�g�ble on the�r face,
and a source of enjoyment w�thout any one hav�ng to undertake f�rst
a c�rcu�tous route of extens�ve h�stor�cal �nvest�gat�on. For Art �s not
addressed to a small and select c�rcle of the pr�v�leged few, but to the
nat�on at large. What, moreover, �s generally val�d for a work of art
appl�es also to the external form of the h�stor�cal real�ty there�n
portrayed. Such expos�t�on also must express �tself w�th clearness
open to the common apprehens�on requ�r�ng no cons�derable
research to make �t �ntell�g�ble, must be clear to ourselves as
representat�ons of our century and our own people, so that we may
be able to f�nd ourselves ent�rely at home �n �t, and not have before
us a world fore�gn to that we l�ve �n, �f not actually un�ntell�g�ble.
(γ) Cons�derat�ons such as the forego�ng have already brought us
w�th�n reach of the truer concept�on of the object�ve truth of art and
the mode under wh�ch �t ass�m�lates the mater�al of past h�story. We
propose now to offer further �llustrat�ons �n support of the same.
(αα) And we may start at once by draw�ng attent�on to a
character�st�c wh�ch �s common al�ke to the genu�ne nat�onal poetry
of all peoples and �n every per�od of past h�story, namely, that the
h�stor�cal and formal aspect of that poetry �s ent�rely nat�onal, that �s
to say, �t reta�ns noth�ng �ncongruous to the people for whom �t �s
composed. Th�s �s a feature shared al�ke by the great ep�cs of Ind�a,
the Homer�c poems and the Greek drama. Sophocles never made
h�s Ph�loctetes, Ant�gone, Ajax, Orestes, Œd�pus, h�s choreg� and



choruses speak �n the speech and manner that would have been
ent�rely appropr�ate to the�r own t�mes. The Span�ards have wr�tten
the�r romances of the C�d under the same gu�d�ng pr�nc�ple. Tasso �n
h�s "Jerusalem L�berated" celebrated the un�versal �nterests of
Cathol�c Chr�stendom. Camoens, the poet of Portugal, dep�cted the
d�scovery of the seaway to the East Ind�es round the Cape of Good
Hope, and all the �nf�n�tely var�ous adventures of the sea heroes that
made �t poss�ble; and these acts of dar�ng were the acts of h�s own
people. Shakespeare threw �nto dramat�c form the trag�c h�story of
h�s own country and even a Volta�re wrote h�s "Henr�ade." Far �ndeed
have we Germans strayed from the path thus marked for us when
we hope to work up �nto nat�onal ep�cs h�stor�es remote from our
own, wh�ch carry no longer w�th them a nat�onal �nterest of any k�nd.
Bodmer's "Noach�de" and Kloptock's "Mess�as" have started a new
fash�on of the�r own, ay, as they have overturned that old one wh�ch
taught us that �t redounds to a nat�on's glory to have �ts Homer, to
say noth�ng of �ts P�ndar and Sophocles. Those b�bl�cal stor�es, �t �s
true, present po�nts of spec�al aff�n�ty w�th the nat�onal �mag�nat�on
ow�ng to our close acqua�ntance w�th the old and new Testaments;
but the h�stor�cal mater�al �n �ts assoc�at�on w�th anc�ent custom and
the l�ke rema�ns for all that only �ntell�g�ble to the savant, and all the
most of us can p�ck up from such ep�cs �s the prosa�c �nterfus�on of
events and characters, wh�ch, �n such a process of translat�on, have
merely some novel form of speech thrust �nto the�r mouths, and the
f�nal result can only �mpress us as hollow and art�f�c�al.
(ββ) At the same t�me art cannot be restr�cted wholly to mater�al
borrowed from one nat�on. And as a matter of fact the more
nat�onal�t�es have come �nto contact w�th one another, the more the�r
poets have looked abroad among all nat�ons and t�mes for the
subject-matter of the�r poems. But however th�s may be the case, �t
�s none the less an error to suppose that the mere fact that a poet �s
able, so to speak, to l�ve �nto t�mes aloof from h�s own at once
stamps h�m as a man of creat�ve gen�us. It �s more to the po�nt to
recollect that th�s h�stor�cal framework must, �n the co-ord�nat�on of a
poem, be reta�ned only �n str�ct subord�nat�on, and as a means of
express�ng that wh�ch permanently belongs to our human�ty.
Prec�sely �n th�s way the M�ddle Ages long ago borrowed much from



ant�qu�ty, but so absolutely suffused �t w�th the content of �ts own
epoch that, �n th�s respect verg�ng on the oppos�te extreme, we really
get noth�ng from that ant�qu�ty but the bare names of Alexander,
Aeneas, and the emperor Octav�us.
F�rst �n �mportance, then, �s th�s permanent cond�t�on of true art,
�mmed�ate �ntell�g�b�l�ty. It w�ll be found an �nvar�able truth that all
nat�ons have emphas�zed prec�sely that �n th�s l�fe wh�ch was most
agreeable to the�r art�st�c sense, the�r des�re be�ng always to f�nd
what was most �nt�mate to themselves, the�r l�fe and ex�stence �n
the�r art. It was th�s �ndependent flavour of patr�ot�sm wh�ch Calderon
worked �nto such characters as h�s Zenob�a and Sem�ram�s; and
Shakespeare �n the same way was able to �mpr�nt upon the most
var�ed subject-matter the hall-mark of h�s Engl�sh ancestry, although
he knew how to preserve along w�th �t the essent�al tra�ts of h�stor�cal
characters belong�ng to nat�ons fore�gn to h�s own, the Roman for
example, �n a far profounder degree than was poss�ble to the
Span�sh poets. Even the Greek traged�ans had the�r eyes constantly
d�rected to the actual cond�t�ons of the�r t�mes and the part�cular c�ty
�n wh�ch they l�ved. The "Œd�pus Colonus" �n �ts local references �s
not merely �n a pecul�ar way assoc�ated w�th Athens but, by v�rtue of
the fact that Œd�pus d�es �n th�s local�ty, at once �nd�cates h�m as the
future Preserver of that c�ty. In somewhat other assoc�at�ons the
"Eumen�des" of Aeschylus �s, ow�ng to the dec�s�ve sentence of the
Areopagus, marked by an �nterest of more v�tal �nterest to the
Athen�ans[401]. On the other hand Greek mythology, desp�te all the
var�ed and oft repeated use that has been made of �t s�nce the
rev�val of the arts and learn�ng, has never fully come home to the
general sense of modern emot�ons and �n var�ous degrees �n the
plast�c arts and st�ll more �n poetry, desp�te �ts very extens�ve
�nfluence here, has fa�led to arouse real enthus�asm. No one th�nks
now of wr�t�ng an ode to Venus, Zeus, or Pallas[402]. Sculpture, �t �s
true, can hardly get along even �n modern t�mes w�thout the
ass�stance of the Greek Pantheon, but for that very reason �t �s
ma�nly only apprec�ated by and �ntell�g�ble to a select c�rcle of
cult�vated men who are e�ther conno�sseurs or cr�t�cs. As one of
these, Goethe spared no pa�ns �n h�s endeavour to arouse �n



contemporary art�sts an enthus�asm wh�ch should go so far as to
�m�tate the p�ctures of Ph�lostratus, but for the most part h�s pa�ns
were thrown away. Such examples of the work of ant�qu�ty, on
account of the very flavour of past t�me and a l�fe that has van�shed,
wh�ch cl�ngs to them, rema�n as strange to contemporary art as they
do to the general publ�c. As a contrary example of real success on
the part of Goethe we may �nstance the far profounder �ns�ght he has
shown us dur�ng the later per�od of h�s poet�c act�v�ty �n fus�ng by
means of h�s "Westöstl�cher D�van" the colour of the East w�th the
poetry that really appeals to us to-day, g�v�ng to the Or�ent, �n fact, �ts
modern embod�ment. In th�s process of ass�m�lat�on he has clearly
shown h�mself al�ve to the fact that he �s a poet of the West and a
German as well, and consequently wh�le preserv�ng the fundamental
key-note of the Or�ental sp�r�t �n h�s del�neat�on of characters and
s�tuat�ons to wh�ch �t was appropr�ate, was able at the same t�me
fully to sat�sfy the cla�ms of the modern sp�r�t and those of h�s own
personal�ty. Subject to such reservat�ons �t �s undoubtedly �n the
prov�nce of a poet to borrow h�s mater�al from remote reg�ons, past
centur�es and fore�gn nat�ons, ma�nta�n�ng �n the�r broad and most
character�st�c outl�nes the h�stor�cal form of anc�ent mythology,
custom, and �nst�tut�on. At the same t�me he w�ll take care to ut�l�ze
such forms only as the external frame of h�s del�neat�ons, never
perm�tt�ng the essent�al content of such product�ons to fall �nto any
d�sharmony w�th the profounder �nst�ncts of h�s own nat�ve world. As
the most extraord�nary example of th�s Goethe's "Iph�gen�a" st�ll
stands w�thout a r�val.
In the�r relat�on to such a transformat�on the several arts d�spose of
the�r mater�al very d�fferently. In the love-poems of lyr�cal poetry very
l�ttle use �s made of local assoc�at�ons dep�cted w�th h�stor�cal
accuracy. The emot�onal s�tuat�on and the movement of sent�ment �s
here the ma�n th�ng. We rece�ve, for example, �n the sonnets of
Petrarch a very small substratum of natural fact relat�vely to Laura,
hardly anyth�ng more than her name, wh�ch m�ght just as well have
been another. Of local �nterest we get the barest scraps, and that
ent�rely of general s�gn�f�cance, such as the ex�stence of the founta�n
of Vaucluse and th�ngs of that k�nd. Ep�cal poetry, on the contrary,
requ�res the greatest deta�l �n �ts natural descr�pt�ons, and we are



most read�ly pleased w�th the�r h�stor�cal truth, prov�ded always that
the p�cture �s both clear and �ntell�g�ble. The use of the external truth
of h�stor�cal facts presents the greatest p�tfalls to dramat�c art, more
part�cularly �n reference to �ts theatr�cal presentat�on, where
everyth�ng �s d�rectly addressed to an aud�ence, or purports to str�ke
upon sense w�th the v�v�dness of l�fe, so that we are w�ll�ng to
recogn�ze and entrust ourselves there�n w�th equal d�rectness. Here
the del�neat�on of h�stor�cal truth �n �ts external aspects must for the
most part be of subs�d�ary �mportance, �n fact reta�n l�ttle more than
the framework of �t. It must, �n short, rema�n true to that natural
relat�on we f�nd �n love-poetry, �n wh�ch at the same t�me that we are
able completely to sympath�ze w�th the feel�ngs expressed �n every
way another name �s g�ven to the beloved than that of the lady most
loved by ourselves[403]. It does not here �n the least s�gn�fy whether
or no our cr�t�cs fa�l to d�scover absolute prec�s�on �n the p�cture
presented of the part�cular manners, culture, and emot�onal
express�on of the t�me. In Shakespeare's h�stor�cal dramas we f�nd a
great deal that rema�ns strange to us and of no cons�derable �nterest.
We are contented enough on a mere read�ng, but �n the theatre our
enjoyment ceases. Cr�t�cs and men of learn�ng no doubt st�ck fast to
the�r �dea that such exqu�s�te scraps of genu�ne h�story should be
presented on the stage on the�r own mer�ts and come down severely
upon the wretched taste of the publ�c, when �t lets us see how bored
�t �s over such th�ngs. Unfortunately a work of art and the d�rect
enjoyment we rece�ve from �t �s �n no sense part�cularly for cr�t�cs or
savants, but for th�s very publ�c. Cr�t�cs have really no reason to g�ve
themselves such a�rs. They are after all but un�ts of th�s publ�c, and
the mere attent�on to h�stor�cal deta�l can be of as l�ttle ser�ous
�nterest to them as any other members of �t. For th�s reason the
Engl�sh nowadays �n the�r theatr�cal performances only �nclude such
scenes from the Shakespearean drama wh�ch requ�re noth�ng further
to make them clear and �ntell�g�ble, be�ng happ�ly free from the
pedantry of our aesthet�c professors who held that all that �s most
remote �n h�stor�cal �nc�dent from the apprehens�on of an average
aud�ence should be thrust before the�r eyes. It follows also from our
v�ew of the matter that when fore�gn dramas are reproduced on the
stage the publ�c �s clearly ent�tled to have them cons�derably



remodelled[404]. Even that wh�ch �s excellent �n �tself may requ�re
some alterat�on. No doubt �t w�ll be contended that what �s essent�ally
f�rst-rate art reta�ns �ts excellence for all t�mes; but a work of art has
also an aspect of trans�tory worth, wh�ch y�elds to the years, and �t �s
th�s of course wh�ch requ�res remodell�ng. As people change so too
the sense of beauty alters; and �t �s �mportant that the part�cular
publ�c, before whom any work �s represented, should feel
themselves qu�te at home �n the whole of such a work �nclud�ng that
aspect wh�ch der�ves all �ts s�gn�f�cance from external h�story.
It �s th�s cond�t�onal acceptance of h�stor�cal truth wh�ch at once
expla�ns and just�f�es that wh�ch �s generally known �n Art as
anachron�sm, and wh�ch �s usually attr�buted to art�sts as a ser�ous
defect. Pr�mar�ly such examples of anachron�sm w�ll be found to
attach to matters of purely external �nterest. That a Falstaff should
talk about p�stols �s no matter of consequence whatever. The case �s
more ser�ous when we have a v�ol�n placed �n the hands of Orpheus,
for here the assoc�at�on of such preh�stor�cal t�mes w�th an
�nstrument so essent�ally modern as the v�ol�n, one wh�ch everybody
knows was not �nvented �n those days, presents too glar�ng a
v�olat�on of truth. For th�s reason �t �s now the fash�on �n theatr�cal
c�rcles to bestow �ncred�ble pa�ns and care upon the h�stor�cal
accuracy of deta�ls �n the matter of costume and the gett�ng up of a
p�ece, as, for example, the �nf�n�te trouble lav�shed upon the
h�stor�cal process�on �n the "Ma�d of Orleans."[405] Such efforts are �n
the major�ty of eases lost labour, for the s�mple reason that they only
concern matters of relat�ve �nterest or po�nts that m�ght be wholly
passed over. The more �mportant type of anachron�sms has noth�ng
whatever to do w�th stage costume and all that w�th wh�ch stage
bus�ness �s concerned, but cons�sts �n mak�ng characters express
the�r emot�ons and �deas, venture upon sol�loqu�es and act�ons �n a
form or of a substance wh�ch absolutely contrad�cts the cond�t�ons of
the�r t�mes and culture, the�r rel�g�ous and general preconcept�ons. It
�s common to apply the concept�on of natural truth to such examples
of anachron�sm, �n other words, to say that �t �s unnatural for
characters to speak or act otherw�se than they would have spoken
and acted �n the�r own days. If we st�ck, however, too closely to the



