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Foreword
David Simpson

Of all the major formative figures in nineteenth-century philosophy, Schelling is.
along with Fichte, the least familiar fo the English-speaking world. It was not
until 1978 that the great work of his early period, the System of Transcendental
Idealism, was made available in translation,' and to this day much of his work
exists only in German or French. The difficulty of his thought has indeed served
to intimidate all but the most committed readers. In the course of a long and pro-
ductive career, Schelling himself changed his emphasis, and occasionally his
mind, often enough 1o oblige his interpreters to ponder very carefully the differ-
ences between, for example, the texts of 1800 and those of 1804. It is very hard,
in any exact sense, to come up with a single Schelling. But this is not the major
cause of his obscurity; we happily devote close attention to the intellectual meta-
morphoses of those thinkers whom we deem to be ceniral to our contemporary
concerns. It is rather that the conceptual conventions within which Schelling
operates, and which he did much to establish, are largely foreign to the late twen-
tieth-century mind, whether it thinks in English or in German. To a culture that
takes as its first principle a postmodern suspicion of grand sysiems, Schelling’s
entire metaphysical apparatus, with its commitment to the notion that all artistic,
scientific, and social phenomena are in various ways emanations of a single
entity, the absolute, must seem absurd. The enormous intellectual effort he
expended upon the elaboration of the Naturphilosophie must now seem o many
to have been a lasi-ditch attempt to turn back the clock, and to contend for a
wholeness that could no longer be traced in sufficient empirical detail to allow for
the agtribution of an indwelling ideal. After Schelling, science and art were 1o
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mave so far apart as to require identification as two cultures, often at war with
one another. Even if some of the rhetoric describing the contemporary search for
a unified field theory seems to recall Schelling’s postulates, we can only regard
him as a precursor in the loosest sense —unless we belong to that class of histo-
rians of ideas that gives absolute power to ideal discursive formations —since his
proofs are carried out not through detailed mathematical reasoning but by meta-
physical assertion. Where modern physics speculates, Schelling tells us what is,
and must be.

For reasons that will become clear by the end of this foreword, Schelling’s
metaphysics were not to prove very useful to the economists, political scientists,

philosophers, and eritics who found in Hegel such foundational potential for the
elaboration of their own disciplines. His writings do, however, demonstrate a
similarly radical broadening of the spectrum of philosophical analysis beyond
what had been authorized by Kant. Kant had preserved strict limitations govern-
ing any statements about the real nature of the world, seeking instead to refine
and expand the sphere of subjective philosophy. He concerned himself less with
what might be in the world than with what must be thought to be the case 1f what
we recognize as normal experience is to be explained. This emphasis upon self-
conscicusness marked the work of Fichte and of the early Schelling. But, within
a decade or so of the publication of the last of the great Cririgues in 1790, the
boundaries that Kant had so carefully set up were breaking down. Kant's sophis-
ticated skepticism, designed to set narrow limits upon what could be spoken
about in order that it should be spoken about with absolute conviction, 15 quite
absent in Schelling and in his like-minded contemporaries, who pursue instead an
all-inclusive, organicist methodology aiming to describe nothing less than every-
thing, past, present, and {o come,

A major symptom of this shift is Schelling’s endorsement of the Neoplatonic
Plato whom Kant had tried hard to marginalize m restricting the demonstrability
of the Platonic Idea to the sphere of practical reason (morality) and to the dis-
cussion of the totality of the universe.” Schelling aiso does away with the [imits
Plato had set upon the empirical expression of the Idea. For him, all absolute
expressions of particularity are *'simultaneously universes,”” and thus “ideas™
(ideen) (p. 34). The ideal is more real than the real itself, and is present in the
real, not just thought of as such. Arguing early in his lectures that Plato’s case
against art was in fact only a case against vulgar realism (p. 4), Schelling elab-
orates upon the agenda he had set out for himself as early as 1796: the unification
of all ideas in one. At this stage, and for some years thereafter, this one ldea was
envisaged as the ldea of Beauty, “‘taken in the higher Platonic sense.”"” Hence
the unique importance of art and aesthetics to Schelling’s system. The System of
1200 had ended with a deduction of the work of art as the highest objectification
of philosophy in itself.* The translation of The Philosophy of Art now makes it
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possible for English-speaking readers to understand the details and implications
of Schelling’s aesthetics better than ever before.

A brief comparison of The Philosophy of Art with the Critique of Judgment
will serve to iliuminate the shift between Kant and Schelling in the sphere of aes-
thetics, the subject of the text now before us. Kant had made scarcely any men-
tion of particular artists or works of art, in order to preempt any identification of
the critical method with the inherited disputes about good and bad art that marked
most if not all of the available definitions of taste. Kant is interested only in aes-
thetic judgment, which is never derived from things in the world. however much
one might like some of them. His inquiry concerns the transcendental faculties of
the mind, which are not to be confused with the objects through which they
become conscious of themselves, Schelling too is clear than philosophy should
pronounce upon “‘the truth of the ideas’ (p. 7) rather than upon an infinitely
extendable aggregate of art objects: without philosophy. **nothing can be known
about art in an absolute fashion’' (p. 6), and aesthetics will remain at the level of
“literary peasant wars'® (p. 11). But, for Schelling, the ideal or absolute can and
does appear within things in the world. The strong distinction that Kant had main-
tained (much to the chagrin of many of his followers) between the phenomenal
and the noumenal no longer exists. An achieved work of art is the embodiment of
the ideal within the real, not merely something through which the mind recog-
nizes its own powers of judgment. We are back in the world from which Kant had
sought to remove us inasmuch as we are philosophers: the world of contingent
objects. But the distinctions of adequacy or completeness that Schelling makes
are in no sense arbitrary. They are continually referred to principles that keep us
from relying upon those preferences about which it is proverbially agreed that
there is no disputing.

Schelling thus presents us with a philosophical analysis pitched principally at
the level of the ideal, but obligated to include much empirical detail. Not only is
there no contradiction between the ideal and the real; the very existence of art
expresses the necessity whereby the two are synthesized. For Kant, the aesthetic
judgment is not subsumable under a concept (Begriff). even though we are com-
pelled to behave as if it were. For Schelling, beauty is itself defined as the con-
cept perceived in concreto (p. 29). Similarly, the relation between beauty and
truth that has caused trouble for generations of Keats’s readers is for Schelling
both obvious and necessary (p. 31).

The differences between Schelling and Kant are much more obvious than
those between Schelling and Hegel. who was to become the most influential
German philosopher between Kant and Heidegger. Schelling and Hegel were
friends and companions in their early years, when Schelling’s ideas on art were
taking critical shape; and Hegel’s own lectures on aesthetics, not delivered uniil
1818, owe much to Schelling even as they depart from him.” The differences are,
however, quite radical, and much of this foreword will explore them both directly
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and implicitly. For now, it is enough to recall that Hegel’s idea of history, and thus
of the history of art, was built around the logic of progression. Herein, the emer-
gence of absolute spirit entails nothing less than the disappearance of art. The
ultimate vehicle of Geist is the refined language of reflexive philosophy. the most
imnmaterial of all forms of expression, and one beyond the limits of mere repre-
sentation. In the modern era. the poetry of language will pass into the prose of
thought, as that poetry itself has already moved beyond the perfect art of classical
Greece. Greek sculptuye is perfect only as art, as a medium still tied to material
representation, and thus itself signals the beginning of the passage of art into reli-
giop. Art, religion, and philosophy represent a progressive hierarchy that can be
seen operating through history even as all sorts of residual forms and variations
continue 1o generate themselves. The modern era does not cease to make art, but
its art is no longer in essential coincidence with the evolution of spirit.
Schelling, as will already have become clear, thought very differently. Art is
not only essentially at one with the highest philosophy; it is **the repetition of that
same philosophy in the highest potence’” (p. 13). Reflexive self-consciousness
does not occupy the same privileged position as it does for Hegel since all things
are, understood within the absolute, finally one. While Reason is the **full
expression of absolute identity as such’™ (p. 28), only art can express or represent
the synthesis (/ndifferenz) of knowledge and action, of that which is known in
thought with that which can take on form in the world. It is in art that the *‘real”™
becomes *‘truly similar to and equal 1o its own idea’” (p. 29). There is no Hege-
lian schism between the formative and the verbal arts, no need for a sequence
whereby matter *‘gradually dematerializes into the ideal”” (p. 200). Schelling’s
“*potences’’ are ‘‘universal forms recurring in the same way in all objects.” Even
the inorganic contains the organic principle subordinated within itself.
Schelling then sees the history of art not as a history of progress but as a series
of variously emphasized relations of the real to the ideal (or “‘indifferences’ of
the two), relations that are in the final analysis the same, when produced to the
ievel of the absolute. Despite the obvious and important difference between
Greek and Christian art, the world spirit (Weligeist) is at work in both; historical
and cultural syndromes determine the form that it can take, as they are recipro-
cally determined by it. In this way Schelling subsumes the momentum of cause
and effect within a model whose final architecture is timeless and eternal.
Indeed, time itself is analyzed as a world form of the Christian era, as we shall
see. The difficulty and ingenuity of Schelling’s system have much to do with its
weaving of historical sequence together with a crystalline, symmetrical totality.
When he writes that *‘the relationship between the individual parts in the closed
and organic whole of philosophy resembles that beiween the various figures in a
perfectly constructed poetic work, where every figure, by being a part of the
whole, as a perfect reflex of that whole is actually absolute and independent i its
own turn”* (p. 282), he is not simply reproducing the familiar model of organie or
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symbolic form as it is apparent in the writings of Coleridge and others. What we
have here. and in similar passages, is an argument for the necessary identity of
time (history) and space (eternity) construed at the level of the ideal. As the well-
wrought poem (to invoke a phrase not yet invented) represents in its parts the
whole that has yet to be laid before its reader, so philosophy is displayed in time
while being finally out of and beyond time. It is not accidental that this paradox
expresses also the conventional relation between the god of Christianity and his
world. As the place where individual forms resolve into absolute identity, Reason
is indeed the “*full reflected image of God™ (p. 27).

There is no space here for a thorough account of the details and implications
of Schelling’s argument; the translator’s introduction and footnoies will perform
much of this task. Here, I can only pick out a few guestions that seem to focus
most clearly the differences and continuities between Schelling’s doctrines and
our own common assumptions and practices. Douglas Stott follows in the main
tradition of Schelling scholarship in emphasizing the philosopher’s preoccupation
with the problem of how a particular work of art comes to be, how “‘individual
beautiful things can issue from universal and absolute beauty™ (p. 17). For
Schelling this is indeed the particular version, for aesthetics, of the general gues-
tion of philosophy as a whole, *‘namely, to understand the manifestation of the
ideas through particular things'” (p. 98). It is important 1o recognize that Schel-
ling does not here deploy the conventional motif of a fall or breaking away from
God —which is how he was later to explain the phenomenon of evil. Art is a
more positive act; it is the objectification of the spirit of nature that is within
human beings, and is analogous to nature’s own generation of phenomena with
consistency of form and reguiarity’’ {p. 9). Like natural things, art is an ‘‘ema-
nation of the absolute” (p. 19); Schelling’s word, Ausfluss, implies an active,
vital process of coming into being. The archetypes of all things are absolutely
beautiful (pp. 31-32), and the universe as a whole is the absolute artwork of God,
himself the “*source of all beauty’” (p. 32). Art is thus the medium of our insight
into the noumenal essence, *‘the real representation of the forms of things as they
are in themselves™ (p. 32).

One need not agree with this explanation to recognize that it contains no meta-
physical contradictions. The question that arises is an empirical one (of course
with consequences for metaphysics): how does art emerge through particular
human beings? Kant had completely avoided this kind of speculation, for coher-
ent reasons of his own. But Schelling has to raise the question. At one point be
remarks that beauty emerges *‘automatically”’ with the “‘removal of that which
does not belong to the essence’” (p. 133). The activity of the artist would then
consist in a stripping away, along the Neoplatonic lines described by Shelley as
lifting ““the veil from the hidden beauty of the world.”” a world otherwise
obscured and distorted by *‘particular facts.”’® This explanation seems to lead 1o
an idea of the artist as one possessed with superior vision, and to a strong dis-
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tinction between individual human beings in the world. It is not pursued. Instead,
we have, in sections 62 and 63 of the text, a universal, psychological model for
the passage of *‘universal content™ into the “*particularity of form’" (p. 83). In
the *‘reflected world,"” God can only produce art in a mediated form, and this he
does through human genius, the *“indwelling element of divinity in human beings

. a piece of the absoluteness of God™" (p. 84). This activity is not made depen-
dent upon individual will. And the fact that it is our nature to produce art explains
not only its coming into being but also its reception as such; simply by being
human, the many can understand what the few produce.” Where philosophy
requires self-consciousness at the ideal level, art appears in an unconscious act in
the real world.

Schelling thus somewhat bypasses or de-emphasizes the empirical-social
implications of the scarcity of genius. These are not, strictly speaking, within his
brief in these Jectures: they do not have to do with making clear the idenuity of art
at the essential level. And this identity itself presupposes that there is no critical
gap between creator and perceiver, artist and ordinary person. All who are cre-
ated in God share the archetypes of beauty and the capacity to understand them as
such. To understand the debate that Schelling is here addressing, we need to
recall that many of his precursors and contemporaries (Schiller chief among
them) were very concerned that the ability to appreciate these archetypes was
being lost, or was failing to develop in large sections of the populace who could
no longer achieve a properly disinterested state of mind. They saw a modern cul-
ture founded in division of labor and division of interest, and marked by an econ-
omy of luxury and a psychology of desire. Hegel and Schopenhauer would try
hard, as Kant and Schiller had tried. to set aside a place for aesthetic experience
that was proiected from or even triumphant over these pressures. Scheiling
admits that there are people who show themselves to be **crude and uncultured’’
(p. 9). and who cannot elevate themselves to the level where *“the absclutely
ideal is also immediately the real’” (p. 35). If the argument 15 to work, these
people must be discounted or tacitly passed over. In a tellingly pithy moment, he
remarks that “‘only the understanding [Verstand] subordinates; within reason
| Vernunft] and the creative imagination evervthing is free and moves about in the
same realm without crowding or chafing, for each is within itself the equal of the
whole'’ (p. 37). It is the understanding, of course, that handles the empirical,
day-to-day world. Here, subordination is necessary. Pure freedom and equality
exist only at the transcendental level, where there is no chafing or crowding.

1 should not wish to be thought to be claiming to catch Schelling out here, or
to be convicting him of an unconfessed elitism or mystification of the real state of
the world. In fact, like his British contemporary, Coleridge, he is very well aware
of the implications of his metaphysics: so much so that in the extensive compar-
ison between the ancient and modern worlds that runs through The Philosophy of
Art we can trace the necessary moment at which hierarchy and subordination
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emerge as the inevitable demands of the Weltgeist. In this argument, and in
others like it, we can identify the particular ingenuity and originality of Schel-
ling’s system, as it matches an eclectically inherited account of the ancient world
(drawing upon Winckelmann, Schiller, and A. W. Schlegel, among others) with
the analytical requirements of his own metaphysical system.

For Schelling, Greek mythology represents the “‘highest archetype of the
poetic world™” (p. 36). Here, the ‘*synthesis of the absolute with limiiation™" that
is the **mystery of ali life”” (p. 36) is most fully and completely carried out. The
Greek gods, understood collectively, are an organic whole: ““all possibilities
within the realm of ideas as constructed by philosophy are compleicly exhausted
in Greek mythology™” (p. 41). Here the reigning mode is the symbolic, so that the
particular is at all times also the universal (pp. 46-47). Thanks to this camplete
coexistence of the infinite within the finite. the condition of being in the world
produces serenity and satisfaction. And, since all possibilities have been devel-
oped and are evident in essence fo the senses, all interpretations are licensed ones
(p. 50). The culture is a whole. It does not matter whether Homer was a single
poet or a collective; true mythology comes from a “*‘common formative impulse’
(p. 51). Homer recites a poem that is already there in every sense excepi the
empirical.

In the modern world, whose major formative syndrome is that of Christianity,
things are very different. This world is founded in divisive individuality and in
the *‘irrational ’ (p. 53). This predicament is frequently celebrated, indeed, espe-
cially by Protestants, as the only world worth having, one out of which authentic
wholeness must be achieved and earned. But Schelling’s account (unlike Hegel's)
is distinctly reluctant to celebrate the felix culpa of the modern condition.
Because Christianity does not accept, as the Greeks did, the achieved realization
of the infinite within the finite (with the complex exception of Christ himself.
who stands as the turning point between the two worlds [p. 64]), it disseminates
the experience of dissatisfaction. It seeks always to ““take up the finite into the
infinite,”” so that the first becomes *‘allegorical” of the second, and worthwhile
only insofar as the allegorical understanding is achieved (p. 61). While the
Greeks could see the universe in nature, Christianity sees it only in time, as his-
tory (p. 59). What maiters now is action carried out in time, because the finite
must *“pass over into”’ the infinite (p. 65). Baptism and death are the two most
important acts, and it is only in such acts (rather than in being or existing) that
Christianity can occupy the symbolic mode. It is thus only occasionally that the
particular is wholly one with the ideal (p. 67).

In this way, Schelling diagnoses the modern condition as founded in nothing
less than the “‘invention’” of history. This does not. of course, mean that the
Greeks could not tell one day from another, in some simply empirical sense, But
for them time was not critical, since the infinite was already in the world with
them, as nature. There was nothing to achieve. Christianity, on the other hand,
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demands authentication in time (in the double sense, for one can run out of it, as
Faustus did), after which one seeks to be taken out of time, which has then
become an encumbrance. Nature is no longer sufficient in itself, but becomes a
“mystery,”” an allegorical form needing to be deciphered (p. 80). Mythology (by
which Schelling means the body of ideas and practices holding together a cul-
ture) no longer creates religion, as it did for the Greeks. but must somehow
emerge from it.

We can now see why the modern world provides a more difficult medium for
the emergence of the archetypes into the real world, as art, and why the mainte-
nance of consensus and social harmony becomes so difficult, leading to an inev-
itably hierarchical establishment. As a dominantly allegorical culture, the
madern world creates the likelihood of interpretative disagreemeni and sirife.
Things in the world now have to the read as signifying something that no longer
appears in them; disputes will thus arise that are not subject to resolution by
ostension. Access to the symbolic now comes only in acts, and these are self-
confirming and performative only at the individual level. As consirued by Schel-
ling, the Greeks saw the identity of the absolute with the empirical as an every-
day, familiar sight; for Christians, this can only come about in the miracle, which
is thus their “‘only mythological material™” (p. 69). Schelling well knew that
nothing had occasioned more skeptical attention from Enlightenment thinkers
than the deduction of faith from miracles. In here specifying the miracle as the
only mythological element in Christianity, the only thing that can hold together a
culture or community, he is signaling the fragile prospect for consensus in the
modern world. And in the absence of consensus, some hierarchical conventions
must appear.

Schelling’s term for the definitive syndrome of the modern condition is Eniz-
weiung. Douglas Stott renders this as “‘estrangement,”” appropriately enough,
even if he risks thereby an overtorceful association with J. B. Baillie’s long-re-
ceived translation of the Hegelian Entfremdung and Entdusserung.® Again, it
must be emphasized that what was to become for Hegel a fundamental mecha-
nism of the mind itself, conceived as universal and normative —the self-projec-
tion through alienation that is the beginning of mature self-consciousness —is for
Schelling a condition specific to the modern. Christian world. According to
Hegel's account, both individuals (ontogeny) and the history of cultures (phy-
logeny) must go through this stage if they are to meet the requirements of an
evolutionary Geist. Being human in a human culture involves experiencing and
utilizing estrangement. Schelling’s Greeks did not, however, experience es-
trangement, and missing it did not make them any less human. The breaking
apart of the finite and the infinite was simply not a symptom of their mythology.
Limiting this syndrome to the modern world. as Schelling does, he implicitly
posits a historical rather than a universal identity for all the features of the social

and individual psvchology that we have since tended to define under the rubric of
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**alienation.”” Although he himself does not pursue the exposition in these direc-
tions, we can infer that from this foundational Enizweinng there must devolve
sectarianism (heightened, for Schelling, by the Reformation), interpretative dis-
putes, and an insufficiently consensual mythology.

There is, however, at least one act in Christian culture wherein the individual
may become one with the collective, where some faint echo of the Homeric cre-
ation may be heard: the church. As the **visible body of God,™" the church is an
act uniting all its members. Its essence is thus symbolic and “"its cult a living
work of art”” (p. 65). The last lines of Schelling’s text refer to the *‘ideal drama’™
of the worship service as the single remaining symbolic act in modern public life
(p. 280). Otherwise, all the energies of modern culiure conspire to render the
individual “‘the negation of the larger group™ (p. 69). [t is important to notice
here that Schelling is speaking of the act of worship, and not of the institution of
the church, or the physical space it occupies. As such, this one remaining sym-
bolic act is subject to the same problems of conviction and consensus that we
have remarked upon before. It must be carried out in the proper spirit, and that
spirit cannot appear in essence in the world; what is absolute is always *“infinitely
removed™ (p. 70). By looking at a congregation, we cannot decide who is and
who is not worshipping in the proper spirit.

But how is the history or development of modern culture carried through?
Because of this culture’s necessary appearance as individuality, it can only be
“through the influence of individuals of superior wisdom who are only person-
ally, not collectively, filled with the universal and the infinite, and who, there-
fore, are prophets, seers, and divinely inspired people’” (p. 69). The availability
of the worship service for the many thus depends upon the efforts and abilities of
the few. Schelling does not pursue the analogy that beckons here between proph-
ets and artists, and his refusing it makes complete sense given that what he is here
describing is a phenomenon specific to modern culture, rather than to history as
a whole and hence to human nature. And we may now sense the import of his
limiting the account of the coming into being of art (as a whele) to a general
psychological vocabulary (sections 62 and 63, already mentioned) that does not
set the possessor of genius apart from the rest of us. Had he done so, he would
have participated uncritically in a Christian ideology, offering as normative a
state of disjunction or ““estrangement’’ that i1s in fact histonical.

Hence it really does not matter whether Homer was one single person or five
different ones, but Shakespeare was not and could not have been Ben Jonson,
Beaumont and Fletcher, or anybody else. The “‘mythology” that Shakespeare
created had 1o bear at all times the stamp of his own nature (p. 74), as well as that
of his times. For all his undoubted genius, not even Shakespeare could avoid con-
tamination by the “‘barbarism’™ of his age (p. 269). And, being compelled to
work with “‘character’” (particularity) rather than with universal human nature,

even he can never achieve the highest morality (pp. 270-71). Because Shake-
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speare is necessarily subject to the constraints of place and time in the formative
process of his art, he is not to be blamed for its limitations. No more could have
been done by anyone, and no one else did as much.

At this point, we might seem to be on the verge of a comprehensively histor-
ical method, and one far more searching than that practiced by most of Schel-
ling's British contemporaries, and indeed by many critics since. Calderon’s supe-
riority to Shakespeare has nothing to do with some Olympic-style competition
between rival poets, but is premised upon his dwelling within a Catholic rather
than a Protestant culture. Catholicism allows for the possibility of a *‘truly tragic
fate,”’ while Protestantism does not (p. 269). In the material of the lives of the
saints, and in the greater proportion of its religious life that is given over to public
rather than private embodiment, Catholic culture possesses a larger mythology
than its Protestant counterpart (p. 70). Calderén simply has more to work with
than Shakespeare. Questions about individual genius are misleading since what
genius depends upon is not individual.

How, then, does Schelling’s system prefigure or differ from what we would
recognize as a historical method in the contemporary sense? Have we not sug-
gested that within the perspective of the absolute, of which these lectures treat at
such length, all art must by definition mean the same thing to all people at ail
times? Is there a historical dimension to the coming into being of art, but not o
its reception? Those familiar with Schelling’s argument will anticipate already
the answers to these questions, but they are worth expounding in further detail.
and they are central to both the conception and the presentation of The Philoso-
phy of Art.

From what has been said already, we can see that Schelling’s idea of the his-
tory of art is not founded upon a naive progressivism of the sort that underlies
Hegel's alternative model (sophisticated as it is on iis surface). It is in this sense
closer to a secular, twentieth-century notion of history, according to which things
are simply different at different times. without offering evidence of some total-
izing pattern evolving with the passing of time. (Needless to say, this is by no
means a characterization of all twentieth-ceniury historians.) But Schelling is
committed, as we have seen, to the eternal identity of all art (and history) at the
level of the absolute. At this level, and only at this level, history reveals “‘the
essential and inner unity of all works of art,”” whose works are products of “*the
same spirit, a spirit that even in the antithesis of ancient and modern art is merely
showing us two different faces’ (p. 19). From this absolute perspective there is
no time and thus no history. since ‘‘all time is merely the difference between

possibility and actuality, and all manifested actuality is only the dismantiing of

that identity in which everything is simultaneous™ (p. 213).

We thus have to think the idea of history at two coincident levels when we are
reading Schelling, Because of the priority of the eternal, in absolute terms, there
is no need to establish strong evaluative distinctions at the level of the empirically
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historical. Neither modern nor ancient culture is in absolute terms superior to the
other; history is neither progress nor regress. Differences may stand forth as
simply difterences. At the same time, insofar as we are not thinking or living at
the level of the eternal or the ideal, it seems clear that our peace of mind must
vary with the particular conditions brought about by the Weltgeist in our partic-
ular lifetimes. What we moderns perceive in the everyday world as longing and
estrangement is not the symptom of some final dissatistaction at the level of the
absolute; but neither is it a fortunate self-redemptive incentive. [t simply is. And
there are going to be times when we are not thinking transcendentally, and will
then experience pain and frustration, in a way that the Greeks never did. The
reception of a work of art is thus not a single. unitary act. [t invites different
kinds and levels of response. Dante, Shakespeare, and Calderon are all different,
and distinguished as such by all sorts of local and historical conditions. As Chris-
tian artists, they also express facets of a common culture, one based in estrange-
ment. And as artists in the absolute mode, they maintain a fellowship with
Homer and the Greeks: they too can be read back through their besetting partic-
ularities and seen as instances of the appearance of God or reason in the world.
This ultimate synthesis includes not only all artists but also all the forms of art.
The forms of music set forth *“the forms of the eternal things.”” just as Dante’s
tripartite schema is a “‘universally symbolic form™ (pp. 115, 243). A work of
art, then, both does and does not mean the same thing to all people at all times.
We can all, in theory, understand the essential element of Greek art as essential.
At this level its meaning is assured. We cannot, however, experience the con-
junction of a Greek work of art with the public life into which it first emerged,
and whose conditions were symmetrical with it at the empirical level.

Again, we must register what Schelling does nor infer here. He does not, for
example, suggest, as Kierkegaard suggested in the case of the historical life of
Christ, that the empirical experience of Greek art in any sense obscured or dis-
torted its recognition as ideal by the Greeks themselves.” He does not imply that
we moderns understand Greek art better than the Greek themselves did. Such a
complacent conclusion might seem to follow from Schelling’s analysis, for it is
clear that the Greeks were not sufficiently impelled by dissatisfaction to require
the particular forms of knowing now obligatory among us. But this, and only
this, is the point. Schelling carefully refrains from turning his analysis of differ-
ence into a celebration of the modern European worldview. The Greeks did not
know the ideal content of their art as ideal because the critical distinction
between real and ideal had not yet come into being for them.

Despite his predilection for the analysis of the work of art from the perspective
of the absolute, Schelling also does not say that the pursuit of an empirical-his-
torical inquiry is a waste of time. What he says is that it cannot of itself produce
any insight into truth in the absoluie. Thus, while we can hardly suggest that
Schelling’s method is in any simple sense a precursor of what | have called a
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contemporary historical consciousness, we can also see that its absolute schema
is so broad and inclusive as to allow for (by not interfering with) the exploration
of an unlimited number of local, empirical details atfecting the coming into being
of a work of art. Everything that has been, and will be, has to be. It is largely at
the level of final causes and first causes that modern historians will differ irrec-
oncilably from Scheling.

It is worth pointing out that the argued prioriiy of the absolute also allows
Schelling to depart on occasions from what might appear to be an obvious his-
torical sequence in his exposition. For example, the sequence of epic, lyric, and
drama that appears in empirical history (though this too might be dispuied) does
not correspond to the scientific order of analysis, which is the authentic schema
of the absolute (p. 207). At other times there may be such a correspondence, and
in the final stages of the evolution of the world spirit the two will come together
(p. 247).

The nterfusion of the ideal and the real in Schelling'’s model of history thus
allows his argument a great deal of flexibility without threatening the ultimate
prionty of the absolute. Critical change is brought about by processes that we
cannot, strictly speaking, name or imagine except as an overarching entity; the
“universal spirit”” or “world spirit’” is Schelling's preferred term. This is more
than just a Zeirgeist; it is behind and within all the Zeitgeists. The ancient and
modern worlds are simply the two long-eycle forms of this world spirit, through
which it is mediated to particular generations. At the moments of crucial transi-
tion, the world spirit appears a5 nature: *'a necessity of nature executes what the
spirit of history has designed in its own plans’’ (p. 60). Hence the function of the
barbarians in the fall of Rome. We must assume that there is an end to this evo-
lution, a closing couplet in the ““great poem’™ upon which the world spirit
reflects. This will be a moment of complete **simulianeity’” (Zumal), when all
time will be subsumed within eternity (p. 74). Whatever is the *'final synthesis™’
according to the idea will also then be the **final manifestation in time,’” thanks
to the predisposed orderliness of the world of nature (p. 247). Indeed if is, we
must assume, only at this moment that such synthesis can occur. But it is again
striking that Schelling, like Shelley in A Defenice of Poetry, does not accord any
descriptive function to the rhetoric of last judgments, and certainly does not pre-
dict an imminent end to historical time. We can assume that the world spirit is
“doubtlessly preparing’’ a larger whole (p. 72), and that what we now have to
achieve as individuals will at a later stage be effected by an “‘entire age’™ (p. 76)
from within a *‘self-enclosed totality”” (p. 240). But Schelling seems to be well
aware of the strong tendency among inhabitants of the very Christian culiure he
has analyzed to try to step out of their moment in time, to act away the burden-
some obligation to live i and through history. He is thus perhaps far more reluc-
tant than Hegel was to prove in supplying his audience with food for their fanta-
sies and aspirations. He does not see any signs of an imminent critical shift
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bevond what he has defined as the modern condition. The final synthesis is not
Just around the corner. and it surely is not taking any convincing form in nine-
teenth-century European politics. Nor does he subscribe to a retrospective,
reconstructive desire in imagining that the world spirit is about to produce for the
maoderns some facsimile of the serene synthesis of real and ideal enjoyed by the
Greeks. There is a far-off divine event that is not only possible but necessary, But
nothing in the present world can allow us to predict it.

1 shall return at the end of this introduction to the implications of this timited
optimism in Schelling’s system, as it differs from the more confidently Eurocent-
ric prognosis in Hegel’s writings. Meanwhile, I would like to suggest a few of the
ways in which we might begin to consirue the legacy of Schelling for contem-
porary literary theory. Apart from his definite influence upon Coleridge, Schel-
ling has been largely unread, so that we cannot identify him as a founding father
in any direct sense. Nonetheless, various of the arguments and positions pursued
in The Phitosophy of Art do express in an exemplary way some of the early nine-
teenth-century prefigurings of modern critical theory. For example, in his com-
ments on the relation of the epic to the novel (pp. 229-37), where he explains
how the form of the novel strives to provide a closure that was at the heart of the
content of the Greek epic, Schelling anticipates precisely the argument that
would come to be stated by the young Lukdcs.'” What Schelling has 1o say about
the novetl, and about the role of irony within it, is much more pertinént to sub-
sequent criticism of prose fiction than anything in Hegel, who seems to have
regarded the novel as a relatively redundant form in the evolution of Geist toward
a rationally prosaic medium, best embodied in the language of philosophy. Schel-
ling’s remarks on the relation between the allegorical and symbolic modes, while
not original in themselves, have also been frequently echoed since; Schelling ren-
ders them far more philosophically coberent than most of his precursors and con-
temporaries. Even at those moments —and there are many of them— where his
concerns and priorities seem totally remote from those we might expect (o take
seriously today — for example, the materialization of music through the analysis
of sonority, and the idealization of painting through the analysis of light — Schel-
ling yet preserves an extraordinary degree of logical integrity and self-conscious-
ness. Thus, even where we cannot hope to agree with or much appreciate what he
says. we can learn a great deal from how he says it, and from the stringent con-
centration applied to the exposition of implications and consequences.,

[ have already discussed the importance of organic form to Schelling’s ac-
count of the natural and spiritual worlds. When produced to the levet of the abso-
lute, it is not an argument that we are likely to be able to endorse today. But it is
exactly the coherence of this otherwise anachronistic system that we have most to
learn from. When Schelling says that a poem '“must appear to be outside time,
untouched by time, and thus rust place all time. all successive elements, purely
into the object, thereby maintaining itself in a serene condition and fleating
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above it immaobile and unmoved by the sequential flow™” (p. 213), we are made
aware of the identity of this formulation within a complex metaphysical paradigm
upon which it depends and which it directly embodies. When we read most of the
latterday facsimiles of this rhetoric in some of the canonical texts of literary crit-
icism, we find that a contextualizing metaphysics very seldom emerges, and is
equally seldom replaced by any logically satisfactory alternative, any demon-
strated reason why poems, or the best poems, should be this way. Schelling,
unfike so many of those who have employed a similar rhetoric, never lapses into
the mere dissemination of unjustified standards of taste. And from his system we
can learn a good deal about the possible hidden assumptions of his successors.

At many levels of the critical enterprise Schelling has something to tell us
about the obligations of clear thinking. Given the structure of his system he does
not, for example, have to make any crucial distinction between the terms in
which a work of art is created and those in which it is received (at least, as we
have discussed. at the ideal level). The archetypal identity of what the artist cre-
ates guarantees its authentic reception. When the structure of this system is
removed, however, all sorts of problems arise from confusing the features of an
object (say, words on the page) with the features of a response, as if they were
simply the same thing. Modern literary critics cannot claim the authority of a
Schelling-like system, but have often relied upen an analogous identification.

Even eritics who embrace some version of a historical method can learn from
these lectures. Schelling relates Iyric poetry to the emergence of republicanism
(p. 2091f.). For him. the coincidence is necessary; both the form of art and the
forms of public life are embodiments of the world spirit at a particular moment.
This public life does not then determine the form of art, except at a secondary
level. Again, historical critics often confuse or leave unexamined the empirical
mechanisms whereby social life might or might not determine the forms of art,
with the result that the ‘historical’” method serves to define everything from
Marxist-materialist to idealist models of cause and effect. The range of questions
to which Schelling’s system provides answers (on its own terms, of course)
cannot but, when carefully pondered, assist us in becoming clearer about exactly
what we mean by "‘history.™’

The sheer guality of intellect evident on every page of these lectures would
then of itself be sufficient justification for reading them again today. They are
extraordinarity useful for the production of a more exacting critical self-con-
sciousness than literary critics who have not been trained in philosophy can usu-
ally achieve on their own. Because Schelling’s argument and exposition is one
wherein we both recognize and fail to recognize the paradigms of modern theory,
its potential for developing logical self-awareness s greater than would be thai of
a text that is either wholly familiar or wholly strange. This quality of being partly
familiar is also a very fertile stimulus for historical inquiry, for reading back to
the early nineteenth-century with the aim of discovering something about its life
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and thought. In particular—and here 1 return to a topic 1 have touched upon
before — we can learn much from exploring the relation between Schelling and
those important contemporaries who were not Schelling, those who made differ-
ent choices and enunciated different options. The writings of Kant and Hegel,
above all, proved far more persuasive to both contemporary and subsequent read-
ers than did those of Schelling. Arguments within subjective philosophy tended
to begin with Kant; initiatives within objective philosophy found Hegel far more
compatible than they found Schelling.

We may begin to speculate about some reasons for these preferences by com-
paring Hegel and Schelling in their respective evaluations of the epic. In the
argument of Hegel's later and more influential lectures, the epic represents a
*“childlike consciousness,”” and is the product of a culture wherein there is as yet
“‘no separation between feeling and will”” (Aesthetics, p. 1045). As the Greek ep-
ic is more advanced than the Oriental epic. so it is itself in turn only a crude pro-
totype of the process of individuation that Hegel celebrates as casried through by
Christianity and modernity. Thus Hegel is concerned to argue, against Schelling
among others, that Homer’s poetry had to be written by a single individual rather
than by a collective, **for poetry is a spiritual production, and the spirit exists
only as an actual individual consciousness and self-consciousness™ (p. 1049),

In Schelling’s terms, Hegel is defining as universal and normative what is in
fact itself historical; he is elevating Christian culture as an cternal standard
toward which all history has moved. Schelling’s own remarks on the epic speak
for a very different understanding. Instead of being merely prototypic of some-
thing it 1s not, the epic achieved a fullness of its own, as ‘‘indifference toward
time'’ (p. 215) and to the hierarchical demands of the individualized conscious-
ness—a consciousness that had not yet come into being, Epic poetry achieves a
“participation in the divine nature, before which the large and the small are
equal™ (p. 216). This is not a failure of taxonomical, rational intelligence, for the
demands of that kind of intelligence have not yet come inte being. Although
Hegel includes in his lectures a much wider range of art objects from different
periods and parts of the world than does Schelling, they are all there merely as
preludes to the full emergence of European, Christian consciousness and its pas-
sage beyond art itself. Both Kant and Hegel. in different ways, privileged the
identity of what Schelling defined as a specifically Christian individuality. Kant's
subjective psychology placed the essence of the moral experience in an individ-
ual judgment whose integrity could only be guaranteed precisely by being cut off
from an empirical community (and, in being cut off from a satisfactory mythol-
ogy, in Schelling’s terms). Hegel synthesizes the objective with the subjective
philosophy through the paradigm of individuation, which represents the critical
moment in the evolution of the single self as it also structures the movement of
world history and all the phenomena governed by that history, art among them.
Schelling, as we have seen, neither laments nor celebrates the moment of
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“estrangement’ that initiates the cycle of modern culture; its necessity is simply
to be accepted. In this way he not only produces a relation between the ancient
and the modern, the pagan and the Christian, that is marked by tolerance rather
than hierarchy: he also himself manifests something of the epic virtues (which
have now become virtues, being forever cut off from an everyday way of life) —
he accepts being in the world, with all its attendant frustrations for the modern
individual. For Schelling, the distant, pre-Christian past is no more marked by a
condition of essential barbarism than the modern state is marked by any approx-
imation to the demands of the absolute (On University Studies, pp. 83, xii).
Where Hegel condescends toward the lack of ethical self-consciousness in the
culture of Greek epic, Schelling respects the absolute freedom from morality
enjoyed by the Greek gods. Again, the distinction between moral and immoral is
based on an estrangement between infinite and finite that has not yet occurred
(pp- 38-39)."" It is wue that for Schelling himself it is not the epic but the drama
(tragedy and comedy) that images the high point of Greek art: drama is the
**highest manifestation of the nature and essence of all art’" (p. 247), because the
antithesis between finite and infinite reaches its highest potence in that between
necessity and freedom, which is svnthesized in the drama, But the priority of
drama is never invoked as a way of demeaning the epic. Nor, it must be said. has
the modern drama produced anything as complete as the Greek theater.

Schelling thus comes far closer to a genuine acceptance of the otherness of
non-Christian culture than does the more widely read Hegel. In this way he pre-
serves one crucial legacy of the Enlightenment of which he was in so many other
ways critical. We should not, of course, claim that Scheiling was in some way
beyond the sorts of ideological conditioning that is apparent in the texts of Kant
and Hegel. But when we recover—as this new fransiation makes it possible to
recover for a wider readership--a recognition of the differences between these
thinkers, we are made forcefully aware that the spurious unity which we tend to
attribute to a period called *‘romanticism™” is nothing more than a product of our
own superficiality and our willingness to take the part for the whole, the winners
for the losers. There were considerable pressures upon German writers (o pro-
duce texts through which German speakers might, in the words of A. W
Schlegel, experience a ““unity ™" in the “*mental dominion of thought and poetry,”
given that in the ordinary world they were **separated in so many ways from each
other,”'* Schelling did not, as Schlegel did, deliver a course of lectures that
ended with a consolidation of his audience’s *“indestructible unity as Germans,™”
confirming them as possessors of a “‘glorious picture’” of national history
(Schlegel. p. 529). The last pages of his text are muted, complex, even skeptical.
They leave us not to conclude that Hegel was a better philosopher but to wonder
why he, and not Schelling, should have emerged as the major philosophical voice
incorporated into our habitual definitions of the modern condition.
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Translator’s Introduction

For the winter semester of 1802-3, the University of Jena announced that Schel-
ling would deliver the following series of lectures: fradet philosophiam artis seu
Aestheticen ea ratione el methodo, quam in constructione universae phitosophiae
secutus est, et quam alio loco pluribus exponer.’ Tn September of that year,
Schelling wrote a rather lengthy letter to August Wilhelm Schlegel, who had just
moved to Berlin and with whom he corresponded a great deal during this period,
requesting a copy of Schlegel’s own series of lectures entitled Schéne Literatier
und Kunst, a manuscript he probably first became acquainted with during his
own visit to Berlin in May 1802.° He told Schiegel that he had decided to give the
lectures on aesthetics because of the need to expand and develop his philosophy:
he wished to *‘acquire for it some higher forms from this region.”” As it turns
out, this reference to ““higher forms’’ would be significant for an understanding
of the lectures, since Schelling here juxtaposed such forms to the empirical side
of art. His lectures would not, he asserted, deal with this empincal side: **Just as
there are real or empirical things, there is also real or empirical art— and such art
is the concern of theory.”” In contrast, he continued, ““Just as there are intellec-
tual things, things in and for themselves, however, there is also art in and for
irself, of which empirical art is merely this appearance in the phenomenal
world.”’

This, Schelling asserted, is the true object of the philosophy of art: not art to
the extent that it is a particular, but rather as it is absolutely, ideally, or essen-
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tally; not those aspects of art that might change in time, giving us what we know
as the history of art, but rather those unchangeable, immutable features of art
necessarily present in all ages, art as such or art taken from its “*mystical side.™
““Music, the verbal arts, painting —all arts possess, just as does art as such, an
essential naiure within the absolute.”” It 1s this essential nature to which Schel-
ling is referring in the phrase “‘higher forms.”

Furthermore, he told Schlegel he would follow the same organizational
scheme —or consiruction —in these lectures that he followed in his general phi-
losephy, a scheme that successfully led him through *‘the most difficuit entan-
glements of reflection.’” Schelling then requested a copy ef Schlegel's own
manuscript, which dealt more with the empirical side of art.” This, Schelling
said, would save him considerable research and allow him to return more easily
from that empirical (real) side 1o the intellectual (ideal) one. Schelling was, of
course, already well acquainted with the world and history ef what he is now
calling the empinical side of art, and mentions as much in the lectures them-
selves. The specifics of Schlegel's own lectures, however, would allow him to get
on more quickly to an investigation into those ““higher forms.™

Schelling’s investigation, however, involved speculative presuppositions not
immediately clear to a reader unacquainted with the philosophical tradition of
Oerman [dealism. An acquaintance with the basic speculative framework behind
the lectures themselves will aid considerably in understanding the system of the
arts they generate. Two areas will be of particular interest to the English-speaking
reader,

First, many of the terms the [dealists used as common currency no longer pos-
sess that currency in modern German, and if their English renderings ever pos-
sessed such meaning, they do so today only within tightly circumscribed param-
eters that in their own turn set them off from ordinary English. Hence, a
clarification of some of the more obscure or unusual terminology is necessary.

Second, the entire enterprise of 1dealist philosophical speculation, the Amer
ican transcendentalists notwithstanding, is fundamentally alien to the American,
and 1o a certain extent also the English, philosophical sensibility. The [dealists
were essentially metaphysicians, in spite of Kant's warnings, and it has been
argued that Schelling was the last among them, indeed, the last in the Western
metaphysical tradition as such.* The investigation into the essential nature of
things necessarily involves metaphysical presuppositions, not the least of which
is that language and the faculty of human reason really can supply such informa-
tion. Kant was by no means of one mind with the German Idealists on this point;
indeed, precisely this was the point of departure for much of ldealist thinking.

A consideration of the overall model of Schelling’s philosophical consider
ations, particularly as they are fleshed out in the lectures on the philosophy of
art, will give the reader a framework withinn which the various philosophical
ferms occupy specific, necessary positions.
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Throughout his philosophical career, Schelling never gave up the hope of provid-
ing a metaphysical system for all reality that was grounded in an unassailable first
principle, a principle both self-evident and absolute. Such a principle would ulti-
mately ground knowledge itself. The goal was 1o provide a strictly scientific (wis-
senschaftlich), that is, a strictly systematic and methodical treatise demonstrating
the first principle behind all knowledge, and indeed behind alf reality. From such
an absolute principle one could then explain the manifold of reality itself — both
the phenomenal and intellectual worlds, or, as Schelling will put it, the real and
ideal worlds— within one unified sysiem. Furthermore, such a principle was con-
ceived not only as accounting for all reality in the sense of explaining its structure
and organization, but also as the generative, creative, and dynamic force or activ-
ity behind reality.

The inittal ldealist notion was that the principle of subjectivity itself consti-
tuted that first principle. Ordinary human consciousness is first aware of some-
thing “‘out there’” that is both very real and very different from the self we per-
ceive in our own self-consciousness, and takes it to be that which affects or
stimulates us, and thus as primal. It is somehow already there, and we then come
to know it. In some way, objectivity —or something objective *‘out therg”” —con-
stitutes the first principle or ground.

Kant had shown that this by no means must be the case. As a matier of fact,
not only can we not know anything *‘out there'" except through the filter of our
own cognition, but the categories of that cognition— eminently subjective cate-
gories —account for the way in which we perceive. Our knowledge and percep-
tion are rather shaped and formed by the categories of human cognition itself. We
cannot, Kant asserted, know anything about things-in-themselves or as they are
apart from those filters of human cognition. Kant's critics quickly saw-—and
reminded him of this—that, as a matter of fact, we cannot even say that there is
any thing-in-itself corresponding to that which we perceive, since by definition
that thing-in-itself is precisely that which does not pass through those filters.

The Idealists seized on just this point. Apparently, the principle of subjectivity
itself —of self-consciousness —was inextricably bound to whatever constituted
knowledge or cognition, and must of necessity accompany all cognition. That
primal act of self-consciousness was investigated from various angles of vision to
see in what way the configuration present there was responsible both for what we
perceive and for the way we perceive it. The configuration under consideration
was, literally, that of consciousness of self: of the knower constituting the same
entity as the known, or: of the knower knowing that he as knower constitutes the
same entity as the known. Schelling ultimately saw that one could push this con-
figuration — already annoying enough in its apparent redundancy —back an infi-
nite number of steps, such that each successive act of knowing would itself be
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known. The knower conceivably could know that he knows that he as knower
constitutes precisely that which he knows, and so on. This infinite quality of the
configuration proved extraordinarily attractive, since it seemed fo consiitute
within cognition itself a point one could no longer transcend, an act rather than
something that acts, activity or even relational structure rather than being. yet an
activity grounding reality as we perceive it, a first principle.

At the turn of the century Schelling’s own philosophical development had pro-
gressed into what many subsequently considered to be his most important period,
namely, the philosophy of identity. He suggested that the dynamic force (act) at
work in the various faculties of the human intellect or spirit was the same (iden-
tical) as that which was at work in the production of nature, though viewed
merely from a different perspective. At the fundamental level of dynamic force or
activity, the reality of nature was in fact identical with the ideality of the spirit or
intellect. [n other words, it was not quite correct to assert that the principle of
subjectivity itself constituted the first principle of philosophy and of cognition,
and that this principle thereby rendered ontologically inferior or subordinate that
part of the world that was apparently separate from the human ego. Rather.
Schelling pushed the infinite regression of the principle behind self-conscious-
ness back yet a step further. Not the principle of subjectivity as displayed in
human self-consciousness —its self-identity — constitutes that first principle, bu
rather the principle of identity itseif implied by that configuration. Not the iden-
tity of knower and known (and of knower of the identity of knower and known),
but rather identity as such constituted that first principle.” Hence, the absolute
manifests itself equally both in the (real) products of nature and in the (ideal)
products of the spirit.

Much of Schelling's philosophical activity during this period was directed
toward articulating this fundamental vision. The implications of this vision, of
course., are considerable, since the two reaims into which ordinary understanding
separates reality —the subjective and objective — no longer are really separate, or
are separate only from certain perspectives. Ultimately, this identity implies what
is now known as the wvnified field theory in physics, or the systems theory.®
Schelling asserted that it was the task of the philosophy of nature to investigate
the (real) world of nature, and the task of the philosophy of spirit to investigate
the (ideal) world of the intellect.

Unfortunately, Schelling was to find that in its rather abstract identity that
absolute was particularly recalcitrant when one tried philosophically to derive the
palpable world of factical reality from it.” How does this absolute actually gen-
erate the world around us, and me as an individual human being? How is the
transition effected between the abstract quality of absoluteness implied by this
understanding of identity as such, and the phenomenal world around us?

In the philosophical pieces Scheiling wrote during this period —and he wrote
a greal many — he tried to get at this question from various lines of attack. Most
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of them, understandably, have Platonic or. more specifically, Neoplatonic over-
tones. He i1s never quite satisfied, though, with the interface —or lack of it—
between the absolute and the factical world implied by such terms as “‘ema-
nation”’ or ‘"outflowing’” from the absolute, though he constantly employs these
terms. In one philosophical work associated closely with the philosophy of art,
the System der gesammiten Philosophie und der Naturphilosophie insbesondere
of 1804, Schelling variously speaks about a thing being a “‘reflex’” or *‘reflected
image’” of the All, about “expressions’” of ideas, about things *‘going forth™
from the absolute, and especially about things or circumstances "‘following
from’" the absolute, and about “‘results’” of the activity within the absolute. Sig-
nificantly, he did not publish this System of 1804, apparently because he was dis-
satisfied even though it was an accurate exposition of his view of the absoluie and
its consequences at the time.® Neither did Schelling publish these lectures on the
philosophy of art. whose composition coincides roughly with that of the System
of 1804. Although there were several probable reasons for this reluctance, rea-
sons we will discuss shortly, at least one concerned the central problem within
the Svsrtem of 1804: the derivation of content from the absolute.

To understand this more clearly, one must comprehend the importance of the
concept of the absolute, ground, or first principle in Idealist thinking. It has been
said of the work of the twentieth-century theologian Karl Barth that, once one
grants him his point of departure in revelation, everyihing else follows with strict
necessity. Schelling ardently wished the same could be said of his own works,
and indeed asserted that it could: once this understanding of the absolute has been
posiied, all else follows with logical necessity; there can be but one philosophy.

Schelling apparently challenged himself in the System of 1804 on just this
point, and vltimately was not satisfied with his solution. He quickly moved on 1o
rethink his understanding of that absolute first principle grounding the system.
The Philosophy of Art, however, is yet predicated on this earlier understanding of
the absolute.

111

Having once established the first principle. that of identity. Schelling is con-
cerned with showing scientifically —with strictly systematic methodology — that
the world of art as we know it results from the activity characterizing the abso-
lute, and itself constitutes a systematic, self-enclosed whole. In a similar fashion,
he believes he has already shown how both the world of nature and the world of
the spirit result with equal necessity from that principle, since the dynamic force
at work in both is identical (hence, system of identity). What he will actually
construct or construe (construiren, Constriktion) here is the system of arts nec-
essarily resulting from that principle. Since it is a system of the individual art
forms as such, and not one based on a particular selection of works of art (how-
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ever exemplary one might consider them to be), it necessarily precedes any
actual works themselves. 1t does not precede them temporally, however, as would
a system based on principles extracted from acival works, nor is a temporal pro-
cess involved in ifs actual generation by the absolute. Rather, it lacks all relation-
ship to time, and precedes actual works of art absolutely, just as the idea of a

circle precedes any one, individual circle absolutely. This recalls the problem of

the derivation of finite content from an infinite absolute, for if that absolute lacks
all relationship to time, how is the temporal world generated from within it?

If, however, we leave this question in abeyance for the sake of proceeding out
from that absolute; if, that is. we assume that if finiteness exists at all, some tran-
sition must obtain between the absolute and the world of finitude —and not
merely a logical transition — we can then analyze what Schelling considers to be
a logical sequence proceeding from the absolute ultimately resulting in the real
and ideal worlds of nature and the spirit. Everything further, Schelling now
asserts, follows with utter necessitv. (Schelling argues elsewhere that only from
the perspective of finite consciousness itself does this question arise regarding the
derivation of content from the absolute, or regarding this transition from infinity
to fimitude; he does, however, still encounter difficulties deriving finite con-
sciousness. )

Although the principle behind the system—indeed, behind all reality, both
real and ideal, behind both the realm of nature and that of the spirit —is abselute
identity, that identity is not as purely one as 1t might appear upon first consider-
ation. If one posits identity as such, one has also posited its two possible mem-
bers, even if they are, as the term implies, themselves identical. If A = A (a
common equation that both Fichte and Schelling use). one at least has to consider
the unit A from both sides of the equation, and thus recognize difference in iden-
tity. This suggests that in some way one is nonetheless dealing with a dualistic
first principle. In the works constituting the system of identity, Schelling
attributes several terminological pairs to this identity. It is the identity of spirit
and nature, subject and object, ideal and real, universal and particular, conscious
and unconscious, and particularly the identity of freedom and necessity (the latter
pair corresponding to the necessity with which the system of nature operates and
the freedom with which, ideally, the human world or world of history should
aperate). This principle of identity or the absolute point of identity of philosophy
is also the absolute in and for itself, one absolute reality, one essence. This one
absolute, the one absolute idea of the identity of the real and the ideal, stands
behind Schelling’s philosophy during this period.

Inn the System of 1804, however, and also in the Philosophy of Art, Schelling
begins referring to this absolute as God. His introduction of the term may be
explained perhaps by the increasing attention he gives the ontological implica-
tions of his metaphysical assertions. That is, precisely the problem of the deri-
vation of content from this absolute forced the 1ssue of the ontological status both
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of the absolute and of that which resulis from it. The revelatory aspect of art had
already plaved an important role in the Svstem of Transcendental fdealism. a role
that art arguably never relinquishes during Schelling’s long career. In the final
sections of that work, he postulates an intuition that discloses or reveals precisely
that which the philosopher seeks to establish, namely, the identity of the real and
the ideal, the

identity of the conscious and the unconscious in the self, and
consciousness of this idensity. The product of this intuition [the work of
art] will therefore verge on the one side upon the product of nature, and
on the other upon the product of freedom, and must unite in itself the
characteristics of both.”

Only artistic genius, Schelling asserts, is able to effect this union and lend it
objective form in a work of art. There inheres, however, an tnknown element
within this production that makes this union possible in the first place, and which
is thus actually the element we intuit in the objective manifestation of the work of
art:

This unknown, however, whereby the objective and the conscious
activities are here brought into unexpected harmony, is none other than
that absolute {the primordial self] which contains the common ground of
the preestablished harmony between the conscious and the unconscious.
(pp- 221-22)

The implications for philosophy, and thus for the relationship between art and
philosophy. emerge from this expressly revelatory character of art:

The whole of philosophy starts, and must start, from a principle which.
as the absolute principle, is also at the same time the absoluiely
identical. An absolutely simple and identical cannot be grasped or
communicated through description, nor through concepts at all. It can
only be intuited. Such an intuition is the organ of all philosophy. — But
this intuition, which is an intellectual rather than a sensory one. and has
as its object neither the objective nor the subjective, but the absolutely
identical, n uself neither subjective nor objective, is itself merely an
internal one, which cannot in turn become objective for itself: it can
become objective only through the second intuition. This second
intuition is the aesthetic.

The work of art merely reflects to me what is otherwise not reflected
by anything, namely that absolutely identical which has already divided
itself even in the self. Hence. that which the philosopher allows to be
divided even in the primary act of consciousness, and which would
otherwise be inaccessible to any intuition, comes, through the miracle of
art, 10 be radiated back from the products thereof, (pp. 229-30)
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Hence. in art the philosopher finds revealed objectively that which grounds
his entire system, namely, the absolute itself, or absolute identity, and art is
granted an expressly revelatory function:

If aesthetic intuition is merely intellectual intuition become objective, it
is self-evident that art is at once the only true and eternal organ and
document of philosophy. which ever and again continues to speak to us
of what philosophy cannot depict in external form, namely the
unconscious element in acting and producing, and its original identity.
Art is paramount to the philesopher, precisely because it opens up 1o
him, as it were, the holy of holies, where burns in eternal and original
unity, as if in a single flame, that which in nature and history is rent
asunder, and in life and action, no less than in thought, must forever fly
apart. (p. 231)

By the time he gave the lectures on the philosophy of art, and by the time he
had clarified his understanding of the absolute that we find presented in the
System of 1804, Schelling had for all practical purposes parted ways with Fichte’s
one-sidedly subjective understanding of the absolute: the *‘primordial self™ in
the passage quoted earlier was itself subsumed under absolute identity, of which
it is a mere expression, and the problem of differentiation between the two had
become more urgent. This also pressed the issue of the revelatory function of
mythology, and likely played a role in Schelling’s shifting terminology and intro-
duction of the designation of the absolute as God."

In these lectures, however, Schelling associates several other terminological
pairs with the idea of absolute identity as well. The concept of identity itself, and
thus the ultimate identity of the various terminological pairs associated with it.
constitutes what we may call the basic organizational or relational principle of
the universe, and accordingly also of what Schelling will call the All, including
the real and ideal worlds (of nature and of the spirit). Since God is now another
designation for that absolute, the reader will not go astray if when encountering
the term God he thinks instead *‘the ultimate or basic organizational principle of
the universe.”* Indeed, this could apply to the terms absolute or identiry as well,
The logical nature of that structure should be noted; it is not an ultimate being but
rather a relational principle. Additionally, as is consonant with Idealist thinking,
it implies the idea of generative activity,

v

In its overall conception, Schelling's system of identity encompasses three dis-
tinct **philosophies’’ that are, however, essentially one: the philosophy of nature,
the philosophy of the spirit (transcendental philosophy), and the philosophy of
art. The actual object of philosophy as such, however, is always the same; it is
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the one essence, the one absolute reality, viewed as it manifests itself in nature,
in the world of the spint, and in art. Strictly speaking. one should also speak here
of Schelling’s philosophy of identity, that is, that philosophy explicating the iden-
tity as such of that which is in nature and spirit. The philosophy of art deals with
that identity as it manifests itself in the world of art.

A crucial gualification of this one essence, however, is that it is indivisible.
Abselute identity as such enters into everything encompassed by the world of
nature, spirit, and art. Distinct *‘things™” are then possible only if the entire abso-
lute —the entirety of its quality as absolute identity. including the dual quality of
its members —is posited under what Schelling calls different potences. Although
one could also translate the German Patenz as power, exponential, or potential,
I have chosen potence. The most significant translation of the term from Schel-
ling into English (and, according to the Oxford English Dictionary, the first use
of the word in general) occurs in Coleridge’s Biographia Eiteraria, Chapter 12, in
reference to the syntheses of the imagination: Coleridge himself acquires the
term from the Sysiem of Transcendental idealism, though Schelling employs i
elsewhere as well. Coleridge defends his own use of technical terms in philose-
phy ““whenever they tend to preclude confusion of thought, and when they assist
the memory by the exclusive singleness of their meaning more than they may, for
a short time, bewilder the attention by their sirangeness,”” and thus ventures *'to
use potence, in order to express a specific degree of a power. in imitation of the
Algebraists.”"" | believe the **singleness of meaning”" to which Coleridge refers
applies in this case, since Schelling’s use of the mathematical term in the present
philosophical context is not that which one normally expects from the terms
power, exponential, or potential, and the term potence may well “assist the
memory”’ and understanding. That is, the central position the term Porenz occu-
pies in Schelling’s Philosophy of Art (as well as in other works) will itself help
define the term. (Coleridge mentions the word and then uses it no more in the
Biographia Literaria.} Schelling himself acquires the word from Giordano
Bruno's De la cawsa, though not directly. That is, he did not himself translate it
from the Italian, but got it rather —already translated — from an appendix o the
second edition of Johann Heinrich Jacobi's Ueber die Lehre des Spinoza (1789).
Bruno’s own term was potenza, and likely came from Latin potensia as used by
Nicholas of Cusa.'? August Wilhelm Schlegel also uses it in his lecture series
entitled Schéne Literatur und Kunst, though not in this strictly philosophical con-
text,

This brings us to Schelling’s understanding of duplicity and triplicity. The
fundamental principle of organization behind both real and ideal reality is abso-
lute identity. Furthermore, that absolute identity is by nature indivisible, since
one cannot speak of the absolute identity of one member of an eguation with
nothing on the other side. Hence, the principle of organization of any particular
thing (*‘thing’ " taken here broadly to include products of the worlds of nature and
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spirit) necessarily manifests a duality or duplicity at its most fundamental level.
Whereas in the absolute itself there is no distinction between the two members, in
determinate being there must be; what makes it determinate is precisely some
quaniitative quatification that affects its actual being. Although in the Svstem of
1804 Schelling goes to great lengths to assure us of the nonreality of such deter-
minate being in the Platonic or Neoplatonic sense, such determinate gualification
does obtain in the phenomenal world. Thai distinguishes it from the absolute.

Concerning actual, finite things, Schelling offers the following proposition in
the Svstem of 1804:

§54. The particularity of finite things theough which the real All [first
stage of emanation from the absolute] as real, the ideal All as ideal
appears, can be based either on a reciprocal preponderance of the one
factor over the other or on a balance bepween the two.

This, Schelling asserts in the next sentence, concerns merely the method of pre-
sentation and thus needs no proof. It is, however, of greater significance than this
offhand remark suggests, since the principle of construction is precisely the prin-
ciple determining the internal organization of all that is. both real and ideal.
Instead of a proof he offers an elucidation in which he presents the various pos-
sibilities for the potences. He also coins a new terminological pair 1o be apphed
to the principle of identity, one recalling the origin of that principle in the con-
figuration of knower and known in self-consciousness. The ideal factor (corre-
sponding to the act of knowing) is now called the affirming factor, and is active;
the real factor (corresponding to the condition of being known) is now called the
affirmed factor, and is passive. Of self-consciousness one might then say that the
affirming element and affirmed element are one. Applied to the particularities
within the real and ideal All—that sphere one remove from the absolute from
which the actual world of particular things issues —the following principle will
obtain:

§56. Friplicity of potences is the necessary mode of appearance of the

real All as real, as well as of the ideal All as ideal, for the All can only

appear through finite things whose differences can be expressed only

through three potences, of which the one designates the preponderance

of the affirmed condition, the other of the affirming element, and the

third the mdifference of the two.
That is, a preponderance of the one or other factor results in a condition of dif-
ference; a balance between the two factors results in a condition of indifference. '
The annotation Schelling then adds to §56 is significant enough to cite in its
entirety:

Annotation. The true schema of the immediate issuance from the idea of
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God would thus be this: God as the prototype is absolute identity in
which the real and ideal All is contained. The immediate issuance of the
real and ideal All as such is the indifference of the affirming and the
affirmed, which for that reason has a double expression: one within the
real and the other within the ideal (since absolute identity belongs
neither to the one nor to the other). From this indifference there issues
in declining order the affirming or the ideal in relative preponderance
over the affirmed or real, and the affirmed or real in relative
preponderance over the affirming or ideal, both follow or issue in the
same way from the indifference within the real and ideal. This same
schema can repeat itself into infinity.

The absolute itself iranscends these potences, but includes them all. It pours its
entire essence into each, such that each contains elements of the other (the entire
identity), vet with a preponderance of the one factor over the other. Schelling
expresses this mathematically with variations of the following scheme: '

=
A=08 A =B

A=A

These potences, however, though they determine the particular features of things
in the real and ideal worlds (of nature and of the spirit or intellect), nonetheless
do not determine the thing-in-itself or its essence, bui rather only that part
belonging to the phenomenal world. Hence, “*all differences of natura narurata
(of the real as well as of the ideal) are only of a guantitative nature, and are only
differences in potence, not in essence’ (§538).

These principles of duplicity of members and dialectic triplicity of relation-
ships, the first guantitative determinations possible outside absolute identity
itself, determine the organization of phenomena both of the world of nature and
that of the intellect or spirit. (Phenomena, again. can refer to products of the
intellect, since they are included in the finite world.) The principles also thor-
oughly determine appearances within the world of art, and will be the guiding
principles throughout Schelling’s presentation.

Let us now return to our point of departure —the three philosophies with one
object. In the opening lectures Schelling will say the following:

There is actually and essentially only one essence, one absolute reality,
and this essence, as absolute, is indivisible such that it cannot change
over into other essences by means of division or separation. Since it is
indivisible, diversity among things is only possible to the extent that this
indivisible whole is posited under various determinations.

This means that the entire absoluteness of the absolute will inform (einbilden)
itself into every potence, whether it be a potence of nature, of the spirit, or of art.
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When Schelling speaks in the following lectures of the informing (Einbildung) of
one factor inte another, or of one quality into another, this is what he means. This
word recalls the dynamic, generative quality of the absolute, and also suggesis
that creative, generative, and formative power one associates with the artist. The
difference between the various potences depends on the preponderance of the one
or other factor of the real or ideal in the potence under consideration, or from the
indifference (balance) between the two. Each philosophy — that of nature, of the
spirit, or of art-—is to be a presentation of this fundamental, primordial identity
inherent within the absolute, one manifesting itself as the complete mutual
informing of the real and ideal within nature, the spirit, or art. Accordingly,
Schelling refers to these three realms as potences as well: the entirety of abso-
luteness is posited or informed into the potence of nature, of the spirit, and of art,
though with varying degrees of preponderance of the one or other factor, or with
their indifference. Similarly, within each of these potences we encounter yet
another subdivision into triplicity, that is, three more possible potences. In some
instances, each of these potences divides itself yet furiher into three more, and so
on (*“this eptire schema can repeat itself into infinity™"). We will consider shortly
just how this increasing triplicity manifesis itself in the three potences.

In nature, necessity predominates (the factor of the real. of the necessary
chain of cause and effect and of physical laws}. The dynamic force in nature cor-
responding to the creative activity within the absolute, or to the conscious activ-
ity of the spirit, operates unconsciously in creating that which we call nature.
(**Nature is slumbering spirit. ") In the spirit itself, freedom is the predominating
factor. Human spirit operates consciously and freely in what we call the produc-
tions of the spirit (for example, in the activity of philosophy).

One of these products of the spirit 1s art; yet art presents us with that peculiar
set of circumstances mentioned earlier in the discussion of the Svstem of Tran-
scendental Idealism. The conscious spirit in freedom does not operate alone
within the artist. Otherwise, artistic talent could be taught just as that which we
call the rudiments or mechanics of art. We all agree that talent cannot be taught.
We sense in every work of genius that some element of necessity is also at work,
something analogous to the necessity operating within nature, something that
posits its own “‘laws’” with a necessity we ordinarily encounter only in nature,
The genius operates quite consciously, but there is always an element not quite
under his control, some force acting through him, guiding him in his creation.
The ordinary observer senses this as an element of, for lack of a better word,
“rightness,”’ even though the order or form imposed on the work of art may well
violate what we call natural law. It is in this sense that, as we have seen, the
philosophy of art concluded the System of Transcendental Idealism: *The work
of art reflects to us the identity of the conscious and unconscious activities. . . .
Besides what he has put into his work with manifest intention, the artist seems
instinctively, as it were, to have depicted therein an infinity, which no finite
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understanding is capable of developing to the full’” (p. 225). That is. the work of
art discloses in actuality that identity of the conscious and the unconscious, of
spirit and nature, of freedom and necessity, lying behind the philosopher’s entire
task as the principle of the absolute grounding all knowledge, and the disclosure
of which actually constitutes the philosopher’s primary goal.

The principles of identity, duplicity, and triplicity will now generate a system-
atic philosophical structure coordinating both the relationships between the three
philosophies among themselves and their interpal structures.

v

Schelling begins with the absolute. The absolute is God; God is both the idea and
the being of absolute, infinite reality. By virtue of the law of absoluie identity,
idea and being coincide in God; indeed, God is this idea and this being which
coincide. Schelling reminds us that an actual circle is clearly not the same as the
idea of a circle. The idea of the circle precedes every actual manifestation of a
circle, not temporally, but rather absolutely. This is not the case, however, in
God. God is the identity of being and idea, or is absolute identity. God precedes
evervthing — not temporally, since the absolute has no relationship to time what-
ever, but rather according to the idea.

Formulating this entire complex in terminology analogous to that of human
self-consciousness —recalling the terminelogical pairs of knower-known, active-
passive discussed earlier - Schelling also says that God conceives (begreifen) or
affirms himself. He conceives himself as an infinitely affirming element (for he
is doing the affirming), as infinitely affirmed (for he is affirmed in the passive
sense), and as the indifference of the two (for he is both). Strictly speaking, he is
neither of the three; it is more accurate to say he is infinite affirmation, the infi-
nite identity of all three. Furthermore, we say that the activity of knowing, con-
ceiving, or affirming is ideal (an activity of the intellect or spirit). and that which
is known, conceived., or affirmed is real. God as knowing, conceiving, or affirm-
ing himself is thus an ideality encompassing its own reality, and as being known,
conceived, or affirmed by himself is a reality encompassing its own ideality (the
activity of knowing, conceiving, or affirming). in a word, God is a total, abso-
lute identity of ideality and reality, the identity of —to use vet another termi-
nological pair—the universal (ideal) and the particular (real}, and is the indif-
ference of the two.

Schelling now deduces his entire series of duplicity and of the ultimate unity
or indifference of its members from this essential nature of God as the absolute.
Ged is neither singularly ideal nor singularly real nor singularly the indifference
of the two, but is rather all three, or: he is allness, and this suffix -ness is as
significant as the suffix -ation in affirmation, since it is reserved for God alone.
In reality —our reality —ideality and reality are always sundered and separate.
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The concrete circle is never fully congruous with its own idea. The particular or
concrete is never fully commensurate with its own universal or iis essence.

In a highly significant work of 1802, Bruno; or, On the Divine and Natural
Principle of Things, Schelling develops an understanding both of the absolute
and of the ideas that carries over into his work on the philosophy of art. Partic-
ularly in its initial discussions, he works out the philosophical background for the
assertion that truth can be equated with beauty and beauty with truth. The fun-
damental notion is that the more closely a particular, actual thing approximates
the perfection of its universal or idea, such that the idea itself (the universal) can
be infuited in the particular, the more closely does that particular participate in
beauty, which is thus defined as the concurrence of universal and particular intu-
ited in the particular. This is the object of aesthetic intuition. The object of intel-
lectual intuition, on the other band, is the concurrence of the upiversal with its
particular in the abstract, such concurrence then constituting iruth. Hence,
beauty (in the concrete) can be equated with truth (in the abstract), and the
objects of acsthetic and intellectual infuition are actually the same identity of the
universal and the particular, though viewed from opposite directions. This was,
as we saw earlier, precisely the point made in the final sections of the System of
Transcendental {dealism.

Concerning the fundamental separation of the universal and particular in ordi-
nary reality, we find that the idea or universal does appear within that particu-
lar —that is the basis for recognition and cognition as such—bul never com-
pletely; the reality of the particular never completely corresponds to the
possibility inherent within its universal. To use Schelling's awn words: The pos-
iting of the universal of a thing into its concrete is already a limitation (of that
universal or idea), hence, the thing —any thing—is never at once and in fact
everything it could be essentially or according to its idea or universal. Reality is
by definition a privation of ideality. This is not the case, however, in God. Hence,
one does not say that God is conscious (ideal); neither is he unconscious (real) or
nonconscious, but is rather the absolute unity of the two. He is neither free nor
necessary (the opposite of free), but is rather the unity of the two.

This duplicity and the resulting triplicity of relationships, or the triadic struc-
ture of the dialectic of the absolute, determines, according to Schelling, the
structure of all reality in the larger sense, and does so in a fashion analogous o
the inner character of the absolute. Again, the absoluie or God is the infinitely
affirming, the infinitely affirmed, and the unity of the two, or is the ideal, the
real, and the unity of the two. The same is true of reality as such. Proceeding out
from the absolute, the next stages are the universe and the All (God is allness, not
the All): the universe and the All contain that which is contained in God. For
example, the dynamic force in the All conceives itsell as infinitely affirming,

infinitely affirmed, and as the indifference of the two. There is a real world of
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nature and an ideal world of the intellect or of spirit: the world— ""our’” world —
constitutes the unity of the two.

The triplicity now continues. Within each of these—the real and ideal
waorlds —there inheres what Schelling now calls a real series, an ideal series, and
the indifference of the two, such that triplicity imprints itself onto our entire real-
ity. We will see that the world of art, as the indifference of the worlds of nature
and of the spirit, then constitutes the third element in the triplicity of worlds,
recalling vet again the understanding of art presented in the System of Transcen-
dental Idealism. As such, the philosophy of art concludes or rounds off the tri-
adic organization of the philosophy of nature, of spirit, and of art.