log�c of th�s natural�sm we shall only land ourselves �n further
compl�cat�ons[406]. For an art�st, �n dep�ct�ng the emot�onal l�fe w�th
all that results from �t, and the fundamental pass�ons that belong to �t,
be�ng ma�nly �nterested �n the aff�rmat�on of �nd�v�dual�ty, ought not
merely to repeat that l�fe under �ts ord�nary da�ly dress; �t �s rather h�s
bus�ness to show every true man�festat�on of pathos �n the part�cular
l�ght wh�ch best reveals �ts real qual�ty. The whole object of h�s
atta�nment as an art�st �s not merely to understand what �s of v�tal
s�gn�f�cance �n the truth he faces, but to be able to g�ve �t the prec�se
form wh�ch w�ll best d�rect our own eyes and ears and heart to h�s
own d�scovery. To atta�n th�s �t �s obv�ous that he must keep �n v�ew
the part�cular culture of h�s own t�me no less than all �ts var�ous
powers of express�on. In the t�me of the Trojan war the k�nd of
speech �n general use, and �ndeed the whole fabr�c of soc�al l�fe, was
as far removed from the type of culture wh�ch �s reflected on us from
the pages of the "Il�ad" as the mass of the nat�on and the pre-
em�nent worth�es of the royal houses then re�gn�ng �n Greece were
separated from the fully developed form of �deas and express�on
such as arouse our wonder when we read our Aeschylus, or behold
the perfected beauty of the style of Sophocles. A v�olat�on of the so-
called "path of Nature" of th�s k�nd �s �n art an anachron�sm �mpl�ed �n
her laws. The �nward kernel of that wh�ch she reveals rema�ns
unaffected, but the more developed power at the art�st's command,
�n reveal�ng and d�sclos�ng th�s essent�al core of h�s subject, renders
some change �n the mode of �ts express�on �nev�table. It �s a wholly
d�fferent matter when a mod�f�cat�on of th�s k�nd proceeds so far as to
�mpose �deas and concept�ons of a later form of the rel�g�ous and
moral consc�ousness on a century or a nat�on whose ent�re sp�r�tual
outlook �s opposed to such more recent concept�ons. The Chr�st�an
rel�g�on has gathered �n �ts tra�n forms of the moral l�fe, wh�ch were
ent�rely fore�gn to the moral consc�ousness of anc�ent Greece. That
�nward �ntrospect�on of consc�ence, for example, ever on the alert to
dec�de the eth�cal s�gn�f�cance of act�on, w�th �ts accompany�ng
remorse and repentance, f�rst appears �n the moral culture of a more
modern date. The hero�c character knows noth�ng of a repentance
wh�ch sets �tself �n host�l�ty to �ts past. What �t has done �t ab�des by.
Orestes does not repent of h�s mother's murder. The Fur�es that r�se



out of the shadow of h�s act�on pursue h�m, no doubt; but the
Eumen�des are, at the same t�me, represented as un�versal powers,
and not as vo�ces that cry out to h�m from h�s own consc�ence
s�mply. Th�s very heart and substance of a g�ven per�od of man's
h�story a poet must master, and only when we f�nd h�m �nterfus�ng
w�th th�s central core of real�ty matter that d�rectly contrad�cts �t �s he
gu�lty of any truly grave anachron�sm. In conclus�on, then, we may
say that �t �s �ndeed part of the poet's funct�on to l�ve �nto the sp�r�t of
past t�mes and fore�gn peoples, for th�s substance of the�r l�fe, �f �t be
truly such, rema�ns a possess�on for all t�me; but to attempt to reflect
w�th every accuracy of deta�l all the def�n�t�on of that external show
now bur�ed beneath the rust of ant�qu�ty �s merely the effort of a
learn�ng essent�ally ch�ld�sh, �ntent on preserv�ng what �s �tself
shadow rather than substance. No doubt even �n th�s d�rect�on, the
truth of general outl�nes should be carefully respected, but never to
such lengths as would compel art to forfe�t her cla�m of draw�ng upon
the f�ct�on of her �nvent�on, and the truth of fact w�th equal
�mpart�al�ty.
(γγ) We are now �n a better cond�t�on to understand all that �s really
�mpl�ed �n the ass�m�lat�on by art of that wh�ch �s strange �n the
external features of remote h�story, and the true concept�on of the
object�ve l�fe of her creat�ons. A work of art must pr�mar�ly enclose for
us w�th�n �ts embrace the h�gher �nterests of sp�r�t and vol�t�onal
power, all that �s essent�ally human, and possesses real we�ght, the
depths, that �s to say, of man's emot�onal l�fe. The ma�n th�ng of all �s
that th�s embod�ed content[407] should transp�erce all purely external
cond�t�ons of man�festat�on, should r�ng, as �t were, through all that �s
less v�tal �n �ts s�gn�f�cance[408] th�s fundamental chord of truth. The
real object�v�ty, therefore, unfolds as from a sheath, the pathos, that
�s the substant�ve content of a s�tuat�on, unfolds, moreover, the r�ch
and powerful personal�ty �n wh�ch the essent�al phases of sp�r�t are
al�ve, and f�nd the�r real�zat�on and express�on. For such embod�ment
all that �s absolutely �nd�spensable �s a def�n�t�on and determ�nat�on
of the real, wh�ch �s generally su�table to the object thus def�ned, and
wh�ch requ�res noth�ng further to expla�n �t. If we have once got hold
of such a form unfolded �n str�ct accordance w�th our Ideal pr�nc�ple,



then we have a work of art essent�ally object�ve �n the true sense,
and the quest�on whether each and every h�stor�cal deta�l �s just�f�ed
�s of no further �mportance. We have before us a work of art wh�ch
appeals d�rectly to our �nner l�fe, and one wh�ch �s our own
possess�on. Once possessed of that, and we may take as much as
we please of that element of the form wh�ch lay more closely to
per�ods of l�fe wh�ch have passed; but the eternal foundat�on �s that
wh�ch appeals to all men �n all places, wh�ch �s carr�ed forward w�th a
power that never wanes or fa�ls to �nfluence us, and �t does so
because the object�ve l�fe �t reveals �s the same that abounds �n and
overflows our own souls. That wh�ch �s merely h�stor�cal �n the
appearance �s, on the contrary, the element that van�shes; and, �n
deal�ng w�th works of art created �n days remote from our own, we
must do our best to resolve the d�scordance, and, �ndeed, must be
fully prepared to blot out from our v�s�on s�m�lar defects �n works that
spr�ng from our own t�mes. Thus �t �s that the Psalms of Dav�d, w�th
the�r �mmortal celebrat�on of the Lord �n H�s goodness, and the wrath
of H�s alm�ght�ness, no less than the profound sorrows of the Hebrew
prophets as they face Babylon and Z�on, touch men w�th the same
force to-day as they d�d of old t�me: nay, even a moral d�atr�be, such
as �s sung by Sarastro �n the "Zauberflöte," may come home to the
hearts of us all, �nclud�ng the sons of Egypt[409], ow�ng to the soul
and v�tal�ty wh�ch r�ngs through �ts melod�es.
And we may add that every �nd�v�dual to whom a work of art
object�ve �n th�s, the true sense, �s presented, must on h�s part
d�scard h�s own false prepossess�ons, where�n he merely w�shes to
f�nd h�s own �d�osyncras�es repeated. On the f�rst reproduct�on of
"W�ll�am Tell," �t appears, not a s�ngle Sw�ss among the aud�ence
was sat�sf�ed. In much the same way, when the most beaut�ful love-
songs have been sung, many another, fa�l�ng to f�nd there�n h�s own
pass�ons reflected, has presumed to th�nk the beauty untrue to l�fe;
just as so many more, whose knowledge of love �s conf�ned to the
perusal of romances, have �mag�ned that the love-god would only
then be the�r �mmortal possess�on when they found themselves face
to face w�th prec�sely the same emot�ons and s�tuat�ons the�r
favour�te stud�es had propounded.



C. THE ARTIST

We have, �n th�s f�rst part of our aesthet�cal ph�losophy, exam�ned as
a f�rst step the un�versal Idea of beauty; we then proceeded to
�nqu�re �n what respects �t was defect�ve �n �ts ex�stence as the
beauty of Nature, and after thus clear�ng the way we were �n a
pos�t�on to grasp the complete not�on of the Ideal as the adequate
real�zat�on of beauty. We developed the Ideal, f�rst, as conce�ved
abstractly accord�ng to the general not�on of �t, and hav�ng
determ�ned that were ass�sted thereby to eluc�date the modes of �ts
part�cular man�festat�ons. Inasmuch, however, as a work of art has
�ts or�g�n �n the human sp�r�t �t requ�res the pregnant act�v�ty of an
�nd�v�dual l�fe from wh�ch �t proceeds, and as the creat�on of the
same ex�sts for others, that �s, a Publ�c wh�ch �s emot�onally
recept�ve. Th�s sp�r�tual and �nform�ng act�v�ty �s the �mag�nat�on of
the art�st. We have consequently now, and th�s �s the th�rd and last
aspect of the Ideal to wh�ch we shall refer, to ra�se the quest�on how
�t comes about that th�s product of men's �nner world �s not the d�rect
and nat�ve growth[410] of that world, but rece�ves �ts due form
through the creat�ve �mpulse of part�cular men, �n other words, by
v�rtue of the gen�us and talent of the art�st. At the same t�me we must
adm�t that the quest�on �s only ra�sed that we may be able to add the
statement that �t really �s excluded from the sphere of sc�ent�f�c
�nvest�gat�on, or, at the most, we can only furn�sh a few general
remarks towards �ts solut�on. Yet �t �s undoubtedly a quest�on
frequently ra�sed th�s, namely, from what source an art�st rece�ves
the g�ft and faculty of concept�on and execut�on w�th wh�ch he
creates h�s work. We should all of us l�ke, no doubt, to have a ready
prescr�pt�on, a rec�pe of what we must exactly do, what cond�t�ons
we must �mpose on ourselves to produce someth�ng as wonderful.
We would emulate Card�nal von Este when he asked Ar�osto, w�th
reference to h�s rag�ng Roland: "But, Master Lou�s, where �n the
world d�d you get all th�s damned stuff from?" Raphael repl�ed to a
s�m�lar quest�on �n a letter we st�ll possess, that he was hunt�ng after
a certa�n �dea.



The more obv�ous aspects of art�st�c act�v�ty we propose to exam�ne
under the follow�ng heads of d�scuss�on:
F�rst, we w�ll g�ve our def�n�t�on of the general concept�on of art�st�c
gen�us and the �nsp�rat�on �t �mpl�es.
Secondly, we w�ll make a few observat�ons on the object�ve
character of th�s creat�ve act�v�ty.
Th�rdly, we w�ll endeavour to ascerta�n �n v�rtue of what real art�st�c
or�g�nal�ty cons�sts.

1. IMAGINATION, GENIUS, AND INSPIRATION

Before �nqu�r�ng more closely �nto the mean�ng of the term "gen�us"
we must obv�ously l�m�t the f�eld w�th�n wh�ch we propose to d�scuss
�t. Gen�us �s an express�on of very w�de connotat�on, and �s used not
merely �n �ts appl�cat�on to art�sts, but equally when we refer to great
generals and k�ngs, as also to the hero�c capta�ns of sc�ent�f�c
d�scovery. For the sake of s�mpl�f�cat�on we would once more d�scuss
the d�st�nct�ons �nvolved under a tr�ple d�v�s�on of our subject-matter.

(a) The Imag�nat�on[411]

The most consp�cuous faculty of an art�st wh�ch arrests our attent�on
when we d�rect �t expressly upon the capac�t�es �mpl�ed �n art�st�c
product�v�ty �s the �mag�nat�on. And we must be careful here not to
confuse �t w�th a v�s�onary fancy wh�ch �s wholly pass�ve. The
�mag�nat�on creates.
(α) And, �n the f�rst place, we shall f�nd that th�s creat�ve act�v�ty
carr�es w�th �t �n possess�on and endowment a pecul�ar power of
grasp�ng real�ty and the forms �t presents, all that through the
channels of alert eyes and ears �mpr�nts p�ctures of �nf�n�te var�ety
caught from the external world upon the m�nd, and further �mpl�es an
except�onally retent�ve memory where�n to store up th�s var�ed world
of �nnumerable reflect�ons. The art�st, therefore, �n th�s �n�t�al stage of
our analys�s �s not merely thrown back upon �mages of h�s own
creat�on, but �s rather compelled to turn as�de from the dull level of
�deals falsely so called and to boldly enter the f�elds of Nature and
L�fe. To attempt art or poetry merely w�th fanc�ful �deas of our own �s



always a susp�c�ous way of start�ng on our journey; for the art�st must
mould h�s creat�ons from the abundance of h�s l�fe and by no means
from the overplus of abstract general�t�es. It �s not, as �n ph�losophy,
thoughts, but the real external forms of what actually ex�sts wh�ch
furn�shes the mater�al for art�st�c product�on. In contact w�th th�s raw
mater�al to work upon the art�st must feel thoroughly at home. He
must have seen much, heard much, and stored away a great deal as
well; and �n �llustrat�on of th�s we almost �nvar�ably f�nd that a great
personal�ty �s d�st�ngu�shed by a capac�ous memory. All that �nterests
mank�nd he w�ll lay hold of, and the more profound h�s sp�r�t the more
�t w�ll enlarge the f�eld of �ts �nterests �n countless d�rect�ons. Th�s
was the way �n wh�ch we f�nd the gen�us of Goethe f�rst opened �ts
w�ngs, and throughout h�s l�fe the c�rcle of h�s sp�r�t's restless hor�zon
broadened and broadened. Th�s pecul�ar g�ft of recept�veness, th�s
�nterest �n the comprehens�on of facts after the�r true def�n�t�ons and
colour, the�r steadfast adherence to the truth of exper�ence �s the f�rst
th�ng we look for �n a great art�st. And th�s accurate knowledge of the
truth of form must be accompan�ed �n equal measure by a proved
acqua�ntance w�th the souls of men, the pass�ons that r�se �n the
heart, and everyth�ng that �t yearns and str�ves for. And, �n add�t�on to
th�s twofold armory of knowledge, he must understand yet further all
the var�ous ways that th�s world of the human soul expresses �tself
on the face of the real�ty wh�ch confronts h�s senses, transp�erc�ng
thus the outer ve�l.
(β) But, �n the second place, th�s �mag�nat�ve power �s not exhausted
w�th merely rece�v�ng that wh�ch �s presented to the senses, or �s
�nferred as the content of the human soul. The �deal work of art does
not merely embrace the outward semblance of the �nward sp�r�t as
clothed �n the forms of �ts actual ex�stence, but should rather
succeed �n man�fest�ng the essent�al truth and reason of the real
�tself. Th�s element of reason, as determ�ned �n the part�cular object
the art�st has selected, must not merely be pressed �n h�s own
consc�ousness, as an act�ve �nfluence, but must already have been
reflected upon �n that essent�al and r�ch s�gn�f�cance wh�ch br�ngs �t
�nto relat�on w�th the ent�re breadth and depth of real�ty. W�thout
reflect�on no man can grasp fully the wealth that �s �n h�m, and �t �s
consequently an �nseparable feature of any great work of art that



everyth�ng wh�ch attaches to �t both as a whole and �n �ts deta�l has
been long and deeply we�ghed and thought out. No art�st�c work of
real sterl�ng value can be thrown off w�th any mere �mag�nat�ve tour
de force.[412] We do not, of course, suggest that the art�st must
therefore comprehend �n the form of ph�losoph�cal thought th�s
essent�al core of reason �n h�s exper�ence; albe�t such �s the
fundamental rock upon wh�ch rel�g�on no less than ph�losophy and
art �s based. Ph�losophy �s by no means essent�al to h�s outf�t; and, �n
fact, �f he once beg�ns to th�nk about th�ngs as a ph�losopher, he
bus�es h�mself w�th modes of thought wh�ch are d�ametr�cally
opposed to that wh�ch should engage an art�st's attent�on. For what
the �mag�nat�on undertakes to do and only to do �s not to br�ng to
consc�ousness th�s �nner core of reason �n the form of general
propos�t�ons and concept�ons, but to apprehend �t clothed �n the
concrete form of actual ex�stence and �nd�v�dual�ty. All that ferments
w�th�n h�s l�fe the art�st must reproduce �n the body and
env�sagement, whose connected p�cture and general outl�nes he has
already ass�m�lated from the world outs�de, mak�ng such so far
subserv�ent to h�s creat�ve effort that they �n the�r turn may
part�c�pate �n the truth of h�s own substance and enable h�m to crown
�t w�th complete express�on. In th�s �nterfus�on of an �ntell�g�ble
content w�th an embod�ment rece�ved from actual ex�stence the art�st
w�ll ava�l h�mself of the ever wakeful c�rcumspect�on of h�s reflect�ve
facult�es no less than the deep resources of emot�onal l�fe wh�ch
leave the stamp of v�tal�ty on h�s work. It �s consequently but one
more sample of cr�t�cal aberrat�on to �mag�ne that poems such as the
Homer�c were �ntroduced to our poet �n h�s sleep. W�thout �ntell�gent
alertness, d�v�s�on, and d�st�nct�ons of each part as related to the
whole, an art�st w�ll be unable to assert h�s mastery over any form
whatsoever that he may w�sh for; only fools are of the op�n�on that
the genu�ne art�st does not �n the least know what h�s hands and
senses are about.
Moreover, the concentrat�on of the art�st's emot�onal l�fe on each
aspect of h�s work �s also as necessary to �ts success as the
concentrat�on of h�s m�nd. For �t �s ma�nly through the �mpress�on of
emot�on, wh�ch permeates and g�ves a v�tal colour to the ent�re work,



that the art�st asserts h�s cla�m to the substance and embod�ment of
h�s creat�on as a part of h�s own sp�r�tual substance, as someth�ng
he, a g�ven personal�ty, may pecul�arly call h�s own. For the external
aspect of h�s work, the mere p�cture of �t as we may say, tends rather
to place us outs�de �t and apart; �t �s the emot�onal energy �t
expresses wh�ch pr�mar�ly un�tes �t w�th aff�n�ty to our very souls.
Only when thus understood shall we be able to real�ze the truth that
an art�st must not merely have much looked about h�m �n the world
and ass�m�lated a r�ch knowledge both of �ts outward show and the
very substance of �ts l�fe, but, further, must h�mself have exper�enced
many th�ngs and great th�ngs, th�ngs that have moved h�m to the
qu�ck and left the�r l�fe-roots �n h�s own heart and sp�r�t—he must, as
we say, have "gone through much" and "l�ved abundantly"—before
he w�ll f�nd h�mself able to bu�ld from h�s stores �n the concrete types
of h�s art someth�ng approach�ng L�fe's unsounded replet�on. And
th�s w�ll at once expla�n and just�fy the bluster and ferment of gen�us
�n �ts youth, as amply reflected �n the l�ves of Goethe and Sch�ller.
But only the age of matur�ty and gray ha�rs w�ll br�ng us the perfect
work of art �n all �ts rounded r�peness[413].
(b) Talent and Gen�us
Th�s product�ve act�v�ty of the �mag�nat�on by means of wh�ch the
art�st g�ves, by a process of elaborat�on to that wh�ch �s essent�ally
rat�onal �n �ts nature, a real embod�ment, a creat�on more h�s own
than anyth�ng else—th�s �s what �s usually summar�zed as gen�us
and talent.
(α) We have already drawn attent�on to those character�st�cs wh�ch
are most obv�ously referable to gen�us. Gen�us �s the general
capac�ty of creat�ng a genu�ne example of f�ne art no less than the
energy �mpl�ed �n the execut�on and elaborat�on of the same.
Moreover, th�s capab�l�ty and the power wh�ch goes w�th �t �s
essent�ally the property of a human soul; that �s to say, self-
consc�ous �nd�v�dual�ty alone �s able to create �n th�s sense that a
sp�r�tual creat�on of th�s qual�ty �s just what �t sets before �tself to
produce. Cr�t�cs, �ntent on closer def�n�t�on, are wont to d�st�ngu�sh
sharply between gen�us and talent. And, �n fact, they are not
absolutely the same th�ngs, although �t �s necessary to f�nd them



un�ted �n the art�st who would g�ve us art�st�c work of the h�ghest
class. To be more exact, Art, �n so far as �t generally becomes a
part�cular art, and �s exempl�f�ed for us �n the real and def�n�te
appearance of �ts products, requ�res var�ous accompl�shments
appropr�ate to the pecul�ar modes of �ts real�zat�on. Such forms of
execut�ve versat�l�ty we may call w�th propr�ety talent, as we may say
that anyone possesses a talent for perfect play�ng on the v�ol�n, or
anyone else for s�ng�ng. But a mere talent for th�s or that can only
effect for us anyth�ng really good �n the, so to speak, �nsulated nooks
and corners of art[414]; �t moreover �tself requ�res for �ts true
perfect�on someth�ng of more un�versal art-capac�ty as also that soul-
an�mat�on, someth�ng more wh�ch �s essent�ally the hall-mark of
gen�us. Talent, �n short, w�thout the v�tal spark of gen�us, never gets
much beyond a purely mechan�cal fac�l�ty.
(β) It �s also an op�n�on very commonly held that super�or talent and
gen�us are �nborn. Here aga�n we must d�st�ngu�sh; for �f there �s a
sense �n wh�ch th�s �s true, from another po�nt of v�ew �t �s equally
m�staken. No doubt every man, by v�rtue of h�s human�ty, rece�ves at
h�s b�rth the potent�al g�fts of rel�g�on, thought, and sc�ence. In other
words he would not str�ctly be a man �f he d�d not already possess a
capac�ty to grasp the �dea of a Supreme Be�ng, and generally to
become the subject of a th�nk�ng consc�ousness. All that he requ�res
to ga�n these th�ngs, �n add�t�on to the fact of h�s human b�rth, are
educat�on, culture, and perseverance. W�th art, however, the matter
stands d�fferently. Art requ�res spec�f�c apt�tude[415], �n wh�ch
unquest�onably natural endowment plays an essent�al part. As, that
�s to say, beauty �s �tself the Idea real�zed �n that wh�ch �s
apprehended as real by the senses, and a work of art embod�es the
work�ngs of Sp�r�t �n a form of ex�stence �mmed�ately cogn�zed by the
eye and the ear, �n the same way the art�st must d�scover and
embody the content of h�s art not �n the exclus�vely sp�r�tual form of
thought, but w�th�n the sphere of sensuous percept�on and feel�ng,
and �ndeed as creator �n actual relat�on to a g�ven sensuous mater�al
and w�th�n the l�m�ts of the same. Th�s art�st�c creat�veness
consequently encloses w�th�n �tself, as art does throughout, the
aspect of �mmed�acy env�saged w�th the d�rectness of Nature's own



creat�ons, and �t �s th�s appearance, wh�ch the �nd�v�dual �s unable to
evolve from h�mself, but has to f�nd �t, �f he f�nds �t at all, as
�mmed�ately presented to h�m. Here�n l�es the s�gn�f�cance of the
statement, and here�n alone, that gen�us and talent are �nnate.
In much the same way the several arts adapt themselves as by a
k�nd of natural aff�n�ty to part�cular nat�ons. Song and melody are, we
may almost say, the b�rth-g�ft of an Ital�an; w�th our northern peoples,
on the contrary, mus�c[416] and the opera, though ser�ously cult�vated
and w�th great success, are as far from be�ng a real home growth as
the orange trees. The Greeks are consp�cuous for the nat�ve and
elaborate beauty of the�r ep�c poetry, and most of all for the un�que
perfect�on of the�r sculpture. The Romans never possessed an art
that was �n any str�ct sense exclus�vely the�r own. All that grew �nto
blossom on the�r so�l was transplanted from the gardens of Greece.
The art whose growth has the w�dest natural range �s that of poetry;
and the reason of th�s �s that �n �t we requ�re least to draw upon a
sensuous veh�cle for �ts expressed presentment. W�th�n the prov�nce
of poetry the folk-song �s most of all nat�ve to a people and
�nseparably yoked w�th the�r natural cond�t�ons. For th�s very reason
the folk-song breaks �nto blossom even �n t�mes of the rudest culture
and for the most part reta�ns the unconsc�ous s�mpl�c�ty of Nature
herself. Of th�s Goethe h�mself �s an example. Though he produced
works �n every type of poet�cal express�on h�s f�rst songs st�ll go
deepest and carry least dust from the study. In them, too, there �s
least the flavour of culture. The latter-day Greek �s st�ll a l�v�ng
w�tness to a people whose nat�ve g�ft �t �s both to wr�te poetry and
s�ng. Faur�el has publ�shed a collect�on of modern Greek songs,
taken for the most part just as women, nurses, and school-g�rls were
heard s�ng�ng them, who could not for the world understand what he
found so wonderful �n them. And th�s �s a good �llustrat�on of the way
that we f�nd Art and �ts spec�f�c appearance assoc�ate �tself w�th a
part�cular nat�onal type. In the same way the art of �mprov�zat�on �s
more than anywhere else the nat�ve growth of Italy and exempl�f�ed
there w�th qu�te extraord�nary talent. An Ital�an w�ll even to-day
�mprov�ze for you a f�ve-act drama, and not a word of �t �s comm�tted
to memory; all grows up out of h�s exper�ence of human pass�ons



and s�tuat�ons and the deeply-exc�ted �nsp�rat�on of the moment. As
an example we ment�on the fact that a certa�n poor �mprov�zer after
rhapsod�z�ng �n th�s way for a cons�derable t�me, and then f�nally
trudg�ng off on h�s round to collect h�s pence from the bystanders �n
a battered hat, was st�ll �n such a fume of poet�c frenzy that he could
not br�ng h�s declamat�ons to a stop, waved about �n fact so lust�ly
w�th h�s arms and hands that �n the end all the money he had
begged was shaken to the w�nds.

(γ) It �s, th�rdly[417], a character�st�c of gen�us that �t should possess,
and �ndeed �t �s a part of th�s natural endowment[418], fac�l�ty �n
creat�ng that wh�ch �t �s �mpelled to create, and �n adapt�ng �tself to
the techn�cal requ�rements of all the subs�d�ary aspects of art�st�c
work. We talk, for �nstance, of the fetters w�th wh�ch the verse,
measure, and rhyme shackle a poet; or, when referr�ng to a pa�nter,
of the endless d�ff�cult�es that draughtsmansh�p, knowledge of t�nts,
ch�aroscuro, and the rest fl�ng �n the way of �nvent�on and execut�on.
Unquest�onably a long course of study �s a necessary cond�t�on of
success �n all the arts, a perseverance that never t�res, a fac�l�ty that
�s cont�nually ass�sted by repet�t�on; the greater the nat�ve strength,
however, of the gen�us or super�or g�ft, and the r�cher �ts resources
the less �t w�ll feel the we�ght of �ts effort �n secur�ng all the necessary
accompl�shments �nvolved �n creat�ve excellence[419]. A really f�rst-
rate art�st has the lust of work born �n h�m and an �mperat�ve �mpulse
ak�n to any other natural want to g�ve art�st�c form to h�s emot�onal
and �mag�nat�ve l�fe that �s �n h�m. H�s emot�onal l�fe and h�s �deas
�rres�st�bly run �nto th�s art�st�c mould; he f�nds as �t were the
�nstrument already w�th�n h�m made to the hand, so f�tted to express
h�s soul-l�fe that all the pa�ns �t takes h�m to learn �t are as noth�ng. A
mus�c�an can thus unfold to us �n h�s melod�es the depths of all that
st�rs and moves h�s soul and only by th�s means. What he feels �s at
once wafted �nto melody, just as the l�fe of a pa�nter �s �mpressed
upon form and colour, or that of a poet �s transmuted �nto the
creat�ons of h�s �mag�nat�on, that poetry wh�ch clothes h�s �deas �n
the beauty and mus�c of the wr�tten word. And th�s g�ft of v�tal form
the art�st does not merely possess as an �mag�nat�ve power, a
phantasy, an emot�onal �mpulse "that leaves not a wrack beh�nd," but



as a d�rect st�mulus of feel�ng to act�ve enterpr�se, as a g�ft, that �s, of
real execut�ve accompl�shment. Both of these aspects are un�ted �n
the real art�st. What spr�ngs to l�fe �n h�s �mag�nat�on �s �mmed�ately
alert upon h�s mob�le f�ngers, prec�sely as the sudden thought of our
m�nd breaks �nto word from the t�ps, or as our most �nt�mate
thoughts, �deas, and emot�ons are reflected on the outward man and
h�s demeanour. Gen�us of the real stamp, whenever and wherever
found, �s eas�ly qu�t of the d�ff�cult�es presented by the techn�cal
workshop; and �ndeed has found the most beggarly and apparently
�mpract�cable mater�al to accept and embody as �t pleased the
�nward shapes of �mag�nat�on. No doubt the endowment wh�ch the
art�st f�nds as a d�rect g�ft to h�mself must be kept al�ve and alert by
�ndefat�gable recourse to �t, but he must also possess naturally a
pract�cal power of �mmed�ate execut�on. W�thout th�s all the fac�l�ty he
may have acqu�red �n �mag�nat�ve concept�on w�ll never produce an
essent�ally creat�ve work of art. The very not�on of art demands of us
that both th�ngs should go together hand �n hand, the product�ve
energy of the soul and �ts techn�cal real�zat�on �n the forms of art.
(c) Insp�rat�on
The act�v�ty of the �mag�nat�on, then, and the power of techn�cal
execut�on, tak�ng both together as the �nseparable antecedents of a
real art�st, are commonly understood as �nsp�rat�on.[420]