Following this triplicity further down from the absolute (after the universe and
the All), one encounters first the real world, reality as the atfirmed condition
rather than as activity. The infinite affirmed condition of God in the All is the real
world, or it is the informing (again, Schelling asks that we take this word literally,
as active in-form-ing, Einbildung) of God’s infinite identity into reality. Schel-
ling calls this the real unity, eternal nature, nature in itself (an sich, natura naiu-
rans). 1t is not the world of phenomenal nature (natura naturata), not nature in its
particularity, but rather nature insofar as it is itself a potence of God, namely,
insofar as it is God in his infinite affirmed condition,

Here, too. however, we encounter all three unities, and Scheiling uses the
teyms porence, unity, and determination inierchangeably in this sense: that of the
affirmed condition, that of the affirming activity, and the indifference of the two,
or all three as the infinite affirmation or as the entire essence of God. We recall
that God is identity, and each unity accordingly manifests the imprint of the
whole, though in a particular potence. These three subpotences, if we may call
them such (Schelling does not use this term himself), are actvally that which we
call the real world of phenomenal nature, and it is the task of the philosophy of
nature to investigate this world. The triadic structure disclosing the foci of the
philosophy of nature is thus:

1. real potence — affirmed condition —matter (informing of the ideal into the
real);

ideal potence —affirming activity —light (ideality resolving all reality);
and

3. potence of indifference — organism.

2

—

t 1s important to understand these terms relationally, that is, as indicating
relational rather than substantive or matenal features. These potences or unities
are the particular resuits (Folgen) of God's affirmation within the regl All, in the
real world, within the real. Breaking this affirmation itself down further, the real
potence within this real world is matter, or, as Schelling calls it, being. This is not
matter in and for itself, but rather viewed from the perspective of its phenomenal,
corporeal appearance; if is not substance but rather form, accidens. Furthermore,
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matter, as we might expect, is posited with a preponderance of the real, of the
affirmed condition. 1t constitutes the informing of ideality into reality.

The ideal potence. or light, Schelling also calls acrivity, or that ideality that
resolves (auflisen) all reality within itself. This is essence or the universal. The
integration of the two, or the indifference of being and activity, of form and
essence, is the organism. The essence of an organism is inseparable from the
subsistence of its form.

Although the terminology in Schelling’s philosophy of nature may appear
somewhat bizarre, it should not unnerve the reader too much. Schelling’s con-
cern is to account for the organization both of nature as a whole and of the indi-
vidual phenomena within nature, and to do so within a unified system, a system
from which no part can be extracted without damaging the whole (nature itself,
he explains, constitutes an organism), and outside of which no single part can be
comprehended. His understanding of matter and light as condition and activity,
though based on the limited scientific knowledge of his own age, does befray an
impulse to understand and conceive nature as a nonmechanistic system based on
a nexus of relations and forces, these relations being inherent within the absolute
and manifested within reality as a result of the dynamic, generative aspect of the
absolute. In any case, for our present purposes the reader need only follow the
triadic structure and the various relationships obtaining within it (duplicity and
triplicity).

Let us now move to the ideal world. This constitutes ideality, the activity of
affirming. The infinitely affirming activity of God within the All is the ideal
world, the informing of his reality into ideality. The act of thinking the concept
“tree,"’ for example, constitutes the resolution or informing of reality into ide-
ality. Acting according to an ideal, to take another exampie, constituies the ele-
vation or resolution or *‘taking up’’ (aufnehmen) of reality into ideality. The po-
tences or unities of the ideal world are then:

[. real potence—affirmed condition—knowledge — preponderance of the

subjective;

2. ideal potence— affirming aciivity — action— preponderance of the objec-

tive; and

3. potence of indifference —knowledge and action in indifference

nonconscious and conscious in indifference
necessity and freedom in indifference —art.

Art is the representation (Darstellung) of this indifference of the ideal and the
real as indifference. Art is concerned precisely with this indifference as indiffer-
ence, and constitutes its representation or. portrayal, as we can now see, within
the ideaf world of the intellect or spirit. (The representation in the real world, or
the manifestation within the real world, is the organism.)'® Art, the work of art,
is a product neither of action nor of knowledge alone, neither of freedom nor of
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necessity alone, neither of conscious nor of unconscious activity alone. As
Schelling puts it, “*Art is in itself neither mere activity nor mere knowiedge, but
is rather an activity completely permeated by knowledge, or, in a reverse fashion,
knowledge which has completely become activity. That is, it is the indifference
of both™ (§14).

We recall that knowledge is the real potence within the ideal world, the
potence of necessity, just as action is the ideal potence within the ideal world, the
potence of freedom. In the work of art, as we can now see, both coincide: free-
dom with necessity, conscious or infentional with nonconscious or unintentional
activity. Again, the final section of the System of Transcendental idealism estab-
lishes the position of art here.

Schelling also views this complex from the perspective of the ideas them-
selves, and here, too, we encounter triplicity. The first potence of the real world
is matter or being, that of the ideal world knowledge. The idea corresponding to
these two potences is that of irueh. The triadic members are then being —knowl-
edge—rruth. The second potence of the real world is light or activity, that of the
ideal world (free) action; their idea is that of goodness or virtue. The triadic
members are then activity—free action-viriue. The third potence of the real
world is the organism as indifference, that of the ideal world art as indifterence;
their idea is beauty. The triadic members are thus organism—ari—beauty.

If we now look more closely at the ideal world (of the intellect or spirit), the
world in which art constituies the third potence, we see that truth manifests itself
as necessity, goodness or virtue as freedom, and beauty as the indifference of
freedom and necessity, though indifference intuited objectively within the real.
Beauty is the informing into unity (fneinsbildung) of the real and the ideal within
areflected image (Gegenbild). Artis accordingly an absolute synthesis or mutual
interpenetration of freedom and necessity. One can see the analogous position
God or the absolute as the absolute unity of freedom and necessity possesses in
telation to the work of art, and the enormous metaphysical, revelatory, and sym-
bolic significance Schelling can attribute to the work of art within his system.

At this point we can also see how Schelling understands the Germap word for
imagination (Einbildungskraft) in the artist: literally, the power of in-form-ing. It
is the power whereby the ideal or universal is in-formed in actual fact into the real
or particular; the more fully or completely the artist is able to in-form that ideal
or universal into the real or particular, the more beautiful and true will his work
of art be. The artist is thus a creator within the reflected image just as God is a
creator in the archetype (Urbild)."°

In these lectures, Schelling repeatedly emphasizes that this informing of the
ideal into the real is not to be confused with mere correct approximation of
nature. what we might call naturalism. In fact, nature or the natural, phenomenal
world by definition does not constitute a concurrence of the ideal and the real, for
no particular object fully renders its own idea or universal, but consists precisely
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in a privation of that universal. Hence, an approximation of nature in art virtually
assures the abrogation of beauty and thus also of truth. A van Gogh sunflower
need not approximate the appearance of an actual sunflower, and indeed does
not, in order to allow us to intuit the idea sunflower; in fact, precisely in its
departure from the appearance of an actual sunflower do we sense its closer
approximation to that idea that can never be fully rendered in the natural world.
In other words, the apparent unnatural particularity of van Gogh's sunflower may
well allow us to intuit the idea sunflower or its ideal reality better than any actual
sunflower, and thus represents the specific type “‘sunflower’” better than any par-
ticular natural sunflower could.'’

The philosophy of nature investigates the real world in its three potences:
matter, light, organism. The philosophy of transcendental Idealism (of spirit}
investigates the ideal world in its three potences: truth, action (ethics), art. Art
concludes both series, and the Philosophy of Art itself accordingly has not merely
one series of three potences, but rather two series of three potences each: its real
series corresponds to the philosophy of nature, its ideal series to the philosophy
of spirit.

As we saw in the concluding sections of the Svstem of Transcendental Ideal-
ism, what for philosephy is comprehensible nonobjectively in intellectual intu-
ition (within the ideal) is comprehensible objectively within aesthetic intuition in
art as the complete informing into unity of the universal and the particular
(within the real). The further constructions of the Philpsophy of Art thus deal
with the particular potences of this informing within art. These particular po-
tences themselves, not only within art, but also within nature and the world of the
spirit, represent particular modes of representation of the universal within the
particular (§39);

That representation in which the universal means the particular or in
which the particular is intuited through the universal is schemarism.

That representation, however, in which the particular means the
universal or in which the universal is intuited through the particular is
allegory.

The synthesis of these two, where neither the umversal means the
particular nor the particular the universal, but rather where both are
absolutely one, is the symbalic.

Schelling also calls the third, or symbolic. mode of representation absclute form.
In his discussion of mythology, he remarks that as the representation of the forms
of the absolute indifference of the universal and the particular within the real as
gods, mythology is necessarily symbolic, since the meaning of the gods is simul-
tancously their being. (Schelling will explain how he considers the symbolic
development of mythology to have taken place only within Greek art; the devel-
opment of modern mythelogy is still in transition.)
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Schelling understands these modes of representation as a progressive series of
potences themselves (general categories) in nature, spirit, and art as such. Each
particular potence or unity includes all others (§39):

Nature in the corporeal series: allegorical
Nature in light: schematic

Mature in the organism: symbolic

Spirit in thinking: schemaric

Spirit in action: allegorical

Spirit in art: symbolic

Science in arithmetic: allegorical
Science in geometry: schematic

Science in philosophy: symbolic

VI

If we now view the world of art as such, we find that the structure of the two
series of potences is analogous to that of the real and ideal world. Duplicity and
wriplicity necessarily recur, and constitute Schelling's svsiem of the arts,

Just as in the real world, in nature, ideality is informed into reality, the infinite
into the finite, the universal into the particular, so also in the real series within
art. Hence, the real series in art corresponds to the philosophy of nature. Here,
00, we encounter three subpotences analogous to the three polences within the
real world.

Schelling calls the real series within art—music, painting, plastic art-—the
series of the formative arts, since here matter or being itself is elevated into a
symbol of the idea; the infinite, the idea is informed into the finite.

The real unity or potence within the real series is music. It may seem some-
what odd that Schelling commences the real series of art in its own real potence
with music, seemingly the most unreal or noncorporeal of the arts. We recall,
however, that the first potence in the real world, matter, is not matter in and for
itself. not substance, but rather form. accidens, or the informing of ideality into
reality. The same is the case with music in an analogous fashion. Schelling under-
stands music as the first, as it were, the lowest level of the informing of form as
such into reality, This is thythm, represented symbolically by sound. He will also
call it the first or lowest level of the informing of unity (here: the unity of regu-
larity) info multiplicity (here: the multiplicity of beats). Naturally, this informing
on the first or lowest level is least characterized by the actual substance of the
real. In its own turn, music itself encompasses triplicity in the form of three po-
tences, a real and ideal potence, and the indifference: rhythm, modulation or har-
mony. and melody.

The ideal unity or patence in the real series of art is painting, where the finite
or real is taken up into the infinite or ideal, or the particular into the universal.
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Here, too, we encounter three more subpotences corresponding to the real, ideal,
and indifference: drawing, chiaroscuro, and coloring. Within the first potence —
drawing —we even encounter three more: perspective, truth, necessity. Its corre-
sponding potence in nature is, not surprisingly, light.

The third potence in the real series of art, that of indifference, is itself the
potence in which the real and ideal potences are synthesized: the plastic arts (in
nature: the organism}. Whereas the first potence is characterized least by actual
substance, the third is characterized most by it. Here the real is the ideal. In the
plastic arts, the real or tangible element is the ideal, and vice versa. Here, too, we
encounter three more subpotences corresponding to the real, ideal, and indiffer-
ence: architecture, bas-relief, and sculpture. Carrying the analogy of triplicity
even further. Schelling asserts that architecture is the music, bas-relief the paint-
ing, and sculpture the indifterence of the plastic arts.

This leads us back into the discussion of the various modes of representation.
Here, too, Schelling strives to disclose the inherent symmetry (§39): **Music is
an allegorizing art, painting schematizes, the plastic arts are symbolic.™

The ideal series within art— lyric poetry, epic, and drama — corresponds to the
ideal world of the spirit or to the philosophy of the spirit. Here language is ele-
vated into a symbol of the idea. In language the particular, finite, or concrete is
informed into the universal, infinite, or into the concept, or rather, it is resolved
(aufgelést). Accordingly, this is the series of the verbal arts, or poesy.'” The idea
remains relatively ideal.

Here, too. in the ideal series of art, we encounter three subpotences. The real
potence in the ideal series of art is lyric poetry. the informing of the infinite into
the finite or particular. [t corresponds to music as the first potence in the real
series of art, and one can see how Schelling will seek to ground the traditional
kinship between music and lyric poetry: both are characterized by particularity,
subjectivity, and freedom, and are subordinated to rhythm. This correspondence
extends to the mode of representation (§39): **Similarly, in poesy lyric poetry is
allegorical ™’

The ideal potence in the ideal series of art is the epic. the resolution or sus-
pension of the finite or real into the infinite or universal. Necessity predominates
here insofar as it is not antithetical to the subject and thus ceases to be necessity
as such. As Schelling will point out, necessity is a concept determinable only
through antithesis. In his discussion of the various genres included in this
potence, he focuses (1) on the displacement of subjectivity (the particular) into

the object within the elegy, and of objectivity (the universal) into the poet himself

within the idyll, and (2) on the displacement of objectivity (the universal) into the
object within the didactic poem, and of subjectivity into the poet himself within
the satire. He then focuses on the modern or romantic epic and the novel. The
corresponding potence in the real series of art is painting, and the mode of rep-
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resentation follows (§39): “*Epic poesy demonstrates the necessary inclination to
schematization.”’

The final potence of the ideal series of art, the synthesis of lyric poetry and the
epic, and the concluding genre of the ideal series of art and thus of both series
together. is drama, which Schelling deduces as tragedy. Since its corresponding
poience in the real series is plastic art as such, the mode of representation is sim-
ilarly symbolic.

In tragedy there obtains neither a merely subjective confhict between freedom
and necessity, as in the lyrical poem, which is characterized by freedom. nor
merely pure necessity, as in the epic. Here there must be a real, objective confhict
between freedom and necessity, yet such that both as such nonetheless appear in
a balance. Since human nature is both subject to necessity and capable of free-
dom, it constitutes the most appropriate svmbol of this equipoise. This condition
of balance is achieved when the person who succumbs to necessity nonetheless is
victorious over it within his own disposition and elevates himself above it. Schel-
ling deduces drama as tragedy, since the original, absolute manifestation of the
conflict between freedom and necessity from which the drama issues is one in
which freedom constitutes the subjective, necessity the objective element.
Comedy is then merely the intentional reversal of this state of affairs.

Schelling parts company with Aristotle concerning the nature of the misfor
tune imposed by necessity upon the person. The person does not, as Aristotle
suggests. become guilty merely because of an error, but rather through necessity.
The tragic person must necessarily transgress; necessity undermines the will
itself, and freedom, as Schelling puts it, is attacked on its own turf. The person
transgresses by necessity, and without guilt in the ordinary sense, and yet freely
accepts the punishment for the transgression. Precisely in this loss of ireedom,
freedom is affirmed. This constitutes the identity of freedom with necessity, and
the art form presenting this objectively and symbolically thus concludes the ideal
series of art.

In the course of the lectures, Schelling makes frequent reference to the essen-
tial differences between the art of antiquity and that of modernity, or between the
mythology of antiguity and that of modernity (Christianity). These distinctions,
however, are generated by the same duplicity and triplicity we have discussed
here. By concentrating on the essentials, he hopes to “‘open again the primal
sources of art for reflection,’” thus aiding artists and critics alike. Since he is
concerned with essentials, and not with the historical appearance of this or that
artist as such. he discusses individual artists or works of art only to the exient that
they represent or illustrate the essential features under discussion.

VI

In the lectures themselves, the first section in Part 1 discusses the metaphysical
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framework behind the world of art (and of nature and the spirit): **General Sec-
tion of the Philosophy of Art.”" The second section discusses the content or sub-
ject matter of art, namely, the ideas. We recall that in art, the more closely a
particular corresponds to its idea, the more it participates in beauty. A further
consideration, however, is the foliowing: *‘These same syntheses of the universal
and particular which viewed in themselves are ideas, that is, images of the
divine, are, if viewed on the plane of the real, the gods.”” Hence, this complex
involves a discussion of mythology, both as such and in its historical manifesta-
tions. The third section discusses the particularity or form of art in the broader
sense and the division of art into the subcategories of art and poesy;'’ this
includes sections on sublimity and beauty, the naive and sentimental art, and
style and mannerism. Here Schelling quite intentionally borrows from his con-
temporaries. The section closes with a deduction of the various forms of the for-
mative and verbal arts.

The largest section in the lectures, Part II, or the **Specific Section of the Phi-
losophy of Art,”" then presents the system of the arts as discussed earlier, though
in considerably more detail and with considerably more attention to the principle
of identity with its attendant duplicity and triplicity. Schelling clearly does not
treat each art form or subpotence equally. This is due in part to the limitations of
his own acguaintance with the arts (prompting the letier to Schlegel), and in part
{0 his own interests and the interests of those surrounding him. Since the majority
of his acquaintances in the Romantic circle and in literary circles were, indeed,
writers and literary critics, the section on the verbal arts gets more attention than,
say, that on music. (The same holds true for August Wilthelm Schlegel’s Schéne
Literatur und Xunst.) Since the art gallery in Dresden contained such an excel-
lent collection and had already influenced that circle of earty Romantics, much of
his discussion of painting draws from material he had seen there, or, conversely,

from material his contemporaries had seen and described elsewhere, primarily, of

course, in Italy. In the summer of 1798, the Schiegel brothers lived in Dresden
with their sister; virtually every day they visited the Gemiildegallerie, which had
been opened to the public in 1765. Friedrich von Hardenberg (whose pen name
was Novalis) also visited the brothers that summer, as did Schelling himself and
even Fichte. Before Schelling left Jena for Wiirzburg in 1803, he had originally
planned to travel to ltaly with his wife, Caroline: it seems clear in light of these

leciures that he was intent on augmenting his own familiarity with the works of

antiquity to be seen in Rome. (Instead of making the trip, he accepted the posi-
tion in Wiirzburg, where these lectures were then given the second time.) In any
case, when he does discuss individual artists or works of art, his choices reflect
much of what was of current interest in the larger literary and critical community.
We will have occasion to note such influences during the lectures.

As a summarization of the foregoing discussion, and as an aid to the reader
both in understanding Schelling’s overall systematic conception and in Jocating
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certain terms within that whole, 1 have included the foliowing scheme of the
system. The reader may wish to refer to this scheme in referencing both the intro-
ductory discussion and the lectures themselves. It is by no means complete, since
the inclusion of the triplicity Schelling tries to follow would necessitate a much
more iniricate rendering than would be practical here. Nonetheless, it should pro-
vide the reader with an initial oriemtation, an orieniation Schelling himself
thought to provide to his own students in similar tables and schemes.™

Vi

Schelling’s lectures on the philosophy of art are based on the understanding of
the absolute he developed in those years roughly between 1800 and 1804, and
presented in the System of 1804. As such, the lectures constitute an integral part
of his philosophy of identity. Not only had he already provided ihe extraordinar-
ity important philosophical basis for his estimation of art as such in the conclud-
ing sections of the System of Transcendental Idealism (1800), as well as in sec-
tions of various other works during this period: he also delivered these lectures
twice: once in Jena in the winter semester of 1802-3, and onge two years later,
during 1804-5 in Wilrzburg. Considering the pace of Schelling’s philosophical
activity during this period, it is not surprising to hear from his son and later editor
that the lectures had undergone at least some change beiween cities:

For the rest, let me remark concerning the Philosophy of Arv that its
initial paragraphs (§1-815) as printed here probably belong to the later,
Wiirzburg, lectures. The author appears to have formulated them
differently during the initial lectures in Jena, something 1 can surmise
from the external condition of the manuscript, and doubtiessly more in
conformity with the original presentation of the system of identity.”’

Those initial fifteen paragraphs deal precisely with the concept of the absolute,
its inner constitution, and its expression in the initial stages of what, as we saw
above, Schelling was to call its emanation, outflowing, and results. Predictably,
these inttial fifieen paragraphs, from the lectures as delivered in Wiirzburg in
1804-5, closely recall the language and concepts worked out in considerably
more detail in the System of 1804. Since the System of 1804 marked a turning
point in Schelling’s philosophical thinking, one can say that the lectures on the
philosophy of art. particularly in their initial sections, reflect Schelling’s most
mature considerations within his system of identity. Their imporiance is under-
scored by the observation that it was perhaps in aesthetics more than in any other
area that the transcendental inspiration proved most suceessful, and that Schel-
ling's fectures here were his own most important attempt in this area. Furthei-
more, in spite of the fact that Schelling never prepared them for publication, they




I [1 TRANSLATOR'S INTRODUCTION

the absolute — absolute identity
God — Universe —the All
self-affirmation

the affirmed the affirming indifference
reality ideality identity
real All ideal All God
potences real world ideal world ideas
nature spirit
real matter — knowledge truth necessity
being schematic |
allegorical reflection
ideal light— action goodness freedom
activity allegorical
schematic subsumption
indifference orgamsm art beauty indifference
symbolic symbolic
reason

real potence ideal potence
Philosophy of Nature  Transcendental Philosophy
indifference
Phitosophy of Art

the absolute becomes objective
ideal series of art
the real informed into the ideal
the finite into the infinite
the particular into the universal

real series of art

the ideal informed into the real
the infinite into the finite

the universal into the particular
the ideal unity as symbol
language as symbol
affirming act

the real unity as symbol
matter as symhol
affirmed condition

formative ari verbal art

real ideal indifference  real ideal indifference
potence pofence potence potence

IMUSIC painiing plastic arts lyric epic drama
allegorical  schematic  symbolic allegorical  schematic  symbolic
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are arguably the most important system of this kind after Hegel’s own lectures on
. .
aesthetics. ™
His son explains why Schelling perhaps never intended to edit the lectures as
a whole.

It appears that Schelling never intended to edit the aesthetics as a whole:
neither could he do it without repetition, since some things had already
been published in On University Studies and the Kritisches Jowrnal.
Furthermore, in parts of the aesthetics he had merely enlisted the views
of Schiller, Goethe, and the Schlegels, and precisely these views
prevented him from valuing his own original contributions too highly.

Besides having borrowed from August Wilhelm Schlegel’s manuscript, particu-
larly from the sections on architecture, Calderén (whom Schlegel was translat-
ing). Dante, and Shakespeare, Schelling also had access to the new edition of the
works of the recently deceased Friedrich von Hardenberg (Novalis), and Frie-
drich Schlegel’s periodical Europa, in which Schlegel described paintings both
of Italian and “*old German’ masters.” Friedrich Schlegel’s work on Gothic
architecture doubtlessly also influenced Schelling during this period, as did his
writings on Greek literature. We will have occasion during the lectures them-
selves to consider these and other influences.

It is important to realize that such borrowing alone would have been no hin-
drance to publication, since the literary and philosophical circles at the time, par-
ticularly that of the Romantics in Jena. with which Schelling was intimately
familiar, borrowed from one another and discussed such ideas regularly.”® Frie-
drich Schlegel even coined terms for such symbiotic intellectual relationships.
svinphilosophy and syvmpoerry, 1o describe what he thought would be a new
epoch of sciences and arts, one in which it would no longer be unusual if sev-
eral characters who complement each other would produce common works.’ "

In his own introduction to the lectures, Schelling’s son adds the following
comments concerning Scheiling’s hesitation to publish them:

The Philosophv of Art could only serve as an attempt, undertaken
initially only for himself, to apply the ideas and method of his
philosophy to the scientific or methodical investigation of art, and thus
through this application to awaken in his listeners a living understanding
of and heightened imterest in a system through which—for the first time,
to be sure —the essence of art, difficult to understand in itself, was
organized for the layperson into a definite, simple, and internally
harmonious construction. Even if this latter feature. after further
devetopment, made the lectures seem worthy of publication, in the
meantime he probably had departed from one or the other of the most
crucial ideas formulated at the time of the initial conception of his
aesthetics, ideas that may well have been even more pronounced in
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those aesthetics than in other writings of the same period. Hence, it was
really impossible to publish the Philosophy of Art without at least
partially reworking whole parts of it. Furthermore, after a few years he
may have changed his mind concerning certain historical points, such as
the origin of Gothic architecture.

In justifying his decision to publish the leciures after all, Schelling’s son
touches on several important points. First, he recognizes that the Philosophy of
Are, particularly in its general sections —those establishing the principles of con-
struction resulting from the character of the absolute —serves as a *'commentary
and pendant™ to some of Schelling’s other philosophical works. Furthermore,
certain sections serve to illuminate various uncertainties concerning authorship
in the Xritisches Journal, which Hegel and Schelling had edited together.

Second, his son recognized the harmony, balance, and symmetry of the inner
structure of the philosophy of art itself, that particular systent or systematic order
of the individual art forms emerging from the initial premises. He sensed that one
could not extract different parts of the system for publication without disturbing
the harmony of the whole. That is, the harmony of the system itself was the
point, the structure itself that which Schelling intended.’® We have already seen
that he borrowed from others concerning the empirical aspects of art, what he
called the parricular manifestations of art. Of much more interest to him in the
philasophy of art (as opposed (o a theory of art) were those “*higher forms,” or
the essence of art; a consideration of the *“higher forms™ themselves generated
the actual structure of his system, a system accordingly not dependent on or even
primarily concerned with subjective factors determining artistic taste, nor struc-
tured by any subjective view of art, but rather by the necessity inherent within the
idea of art (and of the individual art forms) as such, within the essential nature of
art.

In the previously published works containing Schelling’s pronouncements on
art, this systematic nature of his philosophy of art was by no means evident.
Although the lectures themselves were first published only in 1859 by Schelling’s
son, they circulated very gquickly as student notes from both the Jena and
Witrzburg lectures. One incomplete copy of such notes was made by the English-
man Henry Crabb Robinson during his stay in Jena. Indeed. Robinson instructed
Madame de Stagl herself on the basis of just such notes.”” The lectures in Jena
were immensely popular; in the fall of 1802, with over 200 students between his
two lecture courses, some students had to be turned away because of lack of

space.

Finally, Schelling’s son recognized the interest the section on mythology in the
Philosophy of Art would generate among those already familiar — in the 1850s —
with Schelling’s work, since toward the end of his life Schelling devoted enor-
mous energy to his Philosophy of Mythology. Although certain features of his
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view of mythology did change over the years, the essentials remained the same.
Indeed, Schelling’s first published work dealt with mythology. and he never lost
interest in the phenomeneon itself. His return to it in later vears was guite in keep-
ing with his further development, and consonant with some crucial views he pre-
sented in the lectures on the philosophy of art. It has been argued that his appar-
ent abandonment of aesthetics, and yet continued interest in mythology, can be
undefsmod as a resuli of the enormous service his understanding of art rendered
him.*®

IX

In the winter semester of 1799-1800 Schelling held his first lectures on the foun-
dations of the philosophy of art. During the winter semester of 1798-99 and the
summer semester of 1799 he also lectured on transcendental Idealism, the phi-
losophy of nature, and the organic doctrine of nature.” In the winter semester of
1800-1 he lectured on the pbilosophy of art along with both his transcendental
philosophy and the philosophy of nature. (The System of Transcendenial kdealism
itself was published in 1800.) In the summer semester of 1801 he lectured both
on franscendental philosophy and the philosophy of art. In the winter semester of
[802-3 he lectured both on his speculative system of philosophy and on the phi-
losephy of art we have before us, the latter now based on his philosophical
system of identity. These lectures on the philosophy of art, with the alterations
mentioned by Schelling’s son (concerning the initial paragraphs), were repeated
in the winter semester of 1804-5, and constitute the form published by Schel-
ling’s son Karl F A. Schelling in Schelling’s Sammiliche Werke in 1859, The
present translation is based on this edition.

His son’s edition has served as the basis for all subsequent editions: those of
editors Otto Weiss (1907, 1911) and Manfred Schroeter (whose entire edition
was published in Munich between 1927 and 1954), and that of the reprint edition
published by the Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft (Scholarly Book Society).

Schelling’s son deleted certain portions of the manuscript that Schelling him-
self had published elsewhere and that were then included in other parts of the
Sdammtliche Werke; he refers readers to these other works in notes at the appro-
priate junctures. The edition of the Scholarly Book Society included these
excerpts in an appendix, since this was a reprint edition and no insertions could
be made. In the present edition, | have included them in the main body of the text
itself and alerted readers to the insertions. Only in one instance is such an adden-
dum not integrated into the text itself, since Schelling’s son referred to it as an
illustration. not as an originally integral part of the lectures.

Schelling’s son apparently made other deletions as well, none of which he
thought abrogated the content or structure of the lectures. He alerts readers to
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such deletions directly by means of footnotes, which are included in the present
edition as endnotes.

Other peculiarities readers will encounter result from Schelling’s predilection
during this period for what he considers “‘strictly scientific’” procedure. This
results not only in the organization of the lectures into sequentially numbered
paragraphs instead of actual lectures (as is the case in his lectures entitled On
University Studies), but also in his insistence on providing proofs, explications,
elucidations, or an explanation of why he need provide none of the three, since
such would already be given in his system of general philosophy. Finally, his con-
viction regarding the inherent necessity and logical sequential nature of his expo-
sition often prompts him to use mathematical equations as a kind of philosophical
shorthand, including the equality sign ( = ). These have been included in the
present edition. His use of the word porence is congruent with these mathemat-
ical analogies.

Translations of the works of others cited by Schelling have been given from
standard English translations and duly noted, Otherwise such translations are my
own.

The notes serve several purposes. Besides providing some terminological clar-
ification, I also identity most of Schelling’s own contemporaries and their works
whom he either mentions or actually cites, as well as most of the critics, artists,
and artworks mentioned or discussed during the course of the lectures; I did
assume, however, that readers are already familiar with such figures as Gocthe,
Leonardo da Vinci, Shakespeare, and Dante.

Unfortunately, Schelling is not always consistent in citing mythological fig-
ures, and sometimes uses the Roman names, sometimes the Greek names. 1 have
left these as they were, and have identified some of the lesser-known mytholog-
ical figures or events.

Schelling never actually prepared the manuscript for publication, and thus
provided no reference notes; his son provided only very few himself, and then
usually cited editions from the mid-nineteenth century, Furthermore, since Schel-
ling often cites erroneously or loosely despite enclosing the citation in guotation
marks, [ have on several occasions pointed this out and provided the corrected
citation either in the text itself or in a note.

Since the lectures show Schelling very much in the intellectual fray of late
eighteenth-century Germany, particularly as regards the early Romantic circles in
Berlin and Jena, 1 have pointed out various parallels between Schelling and his
contemporaries. Indeed, this mutual interplay may be one of the more intriguing
features of the lectures, after their systematic character. Such references are by no
means exhaustive, and readers already acquainted with the period doubtlessly
will miss this or that writer; enough has been given, however, to suggest the
nature of the influence and where to look further.
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The notes also occasionally provide cross-references to other works by Schel-
ling. Since none of his works on the philosophy of nature specifically has yet
been translated, | refer readers on several occasions instead to secondary works
in English that will give further guidance. Although much of the speculative
basis of these lectures does indeed depend on conclusions reached in other
works, Schelling provides an extracted or abbreviated version of the essentials
when appropriate, and insists in his introduction that “‘for those already
acquainted with my system of philosophy, the philosophy of art will be merely
the repetition of that same philosophy in the highest potence. For those not yet
acquainted with it, its method as | employ it in the present context will be perhaps
even more obvious and clear.”” This is essentially a valid statement, and readers
need not trouble themselves unduly with anything beyond what Schelling himself
actually presents here, and with the explanations in this introduction, though a
ook at the other works quickly discloses numerous methodological and termi-
nological parallels. Indeed. if one were to reference in certain sections gvery
allusion or parallel to Schelling’s other works during this period, a note would be
needed after virtually every sentence, or at least every paragraph. In the bibliog-
raphy 1 have listed several works in English that will provide the reader with a
more detailed introduction to Schelling's philosophy. The works cited all include
bibliographies for further reference.

More annotations could have been included. though also fewer. Given the
broad intellectual spectrum from which Schelling draws, doubtlessly every
reader will be acquainted with some areas, but probably very few with them all.
Hence, 1 have tried to be as comprehensive as possible in providing information
from which everyone can draw as befits his or her own needs.

A new historical-critical edition of Schelling’s works is currently being pre-
pared by the Bavarian Academy of Sciences. (Despite the title Sammuliche
Werke, the edition by Schelling's son is not exhaustive.) As of this writing, they
do not anticipate the historical-critical edition of the Philosophy of Art to appear
before the nexi ten or fifteen vears. In any case, it is unlikely that edition will
introduce anything substantially new into the text of the Philosophy of Art regard-
ing the system itself, though some changes will no doubt eccur.
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The methodical study or science of art can first of all mean the historical con-
struction of art.' In this sense it requires as its necessary external condition the
direct evaluation of extani monuments and examples. Since such evaluation is
generally possible with regard to literary works. such science in this regard, as
philology, is expressly included among the objects of academic discussion. In
spite of this, nothing is taught less often at universities than philology in this
sense, though this cannot surprise us, since philology is just as much an art as is
poesy, and the philologist no less than the poet must be born, not made.

The idea of a historical construction of the works of the formative arts is even
rarer in universities. since it is robbed of any direct observation of such works.
Even where such lectures are attempted for the sake of honor and with the sup-
port of a rich library, they automatically restrict themselves to merely scholarly
knowledge of art history.

Since universities are not art schools, the science of art in a practical or tech-
nical sense can be taught there with even less justification.

Thus only the completely speculative science is left, one not directed toward
the cultivation of the empirical intuition of art, but rather of its intellectual intu-
ition. Yet just this constitutes the prerequisite for a philosophical construction of
art, one against which significant doubts can be raised from the side of both phi-
losophy and art.

In the first place, should the philosopher, whose intellectual intuition should
be directed only toward that particular truth that is concealed to sensual eves,
unattainable and accessible only to the spirit itself — should that philosopher con-
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cern himself with the science of art? For the latter intends only the production of
beautiful appearances, and either shows merely the deceiving, reflected images
of the same or is totally sensual. This is how the majority of people understand
art, viewing it as sensual stimulation, as recreation, as relaxation for a spirit
fatigued by more serious matters and as a pleasant stimulant, one with the advan-
tage of occurring through a more delicate medium. For the judgment of the phi-
losopher, however, who in addition must view it as an effect of sensual impulse
or desire, it thereby acquires the even more objectionable imprint of corruption
and civilization. According to this view, only through absolute condemnation
might philosophy distinguish itself from the flaccid sensuality art tolerates in this
respect.

1 am speaking of a more sacred art, one that in the words of antiquity is a tool
of the gods, & proclaimer of divine mysteries, the unveiler of the ideas: 1 am
speaking of that unborn beauty whose undesecrated radiance only dwells in and
illuminates purer souls, and whose form is just as concealed and inaccessible to
the sensual eve as is the truth corresponding te it. Nothing of that which a baser
sensibility calls art can concern the philosopher. For him it is a necessary phe-
nomenon emanating directly from the absolute, and only to the extent it can be
presented and proved as such does it possess reality for him.

But did not even the divine Plato condemn imitative art in his Republic, and
bhan poets from his state of reason not only as useless members but as pernicious
as well, and can any authority be more persuasive for the incompatibility of
poesy and philosophy than this judgment of the king of philosophers?

It is essential that we recognize the particular standpoint from which Plato
speaks this judgment on poets. If any philosopher observed the carcful distinc-
tion between points of view, he did, and as is the case everywhere, without such
differentiation it would be impessible, especially here, to comprehend all the
ramifications of his meaning of to unite the contradictions in his works concern-
ing the same topic. We must first resolve to understand the higher philosophy,
and that of Plato in particular, as the decisive opposing factor within Greek cul-
ture with respect not only o the sensual concepts of religion but also to the objec-
tive and thoroughly real forms of the state. An answer to the question of whether
in a completely ideal and, in a sense, inner state such as the Platonic one there
might be other ways of speaking about poesy, and whether that restriction he
imposes might not be a necessary one— this answer would lead us too far astray
here. That particular opposition of all public institutions against philosophy nec-
essarily had to elicit & similar opposition of the latter toward the former, and Plato
is neither the earliest nor the only example of this. From Pythagoras onward, and
even further back, down to Plato, philosophy perceived itself as an exotic plant in
Greek soil, and this feeling expressed itself among other places in the universal
impulse leading those initiated into higher teachings —either through the wisdom
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of earlier philosophers or through the mysteries —back to the birthplace of the
ideas, namely, the Orient,

Yet aside from this merely historical, not philosophical, opposition, an oppo-
sition philosophers readily admit, what is Plato’s rejection of the poetic aris —
compared particularly with what he says in other works in praise of enthusiastic
poesy —other than a polemic against poetic realism, a foreboding of that later
inclination of the spirit in general and of poesy in particular? That judgment
could be applied least of all to Christian poesy, which on the whole just as deci-
sively displays the character of the infinite as the poesy of antiguity as a whole
displays that of the finite. We owe it to the experience of subsequent ages that we
can determine the limits of the latter more exactly than could Plato, who was not
acquainted with its opposite. For just that reason we are able to elevate ourselves
to a more comprehensive understanding and construction of poesy than he. That
which he saw as the objectionable element in the poesy of his age we refer to only
as tis beautiful limitations, and we see it as the fulfillment of what Plato foresaw
but did not experience. The Christian religion, and with it a sensibility directed
toward the intellectual and ideal—a sensibility that in the poesy of antiquity
could find neither its full satisfaction nor even the means for portrayal — created
its own poesy and art in which such sensibility could find satisfaction. This cre-
ates the conditions for a complete and totally objective view of art, including that
of antiquity.

This shows clearly that the construction of that art is a worthy object not only
of the philosopher as such but of the Christian philosopher in particular, who
should make it his concern to measure and present the universe of that art.

Viewing things from the other side, we must ask whether the philosopher for
his own part is suited to penetrate the essence of art and to portray it with truth.

Who can, [ already hear being asked. speak worthily of that divine principle
driving the artist, and of that spiritual breath animating his works, other than he
who is himself possessed by this sacred flame? Can one really attempt to subject
1o construction that which is just as incomprehensible in its origin as it is mirac-
ulous in its effects? Can one claim to subsume and to determine according to laws
that whase essence is precisely to recognize no law other than itself? Or cannot
genius be comprehended by concepts just as little as it can be created through
methodical principles? Who dares to claim actual insights into that which is obvi-
ously the most free and absolute element in the eatire universe? Or to claim an
expansion of his own mental horizon beyond the ultimate boundaries in order 1o
establish vet newer boundaries there?

Such could speak a certain enthusiasm that had comprehended art only in its
effects, and which was genuinely acquainted neither with art itself nor with the
position given to philosophy in the universe. Even assuming that art is not com-
prehensible from any higher perspective, that law of the universe which decrees
that everything encompassed by it have its prototype or reflex in something else
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is so pervasive and so omnipotent, and the form of the universal juxtaposition of
the real and the ideal is so absolute, that even at the ultimate boundaries of the
infinite and the finite, where the coniradictions of phenomenal appearance dis-
appear into the purest absoluteness, the same relationship asserts its rights and
recurs in the final potence. This is the relationship between philosophy and art.

The ultimate, albeit completely absolute, and perfect informing inio unity of
the real and the ideal is itself related to philosophy as the real to the ideal. In the
latier the final coniradiction of knowledge resolves itself into pure identity, and
nonetheless it too, in its antithesis to art, always remains only ideal. Hence, both
encounter one another on the final pinnacle, and precisely by viriue of that
common absoluteness are for one another both prototype and reflex. This is the
reason no sensibility can penetrate scientifically more deeply into the interior of
art than that of philosophy: indeed, this is why the philosopher possesses better
vision within the essence of art than does the artist himselt. Insofar as the ideal is
always a higher reflex of the real, the philosopher necessarily possesses an even
higher ideal reflex of that which in the artist is real. This indicates not only ina
larger sense that art can become the object of knowledge in philosophy, but more
specifically that outside of philosophy and other than through philesophy, noth-
ing can be known about art in an absolute fashion.

Since in the artist the same principle is objective that in the philosopher
reflects itself subjectively, he thus does not relate to that principle subjectively or
consciously —though he, too, could become conscious of it through a higher
reflex. He is not, however, conscious of it in the quality of being an artist. As
such he is driven by that principle and for just that reason does not himself pos-
sess it. When he does achieve the standpoint of the ideal reflex with regards to
that principle. he thereby elevates himself as an artist to a higher potence, yet as
an artist still always relates to it objectively. The subjective element within him
passes over again to the objective efement, just as in the philosopher the objective
element is constantly taken up into the subjective one. For this reason philosophy,
notwithstanding its inner identity with art, is nonetheless always and necessarily
science, that is, ideal, whereas art is always and necessarily art, that is, real.

Hence, the way in which the philosopher is thus able to pursue art even into its
secret primal source and into the first workshop of its production is incompre-
hensible only from the purely objective standpoint, or from that of a philosophy
that does not achieve the same heights within the ideal as does art within the real.
The particular rules that genius is able to cast off are only those that a merely
mechanical understanding may prescribe. Genius is autonomous, yet it escapes
only external determination by laws, not determination by its own laws, since it
is only genius insofar as it actually constitutes the highest law-governed qualities.
Yet it is precisely this absolute legislation that philosophy recognizes in it. It is
not only itself autonomous but also penetrates through to the principle of all
autonomy. Thus in all ages it has been evident that the true artists are self-con-
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tained, simple, great, and necessary in their own fashion, just as is nature. That
enthusiasm that sees in them nothing but genius unfettered by rules itself emerges
first only through reflection, which recognizes only the negative side of genius.
It is a derivative enthusiasm, not that which inspires the artist and which in its
godlike freedom is simultaneously the purest and highest necessity.

Yet even if the philosopher is best suited for presenting the unfathomable qual-
ity of art, and for recognizing the absolute within it, will he be just as skilled at
comprehending that which really is comprehensible within it and in determining
it according to laws? I mean the technical side of art: will philosophy be able to
tower itself to the empirical sphere of execution and of the medium itself and the
conditions for execution?

Philosophy, which concerns itself only with ideas, must present only the gen-
eral laws of phenomenal appearance as regards the empirical side of art, and
must present these only in the form of ideas, for the forms of art are the essential
forms of things as they are in the archetypes. Hence, to the extent that these can
be comprehended universally and from the perspective of the universe in and for
itself, their presentation is a necessary part of the philosophy of art, not, how-
ever, to the extent that they encompass rules for the execution and the praciice of
art. Philosophy of art in the larger sense is the presentation of the absolute world
it the form of art. Only theory concerns itself directly with the particular or with
a goal, and only according to theory can a project be executed empirically. In
contrast, philosophy is totally unconditioned and without external purpose. Even
il one were {0 object that the technical side of art is that whereby it acquires the
appearance of truth, the concern for which might then fall to the philosopher, this
truth is nonetheless merely empirical. That which the philosopher must recognize
and present in it is of a higher sort, and is one and the same with absolute beauty:
the truth of the ideas.

The sitwation of contradiction and dissension, even concerning the primary
concepts, in which artistic judgment must necessarily find itself in an age thai
wishes to reopen the exhausted sources of art, makes it doubly desirable that the
absolute view of art be carried through in a methodical, scientific fashion also as
regards the forms in which art expresses itself, from the first principles onward.
As long as this has not been done, a limited, one-sided, and capricious view will
persist both in judgment and in demands, alongside what is already base and
vulgar in and of itself.

The construction of art in each of its specific forms all the way into the con-
crete leads of itself to the determination of art through temporal conditions. and
thus passes over into historical construction. One can doubt neither the possibil-
ity of such a construction nor its expansion to include the entire history of art;
that is. such doubt is removed when the pervasive dualism of the universe in the
antithesis between ancient and modern art has been presented in this area as well
and has been thoroughly validated partly through the organ of poesy itself, partly
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through criticism. Since construction as such is the suspension of antitheses, and
since those that obtain regarding art through its temporal dependency must, like
tire itself, be nonessential and merely formal. then scientific construction will
consist in the presentation of the common unity from which these features have
emanated. and thus will elevate itself above them to a more comprehensive view-
point.

Such a construction of art can by no means be compared with anything that
has existed up to the present under the name of aesthetics, theory of the fine arts
and sciences, or any other designation. In the most general principles of the first
founder of that designation there still inhered at least the trace of the idea of the
beautiful as that archetypal element appearing in the concrete and reflected
world. Since then this designation has acquired an ever more definite dependency
on the morat and useful, just as in psychological theories certain phenomena have
been explained away more or less like ghost stories or similar superstitions, until
Kantian formalism, following upon all this, bore a new and higher view, though
also a host of artistically empty doctrines of art.

The seeds of a genuine methodical presentation or science of art that excellent
spirits have sown since then have not yet structured themselves into a scientific
whole —something they do, however, lead us to expect.” The philosophy of art is
a necessary goal of the philosopher, who in art views the inner essence of his own
discipline as if in a magic and symbolic mirror.> As a science it is important to
him in and for itself, just as is, for example, the philosophy of nature, as the
construction of the most remarkable of all products and phenomenal appear-
ances, or as the construction of a world as self-enclosed and as perfect as nature
itself. Through such philosophy the inspired natural scientisi learns to recognize
symbolically or emblematically the true archetypes of forms in works of art,
archetypes he finds expressed only in a confused fashion in nature;” through such
works of art themselves he learns to recognize symbolically the way sensual
things emerge from those archetypes.

The inner bond uniting art and religion—the total impossibility on the one
hand of giving the former any other poetic world than within and through relj-
gion, and the impossibility on the other hand of bringing the latter to any true
objective manifestation other than through art—makes the scientific knowledge
of art in this respect a necessity for the genuinely religious person.”

Finally, it is shameful for anyone either directly or indirectly involved in state
government to have neither receptivity for art nor any true knowledge of it. Just
as nothing is more honorable for princes and those in power than to value and
appreciate the arts, to respect artistic works, and to elicit them through encour-
agement, nothing, in contrast, is more grievous and disgraceful than for those
who have the means to promote art to its highest fruition to squander such means
on tastelessness. barbarianism, or ingratiating baseness. Even if not everyone can
comprehend that art is a necessary and integral part of a state constitution con-
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ceived according to ideas, at least antiquity should remind us of this fact, for the
universal festivals of antiquity, its immortalizing monuments and plays, as well
as all the actions of public life were merely the different branches of one univer
sal, objective, and living work of art.

During the following lectures. | would like for you constantly to keep in mind
their purely scientific intentions. Just as in the case of all other scientific or
methodical investigations, so also is the science of art interesting in fself and
without any external purpose. So many unimportant objects attract the attention
of our desire for knowledge and even the attention of scientific investigation -~
how utterly peculiar if art itself were not able to do so, this one object that almost
by itself encompasses the loftiest objects of our admiration.

That person is still lagging far behind for whom art has not yet appeared just
as unified, organic, and in all its parts necessary a whole as does nature. If we
feel perpetually moved to view the inner essence of nature and to discover that
fertile source that generates so many great phenomena with eternal consistency
of form and regularity, how much more must it interest us (o penetrate the urgzu;
ism of art, which generates the highest unity and regularity and reveals to us far
more direcily than does nature the miracles of our own spirit? If we are interesied
in tracing as far as possible the structure, inner disposition, relationships, and
intricacies of a plant or of an organic being in general, how much more alluring
must it be for us to recognize the same intricacies and relationships in the mucﬁ
more highly organized and complex growths that we call works of art?

Most people have the same experience with art as Moligre's Monsieur
Jourdain® had with prose: he was astonished to find he had spoken prose his
whole life withoui even knowing it. Very few people realize that even the lan-
guage in which they express themselves is the most perfect work of art. How
many people have stood before a theater without asking themselves even once
just how many conditions are necessary to ensure even a relatively successful
theatrical production? How many have enjoved the noble effect of beautiful
architecture without ever being tempted to retrace the source of the harmony
therein that addresses them? How many have been affected by a poem or by a
sublime dramatic piece, have been moved by ii, enchanted, or stirred without
ever looking to see by what means the artist has succeeded in dominating their
disposition. cleansing their soul, and exciting their innermost being-—without
ever thinking of transforming this completely passive and to that extent rather
lowly pleasure into the much more sublime pleasure of active perception and
reconstruction of the work of art by the understanding!

We consider crude and uncultured any person who does not everywhere aliow
art to flow over and affect him. [t is, however, while perhaps not to the same
degree, nonetheless in the same spirit just as crude if the merely sensual feelings.
responses, and pleasure elicited by works of art are taken io be the effects of art
as such.

—
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All effects of art are merely effects of nature for the person who has not
attained a perception of art that is free, that is. one that is both passive and active,
both swept away and reflective. Such a person behaves merely as a creature of
nature and has never really experienced and appreciated art as art. What moves
him are perhaps individual moments of beauty, while in the true work of art there
is no individualized beauty; only the whole is beautiful. The person who has not
yet elevated himself to the idea of the whole is totally incapable of evaluating a
work of art. Yet in spite of this indifference, the majority of these who consider
themselves cultured are most prone to display their judgment in matters of art and
to play the connoisseur; rarely is a negative judgment more painful for them than
the accusation that they have no taste at all. Those who sense a weakness in their
own judgment would rather withhold judgment entirely — regardless of how deci-
sively a work of art affects them or how original their view of it may well be —
than expose that weakness. Others, those who are less modesi, make fools of
themselves with their judgment or annoy those who do understand. It is therefore
an integral part of one’s general social education—since there is in any case no
realm of study that is more social than that of art’ —to acquire a methodical and
well-founded knowledge of art, to cultivate the ability to comprehend the idea or
the whole as well as the mutual relationships between the various parts and
between those parts and the whole. Yet this is possible only through science, and
specifically through philosophy. The more sirictly one construes the idea both of
art and of the work of art, the more strictly can one provide a corrective both for
the taxity of judgment and for those thoughtless attempts made in art or poesy
usually undertaken without any idea of what art actually is.

In what follows | want to indicate briefly just how necessary precisely this
kind of strictly methodical view of art is for the cultivation of the intellectual
intuition of a work of art as well as for the cultivation of artistic judgment itself.

Very often, particularly nowadays. one finds that even artists themselves dis-
agree in their judgment; indeed they often hold completely opposite opimions in
matters of art. This phenomenon can be easily explained. [n periods in which art
flourishes, the necessity of the generally dominant spirit of the time, fortunate
circumstances. and what one might call the springtime of the age generaie more
or less a common, fundamental agreement among the great masters, As the his-
tory of art shows, this causes the great works of art to arise and mature virtually
on one another’s heels, almost simultaneously, as if animated by a commeon
breath of life beneath a common sun: Albrecht Diirer simultaneous with Raphael,
Cervantes and Calderdn simultaneous with Shakespeare. When such a fortunate

age of pure production has passed, reflection enters, and with it an element of

estrangement. What was earlier living spirit is now transmitted theory.
The inclination of the artists of antiguity proceeded from the center out toward
the periphery. Later artists take the externally extracted form and seek to imitate

it, retaining the shadow without the body. Each forms his own particular point of
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view regarding art and employs it to evaluate even existing art. Those who notice
the emptiness of form without content preach the return to substantiality by
means of imitation of nature. Those who cannot elevate themselves above that
emplty and vacant external extraction of form preach the ideal, the imitation of
what has already been formed. None, however, returns to the true primal sources
of art from which form and substance issue together as one. This is more or less
the present situation of art and of artistic judgment. As multifarious as art is
within itself, so also are the various viewpoints of artistic evaluation multifarious
and full of nuances. None of the disputants understands the others. The one
judges according to the standard of truth, the other according to that of beauty;
vet neither knows what truth or beauty is. With few exceptions, one can learn
very little about the essence of art from those who actually practice art in such an
age, since as a rule they have no guide concerning the actual idea of art and of
beauty. Precisely this dominant disagreement even among those who practice art
is a compelling reason for seeking the true idea and principles of art itself by
means of science,

A serious study of art based on ideas is even more necessary in this age of
literary peasant wars, wars conducted against all that is sublime, great, or ideal,
mdeed against beauty itself in poesy and art, an age in which the frivolous, the
sensually provocative, or nobly base are the idols to which the greatest reverence
is paid.

Only philosophy can reopen the primal sources of art for reflection, sources
that for the most part no longer nourish production. Only through phitosophy can
we hope to attain a true science of art. Philosophy cannot lend meaning to art;
only a god can do that. It cannot bestow artistic sensibility on someone to whom
nature has already denied such sensibility. Philosophy can, however, express
immutably in ideas that which itrue artistic sensibility actually intuits in the con-
crete work of art, and can disclose those factors determining genuine artistic
judgment.

I think it is appropriate that I also indicate which specific factors have
prompted me not only to study this science but also to give these lectures.

Above all | request that you not confuse this science of art with anything pre-
viously presented under this or any other title as aesthetics or as a theory of the
fine arts and sciences.” There does not vet exist anywhere a scientific and philo-
sophical doctrine of art. At most only fragments of such a doctrine exist, and
even these are little understood and can be comprehended only within the context
of the whole.

All pre-Kantian docirines of art in Germany were merely children of Baum-
garten’s Aesthetica, since the latter was the first to employ the term aesthetics.” It
suffices merely to point out that this aesthetics was in its own turn an offspring of
Wolffian philosophy. In the period immediately preceding Kant, a period in
which shallow popularity and philosophical empiricism held sway, various well-
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All effects of art are merely effects of nature for the person who has not
attained a perception of art that is free, that is, one that is both passive and active,
both swept away and reflective. Such a person behaves merely as a creature of
nature and has never really experienced and appreciated art as art. What moves
him are perhaps individual moments of beauty, while in the true work of art there
is no individualized beauty; only the whele is beautiful. The person who has not
yet elevated himself to the idea of the whole is totally incapable of evaluating a
work of art. Yet in spite of this indifference, the majority of those who consider
themselves cultured are most prone to display their judgment in matters of art and
to play the connoisseur: rarely is a negative judgment more painful for them than
the accusation that they have no taste at all. Those who sense a weakness in their
own judgment would rather withhold judgment entirely —regardless of how deci-
sively a work of art affects them or how original their view of it may well be —
than expose that weakness. Others, those who are less modest, make fools of
themselves with their judgment or annoy those whe do understand. It is therefore
an integral part of one’s general social education—since there is in any case no
realm of study that is more social than that of art’ —to acquire a methodical and
well-founded knowledge of art, to cultivate the ability to comprehend the idea or
the whole as well as the mutual relationships between the various paris and
between those parts and the whole. Yet this is possible only through science, and
specificatly through philosophy. The more strictly one construes the idea both of
art and of the work of art, the more strictly can one provide a corrective both for
the laxity of judgment and for those thoughtless attempts made in art or poesy
usually undertaken without any idea of what art actually is.

In what follows 1 want to indicate briefly just how necessary precisely this
kind of strictly methodical view of art is for the cultivation of the intellectuaf
intuition of a work of art as well as for the cultivation of artistic judgment itself.

Very often, particularly nowadays, one finds that even artists themselves dis-
agree in their judgment; indeed they often hold completely opposite opinions in
matters of art. This phenomenon can be easily explained. In periods in which art
flourishes, the necessity of the generally dominant spirit of the time, fortunate
circumstances, and what one might call the springtime of the age generate more
or less a common, fundamental agreement among the great masters. As the his-
tory of art shows, this causes the great works of art to arise and mature virtually
on one another’s heels, almost simultaneously, as if animated by a common
breath of life beneath a common sun: Albrecht Diirer simultaneous with Raphael,
Cervantes and Calderdn simulianeous with Shakespeare. When such a fortunate

age of pure production has passed, reflection enters, and with it an element of

estrangement. What was earlier living spirit is now transmitted theory.
The inclination of the artists of antiquity proceeded from the center out toward
the periphery. Later artists take the externally exiracted form and seek to imitate

it, retaining the shadow without the body. Each forms his own particular point of
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view regarding art and employs it to evaluaie even existing art. Those who notice
the emptiness of form without content preach the return to substantiality by
means of imitation of nature. Those who cannot elevate themselves above that
empty and vacant external extraction of form preach the ideal, the imitation of
what has already been formed. None, however, returns to the true primal sources
of art from which form and substance issue together as one. This is more or less
the present situation of art and of artistic judgment. As multifarious as art is
within itself, so also are the various viewpoints of artistic evaluation multifarious
and full of nuances. None of the disputants understands the others. The one
judges according to the standard of truth, the other according to that of beauty:
vet neither knows what truth or beauty i1s. With few exceptions, one can learn
very little about the essence of art from those who actually practice art in such an
age, since as a rule they have no guide concerning the actual idea of art and of
beauty. Precisely this dominant disagreement even among those who practice art
is a compelling reason for seeking the true idea and principles of art itself by
means of science.

A serious study of art based on ideas is even more necessary in this age of
literary peasant wars, wars conducted against all that is sublime, great, or ideal,
indeed against beauty itself in poesy and art, an age in which the frivolous, the
sensually provocative, or nobly base are the idols to which the greatest reverence
1s paid.

Only philosophy can reopen the primal scurces of art for reflection, sources
that for the most part no longer nourish production. Only through philosophy can
we hope to attain a true science of art. Philoesophy cannot lend meaning to art;
only a god can do that. [t cannot bestow artistic sensibility on someone to whom
nature has already denied such sensibility. Philosophy can, however, express
immuiably in ideas that which true artistic sensibility actually intuits in the con-
crete work of art, and can disclose those factors determining genuine artistic
judgment.

I think it is appropriate that 1 also indicate which specific factors have
prompted me not only to study this science but also to give these lectures.

Above all 1 request that you not confuse this science of art with anything pre-
viously presented under this or any other title as aesthetics or as a theory of the
fine arts and sciences.” There does not yet exist anywhere a scientific and philo-
sophical docirine of art. At most only fragments of such a doctrine exist, and
even these are little understood and can be comprehended only within the context
of the whole.

All pre-Kantian doctrines of art in Germany were merely children of Baum-
garten’s Aesthetica, since the latter was the first to employ the term aesthetics.” It
suffices merely to point out that this aesthetics was in its own turn an offspring of
Woltfian philosophy. In the period immediately preceding Kant, a period in
which shallow popularity and philosophical empiricism held sway, various well-
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known theories of the fine arts and sciences were proposed, theories whose foun-
dations were the psychological principles of the English and the French. One
tried to explain beauty using empirical psychology. and in general treated the mir-
acles of art the same way one treated ghost stories and other superstitions: by
enlightening us and explaining them away. We still encounter fragments of this
empiricism even in laler writings. writings that ai feast in part have been con-
ceived according to a much more sophisticated point of view.

Other aesthetics are virtual recipes or cookbooks in which the recipe for a
tragedy reads approximately as follows: a great deal of fright, but not too much:
as much sympathy as possible, and tears without end.

Kant's Critigue of Judgment experienced the same fate as his other writings.
From the Kantians themselves one could naturally expect the most extreme taste-
lessness, just as one could expect complete sterility of spirit in their philosophy.
A multitude of people learned the Critigue of Judgment by heart and then pre-
sented it both from the lectern and in writing as aesthetics.

After Kant a few excellent minds provided us with some admirable points of
departure for the idea of a genuine philosophical science of art and even with
various contributions (o such a science. No one, however, has yet brought forth
a scientifically constructed whole or even the absolute principles themselves,
principles that would be universally valid and presented in a consistent, strict
form. Furthermore, many of these people have not yet rigorously separated
empiricism from philosophy, a separation absolutely necessary for true scientific
investigation,

The system of the philosophy of art that | intend to present here will thus dif-
ferentiate itseff fundamentally from the previous sysiems. and will do so as
regards both form and content; [ will retrace even the principles themselves fur-
ther back than has hitherto been the case. The method by which, 1if T am not mis-
taken, my philosophy of nature has been able to unravel the intricately entwined
web of nature to a certain extent and to order the chaos of its phenomena — this
same method will guide us through the even more labyrinthine entwinements of
the world of art and will iluminate anew the objects of that world.,

| can be less sure of satisfying my own demands regarding the historical side
of art, a side that as | will explain later, is an essential element of any construc-
tion. | recognize too well how difficult it is in this most infinite of all areas t©
acquire even the most general knowledge of each part. not 1o speak of acquiring
the most pointed and specific knowledge about all of those parts. The only thing
1 can claim for myself is that | have long been engaged in serious study of both

£
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ancient and contemporary works of poesy. and that I have made it my most ear-
nest business 1o acquire some acquaintance and views regarding works of the
plastic arts. | have spent time with actual practicing artists, and must admit that
I have in part become acquainted only with their own disagreement and lack of
understanding of the matter at hand; yet 1 have alse spent time with those who
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besides having been successful in their artistic endeavors have also considered
their art philosophically. From all these I have acquired at least a part of the his-
torical background 1 consider necessary for my present purpose. '’

For those already acquainted with my system of philosophy, the philosophy of
art will be merely the repetition of that same philosophy in the highest potence.
For those not yet acquainted with it, its method as I employ it in the present con-
text will be perhaps even more obvious and clear.

The construction will encompass not merely generalities, but will also extend
to those individuals who represent an entire genre. | will construe both them and
the world of their poesy. For now | will mention enly Homer, Dante, and Shake-
speare. In the discussion of the formative or plastic aris the personalities of the
greatest masters will be discussed in a geperal sense. In the discussion of poesy
and poetic genres | will even progress as far as a characterization of individual
waorks of the most preeminent poets, for example, Shakespeare, Cervanies, and
Goethe, so as to provide the contemporary view of those poets that is as vet still
tacking.

In general philosophy we are fortunate to view the stern countenance of truth
in and for itself. In the particular sphere of philosophy circumscribing the phi-
losophy of art we attain to an intuition of eternal beauty and of the archetyvpes of
all that is beautiful."’

Philosophy is the basis of everything, encompasses everything, and extends
its constructions to all potences and objects of knowledge. Only through it does
one have access to the highest. By means of the docirine of art an even smaller
circle is formed within philosephy itself, one in which we view more immedi-
ately the eternal in a visible form, as it were. Hence, the doctrine of art, properly
understood, is in complete agreement with philosophy.

A hint at what the philosophy of art actually is has in part already been sug-
gested in our discussion, It is necessary, however, that | now explain myself more
specifically in this regard. | will pose the question in the most general terms: Aow
is the philosophy of art possible? (Proof of possibility as regards science is also
proof of its reality.)

Anyone can see that the concept of a philosophy of art combines antithetical
elements. Art is real and objective, philosophy ideal and subjective. We might
thus define in advance the task of the philosophy of art as the presentation in the
ideal medium of the real element inherent in ari. Of course, the question is then
precisely what it means to present something real in the ideal; before we know
this, we have not yet sufficiently clarified our concept of the philosophy of art.
Hence, we must address the investigation on an even deeper level. Since presen-
tation within an wdeal medium in general = construction, and hence also the phi-
losophy of art should = construction of art, this investigation will of necessity
simultaneously have to penetrate more deeply into the nature of construciion
itself,
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The addition of the term art in *‘philosophy of art’" merely limits the general
concept of philosophy; it does not suspend it. Our methodical mvestigation or
science should be philosophy; that is essential. That it is to be specifically phi-
losophy in relationship to art is accidental as regards our concept. Now a con-
cept’s accidentals can change nothing regarding its essentials; neither can philos-
ophy specifically as philosophy of art be anything other than what it is when
viewed in and for itself and absolutely. Philosophy is absolutely and essentially
one; it cannot be subdivided. Hence, whatever is philosophy at all is philosophy
completely and undividedly. lt is this concept of the indivisibility of philosophy
that [ want you particularly to keep in mind so as to comprehend the entire idea
of our science. We all know with what disastrous results the concept of philaso-
phy is misused. We have already been presented with a philosophy of, indeed a
doctrine of, knowledge of agriculiure, and we can expect someone to present us
with a philosophy of vehicles as well. Finally there will be as many philosophies
as there are objects, and the sheer quantity of philosophies will make us lose phi-
losophy itself entirely. Besides these many philosophies, we also have various
philosophical sciences or philosophical theories. And not even that is enough.
Yet there is only one philosophy and one science of philosophy. Whai everyone is
calling different philosophical sciences is either something totally oblique as
regards philosophy, or is only a series of representations of the one and undivided
whole of philosophy in its various potences or from the viewpoint of various
ideal determinations.

Let me explain the expression potence now, since it occurs here for the first
time in a context in which it is imperative that it be understood. ' It refers 1o the
general proposition of philosophy concerning the essential and inner identity of
all things and of all that we are able to discern and distinguish in general. There
is actually and essentially only one essence. one absolute reality, and this
essence, as absolute, is indivisible such that 1t cannot change over into other
essences by means of division or separation. Since it is indivisible, diversity
among things is only possible to the extent that this indivisible whole is posited
under various determinations. 1 call these determinations potences. They change
absolutely nothing in the one essence itself. [t always and necessarily remains the
same; that is why they are called ideal determinations. For example, what we
recognize or perceive in history or in art is essentially the same as that which is
also in mature, since the entire absoluteness is infused into each. Vet this abso-
Juteniess inheres in nature, in history, and in art in different potences. If one could
remove these and view the pure essence, as it were, completely exposed, the
same essence would truly be found in each.

Philosophy emerges in its most complete manifestation only within the totality
of all potences, since it is to be an accurate image of the universe; the universe,
however, = the absolute, represented in the totality of all ideal determinations.
God and universe are one, or are merely different views of one and the same
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thing. God is the universe viewed from the perspective of identity. He is every-
thing, since he is the only reality; outside him there is therefore nothing. The
universe is God viewed from the perspective of totality. In the absolute idea, how-
ever, which is the principle of philosophy. identity and totality are again one. The
complete manifestation of philosophy, as I have said, emerges only within the
totality of all potences. Within the absolute as such—and hence also within the
principle of philosophy, since it encompasses all potences—ihere inheres no
individual potence; by the same token, only to the extent that no individual
potence inheres within it, are all contained within it. Precisely for this reason,
precisely because it is not equal to any particular or individual potence and yet
encompasses them all, I call this principle the absolute point of identity of phi-
losophy.

This point of indifference, precisely because it is such a point and because it
is absolutely one, inseparable and indivisible, inheres necessarily in iis own turn
within every particular unity (also called potence). This, too, is possible only if
within each of these particular unities all unities, and therefore all potences, are
also present. Therefore, nothing inheres in philosophy as absolute, or we know
nothing in philosophy as absolute. Rather, we always know only the absolutely
one or absolute unity, and this absolutely one only in particular forms. Philoso-
phy is concerned - I beg you to take this in the strictest sense —not at all with the
particular as such, but rather immediately only with the absolute, and with the
particular only to the extent that it takes up the entire absolute within itself and
represents it in itself.

This makes it clear that there can be neither particilar philosophies nor par-
ticular or individual philosophical sciences. Philosophy has in all its objects only
one object, and is for just that reason itself only one. Within philosophy in gen-
eral each individual potence is absolute for itself, and in this absoluteness, or
without detriment o it, is in its own turn a member of the whole. Each is a gen-
uine part of the whole only to the extent that it is the complete reflex of the whole
and completely takes it up into itself. This is precisely that peculiar union of the
particular and the universal that we find in every organic being as well as in every
poetic work. In the latter, for example, each of various elements or forms is a part
subservient to the whole and vet from the perspective of the overall consiruction
of the work is absolute in itself.

We can, of course, exiract the individual potence from the whole and treat it
by itself; only 1o the extent, however, that we really do present the absolute in it
is our presentation itself philosophy. We can then justifiably call this presenta-
tion, for example, the philosophy of nature, the philosophy of history, " the phi-
losophy of art.

We have thus proved (1) that no object gualifies as an object of philosophy
except o the extent that it is itself grounded within the absolute by an eiernal and
necessary idea and is capable of taking up the entire, undivided essence of the
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absolute into itself. All differentiated objects as differentiated are only forms
without essentiality, Only the absolutely one has essentiality; only that which is
capable of taking up into itself that absolutely one as the universal (or into its own
form as the particular) also possesses essentiality through that absolutely one.
Thus, there is, for example, a philosophy of nature, since the absolute is formed
into the particularity of nature and since there is accordingly an absolute and eter-
nal idea of nature. Similarly. there is a philosophy of history and a philosophy of
art, ™

This proves (2) the reality of a philosophy of art by proving its possibility.
This simultaneously shows its limits and the features distinguishing it from a
mere theory of art. That is, only to the extent that the science of nature or of art
presents the absolute within it is this science genuine philosophy, philosophy of
nature, philosophy of art. In every other case, cases in which the particular
potence as particular is treated and in which laws are presented for it as a par-
ticular potence, one is thus by no means concerned with philosophy as philoso-
phy —which is always absolutely universal —but rather with particular knowl-
edge of the object and hence with a finite purpose. In each such case the science
under question cannot be called philosophy but rather only a theory of a partic-
ular subject, such as a theory of nature or a theory of art. Such a theory could, of
course, borrow its principles from philosophy, as for example the theory of
nature does from the philosophy of nature. For just that reason, however—
because it onty borrows them —it is not philosophy.

In the philosophy of art [ accordingly intend to construe first of all not art as
art, as this particular, but rather the wniverse in the form of art, and the philos-
ophy of art is the science of the All in the form or potence of art. Not until we
have taken this step do we elevate ourselves regarding this science to the level of
an absolute science of art.

The assertion that the philosophy of art is the presentation of the universe in
the form of art does not yet, however, give us any complete idea of this science:
we must specify more closely the mode of construction necessary for a philoso-
phy of art.

An object of construction and thereby of philosophy is essentially only that
which is capable as a particular of taking up the infinite into itself. Therefore,
art, in order to be the object of philosophy, must as such either genuinely repre-
sent the infinite within itself as the particular, or must be capable of doing so. Not
only does this actually take place as regards art, but it also stands as a represen-
tation of the infinite on the same level with philosophy; just as philosophy
presents the absolute in the archerype so also does art present the absolute in a
reflex or reflected image."

Since art exactly corresponds to philosophy and is merely the latier's compiete
objective reflex, it must also proceed through all the potences within the real as
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does philosophy in the ideal. This one fact suffices to remove all doubt regarding
the necessary method of our science.

Philosophy does not present real things, but rather only their archetypes; the
same holds true for art. The same archetypes that according to philosophy are
merely reproduced imperfectly by these (the real things) are those that become
objective in art itself —as archetypes and accordingly in their perfection. They
thus represent the intellectual world in the reflected world. As examples we
might take music, which is nothing other than the primal rhythm of nature and of
the universe itself, which by means of this art breaks through into the world of
representation. The complete forms generated by the plastic arts are the objec-
tively porirayed archetypes of organic nature itself. The Homeric epic is identity
itself as this identity lies at the base of history within the absolute. Every painting
discloses the intellectual world.

Given these assertions, in the philosophy of art we will have all those prob-
lems to solve regarding art that we also must solve in general philosophy regard-
ing the universe,

(1) In the philosophy of art, no principle other than that of the infinite can
serve as ouwr point of departure; hence, we must present the infinite as the uncon-
ditioned principle of art. lust as for philosophy in general the absolute is the
archetype of truth, so also for art is it the archetype of beauty. We must therefore
show that truth and beauty are merely two different ways of viewing the oue
absolute.'®

(2) The second question, both as regards philosophy as such as well as the
philosophy of art, will be just how this principle, a principle that is in and for
itself absolutely one and simple. can pass over into multiplicity and differentia-
tion, and thus how individual beautiful things can issue from universal and absg-
fute beauty.'” Philosophy answers this question with the doctrine of the ideas or
archetypes.'™ The absolute is absolutely one; viewed absolutely in particular
forms, however, such that the absolute is thereby not suspended, this one = idea.
The same holds true for art. It, too, views or intuits primal beauty only in ideas
as particular forms, each of which, however, iz divine and absohute for itself,
Whereas philosophy intuits these ideas as they are in themselves, art intuits them
objectively. The ideas, to the extent that they are intuited objectively, are there-
fore the substance and as it were the universal and absolute material of art from
which all particular works of art emerge as mature entities. These real or objec-
tive, living and existing ideas are the gods. The universal symbolism or universal
representation of the ideas as real is thus given in mythology, and the solution to
the second aforementioned task consists in the construction of mythology.
Indeed., the gods of any mythology are nothing other than the ideas of philosophy
intuited objectively or concretely.

This still does not answer the question of how a real, individual work of art
comes to be. Just as the absolute or unreal is always characterized by the condi-
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tion of identity, so also is the real always characterized by the nonidentity of the
universal and the particular, by disjunction, such that either the particular or uni-
versal predominates. An antithesis thus arises here, one between plastic or for-
mative art on the one hand, and verbal art on the other. Formative and verbal art
= the real and ideal series of philosophy. The former is characterized by that
unity in which the infinite is taken up into the finite, and the construction of this
series corresponds fo the philosophy of nature. The latter is characterized by the
other unity, the one in which the finite is formed into the infinite, and the con-
struction of this series corresponds to idealism in the general system of philoso-
phy. 1 will call the first unity the real unity, the second the ideal unity; that which
encompasses both 1 will call indifference.

If we now concentrate on each of these unities individually, then, since each is
absolute for itself, the same unities must recur in each; hence, the real unity, the
ideal unity, and that in which both are one must all recur in the real unity itself.
The same holds true tor the ideal unity.

A particular form of art corresponds to each of these forms to the extent that
they are encompassed within the real or ideal unity. Music corresponds to the real
form within the real series. Painting corresponds to the ideal form within the real
series. The plastic aris correspond Lo that form within the real series that repre-
sents the confluence of the previous two tnities.

The same holds true as regards the ideal unity, which in its own turn encom-
passes within itself the three forms of lyric, epic, and dramatic poetry. Lyric
poetry = the informing of the infinite into the finite = the particular. The epic
= the representation (subsumption) of the finite within the infinite = the uni-
versal. Drama = the synthesis of the universal and the particular. Hence, the
entire world of art is 1o be construed according to these basic forms both in its
real and ideal manifestation.

By tracing art in each of its particular forms all the way into the concrete, we
also arrive at a determination of art within the conditions of time. Just as art is
inherently eternal and necessary, so also is there no fortuitousness in its temporal
manifestation. but rather only absolute necessity. In this respect. foo, it is the
object of possible knowledge, and the elements of this construction are given in
the antitheses manifested in art in its temporal appearance. Any antitheses pos-
ited as regards art in its temporal dependence, however, are, as is time itself,
necessarily nonessential and merely formal antitheses; hence, they are com-
pletely different from those real antitheses grounded in the essence or in the idea
of art itself. This universal, formal antithesis extending through all branches of
art is that of ancient and modern art.

It would be an essential weakness of our construction if we were to neglect the
consideration of this antithesis in our discussion of each individual form of art.
Since, however, we consider this antithesis to be a merely formal one, its con-
struction necessarily consists in negation or suspension. By considering this
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antithesis, we will simultaneously present the Aistorical dimension of art; only by
this means can we hope 10 bring our construction in the larger sense to its final
completion,

According to my entire understanding here. art is itself an emanation of the
absolute. The history of art will show us most revealingly its immediate connec-
tions to the conditions of the universe and thereby 1o that absolute identity in
which art is preordained. Only in the history of art does the essential and inner
unity of all works of art reveal itself, a unity showing that all poetry is of the
same spirit, a spirit that even in the antitheses of ancient and modern art is merely
showing us two different faces. )
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Part 1
General Section of the Philosophy of Art




1
Construction of Art As Such and
in General

To construe art means to determine its position in the universe. Since determi-
nation of this position is the only explanation one can give of it, we must return
to the first principles of philosophy. It is clear, however, that we will not follow
these principles in every possible direction, but rather only in the one predeter-
mined by our particular object of investigation. It is further clear that at the
beginning most of these propositions will be presented as simply borrowed philo-
sophical propositions, which will not be so much proved as simply elucidated.
With this in mind, T would like to propose the following propositions.'

§1. Fhe absolute or God is that with regards to which being or reality follows
immediately from the idea, that is, by virtiee of the simple law of identity, ov, God
is the immediate affirmation of himself.

Elucidation. If being did not follow immediately from the idea of God, that is,
if his idea were not itself the idea of absolute, infinite reality, God would be con-
ditioned by something that is not his idea; he would be conditioned by something
other than his own concept and therefore would be simply dependeni and not
absolute. Being does not follow directly from concept with regard to anything
that is dependent or conditioned. For example, the individuwal human being is
conditioned by something that is not his own idea. It follows that true reality or
reality in itself cannot be attributed to any individual person. As regards the par-
ticular form in which we express the idea of God in the second instance (God as
the immediate affirmation of himself), the following elucidation can be given. To
be real = to be affirmed. Now, God is by virtue of his own idea; that is. he is his
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own affirmation, and since he cannot affirm himself finitely (since he is abso-
lute), he is the infinite affirmation of himself.

§2. God as the infinite affirmation of himself comprehends himself as infi-
nitely affirming, as infinitely affirmed, and as the indifference of both, though he
himself is none of these in particilar.

Through his idea, God comprehends himself as infinitely affirming (since he
is the affirmation of himself) and as infinitely affirmed for the same reason. Fur
thermore. since it is one and the same thing that both affirms and is affirmed, he
accordingly comprehends himself also as indifference. He, however, is himself
none of these in particular, for he himself is only the infinite affirmation, and is
infinite in such a way that he merely encompasses all three. That which encom-
passes, however, is not identicat with that which it encompasses. For example,
length = space, width = space, depth = space; space iself, however, is for
precisely this reason none of these in particular, but is rather the absoluie identity
of all three, their infinite affirmation, their essence. Similarly, God is pothing as
a particular; rather, what he is, he is only by virtue of infinite affirmation. Hence,
God is understood as affirming himself, as affirmed by himself, and as indiffer-
ence, only once again by means of the infinite affirmation of himself.

Addendum. God as affirming himself can alse be described as infinite ideality
encompassing all reality within itself. As affirmed by himself, he can also be
described as infinite reality encompassing all ideality.

§3. By virtue of his idea, God is immediately the absolute All. The infinite
follows immediately from the idea of God; it follows necessarily and in an infi-
nite fashion, since God as infinite affirmation of himself also comprehends him-
self infinitely as that which affirms, infinitely as that which is affirmed, and infi-
nitely as the indifference of both. Now, infinite reality that follows from the idea
of God is {1) already in and for itself = the All (since there is nothing outside i),
but it is also (2) to be taken positively, since everything that is possible by virfue
of the idea of God —something infinite in its own turn—is also real by virtue of
the fact that this idea affirms itself. All possibilities are realities in God. That in
which all possibilities are real, however, = the All. Hence, the absolute Al fol-
lows immediately from the idea of God. Furthermore, it follows by virtue of the
simple law of identity; that is. God himself, viewed in the infinite affirmation of
himself, is = absolute All.

§4. As absolute identity, God is immediately also absolute totality, and vice

verse.

Elucidation. God is a totality that is not a multiplicity but rather absolute sim-
plicity. God is a unity that itself is not conditioned in conirast to multiplicity: that
is, he is not singular in the numerical sense. Neither is he simply the One, but s
rather absolute unity itself, not everything, but rather absolute aliness itself, and
is both of these immediately as one,

§5. The absolute is utterly eternal.
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In the intuition of every idea, for example, the idea of the circle. we are also
intuiting eternity. This is the positive intuition of eternity. The negative concepi
of eternity is not only independence from time but also complete disconnection
from time. If the absolute were not utterly eternal, it would have a relationship to
time.

Annotation. If the eternity of the absolute were conditioned by an existence
enduring since infinite time, we would have fo say. for example, that God has
been existing now for a longer period of time than he had at the ime of the origin
of the world. This would presuppose for God an increase in existence, which is
impossible, since his existence is his essence, and his essence can be neither
increased nor decreased. It is generally conceded that longevity cannot be attrib-
uted to the essence of things. We can very well maintain, for example, that an
individual or concrete circle has existed for a certain period of time. Yet no one
will say that the essence or the idea of the circle has lasted for a certain period of
time, or that it has now existed for a longer time than it had at the beginning of
the world. Now, the absolute is precisely that with regards to which no antithesis
obtains between the idea and the concrete. In it, that which is the concrete or
particular in things is itself the essence or universal (not negation), such that no
being can be attributed to God other than that of his idea.

The same can be seen from another perspective. We say that a thing endures,
since its existence or its particular is incommensurate with its essence or its uni-
versal. This longevity is nothing other than a perpetual positing of its universal
into ifs concrete manifestation. By viriue of the limitation of the latter, it is not
everything here and now and at once what it could be according to ifs essence or
its universal. This is inconceivable within the absolute. Since the particular
within it is absolutely egual to the universal, it is everything it can be, and is so
in reality and, simultaneously, without any temporal mediation. It is thus void of
time and is eternal in itself.

The idea of the utterly eternal is an extremely important idea both for philos-
ophy as such and for our particular construction. As regards the former, it fol-
lows immediately (something vou may note as a corellary) that the frie universe
is eternal, since the absolute can have no temporal relationship to it. This idea is
important for our particular construction because it shows that time never affects
that which is eternal in itself, hence, that which is eternal ir itself has no rela-
tionship to time even within time.

The same assertion can also be expressed as follows:

{a) The absolute, therefore, cannot be conceived as having preceded anything
in time (this is a simple conclusion from what has just been said). Expressed pos-
itively: The absolute precedes all else only as regards the idea. Everything else,
everything that is not the absolute, is only to the extent that within it, being is not
equal to the idea, that is, to the exient that it is iiself merely privation and not true
being. The concrete circle as such belongs only to the phenomenal world. The
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circle in itself, however, never precedes the concrete circle in time, but rather
only as regards the idea. Similarly, the absolute precedes all else only as regards
the idea.

(b) Within the absolute itself, there can be no before or after; hence. no single
determination can precede or follow any other. If this were the case, we would
have to posit affectability, passivity, or passive conditioning within the absolute.
It is. however, completely unaifectable and devoid of any internal antithesis,

86. The absolute as such is neither conscious nor nonconscious, neither free
nor unfree nor necessary. It is not conscious, for all consciousness results from
the relative unity of thinking and being. whereas absolute unity or identity
obtains within the absolute. It is not nonconscious, for it is not conscious only
because it is absolute consciousness. It is not free, for freedom results from the
relative antithesis and relative unity of possibility and reality, whereas both are
absolutely one within the absolute, It is not unfree or necessary, for it is without
affectability; there is nothing within or outside it that could condition it or to
which it could be attracted.

§7. The All encompasses that which God encompasses. Accordingly, the All,
just as God. comprehends itself as infinitely affirming, as infinitely affirmed and
as the unity of both, without itself being one of these forms in particular (pre-
cisely because it is affirming); yet it does so, not such that the forms are sepu-
rated. but rather such that they are resolved into absolute identity.

§8. God's infinite affirmed condition within the All or the informing of his infi-
nite ideality into reality as such is eternal nature,

This is actually a borrowed proposition, yet | wish to prove it here. As every-
one will concede, nature is related to the universe, viewed absolutely, as that
which is real. Now, that particular unity that is posited through the informing of
infinite ideality into reality is God’s infinite affirmed condition within the All =
real unity. The predominating factor is that which takes up the other.

Annotarion. Please note the difference between nature to the extent that it
actually appears (this is mere natura naturata, nature in its particularity and sep-
aration from the Al and as a mere reflection of the absolute All), and nature in
itself to the extent that it is resolved into the absolute All and is God in his infiniie
affirmed condition.

89. Eternal nature similarly encompasses within itself all unities: that of being
affirmed, of affirming, and of their indifference, for the universe in and for itsetf
= God. If the unity encompassed by the universe in and for itself did not inhere
within each, that is, if the entire infinite affirmation and therefore the entire
essence of God were not also found within nature itself, God would have divided
himself within the All, which is impossible. Each of the unities encompassed
within the All is therefore similarly endowed with the imprint of the entire All.

Explication. These consequences of infinite affirmation can also be shown to
ohtain throughout phenomenal nature, except that here they do not permeate one
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another as within the absolute All, but are rather separated and asunder. For
example, the informing of the ideal into the real or the form of the affirmed con-
dition within the All expresses itself through material existence. ldeality that dis-
solves all reality, or that which affirms, is = light. The indifference = organism.

§10. Phenomenal nature as such is not a complete revelation of God, for even
the organism itself is only a particular potence.

§11. Complete revelation of God only occurs where in the reflected world
itself the individual forms resolve into absolute identiry, and this occurs only
within reason. Reason is thus within the All itself the full reflected image of God.

Elucidation. God’s infinite affirmed condition manifests itself in nature,
which itself, as the real world within the All, in its own turn encompasses all
unity within itself. Concerning this let me say the following.

We designate as potences those unities or particular consequences of God's
affirmation to the extent that these recur within the real or ideal All. The first
potence of nature is matter to the extent that it is posited with a predominance of
affirmed existence or under the form of the informing of ideality into reality. The
other potence is light as that ideality that resolves all reality into itself. The
essence of nature as nature, however, can be represented only by the rthird
potence, which equally affirms both real or material existence and the ideal or
light, thereby equating both. The essence of matter = being, the essence of light
= activity. In the third potence, then, activity and being must be combined and
indifferent. Matster, viewed according to its corporeal appearance rather than in
itself, is not substance but rather merely accidens (form) with which the essence
or the universal within light is juxtaposed. In the third potence boih are cointe-
grated. An indifference arises in which essence and form are the same and in
which essence is inseparable from form, form inseparable from essence. The
organism constitutes such a condition of indifference, since its essence as an
organism is inseparable from the subsistence of its form, and since being also
immediately constitutes activity within it. Hence, the affirmed clement is abso-
lutely equal to the affirming. None of these forms in particular is a full revelation
of the divine, nor for precisely that reason is even nature itself such a revelation
in the separate multiplicity of its own forms. For God is not equal to the partic-
ular result of his affirmation but rather only to the allness of these results to the
extent that it is a pure position and as allness simultaneously absolute identity.
Hence, only to the exient that nature transfigures itself into totality and absolute
unity of forms would it be a mirror of the divine. This, however, is the case only
within reason, since reason is just as much the dissolution of all particular forms
as is the All or God. For precisely this reason, reason belongs neither to the real
nor to the ideal world exclusively, and (a coroliary of this) neither the real nor the
ideal world in and for itself can attain a level higher than that of indifference, and
can never attain absolute identity itself.
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We will now proceed as regards the ideal All precisely as we have regarding
the real All, and will first introduce the following proposition:

§12. God as infinite ideality that encompasses all reality within iiself, or God
as infinitely affirming is, as such, the essence of the ideal All. This is immedi-
ately self-evident through the antithesis.

§13. The ideal All encompasses within iiself the same unities that the real All
encompasses within itself: the real, the ideal, and —not the absoluie identity of
both (since such identity belongs neither {o it nor to the real in particular) — the
indifference of both. Here, too, we designate these unities as potences. We must
only mention here that just as in the real world the potences are potences of the
ideal factor, so also here they are potences of the real factor by virtue of the anti-
thetical relationship of the two. The first potence designates here the predomi-
nance of the ideal. Reality is posited here only in the first potence of the affirmed
condition. Knowledyge is included here, and is posited accordingly with the great-
est predominance of the ideal factor or of the subjective. The second potence
rests on a predominance of the real: the factor of the real is raised here to the
second potence. Acrion is included here as the objective or real factor to which
knowledge corresponds as the subjective factor,

The essence of the ideal world is, however, indifference, just as is the essence
of the real world. Knowledge and action therefore necessarily integrate them-
selves in indifference within a third element, which as the element affirming both
is the third potence. Here we find art, and | accordingly introduce specifically the
following proposition:

§14. The indifference of the ideal and the real as indifference manifests itself
in the ideal world through art, for art is in itself neither mere activity nor mere
knowledge, but is rather an activity completely permeated by knowledge, orin a
reverse fashion knowledge that has completely become activity. That is, it is the
indifference of both,

This proof suffices for the present purpose, though we will, of course, return
to this proposition later. Here our purpose is merely to outline the general model
of the uriverse so that we may later extract the individual potence from the whole
and freat it according to its relationship to that whole. Hence, we will now con-
tinue with our presentation.

815, The full expression of absolute identity as such or of the divine 1o the
extent that it is the principle of resolution of all potences is the absolute science
of reason, or philosophy. It is neither the expression of the real nor of the ideal
nor even of the indifference of both (for the latter, as we now see, has a double
expression).

Philosophy is thus within the phenomenal ideal world just as much the reso-
lution of all particularity as is God in the archetypal world (divine science). Nei-
ther reason nor philosophy belongs to the real or ideal world as such, although it
is true that—within this identity —reason and philosophy can relate o one
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another as real and ideal. Since, however, ¢ach in itself is absolute identity, this
relationship does not constitute any real difference. Philosophy is merely reason
that has become or is becoming aware of itself; reason is merely the matter or
objective model of all philosophy.*

If we determine in a preliminary fashion the relationship of philosophy to art,
it is the following: philosophy is the immediate or direct representation of the
divine, whereas art is immediately or directly only the representation of indiffer-
ence as such. (The fact that it 1s only indifference constituies the reflective ele-
ment of art; absolute identity = archetype.) The degree of perfection or of the
reality of a thing increases to the extent that it corresponds to its own absolute
idea and to the fullness of infinite affirmation, and thus the more it encompasses
other potences within itself. Hence, it is clear that art enjoys the most immediate
relationship to philosophy and distinguishes itself from it only by virtue of the
determination of particularity or of the reflected nature of its images. For art is,
by the way, the highest potence of the ideal world. Now let us continue.

§16. The three ideas truth, goodness, and beaury correspond to the three po-
tences of the real and ideal world. (The idea as divine belongs similarly neither
1o the real nor io the ideal world in particular.) Truth corresponds to the first
potence of the ideal and real world; goodness to the second: beauty to the third—
in the natural organisin and in art.

This is not the place to explain either the relationship obtaining between these
three ideas or the manner in which they differentiate themselves in the real and
ideal world. This explanation is given in general philosophy. At this point it is
necessary to explain only the relationship obtaining for beaury.

One can say that beauty is posited everywhere light and material existence,
ideal and real come into contact, Beauty 1s neither merely the universal or ideal
(this = truth) nor the merely real (this = action). Hence, it 1s only the complete
interpenetration or mutual informing of both. Beauty is posited wherever the par-
ticular (real) is so commensurate with its concept that the latter itself, as infinite,
enters into the finite and is intuited in concreto. The real in which it (the concept)
appears thereby becomes truly similar and equal 10 its own idea, the idea in
which precisely this universal and this particular are in absolute identity. The
rational as rational becomes simultaneously phenomenal or sensuous.

Anngtation. (1) Just as God hovers above the ideas of truth, goodness, and
beauty as their common element, so also does philosophy. Philosophy treats nei-
ther truth, virtue, nor beauty alone, but rather the commeon element in alf three,
and deduces them from this one primal source. If one were to ask how it is that
philosophy, even though it hovers above truth as well as goodness and beauty.
nonetheless has the character of a science whose highest goal is truth, we would
remark the following. The determination of philosophy as a science is merely its
formal determination. It is indeed a science, yet is a science such that in it truth,
goodness, and beauty, or science, virtue, and art, interpenetraie one another. To
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that extent it is thus #ot science but rather the common link between science,
virtue, and art. This distinguishes it sharply from all other sciences. Mathemat-
ics, for example, makes precisely no ethical demands. Philosophy demands char-
acter, and demands that it be of definite moral elevation and energy. Similarly,
philosophy is inconceivable without art and an acquaintance with beauty. 7

(2) Necessity corresponds to truth, freedom to goodness. Since our explana-
tion of beauty asserts that it is the mutual informing of the real and the ideal to the
extent that this informing is represented in reflected imagery, this explanation
also includes the following assertion: beauty is the indifference. intuited within
the real, of freedom and necessity. For example, we say a figure is beautiful in
whose design nature appears to have played with the greatest freedom and the
most sublime presence of mind, yet always within the forms or boundaries of the
strictest necessity and adherence to law. A poem is beautiful in which the highest
freedom conceives and comprehends itself within necessity. Accordingly, art is
an absolute synthesis or mutual interpenetration of freedom and necessity.

Let us move now to the remaining conditions of the work of art.

§17. In the ideal world, philosophy Is related to art just as in the real world
reason is related to the organism. Just as reason becomes immediately objective
only through the organism. and the eternal ideas of reason become objective in
nature as souls of organic bodies, so also does philosophy become objective
through art, and the ideas of philosophy become objective through art as the
souls of real things.* For just this reason, art is to the ideal world what the organ-
ism is to the real world.

Concerning this, we may include the following proposition:

§18. The organic work of nature represents the same indifference in an unse-
parated state that the work of art represents after separation yet as indifference.

The organic product encompasses within itself both unities, that of material
existence or of the informing of unity into multiplicity. and the opposite unity of
light or of the resolution of reality into ideality; furthermore, it encompasses both
as one. Yet the universal element or infinite ideality, combined with the particular
is itself sifll that which is subordinated to the finite or the particular (the universal
= light). This is the case because the infinite itself here is still subordinated to
the universal determination of finitude and does not appear as infinite. Further,
necessity and freedom (the infinite that appears as infinite) still slumber as if
beneath a common covering, as if in a bud, which upon opening reveals a new
world, a world of freedom. Since only in the ideal world does the antithesis of the
universal and the particular, the ideal and the real manifest itself specifically as
that between necessity and freedom, the organic product represents thai same
antithesis still unresolved (because it is not yet developed) that the work of art
represents as suspended (in both the same identity).

§19. Necessity and freedom are related as the unconscious and the conscious.
Art, therefore, is based on the identity of conscious and unconscious activity. The
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perfection of a work of art as such increases to the degree it expresses this iden-
tity within itself, or to the degree purpose and necessity interpenetrate one
another within it.

Let us now draw a few general conclusions.

820. Beauty and truth are essentially or ideally one, for truth, just as beauty,
is ideally the identity of the subjective and the objective.” For truth, however, this
identity is intuited subjectively or prototypically, whereas for beauty it is intuited
objectively or in a reflected image.

Annotation. Truth that is not beauty is also not absolute truth, and vice versa.
The extremely crass antithesis between truth and beauty in art rests on the under-
standing of truth as that deceptive truth that extends only as far as the finite. The
imitation of this truth generates those works of art in which we admire only the
artificiality with which the artist has approximated the element of the natural
without combining it with the divine. This kind of truth, however, is not yet
beauty in art, and only absolute beauty in art is also genuine and actual truth.®

For the same reason, goodness that is not beauty is also not absolute goodness,
and vice versa. For goodness, too, in its absoluteness. becomes beaury —in every
disposition, for example, whose morality no longer depends on the struggle of
freedom with necessity, but rather expresses the absolute harmony and reconcil-
iation of both.”

Addendum. Truth and beauty, just as goodness and beauty, are for that reason
never related as end and means. Rather, they are one, and only a harmomious
disposition (harmony, however, = true morality) is genuinely receptive 10 poesy
and art. Poesy and art can never really be taught.

§21. The universe is formed in God as an absolute work of art and in eternal
beauty ®

By universe we do not mean the real or ideal All, but rather the absolute 1den-
tity of both. If the indifference of the real and the ideal within the real and ideal
All is beauty, specifically beauty in reflected images, then the absolute identity of
the real and ideal All is necessarily primal, that is, absolute beauty itself. To that
extent the universe, as it is in God, is also to be viewed as an absolute work of art
in which infinite intention mutually interpenetrates infinite necessity.

Annotarion. 1t follows self-evidently that all things. viewed from the perspec-
tive of totality or as they are in themselves, are formed in absolute beauty, and
that the archetypes of all things, just as they are absolutely true, are also abso-
lutely beautiful. Perverted or ugly things, however, just as error or falsity, consist
of mere privation and belong only to the temporal view of things.

§22. Just as God as the archervpe becomes beauwty in the reflected image, so
also do the ideas of reason become beauty when intiited in the veflected imuage.
Hence, the relationship of reason to ant is the same as that of God to the ideas.
The divine creation is represented objectively through art, for that ¢reation is
based on the same informing of infinite ideality into the real upon which art is

—
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also based. The splendid German word **imagination’’ (Einbildungskraft) actu-
ally means the power of mutual informing into unity’ (neinsbildung) upon which
all creation really is based. It is the power whereby something ideal is simulta-
neously something real, the soul simultaneously the body. the power of individ-
wation that is the real creative power.

§23. The immediate cause of all art is God, for God is by means of his abso-
Jute identity the source of all mutual informing (into indifference) of the real and
the ideal upon which all art rests; or, God is the source of the ideas. The ideas
originate only in God. Art, however, is the representation of the archetypes.
hence God himself is the immediate cause and the final possibility of all art; he
himself is the source of all beauty.

824, The irue construction of art is a presentation of iis forms as forms of
things as those things are in themselves, or as they are within the absolute, for
according to §21 the universe is formed within God as eternal beauty and as an
absolute work of art. Similarly, all things as they are in themselves or within God
are just as absolutely beautiful as they are absolutely true. Accordingly, the forms
of art, since they are the forms of beautiful things, are also forms of things as
they are within God or in themselves. And since all construction is a presentation
of things within the absolute, the construction of art in particular is the presen-
tation of its forms as forms of things as they are within the absolute, and accord-
ingly also a presentation of the universe itself as an absolute work of art as itis
formed within God in eternal beauty.

Annotation. This proposition completes the construction of the universal idea
of art. Art has been designated as the real representation of the forms of things as
they are in themselves, and hence of the forms of the archetypes. This simulta-
neously shows us the direction the following construction of art must take both
regarding its matter or content as well as its form. For if art is the representation
of the forms of things as they are in themselves, then the universal material or
content of art is found in the archetypes themselves,'” and our next object is
therefore a construction of the universal material or content of art or of its eternal
archetypes. This construction constitutes the second section of the philosophy of
art.

2
Construction of the Content of Art

In §24 we proved that the forms of art must be the forms of things as they are
within the absolute or in themselves. Accordingly, we are presupposing that ;h{CSfé
particular forms-—precisely those by means of which beauty is represenied in
individual, real, actual things —are particular forms within the absolute. The
question is how this is possible. (This is the same problem expressed in general
philosophy by the transition of the infinite into the finite, of unity into mul-
tiplicity.)’

§25. The particular forms are as such without essence, and are pure forms
that cannot inhere within the absolute except to the extent thai they as particular
[forms in their own turn take up the entire essence of the absolute inio themselves.
This is self-evident, since the essence of the absolute is indivisible. Only as such
are the forms possible in respect to the absolute, that is, absolutely possible, and
for precisely that reason also absolutely actual, since within the absolute there is
no difference between actuality and possibility.

Addendum. We can illustrate this in the following manner. The universe (by
which we always mean the universe in itself, eternal and unbegotten)—the uni-
verse is, like the absolute, utterly One, indivisible, since it is the absolute itself
{(§3); hence, there can be no particular things within the rrie universe except to
the extent that they take up the entire undivided universe into themselves, and are
thus themselves universes.

If one were now to conclude that there are accordingly as many universes as
there are ideas of particular things, this would be precisely the conclusion we
intend. Either there are no particular things at all, or each of them is a universe
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unto itself. Since God is the unity of all forms, the univqsc LlF)CS noF rgsidc within
him in any particular form: it is in them all. Similaﬂy.‘lt res'ldes within them alI‘,
since it is not in any particular one. If the particular form 1s m: be real in itself,
it cannot do so as a particular form, but only as a form of the universe. For gxam-
ple, the particular form man does not inhere w'nhm. the z\bsnlute as a pama'x!d‘r
form. but rather as the one and undivided universe in the form Qf man. F()I"Juﬁ‘l
this réason nothing that we call individual things is real in itself. They are H.ll/l~
vidual because they do not take up the absolute whole into thc-mser.cs and into
their particular form and have separated themselves from that whole; in a reverse
fashion, to the extent that they do have it within themselves, they are no longer
individual. ' _
§26. Within the absolute all particular things are gemun(’.!_\f xefpamlml unfi
genuinely one only to the extent that each is the Hitil‘(’!‘.Y(-‘}NH{(J'IlSé'l_f‘ (f”d each is
the absolute whole. They are separaied only thus, for no mdavudgal l_h.m-g as §uch
is truly separated; only the universe is absolutely scparatcd,'smcc ?t .I.S r.withc':rl
equal nor unequal to any other thing — and this because there is nothmg c,\tc,lrn‘:\
to it to which it might be opposed or compared. They are truly one only thus,
since the same is in each. A
For just this reason, too, ail number or dc‘tcrmilmti.«m by number 1s SQSP‘{WCU'
The particular thing in absoluteness is not determined by number, for .n‘i nnc
reflects upon the particular within it, it is iself tt_ne absolute \)vholeAund.pos:sc‘sjsss
nothing outside of or external to itself. If one reflects upon the universal, it is in
absolute unity with all other things. Accordingly, only it itself subsunnes or com-
prehends uni-‘ty and multiplicity within itself, though it is itself not capable of
being determined by these concepis. ' ‘
Annotation. These concepts are important (a) because of ihe.doublc view of
the universe that is necessary in any case: () the view of the universe as (ham
which. briefly stated, is the basic view of the sublime to the extent that _W“hm it
everyvthing isicomprehcndcd as unity in absolute idcgtity; (_ﬁ) the view of .the um-‘
versé as the highest beauty and form, since the universe is chaos» precisely by
means of the absoluteness of form, or because all forms and accordingly also the
absolute form are structured into every particular and into every jomz. In w{lut
follows we will employ these concepts in an extremely prccis¢ fashu(m. by 1 Tf\c
concept of the absolute separateness of the particular is cspec;q“y uvportam for
art. since art’s uitimate effect is based on precisely this separation of forms. Yet
this separaiion obtains only because each is absolute withmAﬁtseM. . .
§27. Particular things, to the extent they are absolute in tﬁar particulariry,
and thus 1o the extent they as particulars are simulianeously universes, are called
tde:?;ﬁs proposition is merely an explication and is tInu.\" in no ncgd nf»prooﬁé
though one could demonstrate that even the first author of the 4(»c_trnnc ()F ideas
lde\TSlODd the same thing by this even if he did not explain it in just this way.
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Elucidation. Every idea is = universe in the form of the particular. For just
this reason. however, it is not real as this particular. The real is always only the
universe itself. Every idea has two unities: the one through which it exists within
itself and is absolute —hence the one through which the absolute is formed into
the particularity of the idea—and the one through which it is taken up as a par-
ticular into the absolute as into its own center. This double unity of every idea is
actually the mystery by which the particular can be comprehended both within
the absolute and, in spite of this, also as a particular.

§28. These same syntheses of the universal and particular that viewed in
themselves are ideas, that is, images of the divine, are, if viewed on the plane of
the real, the gods, for their essence, their essential nature, = god. They are ideas
only to the extent that they are god in a particular form. Every idea, therefore, =
god, but a particular god.

Annotation. This proposition needs no explanation, particularly since what
follows will serve to illuminate it further. The idea of the gods is necessary for
art. Our systematic construction of art leads us back precisely to the point to
which instinct first led poesy at its inception. What ideas are for philosophy, the
gods are for art, and vice versa.”

§29. The absolute reality of the gods follows directly from their absolute ide-
ality, for they are absolute, and within the absolute, ideality and reality are one,
absolute possibility = absolute actuality. The highest identity is at once the high-
¢st objectivity.

Anyone who has not yet elevated himself to the level upon which the abso-
lutely ideal is also immediately the absolutely real for him, possesses neither
philosophical nor poetic sensibility. The question posed by ordinary conscious-
ness concerning reality is of no significance regarding what is absolute, neither in
a poetic nor in a philosophical sense. This common reality is no true reality at all,
but is rather in the true sense nonreality.

All figures and forms in art, and thus particularly the gods, are actual because
they are possible. Anyone who is still able to ask how such highly cultivated spir-
its as the Greeks were able to believe in the reality or actuality of the gods, how
Socrates was able to direct sacrifices, how the Socratic Xenophon as an army
officer during the famous retreat was himself able to offer up sacrifices, and so
forth —the person posing such questions proves only that he himself has not yet
arrived at that stage of cultivation at which precisely the ideal is the real and is
much more real than the so-cailed real itself. The Greeks did not at all take the
gods to be real in the sense, for example, that common understanding believes in
the reality of physical objects; from that perspective the Greeks considered the
gods to be neither real nor unreal. In the higher sense they were more real for the
Greeks than every other reality.”

§30. FThe determining law of all gods is pure limitation on the one hand, and
undivided absoluteness on the other, for they are the ideas intuited in actuality.
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Particular things, however, cannot be within the ideas unless, for precisely that
reason, they are simultancously truly or absolutely separated and truly one,
namely, essentially absolute (according to §26). Hence, the determining law of
the world of the gods is strict separation or limitation on the one hand, and equal
absoluteness on the other.

Annotation. We must pay particular attention to this relationship if we wish (o
comprehend the enormous significance of the gods both as regards them individ-
ually and as a whole. The mystery of their charm and of their suitability for artis-
tic yp.)ortrayal actually lies, first of all, in the fact that they are strictly limited;
hence, mutuaily limiting characteristics exclude one another within the same
deity and are absolutely separated from one another. Nonetheless, within this
limitation every form receives into itself the entire divinity.

This is the means by which art acquires separate, self-enclosed figures for por-
traval, and vet within each figure simultanecusly the totality, the entire divinity.
In order to make this comprehensible by means of examples, I must here take
such examples from the world of the Greek gods themselves, even though we
will be able to construct that world in its entirety only in the entire following
discussion. In the meantime, if vou se¢ that all the characteristics of the Greek
gads fit our deduction of the law of all the figures of the gods, then right from the
beginning it must be admitted that Greek mythology is the highest archetype of
the poetic world.

Now, let us offer a few examples to support the proposition that pure limita-
tion on the one hand, and undivided absoluteness on the other are the essence of
the figures of the gods. Minerva is the archetype of wisdom and strength in unity;
femir;ine tenderness, however, has been eliminated from her, since both charac-
teristics together would reduce this figure to indifference and accordingly more
or less to nullity. Juno is strength without wisdom and gentle charm, the latter of
which she borrows from Venus in the form of a girdle. If, on the other hand,
Venus were invested with the cold wisdom of Minerva, her influence would
doubtlessly not be as destructive as it is in the Trojan War, which she causes in
order to satisfy the desires of her favorite. Yet then she would no longer be the
goddess of love and hence no longer the object of fantasy, for which the universal
and absolute within the particular —in limitation —is the highest artistic virtue.

Considering things from this perspective, one can thus say with Moritz” that
precisely the missing characteristics in the manifestations of the gods lend them
their highest charm and yet still weave them back together into various relation-

ships. The mystery of all life is the synthesis of the absolute with limitation,
There is a kind of ultimate in one’s view of the world that we demand for com-
plete satisfaction: highest or ultimate life, the most free, unigue existence and
operation without stricture or limitation of the absolute. The absolute in and for
itself offers no multiplicity or variety whatever, and to that extent it is for the
understanding an absolute, bottomless emptiness. Life is found only within par-
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ticularity. But life and multiplicity —in a general sense particutarity without lim-
itation of that which is without qualification one—are originally and within
themselves possible only through the principle of the divine imagination; that is
1o say, in the derived world, they are possible only through fantasy, which brings
the absolute and limitation together and forms into the particular the entire divin-
ity of the universal. This is the means by which the universe is populated; accord-
ing to this law life flows out into the world from the absolute as from that which
is without qualification one. According to the same law the universe forms and
molds itself within the reflex of huinan creative imagination into a world of fan-
tasy whose consistent and pervading law is absoluteness in limitation.

For reason as well as for the creative imagination we demand that nothing in
the universe be constrained, purely limited, and subordinated. We demand for
every single thing a particular and free life. Only the understanding subordinates;
within reason and the creative imagination everything is free and moves about in
the same realm without crowding or chafing, for each is within itself the equal of
the whole. The sight of pure limitation is from a subordinated perspective some-
times annoying, sometimes painful, sometimes even insulting —but in any case
repugnant. For reason and fantasy limitation, foo, becomes either simply a form
of the absolute or, considered as limiration, an inexhaustible source of jest and
play, for one is allowed to joke with limitation, since it takes nothing away from
the essence and is within itself nullity, or nothingness. Hence, the most brazen
jesting plays about within the world of the Greek gods with fantasy's images of
the gods. For example, when Venus is wounded by Diomedes, and Minerva
mocks: ‘I think Venus must have been persuading some one of the Achaean
women to go with the Trojans, and while caressing one or other of them she must
have torn her delicate hand with the gold pin of the woman’s brooch.”” Zeus then
speaks the following words to Venus with a smile: **My child, it has not been
given you to be a warrior. Attend, henceforth. to vour own delightful matrimo-
nial duties. and leave all this fighting to Ares and to Athena.’"®

As a consequence of the principle we have presented one can see further that
the complete assembly of the gods can first appear only after the purely formless,
dark, frightful element is driven out. This region of darkness and formlessness
includes everything that directly recalls eternity, the initial ground of existence. Jt
has often been said that it is the ideas that first disclose the absolute: only within
them do we find a positive, simultaneously limited and unlimited intuition of the
absolute.

As the common germ of both gods and men, absolute chaos is night, obscu-
rity. The first forms and figures fantasy allows to be born from within it are also
still formless. A world of misshapen and frightful forms must perish before the
mild realm of the blessed and enduring gods can enter. In this respect, too, the
Greek poems remain true to the law of all fantasy. The first children born from
the embrace of Uranus and Gaea are yet monstrous, hundred-armed Gianis, pow-
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erful Cyclopes, and wild Titans— children before whom even the father himself
is horrified: he banishes them again into Tartarus. Chaos must devour its own
children. Uranus, who hides his children, must be driven out, and the reign of
Kronos begins. But Kronos, too, devours his own children. Finally the realm of
Zeus begins, but here, too, not without preceding destruction. Jupiter must lib-
erate the Cyclopes and hundred-armed Giants so that they may aid him against
Saturn and the Titans, and only after he has conquered these monsters and the
lost children of Gaea, who is angered at the shame of her children —namely, the
heaven-besieging Giants and the monster on whom they expend their final
powers, Typhoeus—only after this final victory does heaven become clear and
Zeus take serene possession of tranquil Olympus. Well-defined, clearly drawn
characters replace all the indefinite and formiess deities; the old Oceanus is
replaced by Neptune, Tartarus by Pluto, the Titan Helios by the eternally vouth-
ful Apollo. Even the oldest of all the gods, Eros, who in the oldest poetry i1s
allowed to exist simultancously with Chaos, is born anew as the son of Venus and
Mars and as a well-defined, enduring form.

§31. The world of the gods is the object neither of mere understanding nor of
reason, but rather can be comprehended only by fantasy.” It is not an object of
understanding, since understanding remains bound to limitation: nor is it one of
reason. since even in scientific or sysiematic thinking reason can poriray or
present the synthesis of the absolute with limitation only ideally (archetypally).
Hence, it is the object only of fantasy, which presents this synthesis in images.

Explication. 1 define creative imagination in relation to fantasy as that in
which the productions of art are received and formed, fantasy as that which intu-
its them externally, casts them out from within itself, as it were, and to that extent
also portrays them. The relationship is the same as that between reason and intel-
lectual intuition. Ideas are formed within reason and, in a sense, from the mate-
rial of reason; intellectual intuition is that which presents them internally. Fantasy
is thus the intellectual intuition within art.

§32. The gods are in themselves neither moral nor immoral, but rather are
freed from this relationship and are absolutely blessed.®

(One must necessarily keep this in mind in order to comprehend the appropri-
ate angle of vision particularly for the poetry of Homer. We all know how much
has been said concerning the immorality of his gods, from which some critics
have even tried to prove the superiority of modern poesy. The following discus-
sion, however, shows that this standard of measurement cannot be applied to
these higher beings of fantasy.)

Proof. Morality and immorality are based on disunion inasmuch as morality is
nothing more than the taking up of the finite into the infinite in action. Wherever
both are one to the point of absolute indifference. however. the former—and
accordingly, morality —is eliminated along with its opposite. Immorality thus
expresses itself in the Homeric figures for just that reason not as immorality, but
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rather only as pure limitation. Those figures act completely within this limitation
and are divine only insofar as they do act within those parameters; only in this
way is the infinite truly one with the element of limitation within them. They are
to be viewed as beings of a higher nature. Within their own limitations they act
with both the same freedom and the same necessity as does every natural creature
within its own himitation. They act with freedom, since it is their nature (o act
thus and they know no other law than their own nature. They act with necessity
for the same reason, since their actions are prescribed to them by their own
nature. ln their immorality, the Homeric gods are therefore merely naive and
truly neither moral nor immoral, but rather are compleiely freed from this con-
frast.

We can also express the same proposition in the following way: The gods are
absolutely blessed. No other attribute is applied to them more frequently. Their
lives constitute the perpetual antithesis of human life, which is full of toil and
discord and is subjected to iliness and age. In Sophocles, too, the aged Oedipus
says to Theseus: “*Kind son of Aegeus. to the gods alone comes never old age or
death, but all else is confounded by all-mastering time. Earth’s strength decays,
and the strength of the body; faith dies, distrust is born."”* '

Both tragedy and epic poetry are full of this contrast. We can understand the
inevitability of this attribute of the gods directly from the principle according to
which they are comprehended in the first place: As absolute beings they are ;mr-
ticular, and as particular beings absolute. 1f we consider the antithesis between
morality and blessedness or happiness. an antithesis in which everything finite is
ensnared. we can see that morality is in any case not an ultimate, and is accord-
ingly not something that could be attributed to the gods. Just as morality is the
assumption of the finite or particular into the infinite, so is biessedness the
assumption of the infinite into the finite or the particular. In the former instance,
in which the particular is taken up into the universal, the particular is subjected to
the law as the universal and behaves like a body obeying gravity.'® For precisely
that reason, the gods, in whose nature both unities are united, do not live a
dependent, determined life, but rather a free and independent one. As particular
beings they nonetheless enjoy the blessedness of the absolute, and vice versa (1o
strive toward blessedness = 10 strive as a particular to partake of absoluteness).
This is a relationship for which perhaps only the cosmic bodies, as the first phys-
ical symbols of the gods, can serve as an example, since they are simulianeously
as particulars nonetheless absolute — within themselves —and on the other han;l
in that absoluteness nonetheless particrlar. Accordingly, they are both outside of
and in their own centers. To the extent, then, that both unities in their absolute-
ness include one another within themselves — since the particular cannot be abso-
lute without, for the same reason. also being in the absolute —and to the extent
that from this perspective blessedness and morality are actually one and the
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same, one can also assert that the gods are absolutely moral precisely because
they are absolutely blessed.

§33. The basic law of all portrayals of the gods is the law of beauty, for beauty
is the absolute intuited in realirv. Now, since the gods are the absolite itself intu-
ited actually (or synthesized with limitation) within the particular, their basic law
of portrayal is that of beauty.

One might object that precisely because the gods are limited, they are not
absolutely beautiful. I, however, would rather assert the reverse, namely, that the
absolute cannot be beautiful at all except as intuited within limitation, that is,
within the particular. The complete removal of all limitation is either the com-
plete negation of all form (this is only the case, however, where the negation of
form is at the same time absolute form, as is the case in the beauty of the sub-
lime — something we will discuss later), or thoroughgoing mutual restriction, that
is, reduction to nullity. The former kind of beauty is found, for example, in the
dignified and sublime figure of Jupiter, which is the same kind of expression of
wisdom and power without boundary as in Juno, who is the pure expression of
power without loss of beauty. These limitations are thus merely that which for
now we will call the various modes of beauty, since we can present that particular
investigation successfully only when we speak about the different forms of the
plastic arts.

One might, however, lodge an objection with evidence based on Greek
mythology itself: Yulcan, the various forms of Pan, of Silenus, of the fauns,
sa'iyrs.. and so on. As regards the form of Vulcan, it shows us the considerable
identity between the formations of the fantasy and those of nature, which creates
organically, Just as nature is compelled by the eminent development of one organ
or impulse in one type of creature to neglect it somewhat in another, fantasy here
has had to extract from Hephaestus’s feet— which are lame —what 1t gave o bis
powerful arms. As regards the ugly forms within Greek mythology in general,
hawever, all of these are in their own turn also ideals, albeit reverse ideals, and as
such are included in the realm of the beautiful. Yet even this merely anticipates
our explication. As regards Yulcan himself, the limitations that in his case cul-
minate in ugliness become for poetry a source of inexhaustible humor and of
inextinguishable laughter within the circle of the gods whenever he passes around
the cup of neclar.

The beautiful reveals itself eminently as the canon of all concepts of the gods
in its alleviation of all that is frightful and terrible by means of the beautiful. The
Fates — according to the oldest poetry daughters of the night, according to a fater
source daughters of Jupiter and Themis—are conceived in sublime beauty not
only within the plastic arts; indeed, the entire conception of fantasy as regards
them suggests this mollification. As servants of unbending necessity they yet
execute the highest office, the steering of all human affairs, as if it were the eas-
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iest, lightest work —as a delicate thread that runs through their hands and is then
gently severed without the least effort.

§34. The gods taken together necessarily constitute a totality, a world. (Here
we begin our inner construction. ) Since in each figure the absolute is posited with
limitation, each figure therefore presupposes others; directly or indirectly each
individual presupposes all others and all presuppose each individual. Accord-
ingly, they necessarily constitute a world in their own turn collectively, one in
which everything together is mutually determined, an organic whole, a totality, a
world.

§35. Only by collectively constitusing a world in this way do the gods acquire
independent existence for fantasy or an independent poetic existence. This prop-
osition follows directly, for only in this way do they become beings of their own
world, a world existing completely in and for itself and completely separate from
that world commonly known as the real one. Every encounter with common real-
ity or with concepts of that reality necessarily destroys the fascination and charm
of these beings, for this fascination results precisely from the fact that, according
to §29, nothing more is needed for their reality than possibility itself, and from
the fact that they therefore live in an absolute world that only fantasy is able to
intutl in reality.

Elucidation concerning these two propositions (§34 and §35). After this gen-
uine world of fantasy has been created there are no other limitations to what can
be conceived within ii; this is true precisely because within it, all possibility is
also immediately real. This world therefore can and indeed must form and fash-
ion itself out from one individual point into infinity. No possible relationship
between the gods and no possible limitation as regards the absolute is excluded.
Because all these beings are viewed as existing in and for themselves in all pos-
sible entanglements and relationships, and because among them vyet another
circle of relationships and a unigue history generates itself, they attain the highest
objectivity, whereby this unique poetic history itself passes over into mythology.

As regards particularly the totality of conceptions in Greek mythology, one
can show that indeed all possibilities within the reaim of ideas as constructed by
philosophy are completely exhausted in Greek mythology. The night and fate, the
latter itself standing over the gods just as the former is the mother of the gods, are
the dark background, the hidden and mysterious identity from which all gods
have emerged. These two are always hovering over them. Yet in the bright realm
of limited and discernible forms, Jupiter is the absolute point of indifference;
absolute power inheres within him coupled with absolute wisdom, for when he
first wed Metis and it was prophesied that she would bear a son by him who
would combine both natures and rule over the gods, he drew her into himself and
united with her completely: manifest symbol of the absolute indifference of
wisdom and power within eternal being. Then, from directly within himself, he
gave birth to Minerva, who sprang fully equipped and armed from his eternal

—
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head, the symbol of absolute form and of the universe as the image of divine
wisdom, an image that springs totally formed and atemporally from within the
eternal principle. Not that Jupiter or Minerva means or signifies this or is sup-
posed to signify it. This would completely destroy the poetic independence of
these figures. They do not signify it; they are it themselves. The ideas of philos-
ophy and the gods of art are one and the same, yet each is in and for itself what
it is; each is a unique view of the same thing. None is there for the sake of another
or in order to signify the other.

All limitations are removed from the figure of Jupiter except those that are
necessary: limitations serve only to allow the essentials to be seen. Absolute
power. precisely because it is what it is, is also ultimate serenity. Jupiter blinks
his eves, and Mount Olympus quakes. Or as a recent poet put it: It is as if Jupiter
merely sows the lightning.

Minerva encompasses within herself ali forms of the elevated and powerful,
the creative and destructive, the unifying and divisive. Form in and for itself is
cold, since in such separation the material element is alien to it. It is, however,
simuitaneously the highest power, power knowing no weakness or error. Hence,
it is simultaneously archetype and eternal designer of all arr as well as the terrible
destrover of cities, both the one who wounds and the one who heals. As the abso-
lute form. she unifies, but she is also the goddess of war in the realm of human
beings. High on Olympus. in the ethereal region of the divine, there is no dis-
sension. since antitheses here, whether separated or united, are equally absolute.
Only in the lower world, where form rises against form, particular against par-
ticular, is there war. [t is the workshop of unceasing formation and destruction, of
change and variation. Yet all these manifestations of the destruction of war none-
theless exist as possibilities in the womb of absolute form. To that exient one can
say that the virgin Minerva, though born of no mother’s womb, is within herself
the most fertile of all deities. Virtually all human works and affairs are her prod-
ucts. In her strictness (pure form) she is the same goddess of the philosopher, the
artist. and the warrior, and her majesty consists above ail in the following: Even
though she afone of all gods unifies antitheses, neither disturbs the other within
her, and in her image everything is reduced to one factor, namely, that she s
iramovable, eternally seifsame and unchangeable wisdom.

Juno possesses Zeus's pure power, but without sublime wisdom. This is the
source of her hatred for everything that is divine by virtue of its form, and hence
for all divinity formed by Jupiter in the newly subdued era of time: Apollo,
Diana, and so forth. When Jupiter gives birth to Minerva from within himself,
Juno, without Jupiter's participation and actually to spite him, gives birth o
Vulean. He is the formative artist of clever works, though without Minerva's
majestic wisdom, the manipulator of fire and the creator of weapons, although
his own arm only guides the hammer. An extremely significant addendum to this
story and antithesis to Minerva is the fact that Vuican strives to unite himself with
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Minerva, and that in his futile struggle with her he fructifies the earth, where-
upon the earth gives birth to Erichthonius with dragon feet. It is well known that
the dragon form always signifies something that has issued from the earth.
Hence, Vulean is designated as the merely earthly form of art that seeks unsuc-
cesstully to unite with the divine form of art, just as on the other hand and in a
similar fashion Venus, who did unite with him, is the earthly form of beauty even
though her majestic archetype dwells simulianeously in heaven.

Without seeking to impose an alien conceptual context onto these delicate cre-
ations of fantasy, we nonetheless can understand the entire chain from Jupiter
onward to the other principal deities in the following fashion. Jupiter as the eter-
nal father is the absoluie point of indifference on Olympus, elevated above all
conflict. With him dwells the figure of Minerva, eternal wisdom, his counter-
part, born from within his head. Beneath him we find (a) in the real world both
the forming and formless principle (iron and water), Yulcan and Neptune. To
ensure that the chain is closed on both sides, these two are brought together again
by a point of indifference corresponding to Jupiter, namely, a subterrancan god,
Pluto or the stygian Jupiter, ruler in the realm of night or gravity. Just as he is the
point of indifference (corresponding to Jupiter) in the real world, so also is (b)
Apollo the point of indifference in the ideal world, the antithetical figure to
Pluto. Whereas the laiter is imagined as being old, Apolio is formed in eternally
youthful beauty. The one dwells in the bleak realm of shadows, of empty things,
and of darkness; the other is the god of light, of ideas, of living form, who by
tolerating only the element of life within his own realm sends death with his
gentle arrow even to the person wilted by age. Similarly, his arrows, which shoot
as thickly as rays, collectively annihilate what he hates, for example, the Greeks
after they insult his priests.'!' All the other characteristics of this god, the fact that
he is the healer, the begetier of the healer Asclepius,'? the guide of the muses,
illuminator of the future just as the all-secing eve of the world in heaven —all
these characteristics agree with the meaning we have given this god. We find the
most important of these characteristics separated in the figure of Mars, who cor-
responds on the ideal side to Vulean, and in Venus, who as the highest earthly
form corresponds to the formless principle of Neptune and who according to the
oldest myths extricated herself as form first from the realm of the formless—the
ocean—a realm ruled under the new gods by Poseidon.

The totality of the world of the Greek gods would, by the way, not be complete
if enly the necessary and not every particular and perhaps even accidental view
of things were not equally absolute. Whole masses of phenomena, which perhaps
onlv from a certain point of view appear as one, and indeed all types of relation-
ships are summarized as the universal through one individual, a state of affairs
that is doubtlessly the most obvious example of the representation of the univer-
sal in the particular. In this way, for example, the whole collection of phenomena
resulting from subterranean fire is summarized in the figure of Vulcan, just as ail
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with which the warm. inner life of nature fills our senses are summarized in the
figure of Vesta. Even the horrible offspring of a nature not yet restrained, though
subdued by Jupiter's power, are summarized by the Titans, whose still active
members cause violent convulsions of the solid earth. The view of nature as a
totality that always remains the same even amid variously changing forms is
fixed in the figure of Proteus, who finally appeared in his original form and
revealed the truth only to those who held him tightly with strong arms during
every alteration,

The divinity acquired also by nature in this world of fantasy also permits
metamorphoses of the gods into animal forms, although Greek fantasy, unlike
Egyptian fantasy, never was able to disguise the gods entirely in purely animal
forms. The totality demanded that in no realm could there be anything contra-
dicting the world of fantasy. Hence, the deification of natural things necessarily
had to be continued into the smallest detail. Trees, rocks, mountains, rivers, even
individual springs had to be inhabited by divine beings (daemons as mediators).
The daring performances of nature herself in which she often turns her own ideal
upside down, in which she can be wasteful with her own overflowing energy —
these performances renew themselves within the verdamt fullness of fantasy,
which finally concludes its world with the roguish, half-animal and half-human
figures of satyrs and fauns. By pulling the human form down to that of the animal
here, which onty manifests expressions of sensual lust or disinterest, the antithet-
ical effect emerges from that attained by the elevation of the same figure to the
divine. Here, too, totality demands the satisfaction of fantasy by means of oppo-
sites, Finally, even the reverse appears, the union of totally animal bodies with a
reflective face in the sphinxes.

Finally, the entanglements of the gods had to extend even into human rela-
tionships: not only particularly sacred places, resulting in the sanctification and
elevation of all of pature into a higher world, but also the participation of the
gods in human events such as the Trojan War. Even animals are woven into the
history of the gods, such as in the story of the Twelve Labors of Hercules.

§36. The relationship of dependence among gods can be conceived only as
one of begerting or procreation (theogony), for reproduction is the only mode of
dependence allowing the dependent element nonetheless to remain absolute
within itself. Now, since the idea of gods requires that they as particulars be abso-
lute, reproduction is their necessary mode of dependence.

Elucidarion. The begetting of the gods out of one another is itself a symbol of

the way the ideas inhere in and issue from one another. The absolute idea or God,
for example, encompasses all ideas within itself: to the extent that these ideas are
conceived as being both encompassed within him as well as absolute in and for

themselves, they are begotten of him. Hence, Jupiier is conceived as the father of

gods and human beings; even beings already born are begotten of him again,
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since only with him does the course of the world commence, and everything
must be in him in order to be in the world.

§37. Explication. The entirety of the poetic renderings of the gods, by acquir-
ing complete objectivity or independent poetic existence, is mythology. (This is
merely an explication needing no proof.)

§38. Mythology is the necessary condition and first content of all art,

The entire preceding discussion serves as proof. The nervis probandi lies in
the idea of art as representation, by means of particular beautiful things. of what
is absolutely beautiful in itself, and hence as representation of the absolute within
fimitation without suspension of the absolute. This contradiction is resolved only
in the ideas of the gods, who themselves can have no independent, truly objective
existence except in the complete development of their own world and of a poetic
totality that we call mythology.

Further elucidation. Mythology is nothing other than the universe in its higher
manifestation, in its absolute form, the true universe in itself, image or symbol of
life and of wondrous chaos in the divine imagination, itself already poesy and yet
in and for itself the content and element of poesy. It (mythology) is the world and
as 1t were the ground in which alone the exotic plants of art are able to bloom and
grow. Only within such a world are abiding and definite forms possible through
which alone the eternal concepts can be expressed. The creations of art must
have the same reality as, indeed an even higher reality than, those of nature. The
figures of the gods that endure so necessarily and so eternally must have a higher
reality than those of human beings or of planis, yet must simultaneously possess
the characteristics both of individuals and of types, including the immortality of
the latter."”

Insofar as poesy is the formative element of the material or content, just as art
in the narrower sense is the formative element of form, so also is mythology the
absolute poesy, as it were the poesy en masse. It is eternal matter from which all
forms issue so wondrously and variously.

§39. Representation of the absolute with absolute indifference of the universal
and the particular within the particular is possible only symbolically.

Elucidation. Representation of the absolute with absolute indifference of the
universal and the particular within the universal = philosophy - idea— . Repre-
sentation of the absolute with absolute indifference of the universal and the par-
ticular in the particular = art. The universal content of this representation =
mythology. In mythology we thus find the second synthesis already accom-
plished, that of the indifference of the universal and the particular with the par-
ticular. This proposition is thus the principle of construction of mythology as
such.

The proof of this proposition requires an explication of the symbolic, and
since this mode of representation is itself the synthesis of two oppesing modes,
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the schematic and the allegorical, 1 will also use this opportunity to explain what
schematism and allegory are.

Propositions of elucidation

That representation in which the universal means the particular or in which the
particalar is intuited through the universal is schemarism.

That representation, however, in which the particular means the universal or
in which the universal is intuited through the particular is allegory.

The synthesis of these two, where neither the universal means the particular
nor the particular the universal, but rather where both are absolutely one. is the
symbolic.

Although all three different modes of representation are possible only through
the imagination and are forms of it, only the third constitutes the absolute form.

We also must distinguish each of these three from the image. The image is
always concrete, purely particular, and is determined from all sides such that only
the definite factor of the space occupied by the original object prevents it from
heing identical with the object itself. In contrast, the dominating element in the
schc;;lzl is the universal, although the universal in it is intuited as a particular.
Hence. Kant could define it in the Critigue of Pure Reason as the sensually intu-
ited rule for the production of an object.'* To that extent it stands between the
concept and the object and as such is a product of the power of imagination. One
can see most clearly what a schema is from the example of the mechanical artist
who is to create an object with some definite form according to its concept. This
concept schematizes itself for him; that is, it becomes immediate for him in the
imagination in its universality simultaneously as the particular and as an intuition
of tﬂe particular. The schema is the rule guiding his production, but he intuits in
this universal simultaneously the particular itself. First he will produce only a
rouch outline of the whole according to this intuition; then he develops the indi-
vid:ml parts completely uniil the schema gradually becomes for him a fully con-
crete image, and the work itself is completed simultaneously with the fully deter
mined image in his imagination.

Hence, only through our own inner intuition can we know what a schema and
schematism are. Since, however, our act of thinking the particular is actually
alwavs schematization of that particular, we really need only reflect upon that
pcrp(':tually active schematism at work even in language in order to secure an
intuition of it. In language, too, we make use of merely universal designations
even for the designation of the particular. To that extent even language itself is
nothing more than perpetual schematization.

Now. schematism also exists in art; however, according to the explication we
have just given it is clear we cannot assert that simple schematism itself is a com-
plete representation of the absolute in the particular, This is true even though the
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schema itself as the universal is also a particular, since as the universal here it
merely means or signifies the particular. Hence, it would be impossibie to com-
prehend mythology as such or Greek mythology in particular, which itself is true
symbolism, simply as a schematism of nature or of the universe, though it may
well appear that individual elements in it can be interpreted in this way. One
could comprehend the previously mentioned summary of particular appearances
belonging to a certain limited area and the reference of this summary to a specific
individual as schematism by taking the individual itself to be the universal ele-
ment of those phenomena. One could, however, just as easily say in reverse fash-
ion that in these various elements rather, the universal (whole masses of phenom-
cna) is signified by the particular, a statement that would be just as true as the
first, since in symbolic representation precisely both are united. The same would
hold true if one maintained that mythology is merely a higher language, since
language itself is, of course, completely schematic.

As regards allegory, it is the reverse of the schema and hence also an indif-
ference of the universal and the particular, but an indifference such that the par-
ticular here means or signifies the universal or is intuited as the universal. If any-
where, then, it is here that this mode of explanation might be applied o
mythology with some semblance of correciness, and, indeed, it has been. Alas,
we encounter the same situation as in the case of schematism. In allegory the
particular merely means or signifies the universal: in mythology it itself is simul-
tancously also the universal. For just this reason, however, all symbolism is
extremely easy to allegorize, since the symbolic meaning encompasses the alle-
gorical just as the unity of the particular with the universal, and that of the uni-
versal with the particular, is contained in the mutual informing of the universal
and the particular. In Homer, it is true, and in the representations of the plastic
arts, one could not escape the fact that the myths are not meant allegorically, but
rather with absolute poetic independence and as reality in and for themselves.
That is why in more recent times some people have come up with a different
expedient explanation. One has maintained that the myths were originally meant
allegorically, but Homer turned them into a kind of epic travesty, took them
purely poetically, and came up with these pleasant children’s fairy tales he tells in
the Hiad and the Odyssev. This is the well-known explanation that Heyne"
devised and for which his school then tried to win acceptance. The inner spiritual
void of such a notion relieves us of any need to disprove it. One might say that it
is the crassest way to destroy the poetic element in Homer. One will not find one
trace of this sort of base purposiveness in his works.'®

The charm of the Homeric poetry and of all mythology does indeed reside also
in the fact that it includes the allegorical meaning as a possibiliry; one really can
allegorize wvirtually all of it. This is the source of the infinity of significance in
Greek mythology. The universal, however, inheres in it only as possibility. lis
essential nature is neither allegorical nor schematic, but rather the absolute indif-
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ference of both: the symbolic. This indifference was the first element here.
Homer did not first render these myths independently poetic and symbolic; they
were such from the very beginning. The separation of the allegorical element in
them was only something that occurred to a later period, something possible only
after all poetic spirit was extinguished. Hence, one can also demonstrate con-
vincingly —and I will do so in what follows — that the Homeric myth, and to that
extent Homer himself, was absolutely the first element in and the beginning of
Greek poesy. The allegorical poesy and philosopheme, as Heyne calls it, were
entirely the work of later periods. The synthesis is first. This is the universal law
of Greek culture, which precisely thereby proves its absoluteness, Hence, we
also see clearly that mythology concludes as soon as allegory begins. The con-
clusion of Greek myth is the well-known allegory of Eros and Psyche.

The complete disassociation of the Greek fantasy from the allegorical mani-
fests itself with particular clarity in the fact that even personifications that might
easily be taken 1o be allegorical beings. for example, Eris (sirife, discord), are
treated not at all as beings that are supposed to mean or signify something but
rather as real beings that are simultaneously that which they signify. (This also
shows the contrast to the moderns: Dante is allegorical in the highest style, then
Ariosto, Tasso. Example: Voltaire’s Henriade, in which the allegorical is guite
visible and erass.)"”

The concept of the symbolic is now adequately elucidated by means of this
contrast. One can view the succession of the three forms of representation also as
a succession of potences. To that extent they are also universal categories. '® One
can say that nature merely allegorizes in the corporeal series, since the particular
only means or signifies the universal without being it itself; hence, no types occur
in this series. In light, in contrast to the corporeal series, nature schematizes, and
is symbolic in the realm of the organic, for here the infinite concept is combined
with the object itself; the universal is completely the particular and the particular
the universal. Similarly, thinking is simple schematization; all action, in contrast,
is allegorical (since as a particular it means or signifies a universal); art is sym-
bolic. This distinction can also be applied to the sciences. Arithmetic allegorizes,
since it signifies the universal through the particular. Geometry can be said to
schematize to the extent that it designates the particular through the universal or
general. Finally, philosophy is the symbolic science among these. (We will return
to the same concepts during our construction of the individual forms of art.
Music is an allegorizing art, painting schematizes, the plastic arts are symbolic.
Similarly, in poesy lyric poetry is allegorical, epic poesy demonstrates the nec-
essary inclination 1o schematization, and drama is symbolic.)

A necessary corollary issuing from this entire discussion is then the follow-
ing: Mythology as such and every poetic rendering of it in particular are to be
comprehended neither schematically nor allegorically, but rather symbolically.
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This is the case because the requirement of absolute artistic representation is:
representation with complete indifference such that the uvniversal is completely
the particular and the particular simultaneously the entire universal, and does not
merely mean or signify it. The requirement is poetically resolved in mythology,
since each figure in it is to be taken as that which it is, for precisely in this way
is each also taken as that which it means or signifies. Meaning here is simulta-
neously being itself, passed over into the object itself and one with it. As soon as
we allow these beings to mean or signify something, they themselves are no
longer anything. Their reality is one with their ideality (§29); that is, their idea,
their concept is also destroyed to the extent that they are pot conceived as actual,
Their ultimate charm resides precisely in the fact that they, by simply being as
they are without any reference to anything else —absolute within themselves —
simuftaneously always allow the meaning itself to be dimly visible. I emphasize
that we are not satisfied with mere meaningless being, such as that given by a
mere image. Just as litile are we satisfied with mere meaning. Rather, whatever is
to be the object of absolute artistic representation should be as concrete and self-
identical as the image, and yet as universal and significant as the concept. Hence,
the German language renders the word symbol excellently with the werm Sianbild
[sense meaning/image].

Even in natural beings. for example, in plants, we cannot fail to recognize the
allegory: it anticipates, as it were, moral beauty. Yet it would offer no charm for
fantasy and no satisfaction for intuition if it existed only for the sake of this
meaning and not first of all for its own sake. The delight comes precisely when
we simultaneously recognize the significant or meaningful element contained
within this unintentional. unaffected, and outwardly purposeless existence. Any
suspicion that this meaning is intentional would suspend the object itself for us,
since that object should be absolute according to its own nature and should not
exist for the sake of any purpose external to it.

A great service was performed among the Germans, and actually for the first
time anywhere, when Moritz recognized mythology in this, its poetic ab-
soluteness.'® He never quite completely worked out this point of view and was
able to show only that these poetic renderings are indeed of this kind; he was not
able to demonstrate its inner necessity and basis. Nonetheless, a fine poetic sen-
sibility characierizes his entire presentation, and perhaps we can recognize here
the influence of Goethe, who expresses these views quite clearty in his own
works and doubtlessly awakened them in Moritz as well. >

A subordinate corollary proposition is then that mythology is equally to be
comprehended historically.

Without doubt the most prosaic view of this poetry is that which maintains that
a large part of the stories of the gods actually show traces of great patural revo-
lutions in the primordial world, and that the gods themselves actually were pri-
meval kings and so on. In such a view, however, the relationship of mythology to

*
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an intuition of the universe and of nature would be lost in a manner different than
within the historical relationship; that is, the immediately and universally valid
element of mythology would be lost. Only as a type or model —as it were, as the
archetypal world itself —does mythology possess universal reality for all time.
The wondrous interweaving characterizing this divine whole does indeed allow
us to expect historical elements to play a part in it. Yet who can separate out the
individual elements in this living whole without destroying the context of that
whole? Just as this poetry, like a gentle fragrance, allows us to intuit nature
through it, so also does it act as a kind of mist through which we recognize distant
times in the primordial world and great individual figures moving against its dark
background. Everything else persuades us that present human beings are a
derived species, that therefore without a doubt everything living in the poetic
renderings of mythology really did exist once, and that a race of gods preceded
present human beings. Yet the mythological stories themselves are completely
independent of such truth and should be viewed quite simply in and for them-
selves. (You will now no longer wonder why [ have made no use of those popular
historical-psychological explanations of mythology according to which the origin
of mythology is to be found in the attempts made by uncultivated primitives to
pcm;mf_\' and vivify everything in a manner similar to that of the American
Indian, who sticks his hand into a pot of boiling water and believes that there is
an animal in it that has bitien him. Mythology is different from this kind of uncui-
tivated natural language, not in principle, but merely as regards the degree of
execution. According to other views, mythology is merely an expedient
prompted by the poverty of conceptual designations in general or by simple lack
of knowledge of causal relationships, for example, the god of thunder, of fire,
and so on.)

840. The character of true mythology is thar of universality and infinity, for
according to §34 it is possible in and for itself only to the extent that it has devel-
oped into a totality and represents the archetypal universe itself. Within the latter,
however, not only all things, but also all relationships between things inhere as
absolute possibilities. Hence, the same must be the case in mythology. and to that
extent it must be characterized by universality. Since in the universe in itself,
however—in the archetypal world of which mythology is the immediate repre-
sentation— past and future are one, the same must also be the case in mythology.
It must not only represent the present or past, it must also encompass the future.
As if by prophetic anticipation it must even now be commensurate with or ade-
quate for future relationships and the infinite developments of time; that is, it
must be infinite.

As far as understanding is concerned, this infinity must express itself such that
no understanding is capable of developing it entirely, and such that in it there
resides the infinite possibility to formulate ever new relationships.
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§41. The poetic renderings of mythology can be understood neither as inten-
tional nor as unintentional —not intentional, for in that case they would be con-
ceived for the sake of some specific meaning, which is impossible according to
§39; not unintentional, since they are not void of meaning. This basically makes
the same assertion our preceding discussion made implicitly, namely, that the
poetic renderings of mythology are simultancously meaningful and meaning-
less —meaningful because they represent a universal in the particular, meaning-
less because they represent both with absolute indifference, such that the element
in which they are different is itself nonetheless absolute and has integrity in and
for itself.

§42. Mythology can be neither the work of an individual person nor of a col-
lectivity nor of the race (to the extent that the latter is merely a composite of
individuals}, but rather exclusively of the collectivity to the exient that it Uself
constitutes an individual and is the equal of an individual person. Tt 1s not the
product of an individual, since mythology must possess absolute objectivity and
shouid be a second world that cannot be that of the individual. It cannot be the
product of a collectivity or of a race to the extent that these are merely a com-
posite of individuals, since in that case it would lack harmonious agreement and
congruity. Hence, its possibility necessarily demands a collectivity that is an
individual as one person. The incomprehensibility this idea may well present to
our own age can detract nothing from its truth. It is the highest idea for all history
as such. Even nature itself contains analogies and distant allusions to this kind of
relationship; the manner in which the formative impulses of animals express
themselves is an example, the way in which with several species an entire col-
lectivity acts together, each individual as the whole, and the whole itself as an
individual. Such a state of affairs can hardly surprise us in ari, particularly since
precisely here, at the highest level of production, we see the antithesis of nature
and freedom enter once more, and since Greek mythology. for example, brings
nature itself back to us in art, as | will show more specifically later. Yet it is pre-
cisely only in art that nature is able to effect such concord between the individual
and the species (in action nature asserts her rights, though less obviously, more in
the whole than in the individual, and in that individual only for certain
moments). In Greek mythology nature has presented us with such a work of one
common formative impulse that has been extended to include an entire collectiv-
ity. The counterculture to the Greeks —modernity —displays nothing of this sort,
though it did indeed instinctively intend something similar in its formation of a
universal church.

This state of affairs through which we must understand Greek mythology as
having been generated —this unigue possession of an entire collectivity by a
common formative impulse — can be made completely clear only in its juxtapo-
sition with the origin of modern poesy, something [ cannot underiake at this time.
Let me recall Wolf’s hypothesis concerning Homer in which he asserts that
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Homer, too, in his original form, was not the work of a single person, but rather
of several individuals driven by the same spinit.”" Wolf as a critic simply views
the whole matter too empirically and too narrowly limited to the written work
itself that we call Homer —in a word, he views the matier in too subordinated a
fashion to present clearly and concretely the quintessence of the matter itself and
the universal element residing perhaps in his own conception. | will not contest
here the unqualified correctness of Wolf’s view of Homer, but | do want, by using
this statement, to assert the same for mythology as Wolf does for Homer. Mythol-
ogy and Homer are one and the same; Homer was already involved in the first
poetic products of mythology and was, as it were, potentially present. Since
Homer, if | may put it this way, was already spiritually — archetypally-—predeter-
mined, and since the fabric of his own poetry was already interwoven with that of
mythology, it is easy to se¢ how poets from whose songs Homer might be put
together were each able to have a hand in the whole, though completely indepen-
dently of one another, without suspending its harmony or departing from that ini-
tial identity. What they were reciting was a poem that was already there, though
perhaps not empirically. The origin of mythology and the origin of Homer thus
coincide: it is therefore understandable that their respective beginnings were
equally hidden even to the earliest Hellenic historians, and that as early a figure
as Herodotus conceives the matter one-sidedly, namely, that Homer was the first
to relate stories of the gods to the Hellenes.”™

The ancients themselves designate mythology and—since it is one with
Homer—the Homeric poems as the common source af poesy, history, and phi-
losophy. For poesy it is the primal matter from which all else issued, the ocean,
to use an image the ancients themselves used, from which all rivers flow out and
to which all flow back.*® Only gradually does this mythical material become lost
itself within the historical, one might say as soon as the idea of the infinite
emerges and a relationship to fate can develop (Herodotus). In the intervening
period, because the infinite is yet completely combined with maiter itselt and
accordingly itself behaves like material reality, that unigue divine seed that has
been sown in mythology must proliferate for a long period of time in wondrous
and great events such as those of the heroic age. The laws of common experience
have not vet emerged, and whole masses of phenomena are still concentrated in
great individual figures, such as is the case in the [iad.

Since mythology is nothing other than the archetypal world itself and the ini-
tial universal intuition of the universe, it was the foundation for philosophy, and

it is easy to show that it determined the entire direction and development of

Greek philosophy. The first element that wrested itself away from mythology was
the oldest philosophy of nature of the Greeks, which was yet purely realistic until
first Anaxagoras (vods),” and more fully after him Socrates, introduced the ide-
alistic element. Yet it was also the first source of the ethical part of philosophy.
The initial views of ethical relationships still have their source in mythology, par-
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ticularly that feeling common to all Greeks that human beings are indeed subor-
dinate to the gods. a feeling that reached its highest cultivation in Sophocles and
in any case deeply characterized ail their works. This inciudes that peculiar sense
for limitation and moderation in ethical matters as well, the antipathy toward
arrogance or blasphemous violence and so on, and the most sublime ethical
aspects of the work of Sophocles.

Hence, Greek mythology is not only infinitely significant in and for itself, but
also, because in its inception 1t is the work of a collectivity that is simultaneously
an individual; it is the work of a god, just as the Greek anthology itself contains
an epigram to Homer:

If Homer was a god, let temples be erected to him,
If he was a mortal, let him nonetheless be revered as divine,

One more point. We have consiructed mythology completely rationally on the
basis of artistic demands. beginning with the first of those demands; Greek
mythology emerged quite automatically as the solution to all those demands.
Here the thorough rationality of Greek art and poesy obliges us to take notice for
the first time, so that one can always be certain to find in Greek culture every
ariistic genre constructed commensurate with this idea, and indeed to encounter
in Greek culture virtually the archetypal artistic individual. Modern poesy and
art, on the other hand, are irrational and are to that extent the negative side of
ancient art, though 1 do not mean this in a deprecating fashion, since the negative
as such can also again acquire that form that is able to encompass perfection.

This brings us to the contrast between ancient and modern poesy regarding
mythology.

Just as the recurrence in nature of the same antithesis in different potences
confuses us if we are not familiar with the general law governing these recur-
rences, how much more confused are we when we encounter this situation in his-
tory and in matiers apparently belonging to the realm of freedom? Even in the
absence of other evidence, reality itself would prompt us to assume that in art,
too —the highest union of nature and freedom — this contrast between nature and
freedom, the infinite and the finite will recur. Furthermore, we need a stable
norm, a model generated from within reason itself, with which to comprehend
the necessity of this recurrence. The mere path of explication will lead us abso-
tutely nowhere as regards genuine knowledge. Science does not explain; uncon-
cerned with the actual resulis issuing from its purely scientific action, it merely
constructs. Alas, at the conclusion of precisely this procedure it is then surprised
by the emergence of the complete and self-contained totality. The objecis under
consideration land directly in their proper place as a result of the construction
itself, and this place they receive during the construction is at the same time their
only true and correct explication. There 1s then no further need to deduce from
the given phenomenon its cause. It is this particular object precisely because it
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occupies this position, and vice versa; it assumes this position precisely because
it is this particular objeci. Only such a procedure yields necessity.