(α) The f�rst quest�on that presents �tself to us for solut�on w�th regard
to �t �s under what cond�t�ons �t ar�ses, as to wh�ch many d�fferent
v�ews have been held.
(αα) There �s, for �nstance, the strange not�on, to some extent ar�s�ng
from the general truth of the pecul�ar �nt�macy w�th wh�ch gen�us
attaches �tself to the worlds of consc�ous l�fe and Nature, that
�nsp�rat�on can be conjured up through mere exc�tat�on of the
senses. But mak�ng our blood dance w�ll not carry us far; we are st�ll
a long way off from the Muses, desp�te the champagne bottle, Such,
at least, was the exper�ence of Marmontel, for he tells us that he
tr�ed �t �n a w�ne-cellar w�th s�x thousand bottles of champagne to
choose from; but not a breath of the Muses passed over h�m[421]. Ay,
your gen�us may be as great as he l�sts, and for all that stretch



h�mself many a t�me morn�ng and even�ng on the green grass, wh�le
the fresh breeze floats over h�m, and stare up �nto the sky, and not a
wh�sper shall the �nsp�red Muses breathe �n h�s ear.
(ββ) Just as l�ttle �s �t l�kely that we shall make the charmed gates of
�nsp�rat�on spr�ng open by merely present�ng ourselves before them
w�th a des�re to enter. Whoever fondly �mag�nes that he �s �n the r�ght
mood to compose a poem, or pa�nt a p�cture, or run off a f�rst-rate
melody w�thout already possess�ng the stuff �n h�m to qu�cken that
spark �nto v�tal form, and has f�rst to hunt about for someth�ng to say,
desp�te all h�s talent, w�ll f�nd h�mself no better off for h�s best
�ntu�t�ons, qu�te unable, at any rate, to conce�ve any complete th�ng
of beauty, or perfect a really sterl�ng work of art. Ne�ther the mere
t�ckl�ng of our senses nor any act of w�ll or determ�nat�on can father
on us true �nsp�rat�on. To attempt such th�ngs s�mply proves that both
the emot�onal l�fe and the �mag�nat�on have as yet no real object of
art�st�c �nterest. When once we have the art�st�c �mpulse of the real
k�nd, we may conclude the �nterest there has already �ts f�xed seal
and object, a content that �t �ntends to master.
(γγ) True �nsp�rat�on consequently �s f�xed �n the presence of a
spec�f�c content, wh�ch the �mag�nat�on takes up �n order to g�ve
art�st�c express�on to �t. It �s, �n fact, the object of th�s act�ve process
of g�v�ng form both as �nwardly made v�s�ble to the m�nd, and as
outwardly reproduced �n the execut�on of a work of art. Insp�rat�on �s
equally necessary for both these aspects of art�st�c act�v�ty. The
quest�on once more presents �tself to us, �n what way such a mater�al
w�ll come to an art�st, �n order to br�ng about th�s �nsp�rat�on. We f�nd
many var�ous op�n�ons expressed on th�s head. On the one hand �t �s
frequently requ�red of an art�st that the mater�al of h�s work should be
drawn up from the world w�th�n h�m. No doubt th�s may be so when
"the poet s�ngs as a b�rd from the bough." H�s own cheerfulness of
sp�r�t �s then the �ncent�ve wh�ch enables h�m to represent a
part�cular mood of h�s own as the content of h�s product�on, and by
th�s very express�on of �t he g�ves vent to h�s enjoyment of the same.
A song of th�s k�nd, stra�ght from the heart[422], �s �ndeed a r�ch
reward. But qu�te as often, however, the greatest works of art are
created from the suggest�on of objects wholly external to h�mself.



The odes of P�ndar were frequently the result of d�rect comm�ss�ons;
and, �n the same way, the object and subject has t�mes w�thout
number been g�ven to art�sts both for bu�ld�ngs and p�ctures, and
they have been able to arouse �n themselves an enthus�asm for
such. Indeed, �t �s only too frequently the express compla�nt of art�sts
that they have not the subject-matter on wh�ch to work. Such a
reference to th�ngs outs�de, and �ts st�mulus to art�st�c product�on,
presents just that relat�on of the art�st to Nature and her �mmed�acy
wh�ch �s essent�al to the not�on of super�or execut�ve g�fts[423], and �s
at the same t�me a cond�t�on to the appearance of genu�ne
�nsp�rat�on. If we cons�der the art�st from th�s po�nt of v�ew, we shall
f�nd that �t �s here that th�s natural endowment relates �tself
�mmed�ately to a mater�al already found for h�m, and through the
�ncent�ve thereby offered h�m, through the �nsp�rat�on of actual fact,
or as, for example, was the case w�th Shakespeare, through that
wh�ch was presented by old tales, ballads, romances, and
chron�cles, proceeds to embody such mater�al �n art�st�c form, and
thereby generally to express h�s own personal�ty. The �mpulse to
product�on can therefore be g�ven by someth�ng ent�rely outs�de the
art�st's l�fe, and the only cond�t�on essent�al to a successful result �s
that the �nterest, wh�ch f�xes the art�st's attent�on should be of real
art�st�c s�gn�f�cance, and that he �s able to reproduce the same �n all
�ts v�tal�ty. Such cond�t�ons v�rtually �mply the presence of rare
�nsp�rat�on. And an art�st who �s really al�ve and awake h�mself, by
reason of th�s very v�tal�ty of h�s own powers, d�scovers endless
opportun�t�es for act�vely assert�ng the same, and feel�ng �nsp�red
wh�le do�ng so, opportun�t�es wh�ch pass over other people w�thout
s�m�larly affect�ng them.
(β) If we ask further, v�z., of what prec�sely th�s art�st�c �nsp�rat�on
cons�sts, we may perhaps best descr�be �t by say�ng that �t �s the
capac�ty of be�ng ent�rely absorbed �n a g�ven subject, a capac�ty not
merely wholly to real�ze �t, but �ncapable of rest�ng unt�l the same �s
completely m�nted anew, and rounded off �n �ts art�st�c form.



(γ) Moreover, when an art�st has thus ent�rely appropr�ated h�s
subject, �t �s but say�ng the same th�ng the other way to aff�rm that he
must know how to forget h�s own �nd�v�dual �d�osyncras�es, and all
that acc�dentally attaches to them; he must, �n short, on h�s part lose
h�mself �n the matter on hand. He must make h�s art�st�c personal�ty
the pure form under wh�ch the content he has ass�m�lated �s clothed
and embod�ed. An �nsp�rat�on �n wh�ch the part�cular �nd�v�dual
rece�ves too emphat�c a predom�nance and assert�on, rather than
be�ng the v�tally act�ve �nstrument wh�ch d�splays the �deal
s�gn�f�cance of the mater�al worked upon, �s an �nfer�or type of
�nsp�rat�on. Th�s truth opens the way to a fuller cons�derat�on of what
�s generally understood as the object�ve character of art�st�c
product�on.

2. THE OBJECTIVE CHARACTER OF THE REPRESENTATION

(a) In the ord�nary sense of the word we understand object�v�ty to
mean that the content �n any work of art necessar�ly rece�ves the
form of the real�ty already g�ven, and �n �ts art�st�c embod�ment we
have the same clearly repeated. In th�s sense, that we des�re to see
object�ve truth reproduced for us, we are ent�tled to call Kotzebue an
object�ve poet. In h�s work we undoubtedly f�nd ord�nary real�ty
s�mply as �t �s aga�n. The object of art �s, however, more prec�sely
stated, to str�p away not merely the appearance, but the actual
content of all that meets us every day, and by means of the sp�r�tual
act�v�ty of the art�st most personal to h�mself, to work out that wh�ch
�s essent�ally rat�onal �n that content �n �ts really adequate external
form. Indeed, �f we look at yet better examples of art than
Kotzebue's, such as those we have already glanced at �n the
youthful product�ons of Goethe, we shall f�nd that th�s real�st�c type of
object�v�ty can be made essent�ally l�v�ng �n �ts express�on, and by
v�rtue of th�s qual�ty prove h�ghly attract�ve to ourselves, and yet, on
account of the fact that the art�st�c form rema�ns defect�ve, fa�l to
arr�ve at the real beauty of art. Purely external object�v�ty, therefore,
wh�ch st�ll lacks the ab�d�ng and substant�al s�gn�f�cance, �s not that
for wh�ch an art�st should str�ve.



(b) A second type of object�ve real�zat�on presents �tself to us �n the
case where we f�nd the external �s not the art�st�c a�m, but the art�st
has se�zed hold of h�s subject w�th all the depth and strength of h�s
emot�onal l�fe. Th�s �nward aspect of h�s work rema�ns, however, so
ent�rely enclosed w�th�n �tself and concentrated that �t fa�ls to assert
�tself w�th a clearness thoroughly possessed, or to unfold �tself �n �ts
full truth. The eloquence of pathos s�mply restr�cts �tself by means of
�llustrat�ons external to �t, w�thout possess�ng e�ther the power or the
culture to be able to present the fulness of that content �n an expl�c�t
form. Folksongs pre-em�nently belong to such a mode of art�st�c
product�on. Extremely s�mple as they are �n the�r form, they suggest
an emot�onal l�fe wh�ch l�es at the�r root of st�ll w�der range and
depth, but wh�ch they are unable clearly to express. The�r art, �n fact,
�s �tself not suff�c�ently elaborate or complete enough to carry �nto the
l�ght of day w�th transparent reflect�on all that �t would unfold, and �s
forced to rest sat�sf�ed w�th suggest�ng to our sympath�es the same
by means of an external symbol�sm. The heart rema�ns thrown back
and concentrated upon �tself, and �n order to make �ts l�fe �ntell�g�ble
to others, casts but a fa�nter reflect�on of �ts world upon ent�rely f�n�te
and external c�rcumstances and phenomena, wh�ch, no doubt, are
thus eloquent �n a degree, albe�t we rece�ve from them only a far-off
echo of the emot�ons and l�fe they would br�ng home to us. Goethe
has h�mself wr�tten many qu�te exqu�s�te songs of th�s k�nd. "The
Shepherd's Lament" �s one of the most beaut�ful. In th�s refra�n a
heart that �s broken w�th pa�n and yearn�ng st�ll rema�ns s�lent and
reserved beneath the purely external tra�ts wh�ch would fa�n rel�eve
�t; and, desp�te of th�s, we hear, as through an undertone, all the
concentrated depth of emot�on �t fa�ls to express. In the "Erl-k�ng,"
and many other of h�s songs, we hear the same tone. Th�s tone,
however, we may also meet �n degenerate form r�ght down to the
most fut�le barbar�sm, unable to grasp e�ther the essent�al character
of the facts or the s�tuat�on, merely cl�ng�ng to the�r most f�n�te
aspects �n all the�r crudeness and absence of art�st�c taste. An
example we may g�ve from the "Drummer-comrade of the boy
Wunderhorn,"[424] such �nan�t�es as "O thou dwell�ng house of man,
O gallows," or "Adjutant s�r corporal," express�ons wh�ch are
supposed to move us deeply. When on the contrary Goethe s�ngs:



Der Strauss, den �ch gepflücket,
Grüsse D�ch v�el tausendmal,
Ich habe m�ch oft gebücket
Und �hn aus Herz gedrücket,
Ach, w�e v�el tausendmal[425].

strong emot�on �s suggested �n a very d�fferent way, wh�ch br�ngs
before our m�nd noth�ng tr�v�al or contrary to the ma�n �dea. What
however �s, as a rule, defect�ve �n th�s part�cular type of poet�cal
real�zat�on �s the express�on of emot�on �n all �ts true �ntens�ty. Th�s,
�n the rarest art, should not be suffered to rema�n a depth shut away,
wh�ch merely reflects a d�stant echo through the external objects
presented: �t should e�ther break forth �n �ts full character, or be seen
through the veh�cle w�th complete transparency. Sch�ller, for
example, br�ngs out h�s soul �n �ts full strength �n the pathos of h�s
work, w�thal a great soul, wh�ch penetrates to the very core of h�s
subject, and �s able to express �ts very deepest s�gn�f�cance �n the
freest and most persp�cuous way through the wealth and mus�c of
h�s verse.
(c) In conform�ty, then, w�th the not�on of the Ideal, we may conclude
that even when we are deal�ng w�th the mere express�on of
emot�onal l�fe, we shall never fully establ�sh our t�tle to truly object�ve
art so long as any part of all that �s compr�sed �n the subject-matter,
wh�ch st�rs the art�st�c �nsp�rat�on, rema�ns st�ll wrapped up w�th�n the
soul that seeks to express �tself; rather all that l�es there should be
completely unfolded, and unfolded �n a way wh�ch not merely shall
reveal to us the essent�al soul and substance of the content
selected, but shall embody �t �n some completely homogeneous type
of �nd�v�dual art, through wh�ch, as through a transparency, both soul
and substance shall rad�ate. For that wh�ch �s h�ghest and most
excellent �s not by any means that we are unable to express, as
though the poet conta�ned �n h�mself st�ll greater depths than those
expressed on the face of h�s work. The work of an art�st �s the
consummate fru�t of that art�st, and reflects prec�sely what he �s, and
only what he �s, and all that rema�ns beh�nd �n the temple of h�s soul
�s a naught or noth�ng[426].