To apply this now to the object under consideration here, we can say that
Greek mythology could be viewed from all sides and explained as a given phe-
nomenon taking into consideration all possible factors. Such an explication
would doubtlessly lead us to the same conclusions as does our construction (for
precisely this is an advantage of construction: it anticipates with reason that to
which a correcily executed explication will finally lead). Yet something would
always be missing in such a procedure, namely, an understanding of the necessity
and of the overall contexi, a context determining that this particular phenomenon
will occupy this particular place for this particular reason. A consideration of
Greek mythology and a closer investigation will persuade every person who has
a sense for such things that this mythology regenerates nature itself within the
sphere of art. Construction, however, will designate beforehand and with neces-
sity this particular position mythology occupies within the averall context.

The principle of construction is in a different and higher sense the same as that
of ancient physics, namely, that nature seeks to fill a vacuwm. Accordingly, wher-
ever there is a void in the universe, nature fiils it. Or, expressed less graphically,
no possibility is left unrealized in the universe; all that is possible is also real.
Since the universe is ene and indivisible, it cannot flow into anything without
flowing in its entirety. There is no universe of poesy without nature and freedom
also being juxtaposed within it. Whoever understands our assertion —regarding
Greek mythology as a work of nature —as implying that mythology would be a
work of nature in the same blind fashion as are the products of the formative or
artistic impulses in animals, would guite frankly have an extremely crude under
standing of it. Yet someone who conceived it as a work of absolute poetic free-
dom would be equally far from the truth.

I have already given the main characteristics through which Greek mythology
represents itself within the world of art as organic nature. People have repeatedly
pointed out its overwhelming inclination to flee from the formless or boundless.
Just as the organic canpot generate itself back into the infinite except from out of
the organic itself, so also nothing here exists without procreation or reproduction;
nothing issues from the formless or the infinite in and for itself, but rather always
from what is already formed. Despite the infinity that Greek mythology does
indeed manifest, at least externally its manifestation is totally finite, complete,
and, in its whole essence, realistic. The element of the infinite manifests itself
here on the higher level — just as in the organism—-as being yet wedded directly
to material existence. That is why within this whole all form is necessary form,
and if one views it as one organic being. it possesses internally the same material
infinitv characteristic of the organic being. Formation issues from formation, not
merely divisible into infinity. but actually divided. The infinite appears nowhere
as infinite; it is everywhere, but only in the object itself —wedded to maiter —
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nowhere in the reflection of the poet, for exampie, in the Homeric poems. Infi-
nite and finite still slamber under a common cloak. Juxtaposed with nature, each
of its formations is ideal-infinite, while in relation to art itself they are com-
pletely real-limited and finite. This is the reason for the total absence of any eth-
ical concepts in mythology to the extent that they might concern the gods. The
latter are organic beings of a higher, absolute, and thoroughly idealistic nature,
and they always act as such, always commensurate with their limitations and for
that reason absolutely, Even the most moral gods, such as Themis, are not moral
simple because of morality itself; rather, in their case even this belongs to their
specific limitations. Morality, like sickness and death, only plagues mortals, and
within mortals it can express itself in relationship to the gods only as rebellion
against them. Prometheus is the archetype of morality that ancient mythology
offers to us. He is the universal symbol of that particular relationship morality
occupies within mythology. Because freedom expresses itself in him as indepen-
dence from the gods, he is chained to the rock and eternally tormented by the
vulture sent by Jupiter, a vulture that perpetually gnaws at his growing liver. As
such he represents the whole human race and suffers in his own person the tor
ments of the entire species. Hence, here the infinite does indeed make an appear-
ance, but in that appearance immediately bound again, held back, and subjected
to limitation. The same is the case in ancient tragedy, where the highest morality
lies in the recognition of the boundaries and limitations to which human beings
are subject.”

If all possible antitheses consist merely in the preponderance of one factor or
another, and never in the complete exclusion of the opposing factor, the same will
necessarily also be true for Greek poesy. Hence, if we assert that finitude and
limitation are the fundamental law of all Greek culture, this does not imply that
within Greek poesy there is absolutely no sign of the opposing factor, namely, of
the infinite.® Rather, we can determine quite precisely the point at which the
infinite makes a decisive appearance. It was doubtlessly the period of the emer-
gence of republicanism, and with it we can assume the simultaneous emergence
particularly of lyric art and of !mgcdyﬁ77 Yet precisely this is the most obvious
proof that this more decisive stirring of the infinite in Greek culture —one that
was able to push its way through to a certain level of actual expression— is totally
post-Homeric. This is not to say that earlier in Greece there were not already
customs and religious acts that were more immediately concerned with the infi-
nite. As mystery religions they distanced themselves almost immediately from
ihe universally valid nature of mythology. It would not be difficuli to prove that
all mystical elements —in lieu of a more specific explanation this is how I will for
now refer to all concepts that are related directly to the infinite —that all such
elements were originally alien to Hellenic culture, and that Greek culture simi-
larly was able to assimilate these elements later only in philosophy.

R EEEEECCEDE—————
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The initial stirrings of philosophy, whose beginning is everywhere the concept
of the infinite, first manifested themselves in mystical poems such as the Orphic
songs mentioned by Plato and Aristotle, the poems of Musaeus, and the numer-
ous poems of the seer and philosopher Epimenides.*® The further the principle of
the infinite developed in Greek culture, the more effort was made to give this
mystical poesy a more elevated position of age and to push its origins back even
beyond the age of Homer. Yet even Herodotus already coniradicts this when he
says that all poets who one claims are older than Homer and Hesiod are actually
younger.”’ Homer knows of no orgies and no enthusiasm in the sense of the
priests and the philosophers.

As insignificant as these mystical elements weve for the history of Hellenic
poesy, they are nonetheless interesting for us as manifestations of the opposite
pole in Greek culture. If we designate this contrast in its highest form as that
between Christianity and paganism, these elements allude to Christian elements
within paganism. We can also trace similar elements of paganism within Chris-
tianity.

If one examines the essence of Greek poetry, one finds that in it the finite and
infinite have so interpenetrated one another that one no longer perceives any sym-
bolism of the one through the other, but rather only the absolute equality of the
two. If one examines the form, on the other hand, one finds that entire interpen-
etration of the infinite and finite represented now in the finite or in the particular.
I those cases where the imagination did not guite attain complete interpenetra-
tion of the two, only two situations could result: either the infinite was symbol-
ized through the finite, or the finite through the infinite. The latter was the case
in Oriental art. The Greek did not draw the one-sided element of infinity down
into finitude, but rather that element of the infinite that was already permeated
with the finite, that is, the entire element of divinity or divinity to the extent that
it is allness. Greek poesy is to that extent absolute poesy, and has no antithesis
as a point of indifference external to itself. The Oriental nowhere really attained
interpenetration itself. Hence, not only are figures of genuinely independent
poetic life a total impossibility in his mythology, but his entire symbolism is itself
one-sided, namely, a symbolism of the finite through the infinite. Hence, his
imagination dwells entirely in the supersensible or the intellectual world. Into
this world he also transposes nature instead of symbolizing the intellectual
world —as that world in which finite and infinite are one--through nature and
thus transposing it into the realm of the finite. To that extent one really can say
that his poesy is the opposite of that of the Greek.

If by the infinite we understand the absolutely infinite, and accordingly the
perfect interpenetration of the infinite and the finite, then the Greek fantasy was
directed from the infinite or eternal to the finite. The Oriental fantasy, in contrast,
was directed from the finite to the infinite, vet such thai within the idea of the
infinite the element of disunion was not necessarily suspended. This can be illus-
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trated most clearly perhaps in Persian doctrine to the extent it is known from the
Zend books and other sources.” Among idealistic mythologies. however, the
Persian and Indian are doubtlessly the most famous. It would be inappropriaic to
apply the same standards to Indian mythology that are applied to Greek (realistic)
mythology and to demand that one view its figures as being independent and in
and for themselves, or as being purely that which they are. On the other hand,
one cannot deny that Indian mythology has come closer to poetic significance
than has its Persian counterpart. Whereas the latter remains pure schematism in
all its creations, the former at least elevates itself to the level of allegory, and the
allegorical element is its dominant poetic principle. Hence, this explains the ease
with which superficially poetic minds appropriate it. It is never able to elevate
itself to the symbolic level. Since. however, it is at least allegorically poetie, the
further cultivation of this allegorical side did indeed enable genuine poesy to
develop. such that Indian culture does possess works of genuine poetic art. The
foundation or basis is unpeetic, though that which cultivated itself for its own
sake independently of this basis is poetic. The dominant color of the dramatic
poems of the Indians, for example, of the Shakuntala and the yearning, volup-
tuous poem of the Gita-Govinda, is the lyric-epic.”’ In and for themselves these
poems are not allegorical; even if the love affairs and the changeability of the god
Krishna (which is the subject of the latter poem) originally possessed allegorical
significance, at least in these poems they have lost such significance. Yei
although these works at least as a whole are not allegorical, they are constructed
internally quite in the spirit of allegory. One cannot, it is true, know just how far
the poesy of the Indians would have cultivated itself artistically if their religion
had not denied them all formative art specifically as plastic arts. One can best
comprehend the spirit of their religion, customs, and poesy by referring to the
plant organism as their basic model. Viewed in and for itself, the plant is the
allegorical element in the organic world. The quiet language of color and fra-
grance is the only organ through which it can be recognized. These plani char-
acteristics express themselves in the entire culture, particularly, for example, in
architecture (arabesgues}. Among the plastic arts, architecture is the only one
they cultivated to any significant degree. Architecture in itself is yet an allegor-
ical art form, and has as its basis the schema of the plant. This is particularly true
of Indian architecture, and one can hardly keep from believing that it furnished
the foundation for what has since become known as Gothic architecture (some-
thing to which we will return later).*

No matter how far back we go in the history of human culture, we always find
two separate streams of poesy, philosophy, and religion, and in this manner, too,
the universal world spirit reveals itself according fo two antithetical attributes: the
ideal and the real.

Realistic mythology reached its apex in Greek mythology. Idealistic mythol-
ogy gradually came to dwell entirely in Christianity.
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The course of ancient history could never have broken off the way it did, and
a really new world could never have begun the way it actually did with Christi-
anity, without the occurrence of a kind of backsliding or fall that affected all
mankind.

Those who are able to comprehend things only as specifics may also view
Christianity that way as well. Viewed from a higher perspective, however, Chris-
tianity at its inception was itself merely one individual manifestation of the wni-
versal spirit that was about to take hold of the entire world. 1t was not Christianity
that one-sidedly generated the spirit of those centuries. It was at first merely an
expression of this universal spirit; it was the first to express this spirit and thereby
crystaliize if.

We must go back to the historical beginnings of Christianity if we are to under-
stand the poesy that developed out of it, even if that poesy later freed itself as an
independent whole. If we are to comprehiend this kind of poesy in even a larger
sense in its antithetical nature —one that is different from the poesy of antiquity
not just in degree but in kind as well—we must iry to understand the earliest
circumstances preceding the subsequent transfiguration into poesy.

In the first epoch of Christianity we immediately recognize two completely
different elements. The first is found where Christianity was still completely
within the mother religion — the Jewish —as the faith of an individual sect. Christ
himself had not brought it any further than this, though according to what we
know of his actual history he was— and to a certain extent had to be — filled with
a strong anticipation of the subsequent dissemination of his teaching. Oniy after
the Jewish nation had come into closer contact with foreign peoples through
political subjugation did Jewish mythology purify itself by acquiring all its higher
ideas, even its philosophical monotheism, from these peoples. At its inception
and within itself this mythology was totally realistic. Into this raw material Christ
then planted the seed of a higher morality, whether he creaied this idea com-
pletely on his own or not (hypothesis of a relationship between Christ and the
Essenes). We cannot evaluate how far Christ’s particular influence would have
extended without subsequent events. His affair received its greatest impuise from
the final catastrophe of his life and from the perhaps unprecedented event of his
overcoming death on the cross and his resurrection. Any desire to explain this
fact away as, say, an allegory and to deny it as a fact is historically insane, since
this one event determined the entire history of Christianity. All the miracles
people subsequently atiributed to this one person could not have accomplished
this. From this moment on Christ was the hero of a new world, the lowest became
the highest; the cross, the sign of the deepest shame, became the sign of world
conguest.

That particular antithesis between the realistic and idealistic principles in
Christianity manifests itself already in the first writien monuments of the history
of Christianity. The author of the gospel of John is inspired by the idea of a higher
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knowledge and uses this idea to introduce his simple and quiet story of the life of
Christ. The others relate in the Jewish spirit and surround his story with fables
that they invented using the Old Testament prophecies as a guide. They are a
priori convinced that these stories had to have happened as they did, since they
were prophesied of the Messiah in the Old Testament. Hence, they add the words
“*that the scriptures of the prophets might be fulfilled,"*** and one can thus say
concerning them that Christ was a historical person whose biography was already
determined before he was born,

It is important to point out in regard to these initial stirrings of the antitheses
within Christianity how the realistic principle was completely dominant and
remained thus subsequently as well. This was necessary if Christianity was not to
dissolve into philosophy the way all other originally Oriental religions did. Even
during the period when the first reports of the life of Jesus were composed. a
narrower body of more spiritual knowledge developed within Christianity that
was called gnosis. In their seemingly unanimous resistance to the invasion of
philosophical systems, those who first spread Christianity demonstrated a strong
feeling and a secure consciousness of what they really wanted. With obvious
reflection they removed everything that could not become universally historical
or the affair of all human beings. Just as Christianity originally drew its adherents
from the mass of miserable or despised people, thus demonstrating from the very
beginning democratic characteristics, so also did it continue to seek to maintain
this popularity.

The first great step in the future development of Christianity was the enthusi-
asm of the apostle Paul, who first carried the doctrine to the Gentiles. It could
develop only in foreign soil; it was necessary that the Oriental ideas be planted in
Occidental soil. To be sure, this soil itself was infertile; the ideal principle had to
come from the Orient. Yet this principle, too, in and for itself, was the same as in
the Oriental religions: pure light, pure aether, formless and even colorless. Only
by combining with the opposite element could 1t generate life. Only where com-
pletely different elements come into contact with one another does the chaotic
matter first develop that is the beginning of all life. The Christian content could
never, however, have formed itself into mythology if Christianity had not become
universally historical, for universal content is the first condition of all mythology.
The material or content of Greek mythology was nature, the universal intuition of
the universe as nature. The material of Christian mythology was the universal
intuition of the universe as history, as a world of providence. This is the actual
turning point of ancient and modern religion and poesy. The modern world
begins when man wrests himself loose from nature. Since he does not yet have a
new home, however, he feels abandoned. Wherever such a teeling comes over an
entire group, that group turns either voluntarily or compelled by an inner urge to
the ideal world in order to find a home. Such a feeling had come over the world
when Christianity arose. Greece’s beauty was gone; Rome, which had collected

.
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all the world’s splendor into itself, lay crushed under its own massive weight.
The complete saturation and satisfaction of afl objective needs naturally gener-
ated boredom and an inclination toward the element of the ideal. Even before
Christianity had extended its own power to Rome, even under the first Caesars,
this degenerate city was already filled with Oriental superstition; astrologers,
magicians, and even the councillors of the head of state, the oracles of the gods,
had already lost their esteem before they went completely silent. The universal
fecling that a new world must come, since the old one was no longer able to
continue, lay like sultry air over the entire world at that time, an atmosphere like
that announcing a great movement in nature. General anticipation seemed to
draw all thoughts toward the Orient, as if the savior would come from there,
something of which we find traces even in the reports of Tacitus and Suetonius.™

One might say that in Rome's world domination the world spirit first intuited
or viewed history as the universe. From this center all the characteristics of the
various peoples developed and came into contact with one another. As if to
express its designs for a new world, the world spirit brought distant peoples onto
the stage of this world domination — just as a great windstorm often blows whole
flocks of winged creatures over a land, or a great sea pushes huge masses of
water up against one single place —in order to combine the elements of all cli-
mates and all peoples with the ruins of a dying Rome. Anyone who does not
believe in the connection between nature and history would have to if he were
merely to comprehend this one point. On the one hand, the world spirit prepares
a great and unprecedented event. It reflects upon a new world in the making, angd
looks angrily at the arrogant greatness of Rome. which by gathering together the
splendor of the entire world, simultaneously buried it in itself. The spirit sees that
the world at that time is ready for judgment. At the same moment, an impulse
inherent in nature, a necessity not unlike those determining the great epochs in
the earth’'s history and guiding the movement of its poles, draws forth great
masses of foreign hordes from all quarters toward this one central point, and a
necessity of nature executes what the spirit of history has designed in its own
plans.

It is clear that 1 wish to confess my persuasion that all historical explanations
of the Germanic migrations are insufficient, and | admit that [ would seek that
explanation much more specifically in a universal faw that also affected nature
itself rather than in merely historical factors. This would be a natural law that
guides uncultured, barbarian nations much more blindly. That which occurs in
nature in a quieter and more limited fashion —according to the law of finitude —
manifests itself in history in more colossal epochs and more loudly; what from a
physical point of view is the periodic declination of the magnetic needle, viewed
historically was the Germanic migrations. Not until this particular point— that of
the highest power and of the collapse of the Roman Empire —does what we can
call universal history actually begin. On the other side of this history, just as in
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that particular part of the universe itself representing the real side, the pariicudar
is the dominant factor. A particular people such as the Greeks, living within
narrow boundaries and on only a few islands, represents the species itselt. Here,
on the other hand, the universal becomes the dominant factor, and the particular
collapses within it.

All of ancient history can be viewed as the tragic period of history. Fate, too,
is a form of providence, except that it is intuited within the real, just as provi-
dence 13 fate intuited in the ideal. Eternal necessity reveals itself during the time
of identity with it as nature. This was the case with the Greeks. After the fall
from nature it reveals itself in bitter and violent blows as fate. One can escape
fate only in one way: by throwing oneself into the arms of providence. This was
the general world feeling in that particular period of the deepest transformation
when fate played its final tricks on all that was beautiful and splendid in antiquity.
The old gods last their power, the oracles and celebrations fell silent, and a bot-
tomless abyss full of a wild admixture of all the elements of the past world
appeared to open iiself up before mankind. Above this dark abyss the only sign of
peace and of a balance of forces seemed to be the cross, a kind of rainbow of a
second flood, as a Spanish poet calls it—and this at a time when there was no
other choice but to believe in this sign. 1 will now give at least the basic outline
of the way in which the second world of poesy finally exiricated itself from this
murky state of affairs, and how this material developed mythical content. (After
I have also presented the fotality of the mythical content of Christianity, [ will be
able to present in a few unified primary propositions the results of the entire
investigation. )

We may best understand the principle of the mythology of Christianity by
returning to the precise point of its antithesis to Greek mythology. In the latter the
universe is intuited as nature, in the former as a moral world. The character of
nature is unseparated unity of the universe with the finite. The finite predomi-
nates, yet within it, as if under a common cover, lies the seed of the absclute, of
the entire unity of the infinite and the finite. The character of the moral world —
freedom — is originally the antithesis of the finite and the infinite accompanied by
the absolute demand for the suspension of this antithesis. Yet even this conflict,
because it depends on an informing of the finite into the infinite, itself is subject
to the conditions of infinity, such that the antithesis can indeed be suspended par-
tially, but never entirely, never in the whole.

Whereas the demand fulfilled in Greek mythology was for a representation of
the infinite as such in the finite, and was thus a demand for a symbolic treatment
of the infinite, the fundamental demand raised in Christianity was just the oppo-
site, namely, to take up the finite into the infinite, that s, to make it info an alle-
gory of the infinite. In the first case the finite counts for something in and for
itself, since it takes up the infinite into itself. In the second case. however, the
finite is nothing i and for itself. It counts only to the extent that it means or
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signifies the infinite. Subordination of the finite to the infinite is thus character-
istic of such a religion.

In paganism, the finite in its own infinitude is able to assert itself against the
infinite to the extent that even rebellion against the divine is possible; indeed,
such rebellion is even the principle of sublimity. In Christianity, on the other
hand, there is only unconditional surrender to the unfathomable, and this even
constitutes the sole principle of beauty. This antithesis allows us t© understand
completely all other possible differences between paganism and Christianity. For
example, in the former we find that the heroic virtues predominate, in the latter
the mild, gentle virtues. There we find austere bravery; here we find love or at
least bravery tempered and moderated by love, such as during the courtly
period.

[The absolute relationship is that in Christianity the universe as such is viewed
as history. as a moral realm, and that this general view constitutes its fundamen-
tal character. We can understand this completely only in the antithesis primarily
with the religion of Greek antiquity. If 1 do not mention older religions, and par-
ticularly that of India, it is because they do not constitute an antithesis in this
respect, though they are not, in my opinion, the unity itself of which we are
speaking. The necessary limitations of this investigation do not allow us to
present fully this antithesis, and thus we can touch on it or discuss it only in
passing.

The mythology of the Greeks was a self-enclosed world of symbols of the
ideas, which can be intuited in reality only as gods. Pure limitation on the one
hand and undivided absoluteness on the other is the determining law for each
individual god, just as for the world of the gods as a whole. The infinite was
intuited only in the finite and in this way itself subordinated to finitude. The gods
were beings of a higher nature, enduring and immutable figures. Things stand
quite differently with a religion that directs itself to the infinite directly in and for
itself. and in which the finite is conceived not as a symbol of the infinite, and
simultaneously for its own sake. but rather only as an allegory of the former and
in complete subordination to it. The whole in which the ideas of such a religion
become objective is necessarily infinite, and not a world completed and limited
on all sides. Tis figures do not endure, but rather appear; they are not eternal
beings of nature, but rather historical figures in whom the divine reveals itself
only temporarily and whose fleeting appearance can be held fast only through
faith, but never transformed into an absolute presence.

Wherever the infinite itself can become finite, it can also become multiplicity.
This renders polytheism possible. Wherever it is merely signified through the
finite, it necessarily remains one, and no polytheism is possible except as a
simultaneity of divine beings. It emerges through a synthesis of absoluteness
with limitation such that in that synthesis neither the absoluteness according to
form nor limitation is suspended. In a religion such as Christianity this synthesis
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cannot be taken from nature, since such a religion does not at ali understand the
finite as a symbol of the infinite with independent significance. It can only be
taken from that which falls into time, and accordingly from history, and for this
reason Christianity in its innermost spirit and highest sense is historical. Every
particular moment of time is a revelation of a particular side of God, and in each
he is absolute. What Greek religion possessed as simultaneity, Christianity pos-
sesses as succession, even if the time of separation of appearances and with it of
form has not yet come. ]

One might be led to believe that the idea of Christianity, which asserts that the
deity consists of more than one person, might show traces of polytheism. We can
see, however, that the Trinity as such cannot be understood as a symbol of an idea
because the three unities in the divine nature itself are conceived as being com-
pletely ideal. They are themselves ideas, but not symbols of ideas, and are char-
acterized by philosophical conient. The eternal is the father of all things, the
tather who never ventures out of his own eternity and yet who from all eternity
gives birth to himself in two forms equally coeternal with him: the finite, which
is the Son of God who is absolute in and for himself and yet becomes man and
suffers in his finite manifestation; and then the eternal spirit, the infinite in which
all things are one. Above them both is the god in whom all things are resolved.

One can say that if these ideas in and for themselves were capable of acquiring
poetic reality, they would have acquired such through their treatment in Christi-
anity. Right from the beginning they were taken to be completely independent of
their speculative meaning, completely historical and hiteral. Yet given their entire
initial character, it was impossible for them to develop symbolically. Dante, who
in the final song of his Paradiso attains to a vision of God. views in the depth of
the clear substance of the deity three circles of light of three colors and one
diameter.*® One appeared to be merely reflected by the other as a rainbow by
another rainbow, and the third was the burning center breathing equally toward
atl sides. He compared his own condition, however, to that of a geometer who is
totally directed toward the measurement of the circle itself, and yet cannot find
the principle he needs.

Only the idea of the Son has acquired real contours in Christianity, though it
did so only by losing its highest meaning. If in Christianity the Son of God was
to have a genuinely symbolic significance, he had such as the symbol of the eter-
nal incarnation of God in the finite. Hence, he would have to signify or mean this
and simultaneously be an individual person. In Christianity, however, he is only
an individual person, his relationship is only a historical one, and he has no rela-
tionship to nature. Christ was, as it were, the apex of the incarnation of God, and
was accordingly God himself become man. Yet how utterly differently does this
incarnation of God within Christianity manifest itself when compared with the
concept within paganism of the divine that has become finite. In Christianity the
finite is not the most important element. Christ comes to mankind in its lowliness
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and takes on the form of a servant in order to suffer and to nullify the finite by his
own example. Here is no deification of mankind such as that found in Greek
mythology. Rather, this incarnation of God is to reconcile with God the finite that
has fallen away from God by nullifying it in his own person. It is not the finite
that becomes absolute here and a symbol of the infinite. The incarnate God is not
an enduring, eternal figure, but rather only a manifestation preordained from
eternity but transitory in time. In Christ it is rather the finite that is symbolized by
the infinite than the latter by the former. Christ returns to the supersensibie world
and promises not himself but rather the spirit, and not the principle that will enter
into and abide in the finite but the ideal principle that is to lead all of the finite
into and to the infinite. It is as if Christ, as the infinite that has entered finitude
and sacrificed it to God in his own human form, constituted the conclusion of the
time of antiquity. He is there merely to draw the boundary —the last god.”” After
him comes the spirit, the ideal principle, the predominating soul of the new era.
Inasmuch as the gods of antiquity were, in a sense, the infinite within the finite,
yet with full reality, the true infinite —the true god —had to become finite in order
to demonstrate in himself the nullification of the finite. To that extent Christ was
simultaneously the apex and the end of the world of the gods of antiquity. This
proves that the appearance of Christ, far from being the beginning of a new poly-
theism, was rather the absolute conclusion of this world of the gods.

It is not easy to say to what extent Christ is actually a poetic person. He cannot
be such purely as god, for he is in his humanity not god at all in the way the
Greek gods were in spite of their finitude. He was rather truly human, and was
even subject to the sufferings of humanity. Nor can he be such as man, for neither
is he fully limited on all sides as a human being. The synthesis of these contra-
dictions resides only in the idea of a veluntarily suffering god. Yet precisely here
he is the antipode of the gods of antiquity. The latter do not suffer, but rather are
blessed in their finitude. Even Prometheus, himself a god, does not suffer, since
his suffering is simultaneously activity and even rebeilion. Pure suffering can
never be the subject matter of art. Even considered as a human being, Christ can
never be taken except as one who endures, since for him humanity is an accepted
burden, and not nmature as is the case with the Greek gods. By means of its own
participation in the divine nature his human nature becomes even more receplive
to the suffering of the world. It is certainly obvious enough that genuine painting
prefers to depict Christ—and does so most frequently —as a child, as if the prob-
lem of this miraculous admixture (not indifference) of the divine and human
natures were, as someone has remarked quite correctly, fully solved only in the
indefiniteness or vagueness of the child.

This same suffering and humility also characterizes the image of the Mother of

God. Through its own inner necessity, even if perhaps not in the understanding of
the church, it possesses symbolic meaning. It is the symbol of universal nature or
of the maternal principle of all things that blooms eternally virgin. Yet in the
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mythology of Christianity this figure, too, has no relationship to matter (and
hence no symbolic significance); only the moral reference remains. Mary desig-
nates as archetype the feminine personage characterizing all of Christianity. The
predominating factor in antiquity is the sublime, the masculine, thai of mo&ernity
the beautiful and hence the feminine.

All this shows us quite clearly what we are o understand as the overriding
principle of Christianity: that it has no perfected symbols but rather only sym-
bolic acts. The entire spirit of Christianity is that of action. The infinite is no
longer within the finite; the finite can only pass over into the infinite. Only within
the latter can the two become one. The unity of the finite and the infinite is thus
an act in Christianity. Christ’s first symbolic act is baprism, where heaven allies
itself with him and the spirit descends in a visible form. The other is his death,
where he commends his spiril to the Father once again, gives it back, nullifies the
finite within his own person and becomes a sacrifice for the world. These sym-
bolic acts are continued in Christianity by means of the eucharist and baptism.
The eucharist itself has two sides from which it can be viewed: the ideal, to the
extent that it functions as the subject that creates God for itself and into which
falls that mysterious union ot the infinite and the finite; and the symbolic. To the
extent thai the act through which the finite here simultaneously becomes the infi-
nite occurs as devotion or prayer within the receiving subject itself, this act is not
symbolic but rather myszic. To the extent that it is an external act, however, it is
symbolic. (We will return later to this extremely important difference between
the mysiic and the symbolic.)

To the extent that the church viewed itself as the visible body of God of which
all individuals are the members, it constituted itself through acts. The public life
of the church was thus alone able to be symbolic. and its cult a living work of art,
a kind of spiritual drama in which each member had a part. The popular impulse
in Christianity, the principle of the church to take up everything into itself as if
into an ocean, not even to exclude from itself the destitute and despised —in a
word, its striving to be catholic and universal —of necessity soon compelled it to
give to itself an external totality or a kind of body. Thus the church itself in the
totality of its manifestation was symbolic and was the symbol of the constitution
of the Kingdom of Heaven itself.*®

['We have already indicated that nature and history are related to one another as
the real and ideal unities. Yet the religion of the Greek world is related to that of
the Christian world in just the same way. In the latter, the divine has ceased to
reveal itself in nature and is perceivable only in history. Nature is generally the
sphere of the self-enclosed being of things, a sphere in which the latter, by viriue
of the informing of the infinite into their finite qualities, possess as symbols of
the ideas a life independent of their significance or meaning. Hence, one might
say that God becomes exoteric in nature; the ideal appears through an other as
iself, through a being. Yet only insofar as this being is taken for the essence, ihe
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symbol taken independent of the idea, is the divine genuinely exoteric, and eso-
teric according to its idea. In the ideal world, and thus primarily in history, the
divine casts off its outer covering and is the revealed mystery of the divine realm.

Just as in the symbolic images of nature, the intellectual world lay within the
Greek literary works as if enclosed in a bud, concealed in the object and unspo-
ken in the subject. In contrast, Christianity is the revealed mystery; jusi as pagan-
ism is essentially exoteric, Christianity is essentially esoteric.

For just this reason Christianity also prompted a reversal of the entire relation-
ship between nature and the ideal world. Whereas in paganism the former was
revealed and the latter in contrast withdrew as mystery, in Christianity nature had
to withdraw as a mystery to the extent that the ideal world was revealed. For the
Greeks nature was immediately and of itself divine because their gods were also
neither super- nor supranatural. For the newer age, however, nature was closed,
since that world comprehended it not in and for itself, but rather only as an alle-
gory of the invisible and spiritual world. The liveliest manifestations of nature,
such as those of electricity and of bodies when they change chemically, were
hardly known to the ancients, or at the least did not awaken in them the general
enthusiasm with which they have been greeted in the contemporary world. (The
same development that made absolute estrangement into the principle of philos-
ophy also determined the manner of viewing nature that predominates in the con-
temporary age. The relaitonship which the science of antiquity had with nature
also expressed that as yet unsuspended identity. That science restricted itself o
observation, since nature encompasses only objects in their integrity and insep-
arability. The isolation of art and the observation of nature under artificially con-
ducted combinations and separations is an invention of later cultures. Yet even if
the lowly activity of empirical observation is totally blind, the first ray that awak-
ened it in a more general sense and that supported the more noble impulse to
investigate nature was actually thai deeply imprinted instinct in the feelings of the
later world to summon that lost life back into nature. The enthusiasm with which
all living phenomena of universal nature, those ecither hardly known or little
noticed by antiquity, which have been greeted by contemporary memn as so many
witnesses to that element of life concealed in nature, shows on the one hand the
original crudeness of the latter in contrast to the culture of the former, yet at the
same time also the irresistible necessity with which this inclination was urged
upon the human spirit.) The highest religiosity expressed in Christian mysticism
considered the mystery of nature and that of the incarnation of God to be one and
the same. |

Christianity, as a world of ideas expressed in acts, was a visible realm and
necessarily developed into a hierarchy whose archetype lay in the realm of ideas.
It was now demanded of human beings, and no longer of nature, that they be a
symbol of the realm of ideas; it was demanded of acts, and no longer of being.

The hierarchy was the only institution of its kind representing a magnitude of
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thought that is usually understood much too one-sidedly. It will remain eternally
peculiar that it was precisely during the period of the downfall of the Roman
Empire. which had united most of the known world into a totality, that Christi-
anity progressed in such rapid steps to universal dominance. It is not merely that
this occurred in an age of misfortune and of a decaying empire whose power was
merely temporal, an empire containing nothing to which people in such a condi-
tion might have fled, and one in which all courage and even enthusiasm of pur-
pose had been lost. | repeat, it is not merely that in such an age Christianity
opened up a universal asylum in a religion that preached and even made a virtue
of renanciation. It accomplished even more. As soon as it developed into a hier-
archy, it united all parts of the cultured world and from the very beginning was
like a universal republic, yet one secking spiritual conquests. (Proselytizing, con-
version of the pagans, expulsion of the Saracens and Turks from Europe. mis-
sions in later periods. )

Because of this tremendous universal character of the church, nothing could
remain alien to it. [t excluded from itself nothing thai had existed in the world,
and was able to unite everything with itself. Particularly as regards the cult, the
one aspect in which it could be symbolic, it also allowed entry for pagans again.
The catholic cult united the religious customs of the earliest peoples with those of
the latest, except that for most of them the key has subsequently been [ost again.
The initial founders of those symbolic customs —the great minds that produced
the first ideas and outline for this totality and that continued to live on in that
totality as if in a living work of art— were doubtlessly not so simpleminded that
they should be overlooked by our imbecilic representatives of the Enlightenment,
representatives who, if one were to unite them all and let them work a hundred
years, would come up with nothing but sandpiles.

The most important thing here is to see how the universal character of subjec-
tivity and ideality within Christianity caused the element of the symbolic to flee
completely into the act (actions). Just as the basic worldview of Christianity is
historical, so also is it necessary that Christianity confain a mythological history
of the world. The incarnation of Christ is itself plausible only within a context
including a universal view of human history. Christianity has no real cosmogony,
and what the Old Testament offers in this regard is only extremely incomplete
attempts. Action and history are found only where there is multiplicity. Hence, to
the extent that action is found in the divine world, there must also be multiplicity
there. The spirit of Christianity, however, does not allow such multiplicity to be
conceived polytheistically, and it is thus rendered with the aid of mediating
agents that inhere in the most immediate vision or intuition of the deity. They are
the first creations, the first products of the divine substance. Such beings are in
Christianity the angels.

One might be tempied to view these angels as the substitute for polytheism in
Christianity, particularly since they are, by virtue of their peculiar origin in the
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Orient, just as definitely personifications of the ideas as are the gods of Greek
mythology. It is also well known what extensive use contemporary Christian
poets such as Milton. Klopstock, * and others have thought necessary to make of
these mediating agents; indeed, they have been almost as bad as Wieland in his
use of the Graces.™ The difference, however, is merely that the Greek gods are
the ideas intuited in actuality, in reality, whereas the corporeality itseif of angels
is still somewhat in guestion, and they are for that reason yet supersensual be-
ings. If one insisted on understanding the angels as personifications of God's
effects on the world of the senses, they would, as such, nonetheless be a mere
schematism as a result of that vagueness and wouid thus be useless for poesy.
Both the angels and their concept or constitution first acquired a body, as it were,
only within the church itself, whose hierarchy was supposed to be a direct reflec-
tion of the heavenly kingdom. That is why only the church itself is symbolic in
Christianity. The angels are not natural beings. They totaily lack contours, and
even the highest among them almost merge together; the entire mass of them
recalls the halo of certain great Italian painters, balos that, when viewed very
carefully up close, consist of nothing but tiny angel heads, almost like a blanket.
It is as if one wished to express this deliquescence in Christianity by means of the
most monotonous activity one could attribute to them, namely, their eternal sing-
ing and music making.

The history of the angels taken in and for itself thus contains no mythological
aspects at all except to the extent that it includes the story of the rebeilion and
expulsion of Lucifer, a figure who already demonstraies much more decisive
individuality and a much more realistic nature. This story constitutes a genuinely
mythological view of the history of the world, though admittedly a bit in the
colossal Oriental style.

The realm of the angels on the one hand and of the devil on the other shows
the complete separation of the principles of good and evil that are combined in all
concrete things. The fall of Lucifer, who simultaneously corrupted the world
itself and introduced death into it, is thus a mythological explanation of the con-
crete world and of the admixture of the infinite and finite principles within phys-
ical things. For the Oriental mind the finite is characterized in general by evil and
stands in no relationship whatever—not even that of the idea—1to good. This
mythology extends to the end of the world, where the separation of good and evil
will occur anew and each of the two will return to its pure quality, whereby the
concrete will necessarily come to an end, and fire, as the symbol of the resolution
of this struggle within the concrete, will consume the world. Until then, however,
the principle of evil has, as a matter of fact, a considerable share in God’s rule
over the world, although the incarnation of Christ constituted the initial steps
toward establishing a realm opposed to evil on carth, (We will discuss this Ori-
ental mask more fully later, during our examination of modern comedy. In sub-
sequent periods Lucifer generally assumes the role of the comic in the universe,
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the one who constantly makes new plans, plans that as a rule are always foiled.
Yet he is so hungry for souls that he resorts to the most base tricks, and vet still,
even when he seems most sure of his own success, usually must willhdr;m-' with
his tail between his legs because of the constant availability of grace and of the
church. We Germans owe him a particular debt, since we have acquired from him
our most important mythological figure: Doctor Faust. Whereas we share other
mythological figures with other nations, this one is ours alone, since he is cut
straight from the middle of the German character and its basic physiognomy.)

Among a people whose poesy is characterized by limitation and ﬁmter;ess.
mythology and religion are matters of the colleciivity itself. The individual is
able to constitute itself in a collective fashion and genuinely become one with
that larger whole. In contrast, wherever the infinite or the universal predomi-
nates, the individual can never simultaneously become the collectivity itself: he
is rather the negation of the larger group. For this reason, religion can s—pread here
only through the influence of individuals of superior wisdom who are only per-
sonally, not collectively, filled with the universal and the infinite, and who, there-
fore, are prophets, seers, and divinely inspired people. Religion in this case nec-
essarily assumes the character of a revealed refigion and is for that reason
historical at its very foundation. Greek religion, as a poetic religion living
through the collectivity itself, had no need of a historical foundation, as little a\
does nature, which is always open. The manifestations and figures of the gods
here were eternal. In Christianity, on the other hand, the divine was only a f\l.ecr—
ing appearance and had to be held fast in this appearance. In Greece, rclli'gion had
no history of its own, unique and separate from that of the state. In Christianity.
there is a separate history of religion and of the church. ’

The concept of the miracle is inseparable from that of revelation. Whereas
Greek sensibility demanded pure, beautiful limitation on all sides in order to ele-
vate the entire world, taken by itself, to a world of fantasy, Oriental sensibility
demanded the unlimited and supernatural on all sides, and did so with a certain
absoluteness in order never to be awakened from its supersensual dreams. The
concept of the miracle is impossible in Greek mythology, since its gods are them-
selves not extra- or supernatural. There are not two worlds here, a sensual and a
supersensual, but rather only one world. Christianity, which is possible only
within absolute disunion, is at its very inception already founded on miracles. A
miracle is an absolute viewed from the empirical perspective, an absolute occur-
ﬁng within the finite realm without for that reason having any relationship to
fme.

The element of the miraculous within historical relationships is the only myth-
ological material in Christianity. It spreads from the story of Christ and ()i:rhc
apostles down through the legends, the stories of the martyrs and saints, to the
miraculous of the romantic sort, which was generated by the contact between
Christianity and bravery,
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It is impossible for us to develop fully this historicomythological material. In
general let me remark merely that this mythology of Christianity is indeed based
originally on the intuition of the universe as the Kingdom of God. The stories of
the saints are at the same time also a history of heaven itself, and even the his-
tories of the kings are woven into this universal history of the Kingdom of God,
Only in this area has Christianity developed its own mythology. This is the way it
was expressed in Dante's work, which portrays the universe under three basic
visions of the fnferno, Purgatorio, and Paradiso. Yet the material of all his poetic
work in these three potences is always historical. In France and Spain the histo-
rico-Christian material developed primarily into the mythology of knighthood.
The poetic apex of this development is Ariosto,*" whaose poetic work would be
the only epic work if in modern poesy up to the present an epic were possible at
all.

In subsequent periods, after the taste for knighthood was dulled, the Spaniards
employed the lives of the saints primarily for dramatic performances. The high
point of this poesy is the Spaniard Calder6n de la Barca,*? of whom perhaps one
cannot even say too much if one equates him with Shakespeare.

Later on we can present more fully the poetic development of Christian
mythology in the works of the plastic or formative arts, particularly of painting,
and in the lyric, romantic-epic, and dramatic works of more contemporary cul-
ture.

Yet precisely this is also the subject of the modern world, namely, that all that
is finite in it is transient, and that the absolute is infinitely removed. Here every-
thing is subordinated to the law of the infinite. According to this law a new mass
has thrown itself between the world of art in Catholicism on the one hand, and
the present age on the other: Protestantism was born and was historically neces-
sary. Praise to the heroes who at that time, at least for certain parts of the world,
eternally secured freedom of thought and of invention! The principle they awak-
ened was indeed a fresh inspiration. Combined with the spirit of classical antig-
uity, it was able to generate infinite effects precisely because it really was infinite
by narure and recognized no boundaries, though it was hindered anew by the
misfortune of the age itself. The quickly appearing consequence of the Reforma-
tion, however, was that a new, prosaic, literal authority replaced the old one.
Even the first Reformers thernselves were surprised by the effects of the freedom
they had preached. This slavery to the letter was even less able to endure, yet
Protestantism was never really able to give itself an external and genuinely objec-
tive and finite form. Not only did it degenerate into sects, but what had been the
retrieval of the eternal rights of the human spirit became a tofally destructive
principle both for religion and, indirectly, for poesy. What transpired was that
peculiar elevation of commen human understanding, the ool of merely worldly
matters, to a position of judgment over spiritual matters. The highest represen-
tative of such human understanding: Voltaire. An even gloomier and more cheer-
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less Deism developed in England.*’ German theologians effected the synthesis.
Without wanting to ruin their refationship either with Christianity or with the
Enlightenment, they created a partnership between the two whereby the Enlight-
enment promised to keep religion if the latter would but make itself useful. .

One need only recall that the Freethinkers and the Enlightenment cannot claim
even the smallest poetic accomplishments in order to see that they are, both of
lhcm, fundamentally nothing more than the prose of the new age, applied to reli-
gion. Accompanicd by the complete absence of symbolism and genuine mythol-
ogy (concerning symbolism: in Christianity in general; concerning mytholo'gy: at
least in Protestantism), later poets nonetheless stepped onto the field of battle to
compete —in their opinion —even with the epic poets of antiquity. This applies
particularly to Milton and Klopstock. The work of the former cannot be purely
Christian if for no other reason than its content and subject matter lie in the Old
Testament, and because as a whole it lacks the necessary limitation to the modern
and Christian element. Klopstock, on the other hand, has the tendency to effect
a sublime posture within Christianity and inflates the inner hollowness with an
unnatural tension to the point of boundlessness. Miltons figures are in part at
least real figures with definite contours and outlines, so that one might believe,
for example, that his Satan, whom he treats as a giant or titan, were taken from
a painting. With Klopstock, however, everything floats without essence or form,
solidity or contours. Milton spent a long time in Italy, where he saw works of art
and also conceived the plan for his poetic work, and where his erudition culti-
vated itself. Klopstock completely lacked any real sensibility for nature or art (it
goes without saying that this does not belittle his achievements as regards
language). We can see just how little even Klopstock knew what he wanted
regarding his own plan to write a Christian-epic poem by the fact that he later
also wanted to recommend to us the Nordic-barbarian mythology of the ancient
Germans and Scandinavians. His primary striving concerns his struggle with the
infinite —not that it should become finite for him, but rather that it should
bccomc finite for him against his will and against his continual struggles against
it, whereby he ends up with such contradictions as we find in the well-known
beginning to one of his odes:

The seraphim stutters it and Infinity
Quakes it in response through the circumference of its fields. ™

There is no need to prove further that the modern world has no real epic and
that, since mythology becomes established only in the epic as such, it also has no
self-enclosed mythology. I must, however, yet mention the contemporary attempt
to lead mythology back inte the circle of Catholic mythology. In my preceding
discussion [ think 1 have said everything that can be said about the necessity of a
definite mythological circle for poesy. Similarly, 1 must leave you to jud;_;c for
yourselves from that discussion just what source of poesy within the limitations

—
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previously set for the modern world might be found within Catholicism. It is,
however, an essential part of Christianity to pay attention to the revelations of the
world spirit and not to forget that it is part of its plan to render this world as
well — the one modern mythology has construcied for itself —a part of the past. I
is also essential to Christianity to comsider nothing in history only partiaily.
Catholicism is a necessary element of all modern poesy and mythology, but it is
not the whole of it, and as regards the intentions of the world spirit it itself doubt-
lessly constitutes only a part. When one considers what enormous historical
material is involved in the collapse of the Roman Empire and the Byzantine
Empire and indeed of ail modern history, what simultaneous multiplicity of cus-
toms and cultures-—among individual nations and humanity as a whole —and
what sequential variety within the various ceniuries, if one considers that modern
poesy is no longer a poesy merely for one particular people that has developed
into a collective whole, but rather must be the poesy for the entire species and be
generated out of the material of the entire history of this species with all its mui-
tifarious colors and tones —if one considers all these circumsiances together one
will have no doubi that the mythology of Christianity, too, in the thoughts of the
world spirit, is always merely a part of the larger whole this spirit doubitlessly is
preparing. We can see that the mythology of Christianity was not universal and
that one side of it was the limited one for whose sake the spirit of the new
world —a spirit totally dedicated to the destruction of all purely finite forms —
allowed the whole to collapse in on itself, by the fact that this did indeed happen.
We can see from this that it will only be within the larger whole, of which it is
then a part, that Christianity can function again as universally valid poetic mate-
rial: any use made of it in poesy should be made even now in the sense of this
larger whole that one may well surmise now but not yet express. Such use could
be least poetic where this religion of poesy expresses itself only as subjectivity or
individuality. Only where it genuinely passes over into the object can it be called
poetic, for the essence of Christianity is mysticism, itself merely an inner light or
inner intuition. The unity of the infinite and the finite occurs here only within the
subject itself. This inner mysticism can, however, itself acquire a moral person as
its objective symbol and in this way be brought to poetic intuition, but not if one
allows it to express itself only subjectively. Mysticism is related to the purest and
most beautiful morality, just as in a reverse fashion there can be mysticism ¢ven
within sin. Wherever such mysticism genuinely expresses itself in action and
manifests itself through an objective person, an ari form such as modern tragedy,
for example, can entirely achieve the sublime and symbolic morality of the
Sophoclean works, just as Calderén can in this respect be compared with no one
but Sophocles.

Only Catholicism lived in a mythological world. This accounts for the bright-
ness of those poetic works indigenous to Catholicism, the lightness and freedom
of treatment of this material — material natural to them—which almost recalls the
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Greeks’ approach to their own mythology. Outside of Catholicism one can almost
expect only subordination to content, forced movement withoui serenity, and
mere subjective usage. In general, whenever mythology degenerates into an
object for use—for example, the use of ancient mythology in modernity —this
usage coﬂnAsmutcs. precisely because it is only usage, a mere formality. It is not a
matter of its having to fit the body, such as clothes do; it must rather itself be the
body. Even consummate poetry in the sense of pure mystic poesy would presup-
pose an isolation both in the poet and in those for whom he writes. It would never
be cast purely or from the wholeness of the world and of one’s disposition.

The fundamental demand made of all poesy is not universal effect, but rather
universality both internally and externally. Partialities are of no use whatever
here. In every age there have been only a few in whom the whole age and the
universe. 1o the extent that the latter is intuited in this age, have concentrated
themselves; these are the naturally appointed poets. We are not referring here to
the age to the extent that it is itself a partiality, but rather to the extent that it is the
universe, a revelation of one entire side of the world spirit. Whoever is able o
subdue and digest poetically the entire material or content of his own age, to the
extent that the age as present also encompasses the past, would be the epic poet
of his time. Universality, the necessary requirement of all poesy, is in our con-
temporary age possible only for the person who is himself able to create from his
own limited condition a mythology, a self-enclosed circle of poesy.

In general, one can call the modern world the world of individuals, and the
world of antiguity the world of the collective. In the latter the universal is the
particular, the collective the individual. Hence, that world is a world of the col-
ﬁgctivc even though the particular is the predominating element in it. In the
former, the particular merely means or signifies the universal, and for precisely
that reason — because the universal rules within it—the modern world is that of
individuals and of degeneration or collapse. In the world of antiquity everything
is eternal, enduring, imperishable; number has, in a sense, no powe; because lhz
universal concept of the collective and of the individual coincide. Here, in the
modern world, change and transformation are the reigning law. All that is finite
passes away here, since it does not exist in and for itself, but rather only for the
sake of signifying the infinite. J

The universal world spirit, which has also manifested the infinity of history
both in nature and in the world system itself —concretely, as it were — has pm:—
sented the same contrast, thai of ancient and modern time, within the solar
system and the svstem of comets.™ The ancients are the planets of the world of
art, limited to a few individuals who are simultaneously the collective and who
ponetheless even in the highest freedom of movement remove themselves the
least from their identity with that collective. Taken as a group themselves, these
planet analogies are also characierized by definite subtypes. Those with the maost

depth are the rhythmic ones. Those more distani—where the mass structures




74 [ CONSTRUCTION OF THE CONTENT OF ART

itself as a totality, where everything positions itself concentrically in rings and
moons around the center, like ihe petals of a blossom —are the dramatic ones.
Boundiess space belongs to the comets. When they appear, they come directly
from infinite space, and though they well may draw near to the sun, just as cer-
tainly do they also distance themselves from it again. They are, we might say.
merely general beings, since they possess no real substance. They are like air and
lighthhe planets, on the other hand, the plastic, symbolic figures, are all of
them dominating individuals with no limitation by number.

This being the case, we can asseri that until that time in the yet undetermined
and distant future when the world spirit itself has completed the great poem upon
which it now reflects, and when the succession of the modern world has trans-
formed itself into a simultaneity —uniil that point, every great poet is called 1o
structure from this evolving (mythological) world, a world of which his own age
can reveal to him only a part. T repeat: from this world he is to structure into a
whole that particular part revealed to him, and to create from the content and
substance of that world his mythology. * To make this perfectly clear, let us con-
sider the example of the greatest individual of the modern world: Dante created
both his own mythelogy and with it his divine poem from the barbarianism and
even more barbaric erudition of his age, from the horvors of the history he him-
self had experienced, and from the content of the existing hierarchy of the age.*’
The historical persons Dante used in the poem will forever count as mythological
persons, such as Ugolino. Even if the memory of the hierarchical system could
ever disappear, one could reconstruct it using the rendering his poem has given of
it. Shakespeare, 100, created his own mythological circle, not only from the his-
torical material of his own national history, but also from the customs of his age
and of his people.*® In spite of the enormous variety in his works, we nonetheless
encounter one world in Shakespeare. One sees him everywhere as one and the
same person, and if one has penetrated to the fundamental view of his character,
one finds oneself transported in every one of his works onto the same familiar,
uniquely Shakespearean ground (the Falstaft plays, King Lear, Macbeth). From
the material of his own age Cervantes fashioned the story of Don Quixote, who,
just as Sancho Panza, has maintained the reputation of 2 mythological person up
to this very moment. We are dealing here with eternal myths.

To the extent that we can evaluate Goethe's Faust from the fragment now
before us.* we must say that this poem displays quite simply the purest, most
inward essence of our own age: content and form created from that which is con-
tained in the whole age, and even from that which the age carried or is still car-
rying in its womb. Hence, we can call it a genuinely mythological poem.

We have often heard of late that it might well be possible to acquire the content
of a new mythology from physics —naturally to the extent that we mean specu-
lative physies.” Let me make the following remarks concerning this.
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First of all, according to what [ have just proved, the fundamental law of
modern poesy is originality (in the art of antiquity this was by no means the case
in just this sense).” Every truly creative individual must himself create his own
mythology, and this can occur using virtually any material or content, thus also
from that of a higher physics. This mythology, however, will quite definitely be
created, and is not allowed to be designed simply according to the instructions of
certain ideas of philosophy, since in the latter case it would likely be impossible
to give it independent poetic life.

If it were only a matter of symbolizing the ideas of philosophy or of higher
physics through myihological figures, all these ideas can already be found in
Greek mythology, such that 1 would promise to present the entire philosophy of
nature in the symbols of mythology. Such an undertaking, however, would itself
merely be usage (as is the case with Darwin).>* The prerequisite of a mythology,
nowever, Is precisely not that its symbols merely signify ideas, but rather that
they are significant in and for themselves and are independent beings. For the
time being, then, one would only have to look at the world in which these beings
were able to move about independently. If such a world were given to us through
history, these beings would doubtiessly be self-evident within it. Let one give us
first the Trojan battlefield on which the gods and goddesses themselves are able
1o participate in the battle. Thus, until Aistory returns mythology to us as a uni-
versally valid form, the case will remain that the individual will have to create his
own poetic circle for himself, and since the universal element of modernity is
originality, the law will continue to obtain that the more original someone is, the
more universal will he also be, whereby one must, of course, distinguish origi-
nality from mere particularity.®® Every originally treated material or content is
precisely thereby also universally poetic. Whoever knows how to use the content
of higher physics in this original fashion, for that person that content can become
genuinely and universally poetic.

Yet another relationship between the philosophy of nature and modern culture
is of importance here. The inclination unique to Christianity is that from the
finite to the infinite. 1 have shown how this inclination suspends all symbolic
intuition and comprehends the finite only as the allegory of the infinite. The ten-
dency pushing to the surface within this general inclination, namely, to intuit the
infinite within the finite, was a symbolic striving that because of the lack of
objectivity —since the unity fell back to the subject —was able to express iiself
only as mysticism. Mystics within Christianity have invariably been viewed
within Christianity itself as ones who have gone astray, or even as apostates. The
church allowed mysticism only within action (acts), since here it was simulta-
neously objective and universal, whereas any particular subjective mysticism was
a separation from the whole, and a genuine heresy. The philosophy of nature is
equally the intuition of the infinite within the finite, bui in a universally valid and
scientifically objective fashion. All speculative philosophy is necessarily charac-
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terized by the same general tendency, one guite the opposite of the tendency
within Christianity. This is particularly true to the extent that one takes Christi-
anity in the empirical-historical appearance in which it manifests itself as antith-
esis, and does not view it in this antithetical manifestation as a tfransition. Chris-
tianity, however, is already portrayed through the course of time and through the
activity of the world spirit merely as a transition and as an element of or perhaps
merely one part of the new world, that part in which the element of succession in
the modern era will finally be manifested as a totality. Although the world spirit
at this time allows us only to surmise its disiant intentions, it does ensure that we
do not mistake those intentions. Anyone who recognizes the universal design
according to which everything is ordered and happens, will not doubt that this
integral part of modern culture is the other unity that Christianity excluded from
itself as its opposite. This unity —which constitutes an intuition of the infinite
within the finite™* — will have to be taken up into the whole of that culture even if,
of course, subordinated 1o its particular unity, What fellows will serve to clarify
my view of this.

The realistic mythology of the Greeks did not exclude the historical dimen-
sion. On the contrary, it only really became mythology within that historical
dimension - as epic. Its gods were originally naiwral beings. These nature gods
had to extricate themselves from their origin and become historical beings in
order to become truly independent, poetic beings. Only here do they become
gods: before, they were idols. The dominant factor in Greek mythology thus
always remained the realistic or finite principle. Precisely the opposite will be the
case in modern culture. It views the universe only as history, as a moral realm,
and to that extent it manifests itself as aniithesis. The polytheism possible within
it is possible only through delimitation i rime, through historical delimitation.
Its gods are gods of history. They will not be able to become truly gods, living,
independent, and poetic, until thev have taken possession of nature, or until they
have become nature gods. One must not seek to force the realistic mythology of
the Greeks onto Christian culture; one must rather, in guite the reverse fashion,
seek to plant its idealistic deities into nature itself. just as the Greeks place their
realistic gods into history. This seems to me to be the final destiny of all modern
poesy, such that this antithesis, too, just like every other, consists only in what we
may call nonabsoluteness, and such that each of the antithetical elements comes
into harmony in its own absoluteness with the other. Neither do | hide my con-
viction that in the philosophy of nature, as it has developed from the idealistic
principle, the first, distant foundation has been laid for that future symbolism and
mythology that will be created not by an individual but rather by the entire age.

It is not we who want to give the idealist culiure its gods through physics.> We
rather awail its gods, gods for which we are already holding the symbols ready
perhaps even before they have developed in the culture itself independently from
physics.
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This is what [ meant when I asserted that the possibility of a future mythology
and symbolism might be found in higher speculative physics.

In any case, such determination must be left to providence, since that point in
history yet appears to be indiscernibly distant when its element of succession will
transform itself into one of simultaneity. What is possible now is merely that
which we have already discussed, namely, that each dominating force can form
its own mythological circle from each specific material or content, hence also
from that of nature, an operation that in its own turn will not be possible without
a synthesis of history and nature.®® The latter constitutes the unadulterated
Homeros, >

Since ancient mythology everywhere relates to nature and actually constitutes
a symbolism of nature, it must be of interest to us to see how in modern mythol-
ogy, with its total aniithesis to that of antiquity, such a relationship to narure will
manifest itself. In general, we can determine this from what has already been
presented. )

The principle of Christianity was the absolute predominance of the ideal over
the real, of the spiritual over the corporeal. Hence, this accounted for the direct
intervention of the supersensible into concrete reality in miracles. This same pre-
dominance of the spirit aver nature is also expressed in magic to the extent that it
encompassed the activities of conjuring or enchantment. The magical view of
things or the understanding of natural occurrences as magic was merely an
incomplete suspicion of the higher and absolute unity of all things in which noth-
ing posits or effects anything directly in the other, but rather only through prees-
tablished harmony by means of the absolute identity of all things. For just this
reason, every effect that things have on one another solely through the mediom of
their concepts, and not in a natural fashion, is called magical, for example, the
assertion that movements or certain signs purely as such can have a detrimental
effect on someone. The belief in magic also expresses the inkling of the existence
of various orders or systems of nature, of mechanism as such, chemism, the
organism. We all know what effect the first acquaintance with chemical reactions
had on the minds of our contemporary age. In a larger sense the retreat of nature
as a mystery gave the contemporary world a general inclination toward penetrat-
ing the secrets of nature. The mysterious language of the stars, manifesting itself
in their various movements and relationships, acquired immediate historical sig-
nificance. Their course, their changes, their relationships alluded to various
aspects of the destiny of the world as a whole and indirectly of each individual.
Here, t00, lay the correct assumption that since the earth is a universe in and for
itself, the elements of all the stars must inhere within it, and that their various
positions and disiances from the earth necessarily have an effect very early, par-
ticularly on the more delicate constructions or configurations on earth such as
those of human beings.

——
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In the philosophy of nature it is proved that similar organizations in the heav-
ens correspond to the various organizations of metals, such as gold, silver, and so
on, just as we really do possess a complete image of the entire solar sysiem in the
organization or construction of the earth, in and for itself, according to its four
different directions. The idea of the animation of the stars, and the idea that they
are guided in their orbits by internal souls, were opinions that had been preserved
from the days even of Plato and Aristotle. Until Copernicus, the earth was
viewed as the center of the universe. That was also the basis of that particular
Aristotelian astronomy that is very much in evidence behind the poetic work of
Dante. One can easily imagine what consequences the Copernican theory had to
have for Christianity, that is, for the Catholic system; it was certainly not only
because of the passages in Joshua that the Roman church so vehemently opposed
this doctrine in its pure form.>

in the Orient people generally accepted the existence of mysterious forces in
stones and plants. This belief, like the art of medicine, came to Europe with the
Arabs. This applies equally to the use of the talisman and amulets, with which
people in the Orient have protected themselves since the earliest times against
poisonious snakes and evil spirits. Many of the mythological views of the animal
world were not unique to modernity.

To facilitate an overview, [ will now summarize in a few sentences what [ have
said up to now about modern mythology. For the sake of the overall context, we
must first recall an earlier propesition (§28) containing the principle for the entire
investigation. It established in general that the ideas can be viewed objectively or
in reality and as gods, and that the world of ideas can accordingly be viewed as
a world of the gods. This world is the content or material of all poesy. Wherever
it generates itself, it produces the highest indifference of the absolute with the
particular within the real world. The following proposition now follows appro-
priately:

§43. In the content or material of art the only conceivable antithesis is a
formal one. Essentially that material is always and eternally one, always and nec-
essarily absolute identity of the universal and the particular. If, thereforg, any
antithesis at ali occurs as regards that material or content itself, it must be a
merely formal one, and as such it must also manifest itself objectively as a mere
temporal antithesis.

§44. The antithesis will manifest itself such that the uniry of the absolute and
the finite (particular) appears in the material of art on the one hand as a product
of nature, on the other as a product of freedom.

" In the material in and for itself the unity of the infinite and the finite is always
and necessarily posited. This unity is possible, however, only in the double fash-
ion whereby the universe is portrayed within the finite or the finite within the
universe. The first instance represents that unity upon which nature itself is
hased, the second that upon which the ideal world or the world of freedom is
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based. Hence, to the extent that the unity appears as productive and separated
according to the opposing sides, it will be able to appear on the one hand as a
product of nature, on the other as a product of freedom.

Annotation. That this antithesis is present precisely in Greek or ancient poesy
on the one hand, and modern poesy on the other, can be proved empirically only
from the facts that have been presented in the previous discussion.

§45. The unity in the first case (that of necessity) will appear as the unity of
the universe with the finite, in the other case {that of freedom) as the unity of the
[finite with the infinire.

As the proof of the foregoing discussion shows, this proposition is merely
another expression of that discussion. Nonetheless., we can still present the fol-
lowing specific proof. The antithetical elements behave (according to §44) as
pature and freedom. Now, the character of nature (according to §18) is thai of
unseparated unity of the infinite and the finite that is still effective before sepa-
ration. The finite predominates within nature, though the seed of the infinite
resides within it. Wherever that unity is sundered, the finite is posited as finite;
the only possible direction is that from the finite to the infinite, and the unity s
that of the finite with the infinite.

§46. In the first instance the finite is posited as a symbol of the infinite, in the
other as an allegory of the infinite. This follows from the explanations given in
§39.

Annotation. This can also be expressed in the following way. In the first case
the finite is simultaneously the infinite itself, and does not nierely signify it.
Hence, it is also significant in and for itself even independently of its meaning or
signifying character. In the second case it is actually nothing in and for itself, but
is significant only in its relationship to the infinite.

Corollary proposition. The character of art in the first case is on the whole
svmbolic, in the second case on the whole allegorical. (That this is the case in
modern art will be proved in detail in the following discussion. In the meantime
we will concentrate quite naturally here on that pure antithesis—hence, on
modernity — not as it might be in its own absoluteness, but rather as it manifests
itself in its nonabsoluteness and therefore as it has manifested itself up until now.
In any case, everything persuades us that the phenomenon of modern poesy up to
this point is not yet the consummate antithesis in which, for precisely that reason,
the two antithetical elements might become one again.)

847. In the mythology of the first kind the universe is intuited as naiure, in the
second kind as a world of providence or as history. This is a necessary corolfary,
since the unity that lies behind the latter is = action, providence, as opposed fo
destiny: destiny = difference (transition), a falling away from the identity with
nature, providence = reconstruction.

Addendum. The antithesis of the finite with the universe must manifest itself
in the first case as rebellion, in the second as unconditional surrender to the uni-
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verse. The former can be characterized as sublimity (basic character of antig-
uity), the latter as beauty in the narrower sense.

§48. In the poetic world of the first sort the collective will cultivate itself or
develop into the individual or particular, in the second case the individual will
strive by itself to express the universal. This is a necessary corollary, since in the
former case the universal inheres in the particular as such; in the latter the par-
ticular within the universal means or signifies the universal.

§49. The mythology of the first sort will cultivate itself or develop into a self-
enclosed world of the gods; for the other sort, the whole in which its ideas
become objective will itself be an infinite totality again. This is a necessary cor-
ollary, since in the former instance we find limitation and finitude predominat-
ing, in the latter infinity. Furthermore, in the former instance we encounter
being. in the latter becoming. The figures of the first world will be enduring
ones. eternal. the natural beings of a higher order, while those of the second will
be transient appearances,

§50. In the former case polytheism will be possible by means of natural lim-
itation (acquired from that which exists within the parameters of space); in the
latter it will be possible only by means of limitation in iime.

This follows of itself. Al intuition of God is pessible only in history.

Annotation. To the extent that the infinite here enters into the finite, it will do
so only in order to annihilate the latter in and for iiself and through the example
of the infinite, and thus to establish the boundary between the two worlds. This
generates the necessary idea of the later world: incarnation and death of God.

§51. In the first sort of mythology nature is that which is revealed, the ideal
world is that which is hidden; in the second sort the ideal world is revealed, and
nature retreats into mystery. This follows of itself.

§52. In the former case religion is based on mythology, in the latter mythology
on religion. For religion: Poesy again = subjective: objective. The finite is intu-
ited in the infinite through religion, whereby the Tinite first becomes a reflex of
the infinite for me, and, on the other hand, the infinite within the finite becomes
symbolic and to that extent mythological.

Elucidation. Greek mythology as such was not religion. [n itself it can be
comprehended really only as poesy. It first became religion only within that rela-
tionship to the gods (to the infinite) that man created for himself in religious acts
and so on. In Christianity this relationship is the first one, and every possible
form of symbolism of the infinite, and thus all mythology, is made dependent on
that relationship.

Addendum 1. In the former instance, religion had to become more a nature
religion, in the latter more a revealed religion. This follows from §47 and §48.

Addendum 2. Mythology could issue directly from such a nature religion
because that religion was founded on tradition.
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Addendum 3. The ideas of Christianity in and for themselves were not capable
of becoming mythological, since they are completely nousensual. This proof
could be demonstrated using the examples of the Trinity, angels, and so on.

Addendum 4. Only in historical material could such a religion become myth-
ological material itself, since only thereby do the ideas acquire independence
from their meaning.

§53. Just as in the former case the ideas become objective primarily in being
itself, so do they here become objective in action, for every idea = unity of the
infinite and finite, though here only through acts, whereas in Greek mythology
through the opposite, or being.

§54. The basic view of all symbolism of the latter sort was necessarily the
chrurch, for in the mythology of that sort the universe or god is intuited in history
(cf. §47). The model or form of history, however, is separation in the particular
and unity within the whole (this is presupposed here, though it is something
whose proof is to be given in general philosophy). Hence, in the former type of
symbolism God couid become objective only as the unifying principle of the
unity within the whole and of the separation in the particular. This could only
oceur, however, in the church (where we also encounter the immediate intuttion
of God), for in the objective world there was no other synthesis of this sort. (For
example, in the larger structure of the state or in history itself this synthesis
might become objective again only within the whole or totality itself, that is, in
infinite time, but not in the present.)

Addendum. The church is to be viewed as a work of arf.

§55. The external act in which the unity of the infinite and the finite is
expressed is symbolic, for it is the manifestation of the unity of the infinite and
the finite in the finite or particular.

§56. To the extent thai this same act is merely inward, it is mystic. This is the
concept we are defining as mystic, and which as an explanation needs no proof.

Addendum I. Mysticism thus = subjective symbolism.

Addendum 2. Mysticism in and for itself is unpoetic, for it is the opposite pole
of poesy, which itself is the unity of the infinite and the finite in the finite. Of
course, we are speaking about mysticism in and for itself, not to the exient that it
can itself become objective, for example, in an ethical or moral disposition and
SO on.

857, The law of the first type of art is unchangeability within itself, that of the
other type, progress within change. This follows already from the juxtaposition
of both as nature and freedom.

§58. In the first ivpe, the exemplary or archetypal predominates, in the laiter,
ariginality, for in the first type the universal appears as the particular, the collec-
tive as individual. In the latter, in contrast, the individual should appear as the
coliective, the particular as the universal. In the first type the point of departure
is identical (Spuwpos), one, namely, the universal itself. In the latter, however, the
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point of departure is always and necessarily different, since it resides within the
particular. . .

The difference between originality on the one hand, and particularity on the
other. consists in the fact that the former cultivates itself or develops from the
particular to the general or universal. ™ ‘

859, The latter ivpe of art is possible only as a transition or as characterized
by nonabsoluteness in contrast to the former, for the complete informing of the
finite into the infinite will also effect the informing of the universe into the finite.

Addendum. Within this transition, where originality predominates. it is nec-
essary that the individual create for himself the universal content or material from
particularity. .

§60. The requirement of absoluteness regarding the latter type of m_vlhglog_v
would involve the transformation of the sequential nature of its divine manifesia-
tions into a simultaneity (explained in §50).

Addendum. This is possible only through an integration by means of the
opposing unity. In nature we find in simultaneity that which in history is charac-
terized by sequence: absolute identity of nature and history. ‘

§61. Just as in the mythology of the first type the gods of nature developed fntu
gods of history, so must in the second type the gods make the transition ‘/rrfm
‘lu.'.\'mr\.' to nature and thus develop from gods of history inio gods of nature, tor
only that would constitute absoluteness according to §60. ‘ .

Addendum. To the extent that this first mutual interpenctration of the two uni-
ties — of nature with history and of history with nature —takes place in the cpﬁ_c.
the epic itself —the Homeros (literally the unifying one, the identity) —which
was the initial element in the first type, will be the final element in the second
type and will fulfill the complete destiny of the new art.

3
Construction of the Particular, or of
the Form of Art

With the completed construction of the material or content of art, content that lies
in mythology, we encounter a new antithesis. We began with the consiruction of
art as the real manifestation or presentation of the absolute. Such presentation
could not be designated as real unless it rendered the absolute by means of indi-
vidual finite things. We reconstructed the synthesis of the absolute with limita-
tion, and the result was the world of ideas of art. Yet as regards the manifestation
or presentation of which we are speaking, this world itself is merely content or
universal material to which is now juxiaposed the element of form or of the par-
ticular.

How does this universal content make the transition into the particularity of
form and actually become the true material of a particular work of art?

Referring to the principle presented at the beginning, we already can see that
the resolution here will involve synthesizing the two opposing elements and pre-
senting content and form in indifference by means of a new synthesis. The fol-
lowing propositions refer o this process and will begin our construction of the
work of art as such.

§62. The immediately productive element or force of the work of art or of the
individual, real thing through which the absolute becomes real-objective in the
ideal world, is the eternal concept or idea of man in God, a concept that is one
with the soul itself and is united with it."

Proof. The proof is to be provided on the basis of §23, according to which the
formal or absolute cause of all art is God. God, however, produces directly and
from within himself only the ideas of things. and produces real or particular
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things only indirectly or mediaiely in the reflected world. Hence, to the .cxis'm
that this principle of divine informing, that is, God himself, b;c«'ﬂncs ubjc:cl'wc.
through particular things, God directly and viewed in himself is not thafﬁwhtch
actually produces particular things. but rather only God as the essence of a par-
ticular and in relationship to a particular thing. Now, Geod is refated to the par-
ticular, however, only through that wherein it is one with its own universal, that
is, through its idea or its eternal concept. In the case under discussion Iherc,.ihis
idea is that of the absolute itself. This idea acquires an immediate relationship to
a particular or is produced objectively only in the organism or i t.hc faculty of
reason. both conceived as one (for only the former is the real reflection, the latter
the ideal reflection of the absolute in the real or created world, according to §17
and §18). The indifference of the organism and of reason. however, or the one in
which the absolute becomes equally real and ideal in its objectivity, is the human
being. It is thus God to the extent that he acquires a relationship to the human
hazm:z by means of an idea or an eternal concept; that is, it is the eternal concept
in (i:mi- of the human being himself through which the work of art is produced.
The idea of the human being, however, is nothing other than the essence or essen-
tial nature of the human being himself that becomes objective in the soul and in
the body, and which accordingly is directly united with the soul.

Elucidation. Al things are in God only through their idea, and this idea
becomes objective where in the reflex as well, the unity of the infinite within the
finite is prdduced in the form. Since this is indeed the case in humzm‘ bcings.
inasmuch as here the finite —the body —as well as the soul is the entire umity
itself. the idea as idea becomes objeciive here; since it Is 1S essence O nAture to
produce, it becomes productive in the Jarger sense. . ‘

§63. This eternal concept of the human being in God as the immediate canse
of his productions is that which one calls gentus, as it were the daemon, Iht‘j in-
dwelling element of divinity in human beings. It is, so to speak, a piece of the
ahm:)lu-lgnc&s of God. Each artist can thus produce only as much as is united or
allied with the eternal concept of his own essence in God. The more within that
essence in and for itself the universe is intuited, the more organic he is: the more
he links finitude to infinitude, the more productive will he be.

Elucidations. (1) God produces nothing from within himself that does not in
its own turn contain and express his entire essence, and hence nothing that is not
productive in its own turn and is itself a umverse. This is the. state of fafr"fmrs
within the essential naiure itself. That this productiveness of God, that is, the
idea as idea, might also emerge within the phenomenal world depends on factors
inherent in that world. factors which to that extent appear to us to be accidental,
although, viewed from a higher perspective. even the appearance of the genius is
always a necessary gccurfence. o .

(2) The productiveness of God is an eternal act of self-affirmation ha\:mg
absolutely no relatiopship to time, and itself contains both a real and ideal side.
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In the former he begets his own infinitude into fintlude and 1s natere: in the latter
he takes finmitude back again into his infinitude. Yet precisely this is also con-
tained in the idea of genius, namely, that it is conceived on the one hand just as
much as a natural principle as from the other as an ideal principle. It is accord-
ingly the entire absolute idea viewed in the phenomenal realm or in relationship
to a particular. It is one and the same relationship through which in the original
act of cognition the world in and for itself is produced on the one hand, and
through which in the activity of genius the world of art—as the same world in
and for itself, but simply now in the phenomenal world —is produced. (Genius
distinguishes itsell from everything that is merely talent by the fact that the latter
possesses merely an empirical necessity that is itself accidental, while the former
possesses absolute necessity. Every true work of art is an absolutely necessary
one; one that might equally be or not be does not deserve this name. )’

§64. Explication. The real side of genius, or that uniry thai constitutes the
informing of the infinite into the finite, can be called poesy in the narrower sense;
the ideal side, or that unity that constituies the informing of the finite into the
infinite, can be called the art within art,

Elucidation. By poesy in the narrower sense — if we stay close to the original
meaning of the word — we understand the immediate or direct production or cre-
ation of something real, or invention in and for itself. All immediate production
or creation, however, is always and necessarily the representation of something
infinite, a concept, within something finite or real. Most of us refer the idea of art
more 1o the opposite unity, that of the informing of a particular into the universal.
In invention the quality of genius expands or pours itself into the particular. In
form it takes the particular back into the infinite. Only in the perfected informing
of the infinite into the finite does the latter become something that exists and
endures on its own power, a being in irself that does not merely mean or signify
something else. Thus does the absolute give to the ideas of things within itself an
independent life, by informing them into finitude in an eternal fashion. Through
this process they acguire a life within themselves, and only to the extent that they
are absolute within themselves are they in the absolite. Poesy and art are thus
like the two unities: poesy is that whereby a thing possesses life and reality within
itself; art is that whereby it is within the one producing.

865. Explication. The first of the iwe unities, that which constitutes the
informing of the infinite into the finite, expresses itself within the work of art pri-
marily as sublimity; the other. that which censtitutes the informing of the finite
inio the infinite, as beauty.

We cannot prove this except by showing that that which according to common
agreement is the prerequisite of sublimity and beauty is precisely that which is
expressed by our own explication. The point is actually this: wherever we
encounter the infinite being taken up into the finite as such—whenever we dis-
tinguish the infinite within the finie —we judge that the object in which this takes
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place is sublime. All sublimity is either nature or inner disposition (in the fol-
lowing reflections we will find that the being or substance of the sublime is
always one and the same, and that only the form changes).

Sublimity within nature takes place in one of two ways: ““We refer it eithcrhm
our power of apprehension and are defeated in our atiempt to form an image of its
concept; or we refer it to our vital power and view it as a power against which our
own dwindles to nothing.”* Examples of the first case would be colossal masses
of mountains or cliffs whose peaks our vision cannot reach; the wide ocean that
is surrounded only by the vault of heaven: the immensity of the earth itself in it8
boundlessness, for which every possible human standard is found to be in-
adequate.’

The usual reaction to this boundlessness of nature is to view it as the infinite
itself. Yet such a view has nothing of that feeling of sublimity, but rather only of
depressing inferiority. Colossal size as such contains absolutely nothing of ir?ﬁn-
itv. but rather contains only the reflection of frue infinity. The intuition of the
sublime enters only when the sensual, concrete intuition is found to be inade-
quate for the greatness of the concrete object, and then the truly 'mﬁmt; appears
for which the merely concretely infinite is the symbol. The sublime is to that
extent a subjugation by the truly infinite of the finite that is merely affecting
infinity. There can be no more complete intuition of the infinite than where the
svmh;l in which it is intuited itself feigns or affects infinity. To draw from
Sﬂchillcr again, **So long as man was merely a slave of physical necessity, had not
yet found an egress from the narrow sphere of his wants, and still did neot suspect
the lofty daemonic freedom in his breast, he was reminded by inscrutable nature
only of the inadequacy of his conceptual faculties and by desiructive natare only
of his physical incapacity. The first he was obliged humbly to acknowledge and
from the second he turned in revulsion. But no sooner has free contemplation set
him at a distance from the blind assault of natural forces—no sooner does he
discover in the flood of appearances something abiding in his own being —than
the savage bulk of nature about him begins to speak quite another language to his
heart: and the relative grandeur outside him is the mirror in which he perceives
the absolute grandeur within himself. Fearlessly and with a terrible delight he
now approaches these ghastly visions of his imagination and deliberately deploys
the whole force of this faculty in order to represent the sensuously infinite, so that
even if it should fail in this attempt he will experience all the more vividly the
superiority of his ideas over the highest of which sensuousness is capable. "™

This intuition of the sublime, in spite of its kinship with the element of the
ideal and the ethical, is an aesthetic intuition, to use this word here finally. The

infinite is the predominating element within it, yet it predominates only to the
extent that it is intuited within the physically infinite. which to that extent is itself
merely finite.
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This intuition of the truly infinite within the infinite element of nature is the
poesy that any human being can practice, since the one who is himself intuiting
is the one for whom the relatively colossal element within nature becomes the
sublime. and this occurs when he makes it into the svmbol of the absolutely
colossal.

Moral and intellectual flaccidity, weakness, and cowardice of disposition
invariably shy away from these great perspectives that hold up to them a terrible
image of their own nothingness and contemptibility. The sublime in nature, just
as that of tragedy and of art in general, cleanses the soul by liberating it from
mere suffering.

At the very moment when all the hostile forces of nature and of fate simulta-
neously close in upon a person, at the moment of highest suffering itself, the
courageous person is able to make the transition to the ultimate liberation and
otherworldly pleasure transcending all the limitations of suffering. Similarly, the
person who bears the countenance of nature in all its terror and destruction,
nature's ultimate offering of its own mest destructive forces, is granted that abso-
lute vision that is like the sun itself that finally breaks through dark storm clouds.

In an age of petty resolve and of crippled sensibility I doubt one could find a
more appropriate means of preserving and cleansing oneself from such pettiness
than such acquaintance with the greatness of nature. 1 doubt also that there is a
richer source of great thoughts and of heroic resolve than the ever renewed plea-
sure in the vision of that which is coneretely and physically terrible and great.

Our previous discussion has dealt with the sublime in its two forms. In the
first, the dimensions of nature itself become absolute in the confrontation with
our powers of comprehension. In the other, the power of nature in comparison
with our own physical strength becomes absolute and infinite. In both cases,
however, nature is only relatively great or relatively infinite in relation to the
truly infinite. We now must determine more specifically than earlier the form of
this vision of the sublime.

Here, too, form, as always, is the finite element, except that here the condi-
tion has been added that it must appear relaiively infinite, and from the physical
perspective must appear absolutely colossal. This, however, negates the form of
the finite, and we now see how it is precisely formlessness that most immediately
acquires the character of sublimity for us, that is, that most immediately becomes
the symbol of the infinite as such.

That particular form that is distinguished as form posits thercby the finite as a
particular. The finite that is t0 accommodate the infinite must, however, be
appropriate as a symbol for the infinite. This can take place in two ways. Either
it is absolutely formless or absolutely formed. for both are one and the same.
Absolute formiessness is precisely the highest or absolute form; the infinite
forms itself within something finite without being subject to its limitations. For

Just this reason, however, the genuinely absolute form in which all limitations are
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suspended —such as in the figures of the gods Jupiter, Juno, and so on—has the
same effect on us as absolute formlessness.

Nature is sublime not only in its greatness to the exient that it is inaccessible
to our powers of comprehension, and not only in its power (0 the extent that it
remains absolutely impervious to our own physical strength. It is also sublime in
a general fashion within chaos. or, as Schiller puts it, in the confusion of its own
appearances at large.” ‘ A

Chaos is the fundamental intuition of the sublime, for our vision perceives as
chaos even the great mass that transcends our sensuous vision, as well as the sum
of all the blind forces too powerful for our mere physical strength, Only to that
extent do these things become symbols of the infinite for us.

The fundamental intuition of chaos itself lies within the vision or intuition of
the absolute. The inner essence of the absolute, that in which all resides as one
and one as all, is primal chaos itself. Yet precisely here we encounter that identity
of absolute form with formlessness, for that chaos within the absolute is not mere
negation of form, but rather formlessness within the highest and absolute form,
and. in a reverse fashion, absolute form within formlessness. We speak of abso-
lute form. because all form is posited into every form, and every form into all
form. We speak of formlessness, because precisely within this unity of all forms
no individual form is distinguished as such.”

What I would like to say is that through this vision of chaos, the understanding
passes over to the perception of the absolute, be it in art or in science. Aﬁtj,’t‘
unsuccessful attempts to exhaust the chaos of the phenomena in nature and in
history by means of the understanding, ordinary perception or knowledge
resolves to take *'the incomprehensibility itself,”’ as Schiller says, ‘‘as a prin-
ciple of judgment.”” This appears to be the first step toward philosophy, or at least
toward an aesthetic view of the world. Understanding can recognize the world as
the true symbol of reason itself only within such an unbounded condition, one
&ppcaring' to common understanding as lawlessness, or only within such .mde—
pendence and freedom from restrictive conditions. These would be the conditions
under which every natural phenomenon normally appears (© ordinary under-
standing, since the latter can never comprehend one manifestation fully on the
bhasis of anather and necessarily must atiribute an absolute quality to each. |
repeat, only within such a condition of the independence of each individual phg
nomenaon, a condition thus putting an end to understanding itself (again: since
understanding depends on given conditions and determinate being). can under-
standing recognize the world as the true symbol of reason. Since it is a condition

in which everything is unqualified and unconditional, it is also a symbol of the
absolute itself. in which everything is free and unconstrained.

From this perspective we also encounter now the sublimity of disposition ot of
character, particularly to the extent that the person in whom it manifests itself
can simultaneously serve as a symbol of all of history. The same world that as
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nature stll controls itself through barriers of law that are drawn broadly enough
1o allow vet at least the appearance of lawlessness, as history appears to have cast
aside all adherence to law. The element of the real revenges itself here, and
returns in all its strict necessity in order rather to destroy all laws that the free or
unresirained element has given itself, and to present itself to that freedom as itseif
being free. The laws and plans of men are not laws for nature. The latter, to use
a passage from Schiller yet agaiun, ‘‘treads into the dust the creations of wisdom
and of chance with equal indifference . . . [nature] drags down with her in a
single collapse both the important and the trivial . . . shg often wastes in a
wanton hour the most tediously won achievements, while often working for cen-
uries on some inane labor—in a word, this disregard by nature as a whole of the
laws of science (which she obeys in individual cases) renders obvious the abso-
lote impossibility of explaining nature herself by means of natural laws, and of
imputing te her domain what holds in her domain, and thus the mind is irresist-
ibly driven out of the worid of phenomena into the world of ideas, out of the
conditioned into the unconditioned.’ "

The hero of tragedy, one who nonetheless calmly bears all the severity and
capriciousness of fate heaped upon his head, represents for just that reason that
particular essential nature or unconditioned and abselute itself in his person.
Secure in his own plan, one that no time executes, but also none destroys, he
gazes down serenely at the course of the world. The misfortune that physically
casts down and destroys the tragic person is as necessary an element of the eth-
jcally sublime as the conflict of natural forces and the superiority of nature over
the mere physical capacity for comprehension s for the physically sublime. Only
in misfortune is virtue tested, only in danger is bravery tested. The courageous
person engaged in a struggle with misfortune, a struggle in which he neither wins
a physical victory nor capitulates morally, is only the symbol of the infinite, of
that which transcends all suffering. Only within the maximum of suifering can
that principie be revealed in which there is no suffering. just as everywhere
things are revealed only in their opposites. The genuinely tragically sublime
depends for just this reason on two conditions, namely, that the moral person
capitulate to the forces of pature and simultaneously be victorious through his
inner character. 1t is essential that the hero be victorious only through that which
is not an effect of nature or of chance, and hence only through inner character or
disposition, as is always the case with Sophocles. [t is inappropriate that some-
thing extrancous or external apparently mitigates the bitterness of his fate, as is
often the case with Euripides. False indulgence, something embraced by limpid
tasie that cannot bear the hard sight of necessity, is itself not only despicable but
also completely abrogates the actual artistic effect it intends.

We have now adequately elucidated to what extent the sublime constitutes the
informing of the infinite into the finite, except that the finite itself always appears
as something relatively infinite (for only in this case is the truly infinite as such
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thrown into relief) —be it as regards one’s powers of comprehension, one’s own
physical power, or one’s inner disposition. Such is the case in tragedy, where it is
defeated by the infinite quality of one’s moral character.

I would like to make just one more comment regarding the sublime, some-
thing actually following from our previous presentation, namely, that only in arf
is the object itself sublime. Nature is not sublime in itself, since here the dispo-
sition or the principle by which the finite is reduced to a symbol of the infinite is
actually found in the subject.

In the sublime, we said, the physically infinite is coerced or subdued by the
gruly infinite. Within beauty the finite is allowed to show itself once again by
appearing within the beautiful as already informed into the infinite. There (within
the sublime) the finite still manifests itself as it were in a condition of rcye)h
against the infinite, although in this very relationship it becomes a symbol of it.
Here (in the beautiful) it is reconciled with the infinite from the very start. That
the relationship between the beautiful and the sublime really must be this way /0
the extent that the two are juxtaposed, emerges in an antithetical fashion from
what has already been proved concerning the sublime. On the basis of precisely
this juxtaposition we can then assert the following.

§66. The sublime in its absoluteness encompasses ihe beautiful, just as the
beautiful in its absoluteness encompasses the sublime.

In a general sense this is already self-evident in the fact that the relationship of
the two resembles that of the two unities, each of which, however, in its own
absoluteness equally encompasses the other. The sublime, to the extent that it is
not beautifil, will for this reason also not be sublime, but rather only monstrous
or adventurous. Similarly, absolute beauty always must be more or less simulta-
neously awesome or frightening beauty. Since in any case beauty always and nec-
essarily requires limitation, the absence of limitation itself thus constitutes form
within the figure of Jupiter, where there is no limitation at all except what is nec-
essary for rendering an image at all, for all other limitation is suspended; for
exan{ple, he is neither young nor old. Similarly. Juno is limited only as much as
is necessary for her to be a female figure. The less limitation within which an
image acmzllﬂy constitutes beauty, the more does it incline toward the sublime,
though without ceasing to be beauty. The beauty of Apollo involves more limi-
mlio;\ than that of Jupiter —he is youthfidly beautiful. In his case the limitations
have not been expanded so far—as is the case with Jupiter—that in a genecral
sense the infinite appears within the finite, but rather the finite is of value in and
for itself as being informed into the infinite. The example of male and female
beauty is an even more striking example. In the former, nature only shows as
much limitation as is necessary; in the latier, it is generous with that limitation.

it follows from this that there obtains not a qualitative and essential antithesis
between sublimity and beauty, but rather only a quantitative one. The more or
less of beauty or of sublimity belongs (serves) in its own turn as limitation: Juno
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= sublime beauty, Minerva = beautiful sublimity. The more the element of lim-
itation reconciles itself with the infinite, however, the more purely beautiful it is.

Hence. precisely because of this indifference between the sublime and the
beautiful, the determination itself becomes relative. That which is perceived as
sublimity in one instance, for example, the image of Juno, may well appear in
another relationship as beauty in contrast to sublimity (such as Juno in compar-
ison with Jupiter). This suggests to us that in general there is no sphere in which
something can be cailed beautiful that in a different situation might not also be
sublime, and that for just this reason both qgualities appear inextricably interwo-
ven in everything that in a broader sense is absolute in and for itself. This is the
case, for example, with Juno, not compared with anything else. but rather
viewed in and for herself. Or, to take examples from another sphere, Sophocles
in comparison with Aeschylus appears beautiful; viewed in and for himself, how-
ever, or absolutely, he appears as an indissoluble combination of the beautiful and
the sublime.

If as regards the sublime one were to limit oneself, say, to the mere concept of
the absence of limitation and the formlessness normally associated with it, these
qualities are, as has already been shown, very much a necessary condition of the
sublime. vet not such that they, too, would not be possible within strictly circum-
scribed forms, but rather such that precisely the highest form (where form no
longer is recognized within form) becomes formlessness, just as in other cases
formlessness itself becomes form. The former is the case, as mentioned. in the
figure of Jupiter and in the head of the so-called Iuno Ludovisi, where the sub-
lime is so interwoven with the beautiful that it cannot be differentiated.” Winck-
elmann assumes the existence of what he called high grace, and the ancients
themselves praised the fearful Eumenides of Aeschylus.'’

Within a work of art itself as something objective, sublimity and beauty are
related as they are within the subjective elements of poesy and art. Yet within
poesy taken by itselt just as within art taken by itself, the same antithesis is pos-
sible, in the former as naive and sentimental, in the latter as style and mannerism.
Thus:

§67. The same antithesis of the two unities expresses itself in poesy viewed in
and for itself through the antithesis of the naive and the sentimental.

General remarks. Regarding all these antitheses one must always keep in mind
that they cease being antitheses when taken absolutely. Now, it happens to be the
case that the first unity—the one in which the infinite is informed into the finite —
always and necessarily appears as the perfected one, such that the point of depar-
ture and that of completion coincide. In contrast, the absolute expression may
very well be missing for the other member of the antithesis, precisely because it
appears only in a nonabsolute condition of juxtaposition. This is the case, for
example, with the sentimental and the naive. The poetic and the inspired ele-
ments are always and necessarily naive: the sentimental is thus the opposing ele-

L. I ————————————————.
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ment only in its imperfection. Thus we postulate not only the naive and the sen-
timental within poesy. but also two directions in general within poesy. In thg one,
the universal appears informed into the particular; in the other, the particular
appears informed into the universal. In an absolute condition, both would have to
be one: that is. since naive is the only expression we have for absoluteness, both
would have o be naive. Sentimental is thus merely the expression or designation
for the other direction in its imperfection. To this extent, the relationship between
naive and sentimental is by no means the same as that just discussed between
sublimity and beauty, where each in and for itself designates an absolute.

It is well known that Schiller made currency of this antithesis first in his essay
entitled Neive and Sentimental Poetry, an essay that is in any case quite rich with
fertile ideas. 1 will cite here the following propositions from this essay that will
serve best to make this antithesis clear."’

““Naive can be explained as nature or the appearance of nature to the f:xxcnt.
that it puts art to shame.”'* (This explication encompasses both the meaning of
the word in normal usage and the higher meaning it acquires here in relationship
to art. The fundamental character of the naive—namely, that it be natire —
already shows that it originally corresponds to the first of the two antitheses. )

"Tim naive is nature, the sentimental seeks nature,”" "

“The naive sensibility feels naturally, the sentimental feels the natural."" '

This antithesis is most striking in the comparison of antiguity with modernity,
as Schiller quite nicely shows. The Greek view of sublimity within nature, for
example, is by no means an overly sensitive one that merely rcspnn.ds to KF’u‘: emo-
tional element involved while never progressing to free and objective reflection ‘
In contrast, mere subjective interest in nature, interest without any objgciiv-il)f of
view or thought, is the basic character trait of moderaity, and it is itself removed
from nature to the extent it merely perceives nature in an emotional sense and
does nat really view or portray iL. .

One can summarize the entire difference between the naive and the sentimen-
tal poet by stating that in the former only the ebject holds sway; in the !zme.r. Elh_e
subject steps forward as subject. The former appears unconscious concerning his
object; the latter constantly accompanies his object with his own consciousness
and makes us aware of this consciousness. The former is cold and without feeling
regarding his object, just as is nature; the latter presents his feeling t({) us $o Ihfn
we may participate in it as well. The former displays no intimacy with us; only
the object is related to us, the poet himself flees us. The latter, by pnrir.a)..:mg the
object, simultaneously makes himself its reflex. Just as is the case with poesy
itself. this contrast also enters info judgment, and it is equally a part of the
modern sensibility that as a rule the lack of feeling on the part of the poe{ Fezjwcs
it cold (the object must aiready have gone through the filier of reflection i itis to
have an effect on that sensibility). Indeed, that which is actually the ultimate
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strength of all poesy, namely, that the poet allow the object itself to hold sway,
rouses modern sensibility to indignation.

It is clear from Schiller’s essay that the basic character of modernity in con-
trast to antiquity can be expressed as sentimentality. The single exception of Sha-
kespeare, which Schiller himself also makes, shows, however, that this assertion
does need at least some qualification. it may be that the case of Shakespeare is
the same as that regarding the earlier contrast between the conscious and uncon-
sciaus aspects. Perhaps no modern, Shakespeare included, has attained the per-
fect indifference of the naive and the sentimental (for, as I have already re-
marked, the naive actually appears naive only from the perspective of the
sentimental). The basis or point of departure here is always the juxtaposition of
the subject and the object, that is, the element of the sentimental, excepi thai in
the object itself it is reduced to naiveté. In Ariosto the elements of the sentimental
and the naive lie quite distinguishably next to one another. One might say of him
that he is sentimental in a naive fashion, whereas Shakespeare is totally naive
within the sentimental.

As far as the external manifestation of the naive is concerned, we might yei
remark that it is always characterized as much by simplicity and ease of treatment
as by strict necessity. Just as the beautiful is sublime to the extent that only the
absolutely necessary is required for its portrayal, there is no greater sign of
genius than that it brings the object into full view with only a few strict and nec-
essary strokes (Dante). There is no choice for genius, since it both knows and
desires only what is necessary. The sentimental poet is in a totally different sit-
uation. He refiects, and he touches emotionally and is emotionally touched him-
self only 1o the extent that he reflects. The character of naive genius is total —not
so much imitation of nature, as Schiller puts it, as attainment of reality.'” His
object is independent of him and exists in and for itself. The sentimental poet
strives for something infinite, something that, because it cannot be attained in
this direction, also never manifests itself,

R68. Poesy in its absoluteness is in itself neither naive nor sentimental. 1t is
not naive, since this is a qualification that itself is made only through contrast
(the absolute appears naive only to him who is sentimental). The sentimental,
however, is in and for itself a nonabsolute condition. Accordingly, our proposi-
tion is correct.

Annotation. This entire antithesis is thus subjective, a mere antithesis or con-
trast in appearance; this can even be proved as a fact. No ong is tempted io say
that Sophocles, for example, is sentimental, but neither that he is naive. He is, in
a word, completely absolute without any further qualification. Schiller ook his
examples regarding antiquity primarily from the epic. One might want to add,
however, that it is a part of the limitations or particular character of the epic that
It appear naive, just as, for example. the Homeric epic does in most of the char-
acteristics of its heroes. If one were to allow the sentimental also 1o assume legit-
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imacy here, then if it were to count anything at all one might equate it with the
element of the lyrical. For just this reason, however, the dramatic work can
appear neither naive nor sentimental; precisely the fact that Shakespeare, for
example, is able to appear naive characterizes him in this respect as a modern.

869. This contrast of the two unities within art viewed in and for itself can
express itself only as style and mannerism. i

Annotation. The same remarks ] jusi made concerning the previous antithesis
obtain here to an even greater extent. Of the two juxtaposed elements, style 1s the
absolute. mannerism the nonabsolute and to that extent objectionable. Language
has only one expression for the absoluteness in both directions. The absoluteness
within art always consists in the fact that the universal within art and the partic-
ular that it assumies in the artist as an individual are absolutely one, that this par-
ticular is the entire universal, and vice versa. Now, we can well imagine that this
indifference might also be achieved from the perspective of the particular, or that
the artist might be able to form the particularity of his form, to the extent that it
is his. into the universality of the absolute. Similarly, it might also be imagined
that the universal form within the artist in-form'” itself io the point of indiffer-
ence with the particular form that the artist as an individual must have. In the firsi
case, one might then call style absolute mannerism, just as in the opposite (where
that is not aitained), mannerism would have to be called the nonabsolute, missed,
or unattained style.

In general one must remark that this contrast or antithesis yet issues from the
first one we postulated in this investigation, namely, since art can manifest itself
only in the individual, and since it is always absolute, it is primarily always a
matter of the synthesis of the absolute with the particular.

The merely empirical theoreticians find themselves rather embarrassed when
they must explain the difference between style and mannerism, and we can sec
here perhaps most clearly that general relationship or general state of affairs con-
cerning antitheses in art as such. The one antithesis is always the absolute one,
the other appears as an antithesis only insofar as it is not yet complete, and only
to the extent that it is taken up, as it were, halfway to completion. That is, par-
ticularity can be absolute without detriment to its particularity, just as the abso-
lute can be particular without detriment to its absoluteness.

The particular form should itself be the absolute form; only then does it reside
within indifference with the essence and allow this essence to be free.

Style thus does not exclude pariicularity, but constitutes rather the indifference
between the universal and absolute art form on the one hand, and the particular
form of the artist on the other; indifference is so necessary to style that art can
express itself only within the individual. Style would thus always and necessarily
be the true form and to that extent the absolute, mannerism only the relative. This
assumed indifference does not, however, determine that it be posited through the
informing of the universal into the particular or, vice versa, through the inform-
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ing of the particular form into the universal form. It is a matter here, as [ said, of
whaF we have already seen, namely, that the informing of the absolute into the
particular is always the perfected or completed condition. and thus only within
the present case appears as style. The antithetical unity as antitherical can appear
only in a nonabsolute condition. If it is absolute, then it, oo, is called style. If it
is not absolute, then it is mannerism.

We certainly will mot deny that style is also attainable in the other direction,
namely, the direction taking particularity as its point of departure, although a
trace of this formal difference will always remain, and the style achieved from
this direction can always be called absolute mannerism. In this sense, style will
mean an absolute particularity (one elevated to absoluteness), just as in its initial
meaning it designates a particular absoluteness (one formed inio particularity).
On the whole, the style of modernity must in general be of the first sort, since
{according to §58) particularity is always the point of departure here, just as in
contrast only the ancienis possess style in the first sense. This can be asserted
without detriment to modernity, since we do recognize its capacity for style. It is
in any case obvious that in the final perfection of modern art, lhis’anmhc'shs. too,
must disappear.

One can say also that nature possesses mannerism in this sense, or a dual
style, It possesses mannerism in everything directed toward informing the par-
ticular into the umiversal, for example, in the coloring of bodies, particularly
within the organic world, where in the male form it obviously possesses style. H;x
fcminine beauty, on the other hand, where so many particularities had to be taken
into consideration of the form itself, it is in a certain sense affected. Yet precisely
this proves that beauty and thus siyle is also possible in this direction. Hence,
someone could say most appropriately that if Shakespeare, for example, pos-
sessed mannerism, then God himself would also have to possess it. One cannot
change the tact that modernity possesses style only in the direction from the par-
ticular to the universal.

Just as little, however, can one deny that modernity really has achieved style
in this direction and is certainly capable of achieving it, so much so that e\"cn
within modern art itself the two directions are again discernible. In this sense, the
modern who in the formative and plastic arts possesses style above all others is
doubtlessly Michelangelo.'® His counterpart among the great masters is doubt-
icsﬁy Correggio.'” It would certainly be incorrect to attribute mannerism to this
artist in an ungualified fashion, yvet it is equally impossible to attribute to him any
other style than that of the second type. He is perhaps the most vivid example that
style is also possible in the direction from the particular to the universal,

In general we can now accordingly explain mannerism in the objectionable
sense, and accordingly as affectation, as an assertion of the particular form
instead of the universal one. Since in general the artist only has form at his dis-
posal, such that he expresses or achieves the essence only through form, and
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since only absolute form itself fully corresponds to that essence, mannerism in
this scnsé directly suspends the very essence of art itself as well. Affectation
manifests itself most often as a siriving for superficial elegance that bedazzies
only unpracticed eyes. and toward insipid beauty, and in the palc.. wask}cd-ovgr
element of some works whose only or main virtue is at least cleanliness. There is
also. however, a raw and crude kind of mannerism, where the artist intentionally
seeks the exaggerated, the forced. Mannerism is aiways a limiting element and
manifests itself in the inability to overcome certain particularities of form, be it
within the whole of the figures (the best examples come from the formative plas-
tic arts) or in individual parts. Thus we find some painters who are able to create
only short, stumpy figures, and others who are able to create only isz. thin, h.ag-
gard figures, and yet others who either create fat or thin legs, or obstinately paint,
again and again, heads with exacily the same $hape.

" Affectation manifests itself further in the relationship the individual figures
have to one another, particularly in the obstinacy of pose or position, but even ?n
the initial concept and the unyielding habit of viewing all subjects m a ccrt:u'n
way, for example, emotionally, cleverly, or even humorously. Anything t.h.ai is
merely clever, or is merelv a witticism, can belong only to the sentimental direc-
tion in art, since art in great style, even in the work of Aristophanes, is never
actually witty but rather always only great.

thzél]lv, it must be noted that the element of particularity that in style is added
to the element of generality can also be the particularity of time, g‘nd not mc-rcly‘
that of the particular individual. In this sense we speak about the different style of
different epochs. . -

The particular style an individual artist cultivates for himself ns‘sor him that
which a system of thought is for the philosopher within the realm of knowledge,
or what action is for an individual person. Winckelmann accordingly and justi-
fiably calls such style a system of art, and asserts that the older style was built on
a system, ™

Much could be said about the difficulties involved in distinguishing between
style and mannerism in certain cases, or in identfying the transition from the one
to the other. But it is not our place to do that here, and does not concern the
general science of art.

General Comments on the Antitheses Dealt with up to This Point in §64-§69

These antitheses all belong to one and the same family and arise from that initi;fl
relationship of art, as absolute form, to the particular form posited .by the indi-
viduals through which it expresses itself. That is why they of necessity appeared
precisely at this juncture of our investigation. ‘

Already the first antithesis (from the perspective of reflection) of poesy and
art shows us the former as absolute form, the latter as particular form. That
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which in genius is in itself absolutely one, separates itself into these two modes
of manifestation. Furthermore, these manifestations in their own turn are one and
the same when taken in their absoluteness. Similarly, that which in beauty in and
for itself is a simple, unified element, separates itself within the particular object,
the individual work of art, into the two modes of manifestation of the sublime
and the beautiful. They in turn are different when taken in their nonabsoluteness
such that just as in the pertect artist poesy and art are inextricably interwoven, so
aiso in the highest works are sublimity and beauty. Sublimity appears everywhere
as the absolute and universal form of art in which the particular is there only for
the sake of taking up the entire efement of infinity into itself, Especially as
beauty, the particular form appears reconciled with the absolute form and com-
pletely taken up into it. completely one with it.

These antitheses are not to be equated with the following ones, which take
place either in poesy taken by itself or in art taken by itself, and which in the first
case — where they appear as the qualities naive and sentimental — are merely sub-
jective (since it already constitutes subjectivity when one conceives the absolute
merely as naive, and the sentimental as such as absolutely objectionable). Sim-
ilarly, in the other case only one of the two elements designates the absolute,
although to be sure the difference in direction is a factor determining just where
the absoluie, or style, can be attained.

Within this merely subjective and formal juxtaposition, however, the maive
and style do indeed constitute absolute form, just as the sentimental and manner-
ism constitute particular form. One can also compare these antitheses to each
other and remark, for example, that mannerism can never be naive, just as the
sentimental is always and necessarily affected. One can further say that manner-
ism is always mere art without poesy, that is, nonabsolute art, and that neither
sublimity nor, for just that reason, beauty in the absolute sense is compatible with
mannerism. One can say further that the sentimental is always able to appear
more as «rt than as poesy, and for that reason lacks absoluteness.

Qur previous discussion, however, has still not led us as far as the construction
of the particular work of art. The absolute relates here (according to the proofs in
§62) to the producing individual by means of the eternal concept of him that itself
inheres in the absolute. This eternal concept, the essential nature of the soul, sep-
arates itself in appearance or phenomenally into poesy and art and into the other
antitheses, or rather it is the absolute point of identity of these antitheses, which
in fact are antitheses only from the perspective of reflection,

We have not discussed these antitheses for their own sake bui rather for the
sake of recognizing or identifying genius. All these antitheses are either the one-
sided modes of manifestation or qualification of that which is the absolute prin-
ciple of art, that element of the divine that is informed into the artist, or the
essential nature of art. In the work of art in and for itself these juxtapositions
should never be in evidence as such; only the absolute should become objective.
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Qur previous discussion was thus concerned merely with presenting genius as
the absolute indifference of all possible antitheses between the universal and the
particular, antitheses that can manifest themselves in the relationship of the idea
or the eternal concept to an individual. Genius is itself precisely that in which the
universal of the idea and the particular of the individual are equated. Yet this
principle of art is to correspond exactly to that whose immediate emanation it
actually is—the eternal.?’ As such it must thereby grant to the ideas within that
eternal an existence independent of their own principle by letting them exist as
the concepts of individual real things and by forming them into actual bodies.
The proof of this is given in §62 and §63. We must now demonstrate the possi-
bility of just this objective rendering. Only then will the entire system of art
unfold itself to us completely.

We must remind ourselves here that the philosophy of art is actually general
philosophy itself, except presented in the potence of art. Thus we will understand
the way in which art lends objectivity to its own ideas in the same way we under-
stand how the ideas of individual real things become objective in the phenomenal
realm. Or we might put it thus: our present task, which is 10 understand the tran-
sition of the aesthetic idea into the concrete work of art, is the same as the general
task of philosophy as such, namely, to understand the manifestation of the ideas
through particular things. Of course, we can assume here only certain proposi-
tions as being given by general philosophy, and not prove them ourselves. In this
respect we preface our discussion with the following borrowed proposition:

§70. (Borrowed proposition.) The absolute becomes objective in the phenom-
enal realm by means of the three unities to the extent that the latter are not taken
in their absoluteness, but rather in their relative difference as potences, thereby
becoming symbols of the idea. This proposition needs only elucidation here,
since it is merely a borrowed proposition from general philosophy.

Content and form are one within the absolute. The latter has no other content
of production than itself in the all-encompassing allness of its forms. It cannot
appear, however, unless each of these unities as a particular unity becomes a
symbol of it. Within absoluteness itself. these unities are not differentiated from
one another. Here we find only content, pure infinity, and idea. The new unities
can become objective as the primal ideas only to the extent that each as a par-
ticular unity takes itself as a body or refiected image. As far as the phenomenal
realm is concerned, this directly posits the differentiation of that which is actu-
ally one within the absolute itself. Hence, the first of the two unities in s abso-
luteness is idea. Insofar as it as a potence — as a particular unity — takes itself as
a symbol, it is matter. Everything within the phenomenal realm is a mixture of
essence and potence (or particularity). The essence of all particularity is within
the absolute itself, but this essence manifests itself through the particular.

Presupposing this, it follows necessarily that the absolute as the principle of
art becomes objective in the sphere of appearances or differentiation only if
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either the real or the ideal unity becomes its symbol. Hence, it becomes objective
only in separate manifestations: on the one hand symbolized by the appcar{mcc of
a relative-real world, on the other by the appearance of a relative-ideal world.

§71. (Borrowed proposition.) 1o the extent that its symbol is the real unity as
partictlar unity, the idea is matter.**

The proof of this proposition is given in general philosophy. Matter that actu-
ally appears is the idea, but from the perspective of the simple informing of the
infinite into the finite such that this informing itself is only relative, not absolute.
Matter as it appears is not the essence, it is only form, symbol; vet it is —only as
form, as relative difference—in its own trn the same as that of which it is the
symbol and which is the idea as the absolute informing of the infinite into the
finite.

§72. Hence, insofar as art takes up the form of the informing of the infinite
into the finite as particular form, it acquires matter as its body or symbol. This
follows automatically.

Addendum I. In this respect, art is = the general formative or plastic arts.
Normally this designation is used in the narrower sense, namely, for the forma-
tive arts that express themselves through corporeal objects. This designation as
formative arts, however, does not exclude the possibility that within this general
unify all potences recur that are encompassed by matter itself in the larger sense;
it is precisely on this recurrence that the distinction within the individual forma-
tive arts is based.

Addendum 2. The formative aris constitute the real side of the world of art.

§73. The ideal unity, as the resolution of the particular into the universal, of
the concrete into the concept, becomes objective in speeck or language. Th;:
proof of this proposition also belongs in general philosophy.

Viewed from the real perspective, language constitutes the same resolution of
the concrete into the universal, of being into knowledge, which, viewed from the
ideal perspective, is thinking. Viewed from the one side, language is the direct
expression of something ideal—knowledge, thought, feeling, will, and so on—
in something real, and is to that extent itself a work of art. Yet viewed from the
other side it is just as definitely a work of nature, since it is the one necessary
form of art that cannot be conceived as being invented or generated by art.
Hence, it is a natural work of art, just as more or less everything produced by
nature is.

The most convincing proof of this proposition can be given only within a
larger context, particularly, however, by the juxtaposition of language and the
other form of art, matter.

The significance of language can be understood best on the basis of the fol-
lowing relationships.

The absolute is by nature an eternal act of producing. This producing is its
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essence. lts producing is an absolute act of affirming or of knowing, whose two
sides constituie the two postulated unities. 4

Wherever this absolute cognitive act becomes objective only by the one side
as a particular unity becoming form, there it appears nccessqri!y trap_sﬁiormed into
an other, namely, into a being. The absoluie informing of the infinite into the
finite, which is the real side of this act, is in itself not a being. In its absoluteness
it is the entire idea, the entire infinite self-affirmation. Only when taken in its
relativity, and thus only as a particular unity, does it no longer appear as idea or
as scllf-z;ﬂ'irmation. but rather as something itself affirmed, as matter. The r?zll
side as a particular unity becomes the symbol of the absolute idea here, which
only through this husk or covering first becomes recognized as such. ‘ \

Wherever the ideal unity itself, as a particular unity, functions as the form for
the idea— in the ideal world—it is not distorted into something else. It remains
ideal, yet such that it leaves the other side behind and thus docﬁ not appear as
something absolutely ideal, but rather merely as sameﬂj)mg .rclatwcty Idt:ll.ﬂ that
possesses the real outside of itself —standing over against it. As purg.ly 1(!;:&'.1,,
however, it does not become objective, but rather returns to the subjective f’md is
itself the subjective. Thus it necessarily strives yet again toward a covering, a
body, through which it may become objective without detriment 1o its ideality. It
ima"g_mtc.s itself again through something real. In this 'nmcgmt‘jon th.c mmivupp‘r"o-
priate symbol of the absolute or infinite affirmation of God arises, since this gmr—
mation here represents itself through something real without ceasing to be ideal
(which s precisely the highest requirement), and this symbol is language, as ong
can easily see.

For this reason, language and reason (which is precisely absolute knowledge,
the knowing of the ideas) have one and the same expression in most llemguages.ﬁ
Furthermore. in most philosophical and religious systems, particularly those of
the Orient, the eternal and absolute act of self-affirmation in God —his eternal act
of creating—is designated as the speaking word of Geod, the logos, which is
simultancously God himself. . ‘

One views the word or speaking of God as the outflow of the divine science,
as the creating, multifarious, and yet congruous harmony of the divine act of cre-
ation. o

Considering this sublime significance of language, namely, that it is not
merely the rc{ative act of knowledge, but rather the act that is si_rnulmne.ously
integrated with its counterpart and is to that exient absolute, we will not juxta-
pose absolutely the formative arts with the verbal arts as do most mxthoxfs (wh:.ch
is why, for example. they have difficulty counting music as one of the formative
arts and thus grant it a special position). Just as knowledge still grasps or rcr.\ders
itself symbolically in language, so also does divine knowledge apprehend {tsclf
symbolically in the world such that also the whole of that real world (whole inas-

much as it is itself the unity of the real and the ideal) is itself a primal act of
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speaking. Yet the real world is no longer the living word, the speech of God him-
self, but rather only the spoken—or expended — word.

In this way the formative arts are only the dead word, and yet nonetheless
word, the act of speaking; the more completely this speaking dies— as far as the
utterance that has turned to stone on the lips of Niobe - the more sublime is for-
mative art in its own fashion. In contrast, on the lower level, in music. that living
element that has passed over into death — the word spoken into the finite — is still
perceptible only as sonority.

Hence. in the formative arts, too, the absolute cognitive act, the idea, is con-
ceived only from the real perspective instead of being originally conceived, as
ideal. as is the case in speech or in the verbal arts, without ceasing to be ideal
even in the transparent covering it assumes.

Language as the infinite affirmation that expresses itself in a living fashion is
the ultimate symbol of chaos eternally residing in absolute knowledge. Every-
thing resides as one in language, regardiess of the perspective from which one
views it. From the perspective of tone or of voice, all tones, all sonorities reside
within it according to their qualitative differences. Those differences are all
blended in human language. which accordingly does not particularly resemble
any one sonority or tone, since all reside within it. Absolute identity is expressed
in language to an even greater extent when one views language from the perspec-
tive of its designations. Concrete and nonconcrete elements are one here: the
most palpable element may become the sign for the most absiract or the one most
firmly grounded in the intelicct. Everything becomes the symbol or tmage for
everything, and language itself thereby becomes the symbol for the identity of all
things. Within the inner structure of language itself all individual elements are
determined by the whole. There is not one form or one individual unit of speech
that does not require the whole.

Language viewed absolutely or in itself is unified or one, just as reason is uni-
fied or ome. Yet just as actual different things emerge from within absolute iden-
tity, so also do the different languages emerge from within this unity of language.
Each language is a universe if taken by itself, and is absolutely separate from the
others —which nonetheless are essentially one, not merely according to the inner
expression of reason, but also as regards the elements that, except for a few
nuances, are similar in all languages. That is, this external body is itself soul and
pody. The vowels are, we might say, the immediate breath of the spirit, the form-
ing form (the affirmative). The consonants dre the body of language or the
formed form (that which is affirmed).

Hence, the more vowels a language possesses — et such that the limitation by
consonants, at least to a certain extent, does not disappear —the more inspired or
animated. And vice versa, the more overwhelmed a language is by consonants,
the more spiritless it is.
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At this point I would like to make some brief remarks concerning the variously
posed guestion concerning why reasonable beings opted specifically for language
or voice as the immediate body of the inner soul, since one also could have used
other external signs, for example, facial expressions. After all, not only can deaf-
mutes make themselves understood, but to a certain exient so do all wild or
uncultivated nations that speak with the entire body. Yet even the question itself
views language as an arbitrary choice or invention. As an explanation, some have
suggested that these external signs had to be such that the person using them
could himself also evaluate them, and hence had to be a system of signs based on
sound and voice so that the speaker could simultaneously hear himself — some-
thing that,as we all know, is indeed a great pleasure for some speakers. Yet lan-
guage is not that accidental. There is a higher necessity in the fact that sound and
vaice must be the organ that expresses the innert thoughts and movements of the
soul. One might well ask those who offer the preceding explanation just why
birds have song and animals a voice.

As is well known, the question regarding the initial source of language has
greatly concerned philosophers and historians, particularly in recent times. They
thought it possible to understand language from the perspective of psychologi-
cally isolated human nature, whereas it is to be understood only from within the
whole of the universe. One therefore should not seek to find the absolute idea of
language in their theories. The whele question concerning the origin of language,
at feast as it has been treated until now, is merely an empirical one with which the
philosopher accordingly has nothing to do. He is interested only in learning about
the origin of language within the idea itself. and in this sense language, just as the
universe itself, still emerges in an unconditional fashion through the eternal
effect of the absolute cognitive act, an act that in a being possessing reason
encounters the possibility of expressing itself.” [Marginal note: Language in
general = artistic impulse in human beings. and just as the guide of instinct is
the ethical element. so also of language. Both assertions — that it arises as an
invention of human beings, through freedom, and by divine instruction — are
false. ]

An exposition of the particular model of reason and reflection within the
structure and inner conditions of language belongs to a different sphere of sci-
enice than the one with which we are here concerned and in which language itself
functions merely as a medium.

§74. Art insofar as it assumes the ideal unity as its potence and form is verbal
art. This follows directly.

Addendum. Verbal art is the ideal side of the world of art.

General addendwm (to this particular construction of the antithesis between
verbal and formative art).

Since according 1o §24 the forms of art are the forms of things as they are in
God. the real side of the universe itself constitutes the plastic arts, the ideal side
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cnn,x_tlmre,ts !.hc poetic or verbal arts, and all particular forms that recur within
l?wsc hasy.c forms will in their own turn merety express the manner in which par-
ticular things inhere within the absolute.

§75. i.n each of the rwo primal forms of art all unities necessarily recur, the
r‘aul. the ideal, and the one in which the two are equal, for each of the two primal
forms is in i1self absolute: each is the entire idea.

- ;'hlz!t’mlm-‘n. If we call the first unity or potence that of reflection, the other that
of nu!jsumptl(m. and the third that of reason, then the system of art is determined
by reflection, subsumption., and reason.

All potences of nature and of the ideal world recur here —except in the highest
potence - = and it becomes quite clear how the philosophy of art is the construction
of the universe in the form of art.

In the following construction | had two choices: either to juxtapose directly
the paraliel potences of the real and ideal world of art, for ex_;-u;}plc. o m.'al. l\,::'i;
poetry simultaneously with music: or to view separately each of the two _sidt._x'amj
ihcn’vrcspﬁcﬁi\-‘c potences. 1 have chosen the latter of the two possibilities because
I believe it makes the exposition clearer, and because in any case the rclat:cmshiﬁ
between the ideal and the real forms of art would have to be referenced contin-
uufH)_-A [-:Kcrlce. I will first construe within the formative arts the three basic forms
tllt music, painting, and the plastic arts as well as all the mansitions between them
Each of these forms will be construed within its own context and in its m».-ﬁ
pifnc& For that reason I am including no preface concerning the general division
within the arts of the kind one normally finds in lc.\ibmmks.&f\s a historical mﬁe I
x-will mgmion only that until now music has generally been separated from the
formative arts. Kant suggests three kinds: verbal art, formative art, and that of
ihg play of feelings.” Very vague. Here the plastic arts and painting, there rhet-
one and the poetic arts. Under the rubric of the third: music, u«-hicfn | find 120 be
an extremely subjective explanation of the latter, almeost like that of Sulzer,” who
says that the purpose of music is to awaken the emetions — something lhu;t could

just as easily be applied to many other things, such as concerts of fragrances or

tastes.
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Construction of the Forms of Art
in the Juxtaposition of the Real
and Ideal Series

The immediately preceding proposition proved that each of the two primal forms
in itself differentiates itself ever anew into all other forms. Expressed in another
way: each of the two primal forms takes up all other forms or unities as potence
and makes them into its symbol or particular. This will be presupposed here.

The Real Side of the Werld of Art; or, Formative Art'

§76. The indifference of the informing of the infinite into the finite, taken purely
as indifference, is somority. Or, within the informing of the infinite into the
finite, indifference as indifference can emerge only as sonority.

This is clarified in the following way. The implantation of the infinite into the
finite as such expresses itself in matter (this is the common unity) through the
first dimension, or through that whereby it (as difference) is self-identical (indif-
ference). That first dimension in matter, however, is not posited purely as such.
but rather simultaneously with the second, and accordingly synthesized through
the third. Thus the informing of the infinite into the finite cannot represent itself
purely as such within the actual being of matter. This is the negative side of the
proof. That it is sonoriry, however, through which the indifference within the
implantation of the infinite into the finite purely as such expresses itself, can be
seen from the following.

(1) The act of implantation itself is expressed in corporeal reality as magne-
tism (this proof is found in the Philosophy of Naiure).” Yet magnetism is itself
bound to the particular body., as is the first dimension, and is thus not the inform-
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ing itself, not pure as such, but is rather difference. It is pure as such and is indif-
ference only to the extent that it s separated from the body and is a form unto
itself, as an absolute form. The latter is found only in sonority, for sonority is on
the one hand living and active — in and for itself —and on the other hand a mere
dimension in time, though not in space.

(23 1 merely want to point out that the sonority of bodies stands in a direct
relationship with their coherence. Experience has proved that their capacity for
conducting resonance is determined by their coherence. All resonance, however,
is conduction, and no body resounds except inasmuch as it simultaneously con-
ducts sound. In coherence or magnetism in and for themselves, however, the
ideal principle passed over completely into the corporeal. The demand, however,
was that the informing of upity inta multiplicity appear purely as such, as form in
and for itself. This occurs only in sonority, for sonority = magnetism, though
detached from corporeality, as it were the essential nature iself of magnetism,
the substance.

Annoration |, There is no need to discuss exhaustively the distinction between
sosiority, on the one hand, and resonance and sound, on the other. Resonance is
the generic term. Sound 1s resonance, though interrupted. Sonority is resonance
that is comprehended as continuity, as an uninterrupted flow of resonance, The
higher difference of the twa, however, is that mere resonance or sound does f)nt
allow the unity in the multiplicity to be recognized clearly, something sonority,
on the other ha;ml, does. The latter is accordingly resonance combrined with total-
ity, Within sonority we do not merely hear the simple tone itself. Rather, we hear
t;lduthed. as it were, or imbedded in it 2 whole array of tones, and we hear them
such that the consonant ones predominate, instead of the dissonant ones, as in the
other case. The practiced ear even differentiares among them and hears besides
the unisonus or fundamental tone alse its octave, the actave of the fifth and so on.
The multiplicity that is combined in the coherence as such with the unity thus
becomes a living multiplicity within sonority, a multiplicity that affirms itself.

Annotation 2. Since the sonority of bodies is posited through coherence, res-
onance itself is simply the reestablishment or affirmation, that is, the identity
within that coherence whereby the body — posited outside of identity —reestab-
lishes its own condition of rest and of self-contained being.

Sonority itself is simply the intuition of the soul of the body itself or of the
concept immediately associated with it in its immediate relationship to this par-
ticular finite element. The prerequisite of sonority is differentiation between con-

cept and being, between soul and body within the corporeal being: the act of

indifferentiation itself is that in which the ideal within the reinforming into the
real becomes perceptible as sonority.

The prerequisite of resonance is thus that the body be posited outside of indif-
ference. This occurs through contact with another body.
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Annotation 3. We must add to this view of sonority that of the sense of hear-
ing. The root of the sense of hearing resides within anorganic nature, within mag-
netism. The hearing organ itself is merely magnetism that has developed to
organic perfection. Nature integrates universally within organic nature the anor-
ganic through its opposite unity. The latter—the anorganic unity —is merely the
element of the infinite within the finite. This is, for example, sonority or reso-
nance. [ntegrated with its opposite it becomes = sense of hearing. The hearing
organ consists externally of rigid and sonorous bodies, except that the antithetical
unity of the reassumption of difference within resonance into indifference is
combined with this first unity. The body that we call dead possesses the one unity
from hearing, and now lacks only the other.

§77. The art form in which the real unity purely as such becomes potence and
symbol is music. This follows directly from the two preceding propositions.

Annotation. The nature of music can be determined from various perspec-
tives. The construction given here, however, is that issuing from our earlier fun-
damental principles. The various other determinations of music issue as imme-
diate conclusions from this one.

Corollary proposition I. Music as art is originally atiributed to the first
dimension (it has only one dimension).

Corollary proposition 2. The necessary form of music is suceession, for time
is the universal form of the informing of the infinite into the finite and to that
extent is intuited as form, abstracted from the real. The principle of time within
the subject is self-consciousness, which is precisely the informing, within the
ideal, of the unity of consciousness into multiplicity. This also enables us to com-
prehend better the close relationship between the sense of hearing in general and
music and speech in particular with self-consciousness. It also enables us to com-
prehend in a preliminary fashion —until we have demonstrated its even higher
significance —the arithmetical side of music. Music is the real self-numbering of
the soul —Pythagoras already compared the soul to a number —yet for precisely
that reason it is also an unconscious, self-forgetting numbering or mummi_
Hence, Leibniz could say: Musica est raptus numerare se rescientis animae.
(The other determination of the character of music can be developed only within
its relationship to the other arts.)

§78. Music as the form in which the real unity becomes its own symbol encom-
passes necessarily all other unities within itself, for the real unity takes itself
{(within art) as potence merely in order to represent itself, through itself, abso-
lutely as form. Each unity in its own absoluteness, however, encompasses all
others as well; hence, music also encompasses all others.

879. Within music itself, that particular informing of unity into multiplicity, an
informing that is itself encompassed as a particular unity—in this case the real
wiity — is rivthm.

—
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If for the sake of this proof | may employ the most general concept of rhythm,
then rhythm in this sense is nothing more than the periodic subdivision of homo-
geneity whereby the uniformity of the latter is combined with variety and thus
unity with multiplicity. For example, the emotion that a piece of music arouses as
a whole is a completely homogeneous, uniform one. It is, for example, cheerful
or sad. Through the various rhythmic subdivisions, however, this single feeling
that alone would have been completely homogeneous acquires variety and diver-
sity. Rhythm is one of the most wonderful mysteries of nature and art, and no
hurnan invention appears to be more immediately or directly inspired by nature.

The ancients roundly attributed to rhythm the greatest aesthetic power. Neither
can one easily deny that everything one can call truly beautiful in music or dance
actually has to do with the rhythm, In order to comprehend rhythm most purely,
however, we must separate out everything else in music that is stimulating or
exciting. Tones, for example, are also significant in themselves. They can be

cheerful, gentle, sad. or painful. Yet when we view rhythm we must completely
abstract from them. [ts beauty is not material and it does not require the merely
natural affectations residing within tones in and for themselves in order to be
absolutely pleasing and to enchant a receptive soul. To see this more clearly,
imagine first the elements of rhythm as being completely i indifferent, as are, for
example, the individual tones of a string by themselves, or the beat of a drum.

How can a series of such beats become significant, exciting, or pleasing? Beats
or tones that succeed one another without the slightest order hmc ne effect on vs.
Though these tones may be completely meaningless and not even modestly pleas-
ing by themselves or as simple physical sounds, as soon as they acquire regular-
ity such that they continually recur in equal intervals and co llectively constitute a
unit, we already encounter something of rhythm, aibeit only a very distant begin-
ning —and we are irresistibly called fo attentiveness. The human being. however,
driven by an impulse of nature, seeks through rhythm to impose v variety or diver-
sity onto everything that in and for itself constitutes a pure identity of activity. In
every activity that is by nature meaningless, such as counting, we do not endure
long within that uniformity. We divide it into unite. Most mechanical workers
make their work easier this way. The inner pleasure of that—not really con-
scious, but rather unconscious —counting enables them to forget the work, and
the individual comes in at his appointed place with a kind of pleasure, since it
would pain him to see the rhythm interrupted.

Until now. we have described only the most imperfect kind of rhythm, in
which the entire unity within a particular multiplicity depends only on the uni-
formity of the intervals within the sequence. An image of this might be equally
large, equally separated points, That is the lowest level of rhythm.

A higher kind of unity within multiplicity is acquired first of all if the indi-
vidual tones or beats are not sounded with equal strength, but rather alternate
according to a certain regularity as strong and weak ones. With this the necessary
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element of tact enters into rhythm. This, too. is sought wherever something iden-
tical is 10 become different or varied, and it is capable of numerous variaiions
itself whereby an even greater variety enters into the uniformity of the sequence.
in general, rhythm is viewed as the transformation of an esseniially meaning-
less succession into a meaningful one. Succession or sequence purely as such
possesses the character of chance. The transformation of the accidental nature of
a sequence into necessity = rhythm, whereby the whole is no longer subjected to
time but rather possesses time within itself. Articulation within music is the
forming of units into a series such that several tones together constitute yet
another unit, one that is not accidentally or arbitrarily separated from others.

This as vet merely simple rhythm — consisting of a tonal sequence divided inio
units of equal length, each of which is distinguished perceptibly from the other —
can nonctheless display a wide variety of types. For example, it can be even or
uneven, and so on. Yet several tacts together can be further combined into wnits
that then constitute a higher potence of rhythm— complex rhythm (in poesy: the
couplet). Finally, larger units (phrases) can be made from these complex units (in
poesy: the stanza), and so on until this entire structure and composition still
remains comprehensible to the ianer poetic sense. The final perfection of
rhythm, however, is illuminaied for us by the following propositions.

Addendum. Rhythm is the music within music, for the particularity of music is
based precisely on its character as the informing of unity into multiplicity. Since
according to §79 rhythm is nothing more than this informing wéthin music itself,
it is thus the music within music, and, according to the nature of this art form, is
the predominating feature within it.

Only if we remember this proposition will we be able to comprehend scien-
tifically particularly the contrast between ancient and modern music.

§80. Rhvthm in its completed state necessarilv encompasses the other uniry
within itself, which in this subdivision is modulation (in the most general mean-
ing of the term). The first part of this proposition is self-evident and can be com-
prehended quite generally. Regarding the second, we need only explain what
modulation is.

The first prerequisite of rhythm is unity within multiplicity. This multiplicity,
however, does not inhere merely in the simple difference between the various
units insofar as they take place arbitrarily or nonessentially, that is, simply within
time, but rather insofar as they are simultaneously based on something real,
essential, and gualitative. This quality resides only within the musical variability
of the tones themselves. In this respect modulation is the art of maintaining the
identity of the one tone that is the predominating one within the whele of a musi-
cal work, to maintain it in the gualitative difference just as through rhythm itself
the same identity is observed in the quantitative difference.

I must express myself in generalities here because modulation has so many
different meanings in the language of art, and | do not want any of that particular
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meaning that modulation possesses only within modern music to suggest itself
here. That artificial method of guiding song and harmony through several tones
by means of so-called modulation and cadences, and of finaily returning to the
main tone, belongs totally to the modern art of music.

Since it is impossible for me to go into all these technical considerations that
belong to the theory of music and not to a general construction, you must note
merely in general that the two unities designated by rhythm and modulation are
to be conceived as quantitative and qualitative unities, respectively. The former,
however, must in its own absolute state also encompass the latter such that the
independence of the laiter unity from the first would necessarily suspend the first
in that absoluteness, and vields as its product a music based only on harmony.
This will become clearer in the following discussion.

Rhythm in this sense, that is, to the exteni that it already encompasses the
other unitv, is thus music in its entirety, This also generates for us the idea of a
distinction arising from the fact that in the first case music in its entirety is sub-
ordinated to the first unity, rhythm, in the second case 1o the second unity, maod-
ulation, whereby two equally absolute yet different genres of music emerge.

$81. The third unity in which the first two are posited as equal is melody.
Since this proposition is actually merely an explication, and since none will
doubt that the union of rhiythm and modulation is melody, it needs no prooi. For
the sake of illustrating the relationship among the three unities within music
itself, we wish rather to qualify them further according to different standards.

One can thus say: thythm = first dimension, modulation = second. melody
= third. The first determines or gualifies music for reflection and self-con-
sciousness, the second for feeling and judgment, and the third for intuition and
the power of imagination. We can also see already that if the three basic forms or
categories of art are music, painting, and the plastic arts, then rhythm is the
musical element within music, modulation is the element of painting (not to be
confused with musical painting, which only a completely degenerate and sunken
sense of taste can find good in music, such as that contemporary sensibility that
finds edification in the bleating of the sheep in Haydn's creation music),” and
melody is the plastic element. We can now see quite easily from the proof given
in the preceding proposition that rhythm in this sense (namely, as encompassing
the opposite unity) and melody are themselves one and the same.

Addendum. Rhvtiom conceived in absoluteness is the entirety of music, or vice
versa: the entirety of music is rhythm in its absoluteness, for rhythm directly
encompasses the other unity and constitutes melody through itself, and is thus the
entirety.

Rivthm in the farger sense is the predominating potence in music. Insofar as
the entirety of music —hence rhythim, modulation, and melody —might be sub-
ordinated collectively to rhythm, we have rhythmic music. Such was the music of
antiguity. Virtually anyone can see how precisely in this construction ail relation-
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ships and qualifications recur, and that here, too, rhythm as the informing of the
infinite into the finite resides on the side of antiquity, whereas the opposilé unity,
as we will see, is the predominating element of modernity.

We do not, it is true, have access to concrete examples of the music of antig-
uity. | refer the reader to Rousseau’s Dictionnaire de Musique® (still the most
intelligent work on this art form), where one will find how litile we can think of
rendering even moderately accessible the music of antiguity by means of perfor-
mance. Since the Greeks were enormously successful in all the arts, they were
certainly also successful in music. As little as we admittedly know about that
music, we do know that here, 100, the realistic, plastic, heroic principle predom-
inated, and it predominated solely by subordinating everything else to rhythm.
The predominating element in contemporary music is harmony, which is pre-
cisely the opposite of the rhythmic melody of antiquity, as I will show more spe-
cifically.

The only trace—and a highly distorted one at that—of the music of antiquity
still resides in the chorale. 1t is true, as Rousseau says, that by the time the Chris-
fians began to sing hymns and psalms in their own churches, music had already
tost virtually all of its emphasis. The Christians took it as they found it. and in
addition robbed it of its most powerful energy: tempo and rhythm. Yet in those
carly times the chorale always remained monophonic, and this is actually what
Canto Firmo means. In later times it was always set in four voices, and the com-
plex art of harmony also spread into church hymns. The Christians took music
first from verse and set it to the prose of the scriptures or to a totally barbaric
poesy. Thus arose that form of song that now is dragged along without iact and
with perpetually identical steps; along with its rhythmic pace it also lost all its
energy. Only in a few hymns did one still sense the rise and fall of the verse,
since the tempo of the syllables and the meter were maintained. Yet in spite of all
these deficiencies, Rousseau, too, finds in the chorale that the priests in the
Roman church have preserved in its original characier, extremely valuable rem-
nants of the music of antiquity and of its various keys to the extent it was possible
to preserve them without tact and rhyvthm.

882. Melody, which is the subordination of the three unities of music 1o the

Tirst unity, can be juxiaposed 1o its opposite: harmony as the subordination of the

three unities to the other. The merely empirical theoreticians also generally rec-
ognize harmony as the opposite of melody. Melody is in music the absolute
informing of the infinite into the finite, and thus is the entire unity. Harmony is
similarly music, and to that extent is no less the informing of identity into dif-
ference; yet this unity is symbolized here by the opposing one —the ideal unity. In
common language usage one says of a musician that he understands melody if he
can compose a monophonic piece distinguished by both rhythm and modulation.
Similarly, he understands harmony if he also is able to lend broadness (expansion
of the second dimension) to that identity that is taken up inte difference within
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rhvthm. and hence when he is able to unite several voices. each of which has its
own melody, into a pleasant sounding —harmonious — whole. In the first case we
are obviously dealing with unity within multiplicity, in the second with multi-
plicity within unity: in the first case with succession, in the second with coexist-
ence.

Harmony also inheres in the melody, but only in subordination to rhythm (the
plastic element). We are speaking here of harmony to the exient that it exclud;s
such subordination to rhythm, to the extent that it is itself the whole. subordi-
nated to the second dimension.

Harmony does indeed acquire various meanings from the various theoreti-
cians, suchithut it may signify, for example. the union of many simultaneously
sounded tones into one single sonority. Here we are thus taking harmony in Ait.\
highest simplicity in which, for example. it is also a characteristic of an individ-
ual sonority. since in the latter several tones different from it also resound. but
which are united so perfectly that one thinks one is hearing only a single tone. M.
we now apply this same concept of multiplicity within unity to the larger lmits_oi
an entire musical piece, then harmony consists of different tonal relationships
within each of these units nonetheless being brought into a unity within the
whole. Similarly, that same unity as regards the tonal piece as a whole means the
resumption of all possible particular unities and of all complexities of tones — not
different as regards rhythm, but as regards modulation — into the absolute unity
of the whole. This general concept shows us adequately that harmony is related
to thythm and to that extent also to melody, since melody is nothing but inte-
grate;i rhiythm — I repeat: harmony is related to melody just as the ideal unity is to
the real or as the informing of multiplicity into unity is to the opposite informing
of unity into multiplicity —which was what we wanted to prove.

It is important to remember here that harmony, to the extent that ‘nt-is juxta-
posed to melody, is in its own turn the whole. and is thus the one of »thc two
unities insofar as one reflects only on the forn, but not insofar as one reflects on
the essenice. In the latter case harmony is itself identity in itself and thus the iden-
tity of all three unities, vet expressed here in the ideal unity. Only to this extent
can harmony and melody really be juxiaposed antithetically to one another.

If ane now asks about the precedence of harmony or melody in this sense, we
find ourseives in the same situation as if one were to ask in general about the
precedence of the art of antiguity over that of modernity. M‘- we consi@cr theA
essence, then admittedly each of the two constitutes the undivided entirety of
music. If we consider the form, however, then our judgment will have to be the
same as that regarding the art of antiquity and modernity in the larger sense. ]]'he
antithesis of the two is that the former represents in general the real, the essential,
the necessary: the latter represents also the ideal, nonessential, and accidental
elements in i'demii_\/ with the essential and necessary. Appiied to the case at hand,
rhythmic music in general presents itself as an expansion of the infinite within
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the finite such that the latter (the finite) counts for something by itself, whereas in
harmonic music finitude or difference appears only as an allegory of the infinite
or of the unity. The former remains. one might say, more faithful to the natural
character of music, which is to be an art of succession. Hence, it is realistic. The
latter would like to anticipate in the deeper sphere the higher ideal unity, to sus-
pend the element of succession from an ideal vantage point, as it were, and por-
tray the multiplicity of the moment as unity. Rhythmic music, which represents
the infinite within the finite, will be more the expression of satisfaction and of
vigorous passion. Harmonic music will be more the expression of striving and of
yearning. Within the church, whose basic vision is based on the yearning and
striving of difference back to unity, it was thus necessary for that element of com-
munal striving that actually began from each individual, a siriving to view one-
self within the absolute as one with everyone else —that this striving necessarily
had to express itself through harmonic, rhythmless music. In contrast, an asso-
ciation such as that within the Greek states —one in which a pure collectivity. the
species or type tiself, had developed completely into a particular unto itself and
was that particular — had to be rhythmic in its music just as it was rhythmic in its
manifestation as a state.

If a person does not possess a closer or more specific acquaintance with
music, and nonetheless wishes to see the relationship between rhythm and rhyth-
mic melody to harmony, let him imagine a comparison between a play by Sopho-
cles and one by Shakespeare. A work by Sophocles possesses pure rhythm, and
presents only what is necessary. It has no superfluous dimensions. Shakespeare,
on the other hand, is the greatest harmonic artist and the master of dramatic coun-
terpoint. We are presented not with the simple rhythm of a single event but rather
simultaneously with its entire accompaniment and its reflex from various sides.
Compare, for example, Qedipus and King Lear. In the former we encounter
nothing but the pure melody of the event. In the latter, in contrast, the fate of
Lear, expelled by his daughters, is juxtaposed to the story of a son who is
expelled by his father, such that to each individual moment of the whole another
moment is juxtaposed that both accompanies and reflects it.

The differences in judgment concerning the superiority of harmony or melody
can as little be resolved as those concerning ancient and modern art as such.
Rousseau calls the former a Gothic, barbaric invention. On the other hand, there
are those who are enthusiastic about harmony who consider true music to have
come into being only with the invention of counterpoint. Such a view, of course,
is adequately refuted by the simple fact that the ancients possessed a music of
great strength without any knowledge of harmony, or at least without any
employment of it. Most people are of the opinion that polyphonic singing was, in
fact, invented only in the twelfth century.

§83. The forms of music are the forms of the eternal things insofar as they are
viewed from the real perspective, for the real side of the eternal things is that side
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from which the infinite is formed into the finite. Yet this same informing of the
infinite into the finite is also the form of music, and since the forms of art in
general are the essential forms of things, the forms of music are necessarily the
forms of things in themselves or of the ideas viewed completely from their real
side.

Since this has been proved in the larger sense, it is also true of the particular
forms of music —of rhythm and harmony — namely, that they express the forms
of the eternal things insofar as the latter are viewed entirely from the perspective
of their particularity. Furthermore, to the extent that the eternal things or the
ideas are revealed from the real side within the cosmic bodies, the forms of music
as the forms of ideas viewed concretely are also the forms of the being and life of
the cosmic bodies as such; hence, music is nothing other than the perceived
rhythm and the harmony of the visible universe itself.®

‘arious anpotations

(1) In general, philosophy. like art, is not concerned with things rhcmscl\-'cf.
hut rather only with their forms or eternal essence, The thing itself, however, is
precisely not.ﬂ;jng other than this particular mode or form of being, and through
these forms one possesses the things. In its plastic works, for example, art does
not strive to compete with similar products of nature as regards actual concrete
elements. [t seeks rather the pure form, the ideal, of which the thing itself, of
course, is simply the other perspective, Applied to the case at hand, in rhythm
and harmony music portrays the form of the movements of the cosmic bodies,
the pure form as such, liberated from the object or from matter. To that extent,
music is the art form that divests itself to the highest degree of corporeality by
portraying pure movement as such, separated from the object, and by being car-
ried by invisible, almost spiritual wings.

(2)./«“5 is well known, the first advocate of this view of the heavenly move-
ments as rhythm and music was Pythagoras. It is equally well known, however,
how little his ideas have been understood, and one can easily guess in what dis-
torted form they have come down to us. People have usually understood Pytha-
goras’s doctrine of the music of the spheres quite crassly, namely, to the effect
that the fast movements of such large bodies must cause resonance. Because
these bodies rotate with different yet measured velocity and in increasingly
expanded circles, this resonance generates a consonant harmony organized
according to the tonal relationships of music, such that the solar sysiem resem-
bies a seven-stringed lyre. This view takes the whole affair empirically. Pytha-
goras does not say that these movements cause music, but rather that they them-
selves are music.” This indwelling movement needed no external medium
through which to become music. It was music within itself, or inherently. Later,
when people assumed that the space between the cosmic bodies was empty, or
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when at most they would admit only a very slight, delicate medium to be present
there within which ne friction could occur and no resonance elicited or transmii-
ted. they believed they had done away with Pythagoras’s theory, one they actualiy
had never understood. The usual explanation was that Pythagoras himself had
said that one could not perceive that music because of its enormous power and its
continuity, similar to the situation of people who live in a mill. We are probably
supposed to understand this in quite the opposite fashion, namely, that people da
indeed live in a mill, but they are unable to perceive that heavenly music because
of the physical sounds around them. Our lack of pereeption of this music simply
shows this to be the case. In Plato, Socrates says: That person is a musician who
progresses beyond physically perceived harmonies to the suprasensible, cerebral
harmonies and their proportions.®

Philosophy still has an even greater prablem to solve: the law of the number
and the distances of the planets. Only then can one expect to gain insight into the
inner tonal system, which until now has remained a totally closed subject. We
can see how little our present tonal sysiem is based on insight and scienee by the
fact that many intervals and types of musical progression customary within
ancient music are impossible according to our divisions or even incomprehensi-
ble to us.

(3) Only now can we establish the uliimate significance of rhythm, harmony,
and melody. They are the first and purest forms of movement in the universe and,
viewed from the real perspective, are the mode in which material things are equal
to the ideas. The cosmic bodies float on the wings of harmony and rhythm.” That
which one calls centripetal and centrifugal force is nothing other than harmony
and rhythm, respectively.'” Elevated by the same wings, music floats in space to
weave an audible universe from the transparent body of sound and tone.

The entire system of music also manifests itself in the solar system. Kepler
already attributed major tonality to the aphelion, minor tonality to the perihelion.
To the various planets he attributes the distinguishing characteristics that in music
are attributed to the bass, tenor, alte, and soprano.

Even more, however, we find in the solar system an expression of the contrast
between melody and harmony, a contrast that appeared sequentially in art.

In the realm of planets, rhythm is the predominating element; their move-
ments are pure melody. In the realm of comets, harmony predominates. Just as
the entire modern world is generally subject to centripetal force against the uni-
verse —the yearning toward the center—so also the comets, whose movements
therefore express mere harmonic confusion without any rhythm. And just as, on
the other hand, the life and works of antiguity were expansive like their art—
centrifugal, that is, absolute within itself and rhythmic — so also does centrifugal
force predominate in the movements of the planets, the expansion of the infinite
within the finite.
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(4) The position of music within the general system of arts is also determined
according to this evidence. The general world structure operates compleiely
independently from the other potences of nature. Depending on the perspective,
it can be the highest and most universal element, the sphere in which the confu-
sion of concrete reality directly suspends or dissolves itself into purest reason. Or
it is also the deepest potence. So also music, which viewed from the one per-
spective is the most universal or general of the real arts and closest to that dis-
solution into language and reason, even though from the other perspective it is
merely the first potence of the real arts.

The cosmic bodies in nature are the first unities that emerge from eternal
matter. They also encompass everything within themselves, even though they
musi contract into themselves and withdraw into narrower and more particular
spheres in order to portray the highest organization within themselves in which
the unity of nature attains perfect self-intuition. The type of reason inherent
within them thus expresses itself in their general movements only for the first
potence. Music, which from the one perspective is the most closed of all arts, the
one that comprehends forms still within chaos and without differentiation, and
that expresses only the pure form of these movements separated from corporeal-
ity, similarly takes up the absolute model or figure only as rhythm, harmony. and
melody, that is, for the first potence, even though within this sphere it is the most
boundless of all arts.

This concludes the construction of music, since all construction of art can
only intend to present its forms as the essential forms of things. This has been
accomplished as regards music, -

Before proceeding further, let me recall the following general points.

Our present task is the construction of the partictlar formys of art. Since sith-
stance and form are one in the absolute and therefore also within the principle of
art, then only that which is within matter, content, or essence can also become
form. The differentiation between substance and form, however, can be based
only on the premise that whatever is posited as absolute identity within sub-
stance, be posited as relative identity within form.