3. MANNER, STYLE, AND ORIGINALITY



However much �t may be �mperat�vely requ�red of the art�st that he
should g�ve to h�s work an object�ve character such as we have
above �nd�cated, th�s must not make us obl�v�ous to the fact that the
art�st's product�on �s at the same t�me the work of h�s �nsp�rat�on; �t �s
he alone who has, by h�s ent�re �dent�f�cat�on of h�s personal�ty w�th
the spec�f�c subject-matter and �ts art�st�c embod�ment, brought �nto
be�ng the ent�re creat�on out of the l�fe of h�s own emot�onal nature
and �mag�nat�on. And �t �s th�s �dent�ty of the free personal�ty of the
art�st and the truly object�ve construct�on of h�s art�st�c creat�on wh�ch
const�tutes the th�rd fundamental aspect of h�s act�v�ty as set forth
above and wh�ch we must now shortly cons�der, �n so far as we may
be thus enabled to un�te that wh�ch we have h�therto separated �n
our �ndependent cons�derat�on of the concept�ons of gen�us and the
object�ve presentment of a work of art. We may character�ze such a
un�ty as the concept�on of true art�st�c or�g�nal�ty. Before, however,
we come to close quarters w�th all that �s �mpl�ed �n th�s concept�on, �t
�s necessary to clearly grasp two po�nts of v�ew already related to �t
whose �nsuff�c�ency we have to expose on the ground of the�r one-
s�dedness before a true concept�on of or�g�nal�ty can be fully
apprec�ated. These may be suff�c�ently �nd�cated by the terms
"subject�ve manner"[427] and style.
(a) The Subject�ve Manner
The po�nt of f�rst �mportance �n d�scuss�ng the mean�ng of the
express�on "art�st�c manner" �s to d�fferent�ate �t fundamentally from
art�st�c or�g�nal�ty. The term "manner," �n our v�ew, �s only used �n
d�rect relat�on to the spec�f�c and consequently acc�dental
�d�osyncras�es of the art�st, that �s, merely �n so far as such qual�t�es
assert themselves as effect�ve �n h�s work w�thout be�ng called forth
by the nature of the subject �tself and �ts �deal expos�t�on.
(α) A manner thus �nterpreted has no connect�on w�th the un�versal
types of art, that �s to say, types wh�ch requ�re an essent�ally d�fferent
mode of representat�on, as, for �nstance, the landscape pa�nter
necessar�ly treats the objects of Nature �n qu�te a d�fferent way from
that under wh�ch a h�stor�cal pa�nter would so treat them; or the ep�c
poet would handle s�m�lar subject-matter �n a d�fferent way from that
appropr�ate to the dramat�c poet. On the contrary, "a manner" �s a



form of art�st�c express�on wholly emanat�ng from a part�cular
�nd�v�dual�ty, an ent�rely suppos�t�t�ous �d�osyncrasy of execut�ve
ab�l�ty wh�ch may be carr�ed so far as to contrad�ct absolutely the
true not�on of the Ideal. As thus def�ned "manner" stands at the
bottom of the scale among the forms wh�ch may character�ze an
art�st's general handl�ng. An art�st who thus expresses h�s
�nd�v�dual�ty s�mply g�ves free re�n to any chance not�ons of h�s own
w�thout test�ng them as subject to the substant�ve cla�ms of art. But �t
�s a fundamental pr�nc�ple of art that �t should abol�sh prec�sely all
that �s merely acc�dental to �ts content no less than to �ts art�st�c or
rather external mode of presentment. And th�s �s only to say that �t
requ�res of the art�st that he should efface from h�s work all traces of
purely personal tastes and �d�osyncras�es he shares w�th no one
else[428].
(β) And for these reasons we would po�nt out that "a manner" of th�s
k�nd �s not so much to be contrasted d�rectly w�th the true expos�t�on
of art as to be cons�dered �n relat�on to the purely external aspects of
art where the �nd�v�dual�ty of the part�cular mode of treatment comes
�nto play. Th�s k�nd of manner �s most consp�cuous �n the arts of
pa�nt�ng and mus�c for the reason that these arts[429] present to the
art�st the w�dest var�ety of external character�zat�on for h�m to se�ze
upon and reproduce. What we f�nd here �s a certa�n art�f�c�al manner
of general execut�on ent�rely pecul�ar to some part�cular art�st and
the school of �m�tators or pup�ls who follow h�m, wh�ch through
constant repet�t�on degenerates �nto mere hab�t.
(αα) And �ts tendency �s to develop on one of two ways �n wh�ch we
may regard the art�st�c work. F�rst, there �s the aspect of �ts
compos�t�on. To take pa�nt�ng, for example, we have all the var�ety of
ways under wh�ch the preva�l�ng atmospher�c tone, the arrangement
of fol�age, the contrast of l�ght and shade, �n short the ent�re scheme
of colour may be treated. Most part�cularly �n th�s feature of the
general scheme[430] of the colour�ng and l�ght�ng of a p�cture we f�nd
that pa�nters perm�t themselves the most var�ed freedom of �nd�v�dual
preference and d�staste. Of course such a preva�l�ng tone may
appear to us as that we do not f�nd �n Nature for the s�mple reason
that we have not had our attent�on d�rected to �t although �t �s really



there. But we shall often f�nd that such a scheme has s�mply been
adopted by th�s or that art�st on grounds of personal taste or
conven�ence[431], and �t becomes s�mply a hab�t �n h�m to use
everyth�ng now as subject to that part�cular scheme. And what we
have observed w�th reference to colour�ng �s equally true when
appl�ed to the treatment of natural objects, the�r group�ng, pos�t�on,
mot�on, and general character�zat�on. Th�s �nfer�or mode of treatment
�s part�cularly to be observed �n the works of the Dutch school. Take
the case of Van der Neer's n�ght-scenes and h�s art�f�c�al
presentat�on of moonl�ght, or Van der Goyen's sand-h�lls �n so many
of h�s landscapes. The ever-repeated reflect�ons of l�ght from sat�n
and s�lk stuffs that we f�nd �n so many p�ctures of other masters of
the same school are �nd�cat�ons of the same art�f�c�al mode of
handl�ng.
(ββ) A manner of th�s type may be st�ll further, traced �n the
execut�on of other deta�ls, the handl�ng of brush or penc�l, the lay�ng
on and blend�ng of t�nts and many other features of execut�ve work.
(γγ) The general conclus�on we come to, after cons�der�ng all such
examples of spec�al�zed handl�ng and concept�on �n wh�ch constant
repet�t�on grows at last hab�tual to, and �ndeed becomes a second
nature of the art�st, �s th�s, that just �n proport�on as the manner
adopted �s more spec�al�zed[432], there �s an �ncreas�ng and
dangerous tendency for �t to degenerate �nto that wh�ch �s noth�ng
more than a soulless and consequently ar�d repet�t�on and
mechan�cal exerc�se, throughout wh�ch the art�st �s no longer present
w�th the fulness of h�s sp�r�tual resources and the ent�re strength of
h�s �nsp�rat�on. When th�s takes place h�s art necessar�ly s�nks to the
level of a mere execut�ve fac�l�ty or accompl�shment of h�s hands,
and a manner, otherw�se �nnocent enough, may very read�ly grow
starved and l�feless.
(γ) The more truly art�st�c "manner" has consequently to d�sengage
�tself from such jejune pecul�ar�t�es, to broaden out �nto a freer
atmosphere[433], so that no spec�al�zed mode of handl�ng shall be
suffered to ster�l�ze �tself �nto what �s s�mply a matter of hab�t. In th�s
way an art�st w�ll approach the facts of Nature w�th a breadth of v�ew



more �n keep�ng w�th her own, and w�ll understand how to �dent�fy h�s
larger concept�ons and the general techn�que of h�s craft w�th the
same �deal sp�r�t. In someth�ng of the same sense we may descr�be �t
as a pecul�ar manner of Goethe that he �s part�cularly apt �n
conclud�ng not merely poems of soc�ety but also open�ngs to works
of a more ser�ous character w�th a sudden turn of pleasantry, �n order
to remove the �mpress�on of or throw �nto the background the ser�ous
nature of prev�ous reflect�on or s�tuat�on. We meet w�th the same
character�st�c �n the correspondence of Horace. It �s, �n fact, an
appl�cat�on of the art of conversat�on and general soc�ab�l�ty, wh�ch,
�n order to avo�d follow�ng up any matter more deeply, comes to a
stop, breaks off and cleverly d�verts the ser�ous �nto more cheerful
channels. Such a mode of the l�terary art �s undoubtedly part of the
manner of the art�st and h�s �nd�v�dual style, but the �nd�v�dual�ty thus
exempl�f�ed �s based upon a broader pr�nc�ple, and �s asserted �n a
way wholly just�f�ed by the art�st�c purpose of the work �n hand. And
th�s part�cular type of an art�st�c manner w�ll enable us to pass read�ly
to the cons�derat�on of "style" generally.
(b) Style
Le style c'est l'homme même �s a famous phrase of the French. Style
�s here generally understood as the un�que character�zat�on of
personal�ty, the part�cular mode of express�on, however �t may be
appl�ed, wh�ch wholly reveals to us �ts substance. Herr von Rumohr,
on the other hand ("Ital�an Invest�gat�ons," �, p. 87), endeavours to
�nterpret the express�on as a mode hab�tual through �ts constant
repet�t�on of br�ng�ng together the most v�tal character�st�cs of the
subject-matter art�st�cally treated, by v�rtue of wh�ch the sculptor
�nforms h�s f�gures w�th real�ty, and the pa�nter g�ves to h�s the
appearance of l�fe. He further adds �mportant observat�ons upon the
appropr�ate form of representat�on wh�ch, �n the case of an art such
as sculpture, the spec�f�c sensuous mater�al e�ther perm�ts or
proscr�bes. It �s, however, not necessary to attach the express�on
"style" solely to th�s aspect of sensuous mater�al; we may
unquest�onably extend �t to all those determ�nat�ons and rules of
art�st�c product�on wh�ch apply naturally to any part�cular type of art,
and �n v�rtue of wh�ch an object �s reproduced �n the med�um of any



one of them. We consequently d�st�ngu�sh �n the art of mus�c the
style of church mus�c from that of opera, and �n that of pa�nt�ng, the
h�stor�cal style from the style of genre pa�nt�ng. Style �s therefore a
mode of art�st�c presentat�on, wh�ch not merely follows closely the
fundamental cond�t�ons of �ts mater�al, but asserts �tself as adequate
to all that any part�cular type of art demands for �ts compos�t�on and
execut�on and �n str�ct conform�ty w�th the laws wh�ch apply to the
subject-matter on hand. Defect of style w�ll then, �n th�s extens�on of
the mean�ng, e�ther �mply an �nab�l�ty to present a compos�t�on �n
accordance w�th such necessary cond�t�ons, or w�ll amount to a
personal capr�ce wh�ch rather g�ves free re�n to �ts own part�cular
pred�lect�ons than accepts the cond�t�ons of compos�t�on wh�ch are
really proposed to �t, �n other words adopts an �nfer�or "manner" of �ts
own. Consequently �t �s �nadm�ss�ble, as Herr von Rumohr has
already po�nted out, to apply pr�nc�ples pecul�ar to one type of art to
another, as Mengs has done �n h�s famous museum �n the v�lla
Alban�, where both �n the general concept�on and execut�on of h�s
Apollo he adopts the modes of colour�ng appl�cable only to sculpture.
A defect of the same k�nd may be traced �n many of the p�ctures of
Dürer, where we see that even �n pa�nt�ng, espec�ally �n the fold�ng of
h�s drapery, he adopts the style of wood-cut �n wh�ch he �s so
consummate a master.
(c) Or�g�nal�ty
The f�nal result, then, of our �nqu�ry on th�s head �s that true
or�g�nal�ty does not cons�st �n merely conform�ng to the paramount
cond�t�ons of style, but �n a k�nd of �nsp�red state[434] personal to the
art�st wh�ch, �nstead of comm�tt�ng �tself wholly to a mere external
manner of compos�t�on, se�zes hold of a part�cular subject-matter
that �s essent�ally rat�onal, and by v�rtue of �ts own resources and
qual�ty, re-clothes the same as from w�th�n the art�st h�mself and not
merely �n a way conformable to the essent�al not�on of the art
adopted, but also �n a form adequate to the un�versal not�on of the
Ideal.
(α) True or�g�nal�ty �s consequently �dent�cal w�th true object�v�ty, and
comb�nes that wh�ch �s due to the personal�ty of the art�st and the
actual subject-matter of h�s work �n such a way that both aspects of



h�s art�st�c product are held together �n complete accord. Looked at
�n one way, such a work appears to reveal to us the very essence of
the art�st's personal�ty, wh�le regarded from another we only f�nd
there the essence of the subject-matter art�st�cally treated, so that
th�s very un�queness of express�on appears to ar�se from the un�que
character�st�cs of the mater�al to wh�ch �t �s appl�ed; and we may say
w�th equal truth e�ther that the expressed form �s due to those
character�st�cs, or that th�s un�que �mpress�on we obta�n from them
proceeds from the creat�ve un�ty of the art�st.
(β) True or�g�nal�ty must be ent�rely kept d�st�nct from �nd�v�dual
capr�ce and every k�nd of personal express�on that �s due to
fortu�tous causes. A common �dea of or�g�nal�ty �s s�mply the str�ng�ng
together of so many cur�os�t�es, th�ngs wh�ch th�s part�cular �nd�v�dual
and no other could perpetuate or even fa�ntly �mag�ne. That �s,
however, merely �d�osyncracy gone mad. No people on earth are
more or�g�nal �n th�s mean�ng of the term than Engl�shmen, a country
where every one pr�des h�mself on comm�tt�ng some folly or other,
wh�ch no man �n h�s senses �s l�kely to repeat, and then fondly
�mag�nes h�s performance to be or�g�nal.
We may �n th�s connect�on br�efly refer to what has been so extolled,
and never more than �n our own days as the or�g�nal�ty of w�t and
humour. An art�st of th�s type of humour starts off from a po�nt of v�ew
or an exper�ence wholly personal to h�mself, and constantly recurs to
the same so that the real object of h�s art�st�c product�on �s merely
treated as the peg on wh�ch he may hang, or the f�eld �n wh�ch he
may g�ve full play to, whatever w�tt�ness, jest, qu�rks, and sall�es h�s
mood may chance to l�ght upon. In th�s way the real object of h�s art
and that wh�ch should render �t v�tal �n h�mself fall ent�rely apart, and
we have a capr�c�ous mode of art�st�c product�on, �n wh�ch the
�d�osyncrasy of the art�st �s made to appear as of f�rst �mportance. A
humour of th�s k�nd �s often replete w�th �ntellectual br�ll�ance and
deep feel�ng, and �n �ts general result �s very apt to �mpose on us; yet
for all that �t �s not generally such a d�ff�cult matter as �s commonly
bel�eved. To constantly �nterrupt the rat�onal content of that wh�ch we
are really deal�ng w�th, �nterrupt�ng all steady progress w�th a stream
of capr�c�ous fresh starts and conclus�ons, a sort of patchwork of