Now, within the absolute in and for itself the universal and the particular are
one such that in it the particular unities or forms of unity are posited as absolute.
Yet for precisely this reason, because within it they are absolute and as regards
each thus the form is also the essence, and the essence the form —for precisely
this reason, I repeat, they are indistinguishable and undifferentiated within if;
those unities or eternal ideas as such can become truly objective by becoming
their own symbol in their particularity, as particular forms. That which appears
through them is merely the absolute unity. the idea in and for itself. The form is
only the body with which it clothes itself and in which it becomes objective.

The first unity within the absolute essence is in general the one whereby it
bears its subjectivity and eternal unity into objectivity or multiplicity. and this
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unity, conceived in its absoluteness or as the one side of the absolute act of pro-
duetion, is eternal matter or substance or eternal nature itself. Without this the
absolute would be and remain a self-enclosed subjectivity without being dis-
cerned or distinguished. Only through subject-objectivation does it manifest
itself within objectivity and then as a recognized object guide itself back from
this objectivity into its own self-recognition.'’ This reverse development of
objectivity into itself is the other unity that within it is inseparable from the first.
Just as we see the perfected informing of subjectivity into objectivity within the
organism immediately change into reason as the absolute ideal, so also within the
absolute. There, where the informing is always absolute, the objective element of
that subject-objectivation immediately transfigures itself into the aether of abso-
lute ideality. such that the absolutely real element is always simultanecusly the
absolutely ideal element, and both are essentially one and the same. The abso-
lute, insofar as it manifests itself in the phenomenal world through the first of the
two unities, is the essence of maiter; all art, insofar as it takes the same unity as
its form, is plastic or formative art. Within such art, just as within matter itself,
all unities are encompassed and express themselves through the particular art
forms. The first of these. which takes the informing of unity into multiplicity as
its form in order to portray the universe within it. 15, as we just proved, music.
We now move on to the other unity and must construe the art form corresponding
to it. For this purpose we also need several borrowed propositions from general
philosophy, propositions 1 will now use as a preface.

§84. Borrowed proposition. The infinite concept of all finite things, insofar as
it is contained in the real unity, is light.'"* Since this proof is a part of general
philosophy, 1 will offer only the main points here.

For now, let us note the following points: (a) Light = concept, ideal unity, (b)
but ideal unity within the real unity. The proof is given most expediently by the
juxtaposition with the other unity. In the latter, the identity of eternal matter as
such is formed into difference and therefore into differentiated and particular
things. Here, difference or particularity is the predominating element; identity
can be comprehended only as unity within multiplicitv. In the opposing unity,
identity, the essence, the universal is the predominating element. Reality dis-
solves or suspends itseli again into ideality. Yet this ideality must in the larger
sense be subordinated to reality and to difference, since it is the ideal unity within
the real unity. Since the universal form of the real within difference is space, it
must thus appear as an ideal element of or within space. Hence. it must describe
space without filling it, and as the ideal unity of matter it must everywhere dis-
play in an ideal fashion all the attributes which matter displays in a real fashion.
All these conditions, however, are met only by light; thus light is the infinite idea,
within the real umty, of all difference, which is precisely what was to be proved.

The relationship of light to matter can also be clarified in the following
fashion.

R R RRCEREEEEEEZIIIII
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The idea in its dual aspects repeats itself within both individuality and the
whole. In its real aspect, where it forms its subjectivity into an objectivity, it is
still fully idea even though it does not appear as such, but rather as being. Within
the real element of appearance, the idea leaves only one of its characteristics
behind. In the ideal element of appearance, it manifests itself as something ideal,
but for just that reason does so only in opposition or juxtaposition to that real
element, and thus as something relatively ideal. The essential nature is precisely
that wherein the two sides are one. Applied to the case at hand, we can say that
the element of corporeality is the one side of the idea in its objectivity, the real
side. The other side, where the idea appears as something ideal, is light, but it
appears as something ideal only inasmuch as it leaves behind the other side, or
the real side; we can already anticipate here that the higher element in nature,
too. will be that in which matter and light are again one.

Light is the element of the ideal that is manifested in nature, the first break-
through of idealism. The idea itself is light, but absolute light. In phenomenal
light, the idea appears as something ideal, as light, but only as relative light, as
something relatively ideal. It casts off its outer covering with which it clothes
itself in matter. yet in order to appear as something ideal it must appear in con-
trast to the real.

It is not possible for me to discuss this view of light in all its ramifications,
and 1 therefore refer to its treaiment in general philosophy. Here [ must discuss
further first the refationship of light to sonority, and second the sense of sight as
the necessary condition for the existence of light for art.

(a) Concerning the relationship of light to sopority, itis well known how many
comparisons have been made, even though the true identity and distinction con-
cerning the two has, to my knowledge. not yet been determined.

We remarked that essence or identity gives itself form within matter. In light,
on the other hand, form or particularity is transfigured again into essence, This
set of circumstances must also give us some insight into the relationship between
light and sonority. As we know, sonority is not posited absolutely. It is posited
only under the condition of a movement transmitted to the body itself whereby it
is set out of indifference with itself. Sonority itself is nothing other than the indif-
ference of soul and body. It constitutes this indifference, however, only insofar as
it resides in the first dimension. Wherever the eternal concept is combined abso-
lutely with the thing itself, as is the case with what we may call the cosmic body,
which as finite is also infinite, there emerges that inner music of the movements
of the stars. Wherever that eternal concept is combined in a merely relative fash-
ion with the thing, sonority emerges, which is nothing other than the act of the
reinforming of the ideal into the real, and thus the manifestation of indifference
after both have been wrested from indifference.

The element of the ideal is not essentially sonority, just as the concept of a
thing is not essentially soul. The concept of the human being becomes soul pre-
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cisely only in its relationship to the body or corporeality, just as the body is only
body in its relationship to the soul. Similarly, what we call the sonority of a body
is precisely that ideal element posited in relationship 1o iis body. Hence, if that
which reveals itself in sonority is only the concept of the thing, then we in con-
trast will equate Tight with the idea of things, or with that wherein the finite 15
truly joined to the infinite. Sonority is thus the indwelling or finite light of cor
poreal things, and light is the infinite soul of all corporeal things.

Absolute light itself, however, light as genuinely absolute suspension or res-
olution of difference into identity, would never of itself fall into the sphere of
objectivity as an actual phenomenon. Only as something relatively ideal and thus
simultaneously in both opposition and relative unity with corporeality can it
appear as light,

The question is, how can one conceive of such a unity berween light and
body? Our fundamental presuppositions do not allow us to admit any direct effect
of one upon the other, As little as we can assume that the soul is able to become
the immediate canse of an effect within the body, or the body within the soul, just
as little can we allow light to have an immediate effect on corporeality or in a
reverse fashion the laiter to have an immediate effect on light. Light and body
can thus, if at all, be one enly through preestablished harmony, and enly through
that wherein they are one, and not affect one another through some one-sided
causal relationship. It is gravity that reappears here in the higher potence. the
absolute identity that, be it in reflection or in refraction, unites light and corpo-
reality. The general expression of such light synthesized with corporeality is
obscured light, or color. Hence, as an addendum to §84 we may state the follow-
ing:

Light can appear as light only in epposition or contrast to ronlight, and hence
only as celor.

The body in general is nonlight, just as light in contrast is nonbody. As cer-
tainly as absolute light appears within empirical light only as something rela-
tively ideal, just as certainly can it appear in general only in contrast to the ele-
ment of the real. Light combined with nonlight is in general obscured light, that
is, color.

Theories concerning the origin of colors are by no means unimportant for the
theory of art, though it is well known that no contemporary artist who has
reflected on his art ever made use of the Newronian theory of colors. Yet this very
fact would suffice to prove how totally unfounded this theory is in nature, since
nature and art are one. The instinct of artists taught them to recognize the general
contrast of colors—which they expressed as the polarity of coldness and
warmth —quite independently of the Newtonian ideas. Goethe's new views of
this theory are based equally on both the natural and artistic effects of colors.'* In
them one sees the innermeost harmony between nature and art, whereas in the

e ——
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Newtonian theory there was absolutely no way of combining the theory itself
with the actual practice of the artist,

The principle upon which a true understanding of color must be based is the
absolute identity and simplicity of light. Newton's theory refutes itself for anyone
who has elevated himself at all above the perspective of one-sided causal rela-
tionships, at the very least because regarding the phenomenon of color produc-
tion in the refraction of light through transparent bodies Newton considers these
bodies themselves completely accidental and ignores them. Thus he was forced
to locate all multiplicity and variety of color within light itself, and to assume i
was an inherent, mechanically united, and mechanically separable variety. As is
well known, according to Newton light is composed of seven rays of differing
refractability, such that each simple ray is actually a bundle of seven colored rays.
This conception is refuted adequately by the higher perspective of the nature of
light itself, so that we need not bother ourselves with additional refutation.

In order to comprehend fully the phenomenon of color, we must {irst have
some understanding of the relationship between transparent and nontranspareat
bodies and light.

A body is obscured as regards light to the extent that it separates itself from
the allness of other bodies and emerges as an independent body, for light is the
identity of all bodies. So to the extent that it separates itself from that totality, it
also separates itself from light, for it has more or less taken up that identity into
itself as a particular. This is true to the extent that the least transparent bodies, the
metals, are also precisely those in which there inberes that inner Hight, senority.
Relative self-identity is that quality whereby a body emerges from identity with
all other bodies. This relative identity (= cohesion, magnetism), however, is
based on a relative indifference between its particular aspect on the one hand.
and its universal aspect or concept on the other. The obscuring effect regarding
light will thus cease only where this relative identity is suspended to the point that
either the purely universal element or the purely particular element predomi-
nates — and thus at the ends of the cohesion series —or where both are reduced to
absolute indifference. The latter is the case in water, whose universal element is
completely the particular, the particular the entire universal. The same holds true
where the struggle between absolute cohesion (whereby the body is self-con-
tained) and relative cohesion {whereby it belongs to light} is perfectly balanced.
and the body is totally earth and totally sun. Further elucidations of these prop-
ositions, as is obvious, belong to a different sphere of the investigation.

Such a body in perfect identity with light (it would be an absolutely transpar-
ent body) would no longer be in opposition to light anywhere. Only insofar as the
body remains a particular body or is relatively —in part—in opposition 1o light,
does absoluate identity, which enters here as the force of gravity in the higher
potence, synthesize light with that body. (That, in fact, it is not the body that
refracts the light follows from the Newtonian experience that the refraction does
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not occur immediately, but rather at some distance from the surface of the body
itself, for which Newton assumes an actio in distans, something 1—in the New-
tonian sense—reject not only here but everywhere.) This synthesis of light and
body is equally the case with both transparent and nontransparent bodies, except
that the latter reflect the light, whereas the transparent body takes it into itself and
permeates itself with it. Since, however, transparency is nowhere perfect, and
since in those transparent bodies that refract light most there also obtains the larg-
est preponderance of particularity, light or the identity within light itself is syn-
thesized with particularity or difference and thus obscured. (All our transparent
bodies are obscuring agents.) Again, however, neither light by itself nor the body
by itself, but rather that wherein both are one, produces color. In this process,
tight is thus neither divided nor split in any way, neither chemically nor mechan-
ically decomposed. Rather, it itself remains as the one factor of the process in its
absolute simplicity. All difference is posited or affected through nonlight or the
body. Color is = light + nonlight, positive + negative.

The most important point in understanding the artistic effects of colors is an
understanding of the totality of colors. That whereby a totality is possible at all is
multiplicity in unity, and thus a contrast that must manifest itself in all color man-
ifestations. In order to portray this contrast, we do not necessarily have to pro-
ceed directly to the image of a prism, something in itself already a complex and
complicated phenomenon. No wonder Newton arrived at no other conclusion,
since he took precisely this phenomenon to be primary, and no wonder it took no
less an intuition that that of Goethe to find the irue thread of this phenomenon,
which Newton had concealed so artificially in the tangle he called his theory.
Even today physicists consider the prismatic phenomenon to be the most basic.
Artists, too. throw themselves at its feet even though it leaves a great deal unex-
plained that really does have an effect on their art. We can already find the con-
trast of colors in much simpler cases. This includes the phenomena of colored
glasses or colored liquids, which Newton tried to explain on the basis of a dif-
ference between reflected and restringent light. If, for example, a blue-colored
glass is held against a dark surface and the eye is situated between the light and
the body. that color progresses into the deepest blue. The same body, held such
that it is between the eye and the light, gives off the most beautiful yellow red or
even intense red. Here the red color emerges immediately through a diminution
of the obscuring effect, whereas in the first case the darker color emerges through
a simple increase of that same effect. The two color poles still exclude one
another here. They do not appear simultaneously, but rather sequentially.
Through a connected series of different lenses through which one allows the light
to pass, the first of which vet allows the tight to pass as perfectly white, one can,
in a dark room, finally obscure that first white light to a red light. Through a
further series one would drive it into the color blue. According to this law, the sky
colors itself blue for us, and the rising sun red in contrast. These phenomena, in
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which a simple increase or decrease of the obscuring effect generates color, are
the simple ones we should use as our point of departure. All kinds of prismatic
manifestations depend on much more accidental conditions. One can generally
say that they depend on a double image being seen. We see light and nonlight at
the same time (a subjective synthesis of light and nonlight takes place in the eye).
The effect of refraction thus distorts the perceived image, yet no change occurs if
it is led across a different, relatively dark or illuminated space such that the dis-
torted image is seen simulianeously with another. Depending on whether this
space is relatively light or dark compared to the other, the image appears vari-
ously colored on the edges. If, for instance, a lighter space against a dark back-
ground is distorted through the refraction, such that—with a reverse angle of
refraction —the dark space is led from above into hight, and the light space is led
from below into darkness, then the warmer colors appear in the former place, the
cold ones in the latter.

In the Newtonian experiments with a light falling onto a prism in a dark room,
the sun does indeed appear as nothing but a light spot on a dark background. Tt
has an effect with the completely general quality of an image of intense bright-
ness against a completely dark background, outer space. The prismatic phenom-
enon, insofar as it is generated with that sunlight, is thus only one instance
among all possible prismatic phenomena. the one where a bright space is seen
against a dark background.

Here it is more imporiant that we understand the completely secondary posi-
tion of these phenomena,

The various colors taken together constitute a system just as do the various
tones, and are for that reason essentially far more primal in nature than they
dppear within the prismatic image, whose conditions are accidental and deriva-
tive. The appearance of precisely these and no other colors under these condi-
tions is necessary, since they are the only ones possible in the first place. Viewed
by itself, the totality or system of colors thus indeed possesses a kind of neces-
sity. Ft is not accidental, vet it must not necessarily be abstracted from just these
prismatic phenomena, nor must the latter be considered to be the primary phe-
nomenon in which colors generate themselves.

The contrast manifesting itself in the prismatic image between cold and warm
colors juxtaposed in polarity is indeed a necessary one and is an essential part of
the totality that colors constitute as a self-enclosed system. Yet this contrast is for
just that reason also more primiary than the derivative and complex phenomenon
of the color spectrum. The polarity of colors is not to be conceived as one already
at hand. but rather as one that is produced, one that generates itself everywhere
light and nonlight are set in conflict. The color phenomenon is the emerging bud
of light. The identity within light is combined into a totality with the difference
posited into it by nonlight. The necessity of this polarity and inner totality of
colors appears in a much higher context within the demands our sense of sight
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makes, which are as important for art as they are interesting for scientific inves-
tigation.

Let us now turn our attention to the sense of sight.

(b)"* The two sides that in the corporeal series and in light we encounter asun-
der—the real and ideal sides—are still together and one within the organism."
The relatively ideal element in light is integrated here by the real element. The
essence of the organism is to combine light with gravity. The organism is whoily
form and wholly matter. wholly activity and wholly being. The same light that in
nature at large constitutes the intuitive activity of the universe is in the organism
wedded to matter itself. It is no longer merely purely ideal activity as in nature at
large, but rather ideal activity that, combined with matter, is the aitribute of an
existing entity. One and the same thing is simultaneously both the real and the
ideal activity. Every element affecting the organism from outside constitutes for
that organism a certain dimension. So also light, and if sensibility in general =
third dimension. and if sight itself, on the other hand, is the blossom of sensi-
bility, then the demand light makes on the organism is the product of the third
organic dimension, perfect indifference between light and matter. Yet what is
sight if not precisely this?

The ideal principle in and for itself would be pure thought, the real principle
pure being. The organism’s externally solicited capacity for indifference, how-
ever, again and again posits thinking and being as equal. Thought synthesized
with being, however, is intuition. Intitive intelleciual activity is identity itself,
which here in the reflected world represents the indifference of the ideal and the
real. It is the essence, the substance of the organism — yet for just that reason
simultaneously the absolutely ideal element, not just the mere relatively ideal ele-
ment {as in light)--the producing element, the intuiting element. It is the feeling,
hearing, seeing principle in the animal. It is the absolute light. The universal con-
dition of intuition of this light is the indifference of A” and A = B.'® Depending
on the various ways in which or the circumnstances under which both are equated,
it is, for example. a hearing, seeing, or feeling principle. Every sense organ man-
ifests this kind of indifference between the ideal and the real, light and gravity. In
each such indifference, the essence or essential nature of the organism becomes
productive, intuitive. Even considered from the physical perspective, the organic
being does not view the object outside itself; it views only the indifference
between the ideal and the real posited within that object. This indifference takes
the place of the object. By virtue of the preestablished harmony between univer-
sal and organic nature, the same system inheres in the intuitions of the latter as is
found in the corresponding forms of the external world. The harmony of the triad
is something objective, and yet it is demanded by our sense of hearing. The same
is the case with our sense of sight, whose demands deserve the deepesi reflection
from the artist who seeks to affect this. the most delicate of all organs. In every-
thing intended to be pleasing to it, the eye demands the harmony of colors
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according to the same necessity and laws according io which it is produced in
external appearances. The ultimate defight for the eye is to be taken out of
monotonous identity, then in the condition of highest difference to be placed by
the element of totality into a perfect balance again. For this reason, the eye in
general demands totality of colors in every painting; only a small amount of
reflection and awareness is needed to see how perfect a sensibility for this
demand has guided the greatest masters. Quite often one finds this demand sat-
isfied in great compositions not merely insofar as the totality of colors was nec-
essary for it. Often one finds the demand for a certain color that had no piace in
the main object satisfied by a secondary object, for example, the demand for
yellow or some other color satisfied by fruit, flowers, and so on, introduced into
the painting.

Yet even in those cases when the eye does not demand such perfect totality, it
still nonetheless insists on the corresponding colors. This is particularly obvious
in the manifestation of the so-called physiological colors. The eye, for example,
which is fatigued by the stimulus of the color red, freely produces, after this stim-
ulus is removed. the color green, or, more specifically, from blue and yellow as
colors it produces that which is more directly opposed to them, namely, indiffer-
ence. Green and purple exclude one another in the color picture, yet precisely
because they do exclude one another, the eye demands them. Fatigued by green,
the eye demands purple or the corresponding totality of violet and red, and
through purple the most perfect green. This is also the case in art. The combi-
nation of purple and green in clothes, for example, produces the highest splendor.

I will now present another proposition, but will preface it with the following
general statement.

From the idea of light it follows immediately that as the particular unity it can
only appear under the condition of contrast. It is the ideal unity emerging within
the real. If it is to appear as this unity, it must appear as the reforming of differ-
ence into identity, but not as absolute identity (for in absoluteness unity is not
distinguished as particular) and accordingly merely in relative identity. Now, the
particular, however, or difference, is in and for itself nothing but the negation of
the universal or of identity. Only insofar as the universal or identity itself is trans-
formed into the particular is it real (for this reason, the informing of unity nto
multiplicity is the real unity). If, then, in the ideal unity or in the reforming of the
particular into the absolute the particular is still to be distinguished as such, it can
be distinguished only as negation. Accordingly, the universal and the particular
in the manifestation of the ideal unity will relate only as reality and privation, and
thus. since the universal is light, only as light and nontight. Or particularity can
be represented in the universal only as privation or limitation of reality.

§85. The art form that 1akes the ideal wnity in its discernibleness as its symbol
is painting. This foliows directly from the preceding propositions. since the ideal
unity in its relativity appears within nature through the contrast of light and non-
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light. Yet painting employs precisely the same thing as the medium of its por-
trayal.

Annotation. The further determinations of painting follow automatically from
this initial concept.

§86. The necessary form of painting is suspended succession. This proposi-
tion follows immediately from the concept of time already proved in §77. The
informing of unity info multiplicity is time. Since painting is based rather on the
opposing unity, the informing of multiplicity into unity, its necessary form is sus-
pended succession.

Painting, by suspending time, nonetheless needs space, and needs it such that
it is forced to add space to the object itself. The painter can paint not a single
flower, not a single figure, in fact, he can portray nothing without simultaneously
portraying in the painting itself the space in which the object is found. The prod-
ucts of painting thus cannot yet function as universes with self-contained internal
space and yet no external space at all. In what follows we will return to this point
and show how painting approaches the highest art form by treating space as a
necessary element and by portraying it, as it were, fused with the objects of its
portrayal. In the perfect or complete painting, space in and for itself must possess
meaning and significance, quite independent of the inner or qualitative circum-
stances obtaining in the painting.

There is yet another way to make this state of affairs clear. According to the
previous discussions, the two arts of music and painting can be compared to the
two sciences of arithmetic and geometry. The geomeirical figure needs space
external to it, since it makes no claim to reality and only portrays the ideal in
space. A body possessing real external dimensions or extension also possesses
space within itself and can be comprehended independently from any space exier-
nal to it. Painiing, which portrays only the ideal elements of reality, and no really
corporeal figures at all, but rather only the schemata of such figures, necessarily
needs space external to itself, just as geometrical figures are possible only
through limitation of a given space.

Corollary proposition {. Painting as an art form is primarily subordinated to
surface. It portrays only surfaces, and within this limitation is able to elicit only
the appearance of corporeality.

Coroflary proposition 2. Painting is the first art form that portrays actual fig-
wres. Painting as such portrays the particular within the universal or within iden-
tity. The particular, however, can be differentiated from the universal only by
means of limitation or negation. The limitation of identity, however, is precisely
that which we call outline or contour (music lacks physical contours or actual
form in this sense).

Corollary proposition 3. 1n addition to portraying objects themselves, paint-
ing must also portray space as such.
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Corollary proposition 4. Just as music on the whole is subordinated to refiec-
tion, so also is painting to subsumption. General philosophy provides the proof
that the factor determining outline and contour in a body is precisely that
whereby it is characterized by subsumption. Simply through its very limitation it
sus]pemis itself as a particular and as such is capable of being subsumed under the
universal. People long ago saw that painting is particularly an art of taste and of
judgment, and is so necessarily, since it removes itself furthest from reality and l\
completely ideal. The element of the real is an object only of reflection or of
intuition. Viewing or intuiting the real within the ideal, however, is an object of
Judgment. ‘

Corollary proposition 5. Painting on the whole is a qualitative art, just as
music on the whole is a quantitative art, for the former is based on the purely
qualitative antitheses of reality and negation. ‘

§87. in painting, all the forms of unity recur: the real, the ideal, and the indif-
Jerence of the iwo. This follows from the universal principle that each particula
art form in its own turn constitules the entirety of art.

Addendum. The particular forms of unity insofar as they recur in painting are
drawing. chiaroscuro, and coloring .

These three forms thus constitute what we might call the universal categories
of painting. 1 will explain both the significance of each of these particular forms
by itself and their union and cooperation within the whale. [ remind you that 1 am
not concerned with the technical aspect here, but rather with the absolute signif-
icance of each category.

Within painting as the ideal art form, drawing is the real form, the first fram-
ing of identity into particularity. The merging of this particularity in its own turn
as difference into identity, and its suspension as difference, is the real art of chiar-
oscuro, which accordingly is the painting within painting. Yet since all art forms
as such are only particular forms, and since it must be their goal to be absoluie art
within a particular form, it is easy to see that if painting were to fulfill ail the
demands as a particular art without doing justice to those of art in general, it
would be thoroughly deficient and as yet incomplete. The tormative arts as such
are subordinated to the real unity. The real form is thus the first prerequisite of
formative art, just as, for example, thythm is of music. Drawing is the rhythm of
painting. The contradictions among art CONNOISSEUrs and art critics concerning
the greater or lesser importance of drawing or of coloring rest on a misunder-
su'in.:iinf: no less sertous than that regarding whether rhythm or melody is more
importz:m in music. Some people maintain that there are paintings that, although
onty mediocre as regards drawing, nonetheless deserve a place among the mas-
terpieces because of their excellence as regards the treatment of color. One
cannot doubt that there really are such works prompting such judgmenis among
connoisseurs, and one certainly cannot doubt the actual admiration for such art.
One can, however, doubt the pleasant effect that a well-colored painting might
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have regardless of any excellence in drawing. The tendency of art, however, is
not toward sense reality, but rather always toward beautv elevated above all sen-
suality. The expression of absolute knowledge in things is their form. Only by
means of form do they elevate themselves into the realm of light, Form is accord-
ingly the primary element in all things whereby they also are adapted for art.
Color is merely that through which the material side of things becomes form. It
is merely the higher potence of form. All form, however, depends on drawing.
Hence, only through drawing is painting actually art, just as enly through color is
painting actually painting. Painting as such focuses on the purely ideal side of
things, but its main goal is by no means that kind of crass deception one usually
insists upon in order to make us mistake the painted object for a veal one.'” Such
a deception in its perfection would be impossible fo attain without the additional
verity of colors and the resulting living element arising from them, and if we
were to demand it, we would sooner overlook considerable deficiencies in the
drawing than in the coloring. Art as such, however, and painting as well, is so far
removed from deception that in its highest works it must rather destroy that par-
ticular appearance of reality in the sense just discussed. Anyone who views the
idealistic constructions of Greek artists must be smitten immediately by the
impression of their nonreality. He must recognize that here something is por
trayed that is elevated above all reality even though it is made real in this sub-
limity precisely through art. Anyone who needs deception in order to enjoy art,
who has to forget that he actually has a work of art before him, is without a
shadow of a doubt totally incapable of any artistic enjoyment whatever. Al most,

he may amuse himself with the most uncouth productions of Dutch painting,

whereby, of course, neither higher satisfaction is given nor higher demands made
than those that already can be found in the senses. It is a triviality generated by
French art critics if one maintains that Raphael, for example, is superior in draw-

ing but only mediocre in the treatment of color, or that Correggio, on the other
hand, is inferior in drawing to the same extent that he is superior in the treatment

of color. This statement is straightaway false. In many of his works, Raphael

ireated color guite as excellently as did Correggio, and in the overwhelming
majority of his own works, Correggio drew just as excellently as did Raphael.

Precisely in the case of Correggio, whom some art critics value less highly as

regards drawing, we can see how deep and hidden this side of art is, since

through the magic of chiaroscuro and coloring he was able to withdraw this side

from common view.'® Without the deeper foundation of his excellent drawing
even the greatest beauty of colors would be unable to charm the connoisseur.

I will now briefly mention the main demands made on drawing.
The first demand is the observance of perspective. Explanation of the concept

of perspective. Antithetical distinction between linear perspective and aerial
perspective. '*
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It is particularly important that [ explain the boundaries within whi.ch the
observance of perspective is necessarv, and outside which it becomes a free art
or an end in itself. ‘

As is everywhere the case, here, too, we encounter a contrast between ancient
and modern art. The former was inclined entirely toward the necessary. the
strictly essential, whereas the latter cultivated the accidental and gave it indepen-
dent existence. There has been much discussion concerning whether the ancients
were acquainted with linear perspective. We would doubtlessly be equgl.ly in
error if we denied that the ancients knew and observed enough of perspective as
is required for correctness, or if on the other hand we assumed that they em-
ployed perspective for deception, as do the moderns. To deny that they were ac-
guainted with perspective to the extent it is required for general corrgctr_rcss with-
out illusion is to attribute to them the grealest impropricties in painting, or 10
assert that they created monstrous figures. For example. if we see a person with
outstretched arms from the side. but in proximity te him, such that one hand is
farther from the eye than the other, then as regards perspective it is necessary that
the farther hand appear smaller to the eye. Because we know, however, that m_
nature one hand is the same size as the other, in our intuition: we find both of
equal size. Considering this, if a painter were not to take perspective W,O con-
sideration and nonetheless wished to make both hands really of equal size, he
would thereby make a grave mistake, since a trained eye would now really per-
ceive the closer hand as being smaller than the farther one. It would be a total
absurdity to attribute such monstrosities o the ancients, monstrosities emerging
from the neglect of perspective within the essential elements of the painting. On
the other hand. the ancients were never able to make illusion an end in itself, to
cultivate something that possesses worth only as a standard of correctness into an
independent art, as the moderns have done with the treatment of perspective. ‘

Perspective serves to avoid all harsh or unvaried monotony in the hands of
someone who with facility and ease can make a square, for example, appear as a
trapezoid. a circle as an ellipse. In general it aids in showing precﬁsgﬂy the most
beautiful parts of objects and their larger masses, and in concealing the less
pleasing or petty elements. On the other hand, this free employment must never
be expanded so far that through perspective only the pleasing elements are
sought, while the strictness of necessity, that wherein the most sublime art of
dra\:ving must manifest itself, is circumvented.

Since drawing and painting first of all intend the presentation of forms. and
since the condition of beauty —even though, to be sure, not the perfection of
beauty itself —is to be pleasing, then the latter must be sought in drawing at least
to the extent that it does not abrogate the higher demands of truth and correct-
ness. The most worthy, indeed, the virtually only worthy object of formative art
is the human figure. Just as the organism, inwardly and essentially, is self-gen-
erated and self-repeating succession. it also expresses this form externaily
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through the predominance of elliptical, parabolic, and other forms that best
express difference within identity. In drawing one must avoid unvaried, contin-
ually recurring forms even in lesser objects; that is, here, too, the artist must have
the symbol of organic form before him. Continually recurring forms are, for
example, four-sided ones, since they consist of four lines of which two and two
are always parallel, and equally the perfectly round ones, since viewed from all
sides they are always the same. The oval and ellipse, however, still express dif-
ference and variety within identity. Among the regular figures, and for the same
reason, the iangle is the least displeasing. since the angles are unequal as
regards number and the lines form no parallels. One prerequisite of drawing is
thus to avoid as much as possible any repetition of forms, every parailel, angles
of equal degree, and particularly right angles, since in the latter there is no pos-
sibility at all of variety. Straight lines must be transformed as far as possible into
wavy lines such that within the figure as a whole a balance that is as perfect and
as proportionate as possible is observed between concave and convex shapes,
those curved in and those curved out. Merely with this simple device one is able
to lend the various members greater or lesser lightness, since a preponderance of
outward curves suggests weight, of inward curves lightness.

These principles, however, all of which are based on the symbolic significance
of the particular forms themselves, are by no means to be understood as the so-
called elegant painters understand them. In their attempt to avoid as much as pos-
sible any square or angular forms. they fall into the error of nullity and of com-
plete shallowness. One is, indeed, well advised to avoid abbreviations in figures
whose pature it is to appear attractive or enticing, since here the muscles are var-
iously interrupted by the fact that the sublime forms conceal the sinuous ones. In
this case, a kind of section necessarily creates an angle. Hence. everywhere the
character is to be hard, the expression strong, one should not shy away from these
forms. Otherwise the slavery of pleasantness suppresses the truly great style that
aims for a much higher truth than that which flatters through the senses. All the
rules that the theoreticians offer concerning forms are of value only insofar as
these forms are conceived in their absolute state, namely, in their symbolic qual-
itv. One cannot deny that for the eye, too, the straight line is the symbol of hard-
ness. of inflexible dimensions, just as the bent line is a symbol of flexibility. the
elliptical one —placed horizontally —of gentleness and transiency, the wavy line
of life, and so on.

I now arrive at the primary demand that must be made of drawing, namely,
truth, which admitiedly would not be saying much if one were to understand by
i only that particular kind of truth atiainable through faithful imitation of
nature.”” The artist who wishes to attain it in the true sense must seek it at a
deeper level than even nature has suggested and than the mere surface features of
figures show. He should unveil the interior of nature, and thus particularly as
regards the most worthy object, the human form, not satisfy himself merely with
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the usual appearance of that form, but bring the more deeply concealed truth to
the surface. Hence, he must penetrate into the deepest connections, into the play
and patterns of sinews and muscles; in a broader sense he must show the human
form not as it actually appears, but as it is in the design and idea of nature, which
no real form fully expresses.

The truth of form includes observance of the relationship between individual
parts, or proportien, which, again, the artist is to portray not according to the
accidental appearances of truth in common reality, but freely, and according to
the archetype of his own intuition. Everywhere in nature we notice the consis-
tency in the formation of parts; for example, we expect to see just such feet and
hands corresponding to a certain kind of face. Since the human figure is com-
plex, and the symbolic significance possessed by the whole is distributed to the
individual parts, the main point of proportion consists in observing the appropri-
ate balance of parts such that each in particular expresses the meaning of the
whole insofar as is appropriate. Here the famous torso of Hercules can serve as
an example. **1 see,”” Winckelmann says, *‘in the powerful contours of this body
the undefeated energy of the victor over the powerful giants who rebelled against
the gods, and who were defeated by him in the Phlegracan Fields. At the same
time, the gentle features of these contours, which make the structure of this body
light and flexible, represent for me the quick movements of the same person in
his battle with the Achelous, which in spite of all its polymorphous metamorpho-
ses was unable to escape his hands. In every part of the body the entire hero
reveals himself. as if in a painting, performing a particular deed, and just as one
correctly perceives the intentions within the rational structure of a palace. so also
does one here see the use and deed for which each and every part served. ol

Here in this passage Winckelmann expresses the ultimate mystery of the draw-
ing arts. It is, first, to conceive the portrayal or representation as a whole sym-
bolically, and thus not empirically as the object of a single, individual moment,
but rather in the wholeness of its existence, and in so doing to use the individual
component parts of the body themselves as representatives of the individual
moments of this particular existence. Just as the life of a person is unified in its
idea, and all his deeds and acts are intuited simultaneously in that idea, so also in
the painting. It should portray that object in its absoluteness by taking it out of
time, exhaust the infinite element of its concept and of its meaning completely by
means of the finite, and portray the whole within the part, just as all parts, in
their own turn. within the unity of the whole.

The final and ultimate demand made on drawing is that it apprehend only the
beautiful, the necessary, and the essential, and that it avoid the accidental and
superfluous. Within the human figure it will thus focus the greatest energy nto
the essential parts. It will allow the bones to show through more clearly than the
small folds of flesh, the sinews of the muscles more than the flesh, the active
muscles more than the stationary ones. Besides those things that directly destroy
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beauty, such as something disgusting in itself, there are things that, without actu-
ally being ugly, nonetheless ruin beauty: the most prominent among these is the
portrayal of the superfluous, particularly in that which is accidental, for exam-
ple, the surroundings that are to be depicted simulianeously with an act. For
example, in a historical painting the architecture and so on :'nay not be worked
out as thoroughly as the main figures themselves, since in that case the observer’s
eye would necessarily be distracted from what is essential. Clothing stands in a
closer relationship to the object and stands fully in identity with what is essential,
namely, the figure itself, which that clothing is sometimes to conceal, sometimes
1o reveal, and sometimes to elevate. If, however, clothing is made into an end in
itself, one may well find oneself in the same situation as that painter who asked
Apelles™ to evaluate his painting of Helen and received the answer: because you
did not know how to make her beautiful, vou at least tried to make her rich.‘

Something standing in an even closer relationship to the essential elements of
a painting, but to that extent even more detrimentzl to the portraval itself, is the
observance of the various details of the figure, of skin, hair, and so on. The
works of some Dutch masters are particularly good examples of this. They are
executed as if for the sense of smell, since in order to recognize precise!v' thai
whereby they intend to be pleasing, one must bring them as close 1o onc’; oW
face as one does flowers. Their attention was directed toward strict imitation of
the smallest detail, and they shied away from depicting even the smallest hair
differently than they actually found it. In this way they sought to present to the
sharpest eye, indeed, even to the best magnifying glasses, the most imperceptible
details of nature, every skin pore, every nuance of a beard. This kind of artistic
ability might be advantageous for insect painting, or desirable for the physicist or
naturalist.

To the extent that the drawing turns its attention away from the accidental and
depicts only the essential, it approaches ever closer to the ideal element, for the
idea is the necessity and absoluteness of a thing. In general one can say that with
the removal of thai which does not belong to the essence, beauty elnérﬁes auto-
matically, since beauty is the absolute first element of a thing, its substtd.nce and
essence whose appearance is only disturbed by empirical conditions. Formative
art, however, should everywhere depict the object not in its empirical, but rather
i its absolute truth, liberated from the conditions of time, in its essential nature.

Expression and composition are usually also counted as part of drawing.
Expression is in general the portrayal of the inner substance by means of the
external elements. One sees, however, that this portrayal has two sides, that of
invention and that of execution. Only the latter is part of drawing. When the
question is what mode of expression should be given o the object, the answer
can only be given within a higher investigation into the poet.ic.&spctt of paint-
ing —an investigation that cannot yet be conducted here, since we are speaking
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only of the technical conditions of art (insofar as they are of absolute signifi-
cance). . '

Under composition one understands either the poetic configuration of a paint-
ine. which also cannot be discussed here, or the technical configuration. In this
Caksc the main goal of drawing must be to lend significance to the space in the
painting in and for itself, and 10 employ it for the sake of a plcusing effect, grace
and beauty as regards the larger whole. In this respect the two main constituent
parts of Ihc art of a painting would be symmetry and grouping. S)immeiry rcfcrs-
primarily to the two halves of a painting. ldentity is the [.)rcdominanllngt clcmeqt of
painting. Identity is suspended if, for example, one side of the painting is filled
with figures, while the other is left relatively empty. This disturbs the symmet-
rical bz}lzmce. This kind of balance without any real antithesis is an enduring
norm of all products of nature. All antithesis is expurgated in the individual.
There is no more true polarity, but rather balance, for example, in the dual nature
of the primary appendages. Wherever there are two sides, however, there is also
a middle, and the middle of the painting is the point into which necessarily the
essential element falls. We have already remarked, however, that formative art,
particularly insofar as it portrays something living, acts just as does nature by
avoiding geometrical regularity in its organic products. This becomes the case
onlv where it has transcended the boundaries of the organic. For this reason the
rulé is by no means that the main figure be placed into the true middle of the
painti11g;the point of intersection of the two diagonals —but rathe.}’r that it be
placed a bit to one side or the other. For just this reason, symmetry is not really
to be sought in the perfect geomeirical equality of the two halves, but rather more
in a relative and inner balance of the two.

The grouping already constitutes a higher synthesis. The unification of parts
into an organic body is not really grouping in the true sense. Grouping can actu-
ally be only the collectivity of parts, each of which is in and for itself indepen-
dc;u, an iﬁdependcm whole and yet simultaneously a member of the higher
whole. This is the highest relationship between things; thus a large part of the
excellence of a painting depends on its observance. The ordering of figures into
individual groups produces clarity and conceptual simplicity. It puts the eye tem-
porarily at ease by not forcing it first to bring the figures together ilsc.lt: gnd m“lhat
synthesizing activity to make a decision concerning various possibilities. Since
the best form of grouping is triplicity. even the greatest variety of figures is thus
thereby reduced again to three unities such that in the first viewing the group
itself can be seen as an individual figure. In this way, the whole precedes the parts
even in that viewing itself, just as it must precede them in the original concep-
tion. Grouping is even more important from the standpoint of shmuhzmcopsly
expressing the autonomous nature of each individual and its indcpcndc.nc%‘ from
the whole as well as the position it occupies within that whole. The artist ex-
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presses his own intention completely by not ieaving any doubt about the signif-
icance he has attributed to each individual part.

The final function of grouping, and the one most difficult to attain, is the syn-
thesis of the object with space. Since the variety within the grouping is possible
primarily only through the different sizes of the objects in question, which they
possess either through their natural form or their position, the pyramidal form is
the one that best unites all the advantages. Although antiquity more or less
alludes to this form, its most excellent advocate is Correggio, who also employed
it such that both individual groups, each viewed in and for itself, as well as the
whole resemble this form.

The significance of numbers is also unmistakable in the composition of the
groups themselves. Even though one is free to compose them from both even and
uncven numbers, the double even ones, for example, 4. 8, 12, and so on. are
excluded: only those composed of uneven ones are tolerable, for example, 6, 10,
14, and so on, even though the uneven ones are always the most appropriate.

An additional rule of grouping asserts that the group possess the appropriate
deprh, and that thus the figures not be placed in a single row, or at least that the
extremities such as the heads not meet in straight, horizontal, vertical, or diag-
onal lines. Yet this rule pertains most eminently to the play and accidentals of
chiaroscuro, serving to emphasize these with more facility. In drawing in and for
itself, which is the real form of art®® and does not rely on illusion, this rule is
merely of secondary importance (examples from antiquity, Raphael).™

To illustrate each of these particular forms, let me choose that individual who
has attained the highest excellence in each.

When one speaks of drawing purely as such, one must mention Michelangelo.
He showed his profound awareness already in one of his earliest works, a car
toon, which one only knows now through Benvenuto (description of an attack of
naked warriors in Arno).”” Michelangelo’s style is great, indeed even frightful in
its truth. The profound sensibility of a rich and completely independent spirit, the
proud confidence in himself, the taciturn seriousness of his disposition, the incli-
nation toward solitude —all this is imprinted on his works. They witness equally
well his profound study of anatomy, which he pursued for twelve years and to
which he returned again and again even in his old age, whereby he penetrated
into the most hidden mechanism of the human body. His figures are not gentle
and weak, but rather energetic, strong, and defiant (as are those of Dante), for
example, his Last fudgment. ™

This concludes our discussion of drawing as the real form within painting as
the ideal art form.

The completely ideal form of painting”’ is chiaroscuro. Here art seizes the
entire appearance of corporeality and portrays it, removed from matter, as
appearance and in and for itself.




136 (1 CONSTRUCTION OF THE FORMS OF ART

Chiaroscuro makes the body appear as body, since it is light and shadow that
instruct us concerning thickness. The most natural example is the sphere. In
order to elicit artistic effect, however, it must be transformed into surfaces so that
the various parts of the shadow and light separate themselves out more individ-
ually. This is illusirated most completely by the cube. Of its three visible sides,
one separates out light, the other the partial shading, and the third shade itself.
Together, they display these sides in juxtaposition and thus as a surface. Even this
simple example shows us that chiaroscuro does noi consist only of black and
white, but rather that its effect is also attainable through lighter and darker colors.
Yet even this does not yet suffice to give us a complete understanding, since it is
precisely the emplovinent of these colors that constitutes chiaroscuro.

I now want to say a few words about natural chiaroscuro, that is, about that
which even a cursory look at natural bodies teaches us about chiaroscuro.

Our eye makes an initial distinction between surface and depth simply because
the elevated parts of a surface appear to reflect light in a completely different
fashion, namely, at a different angle, than the flat and deep parts. Thus if the eye
is led quickly from a larger to a smaller angle, or vice versa, the object will
appear interrupted or truncated, and that imperceptible gradation of light and
shadow that constitutes chiaroscuro would appear disrupied. It is the effect of
natural chiaroscuro that in nature itself there are almost no perfect angles. and
most angles are actually small, crooked lines that disperse in two lines branching
out. It is the effect of natural chiaroscuro that the contour of bodies rarely appears
with & genuinely light color, but rather with a medium color, for if the contour
were highly illuminated the actual illumination of the object itself would be
destroved. A general law of natural chiaroscuro as well is that light and dark
colors cannot stand next to one another ynaltered and without having an effect on
one another. One color really should both elevate and temper the other —even
augment it (expand and contract it). The most magical effect of chiaroscuro
arises through what we may call reflexes. The shadow in the reflex of a light
body is often neither completely shadow nor truly illuminated. In the same fash-
ion, a body whose primary color actually makes it light may be affected quite
differentiy by the shadow a different body casts upon it. For example, it may be
white or yellow, but when a shadow falls en it, it is now neither the one nor the
other.

One of the most eminent parts of chiaroscuro is the aerial perspective. [t dis-
tinguishes itself from linear perspective in that the latter merely informs us how
an image presents itself from a certain standpoint, whereas aerial perspective
reveals to us the degree of lighting in proportion to distance. The farther away a
body is, the more liveliness its colors lose. The smaller gradations of tints and
shading within it mel¢ away such that it becomes not only monochromatic but
alse flat, since all visible elevation depends on chiaroscuro (all relief disappears).
Finally, when farthest away, its natural color disappears entirely, and all objects,
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no maiter how differently they may be colored, assume a general color caused by
that distance. The decrease of chiaroscuro with distance occurs according to def-
inite laws. If, for example, among several figures placed according to a certain
perspective there is the same degree of difference from the first to the second
figure, this difference will already become less from the second to the third, just
as the decrease in size within linear perspective also rakes place in increasingly
smaller degrees with increasing distance. An object near to me is indeed quite
different as regards the intensity of chiaroscuro than an object one or several
hours away. If, however, | compare with that second object vet a third that is one
or several hours even farther away than the second, the difference regarding these
two will be almost imperceptible, such that the decrease in chiaroscuro does not
keep vup with the increase in distance.

[ think this suffices to give us an idea of chiaroscuro, whose successive
decrease with distance illuminates aerial perspective for us. All these matters,
however, must be the most serious concern of the artist. Intuition must perform
the main work in these matters, and without such intuition even the clearest
deseription will not be able to instruct a person adequately.

I now must speak of the significance of chiaroscuro in art.

Chiaroscuro is really the magical part of painting in that it intensifies illusion
in the positive sense. Through chiaroscuro one can produce not only sublime fig-
ures standing apart from one another, between which the eye moves to and fro
without encountering resistance, but also all kinds of lighting effects. Through
the art of chiaroscuro it has even become possible to make pictures completely
independent, namely, by putting the source of light into the picture itself, as in
that famous painting by Correggio in which an immortal light, emanating from a
child, mystically and mysteriously illuminates the dark night.”® No rule reaches
the heights of this art. It is attainable only by a soul sensitive to the most delicate
perceptions of light and colors, a soul that as it were is itself light and in whose
inner vision all the recalcitrant, repugnant, hard elements of form melt away.
Things, being particular, can in contrast to absolute ideality appear only as nega-
tions. The magic of painting, however, consists in allowing negation to appear as
reality, darkness as light, and on the other hand reality as negation, brightness as
darkness, and through the infinity of gradations to aliow the one to blend into the
other such that they remain distinguishable in their individual effects without,
however, being distinguishable in themselves.

The material of the painter, as it were the body in which he apprehends the
most fleeting soul of light, is darkness, and even the mechanical elemenis of art
force him toward this material, since the black colors he is able to use come much
closer to the effects of darkness itself than the whites to that of light. Even Leo-
nardo da Vinci, the precursor of the heavenly genius Correggio, said: painter, if
you desire the splendor of fame, do not fear the darkness of shadows.
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That identity into which light and darkness are to be fused such that they are
one body and one soul, automatically demands that they, united into a great
mass, be as if poured from one mold. This identical mass, one admitting of gra-
dations only within itself, lends to the whole an expression of profound peace and
puts both the eye and that inner sense that neither light alone nor darkn‘efs alone
satisfies. into a condition of indifference that has been produced from difference,
a condition that must be the truest and most genuine effect of ail art.

If we are to illustrate the highest peak in the uuainmg:mt of the art of chiar-
oscuro, then this is possible only by naming Correggio.” | have already men-
tioned the vacuous prejudice that denigrates this artist as regards drawing. If one
understands this to be true of the objects themselves in his drawings, then it is
true that he did not choose the simple forms of antiquity. In him the genuinely
romantic principle of painting expresses itself; in him the element of the ideal
thoroushly dominates his art, whereas in the art of antiquity, in the plastic arts
and su}cl)'-' also in painting, the element of the real predominated. If the point is
that he did not, like Michelangelo, penetrate into the depths of the art of drawing,
and did not, like Michelangelo, portray the developed interior of the organism,
and was not as daring in his treatment of nudes as was Michelangelo, then this,
too. can be supported. Yet in none of his original works is there zmytbing that
might contradict the true art of drawing. This is even the judgm.em of Mengs,
although he otherwise views Correggio as an antithesis, and constitutes an eclec-
tic in art himself. .

In and for itself. chiaroscuro is inseparable from the art of drawing, since a
drawing without light and shadow can never express the true form of a thing. We
will lca:\'e unanswered the question of whether an intensive study of chiaroscuro
also tanght Correggio the perfection of forms that we admire in his works,
whcthcrytlzi\ taught him that the edifice of the human figure consists neither in
purely straight lines nor in variations of crooked and straight lines, but rgther in
varving curvatures, Or whether in a reverse fashion through drawing itself, and a
decﬁp k%owledgc and precise imitation of truth he penetrated into the mysler.ies Qf
chiaroscuro. Be that as it may, he unified both these forms of art equally in his
works, just as they are united in nature itself.

Correggio, however, atiained the ultimate as regards chmmscurf) not only
from the perspective of forms and of corporealities as such, but also in the more
general realm encompassing the distribution of Tight and shadow. By virtue of his
unique fusion and gradation, both the light of each individual figu‘rcizls well as the
light of the entire picture is one light for him. The same is true of the shad‘mg.
Just as nature never shows us different objects with one and the same emphasis as
regards illumination, and just as the various positions and gestures of bodies pro-
dl;CC different light effects, so also Correggio — in the interior of his pictures and

in the highest identity of the whole — nevertheless rendered the greatest variety of

lighting effects and never repeated the same strength or intensity, be it in light or
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shadow. In the case mentioned earlier, in which a body, through its own shadow,
alters the illumination of a different body. it is not inconsequential which partic-
ular color the shading body possesses. This. too, Correggio observes in his
works with the highest reflection. Besides these aspects of chiaroscuro he partic-
ularly employed his knowledge of the diminution both of chiaroscuro as well as
of colors as a result of distance, that is, the aerial perspective. In this regard he
can be viewed as the first initiator in art itself, even though before him the
thoughtful Leonardo da Vinci had disclosed the initial principles of this theory,
and the full cultivation of the aerial perspective was first possible only by being
treated independently from the other aspects, particularly those of drawing,
within landscape painting. In this regard one can say that Titian laid the first
foundation.

We still have to speak about the necessity of chiaroscuro as the one form of
painting and about the limitations of this necessity.

Immediate viewing teaches us all that chiaroscuro is the only possible way
without color to attain the appearance of corporeality in drawing. This does not
prevent one, however, from treating this form more or less independently, and
from subordinating truth more to appearance or appearance io truth, The point is
this: painting is the art in which appearance and truth must be one, in which
appearance must be truth and truth appearance. One can, however, either merely
desire appearance insofar as by virtue of the nature of this art it is required for
truth, or one can simply love it for its own sake. To be sure, in painting there
could never be appearance that was not simultaneously truth. Whatever is not
truth is also not appearance here. Yet either truth can be portraved as the condi-
tion of appearance, or appearance as the condition of truth. and the one subor-
dinated to the other. This will gencrate two completely different kinds of style.
Correggio, whom we just presented as the master of chiaroscuro, possesses the
first kind. In his art there is nothing but the most profound truth, but appearance
is treated as the primary element, or appearance counts further than is required
for truth in and for itself.

Here, too, we cannot explicate this better than through the relationship
between antiquity and modernity. The former aims for the necessary, and
employs the ideal only insofar as it is required for this. The latter makes the ideal
itself into an independent and necessary element. It does not thereby transcend
the boundaries of art, but it does proceed into a different sphere of art. No abso-
lute requirement exists in art stipulating that there must be deceprion or illusion,
which enters as soon as appearance is taken further than truth in and for itself,
thus when it is taken as far as empirical, physical truth. There is no categorical
imperative of illusion, but neither is there one against it. Precisely this, that art is
free in the production of illusion or of appearance up to the point of empirical
truth, proves that here art steps beyond the boundaries of strict regularity — into
the realm of freedom, of individuality, where the individual becomes a law unto
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himself. This is in general the sphere of modernity, and that is why Correggio is
to be considered the first modern in this sense. The style in this sphere 15 that of
grace and charm, for which no categorical demand exists even though it is never
superfluous. Similarly, this style is limited to certain subjects, and for that reason
it is beautiful only in Correggio. The style of the other kind is the sublime, strict
style, since for this one there exists an absolute demand, and appearance is
merely the condition for tuth.

This shows that there is an extremely sublime, indeed in its own sphere an
absolute kind of art in painting without the use of chiaroscuro (except insofar as
it is required for truth, but not for deception or illusion). Without a doubt the first
style of ancient painting was of this kind in comparison with that of Parrhasius
and Apelles. who was known particularly as the painter of the graces. ! In more
contemporary times, this is the style not only of Michelangelo but also of
Raphael, whose strictly rendered forms have appeared to some people to be hard
and stiff compared to the soft outlines and gently rounded forms of Correggio.
This recalls Winckelmann's comparison, in which Pindaric thythm or the strict-
ness of Lucretius might sound rough or neglected compared with the charm of
Horace or the gentleness of Tibulius.™ I do not say this to deprecate Correggio.
He is the first and only in his own sphere (indeed, this divine man is actually the
painter of all painters), just as Michelangelo is the first in the sphere of drawing,
although the highest and genuinely absolute essence of art appeared only in
Raphael.”

It is 2 necessary and much more general view that each particular form is in its
own turn absolute when taken by itself, and is able to cultivate or develop itself
for itself into a cosmos, just as this has indeed been the case historically, as we
will find out later. None, however, can cultivate itself within particularity into
absoluteness without encompassing the others as well, albeit in a subordination
within the whole. It is, as we have seen in music, that this entire art form throws
itself into harmony, which in itseif is only one form of music, though in the
degeneration from rhythm it has even made itself independent. In painting, how-
ever, the particular case occurs that in it, as an ideal art, the ideal element must
necessarily strive for predominance. If one thus looks for painting within paint-
ing, then it is chiaroscuro, and if this is viewed as a particular art itself, then to
that extent Correggio, as we have already said, is the real painter kat' €EoxMv
[**in particular, especially’"; here it carries the sense of par excellence —Trans.}

We have already explained that empirical truth is the lest demand made of art,
sifice, first and foremost, art is to portray a truth that is elevated above the senses.
Thus, if chiaroscuro by itself is a necessary form without which painting cannot
be conceived as art at all, then on the other hand acrial perspective, insofar as it

concerns itself with empirical truth. cannot be reckoned as an essential part of

art; employed in any other way except in complete subordination, as with Cor-
reggio, it constitutes misuse. The diminution of colors at a distance depends on
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empirical and therefore accidental circumstances, namely, that a transparent,
obscuring medium lies between us and the objects. (Linear perspective, which is
not concerned with colors, is based on universal faws of space and is concerned
with size, figure, and thus with general determinations of bodies.) It is indeed
true that a picture in which aerial perspective is observed will remind us less that
it is a work of art we are viewing than wiil one in which it is not observed. Yet if
one were to universalize this principle. there would be no art at all; since it cannot
be universalized, then illusion —that is, identification of truth with appearance
up to the point of the truth of sense reality — cannot possibly be the purpose of
art, In addition, from all we know of them the ancients did not observe aerial
perspective, nor did the painters in the fourieenth and fifieenth centuries, for
example, Pietro Perugino, Raphael's teacher (paintings in Dresden).* Even
Raphael’s paintings observe aerial perspective only moderately.

Chiaroscure concerns iiself with the surface effects of light in general that pro-
duce the appearance of corporeality. Within chiaroscuro light is still only the ele-
ment illuminating the body and generating the particular effect of the body with-
out really being the body itself. The third form, here as always, is thus the one
that determines the third dimension or embodies light, and thus portrays light and
body as truly one. This form is coloring. The treatment of color concerns itself
not with the general —brighter or darker — light of the whole. Its foundation is the
local or specific colors of objects themselves, even though as we have already
mentioned in our discussion of chiaroscuro, these colors have an effect them-
selves on the overall light and have a determining influence on the manifestations
of chiaroscuro.

Since in what follows we will have to determine more exactly the stages in
which light weds itself to a body, I here want to present merely the general ele-
ments of importance.

For the most part, the most primal, simple, and pure colors are found in the
morganic bodies, the minerals. The most general coloring medium in nature
appears to be the metals. Yet wherever the metallic character disappears most
completely, it reemerges as total transparency. Specific and unigue coloring and
living colors appear first in blossoms and some fruits of planss, then in the feath-
ers of birds, which feathers are themselves a plantlike growth, then in the colored
covering of animals, and so on. As simple as the art of coloring in monochro-
mfmc bodies may appear, the production of that coloring with all possible deter-
minations of individuality is extremely difficult, since besides the color itself
other specific effects must also be expressed, such as dullness and luster.

The ultimate union of light with matter, such that the essence itself becomes
completely matter and completely light, occurs in the production of flesh. Flesh
is the true chaos of all colors and for just that reason resembles none in particular,
but is rather the most indissoluble and beautiful admixture of them all. Yet even
this completely unique kind of color is in addition not immovable, as are the
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other kinds of color, but rather living and flexible. The inner stirrings of anger, of
shame, of yearning, and so on move, in a sense, that sea of color and cause it to
pulse in sometimes more gentle, sometimes more violent waves.”

This is thus the ultimate task of coloring.

(I recall the following here. Every art form corresponds to a dimension, and in
every art form that particular element is its essence, its substance, which corre-
sponds most closely to its dimension. Hence, we found that in music, rhythm is
the actual substance of this art, since music itself is subordinated to the first
dimension. Thus in painting it will be chiaroscuro, and coloring is, to be sure, the
third dimension insofar as in it light and body are not merely apparently but gen-
winely one. Chiaroscuro, however, is as it were the substance of painting as such,
since painting itself belongs only to the second dimension.)

Whoever has seen the paintings of Titian, who in this respect is to be called
the best. has himself acquired the insight and feeling that a more perfect identi-
fication of light and matter than he attained is inconceivable.”®

The art of coloring acquires a broader distribution in larger compositions,
where its highest accomplishment within the whole is that which one can call the
harmony of colors. The demand is here not only that each individual element be
treated appropriately as regards color, but also that the whole itself produce a har-
monious impression and hold the soul hovering, as it were, in the highest plea-
sure. between disturbed and recreated balance, both in activity and rest.

This already shows us that neither the mere mode of illumination nor the uni-
form dampening of colors by the atmosphere gencrates harmony in a painting.
Harmony and harmonious effect by no means depend on the degree, as many
imagine, but rather on the mode and quality of colors. By means of the latter,
painters are capable of producing a far more sublime kind of agreement than
through any balance resulting from gradations. Only quality renders possible the
highest contrast and accordingly also the highest mode of identity. The founda-
tions of harmony must thus be sought in the original system of colors themselves
and in the demands of the eye of which we spoke earlier.

Light is the positive pole of beauty and an emanation of eternal beauty in
nature. It is revealed, however, and actually appears only in the siruggle against
night, which itself, as the eternal ground of all existence, does not itself exisz,
even though it manifests itself as power through its perpetual antithetical effect.
Insofar as they participate in this night or density, things have a threefold rela-
tionship to light. The first is that they separate themselves from light purely as
negations and manifest themselves within that light as such. This is general oui-
line or contour. The second is that from the action and reaction of light and shade
themselves the higher appearance of corporeality is produced. The eye does not
actuaily see the bodies themselves, but rather only their ideal design within the
illumination. Hence, the natural appearance of the body by means of illumination
depends on chiaroscuro. The third relationship is that of absolute indifferentia-
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tion of matter and light, where, however, for that reason the highest beauty is
ignited in that matter, and the element of the immortal conceives itself eom-
pletely within the mortal. The three necessary forms of art correspond to these
three relationships, forms that portray things only in and through light: drawing,
which designates only the negation, the outline, whereby the thing extracts itself
as a particular thing; chiaroscuro. which shows the bedy as such nonetheless
within light and accordingly within identity; and finally coloring, which in its
ultimate employment transtorms matter not only superficially but completely
into the interior as well, into light, and light into matter.

The relationships of form already suggest also the higher relationships of sub-
jects that painting can choose.

Painting is the first art form that has figures and accordingly also genuine
objects. Music in its highest significance expresses only the evolution or devel-
opment of things. the eternal informing of unity into multiplicity. Painting por-
trays fully formed things, and for precisely that reason we must speak particu-
larly of objects when discussing it, for the object simultaneously designates here
the stage of art itself.

All the stages can be determined by the various relationships of light to cor
poreal things. There are three opposing categories or determinations of light as
regards things. Either it is external, inflexible, and inorganic, or it is internal,
flexible, and organic. All possible relationships of light fall between these two
extremes.

The lowest stage is that where completely inorganic objects without inner life
and without movable color are represented. The principle of painting here can at
most reveal itself in the ordering or position by virtue of which things, without
being in disorder, nonetheless find themselves in a pleasant but accidental and
unordered position, which offers the opportunity to portray them in all their
nuances by means of abbreviations, mutually concealing one another, by means
of shading and mutual reflexive effects. We call such portrayal still life, and as
subordinated a form as this may be, | am not sure whether one shouid not view it
as 2 kind of symbolic painting, since it alludes to something higher by expressing
the traces of activity and existence that are not portrayed along with it. At least
the unique charm and the poetic element of this kind of picture may consisi in the
fact that it allows us a glimpse inio the spirit of the person who produced this
particular positioning of objects.

One scene from Goethe's Faust expresses a kind of poetic still life. Faust is in
Gretchen’s room and describes the spirit of order, satisfaction, and the paradox-
ical fullness of poverty.*’

The second stage of portrayal would be that of such objects in which the
colors are external and organic, but inflexible or rigid. This 1s flower or fruit
painting. One cannot deny that flowers and fruits appear bright and lively when
fresh, and that concrete painting is certainly possible with them. On the other
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hand, however, this kind of portrayal can have value only in an allegorical or
symbolic usage. Colors in and for themselves are symbolic; a patural instinct has
elevated them into symbols of hope, yearning. love, and so on. Insofar as flowers
display these colors in natural simplicity, they are already capable of acquiring
such character, and in the positioning of those flowers a simple, unclutiered dis-
position can express its peaceful inner life. To the extent that it were possible to
express enough significance through the positioning of flowers such that an inner
condition or disposition really were recognizable there, this kind of picture would
be suitable for allegory.

The third stage would be the portrayal of color insofar as it is flexible,
organic, and yet merely exiernal. This is the case with animal painting. This
form is flexible partly insofar as living creatures do possess within themselves
the capacity of self-movement and of variation, partly insofar as the uncovered
parts of animals, for example, the eye, really do possess a flexible, living fire,
Yet here color still always remains external, since in animals flesh as such does
not really appear, and the portrayal thus must limit itself to the reproduction of
their colorful coverings, their movements, and, in the case of the more powerful
among the animals, to the reproduction of the fire of their eyes and the disposi-
tion it expresses.

Animal nature itself and individual animal bodies are of symbolic significance
taken just by themselves. Nature itself becomes symbolic in them. Hence, amimal
paintings can acquire artistic value either through the emphasis of the symbolic
significance of the figures themselves through energeiic, sirong portrayal, or
through higher associations. Some Dutch painters have even sunk so low as to
paint chicken yards. If such depiction is still tolerated fo a certain extent, it is
because even a chicken yard can allow us to experience something of the inner
disposition of a house, the poverty or wealth of its owner. Animal paintings
acquire higher associations where animals are portrayed in real activities and in
struggles either with one another or with human beings. The most basic level of
historical painting is the hunting painting.

The following artistic stage is that where light is externally inorganic, yet
flexible and to that extent living. This is landscape painting. In this type, light
itseif as such becomes an object in addition to the normal object or body in the
painting. This type not only needs space for the painting; it also concerns itself
specifically with the portrayal of space as such. The subjects of the previously
mentioned types, as secondary as they may be in other respects, nonetheless are
indeed significant in and for themselves, and a genuinely objective portrayal of
them is possible. In landscape painting, only subjective portrayal is possible,
since the landscape itself possesses reality only in the eye of the observer. Land-
scape painting necessarily concerns itself with empirical truth, and the ultimate
of which it is capable is to use precisely this empirical truth itself as a covering
through which it allows a higher kind of truth to manifest itself. Yet only this
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external covering is actually depicted. The true object, the idea, remains form-
less, and it is up to the observer to discover it from within the fragrant, formless
essence before him. One cannot deny that certain relationships of normal light to
a palette of objects before us evoke certain dispositions of the soul according to
whether that light lies over nature more brightly or buffered, more strongly and
distinguishably or more weakly and diffusely. in an indirect fashion it can
awaken ideas, or rather the spirits of ideas, and often, before our very eyes, it
lifts the veil that conceals the invisible world from us.

Yet all intuition of this sort reverts back to the subject. We see that the more
paltry the poesy of a nation, the more it is inclined to such formless essence.
What opportunity there is in Homer for depicting landscapes, and yet not a trace!
In contrast, the songs of Ossian are full of descriptions of the misty world and the
formless nature surrounding him.”® The beauty of a landscape depends on so
many accidental elements that it is difficult, indeed impossible to attribute to it
the necessity within art that inheres, for example, in every organic form. Exter
nal and powertul factors, not internal ones, determine the form, the declivity of
mountains and the curves of valleys. Assuming an artist possesses such profound
knowledge of the earth itself that within the landscape that he portrays before us
in a panoramic view, he is simultaneously able to present the grounds and laws of
its structure, the course of the river forming those mountains and valieys, or the
power of the subterranean fire that simultaneously pours out over the area both
destruction and streams of luxuriant growth—assuming he is able to portray all
this. nevertheless that particular moment of light he chooses, the degree of illu-
mination or dampening lying over the whole remains an accidental factor. Since
this is precisely what he is portraying and taking as his actual object (in the other
types it appears expressly only as an accidental of the object itself), since he is
treating independently and portraying autonomously something that merely is
part of appearance, he is himself thereby subjected to an insurmountable acci-
dental and, in a manner of speaking, reverts back as regards painting to the lower
level, formless art.

Drawing actually cannot be found at all in landscape painting as such, Every-
thing in it depends on the arts of aerial perspective and thus on the completely
empirical character of chiaroscuro.

Landscape painting is thus to be viewed as a completely empirical art form.
The unity that may well inbere in a work of this kind reverts back to the subjeet.
It is the unity of a mood that the power of light and of its miraculous struggle with
shadow and night in nature at large elicits in us.

The feeling of objective meaninglessness of landscapes prompted painters to
give this form a more objective meaning by enlivening it with people. It is self-
evident that this is always the subordinated element, just as in the higher forms of
art the true artist will scorn the impulse to lend his picture more charm by the
addition of a landscape, since the completely adequate object for him is the
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human figure in its sublime meaning and infinite significance. In the case before
us. where landscape painting enlivens its descriptions with people, an element of
necessity must yet be brought into its relationship to those people. Even the sight
of a lanciscape. particularly, however, the color of the sky, instructs us concerning
the climate — since the northern world broods as if in dull night compared to the
aaiety of the southern sky —and ailows the trained eye to make conclusions about
Ehc pl*ople who inhabit the landscape. Hence, the people in a landscape either
must be portrayed as indigenous, as autochthonous, or they must bg portmyed as
strangers or wanderers recognizable as such by their general disposition, appear-
uncc."or even clothing, all of which is alien in relationship to the landscape itself.
In this way proximity and distance yet allow themselves to be combined in the
landscape in a different sense, and the unique feelings attendant on our concep-
tions of such juxtaposition can be elicited.

The final, highest stage of the manifestation of colors is that upon which they
appear internal, organic, living, and flexible. Since this is fully lhc. case only in
the human figure, this is the final and most perfect object of painting. Here art
steps into a realm in which for the first time its absolute products begin, and its
wue world unfolds itself.

Here. too, the lowest stage is mere imitation of nature, and wherever this is
the goal and the full agreement of the picture with the object is intended, the
[)()rf;"(lil emerges. People have argued from time to time about the p(‘)rt'railfs artis-
tic worth or lack of it. It appears, however, that one need only agree on its con-
cept in order to come to an agreement concerning the portrait itself. A po'rtruit.
they say. is slavish imitation of nature, and to be sure, if one does not wish to
eqtiu.te ;xrt as such with mere imitation or to declare the microscopic painters w:ho
overlook not one skin pore as the greatest artists, there can be no doubt according
to this understanding of portraiture that it must make do with an extremely low
status. If, however, one understands under portraiture a portrayal that, by imitat-
ing nature, simultaneously becomes the translator of its significance, turns the
interior of a figure toward the outside and renders it visible, then one must no
doubt recognize the significant artistic value of a portrait. Portraiture as ar
would then.adnmicdly have to be limited primarily to such subjects in which
symbolic significance is seen to inhere, and in which one can see that nature has
f(()“()wcd a reasonable design and, as it were, the goal of expressing an idea. The
true art of portraiture would consist in embracing the idea of a person that has
dispersed into the individual gestures and moments of life, o collgct th(. com-
posite of this idea into one moment and in this way make the portrait itself, \{\/hu:h
on the one hand is ennobled by art, on the other more like the person himself, that
is. the idea of the person, than he himself is in any one of the individual
moments. Pliny the Elder tells us that Euphranor painted a picture of Paris (which
admittedly was not a portrait) such that in it one could see simultaneously the
judge of t’he three goddesses, the abductor of Helen, and the person who defeated
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Achilles.* This portrayal of the entire person in his individual manifestations
would be the ultimate, although as one can easily see, also the most difficult task
of portraiture.

Regarding the question of whether the person should be portrayed ag rest or in
some activity, it is clear that as a rule the highest possible condition of rest is
preferable, since every possible activity suspends the comprehensive character of
a picture and fixes the person in the moment. The only exception allowed occurs
where the activity itself is so much a part of the essence of the person that it is
characteristic of him. For example, to conceive a musician engaged in his art
would thus be preferable than a poet, say, with quill in hand, since musical talent
is more isolated and more tightly interwoven with the nature of the person pos-
sessing it. Otherwise the requirement the portrait necessarily must fulfill is the
highest truth, except that such truth not be sought in detail and merely in empir-
ical reality.*® The pictures of the older painters are of this sort, particularly of our
German painters such as Holbein. Certainly no one can view without being
moved that one picture on display in Dresden that portrays a mayer of Basel with
his family by having him worship the Blessed Virgin.*' This is true (to mention
this in passing) because in this as in other similar pictures the viewer can recog-
nize the genuine, older German style, which 1s by far closer to the halian than to
the Dutch and carries within it the germ of something more sublime, a style that
without the particular unfortunate fate of Germany doubtlessly would have
developed further. In addition, this picture has ethical significance and, just as all
others cast in the same style, recalls for the viewer that better time, the strict
discipline and the seriousness and piety of that period. ™

I note in addition that the most excellent historical painters — Leonardo da
Vinci, Correggio, Raphael — all painted portraits. Indeed. it is well known that in
some of his independent compositions Raphael introduced real portraits.

We now come to the final artistic stage of painting.

The ultimate aspiration of the spirit is to produce ideas that are elevated above
the matenal and finite. " The idea of beauty,”” Winckelmann says, “‘is like a spirit
drawn from matter through fire that secks to beget a creation according to the
image of the first reasoning creature designed within the understanding of the
deity. "+

We must now determine which means are available in painting to do justice to
this striving and to portray the ideas.

Since formative art as such is the represeptation of the universal through the
particular, it has only two possibilities through which it can attain the ideas and
present them in actual, visible form. Either 1t allows the universal to be signified
by the particular, or the particular, by sigmfyving the universal, is izself simulta-
neously thar universal. The first mode of representation is the allegorical, the
other the svmbolic (according to the explanations already given earlier).
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I will recall some major points concerning aliegory in general here and then
speak specifically about allegory in painting.

Allegory in the broader sense can be compared t0 a universal language, one
that does not rest, as do the particular languages, on arbitrary, but rather on nat-
ural and objectively valid signs. It constitutes a signification of the ideas h){
means of real. concrete images, and is accordingly the language of art and of
formative art in particular. Since formative art is, to cite the words of an ancient,
a silent form of poetry, it must allow its thoughts to be presented personally, as it
were, by means of figures. The strict concept of aliegory, however, which we are
here presupposing, asserts that what is actually portrayed signifies or means
something other than itself, and suggests something different from itself.

Just as it is different from language, allegory is also different from hieroglyph-
ics. for the latter, too, are not only arbitrary in the larger sense and not necessar-
ily tied to the essential context of that which is to be signified and of that wﬁ@rehy
it is signified; beyoud this they are also more a maiter of need than of that higher
intent that is directed toward beauty in and for itself. Hence, for the hieroglyphic
it is enough if it alludes to the thing at all, regardless of whether it does 50 in a
beautiful or repulsive fashion. Of allegory, on the other hand, one requires that
every sign or image not be connected with the object merely in an allegorical
fashion, but rather that it be designed and executed with freedom and intent with
an eye on beauty. Nature is even allegorical in all those beings in which it has
embodied their own infinite concept not as the principle of life and of indepen-
dence. Hence, the flower whose color merely alludes 1o its inner nature or to the
intention of nature or to the idea—which amounts to the same thing—is truly
allegorical. Otherwise the instinct for allegory has also manifested itself in‘the
fact that the foundation of all languages, particularly those of the most ancient
peoples, is allegorical. To give a very broad and general example: How did it
ever oceur 1o people to categorize things in language according to gender (a cat-
egorization that permeates ali not particularly unpoetic languages) without
having allegorical and, for all practical purposes, personal prototypes of these
things? .

The reason painting in particular, however, is allegorical inheres in its very
nature itself, since it is not yet the genuinely symbolic art form: if it does not raise
itself fo this level, as is the case in the highest art genre, it can signify the uni-
versal only through the particular. Regarding allegory in painting. however, two
cases must be sharply distinguished. Allegory is either used as an addition 1o an

otherwise historical painting, or the entire conception and composition is itself

allegorical. The first is always in error unless the allegorical beings themselves
that are mixed in can possess historical significance in the painting. When, for
example, in a picture of the so-called repose during the flight to Egypt, whc?re the
Holy Virgin is resting under a tree with her child and simultaneously looking ai
and fanning the child —when in this picture angels are portrayed on the branches,
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they really are to be viewed as historical objects.™ Or when in Albani’s painting
portraying the abduction of Helen, Venus is leading Helen by the hand out of the
house of Menelaus, and gods of love, who delight in the event, are portrayed in
the background, they, too, emerge here as historical beings.*® On the other hand,
in a picture portraying the death of a modern king on whose death bed perhaps
even the royal insignia appears, if a spirit with a lowered torch were to stand on
one side, this would be an extremely low use of allegory, since the spirit can in no
way be taken historically into the painting. Or when Poussin, in a painting show-
ing the exposure of Moses in Egypt,*® portrays the Nile as a river god who is
hiding his head in the reeds, this latter stroke is a very beautiful allegory insofar
as it suggesis that the source of the Nile 1s unknown., When, however, litile
Moses is further laid into the arms of this river god, this allegory avtomatically
suspends the sense of the painting because no one will take this to mean danger,
since the child is given over to the care of a judicious god rather than the blind
power of the unreasoning elements.

Thus in my opinion there can be no partial allegory in a painting, since this
introduces dissonance into the painting; wherever a being that in another context
must be conceived allegorically appears in a historical painting, it must itself
assume historical significance there such that the whole then acquires the char-
acter of a mythological representation.

The field of the allegory is all the wider in a painting msofar as it is vsed
without any restrictions or qualifications. The allegory here has no other limita-
tions than the wniversal limitations of art itself. namely, that superfluity be
avoided and the idea be represented as simply as possible. **Simplicity,”” Winck-
elmann says, “‘is in allegories like unalloyed gold and is the proof of the verity of
that gold, since it then can explain much with little. Wherever the opposite is the
case, it is usually a sign of vague and immature concepts.”"*’ Simultancous with
simplicity comes clanty, which admiitedly is relative and in which one must not
demand base popularity, as is the case when one finds Guido Reni giving a pair
of white turnips to an otherwise very beautiful penitent Magdalene in order to
allude to her sirict life-style. "™ Why does the artist find it at all necessary to
remind us that the penitent Magdalene partakes of earthly nourishment? The ult-
mate rule, however, is that of all art, namely, beauty, and that the purely horrible,
repulsive, and disgusting be avoided. Raging necessity, as Horace calls it the
rage of war in Virgil, or the deviliry of Milton could be executed in painting only
with poor success. Thus in Saint Peter’s Cathedral in Rome there is an allegorical
painting that portrays heresy at the feet of the saints in the ugliest form, as if it
would not have a much better effect portrayed in a beautiful female figure in such
subjection and humility.

Allegory in paintings can in addition be either physical and refer to objects of
nature, or moral, or historical. An allegorical image of narure would be the pic-
ture of Diana with the many breasts; on the other hand, nature is portrayed in the
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well-known apotheosis of Homer quite simply in the image of a small child.
Night is portrayed with a flying garment full of stars, summer running and with
two burning torches held straight up. The Nile and its overflow of up to sixteen
feet, which according to common opinion means the greatest fertility, was por-
trayed by a corresponding number of children who are grasping onto the colossal
figure of the river.

1 would like to mention that the mast excellent allegories of formative art,
considering that the fate of time has robbed us of the treasures of ancient paint-
ing, have come to us through the lesser monuments of sculpture in carved stones.
The plastic arts do not simply cast off the limitations of painting all at once. In
several genres they yet maintain space as a necessary addition; for that reason, as
is the case with painting, they can only signify in most of their productions, but
not be truly symbolic.

Regarding moral allegories, we must note that those from antiguity cannot be
judged according to our understanding of morality, since only the heroic virtues
or those that elevate the dignity of human beings were valued, while others were
neither taught ner sought. In the place of patience and subordination the ancients
valued (rou-ragc and manly, magnanimous virtue, which scorns petty aims and
even life itself. In any case, the ancients had no concept of Christian humility,
and all these passive virtues such as the repentance of the Magdalene can be
found only in Christian pictures. On the other hand, even in antiguity works
of art could not be dedicated to depravity or vice, and allegorical representations
of it were possible only within very tight parameters. The most famous example
of this is a painting of Slander by Apelles, whose description we have from
Lucian.*® Apelles painted Slander because he himself had been falsely accused
of being a coconspirator in treason by one of his artistic colleagues to Ptolemaeus
Philostratus, **On the right of it sits a man with very large ears . . . extending his
hand to Slander. . . . Near him, on one side, stand . . . [gnorance . . . and Sus-
picion. On the other side. Slander is coming up. a woman beautiful beyond mea-
sure, but full of passion and excitement . . . carrying in her left hand a blazing
torch and with the other dragging by the hair a young man who stretches out his
hands to heaven and calls the gods to witness his innocence. She is conducted by

a pale ugly man . . . [who] looks as if he had wasted away in long illness; he may
be supposed to be Envy. Besides, there are two women in atiendance on Stander,
egging her on . . . one was Treachery and the other Deceit. They were tollowed

by a woman dressed in deep mourning, with black clothes all in tatters — Repen-
tance. | think. her name was. At all events. she was turning back with tears in her
eyes and casting a stealthy glance, full of shame. at Truth, who was approach-
ing.”

Other moral characteristics were indicated by more distant references, such
as, for example, discretion by the rose, since the latier is the flower of love,
which itself values discretion, or, as an old epigram suggests, because love gave
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a rose to Harpocrates, the god of silence, so that he might pass over the excesses
of Venus in silence.™ Hence, in antiquity a rose was hung over the table during
festivities as a sign that whatever was spoken should remain ameng friends.

Among the moral allegories [ include all those that indicated universal human
relationships. Hence, fate was represented by Lachesis, who while rning a
spindle sits on a comical mask with the tragic mask standing before her, thus
indicating the mixed games on the stage of life.”' A premature death was repre-
sented by the image of Aurora carrying away a child in her arms.

By means of allegory as weil as emblematic elements painting can elevate
itself into the region of the suprasensibie. The animation of the body by the infus-
ing of the spirit is doubtlessly one of the most detached concepts, yet it has been
rendered tangible or perceptible to the senses in an allegorical-poetic fashion.
Prometheus consiructs a human being from clay, and Minerva holds a butterfly
over its head as an image of the soul, an act simultaneously summarizing all the
various ideas evoked by the metamorphosis of this creature. The historical alle-
gory has been emploved particularly by contemporary artists, for example, the
French (Rubens) to glorify the deeds of their kings.”* An example is the rejuve-
nation of a city by the patronage of a prince depicted on old ceins, on which a
female figure is elevated above the earth by a male figure. The picture of
Aristides exemplified the highest style. He portraved the Athenian people in its
entire character simultaneously as lighthearted and serious, courageous and cow-
ardly, wise and unwise, though one must admit that it is somewhat difficult 1o
understand just how he did this,”

Now we must speak about the svmbolic painting. Since, however. we will
speak more at length about this in the discussion of the plastic arts, | will limit
myself here to the most general comments. A picture is symbolic whose subject
not only signifies or means the idea. but is itself the idea. You can see yourself
that in this way the symbolic painting coincides completely with the so-called
historical painting and actually designates the higher potence of the latter. Here
again we encounter distinctions according to the object. which can either be
something universally human that perpetually recurs and renews itself in life, or
refer to completely spiritual and intellectual ideas. The latier is represented by
Raphael’s Parnassus and The School of Athens. which symbolically portray the
entirety of philosophy.™

The most perfect symbolic representation, however, is offered by the enduring
and independent poetic figures of a specific mythology. Hence, Saint Mary Mag-
dalene does not merely signify or mean repentance; she is living repentance
itself. Thus, the picture of Saint Cecelia, the patron saint of music, is not an alle-
gorical but rather a symbolic picture, since it possesses an existence independent
of the meaning withoui losing that meaning. So also is the image of Christ, since
it visibly portrays the completely unique identity of divine and human nature.
Similarly, the image of the Madonna with child is symbolie. The symbolic image
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presupposes that an idea precedes it, an idea that becomes symbolic by becoming
historico-objectively and independently visible. Just as the idea becomes sym-
bolic by acquiring historical significance, so in a reverse fashion does the histor-
ical element become symbolic only by being combined with the idea and becom-
ing the expression of the idea. This accordingly brings us to the actual, ultimate
concept of the historical painting, by which one is generally wont to refer 1o
everything we previously designated as allegorical and symbolic. According to
our explanation, the historical is iiself merely one particular mode of the sym-
bolic.

History is doubtlessly the most appropriate subject of painting, since here the
elements distinguishing gods and men, the worthiest subjects of painting, are
recognized simultaneously in activity. Yet the mere representation of an action or
event in and for itself would never elevate painting to the level the tragedy or
heroic epic occupies in poesy. Every possible historical event is in and for itself
an individual fact that accordingly is elevated to the level of artistic representa-
tion only by becoming simultaneously significant and wherever possible the
expression of ideas, that is, universally significant. Aristotle says that Homer
preferred to portray the impossible that is probable rather than the merely
possibk:.SS One can justifiably require the same of painting, namely, that it ele-
vate itself above what is generally possible and take a higher and absolute pos-
sibility as the standard for its portrayal.

The historical painting. we said, can be the representation of ideas, and thus
symbolic, parily in the expression given to the individual figures, and partly in
the way in which the portrayed event takes place. Regarding the first statement,
nothing satisfies that merely touches the senses and does not penetrate into the
interior of the spirit. Mere beauty of outline does not complete the significance
without a deeper background that is not apparent at first sight. A seriously beau-
tiful object never lets us go away completely sated and satisfied, because we
always believe we are able to discover something yet more beautiful and more
profound in it. Such are the beauties of Raphael and of the old masters, "'not
playful and charming,”” as Winckelmann says, “*but well formed and filled with
true and original beauty.'>® Through charms of this kind Cleopatra has become
famous for all time, and the ancients even infused this dignified seriousness into
the busts of Antonius.

There is thus a dignity and loftiness of expression that goes beyond the beauty
of outline, or that first makes the latter really significant. One demands of the
portraitist that he ennoble the everyday nature of a person; he can attain this with-
out abrogating the similarity, that is, without ceasing to imitate. That which is
always and necessarily invented is the idea, and if this is expressed in the picture,
it can even render the portrait symbolic by means of a higher charm.

As regards the manner of portraying the events themselves, the highest norm,
as is the case everywhere, is that art should portray for us the forms of a higher
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world and portray things as they occur in that world. The realm of ideas is the
realm of authentic and clear conceptions, just as the phenomenal realm is that of
false, dark, and confused conceptions. In the phenomenal reaim, form and con-
tent, activity and being are sundered. In the realm of the absolute, both are one;
the condition of highest rest is that of highest activity, and vice versa. All these
characteristics must be transferred into that which is to be the impression of the
absolute. We would have difficulty describing them differently than Winckel-
mann — the father of all science of art, whose views are still the ultimate and will
always remain so — already did some time ago. The authenticity and perfection of
conceptions expresses itself in the object through that which Winckelmann calls
noble simplicity, and through that quiet power which, in order to appear as
power. does not need to withdraw from the equipoise and balance of its exisi-
ence —this is what Winckelmann has called quiet greatness.’’ Here, too, the
Greeks serve as archetypes for us. Just as the depths of the sea always remain
peaceful no matter how impetuous and agitated the surface may be, so also does
the expression of Greek figures demonstrate a peaceful and stable soul in the
midst of passion. In the expression of pain and of physical torpidity itself we see
the soul triumph and arise as a divine light of incorruptible serenity above the
figure. Such a soul is expressed both in the face and in the entire body of
lLaocodn™ (for appropriate examples of the highest symbolic style can only be
taken from the plasiic arts). As Winckelmann says in his splendid description of
this work, *“The pain thai discloses itself in all the muscles and sinews of this
body, and that one almost experiences and feels himself in the painfully with-
drawn lower body without even looking at the face and other parts, this pain
nonetheless expresses itself without any rage either in the face or the body posi-
tion as a whole. He raises no terrible cry, as Virgil describes his Laocodn. The
opening of the mouth does not allow this; it is only a fearful and oppressed sigh.
The pain of the body and the greatness of the soul are equally distributed and, as
it were, balanced by the entire structure of the figure. Laoco6n suffers, but he
suffers as does Sophocles’ Philoctetes. His misery moves our very soul, but we
ourselves wish the ability to endure pain as does this great man.”">” This descrip-
tion suffices to show that this expression of the soul is no longer something taken
from experience. 1t is an idea transcending nature that the artist had to possess
within himself in order to imprint it into the marble. A similar image is that of
Niobe with her daughters.” The latter, at whom Diana aims her deadly arrows,
are depicted in indescribable fear with stunned reactions. where numbness itself
orings back peace and that high indifference that agrees best with beauty and
does not change any features of the figure or form.

After these observations we can reduce all the exigencies of painting in the
symbolic style to the single requirement that everything be subordinated to
beauty. for beauty is always symbolic. As regards his subjects the formative artist
is completely dependent on the figure itself, since this 1s the only thing he can
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express. The poet, who does not offer figures for our viewing, does not neces-
sarily offend beauty even if he progresses to the point of violent passions. The
formative artist, however, who is dependent on actual viewing, finds himself in
the position of necessarily offending beauty if he does not limit himself to a cer-
tain degree in the expression of passion. This is, of course, even more the case
with the plastic artist than with the painter, since the latter has access to many
means of mitigation through light and shade to which the former does not, in part
because on the other hand all plastic constitutes a greater power of reality. As
regards painting, the limitations of those strict requirements that must be made
on the plastic arts already emerge, by the way, from the fact that painting, even
when merely allegorical, does not cease to be art, and that once it has joined
forces with illusion it can combine itself with the empirical more boldly than can
sculpture and has more room for play.

In all more violent movements of the soul both the body’s characteristics as
well as its position, on the one hand, and all forms of beauty, on the other.
become distorted. Serenity is the condition unique to beauty, just as peace is that
of the undisturbed sea. Only at peace and rest can the human figure as such, and
the human countenance in particular, be the mirror of the idea. Here, too, beauty
points to unity and indifference as its true essence.

The ancients called the opposite of this peaceful and grand style par-
enthyrsos,”* which generates a base style satisfied only by unusual positions and
actions. audacious fire, and violent, fleeting, shrieking antitheses. Most of the
artistic rules of contemporary theoreticians concerning composition and that
which they call contramatter have been invented for the sake of producing this
kind of confusing representation. The result is that in the works of this style
everything is in flux, and one finds oneself, as Winckelmann says, among the
objects as if at a party at which everyone wants to talk at once.

Above all other contemporary masters, Raphael has attained the serenity
within greatness and that higher symbolic element of historical painting that such
painting acquires as the expression of the ideas. Only to him who has cultivated
the appropriate inner sensibility will the highest beauty reveal itself in the peace
and serenity of the main figures in his painting, tigures that may appear lifeless to
others. Such is his picture of Attila, in which that particular moment is portrayed
when the Bishop of Rome convinces this conqueror to retreat.”® Everything in
this picture that is of a sublime nature —the Pope and his entourage, as well as the
two apostles. Peter and Paul, coming down from heaven —bas been conceived in
this sense of serenity. The Pope appears with the guict confidence of a venerable
man who calms a disturbance by his mere presence. The apostles appear threat-
ening and frightening without any violent gestures. In Attila we can perceive
fright, and that peace and serenity of the more dignified portion of the painting is
countered by the unrest and movement on the other side where departure 1s being
trumpeted and everything prepares for retreat with much confusion and alarm.
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In the larger sense, as regards the sublimity of invention Raphael is the abso-
lute master: if in the preceding discussions we have designated an artist as the
most excellent as regards each of the particular art forms—in drawing Miche-
langelo, in chiaroscuro Correggio, in the treatment of color Titian® —we must
now assert of Raphael that he possessed all these forms in balance, and is accord-
ingly the truly divine priest of contemporary art. The power of his own spirit
drove Michelangelo in his drawing irresistibly and almost exclusively into the
realm of the violent, powerful, and frightful; only in such subjects could the true
depth of his art become visible. His own great mastery of chiaroscuro limited
Correggio within the realm of the delicate, gentle, and pleasing as regards his
subjects; he needed those which particularly favor the execution of delicacy and
which allowed soft outlines and the flattery of forms. Finally, Titian, as the high-
est master in the treatment of color, was thereby limited most to truth and imita-
tion. In the soul of Raphael ail these forms rested in equal balance, measure, and
intent; since he was bound to none in particular, his spirit remained free for
higher invention as well as for the true recognition and appreciation of the char-
acter of the ancients, whom he, the only one among the moderns, did indeed
equal up to a certain point. Yet his richness never leads him beyond the boundary
of the necessary, and within all the mildness of his disposition there yet endures
the austerity of his spirit. He scorns the superfiuous, achieves the greatest effects
with the simplest elements, and thereby breathes into his works such objective
life that they appear to exist entirely within themselves, to develop from within,
and to generate themselves with a kind of necessity. This is the source of the
probability of his works even though he clevates himself above what 15 usually
possible. Hence, precisely in their supranatural aspects we find the highest nat-
uralness, one transtorming itself into innocence and one that is the ultimate sig-
nature of art.

Until now we have spoken about the ari of historical painting purely as such.
Now. however, it is necessary that we discuss the subject matter of historical
painting. One question in particular demands attention, one of interest not only to
the friend of art in general. but to connoisseurs as well: through what means
inherent within art itself is it possible to portray an object pictorially such that it
is recognized as that object? This question presupposes that the main point in
historical painting is the real, empirical recogniiton of the subject maiter. Yet this
cannot, at least not arbitrarily, be made into a requirement, since as soon as it is
conceived universally, the requirement itself is nonsensical. In the painting of
Raphael just discussed, for example, anyone who wanted to have the Bishop of
Rome portrayed not merely such that he be recognizable as this general character,
but also such that he be recognizable personally and named as this or that specific
Bishop of Rome, such a person would have to declare as most purposeful that
custom of early painters whereby they had notes coming out of the mouths of
their figures on which their meaning stood. Thus the requirement of conceiving
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a painting to the point of empirical reality must always be qualified, and the sym-
bolic nature of the historical painting astomatically elevates us above this point
of view. We would lose nothing of the sublime beauty of the group of Laocotn
even if we were not instructed by Pliny and Virgil regarding the name of the
person suffering. The basic requirement is only that the subject matter in and for
itself be completely and clearly recognizable. If the painting is symbolic by
virtue of its primary subject matter, then it is of itself already part of a certain
mythological context the knowledge of which is generally presupposed. If its pri-
mary intent is historical, then enough artistic devices of pictorial representation
are available to specify the epoch and nation, and not merely through what we
call the observance of costume as regards clothing, something which, however,
may not for that reason be transgressed in the case of subject matter from antig-
uity, since it is part of that beauty. Yet even in a painting poriraying contemporary
subject matter there must be enough means to characterize the epoch indepen-
dently of clothing even in the case of naked figures or of costumes uncharacter-
1stic of the time. In The Battle of Constantine by Raphael,™ even without any
other indicators, the sign of the cross would suffice to tell us that an event is
being porirayed from the history of Christianity. Of that subject maiter unable to
be designated by genuinely artistic means we can say ahead of time and with
certainty that it is completely unworthy of artistic representation. When, for
example, artists of a contemporary state are instructed to portray primarily noble
events from the history of the fatherland, the required nationality (= nonuniver-
sality) is just as peculiar as the requirement of painting the morality of the
actions —and do not forget that the soldiers nonetheless are stiil to be painted in
Prussian uniforms! We must remind ourselves here of the remarks made in our
investigation of mythology: since we lack a universal mythology, every artist can
create a special mythology from the material of his own age. That he not use
anvthing from history that does not already inhere within that particular gircle of
history which one can assume as universally valid, is something to which he is
limited by far higher reasons than merely the possibility that he may not be under-
stood.

Besides the general conditions of comprehensibility of historical painting,
however, the more specific qualification can be added that one event is deter-
mined by an earlier one that is necessarily required for its comprehensibility. In
the first place, one can also doubt in this respect whether an event worthy of
artistic portrayal does not already —in its own inherent richness —enable us to
see at least the immediate past even in the present. In the group of Laocodn, for
example, no one can have any doubts about that immediate past. To anyone who
feels incapable of this let us recommend another device of earlier painters who
depicted earlier moments in history in the background and allowed the heroes of
these moments to appear several times in the same picture. Yef another case
would be when the event to be portrayed necessarily refers back to several events
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in the distant past and requires them in order to be undersiood. Here, too, I have
my doubis, even though if this requirement could really exist one indeed would
have to return to the suggestion in the Propylien, namely, that of a cycle of his-
torical portrayals, a series of pictures establishing the various moments of a con-
necied history.®® One should not, of course, take this too literally, as some have
done, and require actual absolute continuity, for which even an infinite series of
pictures would not suffice.

The principle from which this entire investigation of the comprehensibility of
historical paintings is to be decided is doubtlessly the following: the historical
knowledge of the event portrayed, in all its present and past conditions, contrib-
utes to the enjoyment of the work of art; yet this kind of enjoyment iiself lies
outside the artist’s sphere of intention. His work must not first borrow its attrac-
tiveness from this alien interest. Many portrayals in old works of art were incom-
prehensible and were subsequently deciphered through scholarly industriousness.
Many are still incomprehensible and yet lose nothing thereby of their true artistic
beauty.

It is equally incorrect to demand that in the painting itself all necessary guid-
ance be given concerning the empirical-historical comprehensibility of the paint-
ing, and that the painter become, as it were, our instructor in history, or on the
other hand to free the painting itself from this task while demanding scholarly
learning from the observer. The latter is incorrect because (a) one does not know
where one should begin with such scholarly knowledge and where one should
end, and (b) one thereby causes empirical-historical comprehensibility to become
the essential element, and yet puts its very condition into something accidental,
namely, the knowledge possessed by the observer.

The painting is to fulfill only the inner requirements of being true, beautiful,
expressive. and universally significant such that in any case it can do without that
accidental attractiveness resulting from the knowledge of the particular empirical
event portrayed. Tt is equally erroneous for art to flatter either learnedness or the
lack of it. A person who feels driven really to enjoy art and not to surrender this
higher participation of his own disposition in 2 well-known event may himself
see just how he puts himself into the position to undersiand historically, too, this
silent poetic art that always and necessarily remains either allegorical or sym-
bolic. His disposition or mood will become more moved by such atiempis, yet
the artistic intuition itself will gain nothing not already attainable without such
knowledge.

We have accompanied painting to the ultimoate heights of historical-symbaelic
representation. Yet just as all that is human, as soon as it has reached the summit
in one direction, immediately begins to slide down on the other side, painting,
too, has not escaped this fate. Shortly after attainment of the highest art, and in
the very arena itself of the most splendid monuments of that art, there emerged
that most strange degeneration of taste in the genre that pulls historical painting
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to the basest and most common levels: the Bambocciade. It originated with the
Dutchman Pieter van Laer, called il Bamboccio, who at the beginning of the sev-
enteenth century went to Rome and distinguished himself with his farces, which
displayed brilliant treatment of color and audacious brushwork. He gained such
enormous applause that these farces soon became generally preferred and were
patronized by the great men of the city as much as real art had been patronized
earlier. One must admit that the first Bambocciants did not lack fine artistic treat-
ment; they contrasted with the serious yet base Dutch paintings in that the former
viewed themselves merely as parodies of great art. The necessary requirement of
him who would jest with his art is that he possess a high degree of mastery. The
aberration is admittedly still not as great as in the present age, where Bamboc-
ciades in poesy and other arts are quite popular even while lacking all energy.
authenticity, and talent. The stories of these spiritual epidemics mutually eluci-
date one another; admittedly, however, what our own age has been able to pro-
duce in this lowly affair, at least compared to similar products of that earlier age,
reflects the way our entire age distinguishes itself negatively as regards art in
general in such a comparison. Those earlier painters were at least masters in the
lowly genre; those today have not yet reached the first level of mastery even in
the lowliest baseness — hence. the objectionableness of Hogarth.*

In this fashion we have traversed the entire circle of pictorial representation
from the initial, mere imitation of lifeless objects up to the apex, and from there
to the other side, where it sinks back down to baseness,

Let me now briefly recall those propositions regarding painting. The last one
(Addendum to §87) was: ““The particular forms of unity insofar as they recur in
painting are drawing, chiaroscuro, and coloring.""®” Nothing was needed for the
elucidation of this statement other than the universal concept of the three unities
themselves. Drawing is adequately characterized by designating it as the real
form, chiaroscuro as the completely ideal form of painting. All conditions and
qualifications of each of these forms as well as their relationship to each other can
be extracted directly from this designation. Regarding coloring in particular, it is
that which makes appearance and truth, the ideal and the real completely
indifferentiated™ and one. Hence, [ will now add merely those propositions that
concern the subjects of painting.

§88. Painting is to portray its subjects as forms of things as they are prefig-
ured in the ideal unity. Music is to poriray the real forms; painting is to portray
things as they are in the purely ideal unity as such, since it comprehends only the
purely ideal element of things and separates it from the real element.

Addendum 1. Painting is thus primarily concerned with the representation of
ideas from the ideal side. Every idea, just as the absolute itself, has two sides, a
real and an ideal one. Or: It is with complete equality both real and ideal, but
within the real as an other, as a being, not as idea. Hence, painting, by portraying
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objects primarily from the ideal side, necessarily aims at the portrayal or repre-
sentation of ideas as such.

Addendum 2. Insofar as painting signifies ali objects in general not directly
and in and for themselves, but rather only through their universal or ideal ele-
ment, it is generally schematic. Taken by itself, or within itself, however, it is
necessarily allegorical and symbaolic.

Annotation. The schematic element is the universal principle of modern reli-
gion. That is why painting predominates in the contemporary world. (Why not
the plastic arts?) The Mother of God by Michelangelo = Juno.

§89. Painting is merely allegorical in those subjects that are not portraved for
their own sake, for whatever exists not for its own sake, but merely for the sake
of something else, signifies or means that other.

Annotation. This includes the subordinated genres of still fife, flower, fruit, as
well as, on the whole, animal paintings. All these types are either not really artis-
tic genres at all, or they are of allegorical significance. Concerning animal paint-
ings in particular, nature itself is to a certain extent allegorical in the production
of animals; it alludes to a higher element, the human figure. These are incom-
plete attempts to produce the highest totality. Even the character which nature
really has given to the animal does not express itself in it completely, but is rather
merely suggested and surmised. Yet even the well-known character of the animal
is only a one-sided manifestation of the total character of the earth and —insofar
as this is most completely expressed in human beings — of human beings.

§90. Painting is merely schematic in landscapes, for here it is not the truly
formed and limited element that is portrayed, and not the unlimited by means of
it, but rather vice versa: the limited element here is alluded to by the unlimited
and formless. The formed element is symbolized by form itself, which is itself
formless. Hence, it is schematic.

§91. Painting within its own parameters elevates itself to the symbolic insofar
as the object portraved does not merely signify or mean the idea, but rather is ii
itself.

8§92, The lowest level of the symbolic is where it is content with that symbolic
element which the natural object possesses in and for irself, that is, where it
merely imitates.

Addendwm. Since no natural object besides the human figure possesses truly
symbolic significance, this is the case of the portrair.

§93. The higher level of the symbolic is where the symbaolic elememnt in nature
is itself made into the condition of a vet higher symbolic element. This is self-

evident.

§94. if the svmbolic element in nature is made only into an allegory of the
higher idea, an allegory of the higher sort emerges.

Please note here that this transcends the first level of the symbolic insofar as
the latter is already made into a condition or form and not into the object of por-

—
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trayal. An allegorical painting in this sense is in the lower sense symbolic insofar
as it makes the human figure in its beauty into the condition of the allegory, while
in the higher sense or according to its higher intention it is allegorical.

§95. Painting is directly symbolic when it expresses absolute ideas within the
particular such that the former and latier are one.

§96. Explication. Painting as directly symbolic can in general be called his-
torical insofar as the symbolic element, by signifving or meaning something else,
is itself simultaneously that other, thereby possessing in itself a historical exist-
ence independent of the idea.

§97. The historical painting is symbolic-historical where the idea is the first
element and the symbol is conceived in order to represent it.

Examples: The Last Judgment by Michelangelo, The School of Athens and the
Parnassus by Raphael.

§98. The painting is historical-symbolic where the symbol or the history is the
first element and is made to express the idea. This is the historical painting in the
usual sense.

§99. Symbolism in painting occurs to the extent that the expression of the
absolute is attained.

§100. The first requirement of symbolic painting is thus the appropriateness
of the ideas and the elimination of any confusion within the concrete. Winckel-
mann called this high simplicity.

(Please note that this applies only to symbolic painting in the highest style, not
to painting as such or viewed at large.)

§101, From this requirement it follows of itself that being and activity be one
in the object, for whenever being is confused by the activity in the object, or
essence by form, the appropriateness of the conception and representation is
abrogated. Hence, this necessitates moderate activity that does not suspend or
abrogate the being and balance of the essential nature. This Winckelmann called
quiet greainess.

§102. Since beauty is the absolutely symbolic in and for itself, beauty is the
highest law of the pictorial represeniation.

§103. Painting can portray basemess only insofar as that baseness, as the
antithesis of the idea, is nonetheless in its own turn the reflex of the idea and thus
constitutes the reverse symbolic. This proposition is universally valid for the rep-
resentation of the fine arts as such, which can enter the sphere of the lowly or
base only insofar as here, too, they attain the ideal and completely reverse it
This reversal is the eatire essence of the comic, and in this sense the ancients,
too, produced comical or low works. This state of affairs is the same as that gen-
eral view of the world according to which the wisdom of God becomes most
objective in human foolishness. In this way the highest wisdom and inner beauty
of the artist can be reflected in the foolishness or ugliness of that which he por-
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trays, and only in this sense can the ugly become the object of art, namely, by
ceasing to be ugly, as it were, because of this reflex.

1 will now proceed to the third form of formative art and will construe it just
as I have consirued the previous two.

§104. Borrowed proposition. The perfect informing or indifference of the iwo
unities, now expressed within the real, is matier itself viewed from the perspec-
five of essence. According to §71, matter, viewed as a potence, is the real unity.
Insofar as it encompasses all unities within itself, however, that is, viewed from
the perspective of essence, it = indifference = third unity.

Addendum. Let me clarify the connection with the previous material by
making the following remarks. The construction of matter is based on three pot-
ences, yet these are general categories such that just as matter individually, so
also is nature as a whole based on them. By means of the first potence matter is
anorganic and subordinated to the schema of the straight line; by means of the
second it is organic, and by means of the third it is the expression of reason. The
same potences, however, recur yet again in regards to the whole of maiter. Maiter
as a whole is anorganic, organic, and only in the third potence —in the human
organism —the expression of reason. Applied to the present case, music is the
anorganic art, painting the organic, since in its highest level the latter expresses
the identity of matter and light. Not until the third art form does matter become
the absolute expression of reason.

We now assert that the perfect indifference of the two unities, now expressed
within the real, is matter viewed from the perspective of essence. The essence of
matier is reason, whose immediate expression within the material world is the
organism, just as the organism, as the essence of anorganic matter, symbolizes
itself in the latter. The first potence is the merely anorganic, the straightforward
element of cohesion. Hence, the art form of the first potence, which merely takes
the first potence as the means of its representation, acguires cohesion within
sonerity as its body. The second potence is based on the equality of light and
corporeality through different stages: organic. Finally, the third potence is the
essence, the essential nature of the first and second potences. The different pot-
ences differentiate themselves from one another merely in the following way. In
the first the whole appears, though subordinated to finitude; in the second, it also
appears, though subordinated to infinity or identity. The essence or essential
nature is thus the same in all potences.

§105. The art form that takes the indifference of the two unities or the essence
of matter as its body is the plastic arts in the most general sense of the word, for
the plastic arts portray their ideas through real corporeal objects, whereas music
portrays merely the anorganic element of matter (the form, the accidental ele-
ment) and painting the purely organic element as such, the essence, the purely
ideal elemenit of the object. The plastic arts portray within the real form simul-
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taneously the essence and the ideal of things, and accordingly the highest indif-
ference of essence and form.

Coroltlary proposition I. The plastic arts as art are originally subordinated to
the third dimension.

Corollary proposition 2. Just as music on the whole is the art of reflection or
of self-consciousness and painting that of subsumption or of perception, the plas-
tic arts are primarily the expression of reason or intuition.

Corollary proposition 3. 1 can also express myself as follows concerning the
relationship between the three basic forms of art. Music portrays the essence
within the form, and to that extent it takes up the pure form, the accidental ele-
ment of things as substance. and uses it as its medium. Painting, on the other
hand, portrays the form within the essence and, insofar as the ideal is aiso the
essence, constructs things within the essence. Music is thus quantitative, paint-
ing qualitative. The plastic arts, on the other hand, portray substance and acci-
dentals, cause and effect, possibility and actuality as one. Thus they express the
forms of relation (guantity and guality as one).

Corollary proposition 4. The plastic arts are essentially symbolic. This fol-
lows immediately from the fact that they portray neither the form alone {in which
case they would be schematic) nor the essence or ideal alone (in which case they
would be allegorical), but rather both in indifference, such that peither the real
signifies the ideal nor the ideal the real, since both are absolutely one.

§106. The plastic arts in and for themselves encompass all other art forms as
particulars within themselves, or they are within themselves in separate forms
music, patnting, and the plastic arts.

This follows from the fact that the plastic arts portray the essential nature of
the other forms, that from which the others emerge as particular forms. Music
and painting themselves, each in its own turn, also encompass all unities. In
music, for example, thythm is music, harmony is painting, and melody is the
plastic constituent. Yet music encompasses these forms not as separate art forms
but rather as its own unities. The same is true of painting. The point here is that
the plastic arfs as the totality of all formative art forms contain the other forms
separated from one another.

Elucidation. Music, as we said, takes as its form the informing of unity into
multiplicity purely as such. Yet precisely this is itself a potence of matter viewed
from the perspective of essence, and can thus also be expressed corporeally.
Music does not portray this unity by means of bodies, but rather only as an act
and to that extent ideally. Yet as soon as this same unity is portrayed within matter
from the perspective of the real, namely, in the corporeal series itself, it can and
must be expressed within the plastic arts, not merely through form, but rather
essentiallv at the same time, and thus also corporeally, since essence and form
taken together constitute body. The same can be shown as regards painting,
which also takes the ideal unity only as a potence and to that extent as form, Yet
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this same unity must also be able to be expressed actually, and accordingly cor-
poreally and through the plastic arts.

Let me remark ahead of time that the three art forms, music, painting, and the
plastic arts, insofar as they all recur within the plastic arts as separate forms, are
architecture, bas-relief, and the plastic arts, the latter now in the more narrow
sense insofar as they portray rounded figures from all sides. 1 will now also
present the construction of the three forms according to the given order.

§107. The anorganic art form or the music within the plastic arts is architec-
ture. The proof is based on several middle terms, which are the following.

That architecture in the larger sense is a form of the plastic arts is self-evident,
since it portrays its objects through corpereal things. That it constitutes the music
within those plastic arts, however, can be seen from the following. The plastic
arts must in some way include an art form through which it moves back toward
the anorganic. Since, however, at its deepest level architecture is essentially
organic itself, this reversion can occur according to no other basis or law except
the same one according to which the organism in nature reverts to the production
of the anorganic. The organism itself, however, reverts to the anorganic only
within the productions of the artistic impulses of animals (this proposition is
proved in the philosophy of nature and is taken up here only as a borrowed prop-
osition). The anorganic form can thus take place within the plastic arts only
according to the law and basis of artistic impulses. Hence, we now must deter-
mine this law.

In the philosophy of nature we proved that the so-called artistic impulse of
animals is nothing other than a specific direction or modification of the general
formative impulse; the most eminent proof 1 can provide here is that the artistic
impulse in most species emerges as the equivalent of the reproductive instinct.
Hence, it is the genderless bees that produce the anorganic masses of their cells
externally. In other species the manifestations of the artistic impulse accompany
the manifestations of the metamorphosis or sexual development, such that the
artistic impulse also disappears with developed sexuality. In other species the
expressions of the artistic impulse precede the time of mating.

The previous observations already lead us to recognize in all cases of the artis-
tic impulse a certain identity between the products and the producing agent. The
bee produces the material of its edifice from within itself; the spider and the sitk-
worm draw the threads of their webs from within themselves. Indeed, if we go
even deeper, the artistic impulse merges completely with anorganic external
deposits that remain in cohesion with the producing agent or animal. Such are the
products of the polyps inhabiting coral, the shells of mollusks and oysters, indeed
even the stonelike and hard coverings of some insects as well as of crabs, which
therefore lack the artistic instinct, which in their case is lost completely in the
production of that covering. The identity between the producing agent and that
which is produced takes place here to the exient that, as Steffens has shown,” we
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can view these productions as the externally reverted skeleton of the lower
animal forms. Only at the higher levels of organization does nature succeed in
coercing this anorganic mass back toward the inside and subjecting it to the laws
of the organism. As soon as this has been attained to some degree, for example,
in birds (whose skeleion, by the way, is vet very incompletely developed), the
anorganic mass no long appears in direct identity with the producing agent, but it
emerges nonetheless not completely out of coherence with that agent. The artistic
instinct expresses itself more freely in the nest building of birds: there is appar-
ently a choice made here, and the product receives the impression of a higher
inner life.

This apparent freedom in construction of a product independent of, yet
belonging to, an organic being goes even further in the constructions of the
beaver,

If we summarize all these relationships we automatically arrive at the faw that
the organic everywhere produces the anorganic only in identity or in reference to
itself. If we apply this to the higher case of the production of the anorganic
through human art, we find that the anorganic, because it can have no symbolic
significance in and for itself. musi acquire it in production through human art,
through the reference to the human being and the identity with him. Furthermore,
in the perfection of human nature within itself this relationship and potential
identity cannot be immediate, direct, or corporeal, but rather only an indirect
relationship conceptually mediated. For this reason, the plastic arts, insofar as
they produce within the anorganic, must produce something external that stands
in reference to the human being and his needs, and yet something equally inde-
pendent of him and beautiful in and for itself. Since this can be the case only in
architecture, it follows that the plastic arts in this case must accordingly be archi-
tecture.

fartous annotations

(1) The assertion that architecture = music follows in a preliminary fashion
from the common concept of the anorganic, since music is generally the anorga-
nic art form.

(2) A question this construction of architecture aptomatically begs is, To what
extent can an art form that is subordinated to need and serves a purpose external
1o itself be counted among the fine arts? Fine art is absolute in itself, and thus
without any external purpose; it is not a matier of need. For this reason many
people have actually excluded architecture. The following, however, is the solu-
tion to this apparent contradiction.

That art as fine art cannot be subordinated to a purpose is an axiom of the
correct view of art. and to the extent that it really is subordinated, it is also really
no fine art. Architecture, for example, would not be fine art if it addressed
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merely need and utility. For architecture as fine art, however, utility and the ref-
erence to need are themselves only condition, not principle. Every mode of art is
bound to a specific form of appearance existing more or less independently of it,
and only the fact that art puts into this form the impression and image of beauty
elevates it to fine art. Hence, as regards architecture, precisely the expediency is
the form of the appearance, but not the essence. To the extent art makes form and
essence one, and makes this particular form —one designed for utility — simuita-
neously into the form of beauty, architecture elevates itself to a fine art. All
beauty as such is the indifference of essence and form —the representation of the
absolute in a particular.

The particular, the form, is now itself the reference to need. Yet if art now puts
the imprint of the absolute essence into this form, it pays attention only to this
indifference of form and essence, and by no means to that form in and for itself;
the particular relationship or the particular reference of this form to utility and
need falls completely by the side, since it in any case is intuited or perceived only
in identity with essence. Architecture as fine art is thus completely exiernal to the
reference to need, which is merely the form (in the following discussion we will
determine how and in what relationship). Form, however, is not at all viewed in
and for itself, but rather only in the indifference with essence.

Other additional annotaiions serving to illuminate this point:

{a) Fine art is never suspended or rendered impossible by external conditions
and limitations, for example, with alfresco paintings, where a certain space is
prescribed not only of a specific size but also of a specitic form.

(b) There are certain kinds of architecture where need and utility fall com-
pletely by the wayside, and its works are themselves the expression of absolute
ideas that are independent of need. Indeed, often they even become symbolic, for
example, in temples (the temple of Vesta according to the image of the heavenly
dome).

{c) That which in architecture actually refers to need is the inner element, and
in this the requirement of beauty is made far more accidental than in the external
elements.

Carollary proposition. Architecture necessarily proceeds in its constructions
according to arithmetical or, since it is music in space, geometric relationships.
The proof is contained in the following,

(1) It was earlier proved that nature, science. and art in their various stages
observe the sequence from the schematic to the allegorical and from there to the
symbolic. The most primal schematism is numbers, where the formed or partic-
ular is symbolized through form itself or the universal. Hence, whatever lies in
the realm of schematism is subject to arithmetical determination in nature and
art. Architecture, as the music of the plastic arts, thus necessarily follows arith-
metical relationships. Since it is music in space, however, in a sense, solidified
music,”” these relationships are simultaneously geometric relationships.
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(2) In the deeper levels of art as well as of nature, arithmetical and geometric
relationships predominate. Painting, too, is also completely subject to these in its
linear perspective. In the higher levels of nature, and of art as well, where nature
becomes genuinely symbolic, it casts off the limitations of a merely finite regu-
larity. A higher principle or law steps in that is irrational as far as the understand-
ing is concerned and is comprehended and understood only by reason: in science,
for example, that of higher refationships, which only philosophy understands,
the symbolic science among the three basic sciences: in nature, the beauty of
form and figure, which only the power of imagination comprehends. Nature is no
longer concerned here with the expression of a merely finite regularity of form.
It becomes the image of absolute identity, the chaos within the absolute. Geo-
metric regularity disappears and the regularity of a higher order enters. The same
is the case within art in the plastic arts in the narrower semnse, which are most
independent of geometric relationships and consider and portray with complete
freedom only the relationships of beauty in and for themselves. Since, however,
architecture is nothing other than a reversion of the plastic arts to the anorganic,
geometric regularity must yet assert its rights in it before being cast off at the
higher levels.

This proof, by the way, leads us no further than to the understanding of the
dependence of architecture on geometric regularity. We thereby comprehend it
only from its natural side, and not yet as an independent and autonomous art
form.

Architecture can appear as free and beautiful art only insofar as it becomes the
expression of ideas. an image of the universe and of the absolute. Yet a real
image of the absolute and accordingly an immediate expression of the ideas is,
according to $62, everywhere only the organic form in its perfection. Music, to
which architecture corresponds among the various forms of the plastic arts, is
freed from the requirement of portraying actual forms or figures. since it portrays
the universe in the forms of the first and purest movement, separated from matter.
Architecture, however, is a form of the plastic arts, and if it is music, then it is
concrete usic. 1t cannot portray the universe merely through form: it must por-
tray it simultaneously in essence and form.

The organic figure possesses an immediate relationship to reason, for it is its
most immediate manifestation and is itself merely reason perceived in the real
sphere. Reason has only an indirect relationship to the anorganic, namely,

through the organism that is its immediate body. Hence, the first relationship of

architecture, 100, to reason always remains only an indirect one; since it can be
mediated only through the concept of the organism, it is in general a relationship
mediated through the concepr. If, however, it wishes to be absolute art, it must in
itself and without mediation be in identity with reason. This cannot occur simply
by having a concept of purpose expressed in the material itself, since even in the
case of perfect expression the concept of purpose is not transmitted into the
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object, just as it does not emerge from the object. It is not the immediate concept
of the object itself, but rather that of something external to it. In the organism, in
contrast, the concept is transmitted completely into the object such that the sub-
jective and objective elements, the infinite and finite are genuinely one within it,
and it thereby becomes in and through itself an image of reason. If architecture
could become fine art directly through the expression of a concept of purpose,
then there seems to be no reason why this could not also be the case with the
other arts as well, and why, for example, there are no clothing artists as well as
architectural artists. [t must thus be a more internal identity coming apparently
from within the object itself, a genuine fusion with the concept, that makes archi-
tecture into fine art. In the merely mechanical work of art this connection is
always only subjective. (This constitutes the final answer to that first guestion.)

It was doubtlessiy the fecling for this relationship that gave rise to the domi-
nant opinion concerning architecture. That is, as long as architecture panders to
miere need and is merely useful itself, it is indeed only useful and cannot simul-
taneously be beautiful. It is beautiful only when it becomes independent of need.
Yet since it cannot be absolutely independent—considering that it again and
again touches on need by virtue of its ultimate reference — it thus becomes beau-
tiful only by simultaneously becoming independent of itself, as it were, the
potence and the free imitation of itself. As soon as it attains through appearance
both actuality and utility without intending these as utility and as actuality, it
becomes free and independent art. Furthermore, by making the object alréad.y
associated with the concept of purpose into its artistic object —thus making the
concept of purpose itself with the object into that artistic object — the latter is for
it as higher art an objective identity between the subjective and the objective, the
concept and the thing, and is accordingly something that possesses reality in
itself.

Even though the usual upderstanding of architecture as the art of perpetual
imitation, and of the building arts as the art of need, is not normally derived in
this fashion, this reasoning must be the basis if such an understanding is to have
any foundation at all.

In what follows I will explicate this view in more detail. For now it suffices to
be acquainted with it in a general sense. In a word, all allegedly free forms of
architecture, those no one denies are characterized by a kind of straightforward
beauty, are according to this view imitations of the forms of the cruder building
arts and particularly of the building arts with wood as the simplest and the one
requiring the least treatment. For example, the columns or pillars of the fine
building arts are modeled after tree trunks, which were placed on the earth to
support the roofs of the first dwellings. In its inception this form was a matter of
need. Afterward, since it was imitated by free art and cultivation, it elevated
itself to an art form. The triglyphs of the Doric columnar order, it is said, were
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originally the protruding heads of the crossbeams. Later the appearance was kept
without the reality, whereby this form, 100, became a free art form.

This should sufficiently acquaint us with this view in a general sense.

What is valid in this opinion is immediately evident, namely, that architecture
as a fine art must be the potence of itself as an art of need, or must take itself as
such as its own form or body in order to be an independent art form. We have, of
course, already asserted this. Yet precisely how this form, which the building arts
as a trade did indeed need, was itself able to become a beautiful form in and for
itself through free imitation or parody — through this transition from the real to
the ideal —the answer to this question lies much deeper, and certainly no one will
want 1o assert that every necessitous form might become a beautiful form simply
by being imitated without actually needing to be. Likewise it is completely
impossible to derive all the forms of architecture as a fine art from this mere idea
of imitation. This thus requires a higher principle, one we must now derive. To
this purpose let me offer the following prefatory propositions.

§108. Architecture. in order to be fine art, must portray the purposiveness
within itself as an objective purposiveness, that is, as the objective identity
berween concept and thing, the subjective and objective.

Proof. According to §19, art as such is merely the objective or real portrayal
or representation of the identity of the universal and the particular, of the subjec-
tive and the objective such that these appear as one in the portrayed object itself.

§109. Borrowed proposition. Objective purposiveness or objective identity
between the subjective and objective obtains originally, that is, independenily of
art, only in the organism. This follows from something also proved earlier (§17).

§110. Architecture as fine art must portray the organism as the essence of the
anorganic, and accordingly the organic forms as preformed within the anorga-
nic. This is that higher principle according to which the forms of architecture
must be evaluated. The first part of the proposition is proved thus: architecture is
the anorganic form of the plastic arts according to §107. The plastic arts, how-
ever, according to §105, Corollary Proposition 2, are the expression of reason as
the essence of maiter. The immediate real image of rcason, however, as was
already proved in §18, is expressed in the organism. The anorganic can thus have
no immediate and absolute relationship to reason, that is, a relationship that is
not based on the mediation of the concept of purpose but rather on the immediate
identity with reason itself. This is true except to the extent that just as reason as
the essence or essential nature of the organism is represented directly in the
tatter, so also the organism itself as the essence or the origin of the anorganic is
represented in the latter. Hence, architecture, too, cannot be plastic ari, that is,
the immediate expression of reason as the absolute indifference of the subjective
and objective, without portraying or representing the organism as the essence or
essential nature of the anorganic.
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The second part of the proposition now follows automatically from the proof
of the first. Since architecture is not to transcend the boundaries of the anorganic,
considering that it is the anorganic art form, it can thus poriray the organism as
the essence of the anorganic only by portraying that organism as encompassed
within the latter and accordingly by portraying the organic forms as preformed
within the anorganic.

The further explication of the way architecture fulfills these requirements will
be given automatically in what follows,

Addendum. The same thing can be expressed thus: architecture as fine art
must portray the anorganic as allegory of the organic, for it is to portray the
former as the essence of the latter and yet nonetheless within the anorganic, that
i1s, such that the latter is not itself organic but rather merely signifies or means the
organic. Yet precisely this is the nature of allegory.

8111, Architecture, to be fine art, must be the potence or imitation of itself as
the art of need.

Proof. In its ultimate principle architecture remains subordinated io the refer-
ence o purpose, since the anorganic as such can have only an indirect relation-
ship to reason and thus can never possess symbolic significance. Hence, in order
on the one hand to obey necessity, and on the other to elevate itself above it and
to render objective that subjective purposiveness. it must become its own object
or imitate itself.

Annotation. 1t goes without saying that this imitation extends only as far as is
needed to posit actual purposiveness in the object itself.

The proof can also be drawn in the following way. According to §110 archi-
tecture must express the organism as the idea and the essence of the anorganic. In
consequence of the Addendim this means that it must allude to the organic
through the anorganic, and must make the latter into the allegory of the organic,
not into the organic itself. Hence, it does indeed demand, on the one hand, an
abjective identity between the concept and the thing, vet, on the other, not an
absolute identity such as that found within the organic being itself (for in that
case it would be scuipture). By imitating only itself as a mechanical art, the
forms of the latter become the forms of architecture as an art of necessity, for the
former are, as it were, natural objects that are already there independently of art
as such: since they are designed according o a specific purpose, they express an
objective identity between the concept and the thing that to that extent (through
that objectivity) is similar to the identity of the organic natural product. On tiu
other hand, however, since that identity was nonetheless not origmaﬂy an abso-
fute one {but rather merely one generated by mechanical art), it is only an atlu-
sion, an allegory of the organic.

Hence, when architecture imitates itself as mechanical art, it simultaneously
fulfills the requirements of art, precisely by satisfying the requirements of ncces’—
sity. It remains independent of need and vet simultaneously is the satisfaction of
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need; in this way it attains the perfect synthesis of its form or of its particular
(which consists in being an originally purpesive art) and the universal or absolute
of art, which itself consists in an objective identiry between the subjective and the
objective. Hence, it fulfills the requirement we made of it right from the outset
(§107, Annotation 2).

Corallary proposition. All those forms of architecture are beautiful in them-
selves in which an allegory of the organic is expressed through the anorganic, be
it that the latter emerges through the imitation of the forms of this art as an art of
necessity or through free production.

This proposition can now serve as the general principle of the construction
and evaluation of all architectonic forms. On the one hand, the statement limits
the principle that architecture be a parody of the mechanical building arts to the
condition that through this objectivation the forms of the latter become allegori-
cal for the organic. By doing so, it liberates this art in another respect to tran-
scend this imitation insofar as it fulfills only the general requirement of repre-
senting or portraying the organic as preformed within the anorganic.

It can be noted generally here that in other contexis, too, art can imitate the
anorganic only in this particular relationship to the organic. Not the least portion
of the plastic arts is the art of drapery and clothing, which can be viewed as the
most perfect and most beautiful architectonic. Yet the portrayal of clothing con-
cretely for its own sake would not be a task of art. Only as an allegory of the
organic, as suggestive of the higher forms of the organic body, is it one of the
most beautiful parts of art.

§112. Architecture must take particularly the plant organism as its model, for
according to the addendum to §110 it is an allegory of the organic insofar as the
latter constitutes the objective identity of the universal and the particular. The
organism kot é€oxny, however, can only be that of the animal, and within these
parameters the human organism, to which that of the plant stands only in an alle-
garical relationship. Accordingly, architecture is cultivated best according to the
model of the plant organism.

Annotation. The plant as an allegory of the animal can be comprehended best
by noting that particularity predominates within it, the universal thus being pre-
figured or preformed through particularity. (This is the greatest similarity
between the human organism and the plant organism.)

Elucidation. We can follow this close kinship between architecture and the
plant world from the deepest levels of even the crudest art onward, where it man-
ifests what we might call a merely instinctive inclination toward this model. The
so-called Gothic building arts still show us this instinct in an extremely crude
form. considering that in them even the plant world itself, unchanged through
art, becomes the model. One need only look at the genuine works of Gothic
architecture to see in all its forms the unchanged forms of plants, Regarding its
main characteristics, namely, the narrow base relative to circumference and
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height, we can imagine a Gothic building, for example, a tower such as that of
the cathedral in Strasbourg among others, as an enormous tree that from a rela-
tively narrow trunk spreads out into an immeasurable crown that stretches its
boughs and branches in all directions into the air. The large number of smaller
buildings assembled on the main trunk, the secondary towers, and so on, through
which the building expands out from all sides, are only representations of these
boughs and branches, representations of what amounts to a tree that itself has
become a city, just as the foliage added and amassed everywhere alludes more
directly to this archetype. The secondary buildings that are added to the genu-
inely Gothic works more closely to the ground, such as the secendary chapels on
the churches, allude to the roots that this great tree spreads out below and around
itself. All the characteristics of Gothic architecture express this relationship, for
example. the so-called cloister galleries in monasteries. which depict a row of
trees whose branches are inclined toward one another above and are intergrown,
thus forming a vault or arch.

Regarding the history of Gothic architecture let me remark only that it is an
obvious error to consider the Goths the originators of this artistic sensibility and
to designate them as those who brought this form of architecture to Italy. The
Goths, as a completely bellicose people, brought neither architects nor other art-
ists with them to [taly: when they settled there, they employed the indigenous
artists. Yet even among the latter, artistic sensibility was already in decline, and
the Goths even tried to prevent this in that their princes apparently encouraged
artistic talent and patronized the practice of the arts. The usual opinion mdnyl' 1s
that the Saracens brought this architecture 1o the Occident, first to Spain, from
where it then spread across Europe. People normally assert that this architecture
musi have been that of an extremely hot climate in which one had to seek shade
and coolness. Yet one could also reverse this reasoning and consider Gothic
architecture to be much more indigenous. When Tacitus”' says of the ancient
Germans that they had no temples. but rather venerated the gods outdoors
beneath trees, and if in the earliest times Germany was completely covered with
forests, one can imagine that at the inception of civilization of the building arts,
particularly of temples, the Germans imitated the old model of their own forests,
and that in this way Gothic architecture was originally indigenous to Germany.
From there it spread, particularly to Holland and England, where, for cxamp[s:‘,
the castle in Windsor is built in this style. There we find its purest works,
whereas elsewhere, tfor example, in ltaly, it existed only in a form mixed with the
rnore recent ltalian style. These various possibilities can be evaluated only on the
basis of historical evidence. Such evidence is actually available, I think, since the
origins of Gothic architecture exiend back even further. Namely, there is a
remarkable and rather obvious similarity between Indian and Gothic architecture.
Certainly no one can miss this who has seen the drawings of Indian landscapes
and buildings by Hodges.”* The architecture of the temples and pagodas is com-
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pletely in the Gothic style; even secular buildings do not lack the Gothic columns
and pointed towers. Foliage as architectonic decoration is in any case of Oriental
origin. The extravagant taste of the Orientals, which everywhere avoids limita-
tions and aims for the unbounded, peers unmistakably through Gothic architec-
ture, which itself is surpassed in the realm of the colossal by Indian architecture,
which exhibits buildings individually resembling the scope of a large city as well
as the most gigantic vegetation on earth. [ must let the historian answer the ques-
tion of just how this originally Indian artistic sensibility later spread across
Europe.

This colossal sensibility expressed itself wn a different fashion in Egyptian
architecture. The eternally immutable form of the heavens and sky, the umform
movements of nature drove the people toward the stable, immutable elements of
life and art, a sensibility that has immortalized itself in their pyramids. From all
we know about them, this same sensibility, directed toward the immutable, pre-
vented the Egyptians from ever building with anything but stone —hence, the
cubic form of all their works. The Egyptians could not develop the lighter, more
rounded form, whose model architecture borrowed from the trees and tree trunks
first employed by the building arts that used wood.

Let us now move on 1o the higher reproduction of the plant form in more noble
architecture.

Gothic architecture is completely naturalistic and crude, a mere direct imita-
tion of nature in which nothing recalls intentional, free art. The first, still rather
crude Doric column depicting a hewed tree trunk already elevates one into the
realm of art by imitating the mechanical treatment through free art, thus present-
ing the latter as being elevated above need and necessity and directed toward only
that which is beautiful and significant in itself. The form itself expresses the sug-
gested origin of the Doric column and the reversal of that taste that imitated crude
nature. Gothic sensibility, because it porirays the tree yet unformed, must make
the base narrow and expand the upper parts. The Doric column, like the hewed
trunk, is broader toward the bottom and tapers toward the top. Here the plant is
made into an allegory of the animal realm precisely because the crude mold of
nature in it is suspended, thereby suggesting that the plant is not there for its own
sake. but rather in order to signify something else. Art articulates nature more
completely here and, in a sense, improves it. It removes the superfluous and that
which merely belongs to individuality and allows only the significant elements to
remain. Both for itself and within itself the tree becomes an allegory of the higher
organic sphere, since, like the latter, it is closed off both toward the top and
toward the bottom by means of a head and feet. It also constitutes such an alle-
gory in reference to the whole, where it signifies the column of an organic whole
whereby the latter elevates itself above the earth into the higher region of the
aether. Just as in naiure the plant constitutes merely the prelude and to that extent
the ground of the higher developmenis within the animal realm, so also does it
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manifest itself here. The column is the support or perhaps the step leading up to
the higher structures already prefigured more completely by the physical forms
of animal organization. Only at its highest level, where it touches on and passes
over into a higher stage of organization, may it show its own richness and, as in
the case of the Corinthian column, proliferate in leaves that themselves carry a
more sublime structure, and by their lightness and delicacy suggest the higher
nature of that style. They allow us to forget that it is yet subject to the laws of
gravity.

We must now identify more specificaily the allegory of the higher levels of the
organic within the individual forms of architecture.

§113. The allegory of the higher levels of the organic is found partly in the
svimetry of the whole, partly in the perfection of the individual and the whole
toward the iop and bottom, whereby it becomes a self-enclosed world.

We have already remarked in our discussion of painting that nature, wherever
it attains the highest indifference and totality, assumes a double polarity within
the realm of the organic and particularly within the animal body. This polarity
constitutes an east-west polarity (from top to bottom a status of difference ob-
tains, real polarity, and to the sides merely ideal polarity). It thus produces in
pairs the most noble organs, that is, those in which it has attained most perfectly
that final indifference, and makes the organic structure into two symme.tric:;l
halves that, in the design of nature, are more or less equal. This symmerry, which
ts more or less required in the architectonic part of painting, is required even
more emphatically in architecture; indeed, for the complete coincidence with the
structure of the human body it is required such that the line dividing the two sym-
metrical halves proceed not horizontally, but rather perpendicularly, from the top
io the bottom. This symmetry is required as decisively from all architectural
works claiming to be beautiful as it is from the human figure itself, and the trans-
gression against this requirement is tolerated as litile as is a distorted face or a
face that appears to be constructed out of two completely disparate halves.

The second form alluding to organic relationships is the completion of both
the whole and the individual roward the top and the bortom.

Mature closes off its structures only by means of an extremely decisive sus-
pension of succession or of pure length, which suggests itself through a concen-
tric position. The plant would sprout linearly into infinity and produce joint after
joint in its stems —and indeed, any plant really can be maintained continually in
this sprouting condition through the excessive supply of raw liquids —if nature
did not reach a point where it began producing simultaneously that which it pre-
viously produced successively. This is how it proceeds when producing the bios-
som in that plant. It builds a head, a significant and definite end. In the animal
realm, too, it follows this law and closes off the animal toward the top by means
of a head, a brain; this end, 100, emerges only when nature produces simulta-
neously that which it previously produced successively (in the successive nerve
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nodules) and gives it a concentric position. The same thing can be pointed out
more or less in architecture as well.

We have already recalled that in architecture the column, which is constructed
primarily according to the schema of the plant, alludes expressly to the plant
itself as the mere foreboding and foundation of the higher realm of the organic.
Yet just as nature, higher science, and art itself everywhere seek to make into a
whole that which is merely a part, and to absolutize it in and for itself as a part
within this whole, so also architecture. Hence, the column, toe, is closed off
within itself in a significant fashion. Toward the bottom it acquires a foot, and the
architectonic structure is thereby completely wrested out of its coherency with
the earth and stands free upon it as does the animal. If the column were not
closed off in such a decisive fashion toward the bottom, then by vistue of appear-
ing to be sunk into the earth itself or at least of sinking its roots into the earth the
whole would revert back to a piant structure. Toward the top the column is closed
off in various ways by means of the head. by the simple capital of the Doric
order, by the snail volute of the fonic order, where the higher prelude of the
animal realm begins as if on the edge, and in the concentric leaf-positioning of
the Corinthian order.

The same thing occurs within the whole, which toward the bottom is closed
off by means of the feet. The middle part of the structure signifies the middle part
of the body, where externally the greatest symimetry must obtain and where, just
as in the animal body, the truly internal realm begins that in its own turn consti-
tutes an autonomous whole. (We have already noted that here as elsewhere
regarding the interior one can pay more attention to the element of need than to
symmetry without detriment to beauty.) The closer one gets to the highest point,
the more significant do all forms become. Eiymologically the designation fron-
ton already means the forehead of the building. This is the location of the more
eminent decorations of bas-relief, which allude to the forehead externally as the
seat of thought. Toward the inside the whole is closed off by means of the entab-
lature, which by virtue of its inner construction has a concentric position and
constitutes a self-supporting and self-maintaining whole. The upper structure
where this takes place can be viewed as the external, organically indifferent cov-
ering. The most perfect and significant closure of the whole. however, is a per-
fectly vaulted or arched top, that is, the cupola. Here the concentric position is
most perfect, and by virtue of the fact that the individual parts mutually carry and
support one another, the most perfect totality emerges, an image of the universal
all-supporting organism and of the vault of heaven.

§114. Architecture, as the music of the plastic arts, has, just as does music, a
rhyvthmic, harmonic, and melodic element. This follows automatically from
§107.

§115. Architectonic rhvthm expresses itself in the periodic subdivision of

equal elements, and thus primarily in the following characteristics: decrease and
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tapering of columns both toward the top and the bottom; distance between col-
umns; in the Doric order particularly through the combination of members into
entablatures; number of triglyphs in the separation between columns; and so on.

Elucidation. The tapering of the column occurs in the Doric order toward the
top in a straight line, whereas in the lonic and Corinthian the line according to
which they decrease is a curve. Regarding the separation between columns,
according to Vitruvius”™ five methods were employed in antiquity, of which nei-
ther the excessively small nor the excessively large was the most beautiful, but
rather the balance between the two. The smaller separation made the whole look
too thick, the large separation too thin. In order 1o comprehend the rhythmic ele-
ment in all this. we must recall our assertion that it consists in a periodic subdi-
vision or arrangement of equal elements. In music, these separations are tempo-
ral distances, in architecture spatial distances. The number of triglyphs depends
on the column separation in that the two outermost triglyphs in an intercolum-
niation must always come to stand exactly over a column. The members of the
entablatures are the various larger and smaller parts out of which the entablatures
are then constructed. The main requirement is that they be rhythmically ordered,
that is, neither that the number and variety of constituent parts confuse the eye,
nor on the other hand that excessive uniformity predominate in regard to the form
and size of those parts. Hence, two parts of the same type and size are not
allowed to lie directly under or over one another, and the whole must in a certain
manner regroup on a higher level. just as in music larger units are structured from
rhythmie units already there,

Addendum. Regarding this rhythmic aspect one can generally maintain that
what constituies the beautitul also constitutes the useful and necessary, since
beauty in architeciure is based precisely on the synthesis of the universal with the
particular of this art, which is its reference to purpose or use. Thus the rule con-
cerning the tapering of the column toward the top, for example, is indeed also the
rule of security and stability,

§116. The three column orders constitute in their own turn a relationship
based on rhvthm, harmony, and melody, or they are constructed partially accord-
ing to thythmic, partially according to harmonic, and, finally, partially according
to melodic principles. (The necessary and essential particularity is maintained in
the explication of the individual forms.)

Addendum. The Doric type of column is primarily the rhythmic one. Rhythm
in music is the real form, the essential and necessary element of music. So also
the Doric order, which possesses the highest degree of necessity and the smallest
degree of arbitrary elements. Among the three orders it is the strict, realistic,
masculine one lacking development of width. Hence, here one can best demon-
strate the realistic origin emerging from the imitation of the building arts as the
art of necessity. The usual explanation or construction of the Doric order in its
individual forms is the following one from the well-known principle. In the ini-
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tial period of the simple building arts people were satisfied with a mere roof pro-
tecting them from sun, rain, and cold. The simplest way of achieving this was
doubtlessly to place four or more stakes into the earth, onto which, from the front
and back, crossbeams were then laid in order io connect the beams standing in a
straight line and simulianeously to provide the foundations for the main beams.
The crossbeam constituted the architrave. Onto these crossbeams one now laid
the main beams that connect the building from front 1o back; they were laid at
some distance so that later they might be overlaid with boards, The extensions or
heads of these main beams naturally had to be visible above the crossbeams,
which one initially sawed off straight, whereas later, for the sake of decoration,
boards with the subsequent form of the triglyphs were nailed in front of them.
Hence, the triglyphs are still an ideal rendering of the heads of the main beams.
The interstices between these beams initially remained empty in the cruder build-
ing methods. Afterward, in order to eliminate this eyesore, they, 00, were Cov-
ered with boards. These boards later became the occasion for the meiopes in the
imitation of artistic architecture, whereby the excessively large space between
the crossbeams and the uppermost extending boards (whose extension consti-
tuted the cornice and was to ward off the rain) became an identical surface that
then constituted the zoophorus or frieze.

In general, | have already indicated what 1 think of this kind of explanation. It
is admittedly necessary that architecture, if it is to be a fine art, make itself ideal.
thereby casting off the attention to need. But there is no necessity in the assertion
that art, when it does elevate itself above mere need, maintain the cruder forms
if these are not already beawtiful in themselves, Hence, the Doric column is
admittedly apparently the hewed tree trunk. It tapers toward the top for that
reason, vet it would not constitute a form within artistic architecture or be main-
tained within it if it were not significant in itself such as has already been dem-
onstrated, namely, that it depicts a tree that has cast off ifs particular nature and
has become the prefiguration of something higher. Hence, it is certain that one
finds the oldest columns of this order without capitals and pedestal, and they thus
still depict that particular building method where one supperted the hewed tree
trunks direetly under the roof and on the flat ground. One can say that the ped-
estal and the plinth at the bottom and the capital at the top depict nothing other
than the following: the former, the several boards placed underneath so that the
trunks did not sink under the weight above or suffer from dampness; the latter,
the boards laid on top of one another so that the trunk could provide a larger
surface for the weight it had to carry. Yet the capital as well as the pedestal has
been preserved in artistic architecture for a much higher reason than that of imi-
tation, namely, in order to complete the column in the fashion of an organic being
both at the top and at the bottom. This is particularly the case regarding the
triglyphs. One cannot imagine how this specific form could emerge from the
beam heads. and one must, I think, admit a kind of invention by deducing them
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first from the boards that —in the form later imitated by the triglyphs — were set
in front of the protruding heads.”™ Thus the triglyphs have a more or less inde-
pendent and autonomous signiticance.

My understanding of all this is the following.

If architecture is indeed solidified music —an idea that was not alien even to
the poetry of the Greeks, as can be seen from the well-known myth of the lyre of
Amphion, who by means of his instrument’s tones moved the stones to assemble
themselves into the walls of the city of Thebes” —1 repeat: if architecture is
indeed concrete music, and if the ancients also viewed it as such, then the most
rhythmic architecture — the Doric or that of the ancient Greeks —can particularly
be characterized as such (for Doric was the general designation for everything
from ancient Greece). The ancients, too, had to view it primarily from this per
spective. It was thus impossible that the general notion not occur to them to
express this rhythmic character emblematically through a form resembling that of
a lyre itself. The so-called triglvphs are such a form. [ am not asserting that they
are an allusion to the lyre of Amphion, but in any case they are an allusion to the
ancient Greek lyre, the tetrachord, whose invention some atiribute to Apollo,
others to Mercury. The oldest musical system of the Greeks contains not more
than four tones in a single octave—that is, the fundamental tone, the ronus
major, the fifih and the octave. Without being able to view actual examples one
cannot show clearly that such a tonal system really is expressed in these
triglyphs, for which reason I must leave it to each person to convince himself. |
can confirm this suspicion by referring to the so-called raindrops of the triglyphs.
The vsual understanding is that originally vertical slits or glyphs were built into
the beam heads so that the water would run off more easily, and hence one refers
to the drops hanging down. Yet the number of drops is completely disproportion-
ate to the number of grooves or channels, which is what one must consider these
glyphs to be. Since in the system of four tones only six different combinations of
tones or consonants are possible, the number six here would signify precisely the
confluence of the four tones into six consonants.

The exact agreement of the relationships of the Doric order with musical rela-
tionships is also apparent from another perspective. Vitruvius gives the relation-
ship between width and height of the triglyphs as £:1 1/2 or 2:3, which is the
relationship of one of the most beautiful consonants, the fifth, whereas the other
relationship he mentions, that of 3:4, corresponds to the fourth in music, which
is far less pleasing than the fifth. Whether such ideas impose too much intention-
ality and purposiveness onto the architectonic forms of the Greeks should be
decided by those who are otherwise capable of recognizing the clarity and con-
sciousness predominating in all their works.

§117. The harmonic part of architecture refers primarily to proportions or
relationships and is the ideal form of this art.
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Proportions obtain in architecture primarily because of the allusion to the
human body, whose beauty is based precisely on proportions. Architecture,
which in the observance of rhythm vet preserves high and strict form and has
truth as its goal, approaches organic beauty through the observance of the har-
monious aspects; since in this regard it can only be allegorical, harmony is actu-
ally the ideal element of this art. (Concerning harmony in architecture one should
read particularly Vitruvius.) Here. too, architecture conforms to music, such that
a beautiful building is indeed nothing other than music perceived by the eye, a
concert composed not in a temporal, but rather in a (simultaneous) spatial
sequence of harmonies and harmonic combinations.

Addendum I. Harmony is the predominating part of architecture, for it is
essentially ideal and allegorical, and as spatial music approaches painting as the
ideal art form. Within painting, it approaches that genre that is concerned prima-
rily with harmony (as opposed to drawing): landscape. Harmony as the ideal
form is thus necessarily the dominant form in architecture, which itself is essen-
tially ideal.

Addendum 2. The fonic column constitutes the primarily harmonic order. The
proof lies in the beauty of all its proportions. It constitutes the true point of indif-
ference between the vet strict style of the Doric order and the overflowing rich-
ness of the Corinthian. Vitruvius’® reports that when the Tonic Greeks decided to
build the temple of Diana in Ephesus, they did not find the relationships of the
ancient Greek or Doric order, which they had used until then, graceful or beau-
tiful enough, since they were designed more according to the proportions of the
masculine form. That is, the column with its capital (without pedestal) was six
times higher than the girth at the lowest end. Thus they gave to their own type of
column a more beautiful set of proportions by making it (with pedestal) eight
times higher than the girth of the column itself, which then demonstrated the pro-
portions of the feminine figure. For the same reason they also invented the
volutes after the model of the feminine hairstyle and the sides of the face, and
made the channelization suggest the folds of feminine clothes.

It is obvious that the proportions of the Doric and lonic orders really do resem-
ble more the proportions of the compact masculine body on the ane hand. the
feminine body on the other (since masculine beauty really is rthythmic, feminine
beauty harmonic), though Vitruvius expands this analogy too far. Thus in my
opinion the snail volutes of the Tonic capitals possess a more general inner neces-
sity than that of imitating an arbitrary hairstyle, which is doubtlessly a mere
guess on the part of Vitruvius. Apparently these volutes express the preformation

of the organic within the anorganic. Just like the petrifications or fossilizations of

the earth, they are allusions to the organic. Furthermore, just as those same pet-
rifications — to the extent that they become more analogous to the animal form —
are found more in the younger mountain ranges and closer to the surface. so also
does the anorganic mass of the column, precisely on the boundary it shares with
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the higher structures, structure itself into forms that are the prefiguration of life
forms.

The Doric column, as already mentioned, tapers toward the top in a straight
line; here we find length, rigidity, and rhythm predominating. The lonic tapers
according to a curve, which is also the harmonic form in painting. Hence, even
in the rhythmic part it is more harmonic.

From the infinitely beautiful propertions of this order, which in its own way is
as perfect as the others are in thetrs—such that one cannot hold it against a
German architect who considered it impossible that they were human inventions
at all and iherefore believed them to be directly inspired by God — from these
proportions of the lonic order let me mention only those of its pedestal or the
so-called Attic base. This base, through the height of its members as deseribed by
Vitruvius, expresses the most perfect harmony. namely, the harmonic triad.