wh�ms and emot�onal excurs�ons, and thereby to create a car�cature
of �mag�nat�ve v�gour �s far eas�er than to develop and round off w�th
completeness an art�st�c whole of sterl�ng qual�ty throughout such as
w�ll test�fy to the real Ideal. Moreover, our humour nowadays �s only
too ready to g�ve us the repuls�ve features of a talent for w�t
essent�ally crude, and �s constantly degenerat�ng �nto coarse
buffoonery and empt�ness. We do not often get from �t real humour
at all. The stalest tr�v�al�t�es are wont to pass now for br�ll�ancy and
depth of soul prov�ded they only r�g themselves out �n the pretent�ous
motley of humour. Shakespeare, on the contrary, possessed a grand
and profound sense of humour, but even h�s works are by no means
dest�tute of shallows. The humour of Jean Paul too often surpr�ses
us w�th the depth of �ts w�t and the beauty of �ts sent�ment, but we
are qu�te as often repelled by the absurdly eccentr�c way �n wh�ch he
h�tches together h�s subjects, or rather leaves them w�th the bare
jo�nture to l�e apart, and then floods all he has to say w�th a k�nd of
humour that leaves �t almost �mposs�ble to make head or ta�l of. No
humour�st, however great he may be, �s l�kely to f�nd anyth�ng
resembl�ng �t �n h�s memory; and our ma�n �mpress�on �s frequently,
even �n the case of Jean Paul's kale�doscop�c effects, that they are
rather the result of mechan�cal past�ng together than a spontaneous
product from the cruc�ble of gen�us. For th�s reason Jean Paul f�nds �t
necessary, �n order cont�nually to present new effects, to drag �nto
books d�ffer�ng wholly �n k�nd, botan�cal, legal and ph�losoph�cal
d�squ�s�t�ons, no less than descr�pt�ons of travel; whatever wh�m �n
fact may str�ke h�s fancy at the t�me �s promptly �nserted. Even when
h�s subject relates to sc�ent�f�c d�scovery he w�ll run together the
most heterogeneous mater�al such as a collect�on of Braz�l�an plants
and observat�ons upon the old �mper�al chamber[435]. There are
people who w�ll pra�se a motley of th�s k�nd as or�g�nal. But �t �s really
prec�sely the k�nd of capr�ce wh�ch or�g�nal�ty of the genu�ne stamp
excludes.
Wh�le we are on th�s top�c �t w�ll not be out of place to add some
further remarks upon �rony, wh�ch part�cularly pr�des �tself upon
present�ng us w�th the very flower of or�g�nal�ty on just those
occas�ons when �t has ceased to treat any art�st�c mater�al w�th



ser�ousness and converts the whole affa�r �nto a subject of w�tt�c�sm,
only worth not�ce for the sake of the w�t �t suggests. Looked at from
another po�nt of v�ew th�s �rony rakes together a lot of th�ngs wh�ch
are qu�te fore�gn to the essence of the matter �n hand, th�ngs the
deeper s�gn�f�cance of wh�ch the poet keeps to h�mself, and h�s
not�on seems to be that by th�s subtle exerc�se of h�s powers the
�mag�nat�on w�ll be enlarged. And �t �s just �n external assoc�at�ons of
th�s sort that we get what we have already descr�bed as the poetry of
a poetry, where�n everyth�ng that �s deepest and most excellent �s
concealed from us for no other reason than th�s, that we must not be
allowed to look at �t because �t �s so profound. And we really f�nd �n
Fr�edr�ch von Schlegel's poetry, more part�cularly when he became
va�n over h�s t�tle to the rank of poet, that wh�ch clearly �s set forth as
the aroma of all �s just that wh�ch �s never expressed: no wonder th�s
poetry of poetry turns out to be the flattest prose.
(γ) A genu�ne work of art must consequently be held �ntact from all
or�g�nal�ty of th�s perverse type. True or�g�nal�ty w�ll be asserted
throughout by th�s and th�s alone, that the work has the appearance
of be�ng the un�que creat�on of one �nd�v�dual m�nd, wh�ch does not
go about p�ck�ng up scraps from around �t and then make thereof a
patchwork, but perm�ts the mater�al of that work, �n complete
accordance w�th the un�ty most congen�al to �ts own substance, to
b�nd �tself together �n a whole all parts of wh�ch are str�ctly related, as
truly stamped w�th one m�nt as the founder's cast. When we f�nd
scenes and mot�ves �ntroduced upon grounds that are fore�gn to the
real art�st�c purpose, that �s to say, wh�ch do not d�rectly grow out of
the true subject, we must �nev�tably lose that subtle and necessary
connect�on of all the parts wh�ch create th�s un�ty, and what we thus
�nterpolate w�ll unavo�dably �mpress us as someth�ng fortu�tously
attached by personal capr�ce. Much �n th�s way �t has been the
fash�on to g�ve except�onal pra�se to the "Götz von Berl�ch�ngen" of
Goethe on the grounds of �ts great or�g�nal�ty. No doubt �t �s true
enough, as we have above remarked, that �n th�s drama Goethe has
w�th much �ntrep�d�ty g�ven the l�e d�rect to and turned h�s back upon
all that had been taken as the establ�shed pr�nc�ples of the aesthet�c
sc�ence of h�s age; the execut�on of th�s work, however, does not
bear the stamp of genu�ne or�g�nal�ty. One f�nds, on the contrary, �n



th�s youthful product�on �nd�cat�ons of the poverty of the mater�al
upon wh�ch �t �s founded, so that many tra�ts and ent�re scenes
appear to have been raked together and un�ted by connect�ons
fore�gn to the subject from mater�al of an �nterest contemporary w�th
that of the art�st's l�fe �nstead of be�ng the genu�ne elaborat�on of the
fundamental subject-matter. The scene, for example, between Götz
and brother Mart�n, where Mart�n Luther �s clearly suggested,
conta�ns �deas wh�ch Goethe could only have borrowed from a t�me
such as h�s own when people began once more to wa�l over the
cond�t�ons of monast�c l�fe, how they durst not dr�nk w�ne, could only
sleep off the�r meals, were at the mercy of ev�l des�res and generally
must subm�t to the three �ntolerable vows of poverty, chast�ty, and
obed�ence. Brother Mart�n, on the other hand, grows enthus�ast�c
over the kn�ghtly l�fe of Götz, how he recalled to memory the load of
booty he took from h�s foe, whom he ran through w�th lance on
horseback before he could shoot, then tumbled over, horse and all,
and f�nally returned to h�s castle and w�fe. Whereupon the good
monk dr�nks the health of the dame El�zabeth, w�p�ng h�s eyes the
wh�le. W�th mundane reflect�ons of th�s sort Luther never started on
h�s journey, but rather as a p�ous monk who had penetrated to the�r
depths the rel�g�ous concept�ons and conv�ct�ons of August�ne,
another source altogether. Subject to prec�sely s�m�lar defects are
the pedagog�cal references to that per�od wh�ch occur �n the
follow�ng scene and for wh�ch Vasedow �s ma�nly respons�ble. We
are �nformed that ch�ldren of that age are taught much that �s
un�ntell�g�ble, that the true method of �nstruct�on should rather
educate the�r m�nds through the senses and exper�ence. Karl, for
example, repeats phrases to h�s father by heart prec�sely s�m�lar to
those current �n Goethe's own younger days: "Junthausen �s a
v�llage and castle on the Junt and for two hundred years has been
the ancestral property of the lords of Berl�ch�ngen." When Götz asks
h�m �f he knows any lord of Berl�ch�ngen personally the lad stares
blankly at h�m and through sheer over-teach�ng does not know h�s
own father. Götz declares that he knew every path and road �n the
country before he knew the names of a s�ngle r�ver, v�llage, or
mounta�n. All th�s k�nd of th�ng �s mere l�terary stucco wh�ch has
noth�ng to do w�th the actual subject at all. And when an occas�on



does ar�se �n wh�ch we ought to f�nd some really character�st�c gr�p of
the very marrow of the subject, as �n the conversat�ons between
Götz and We�ssl�ngen, we get noth�ng more than cold reflect�ons
upon the t�mes.
We f�nd much the same assoc�at�on of �rrelevant matter �n the same
poet's "Wahlverwandschaften."[436] The lay�ng out of pleasure
grounds, the l�v�ng p�ctures, the observat�ons upon pendulum
osc�llat�ons, the test�ng of metals, the headaches, the ent�re
descr�pt�on of elect�ve aff�n�t�es, wh�ch �s borrowed stra�ght from
chem�cal sc�ence, are all of th�s category. It may, of course, be freely
adm�tted that �n a romance, referr�ng to an essent�ally prosa�c age,
such th�ngs arepr�ma fac�e adm�ss�ble, and more part�cularly so
when we have a Goethe to �ntroduce them so cleverly and apply
them so charm�ngly; moreover no work of art of any k�nd can be kept
wholly unaffected by the culture of the art�st's own age. It �s one th�ng
to allow the reflect�on of contemporary culture to appear as part of
the art�st�c whole, qu�te another to br�ng together such mater�al of
research �n a way that places �t as someth�ng wholly outs�de and
�ndependent of the genu�ne substance of the compos�t�on. For the
true or�g�nal�ty of the art�st no less than that of h�s work cons�sts
exclus�vely �n the�r be�ng v�tally bound up w�th that wh�ch �s only
�ntell�g�ble as part of the real subject-matter treated. When the art�st
has fully Appropr�ated th�s object�ve reason, w�thout m�x�ng up w�th �t,
to the detr�ment of �ts clar�ty, deta�ls he may have borrowed from h�s
personal exper�ence or other sources wh�ch do not str�ctly belong to
�t; �n that case alone w�ll he stamp the mater�al w�th the genu�ne mark
of h�s own art�st�c m�ntage. Th�s personal effect upon h�s work merely
serves h�m as a br�dge of L�fe over wh�ch he passes to secure a
work of art wholly complete �n �tself, just as �n all genu�ne thought
and act�on true freedom cons�sts �n allow�ng that wh�ch �s of essent�al
s�gn�f�cance to assert �tself w�thout restra�nt, so that �t becomes �tself
the force wh�ch dom�nates both the part�cular thought and vol�t�on of
the man who thus appropr�ates �t, and by so do�ng reconc�les every
vest�ge of oppos�t�on. In th�s way the or�g�nal�ty of art absorbs every
acc�dental tra�t pecul�ar to a g�ven personal�ty; but �t only absorbs �t
that the art�st may follow w�thout reserve the �mpulse and bent of h�s



gen�us as �nsp�red through every f�bre of the mater�al he moulds, and
�nstead of reflect�ng a purely barren w�lfulness and capr�ce of h�s own
may g�ve an object�ve form to h�s true art�st�c �nd�v�dual�ty conjo�ned
w�th consummate accompl�shment. To have no "manner" was ever
the one great "manner," and �n th�s sense alone can we ascr�be
or�g�nal�ty to Homer, Sophocles, Rafael, and Shakespeare.

[271] E�ner spec�f�schen Seele. We certa�nly should not �n
ord�nary speech say that �norgan�c objects possessed a soul. The
phrase �ndeed �s d�ff�cult to follow, except as expla�ned by the
prev�ous techn�cal d�scuss�on of E�nzelhe�t.

[272] The express�on �n d�eser der Allgeme�nhe�t
entgegengehobenen Äusserl�chke�t refers to the man�fold �n
oppos�t�on to wh�ch the pr�nc�ple of un�versal�ty �s pos�ted as a test
for the select�on of those aspects wh�ch man�fest �t as v�tal
�nd�v�dual�ty.

[273] Sel�gke�t.

[274] He�terke�t. I cannot sat�sfy myself w�th one Engl�sh word. It
seems to comb�ne both bl�thesomeness and cheerfulness �n the
l�teral mean�ng of the word.

[275] In das e�nfache Be�s�chseyn. Self-conta�nedness would be
more l�teral.
[276] E�ne Versöhnung des Gemüths. I th�nk th�s refers to the
emot�ons of the spectators. The use of the word �n the next
sentence po�nts to th�s.

[277] D�ese Fest�gke�t, e.g., such a rel�g�ously austere mode of
treatment, rather th�s than "r�gorously true," �s I th�nk the sense.
[278] Compare that wonderful poem of G. Mered�th,
"Theodol�nda."

[279] Schönthuere�.

[280] See Introduct�on, pp. 86, 87.

[281] Such appears to me the sense of the above passage, but �t
�s not very clearly expressed. Hegel states the case of those who
contend that a p�cture must be a good one because the �deal
element �s the ma�n th�ng and to get that you have merely to



borrow from poetry. He then takes an example to show th�s �s not
so.
[282] Here commences the more thorough expos�t�on of the
d�ff�culty.

[283] Vorstellung, "world of �deas" would be perhaps better.
[284] Apart from an error �n punctuat�on I th�nk th�s sentence �s not
as Hegel wrote �t, certa�nly �t �s not as he would have left �t after
rev�s�on; as �t stands the grammat�cal construct�on �s ent�rely spl�t
�nto two d�scordant sect�ons. I have at least made �t grammat�cal.

[285] D�e Vorstellung, �.e., the �mag�nat�ve concept�on.
[286] There �s, however, the quest�on of pos�t�ve character�zat�on
�mposed on the work by the art�st. The work of M�chelangelo �s of
course an extreme example. Th�s �s here rather overlooked.

[287] That �s to say, �t rema�ns the potency of many forms; �t �s left
�n �ts abstract formal�ty to be var�ously formed by l�mbs �n the�r
mot�on and not cut �nto the forms dev�sed by a ta�lor.
[288] Inf�n�te, of course, not �n the sense of extens�on, but
because �t �s a const�tuent of the un�versal med�um of thought,
�nf�n�te as the judgment �s so.

[289] Th�s analys�s of Dutch pa�nt�ng �s remarkable for �ts �ns�ght
and �mpart�al�ty, and may be contrasted �n th�s respect w�th the
wr�t�ngs of Rusk�n.
[290] D�e höhere Seele. The �deal atmosphere throughout.

[291] It w�ll be recalled that �t was prec�sely th�s p�cture, or one
much resembl�ng, that Rusk�n, w�th less sympathy, cr�t�c�zed
severely.
[292] No doubt these were other p�ctures �n the exh�b�t�on of
p�ctures contemporary w�th the date of Hegel's lecture.

[293] Ideal.
[294] Auf w�llkürl�ch festgesetzten Ze�chen.

[295] Not a very luc�d sentence. I presume the words be� deren
Anbl�ck refer, to the forms, not to the beauty wh�ch reposes on
them. The abstractness of such a po�nt of v�ew �s obv�ous.
[296] I th�nk se�n e�genes Wollen must pract�cally amount to th�s.
But �t �s all very vague.

[297] Handlung. See below.



[298] Vollbr�ngen des Menschen. The br�ng�ng up to fuller content.
[299] L�t., "turned outs�de upon to confront, l�ke a coat turned
�ns�de out that the �ns�de may face external facts."

[300] The German term �s Selbständ�gke�t. It may often be better
translated by "�ndependence."
[301] Durchgre�fende. That wh�ch penetrates the whole as the
causa eff�c�ens. The whole passage �s d�ff�cult and techn�cal.

[302] Für s�ch selbst. That �s to say, a substance that �s not
dependent on another for �ts real�ty but �s expl�c�t as such out of �ts
own resources.
[303] Für das Allgeme�ne.

[304] In e�ner Nacht. A condensed descr�pt�on of the true story
apparently.
[305] That �s to say, �t �s made up of un�ts all ready to pull �n
d�fferent d�rect�ons.

[306] A remarkable �nstance of the type �n our own days was
General Gordon. A perusal of h�s correspondence from Khartoum
makes �t suff�c�ently clear that he cons�dered �t h�s duty to rema�n
desp�te all orders to the contrary, so long as the garr�son
rema�ned unw�thdrawn; no doubt he cons�dered the reverse
course d�shonourable to England, but f�rst of all �t was
d�shonourable to h�mself.
[307] Fürs�che�ns�ehen.

[308] Das Vornehme. There �s probably here a further allus�on to
the respectab�l�ty assoc�ated w�th grandeur. The same �s true of
the compos�t�ons of the great Ital�an pa�nters.
[309] Ausgeb�ldeten. I have hes�tated to translate th�s "cult�vated"
as the context appears to suggest rather the k�nd of reg�me we
f�nd �n the h�ghly off�c�al central�zat�on of such a monarchy as that
of Pruss�a �n Hegel's t�me or the art�f�c�al e�ghteenth century. But
the whole passage r�ngs rather strangely to modern �deas, or at
least to Engl�sh not�ons of democracy.



[310] Götz von Berl�chengen was Goethe's f�rst drama, publ�shed
�n the year 1773, though the f�rst vers�on of �t was wr�tten �n 1771.

[311] Das Waltende, e.g., a force wh�ch �s predom�nant.
[312] Gehalt, content, that �s, �n �ts conf�gurat�ve energy.

[313] S�chverw�rkl�chen, that �s, object�ve self-real�zat�on.
[314] The whole of th�s passage �s d�ff�cult to follow and translate,
and has roots, no doubt, �n some of the most d�sputed pos�t�ons �n
Hegel�an ph�losophy, such as the �ndependent real�ty of Nature,
and the use that Hegel makes of such concept�ons as Chance
(Zufäll�gke�t) �n h�s explanat�on of �t. All that can be attempted here
�s to g�ve some k�nd of �ntell�g�ble �nterpretat�on of the express�ons
employed l�terally. The student w�ll do well to consult Professor A.
C. Bradley's cr�t�c�sm of Hegel's Idea of tragedy �n h�s "Lectures
on Poetry."

[315] The s�tuat�on w�thout def�ned s�tuat�on.
[316] Fest�gke�t. Staunchness �s perhaps better.

[317] Harmlos�gke�t, e.g., �ts �nab�l�ty to cause confl�ct.
[318] Such as pa�nt�ng and sculpture.

[319] By pos�t�ve he means that �n themselves they are not
actually d�scordant or negat�ve but only render such d�scordance
poss�ble �n the�r relat�on to sp�r�t.
[320] That �s, where a coll�s�on depends upon natural causes.

[321] Pos�t�ve, that �s, relat�ve to a part�cular concrete cond�t�on.
[322] Perhaps Erf�ndung would here be better translated w�th
"�nvent�on." Both processes are �nvolved �n the word.

[323] Auf den natürl�chen äusserl�chen Verlauf.

[324] Th�s must be �mpl�ed, for �t can only be asserted w�th
qual�f�cat�on of sculpture and �t �s not true of mus�c.

[325] In betreff se�ner Bes�nnung. Bes�nnung suggests, no doubt,
someth�ng more of m�nd than Gemüth. It �s the ent�re content of
self-consc�ousness on �ts sensuous s�de.
[326] D�e allgeme�nen Mächte. Th�s phrase �s expla�ned �n the
paragraph wh�ch follows.

[327] D�e Bethät�gung. The actual�zat�on would be a better word
perhaps.



[328] It may surpr�se some readers �n such a context suddenly to
be confronted w�th such ser�ous matters. But w�th Hegel such
surpr�ses must be expected. W�th h�m the root of all sp�r�tual
act�v�ty �s never far absent, and the relat�on of the State �s founded
on the same bas�s as that of the Church. And �f we mean anyth�ng
by the phrase of the D�v�ne Immanence we shall at least be able
to follow h�m.
[329] D�e ew�gen. Eternal because essent�ally belong�ng to the
expl�cat�on of reason.

[330] Würde. Worth�ness of personal character�st�cs, �.e., eth�cal
character.
[331] Das nur äuserl�ch Feststehende. The organ�zat�ons of Sp�r�t
are the most permanent real�t�es �s, I th�nk, the mean�ng.

[332] Etwas b�zarres oder w�dr�ges, �.e., that wh�ch �s arb�trary and
merely awakes cur�os�ty or exc�tes a feel�ng of repuls�on.
[333] There �s obv�ously a symbol�c mean�ng �n th�s poem of
Hartmann wh�ch Hegel appears to have overlooked, the sacr�f�ce
wh�ch the monks prescr�bed not necessar�ly �nvolv�ng a phys�cal
sacr�f�ce, but merely the g�ft of a love wh�ch would be equal to
such a sacr�f�ce.

[334] Th�s passage �s not easy to follow. I th�nk der �nnre Begr�ff
must mean the ent�re not�on of the personal�ty evolved �n the
act�on as d�st�nct from all part�cular aspects wh�ch are negat�ve
and ev�l. The ma�n d�ff�culty of the passage cons�sts �n the
abstract concept�on of ev�l or the negat�ve upon wh�ch Hegel
centres the attent�on.
[335] Halt, �.e., stable self-cons�stency.

[336] D�e �nnre haltlose Zerr�ssenke�t.

[337] Abgeschlossenhe�t, �.e., self-exclus�ve �nd�v�dual�ty.

[338] Zur subjekt�ven Innerl�chke�t. That �s to say, the ent�re self-
concentrat�on on the sp�r�tual centre of consc�ous l�fe.
[339] L�t., The�r �nd�v�dual�ty rema�ns rather external form, �n such
a way that �t fa�ls to penetrate through to absolutely �nward
subject�v�ty.

[340] Noth, the constra�nt of necessary cond�t�ons.
[341] M�t der Best�mmten, �.e., w�th the def�n�te subject-matter of
temporal l�fe.



[342] In the concept�on, that �s to say, wh�ch �s at the root of the
Greek �dea of D�v�n�ty.
[343] I presume what Hegel means �s as �nd�v�dual gods.

[344] Er n�cht m�t se�nem e�genen Selbst dabe� �st. He fa�ls to
obta�n the determ�nate freedom of the self-exclud�ng subject.
[345] I.e., between gods and men.

[346] Ganz prosa�sch. V�ewed pract�cally, that �s to say, rather
than metaphys�cally. The examples expla�n the mean�ng.
[347] Das Thun geht stets herüber und h�nüber. Is a ske�n �n
wh�ch the threads run over and under one another.

[348] "Il�ad," I, v, 190.
[349] Th�s v�ew may be well contrasted w�th the less v�tal cr�t�c�sm
of Sch�ller on th�s subject, wh�ch �nduced h�m actually to exclude
the feature from h�s amended ed�t�on of the play. In fact Hegel
shows more �ns�ght here than Coler�dge.

[350] N�cht über Hamlet haltlos verfügt. It �s also obv�ous, I th�nk,
that such a passage need not necessar�ly be opposed to Goethe's
ma�n concept�on. Such �deas may read�ly be expla�ned as the
excuses of a man who �nherently shr�nks from form�ng a grave
resolve of v�gorous act�on. No doubts are suggested when Hamlet
sees the ghost.
[351] Den e�gentl�chen M�ttelpunkt. Between what? I th�nk the
examples show that �t �s both between a work of human art and
Nature and between the work of art �tself and those to whom �t �s
addressed.

[352] L�t., Screws �tself l�ke a corkscrew �nto.
[353] Ausmalung. The metaphor �s taken from the art of pa�nt�ng
and techn�cally refers to the f�n�sh of the same �n all �ts deta�ls. It �s
here used generally.

[354] Vol. �, p. 153. I do not know the book.
[355] Als bewegendes Pathos. Th�s may mean "as the mot�ve
pr�nc�ple of pathos," but I �ncl�ne to the �nterpretat�on "as the
pathos wh�ch affects others."

[356] Th�s appears at f�rst s�ght to be somewhat contrary to the
statement made above (p. 309) that "We cannot aff�rm pathos of
the gods." But �f my translat�on �n the above passage �s the r�ght
one D�e Götter werden zum menschl�chen Pathos, I th�nk we must



understand D�e Götter here �n a more un�versal sense of the
D�v�ne than �n the former passage, and f�nd the emphas�s here �s
la�d upon the word menschl�chen. It �s, �n fact, but another way of
stat�ng the �ncarnat�on of the D�v�ne �n human�ty.
[357] Als totale Ind�v�dual�tät, �.e., all that �s compr�sed �n �ts
essent�al not�on.

[358] Der handelnden Character, �.e., Character man�fest �n the
act�on.
[359] Ausser s�ch, "goes to the dogs," as we say �n vulgar
parlance, �.e., ceases to be character �n the true sense at all.

[360] Th�s example shows us that by the express�on früheren
Götter above Hegel must be referr�ng to preh�stor�c t�mes and
qu�te archa�c concept�ons of Greek godhead.
[361] E�nes �n s�ck geb�ldeten Innern. Geb�ldet here used �n the
sense of perfected, rounded to a co-ord�nated content.

[362] H�ne�ngegraben, l�t., bur�ed �n.
[363] I am unable to express �n two words the contrast presented
by the German tragen and ertragen.

[364] It �s not easy to str�ke the exact �nterpretat�on of such a word
as Quetschl�chke�t. Apparently th�s or the more usual term
Quabbel�g have the sense of "shak�ng." I bel�eve there �s a
synonym for quaker's grass, v�z., quatch-grass.
[365] Und durch s�e s�ch h�ndurchz�ehen. The most obv�ous sense
of these words would be: and (�.e., the threads) carry themselves
on through �t (�.e., external�ty). Perhaps the mean�ng �s that the
relat�ons �n quest�on not merely un�te the Ideal to the world but are
carr�ed beyond (w�th the Ideal) the natural external world �nto that
h�gher plane of the object�ve sp�r�tual world. In my translat�on I
have pract�cally evaded the d�ff�culty and assumed there �s e�ther
someth�ng m�ss�ng, or we must understand, I adm�t, a very harsh
change of subject.

[366] Through self-consc�ousness he �s both the �nd�v�dual subject
and the form of an �nf�n�te content.
[367] E�ne subjekt�ve Total�tät.

[368] I have ampl�f�ed th�s sentence to make �t qu�te clear to wh�ch
of the three worlds, v�z., (a) the subject�ve world �n �ts abstract�on,
(b) the external world �n �ts abstract�on or, f�nally, the world of



real�ty, �n wh�ch a and b are mutually related, the wr�ter here
refers.
[369] In welche d�e �n s�ck totale E�nhe�t des Ideals n�cht mehr
�hrer konkreten Ge�st�gke�t nach h�ne�nzusche�nen befäh�gt �st.
L�t., Into wh�ch the self-complete un�ty of the Ideal �s no longer
capable of penetrat�ng by v�rtue of the concrete sp�r�tual�ty wh�ch �t
essent�ally �s.

[370] An obv�ous d�st�nct�on between the arts of arch�tecture and
garden-construct�on �s that �n the former all the mater�als used
have been already �nformed by human hands at least where
bu�ld�ng �s �n any advanced stage.
[371] Hegel's actual words would seem to �mply that the fact a
garden �s created for use and enjoyment �s detr�mental to �ts
beauty.

[372] It must be adm�tted that th�s summary treatment of gardens
�s not very sat�sfactory. No doubt the best author�t�es concur �n the
v�ew that the formal garden �s more art�st�c than the landscape,
but hardly on the ma�n ground g�ven here. Landscape garden�ng
such as we f�nd �t �n our great Engl�sh country houses has a real
just�f�cat�on of �ts own. And w�th regard to the reason g�ven that a
garden should be ent�rely subord�nate to the human object do we
not str�ke here upon a weakness wh�ch �s to a certa�n extent
apparent also �n Hegel's theory of the art�st�c purpose of
arch�tecture. I th�nk �t must be adm�tted that though �t �s true the
object of both these arts �s not ent�rely for the�r own beauty, and �n
certa�n cases, not even pr�mar�ly so, as �n the case of a senate-
house or ord�nary garden, yet where the art�st�c purpose �s
man�fested throughout w�th great del�berat�on they may be
essent�ally an �ndependent work of art; take the case,.of a
cathedral, for example, or a really beaut�ful and homogeneous
formal garden.
[373] Element, subject-matter would be really a better word.

[374] Ke�n bloss quantat�ves. They are not l�ke a heap of stones,
for example, but they possess relat�ons wh�ch qual�fy each other,
as of course the heap of stones w�ll do �n so far as �t �s
d�st�ngu�shed by d�vers�ty of colour.
[375] I th�nk th�s must be the mean�ng of the words noch ah blass
aufgelöste Gegensätze auftreten.



[376] Grau �s the word Hegel uses, but I th�nk he must use �t �n the
sense I have translated �t. Gray �n �tself �s a very beaut�ful
compound, and the subtlety of �ts use �s that wh�ch �s one of the
d�st�ngu�sh�ng character�st�cs of the very greatest colour�sts such
as Turner and Velazquez.
[377] I am not qu�te sure that Hegel means th�s exactly, but �t �s no
doubt what an art�st would mean and �n water-colour espec�ally �t
�s of the utmost �mportance. Compare the flesh colour of the
art�sts such as our Watts or T�t�an w�th that of Le�ghton. One of the
most marvellous examples I know �s a small p�cture of T�t�an, the
subject of wh�ch �s Herod�as w�th the head of John the Bapt�st, �n
one of the palaces at Rome. But a modern cr�t�c would, apart from
the quest�on of d�rt�ness, about wh�ch there can be no doubt, say
that Hegel �ns�sts too much, prec�sely as Rusk�n does, on the
super�or�ty of the pure s�ngle colour.

[378] Hegel appears to be h�mself sl�ghtly �ncorrect here. No doubt
a str�ng may r�ng false �f �t �s not t�ghtly fastened or �f too slack or
too long �t may produce sounds the human ear �s unable to
apprec�ate. But pr�mar�ly what mus�c�ans mean by a str�ng r�ng�ng
false, w�th wolf notes and so on, �s due to the bad mater�al or false
compos�t�on of the str�ng �tself.
[379] D�sparat, �.e., composed of d�fferent elements, not merely
separate �n pos�t�on.

[380] I th�nk the express�on e�n blosses an-s�ch must mean th�s
here. Of course the usual mean�ng �s that of someth�ng potent�al,
unreal�zed, but here I th�nk �t rather s�gn�f�es "not object�vely or
really val�d." No doubt �n relat�on to the heads of d�scuss�on �t �s
potent�al also.
[381] D�e traur�ge Bünkelsängere�. I th�nk the adject�ve must here
rather refer to the contrast than to the nature of the poetry. I
presume the M�nnes�ngers are referred to.

[382] I do not know what book th�s �s, nor have I ever heard of a
hero w�th the name of Otn�th.

[383] Or rather by v�rtue both of �ts med�um and object. Ihrer Natur
nach are Hegel's words.

[384] Jenem ersten Ans�chseyenden. That �s to say, a relat�on
�ndef�n�te, but essent�ally �mply�ng a further real�zat�on.
[385] Es nur e�ne unwahre Abstract�on beze�gen würde. "Lack of
comprehens�veness" would, of course, be more l�teral.



[386] In �hrem abstracten Gehalt. That �s, regarded s�mply as the
op�n�ons of a pr�vate �nd�v�dual, and apart from all that may be
�mpl�ed �n �t under more un�versal relat�ons.
[387] Der Zustand der allgeme�nen B�ldung, not an easy phrase to
translate: the Culture-State" perhaps sums �t up most completely.
"The state of un�versal educat�on" �s too �ndef�n�te or goes too far.

[388] The whole sp�r�t of th�s passage �s a str�k�ng w�tness to
Hegel's adm�rat�on for class�cal art. Whether the arguments
brought forward are wholly sound when we cons�der them �n
connect�on w�th the El�zabethan drama, for example, may read�ly
adm�t of a quest�on. At the same t�me, as Hegel h�mself po�nts
out, Shakespeare unquest�onably throws the t�me back to what �s
pract�cally a myth�cal age �n at least three of h�s greatest
traged�es, "Hamlet," "Macbeth," and above all "K�ng Lear."
[389] For the element of beauty �mpl�ed �n ord�nary craftsmansh�p,
and the modern v�ew, pressed so strongly by W�ll�am Morr�s and
others, of th�s aspect of art and �ts modern necess�ty, the reader
should peruse Professor Bosanquet's valuable "Three Lectures
on Aesthet�c" (see part�cularly Lecture II, p. 61 et seq.).

[390] Even an adm�rer of our author must adm�t, I th�nk, here that
the argument �s somewhat overstra�ned. That Hegel possessed
real humour and yet more �rony few w�ll deny who have stud�ed
h�m, but at t�mes "the man w�th a theory" rather tends, as �s so
frequently the case w�th our German cous�ns, Goethe h�mself not
excepted, to swallow up such sanat�ve ju�ces altogether.
[391] I presume the mean�ng �s that the poem �n the shape we
now have �t dates some 400 years after the Trojan war. But �t �s
not very clear from Hegel's language whether he regards Homer
as the poet who, as �n the case of h�s example of the poet of the
N�ebelungenl�ed, fused that together or no. For �f he d�d how could
he have l�ved through the poems, an express�on �tself wh�ch �s
rather vague, more part�cularly as the better op�n�on �s that they
represent a d�fferent age themselves.

[392] Vernürnbergert. A word of course co�ned by Hegel. Made
them, that �s to say, at home �n the Nuremberg of Hans Sachs.
[393] "Best of all th�ngs water." Compare Mered�th's exqu�s�te
poem "Phoebus w�th Admetus," "Water, f�rst of s�ngers o'er rocky
mount and mead," etc., stanza 3.

[394] The drama of Rac�ne.



[395] What th�s word means I do not know—poss�bly qu�ll-
feathers.
[396] E�ne grosse Gen�al�tät. "F�rst-rate gen�us" �s rather too
strong, "talents of the h�ghest rank" would be more l�teral. We
have no word that expresses Gen�al�tät. As the passage �s �ron�cal
I have allowed "gen�us" to pass.

[397] W�r haben schlecht gestanden. L�terally, "there �s some
m�stake between us." But the �d�omat�c sense I presume �s,
"You've made a bad shot th�s t�me."
[398] What would Hegel have sa�d of the f�rst scene �n the
"Merchant of Ven�ce"? No doubt Shakespeare's play conta�ns very
much more than such scenes, and there �s a profound
s�gn�f�cance �n that open�ng scene, for �t at once emphas�zes the
coll�s�on of fam�l�es upon wh�ch the ent�re tragedy turns. But �s
such a defence needed? There appears to be �ndub�tably a
certa�n def�c�ency �n the above cr�t�c�sm. There �s no reason that a
scene �n wh�ch a couple of peasants and two troopers are the
dramat�s personae should not be �nf�n�tely amus�ng prov�ded a
Shakespeare, or even a Goethe, when he �s not �n one of h�s dull
moods, performs the off�ce of teach�ng them how to speak.

[399] Th�s surely goes too far unless "�nterest" �s taken str�ctly to
mean art�st�c �nterest wh�ch would appear to be so from the
context. Everyth�ng that has once �nterested or affected mank�nd,
however remote, has at heart an h�stor�cal and ant�quar�an
�nterest, and I am not sure that we should not be r�ght �n add�ng a
general human �nterest. At least such �s almost a dogma w�th a
poet of the type of Brown�ng.
[400] I do not know the Teuton�c poem here referred to. But what
about Wagner's famous tetralogy? The above arguments, though
conta�n�ng much that �s true, appear to overlook for one th�ng the
symbol�c s�gn�f�cance of mytholog�cal h�story, and �n a certa�n
sense to be lack�ng �n sympathy for everyth�ng that �s not modern
or Hellen�c. How very d�fferently Carlyle, for example, referred to
th�s very mythology, and h�s learn�ng was not profound �n the
German sense.

[401] The �ntent�on of Aeschylus went, of course, much farther
than th�s, and the ent�re play �s essent�ally one wr�tten by a
staunch conservat�ve aga�nst modern �nnovat�on.
[402] It �s strange that Hegel should have ventured such a
general�zat�on �n the face of h�s old fr�end Holderle�n's poetry. In



England some f�ne poems have been wr�tten such as Lady
Margaret Sackv�lle's hymn to D�onysus and Sw�nburne's to
Proserp�ne. But for a good essay �n support of the ma�n
content�on I know none equal to Russell Lowell's Essay on
Sw�nburne's "Atalanta." I th�nk that both our author and the cr�t�c
who supports h�m somewhat fa�l to recogn�ze the permanent
real�ty, whether symbol�cal or d�rectly sp�r�tual, that an �ncreas�ng
number of men f�nd �n these Hellen�c personal�t�es, as �llustrated
�n the poetry of Mered�th, to take the f�nest flavour of the type.
[403] I presume th�s �s the mean�ng of unserer e�genen Gel�ebten,
but from the example g�ven of Petrarch's Laura one would rather
have expected that �t was the poet's beloved whose name was not
g�ven. In any case the sense �s rather obscure.

[404] I th�nk �t must be adm�tted that Hegel goes too far �n the
other extreme. The best tendency of our t�mes �s to reproduce
Shakespeare as near to the best authent�cated text as poss�ble.
No doubt our adaptat�on of French plays �s �n a certa�n sense an
�llustrat�on of Hegel's content�on; but generally �t �s recogn�zed that
where a work �s great, as for example �n the case of our Greek
plays, �t �s far better to let them speak for themselves, and attempt
no botch�ng.
[405] Sch�ller's play.

[406] Sch�efhe�ten, errors that d�vert truth from �ts path.
[407] We should rather have expected Erhalt than Gehalt here.
Gehalt means, therefore, the essent�al part of the ent�re
man�festat�on.

[408] Durch all das anderwe�t�ge Getr�ebe, �.e., through all that �s
otherw�se mechan�cal.
[409] I am not certa�n whether there �s a def�n�te allus�on here to
anyth�ng �n part�cular, or whether the Egypt�an �s taken to s�gn�fy
any folk outs�de Western culture, w�th poss�bly some subtle
suggest�on of those who held the favoured people �n bondage,
Ph�l�st�nes �n short.

[410] Herausgeboren �st, cast forth, that �s to say, as the natural
growth of �t—as M�nerva from the head of Zeus.
[411] Imag�nat�on appears to me the best translat�on of Phantas�e.
Our Engl�sh word, however, seems rather to l�e between �t and
Vorstellung. Pract�cally Hegel means here what we mean when
we d�st�ngu�sh �t from fancy (E�nb�ldungskraft), though �n Rusk�n's



or�g�nal and most suggest�ve analys�s of the terms, "fancy" of
course �mpl�ed a l�m�ted power of creat�ve act�v�ty or at least
assoc�at�ve act�v�ty.
[412] Le�chtfert�gke�t der Phantas�e, �.e., a careless fac�l�ty of
�mag�nat�ve act�v�ty.

[413] It must not be overlooked, however, that, espec�ally �n the
arts of mus�c and pa�nt�ng, gen�us may have reached matur�ty at a
very early per�od, as was the case w�th Mozart, Rafael, and many
another.
[414] Ganz vere�nzelten Se�te. It �s a l�ttle strange to f�nd such an
express�on appl�ed to the arts of v�ol�n-play�ng or s�ng�ng. But the
emphas�s �s not so much on the art as a whole as to the techn�cal
aspect of execut�on.

[415] Anlage, l�t., a lay�ng to, an �mpulse �n a certa�n d�rect�on.
[416] Th�s statement �s rather surpr�s�ng from a fellow countryman
of Bach, Handel, Mozart, etc., down to Wagner and Strauss. The
explanat�on appears f�rst to be due to the d�st�nct�on between a
nat�onal �mpulse toward popular s�ng�ng wh�ch the Ital�an no doubt
possesses, and a deep-rooted emot�onal l�fe wh�ch f�nally
d�scovers �ts supreme mode of express�on �n the art of
�nstrumental mus�c as developed by the Teuton stock. Secondly, �t
�s qu�te clear, I th�nk, from Hegel's correspondence that he had no
real sympathy for orchestral mus�c though an enthus�ast�c adm�rer
of opera, part�cularly Ital�an opera.

[417] The other two aspects were: (a) That gen�us �s a sp�r�tual
act�v�ty and �n �ts operat�on offers a contrast to talent, where the
personal �n�t�at�ve �s not so prom�nent, (b) It has a certa�n aspect
wh�ch may be called �nnate.
[418] It �s a l�ttle surpr�s�ng to f�nd Hegel trac�ng techn�cal
accompl�shment to the nat�ve g�ft. At least all techn�cal
accompl�shment has to be learned.

[419] Th�s �s the real po�nt. Whatever �gnoramuses may say of the
"shackles" of verse poets know only too well that they supply a
supreme st�mulus to �mag�nat�ve powers both �n v�rtue of the
atmosphere of mus�c �nto wh�ch they are thus carr�ed and the
suggest�veness of the words themselves. What Hegel's analys�s
appears rather to fa�l �n �s h�s percept�on of the unconsc�ous work
�n the greatest men when work�ng �n most �nsp�red moments



whether �n pa�nt�ng or poetry—the extraord�nary power of the�r
�ntu�t�on.
[420] No doubt Hegel does not use our word "�nsp�rat�on" �n qu�te
the sense �t �s usually used, and I should have sa�d even less so
the German word. At the same t�me we do apply the word
�nsp�rat�on to the techn�cal execut�on and most justly where �t �s
used as a d�st�nct�on.

[421] Mered�th �n a letter to a correspondent expresses the same
conv�ct�on. He even adds that he th�nks Sch�ller's compos�t�ons
were by no means �mproved by art�f�c�al st�mulants.



[422] The Germans say, a song wh�ch "r�ngs stra�ght from the
throat," der aus der Kehle dr�ngt.

[423] Welche zum Begr�ff des Talente gehört. Talent no doubt to
some extent �ncludes gen�us here, but ma�nly �n �ts aspect of
product�ve power.
[424] I do not know the compos�t�on and cannot make much of the
quotat�ons. For all I know Tamboure-gesellen may be the
drummer-boy h�mself.

[425] Th�s translat�on may pass perhaps:
"Th�s l�ttle nosegay plucked by me
A thousand t�mes may �t greet thee!
How many thousand t�mes have I
Bowed over �t; how many t�mes
Pressed �t to heart; how many t�mes!"

[426] Or, as Hegel puts �t, "that he �s not."
[427] We should rather say a personal or �nd�v�dual manner
perhaps.

[428] I have translated Zufäll�gen here w�th the words "he shares
w�th no one else." The suggest�on �s that there �s no warrant or
pr�nc�ple to support them.
[429] It �s rather surpr�s�ng to f�nd Hegel �nclud�ng mus�c here
rather than sculpture or arch�tecture, espec�ally the latter, wh�ch
seems pecul�arly adapted to �llustrate what I understand to be h�s
general po�nt of v�ew. H�s own �llustrat�ons throw no l�ght on the
matter as they are borrowed from pa�nt�ng or poetry.

[430] I presume the d�fference here alluded to �s such as we may
see �f we contrast the tone of a Corregg�o, for �nstance, w�th that
of a T�t�an or a Rembrandt.
[431] Er hat �hn s�ch angee�gnet. Lack of art�st�c power �s the ma�n
factor �n an art�f�c�al style. Though there are doubtless many
examples of men forced to pa�nt �n a way much below the�r true
powers to obta�n a l�v�ng. But �t must be adm�tted Hegel does not
express h�mself very clearly. Ind�v�dual�ty of handl�ng �s essent�al
to a great master. The real po�nt �s that �t should not crystall�ze
�nto a mere hab�t, as �n the Bologna school of pa�nters.

[432] "Art�f�c�al" would perhaps come closer to the mark.



[433] In s�ch selbst zu erwe�tern. The phrase at once suggests by
contrast that express�on so frequently used by pa�nters of
"t�ghtness," �ncapac�ty to enlarge, wh�ch �s such a character�st�c of
art�f�c�al handl�ng, and �ndeed of most academ�c work, and so
frequently g�ves to the or�g�nal sketch of an art�st a greater art�st�c
value than to the h�ghly f�n�shed work.
[434] In der subjekt�ven Bege�strung.

[435] The chamber at Wetzlar.
[436] Elect�ve Aff�n�t�es.
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