§118. The melodic element of architecture emerges from the combination of
the rhythmic and harmonic elements. This follows from the concept of melody in
§81. Visually, however, it can be demonsirated in the third type of column, the
Corinthian,

Addendwm. The Corinthian column is primarily the melodic type. Vitruvius,
whose report about the origin of the lonic order has already been presented (that
it constituted the transition from the proportions of the masculine to those of the
feminine figure}, says that in the Corinthian order one proceeded from the pro-
portions of the feminine body to those of the maiden; even if this is not the last
word concerning the origin of this tvpe of column, it does serve quite well to
elucidate our own ideas. The Corinthian order unites the rhythmic forms of the
Doric with the harmonic softness of the lonic, just as the body of the maiden
unites the greater acerbity and strictness of the forms of youth with the general
softness of feminine forms. The greater degree of slenderness in the Corinthian
column already serves to make the element of rhythm more noticeable. The story
Vitruvius relates concerning the origin of its invention is well known.”” “‘A free-
born maiden of Corinth, just of marriageable age, was attacked by an illness and
passed away. After her burial, her nurse, collecting a few little things which used
to give the girl pleasure while she was alive, put them in a basket, carried it to the
tomb, and laid it on top thereof, covering it with a roof-tile so that the things
might last Jonger in the open air. This basket happened to be placed just above the
root of an acanthus. The acanthus root, pressed down meanwhile though it was
by the weight, when springtime came round put forth leaves and stalks in the
middle, and the stalks, growing up along the sides of the basket, and pressed out
by the corners of the tile through the compulsion of its weight, were forced to
bend into volutes at the outer edges. Just then Callimachus . . . passed by this
tomb and observed the basket with the tender young leaves growing round it.
Delighted with the novel style and form, he built seme columns after that pattern
for the Corinthians.”” The characteristic element in the Corinthian column is, of
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course, a high capital with three layered rows of acanthus leaves and various
stalks and stems that fold over at the top into snail volutes. Although it is not
impossible that an incident such as that related by Vitruvius might have provided
the initial impetus for such an invention in an attentive artist, and although his
story is in any case if not true at leasi pleasantly conceived, we probably should
attribute to this leaf decoration a more universal necessity. It is the necessity of
allusion to the forms of organic nature.

The greater strictness characterizing the rhythmic part of the Corinthian order
allows it on the other hand more o seek natural beauty, just as natural trimming
or adornments (such as flowers and so on) are more appropriate to the beautitul
figure of the maiden, while conventional ornamentation is more appropriaie to
the more mature feminine age. The ultimate union of opposing elements in the
Corinthian order, of the finear with the rounded, the flat with the bent, the simple
with the ornamented, lends it that melodic richness that sets it off from the other
types.

We still need to speak about the particular ornamentation or embellishments of
architecture, of the works of the higher plastic arts that as bas-reliefs decorate,
for example, the fronton, or that as statues decorate the entrances or individual
apexes of buildings. Since, however, our previous discussion has already indi-
cated the extent to which higher organic forms can be anticipated in architecture,
the main points here have already been made. Architecture also needs its lesser
forms as ornamentation, for example, shields or even steer heads, with which to
fili out the metopes. This probably came about as an imitation of shields that
really were hung out, such as those on the temple of Apolio in Delphi acquired
from the spoils of Marathon.

It would be equally superfluous to discuss further the lesser forms of archi-
tecture insofar as they express themselves in vases, beakers, candelabras, and so
on. Thus 1 will move on to the second form of the plastic arts.

§119. The painting in the plastic arts is bas-relief, for the bas-relief porirays
its objects on the one hand corporeally, yet on the other only apparently (not in
actuality), and thus needs a background or the addition of space as does painting.

The limitation thereby imposed on painting such that, in addition to the
objects themselves, it must also portray the space in which they appear, has not
yet been overcome here, or, if you will, the plastuc arts return voluntarily into
these boundaries. Both for this reason and because it only porirays appearance as
opposed to actuality, the bas-relief is to be viewed as the painting in the plastic
arts.

Annotarion. Something needs to be said about the distinction between alfo-
relief and bas-relief. The distinction is that in the former, the higher relief, the
figures protrude or extend out strongly from their background, by more than haif
of their thickness; in the latter, they do not extend out from the background by
even half their own thickness. Since these two types do net differentiate them-
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selves essentially from one another, the actual bas-relief or the flat-raised work
can be taken as that which represents the particular characteristic of the genre
more clearly, or can be taken as the representative of the genre.

§120. Within the plastic arts themselves, the bas-relief is to be viewed as a
completely ideal art form. This follows already from the equation with painiing.
We will exhaust its nature completely by presenting this ideal character according
to its individual determinations.

From the very outset we can suspect that the bas-relief must in its own fashion
be even more ideal than painting itself, since it reverts back from the higher art
form —the plastic arts—to the lower. To be sure, it possesses a foundation in
nature itself both in its portrayal of only half the figures —and not, as in the case
of sculpture, whole, rounded figures —and also in its surface elevation. If we do
not walk all the way around a figure, we see only the half wrned toward us, even
if the figure is standing out in the open, or at least before the uniform background
of air. The figures are worked out not with raised but rather with surface eleva-
tien, we might say, because bodies that are actually seen at a distance do not
stand out with their entire rounded character, since this depends on chiaroscuro,
which itself decreases through the air.

Yet to make the contours or outlines equally indeterminate would in part trans-
gress completely against the character of the plastic arts themselves, which
would then subject themselves to aerial perspective and in part cause the figure
iself to disperse against the homogeneity of the background.

Hence, up to this point the bas-relief has its foundation in nature. For the rest,
however, it is, with regard to most rules, a quite conventional art form that ex-
pressly conceals something from the observer (just as in a game one allows one-
self fo be given a handicap) in order to attain the required effect through false
means. [t represents a mutual understanding between artist and connoisseur.

From those who require illusion from painting and consider it to be perfected
to the degree to which it causes us to take empirical appearance for reality —or
deceives us-—one ought to demand an artistic development of bas-relief accord-
ing to this princinle.

Let us now mention something of the element of the conventional in art.

(a) As much as possible should be portrayed in profile. Abbreviations should
be avoided as much as possible, since they are accompanied by insoluble diffi-
culties, difficulties whose discussion would be too extensive here. Hence, the
bas-reliefs of antiquity usually portray such objects whose nature allows them to
be positioned in profile, such as lines of warriors, priests, sacrificial animals — all
of which are going in one direction.

(b) Since with complicated ebjects it is impossible to avoid positions whereby
individual members extend either outward or inward, and groupings become nec-
essary, bas-relief takes the liberty of portraying such objects separated, thus
alluding 1o the whole through the individual. On the palace in Dresden, one of




182 11 CONSTRUCTION OF THE FORMS OF ART

the most splendid monuments of ancient, austere, and strict art form, the subdu-
ing of the centaurs by Minerva is depicted in a strip extending along the length of
the wall in twelve different fields in miniature. In this characteristic, too, bas-re-
lief thus makes a continual claim on the presence of mind of the observer and on
his higher artistic sensibility, a sensibility not demanding crude deception.

(¢) Our previous discussion has already alluded to the fact that bas-relief does
not take linear perspective into consideration. It does not even intend the degree
of deception that painting does. It also shows itself to be a completely free, ideal
art form in that it requires the observer to imagine himself opposite the individual
figure and to evaluate it from its center. If figures really are depicted as being at
various distances. the conception itself is elevated somewhat and the figures are
reduced a bit and kept flatter, all of which express the shading reduced by dis-
tance.

(d) The background bas-relief shares with painting requires of it much less
care in execution than in painting. Usually such background is only suggested
and never executed in full perspective.

$121. Bas-relief has a necessary inclination 1o combine with other art formis,
particrdarly with architecture. Since it is the completely ideal form, it necessar-
ily seeks to integrate itself with the real form, which is architecture, just as archi-
tecture itself is inclined to idealize itself as much as possible.

Armnatation. Bas-reliel beautities not only the greater, colossal works of the
building arts but also the lesser forms, the sarcophagi, urns, beakers, and so on.
The oldest example is the shield of Achilles in Homer. Architecture integrates
itself much more directly with bas-relief than with painting. integration with the
latter being a much more pronounced petaPaots is Ao yévos [ transition
into a new kind or type”’ —Trans.]. Bas-relief is thus more closely related to
architecture because it is part of its nature to have a uniform background, which
painting accepts voluntarily only for the sake of uniting itself with architecture.

Addendum. Coins and cut stones also constitute a kind of bas-relief, both
deeply cut stones and cameos. In this regard it suffices to indicate the general
category to which they belong.

Now let us proceed to the plastic art ks é€oxqy, sculpture. ™

§122. The plastic art ket €EoxMv is sculpture, insofar as it portrays its ideas
by means of organic and thoroughly independent, and thus absolute, objects, tor
by means of the first it distinguishes itself from architecture, by means of the
second from bas-relief, which portrays its objects within the context of some
background.

Addendum [. Sculpture as such is an image of the universe, which possesses
its space within itself and has none external to it.

Addendum 2. In sculpture all limitation is eliminated up to a certain point, and
sculpture thereby elevates itself to an autonomous status that painting lacks.
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§123. Sculpture, as the immediate expression of reason, expresses its ideas
particularly or even primarily by means of the human figure.

Proof. According to §105, sculpture” constitutes that art form that takes the
essence of matter as its body. The essence of matter, however, is reason, and its
most direct, real reflection is the most perfect organism; since the latter exists
only in the human figure, it is the human figure.

Annotation. If, in the first place, sculpture sought to express itself through
anorganic forms, either it would imitate these forms exactly, or it wounld treat
them specifically as a mere allegory of the organic. In the first case there would
be no reason for imitation, since in anorganic nature there are no true individuals,
and any imitation would thus produce nothing really different from that which it
imitates. This would be a futile attempt to possess what the imitation already pos-
sesses just as perfectly through nature itself without the aid of art, and to possess
it only in a secondary copy through art. Otherwise it would coincide with archi-
tecture. If, in the second place. sculpture sought to portray organic beings, but in
this case, for example, plants, it thereby would sink back to a level below archi-
tecture, Since plants, too, are characterized not by individuals but only by type or
species, there would be just as little reason for concrete imitation as is the case
with the anorganic (ideal imitation in painting i$ another matter, since with light
and shadow it reproduces actual colors). If sculpture sought to portray the plant
as an allegory of the higher element of organization represented by animals, then
it would merely coincide with architecture. If, finally, sculpture imitates the
higher animal species, here, toe, its capabilities are extremely limited by the ob-

ject itself, for in the animal realm, too, each animal possesses only the character

of its species, but no individual character. If, then, sculpture does reproduce
animal figures, it does so only for the following reasons.

(a) The most general reason considers that even though the animal itself pos-
sesses no individual character, the species itself may constitute the individual. All
the various characteristics of animals, which are always common to whole spe-
cies, are negations or limitations of the absolute character of the earth. They
appear as particular precisely because they do not express the totality, which
appears only in human beings. Hence. each species is here an individual, just as
on the other hand, among human beings, each individual is more or Iess the spe-
cies itself, or at least must be if it is to become the object of artistic portrayal. The
lion, for example. is only courageous, that is, the entire species possesses the
character of an individual. The fox is only clever and cowardly, the tiger terrible.
Just as the individual among human beings is portrayed because he as an indi-
vidual is simultancously the species, the sculptural portrayal of an animal can
always portray only the species itself, yet is able to do this precisely because the
species in and for itself is actually an individual. This state of affairs concerning
animal characteristics is, for example, the basis of its use in fables, in which the




184 11 CONSTRUCTION OF THE FORMS OF ART

animal never appears as an individual, but rather only as the species. The fable
does not say: a fox, but rather the fox; not ¢ lion, but rather the lion.

(b) Another consideration recognized when sculpture reproduces animal fig-

ures is the relationship of animals to human beings. Here the animals appear in
sculptural representation in connection with other similar works, for exampie,
architecture, just as the former lions on the Piazza San Marco in Venice or other
animal figures are placed at the entrances of palaces or churches as guards, so to
speak, a situation that also includes the evep more symbolic and significant
figure of the Sphinx. The same holds true of the horses of a quadriga as archi-
tectonic ornamentation at the top of a building, temple, portal, and so on.

Sculpture can, of course, reproduce animal figures insofar as they are a part of
the portrayal of the primary object itself, such as, for example, in bas-reliefs por-
traying sacrificial celebrations, or the snakes in the group of Laocodn.

(¢) Sculpture occasionally portrays animals as attribuies or secondary desig-
nations, such as the eagle at the feet of Jupiter, which also was often placed on
the top of his temples, or the tiger in the procession of Bacchus, the horses on the
sun chariot, and so on,

Let me now elucidate the symbolic significance of the human figure.

First: The vertical stance coupled with complete independence from the earth.
Within the organic realm of nature such vertical positioning occurs only in
plants, yet it occurs in cohesion with the earth. Within the realm of animals,
which constitutes the transition from plants to human beings. the horizontal
stance emerges quite significantly (a gradual reversal of the plant). This horizon-
12l positioning suggests or alludes to independence from the earth. That part of
the body encompassing the tools for nourishment constitutes a formidable
weight, whereby the entire body is pulled downward. The significance of the ver-
tical figure is thus actually that which is already mentioned in Ovid’s Metamor-
phoses:

Os homini sublime dedit caelumque tueri
Jussit, et erectos ad sidera tollere volts,™

Second: Symmetrical structure, such that the line dividing the two halves is
already positioned perpendicular to the earth. It is the expression of the elimina-
tion of east-west polarity, and the more autonomous an organ is, the more certain
is this antithesis attained without actual opposition. There is a sphere of meta-
morphosis where the eye, for example (as the organ of light, the highest expres-
sion of east-west indifference), is produced only simply or yet disorganized and
in plurality without definite symmetry. It is similarly noteworthy that in those
organs that stand in direct relationship to the general east-west polarity. for exam-
ple, organs of respiration and heart, liver, and spleen. this particular antithesis
manifests itself in actual opposition.
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Third: Decisive subordination of the two systems of nourishment and repro-
duction on the one hand, and of free movement on the other, to the highest,
whose locale is the head. Although these various systems possess in themselves
symbolic significance, they acquire such significance completely only in subor-
dination, such as that of the human figure. The latter is related to the animal
figure as an archetype, of which the animal figure shows merely the variously
altered reflection.

The significance of the individual systems is this: the human being, just as all
organic beings, is a mediating agent insofar as he originally was placed between
fluid and hard elements. The other species live only on the bottom of the sea of
air, the human being elevates himself more freely within that sea. Just as the
nature of the human being in and for itself expresses a connection between
heaven and earth, so also does his form express this connection simultaneocusly
with the iransition from the one to the other. The head signifies the heavens and
particularly the sun. Just as heaven rules the earth through its influence, so also
does the head rule the entire body through its influence; what the sun is in the
solar system, the head is among the other body parts.®' The breast and the
accompanying organs designate the transition from heaven 1o earth, and to that
extent sigoify the air. Breathing, during which the breast alternately rises and
sinks, shows the first mutual relationship between heaven and earth. In the heart
that rigidity of merely self-centered impulses dissolves into relative cohesion,
and for that reason the heart is the seat of passion, of inclination and desire, and
of the hearth of the life flame. In order that this fire be felt, a fire that is ignited
by the contact between opposing elements, as the Platonic Timaeus™ puts it, the
lungs or tools of breathing are added. The caviiy of the body signifies the vault
that heaven forms over the earth, just as the actual lower body signifies the repro-
ductive energy at work in the interior of the earth, whereby it perpetually con-
sumes its own material and prepares it for higher developments that emerge
nearer to the surface and to the view of the sun,

These three systems are the foundation and the essential elements of the
human body. In addition, however, other organs were necessary as aids, by which
I understand the feer and hands. The feet express the complete independence
from the earth itself, and since they connect nearness and distance, they desig-
nate the human being as the visible image of the deity for which nothing is near
or far. Homer describes the gait of Juno as being as fast as the thoughts of a man
who in a single moment journeys through the many distant lands he has already
traveled, and who says: Here | have been, and there | was.™® Atalanta runs so fast
that she leaves no trace in the sand over which her fool has traveled. (Vatican
Apollo.}™ The arms and hands signify the artistic instinct of the universe and the
omnipotence of nature that forms and transforms everything. We will later find
that sculpture takes just this significance into consideration when treating artis-
tically the individual parts of the human body.
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Fourth: Even when at rest the human figure alludes to a self-enclosed and
completely balanced system of movements. Even in iis resting position one sees
that if it does move, it will do so with the most perfect balance within the whole.
Here, too. the symbolic significance of the human figure as an image of the uni-
verse is apparent. Just as the universe manifests externally only perfect harmony,
the balance of its form and the rhythm of its movements, whereas the secret
dynamics of life are hidden, and the workshop of preparation and production is
placed in the interior—so also in the human body.

The muscle system allows the body to be perceived externally only as a self-
enclosed system of movements, and is thereby a symbol of the general siructure
of the cosmos. The tools of assimilation, however, and the main mechanism of
movement in this system, are concealed. Indeed, in the sculptural renderings of
the gods all trace of veins and nerves is eliminated. This relationship is the basis
of the significance of the muscle system in painting, and particularly in sculp-
ture. Bven if one compares the muscle system to the sysiem of general movement
in the cosmic bodies, or, as Winckelmann does once, to a landscape, or perhaps
with simultaneous rest and movement perpetually displayed by the quiet surface
of the sea, the same relationship always remains. When we view a beautiful land-
scape, too, we recognize only the effects without perceiving the inner causes and
the perpetually active inner dynamics of change and structuring. We delight in
the externally presented balance of inner forces. The same holds true for the
muscle system. In his description of the beautiful torso of Hercules. Winckel-
mann says. '] see here the most excellent structure of the legs of this body, the
origin of the muscles and the basis of their position and movement, and all this
shows itself like a landscape discovered from the peaks of a mouniain, a land-
scape over which nature has poured out the manifold wealth of its beauties. Just
as the cheerful heights dip downward with a gentle incline into sunken valleys.
valleys that here get narrower, there wider: just as diversely, splendidly. and
beautifully do swelling hills of muscles rise up, muscles around which often
unnoticeable depths bend like the stream of Meander, streams revealed less to
vision than to feeling.”"™ Elsewhere he compares the play of muscles in the same
figure to the just commencing movement of the sea, when one cannot yet guite
perceive the depths. **Just as when the sea begins to stir,”’ he says, ““when the
previously quiet surface swells in a foamy restlessness with playing waves,
where one is engulfed by the other and is then generated anew from the same
wave, just as gently swelled and hovering does one muscle here flow into the
next, and a third, which rises up between these two and appears to strengthen
their movement, flows inio them, and our gaze seems to be engulied along with
it.”"% I a word: The human form is eminently a reduced image of the earth and
of the universe in that life as a product of inner dynamics concentrates itself on
the surface and distributes itself over it as pure beauty. Here there is nothing more
recalling need and necessity; it is the freest fruit of inner, concealed necessity and
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independent play no longer recalling its own foundation. but rather one pleasing
in and for itself. This also necessarily results in the human figure lacking the
alien covering given to animals, such that on the surface, too, it is only an organ,
constituting direct receptivity with direct response capacity. Some philosophers
consider the original nakedness of human beings to be a deficiency, a regression
of nature. This discussion shows us with what justification they make such asser-
1ons.

The external manifestations of life include the sense organs, and among these
particularly the eye, through which. in a manner of speaking, the innermost light
of nature looks out, and which on the head —the seat of the most noble organs —
is the most significant feature along with the forehead.

The human figure is in and for itself already an image of the universe. and is
such without adding the possible additional point that it can be set into motion,
that its inner movements of disposition can be reflected externally. By means of
its ipitial design it has been made into a perfect conducting medium of the
expressions of the soul, and since art as such, and sculpture in particular, must
portray ideas that are in fact elevated above matter, and yet must do so through
external appearance, there is thus no object better suited to the formative aris
than the human figure, the direct impression or copy of the soul and of reason.®’

§124. Sculpture can be evaluated according to three categories. The firsi is
truth or pure necessity, which individually is concerned with the representasion of

forms. The second is grace, which depends on measured dimensions and propor-

rional relationships. The third, as the svathesis of the first two, is consunmate
beautv.

Annotation. Necessity or the beauty of forms can in general be conceived as
the real form, and accordingly as the purely rhythmic or as the drawing within
sculpture. Grace or beauty of proportional relationships is the ideal, and corre-
sponds to chiaroscuro in painting (although quite different from it) and to har-
mony in music. Consummate beauty or the beauty of forms and proportional
refationships together is in sculpture the purely plastic element.

The elucidation | offer for these propositions will have to be almost com-
pletely historical. These suggested categories are in fact precisely those which
the cultivation of art really has traversed (in Greek art). The oldest style, as
Winckelmann points out, was in drawing emphatic but hard, powerful vet with-
out grace, such that this strong expression diminished beauty itself. This descrip-
tion itself, and even more the sight of such works, for example, of cut stones
from this period, makes clear that in them pure necessity, ausierity, and truth
were the dominant factors. Such severity and exactitude must in all artistic
endeavors precede actual grace. We can see that this was the case in painting, and
that the masters who founded the age of Raphael executed their own works with
the utmost severity and with patience extending to the smallest detail. Hence, in
sculpture, too, that severe style had to prepare the ground before the sweet fruits
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of art could ripen. It was the path Michelangelo took in sculpture, a path that
was, however, not followed. The beginning of an art with light, floating, hardly
discernible features suggests a superficial artistic impulse. Only through mascu-
line, albeit harsh and severely circumscribed features can drawing attain truth
and beauty of form. (Aeschylus.) Well-structured states begin with strict laws
and become great through them. That oldest style of Greek art was founded on an
actual system of rules, and for that reason it was, like everything that occurs
according to rules, still hard and rigid. The first step in elevating oneself to art
and above nature is that one no longer must have direct recourse to the latter
through imitation, and that instead of taking the individual, empirical example as
a model, one concerns oneself with the model of regularity, as it were, which
even nature itself used as the basis for its production. Such a system of rules is,
in a manner of speaking, the spiritual archetype, which is comprehended only by
puere understanding. Since, however, it is only a system that has been made, art
thereby distances itself from the kind of truth nature lends to its own productions.

Only from this oldest, severe style did the grand style emerge. According to
Winckelmann's presentation, this stvle did indeed eliminate the ngidity of the
first, transform the harshness and abrupt jumps of form into fluid outlines, and
make the violent positions and actions more mature and peaceful. Yet it stili
deserves to be called great because necessity and truth remained the dominant
elements within it. Only that inherited, and to that extent ideal, system of the
earlier productions was eliminated. For the rest, in comparison with the sofiness
and grace of later works it maintained the linear, rhythmic element, so that even
the ancients themselves siill called it the angular style. The works of Phidias and
Polyclitus®® are conceived in this style. A certain degree of beauty was still sac-
rificed to the correctness and truth of the forms themselves, and for just that
reason the majesty and greatness of forms must appear harsh when juxtaposed
with the wavelike contours of the graceful style, just as in painting even Raphael
can appear harsh when juxtaposed with Correggio or Guido Reni. According to
Winckelmann, the group of Niobe is particularly a monument of this high style.
and not so much because of that particular element of harshness as because of its
uncreated concept of beauty and of the high simplicity predominating within it.
Let me here quote Winckelmann’s own words as proof of the degree to which this
most learned of all connoisseurs recognized that higher element in art. “"This
beauty,”” he says, “‘is like an idea not received through the aid of the senses. an
idea that would be conceived in a sublime understanding and in a fortunate imag-
ination if that imagination could elevatie itself, in visionary intuition, to the level
of divine beauty: it would be conceived in such great simplicity of form and con-
tour that it would not appear to be siructured or cultivated with effort, but rather
awakened like a thought, and animated with a breath.”

The purely necessary or thythmic element of sculpture refers to the beauty of

forms and of figure. The harmonic element refers to dimensions and proportional
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relationships. The observance of these factors in art introduces the graceful or
sensually beautiful style, which, wherever it simultaneously encompasses rhyth-
mic beauty, elevates itself directly to consummate beauty. Here, too, 1 follow
completely the presentation of Winckelmann, since [ consider it quite impossible
to attain higher principles in those aspects of art that he treated. The most char-
acteristic element of this style in comparison with high style is charm or grace,
the sensuaily beautiful. This required that in drawing all angularity be avoided,
something that was still dominant in the works of Polyclitus and the great mas-
ters. *“The masters of the high style,”” Winckelmann writes, **sought beauty only
in a perfect agreement of parts and in a sublime expression, and sought more the
genuinely beautiful [by which Winckelmann understands the spiritually beauti-
ful] than the charming [the sensually beautiful —FE W. J. §.],7*%°

The highest beauty, however, like the absolute itself, is always self-identical
and absolutely ene. All conceptions designed in the vision or intuition of that
beauty had, more or less, to approximate this unity and thereby become identical
and uniform among themselves, just as one notices in the heads of Niobe and her
daughters, which appear different merely quantitatively, that is, according to age
and degree, bui not according to the mode of beauty. In general, wherever only
the element of the grand or powerful was sought-—not the charming, but rather
that which is sublime in itself. the inner balance of the soul, the elimination of
any indignation of feeling and passion —that sensual kind of beauty we call grace
could be neither sought nor introduced. This does not imply that the works of ihe
older artists lacked grace. This could be said only of the oldest, severest style.
Yet regarding grace we must allow a differentiation between the more spiritual
and the more sensual types. The first followers of the great artists of the high
style knew only the first kind and attained it merely by moderating the high
beauty in the statues of their masters, which, as Winckelmann says, were like
ideas abstracted from nature or forms constructed according to a schoolbook.
By means of such moderation the successors in their own turn acquired greater
variety,

This is the case because the concept of every individual thing is unified, one;
whatever is not made according to nature—whose character is difference --but
rather according to the concept itself, is necessarily just as unified and one as that
concept.

Winckelmann says that the two kinds of grace are like Venus, who also has a
dual nature.”' The one is like the heavenly Venus, characterized by higher birth
and by harmony, perpetual and immutable like the eternal laws of harmony. The
second is like the Venus born of Diana, more subject to matter, a daughter of time
and merely a consort of the first. She comes down from her loftiness without
debasing herself, and introduces herself gently to those who are alert to her. The
former one. however, is self-sufficient and does not offer herself, but wants
rather o be sought, and is too sublime to make herself very physical or sensual.
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This higher and more spiritual grace is what we find in the works of the higher
and older artists, in the Olympic Jupiter of Phidias, in the group of Niobe, and
others.

The second style of art now joined the first; to spiritual grace there now came
sensual grace, which in mythology is signified by the girdie of Venus. This
occurred first in painting (with Parrhasius), as is understandable, since this art is
more immediately inclined to her. The first to express her in marble and metals
was Praxiteles,” who just as Apelles, the painter of grace, was born in fonia, the
fatherland of Homer in poesy and of the harmonic type of column in architecture.

The preceding discussion already suggests that the real masters of the beauti-
ful style proceeded directly from high, rhythmic beauty to consummate beauty,
which combines the truth of forms with the grace of proportion. Merely physical
grace, robbed of beauty, made its appearance after art, which had traversed those
first two siages, had arrived at its point of culmination, and again began to sink
in the opposite direction. At least we must say that if there are works of genuine
art that appear to be dedicated primarily to sensual grace, the reason is to be
sought more in the object itself than in the art. Hence, if the Jupiter of Phidias is
a work of the high style, then the Venus of Praxiteles was indeed a work charac-
terized by sensual grace. A perfect example of the union of high and spiritual
beauty —in which no passion, but rather only greatness of soul appears — with
sensual grace, is the group of Laocodn. Regarding this work Winckelmann
pointed out particularly the dominating moderation of expression.”™ In an essay
in the Propylden.™ Goethe has shown that it is equally excellent from the per-
spective of a certain sensual grace, which it displays both in details and in the
whole.

Until now we have viewed the two categories of sculpture —the element of the
real or necessary, and of the ideal or grace—only in a general sense. Now we
must show how each manifests itself individually.

The element of the real or necessary, as our proposition already indicates, is
based on truth and correctness of formes. By this truth we by no means understand
empirical truth, but rather that higher one based on abstract concepts separated
from nature and particularity, the truth comprehended only by pure under-
standing™ (this should be remembered as an annotation) such as that truth found
in the works of the oldest style. Truth in the highest sense is the essence of things
themselves, which, however, in nature is structured or posited into form itself
and rendered more or less confused and unrecognizable by particularity. Thus
this higher kind of truth cannot emerge directly from imitation of nature, but
rather only from a system of concepts that initially constitutes a harsh, angular
style, until this system of rules itself also becomes second nature and grace
emerges, since the sign of grace is ease and facility. Yet everything that occurs
through nature, a wise man once said, occurs with facility. As already proved in
§20, that highest kind of truth in itseif is one with beauty: thus the masters of the
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high style, simply by aspiring to this kind of truth, were nonetheless able to attain
spiritual beauty for just that reason. They did not imitate the individual, in which,
more or less, forms can always be found that could be more perfect, but rather a
universal coneept, with which no individual or particular object could be com-
mensurate. Just as science must cast off the element of the personal — inclination
and interest—in order to attain truth in and for itself, so also did these masters
attain it by eliminating from their pictures all elements that addressed personal
inclination.

If we now look at this in more detail, we find that this abstract truth in the
rendering of the individual forms of the human body was based primarily on
expressing the predominance of the spirit corporeally as well, and thus on
emphasizing those organs that have spiritual or intellectual reference over those
possessing more a sensual or physical purpose. This is the basis of the so-called
Greek profile. which indicates nothing other than an emphasis of the more noble
parts of the head over the less nobie. This is the basis of the unique emphasis of
the eyes in works of the high style, something achieved by always rendering them
with more actual depth than is normally the case in nature. This was done accord-
ing to an actual, though quite abstract. concept in order to elicit more light and
shadow in this particular body part and thereby to render the eye itself more ani-
mated and effective, which particularly in extremely large figures became unrec-
ognizable. Furthermore, in earlier times one did not intend an actual imitation of
the eye, but rather only a symbolic gesture or allusion to nature (which proves
what was just presented); from this it follows that the pupils of the eve, for exam-
ple, were first indicated only in a later period of art. For the rest, as mentioned,
the beauty of forms consisted individually particularly in the moderation of all
parts that possessed a closer reference to nourishment and in general to the ani-
malistic elements or to desire, for example, the preponderance of female breasts,
which even in nature Greek women tried to moderate by artificial means. In con-
trast, the masculine breast was rendered particularly arched, and even in a
reverse relationship to the sublimity of the head and forehead. The heads of Nep-
tune, to whom the breast was consecrated, are found on all cut stones rendered to
a point below the breast. whereas the heads of other deities are rendered thus
much less often. On the nobler deities, the lower body appeared without any
actual stomach, which was given only to the Sileni and fauns. Besides the gen-
eral moderation of particular parts, Greek artists also sought to imitaie artisti-
cally those natures combining masculine and feminine beings that Asiatic effem-
inacy brought forth by castrating delicate boys, and thus to represent io a certain
extent a condition of nonseparation of the identity of the genders. This condi-
tion — achieved in a kind of balance that is not simply nullity, but rather actual
fusion of the two opposing characters —is one of the highest achievements of art.

Regarding the second aspect of sculpture, namely, dimensions and propor-
tional relationships between the parts, this is one of the most difficult areas, and
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the one lcast determined by theory. It is apparent that the Greek artists had their
own definite rules for the relationships both within the whole and between indi-
vidual parts. Only through such a definite system of proportions can we compre-
hend the agreement and coincidence in the works of antiguity, almost all of which
appear to be from a single school. (The theorists of antiquity have been lost to
us.) More contemporary theorists, io be sure, have made empirical abstractions
from the works of antiquity concerning these features. Yet universal laws or a
deduction of these relationships from such laws is still completely lacking;
Winckelmann himself introduced into his own history of art an introduciion by
Mengs’® concerning this subject, an introduction even artists find virtually
incomprehensible, Hence, concerning the practice of art itself, until now one
could only direct the apprentice of art to the empirical observation of the rela-
tionships obtaining in the most beautiful works of antiquity, since in our own con-
temporary world no true artistic school or system of art has emerged as it did in
antiquity. Yet theory has a gap here, one that will require much more exfensive
and higher investigation to fill, an investigation that must not limit iiself merely
to this particular subject, the proportions of the human figure, but rather must
encompass a universal law of all proportions in nature.

Final, consummate beauty emerges from the combination of the first two
kinds, from the beauty of forms and the beauty of proportional relationships. The
highest representative of this beauty among the works remaining te us from
antiquity is the szatue of Apollo, which Winckelmann calls the highest ideal of art
of them all. **The artist,”’ he says, “‘erafted this work completely according to
the ideal, and he used only as much material as was necessary o execuie his
intentions and render them visible. His product is elevated above mankind, and
his position wiinesses to the greatness filling him. An eternal springtime, like
that in blessed Elysium, clothes this charming masculinity of mature years with
pleasing youthfulness and plays on the proud edifice of his limbs."™’

In all works of this kind, nobility and greatness manifest themselves o be
moderated by grace, but not humbled, and vice versa: grace, inspired by that
higher spiritual beauty, is simultaneously sublime and austere.

§125. Sculpture is the perfected informing of the infinite into the finite, for
every unity in its perfection — for example, that of the informing of the infinite
into the finite —encompasses the other within itself. Yet sculpture among the real
art forms is that which alone perfectly equates the real unity, that of form, and the
ideal, that of essence (according to §105). Accordingly, it is also the perfected
informing of the infinite into the finite.

Annotation., (Music is the informing of unity into multiplicity as such as form,
and is thus real. Painting is the informing of form into essence as such, and is
thus purely ideal.)

Addendum 1. Sublimity is particularly suitable or appropriate for sculpture
faccording to the concept of sublimity in §65), for sublimity is actually the true
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universe intuited or perceived within the refative universe. Yet this informing of
the infinite into the finite in sculpture cannot actually be perfected or completed
without the finite itself as such being simultaneously relatively infinite. Hence, in
sculpture particularly the relatively or sensually (physically) infinite becomes the
symbol of the infinite in the absolute sense or in itself.

The human figure, the most eminent object of sculpture, if it is to be the real,
visible expression of reason, must already be infinite and constitute a universe by
virtue of its own purely finite element, just as has been proved in the previous
discussion.

Annotation. The most eminent effect of art and particularly of sculpture is for
the element of the absolutely great, that which is infinite in itself, to be rendered
in and through the finite and be measured as if with one sweeping gaze. This is
the means whereby the informing of the infinite into the finite expresses or man-
ifests itself for sense perception. That which is absolutely great in itself, appre-
hended and rendered through finitude, is not thereby limited and loses none of its
greatness by appearing to the spirit in the entire comprehensibility of something
finite. Rather, precisely through this finite rendering and resulting comprehensi-
bility the whole measure of its greainess is first revealed to us. For the most part,
this encompasses what Winckelmann calls high simplicity in art. One could say
that this simplicity within greatness, with which a high work of art presents itself
to us, is the external expression of that inner informing of the infinite into the
fiite that constitutes the essence of the work of art, Everything great appears
executed or rendered with simplicity, just as in contrast all that is fragmentary,
and that which must be viewed as separated, leaves us with the impression of
smallness, and in the case of complete saturation, of pettiness.

Addendum 2. The first proposition can also be expressed in this way: sculpture
portrays the highest contact between life and death, for the infinite is the princi-
ple of all life and lives in and for itself, whereas the finite or form is dead. Since
both enter into the greatest unity in sculptural works, life and death thus encoun-
ter one another here, so to speak, at the highest point of their confluence. The
universe, like the human being, is a mixture of the immortal and the mortal, of
life and death. In the eternal idea, however, that which appears mortal there has
been brought to absolute identity with the immortal and is only the form of that
which is infinite in itself. It portrays itself as such in sculpture, just as Winckel-
mann says in the passage cited, where the scuiptor used only as much material for
this work as was necessary to express his spiritual intention. The material and the
concept are iruly one here. The material is merely the concept transformed into
objectivity, and is thus the concept itself, only viewed from a different side.

§126. In sculpiure geometric regularity ceases to predominate, for here we no
longer are dealing with finite regularity that can be comprehended by mere under-
standing, but rather with an infinite regularity, one that can be comprehended
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only by reason, yet a regularity that is simuitaneously freedom. As regards finite
regularity, all sculpture is transcendent.

Painting is still subject to geometric regularity in that it porirays a finite, lim-
ited truth. Painting must observe linear perspective only because it is limited to a
finite perspective. Sculpture concerns itself with a truth covering all perspec-
tives, and therefore with an infinite truth. The forms of sculpture can as little be
determined by that finite regularity as can the forrs of the human body in and for
itself. Whenever one wishes to express the forms of a beautiful body in lines,
these lines are such that they perpetually change their center, and if carried
through never describe a regular figure such as a circle. This posits simulta-
neously both greater variety and greater unity: greater variety, for the circle, for
example, is always self-identical; greater unity, for assuming that the edifice of
the body consists in forms similar to those of a circle, one would exclude the
other, and none would flow from the other with any consistency or constancy. In
contrast, in a beautiful organic body every form appears as the direct emanation
of the other precisely because none in particular s limited.

§127. Sculpiure is particularly able to work with the element of the colossal.
This is in fact the case in comparison with painting and bas-relief, since sculpture
operates completely independently of such spatial elements that painting and bas-
relief must additionally portray along with the object itself. If painting wanted 1o
work with colossal elements, it would either have to enlarge equally the space
given the object, or not. In the first case the relationship would remain un-
changed; in the second only unwieldy shapelessness, and by no means greatness,
would emerge, since the relation itself has not actually been suspended. Since all
estimation of size is based on relationships with a given empirical space. art can
operate with colossal elements without digressing into unwieldy shapelessness
only insofar as within its own portrayals it is liberated from the limitations of that
space that is actually different from the object itself.

Annotation. This is true because the larger or smaller space accidentally
present outside the object itself has no influence on the assessment or apprecia-
tion of its size, Regarding the colossal Jupiter of Phidias, contemporary critics
have objected that if he had raised himself (considering that he is portrayed sit-
ting) from his throne, he would have smashed the temple roof, and they have
considered this to be inappropriate. This is a completely inartistic evaluation and
judgment. Every sculptural work is a world in itself possessing its space within,
as does the universe, and must be evaluated and judged only from within itself.
External space is accidental to it and can contribute nothing 1o its evaluation,

§128. Sculpiure portrays its subjects as the forms of things as they are con-
ceived and encompassed in the absolute informing of the real and the ideal into

unity.
We proved that the forms of music are the forms of things as they exist within
the real unity (§83), those of painting the forms of things as they are prefigured
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in the ideal unity (§88). Since (according to §105) sculpture is the art form in
which the absolute informing of the two unities into a single unity becomes
objective, it thus portrays its subjects as the forms of things as they are conceived
and encompassed in the absofute informing of the real and the ideal into unity.

Elucidation. In Addendum [ to §88 we proved that painting is concerned pri-
marily with the portrayal of ideas as such. That is, every idea, as the perfect and
equal image of the absolute, has two sides, as does the absolute itself, a real and
an ideal side. Viewed from the real side ideas appear as things; only from the
ideal side do they appear as ideas, even though that in which both sides are one
is itself the idea. Hence, painting portrays the ideas primarily as ideas, that is,
from the ideal side. Sculpture, however, portrays them such that they are at once
completely idea and completely thing. Painting in no way offers its objects as
being real, but rather expressly wishes that they be viewed as ideal. Sculpture, by
portraying its objects as ideas. nonetheless simultaneously offers them as things,
and vice versa. Thus it really does portray the absolutely ideal simultaneously as
the absolutely real; this is doubtlessly the pinnacle of the formative arts, whereby
they turn back into the source of all art and of all ideas, of all truth and of all
beauty: namely, into the deity.

§129. Sculpture can do justice to irs own highest requirements only through
the porirayal of the gods. for it portrays primarily the absolute ideas, which as
ideal are simultaneously real; yet the ideas viewed within the real are the gods
(§28), and scuipture, therefore, requires primarily the divine natures.

Elucidation. This is not meant as an empirical assertion such that sculpture
would never have achieved its true heights without portraying gods. It is, to be
sure, true that the necessity in which the Greek artists found themselves, namely,
that of having to design images of the gods, forced them with more immediacy to
raise themselves above matter itself and to penetrate into the realm of the abstract
and incorporeal, and to seek the uncarthly or spiritual and that which is separated
from deficient, dependent nature. The assertion, however, is that sculpture in and
for itself, seeking to do justice only to itself and to its own particular require-
ments, must portray gods, for its particular task is precisely to portray the abso-
lutely ideal simultaneously as the real, and accordingly to portray an indifference
that in and for itself can be found only in divine natures.

One can thus say that every higher work of sculpture in and for itself is a deity,
even if no name yet exists for that deity. Furthermore, sculpture, if left only to
itself, would have portrayed as realities all the possibilities residing in that high-
est and absolute indifference, and thereby quite independently would have filled
the entire circle of divine figures and even invented the gods if they had not
already existed. On the other hand, since the essence of Greek polytheism
(according to the proof in §30) consisted of pure limitation on the one hand and
undivided absoluteness on the other, and since further this divine world in its own
turn constituted a totality or self-enclosed system, we must say that the possibil-
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ity for sculpture was thereby precisely determined. That is, it would himit itself
very early to conceiving and rendering its objects in strictly separated forms and
to designing a system of divinities just as self-enclosed as that which earlier was
available in mythology. For just this reason, the sculpture of the Greeks consti-
tutes a world in itself, one that lacks nothing externally just as it is perfected
internally, and one in which all possibilities are fulfilled and all forms separated
and strictly determined. The appearance of Jupiter, of Neptune, and of all mas-
culine deities was fixed forever, just as was that of the female deities. (We see this
in the complete similarity of the heads on all coins.) Art thereby became, in a
sense, canonical and exemplary. There was no longer any choice within it; neces-
sity predominated.

§130. The works of sculpture will manifest primarily the character of the ideas
in their absoluteness. This follows directly from the preceding discussion.

Elucidation. The essence of the ideas is that in them possibility and reality are
always (or rather atemporaily) one, and that they are in every moment and simul-
taneously everything they can be. This generates the highest safisfaction and —
since in this condition no deficiency or lack is conceivable, and thus nothing is
present whereby it might stip from this condition of rest— the highest balance and
the deepest rest in the highest activity.

This character, as presented here, is the character of the plastic renderings of
the gods, that is, each in its own fashion. Each is perfected; each rests in the
highest satisfaction without for that reason appearing inactive. Only that one
activity has disappeared from their countenance. the one that destroys the equi-
poise of the soul, the seriousness and labor that furrow the foreheads of mortals,
as well as desire and lust that draw them out of themselves. In this sublime apathy
no possibility can precede reality. Hence, ‘‘along with inclination, every trace of
the will which is not at once both deed and satisfaction is extinguished in
them.''”® They appear as beings that are there absolutely for their own sake and
completely within themselves. They appear unlimited externally, for they are, in
a manner of speaking, not in space at all, but rather carry that space itself in
themselves as a self-enclosed creation. Removed from every alien contact, that
which in them is actually limitation appears as their perfection and absoluteness.
Precisely through the latter do they exist completely within themselves.

§131. The highest law of all plastic renderings is indifference, absolute bal-
ance of possibility and reality. This follows directly from the preceding discus-
sion. This law is universal, for the higher plastic work is already a god in and for
itself, even if it is to portray a mortal. Even the human being, when he suffers,
should do so as a god would if he were capable of suffering. The concept of the
gods itself already determines that they appear released from all suffering; only
Prometheus, the archetype of all tragic art, suffers as a god. Thus in the figures
of the gods in and for themselves there can be no expression that might show that
inner equipoise of the soul disrupted.
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in the construction of painting we asserted (§87) that in its portrayals, too, the
expressions must be tempered. Yet in painting this is not as directly the case as in
sculpture. Painting must temper that expression so that it does not deiract from
beauty, by which we understand here ideal beauty, grace, to which painiing, as
the ideal form, primarily strives. In sculpture, on the other hand, the tempered
cxpression and an appearance allowing us to recognize an internally balanced
condition of the soul is necessary in itself because it seeks to be an image of the
divine nature and of the indifference dwelling within it. This is the primary con-
sideration, and beauty is its necessary and immediaic effect or manifestaiion.
Thus beauty and truth in their absoluteness have a common ground: indifference.

Let me introduce here some examples from Greek works of this peaceful
expression clevated above passion and violence, Some examples depict gods,
others mortals.

The highest archetype of rest and indifference is the father of the gods. Hence,
he is portrayed in eternal serenity, seemingly untouched by feelings. A greater
animation may be attributed to Apollo, since he is the ideal god among the gods.
This greater animation is expressed by the sublimity of his gait, the daring swing
of his body on which eternal beauty plays. In him, too, the highest beauty is
rendered in the deepest peacefulness. **Neither veins nor sinews,"”” Winckelmann
says, ““inflame or excite this body; rather, a heavenly spirit, one appearing to be
poured out like a gentle stream, seems io have filled the entire outline of this
figure.”"™ He is portrayed pursuing the Python, against which he uses his bow:
with powerful strides he reaches and slays him. Yet he is not riveted by his
object. "‘From the height of his contentedness his sublime gaze looks out as if
into the infinite, far beyond his victory. Contempt sits on his lips, and the dis-
pleasure he draws back into himself swells his nostrils and rises up into his proud
forehead. But the peace hovering in divine stillness on that forchead remains
undisturbed . . "

In our presentation of painting we already spoke about the most eminent
examples of tempered expression in the portrayal of human action and suffering:
Laocotn and Nicbe, Concerning Niobe, however, I want to remark additionally
that it already belongs to the highest works by virtue of the subject itself. In a
sense, sculpture portrays itself in her, and she is the archetype of sculpture, per-
haps in the same way Prometheus is that of tragedy. All life is based on the join-
ing of something infinite in itself with something finite, and life as such appears
only in the juxtaposition or opposition of these two. Wherever its highest or abso-
lute unity is, we also find, viewed relatively, death, and vet for just that reason
also the highest degree of life. Since it is indeed the task of sculpture to portray
that highest unity. then the absolute life of which it shows reflections already
appears in and for itself — also compared with the appearance itself — as death. In
Niobe, however, art itself has uftered this mystery by portraying the highest
beauty in death. Furthermore, it allows that particular peace —the one inhering
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only within the divine nature itself and completely unattainable to mortals —to be
gained in death itself, as if to suggest that the wransition to the highest life of
beauty, at least as far as that which is mortal is concerned, must appear as death.
Art is thus doubly symbolic here: it becomes additionally the interpreter of itself
such that that which all art seeks stands before our very eyes here, expressed in
Niobe.

Annotation concerning the relationship with painting. Painting is the purely
ideal art form. The essence of the ideal = activity. Hence, in painting, more
activity and more expression of passion is allowed. Only ene condition must be
kept, namely, that sensual beauty, charm, and grace not be suspended or
destroyed. Only sculpture is able to portray that final beauty that is sublimity, and
that originally, as the total indifference of the infinite and the finite, dwells only
in God.

Now I will present a few more characteristics of sculpture.

Because of the infinite repetition of everything in everything, we can expeci
that in the plastic arts kat’ €£oxv the other plastic forms alsa recur, though with
extremely limited validity. The following propositions refer to this condition.

§132. The architectonic part of .\'(‘"ulpt'z.tn-'. to the extent it takes place within
sculpiure in a sibordinated fashion, is drapery or clothing.

Drapery is architectonic because it constitutes more or less only an allegory or
allusion (echo) of the forms of the organic figure. This allusion is based primarily
on the contrast between the folds, on the one hand, and the smooth areas without
folds, on the other. A raised member from which a free garment hangs down on
both sides is never without folds in nature, and these folds fall within a hollow or
concave area.

In works of the old style the folds are wsually straight. In the most beautiful
and perfect artistic style of art they occur more in sweeping curves; for the sake
of variety they were broken, yet such that they extended out like branches from a
common stem and with an extremely gentle swing. Indeed, there can be no more
splendid and beautiful architectonic than that of the perfected drapery in the
Greek works. The art of portraying the nude raises itself here on its own, as it
were, to a higher power by allowing the organic form to be perceived through a
heterogeneous medium; the less directly and more indirectly it renders its subject
here, the more beautiful does this part of art become. Nonetheless, drapery
always remains subordinated to the nude, which is the true and first love of art.
Art scorns concealment insofar as such concealment is merely a means and is not
itself made into an allegory of beauty, since beauty is cultivated completely for
the highest sensibility and scorns that lower one, even when nude. Just as no
people possessed a higher sensibility for beauty than the Greeks, so also none
was further removed from that false and unchaste shame that calls itself
decency.'™ Hence, drapery in artworks could have no function external to art,
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and even then could be cultivated only for the sake of beauty itself, net for any
so-called moral purpose. Therefore, only Greek clothing can be called beautiful.

§133. The aspect of painting in sculpture, insofar as it might occur there,
would have to refer 1o grouping or to the arrangement of several figures into a
common activity. Since in a larger composition it could not be avoided that indi-
vidual figures were concealed by others, and that for the viewing of the whole a
certain, definite perspective would become necessary, sculpture would thereby
subject itself to a limitation similar to that in painting. Yet one already can sce
from the circumstances themselves how sculpture necessarily must limit itself to
only a few figures as far as overall composition is concerned; it is able to do this
with all the more ease since it is the only formative art for which the figure in and
for iiself suffices and which needs nothing external to that figure. Painting must
at least portray the background, and thus is less satisfied with only one figure,
since it must lend significance to such space. Precisely because painting must
add the background to its objects, it already possesses the connecting link be-
tween them, whereas if sculpture, where every figure is self-enclosed both within
itself and from all sides, tried to connect too many figures through an external
medium — for example, the ground onto which they are placed — it would thereby
lend the nonessential too much significance.

One can thus assert that it is precisely in the absoluteness of sculpture that we
find the reason why it does not expand itself into complex compositions, since its
entire greatness lies enclosed in one or a few figures, a greatness that is based not
on extension in space but rather only on the inner perfection and self-enclosure of
the object itself. Hence, it involves dimensions that are not evaluated or appre-
ciated empirically, but rather according to the idea. Just as nature achieves the
completion of every individual organic work by suspending length and width and
structuring everything concentrically, so also do the formative arts in sculpture as
their highest form close their own circle by drawing in everything toward the
center and, while apparently limiting themselves, actually expand into a totality.

I shall now conclude my construction of the plastic arts with a few

general considerations concerning the formative arts as such

At the very outset of our inquiry we construed the formative arts as such as the
real side of the world of art, the side whose underlying unity is accordingly the
informing of identity into difference. This informing is doubtlessly complete
where the universal is the entire particular, the particular the entire universal.
This is essentially the case only in sculpture. Hence, we can now be certain of
having completed our construction of the formative arts, that is, of having
brought that construction back to its point of departure. The general parameters
within which the forms of those arts fall are those of real unity, a unity that, rep-
resented in its essential nature, is itself indifference. By means of differentiation
the real and ideal forms emerge from it: the former as music, the latter as paint-
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ing. Only in the plastic arts, however, does that unity first fully manifest itself as
indifference.

One might counter our own postulated sequence of the three basic arts with
the following alternative proposal. If we admit, one might say, and presuppose
that formative art corresponds to precisely that real upity, and that in its own
forms it must thus be construed according to the forms of that unity, then in a
system of the arts the plastic arts will necessarily correspond to the material side
of nature, and will constitute the first potence of the formative arts. The essential
nature of art clothes itself here, as does the pure essence of nature, completely in
matter and body. That matter becomes ideal through the second potence: in
nature through light, in art through painting. Finally, in the third potence, the real
and ideal potences become one. That which is bound to or informed into the real
or into matter becomes sonority or sound; within art it becomes music and song.
Here, then, the absolute cognitive act is more or less freed from the fetters of
matter; positing that matter as a mere accidental, it becomes objective and rec-
ognizable as the act of the informing of eternal subjectivity into objectivity.

What one has here is thus the reverse of the order we assume in our discus-
sion. This alternative order might appear to recommend itself even further by
providing for a more immediate and fluid transition from the formative 1o the
verbal arts. Matter gradually dematerializes into the ideal: in painting as far as
the relative-ideal, through light; then, in music and even more so in speech and
poesy, into the genuinely ideal, the most complete manifestation of the absolute
cognitive act.

This sequence would be based on a misunderstanding of the potences in phi-
losophy. We have not maintained that the potences constitute the true real antith-
eses, bug rather that they are universal forms recurring in the same way in all
objects. The potence of the organic, for example, is by no means merely the
organic being itself: it inheres with equal pecessity and certainty in matter itself,
except that in the latter it is subordinated to the anorganic. Matter is simulta-
neously anorganic, organic, and commensurate with reason. and as such is an
image of the universe in general. Now the plastic arts, as the third poience of
formative art, represent as developed precisely that which in matter is the expres-
sion of reason, and in this act of representation even proceed through various
stages. As architecture, for example. the plastic arts develop matter or the anor-
ganic only to the point of an allegory of the organic and mediately of reason.
Hence, even if the plastic aris fall under the rubric of the first potence by taking
matter as the actual body of art, nonetheless in that first potence —under the
commen exponent of the first element, the anorganic —they would constitute the
third as well by representing reason as the essence of matter. In this way., just as
nature represents the first potence in relation to the universe as a whole, forma-
tive art would function therefore as the first potence in relation to the universe of
art as a whole.
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The factor deciding the sequence of the three basic forms of formative art,
however, is the following.

All formative art is the informing of the infinite into the finite, the ideal into
the real. Since it is thus directed toward the transformation of the ideal into the
real, the most complete appearance of the ideal as the real, the absolute meta-
morphosis of the first into the second, must designate or constitute the summit of
all formative art.

It is self-evident that art will appear as real within that configuration in which
it is reaf, that is, within the configuration in which it informs the infinite into the
finite; in contrast, within the reverse configuration of that transformation it will
appear more or less as ideal. Hence, in music that informing of the ideal into the
real still manifests itself as act, as an event, and not as being: it appears as merely
relative identity. In painting, the ideal has acquired contours and form, though
without yet appearing as real; it merely portrays models of the real. In the plastic
arts, finally, the infinite is wholly transformed into the finite, life into death,
spirit into matter —vet precisely for that reason, and only because it 13 now
wholly and absolutely real, is the plastic work of art also absolutely ideal.

The sequence we have presented is thus the one actually grounded in the sub-
ject matter itself, and we will encounter the same state of affairs on the ideal side
of art within poesy. There, too, the highest potence 1$ based on that particular
transformation of something ideal into a total and complete being, into a reality
that is itself represented as aciwal. In contrast, lyric poetry, for example, appears
far more ideal.

This completes the circle of our investigation into the formative arts. There-
fore we will now turn our attention to the ideal side of the world of art, to poesy
in the stricter sense —the poetic arts at large, that is, to the extent that they
express themselves through speech and language.

The ldeal Side of the World of Art; or, The Verbal Arts™

Let me reiterate the following main points here.

(1) According to the proofs we presenied at the very beginning (§8), the uni-
verse is structured in two directions corresponding to the two unities within the
absolute. Within the first, considered in and for itself, the absolute appears
merely as the ground of existence, since on this side it forms its own eternal unity
into difference. Within the second, the absolute appears as essence, as an abso-
lute; for just as in the first unity essence is worked into form, so here in contrast
form is worked into essence. In the first instance, form is thus dominant; in the
second, essence.,

(2) The two sides of the absolute-ideal are essentially one, for what in the one
is expressed as real. in the other is expressed as ideal, and vice versa. Considered
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separately, the two sides are thus merely the various modes of appearance of the
one, of the same whole.

Nature in separation from the other unity (in which form is worked into
essence) appears mose as created, whereas the ideal unity appears more as cre-
ating; precisely for that reason, however, what is found in the one is necessarily
also found in the other. According to §74 (General Addendum), naiure is the
plastic side: its image is the Niobe of the plastic arts who solidifies with her chil-
dren. The ideal world is the poesy of the universe. In the first instance the divine
principle veils itself in an other, a being; in the second it appears as what it is: life
and activity. Yet even this ditference is merely one of form, as was proved ini-
tially in our consideration of formative and verbal art. Considered in itself,
nature is the most primal, the first poem of the divine imagination. Antiquity, and
after it modernity, called the real world natura rerum, the birth of things. In it the
eternal things—the ideas— first become actual, and insofar as nature 18 thus the
revealed world of ideas, it also contains the true archetypes for poesy. Hence, any
distinctions between formative and verbal art can only be based on the following
considerations.

All art is the direct reflection of the absolute act of production or of the abso-
lute self-affirmation. Formative art, however, does not allow this act to appear as
something ideal, but rather only through an other, and thus as something real.
Poesy in contrast, by being essentially of the same nature as formative art, allows
that absolute act of knowledge to appear directly as cognitive act. Poesy is the
higher potence of formative art to the extent that in the artistic image itself it yet
maintains the nature and character of the ideal, of the essence, of the universal.
The medium through which formative art expresses its ideas is in and for itself
concrete: that through which verbal art expresses them, universal, namely, lan-
guage. Hence, poesy has optimally received precisely the name poesy, that is, of
making or creating,'"* since its works appear as an act of producing instead of a
condition of being. This is why poesy can be viewed as the essence of all art,
similar to the way the soul is viewed as the essence of the body. Of course, to the
extent that poesy is the creating agent of the ideas and thereby the principle of all
art, we have already addressed it in our construction of mythology. Hence,
according to our own methedology we can only speak about poesy, in contrast to
formative art, to the extent that it is itself a particular art form, and thus about
that poesy that is the manifestation of the essential nature of all art. Yet even
within these [imited parameters poesy is a completely unlimited object and o that
extent does differentiate itself from formative art. To mention but one example
here: In the plastic arts any antithesis between antiquity and modernity is simply
out of place, whereas such antithesis permeates all the genres of poesy. The
poesy of antiquity is just as rationally limited and self-identical as is its art.
Modern poesy, in contrast, is in every direction and in every constituent part as
variously unlimited and in part irrational as is modern art in general. This par-
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ticwlar characteristic of limitlessness, 0o, results from poesy being the ideal side
of art, just as the plastic aris are the real side, for the ideal = the infinite.

We might express in the following way the contrast between antiguity and
modernity in the context just described. In the plastic arts antiquity yet speaks, as
it were, but is plastic in poesy. Speech is the most serene and immediate expres-
sion of reason. Every other activity participates to a greater degree in corporeal-
ity. Within its own images modernity places the expression itself into a forceful,
corporeal activity. The images produced by antiquity, by conveying the expres-
sion of serenity, are for precisely that reason actually possessive of speech, and
are thus truly poetic. In its poesy, in contrast, antiquity is actually plastic, and in
this way expresses the kinship between and inner identity of verbal and formative
art much more completely than does modernity.

This inner limitlessness of poesy also involves a difference in its systematic
treatment. Just as pature is rational and can be represented according to a univer-
sal model, history, on the other hand, irrational and inexhaustible, expressing its
own hidden law only in separate manifestations—so also is the relationship
between formative and verbal art. Just as necessity as the universal dominates the
particular in nature, in the ideal world, in contrast, the particular, unfetrered,
strives freely toward the infinite —so also in formarive and verbal art. Thus our
consideration of poesy cannot, first of all, follow the universal on into the par-
ticular by means of the kind of construction possible within formative art, for
particularity possesses more power and freedom in the latter. The universal that
can be expressed here can thus only attain to that expression in a broader sense
and in a larger series of examples. In contrast, the less the universal imperiously
determines the particular, the more strongly —second, now —does individuality
demand portrayal in its absoluteness. Our own presentation here will thus tend
toward an inclusion of the characterization of individuals.

I shall, by the way, linger less with the individual than with main points, and
for this reason, too, can now present less the specifics than the larger perspec-
tives as a whole.

I shall now first answer the guestion: By what means does speech becorme
poesy? This question will necessarily involve a discussion (a) of the essential
naiure of poesy insofar as it has not already been determined in our previous con-
siderations, and (b) of the various forms through which poesy as such separates
itself from speech —thus primarily rhythm, meter and so on. Thereupon we must
construe in a general fashion the particular unities included within the basic unity
of poesy, that is, the genres and ¢lasses of poetic art, the most notable of which
are the lyric, epic, and dramatic. Then we must treat each of these genres sepa-
rately.

When one examines the usual theoreticians of the fine arts, one finds them
hard pressed to offer a concept or so-called definition of poetic art. And among
those who offer such, not even does the form of poesy —much less its essence =
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find expression. The first prerequisite for understanding poesy, however, is
doubtlessly 1o determine its essence, for only from this does its form follow,
since only such a form can be commensurate with this, its essence.

Now, the essential nature of poesy is the same as that of all art: it is the rep-
resentation of the absolute or of the universe in the particular.'" If various kinds
of poetic art appear to violate this premise, this merely proves that such allegedly
poetic works actually possess no poetic reality at all. Just as nothing can be a
work of art that is neither mediately nor immediately a reflex of the infinite, so
also—and this is especially the case here —can nothing be poetic or a poem thai
does not represent something absolute, that is, precisely the absolute in its rela-
tionship to some particularity. This implies nothing, by the way, concerning the
nature of that particularity. Poetic sense consists precisely in requiring nothing
over and above actuality or reality except possibility. Whatever is poetically pos-
sible is for just that reason also categorically actual, just as in philosophy what-
ever is ideal is also real. The principle of false poesy, just as that of false philos-
ophy, is empiricism, or the impossibility of recognizing anything as true ov real
except that which derives from experience, '™

In our discussion of mythology we have already considered the great objects
of poesy: the world of the ideas, a world that for art is the world of the gods; the
universe: nature. By proving as we did in that section the necessity of mythology
for all art, we have also proved this same necessity for poesy in particular, We
likewise demonstrated there the extent to which modernity also has a mythology.
and how that mythology continually allows itself to be enhanced or created anew
from the material at hand. The application of these general propositions, how-
ever, must wait untl we discuss the poetic genres individually.

The universal form of poesy in the larger sense is that if portrays the ideas in
speech and language. Regarding the basis and significance of language itself, let
me refer you to §73, where we proved that it is the most appropriate symbol of
the absolute cognitive act, for this act appears in language on the one hand as
ideal. not real, as in being, and yet integrates itself on the other hand through
something real without ceasing to be ideal. In particular regarding the relation-
ship between language and sonority, let me recall the following. Sonority = pure
informing of the infinite into the finite, conceived as such. In language this
informing is completed, and the realm of the opposite unity begins already. We
might thus say that language is substance raised to the highest power,'"” sub-
stance that has emerged from the informing of the infinite into the finite. Matter
itselt is the divine word that has entered into the finite. This word —recognizable
in sonority through pure differences (in the differentiation between tones), and
itself anorganic, thus yet lacking the corresponding body — finds this body in lan-
guage. Just as in the flesh of the human body all differences of colors are sus-
pended, and the highest indifference of all colors emerges, so also speech is the
material of all tones and sonorities reduced to indifference.
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It is necessary, as becomes clear in the course of general philosophy, thai the
highest embodiment and binding of intelligence is simultaneously the moment of
its liberation. The highest point of coniraction of the universe and of the intelli-
gence dwelling in it is found in the human organism. Yet precisely in that human
being it also breaks through to freedom. Hence, here, too, sonority and fone
appear as the expression of the infinite within the finite, but as the expression of
the completed informing — in language, which relates to simple sonority in the
same way the matter of an organic body, matter wedded to light, relates to gen-
eral matter.

Language in itself is the chaos from which poesy is to construct the bodies of
its ideas. The poetic work of art, however, like every other work of art, should be
an absolute in the particular, a universe, a cosmic body. This is possible only by
the separation of speech, in which the work of art expresses itself, from the total-
ity of language. Yet this separation, on the one hand, and the absoluteness, on the
other, are possible only if that speech possesses its own independent movement
and for that reason its own time within itself, just as does any independent cosmic
body. It separates itself from everything else by following an internal regularity.
Viewed externally, speech moves freely and independently, and only internally is
it actually ordered and subject to regularity. In art to the extent that it is music or
verbal art, rhythm corresponds to that whereby a cosmic body is self-contained
and possesses it own internal time. Since both music and speech are character-
ized by movement in time, their works would not be self-contained wholes if they
were subject to time, and if they did not rather subject time to themselves and
possess it internally. This control and subjugation of time = rhythm.'"®

Rhythm as such is the informing of identity into difference. It thus includes
change, yet an autonomously ordered change subordinated to the identity of that
in whicly the change takes place. (Regarding the general concept of thythm one
should refer to that which was presented in our discussion of music.)

For the time being I am taking rhythm in its most general meaning insofar as
in the larger sense it constitutes an inner regularity of sequential tonal movement.
Yet even in this widest meaning it encompasses two forms. The one can be called
rhythm in the narrower sense and as the informing of unity into multiplicity cor-
responds to the category of quantity.'”” The other, and the opposite one, must
correspond to the category of quality. We can see easily that rhythm in the nar-
rower sense is the determination of the sequence of tonal movements accerding to
laws of quarntity. In contrast, the form corresponding to quality can be specified
more closely as follows.

Aside from duration or quantity, tones involve no differences other than high-
ness or lowness of pitch, and these differences are suspended and eliminated
within speech according to the proof presented eardier (for in song, itself music,
the identity attained in language is once again broken down or dismantled, and
speech returns to elementary tones). Further, in speech as such neither highness
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nor lowness of tones obtains, and the unities of language can just as little be con-
stituted of tones as can those of an organic body be constituted of colors. Finally,
the unities of language are already organic constituent parts or syllables, and thus
the qualitative determination cannot depend on the highness or lowness of tones.
Hence, nothing remains in which that determination can consist than, on the one
hand, the drawing of attention to one syllable by raising the voice, whereby a
number of other syllables become bound or related to this one, and the resulting
unity is made accessible to the ear, and, on the other hand, the de-emphasis of
other svllables by lowering the voice. This, however, is what we call accent. s

I shall move on now to the individual poetic genres by first offering the fol-
lowing general introductory remarks.'"”

A poetic work in the larger sense is a whole possessive of its own internal time
and momentum, and thereby separated from the larger whole of language and
completely self-enclosed.

An immediate consequence of this self-enclosed existence of speech through
rhythm and meter is that its language must be unique and different from common
language in another respect as well. By means of rhythm, speech makes known
that its own end inheres absolutely within it, It wouid make no sense for such
speech to accommaodate itself in this self-emphasis to the usual goal of language,
namely, understanding, and to imitate all the forms serving such goals. It strives
rather to be as absolute as possible even in its constituent parts (no logical sub-
ordination, elimination of conjunctions). In any case, all poesy — lyric, epic, or
dramatic —is at its source composed for the ear. Enthusiasm appears here most
immediately as inspiration that does not allow the person seized by it to think of
external purpose. Hearing only the voice of the god, he moves, as it were, out-
side common laws of regularity, with daring, vet securely and effortlessly.

It is only a prejudice that poesy is able to speak in no other language than that
which is also used in prose (Gottsched, Wieland).'""

Prose as such—if 1 may insert this explanation here —is language that has
been occupied by the understanding and formed according to its purposes. In
poesy we find nothing but limitation and strict separation of forms. Prose is to
that extent itself indifference, and its primary error is in wanting to step out of
that indifference, a situation generating the afierbirth of poetic prose. Poesy dif-
ferentiates itself from prose not only through rhythm, but also through language
that is in part simpler, in part more beautiful. By this we do not mean a wild fire
expressing itself in the empty excitement of language, which the ancients called
parenthyrsos.''" To be sure, there are art critics who speak of the wild fire of
Homer.
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Simplicity is the highest element in poesy just as it is in the formative arts.
Dionysius of Halicarnassus,''* the most admirable art critic of antiquity, shows
specifically the merit of poetic syrthesis in a passage from the Odyssey that, as he
says, is composed in the basest expressions that perhaps a farmer or worker
might use.

Furthermore, lyric and dramatic diction are different in this respect from epic
diction insofar as they are for the most part lyrical. Yet here, too, inspiration
expresses itself more through the daring departures from logical or mechanical
sequences of thought than through verbal bombast. Language becomes a higher
organ and is allowed to use shorter turns of phrase, more unusual words, unigue
inflections of words — vet all this within the bounds of genuine inspiration.

Tn poetic treatises one usually also speaks about metaphors. tropes, and the
other embellishments of speech, and all the other epithets, comparisens, and par-
ables. Metaphors actually belong more in the realm of rhetoric. which itself can
seek to speak through images in order to make itself more vivid, or in order to
deceive and to awaken passion. Poesy never has its purpose outside itself,
although it does also elicit externally that particular feeling inhering internally
within it. Plato compares the effects of poetry with those of a magnet.

Hence, in poesy everything belonging to the embellishment of speech is sub-
ordinated to the highest and ultimate principle of beauty. For this reason, no gen-
eral or universal law can be presented regarding the use of imagery, tropes. and
so on, other than precisely that of such subordination.

Construction of Individual Poetic Genres

The essence of all art as the portrayal of the absolute in the particular is pure
limitation on the one hand and undivided absoluteness on the other. In nature
poesy, these elements must already be differentiated, and consummate art is pos-
ited only with strict separation. In all forms, the poesy of antiquity is the most
strictly limited and formed, and the more flowing, mixed versions are those of
modernity, which accounts for the large number of mixed genres that have
emerged from the latter.

If our treatise of the various literary forms were to follow the natural or his-
torical sequence, we would have to begin with the epic as identity and from there
proceed to lyric and dramatic poesy. Yet we must orient ourseives here com-
pletely according to scientific sequence. Since according to the sequence of po-
tences already prescribed, that of particularity or difference is the first, that of
identity the second, and that wherein unity and difference, the universal and the
particular are one, is the third, then here, too, we will remain true to this
sequence and accordingly begin with lyric art.

We can see that among the three poetic genres lyric poesy corresponds o the
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real form because its designation points to the analogy with music. We can clar-
ify this even further in the following way.

In the form corresponding to the informing of the infiniie into the finite, the
predominating element must for just this reason be the finite, difference, partic-
wlarity. Yet precisely this is the case in lyric poesy. More directly than any other
poetic genre it takes the subject and, accordingly, particularity as its point of
departure, be it that it expresses the condition of a subject, for example, the poet,
or takes the occasion of an objective portrayal from an element of subjectivity.
For just this reason and in this capacity it can be called the subjective poetic
genre, subjectivity, that is, in the sense of particularity.

In every other kind of poem there is the possibility of a change of conditions
or circumstances, in spite of its inner identity. In lyric poetry, as in every piece of
music, only one tone., one basic feeling predominates. And as in music, precisely
because of the predominance of particularity, all tones that combine with the pre-
dominant one can only be differences; in lyric poesy, 100, every movement
expresses itself as difference. Lyric poesy is most extensively subordinated to
thythm, completely dependent on and even swept away by it. It avoids uniform
rhythms, whereas the epic moves within the highest identity in this regard.

The lyric poem as such is the portrayal or representation of the infinite or uni-
versal within the particular. Hence, every Pindaric ode takes as its point of depar-
ture a parficular object and a particular event, yet strays from this point into gen-
erality, for example, into the later mythological sphere; by returning from such
generality to the particular again, it generates a kind of identity of the two, a real
porirayal of the universal within the particular.

Since lyric poesy is the most subjective poetic genre, freedom is necessarily
the predominating element within it. No poetic genre is less subject to coercion.
The meost daring jumps or departures from customary thought sequence are
allowed here, since the main point of everything is that one particular association
or context obtain within the disposition of the poet or listener, not objectively or
external 1o him. Perfect constancy governs within the epic, but is suspended in
the lyric poem, just as it is in music, where nothing but differences obtain;
between one tone and the next, genuine continuity is impossible, whereas in
colors all differences flow together into one mass as if from one vessel.

The essential nature of all lyric poesy is the portrayal of the infinite within the
finite; vet since it moves only in succession, contrast between the infinite and the
finite thereby emerges as a kind of inner principle of life and movement. The
infinite and the finite are absolutely one within the epic. and there are thus no
stirrings of the infinite —not as if the latter were not present. but rather because it
rests in a common unity with the finite. In the lyric poem, on the other hand, this
contrast is a declared one. Hence, the most appropriate subjects of the lyric poem
are in general moral, bellicose, passionaie.
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Passion as such is the character of the finite or of particularity in contrast with
universality. Again, the poesy of antiguity portrays this character of lyric art most
purely and most originally, both regarding its origin and its general disposition.
The emergence and initial development of lyric poesy in Greece take place simul-
tancously with the blossoming of freedom and the emergence of republicanism.
At first poesy united with laws and served their transmission. Soon, as lyric art,
its inspiration inclined toward tfame, freedom, and beautiful sociability. [t
became the soul of public life, the glorifier of the festivals. That energy that pre-
viously was directed completely toward the outside, and that was lost in an objec-
tive identity — the epic —now turned inward and began o resirict or limit 1iself.
The first tyrical tones emerged within this awakening consciousness and emerg-
ing differentiation, tones that soon developed the highest variety. The rhythmic
element of the Greek states, that guality of reflection of the Greeks that had been
directed completely toward itself and its own existence and activity, now ignited
the nobler passions, passions worthy of the lyrical muse. Simultaneously with
lyric poetry, music enlivened the festivals and public life. In Homer, sacrifices
and worship services are yet without music. The identity of the Homeric epic
includes the heroic principle, the principle of kingship and of rule.

Lyric poesy began with Callinus and Archilocus''? after the full development
of the epic; compared to the epic, lyric art up to its final perfection in Pindar is a
completely republican form of poesy.' '

Almost all the tyrical songs of antiquity —about whose existence we know
either through historical transmission or from fragments or sometimes entire
pieces —refer to public or common life. and those Iyric poems from antiquity that
refer more to individual themes express sociability of a sort that could develop
and thrive only within a free and great state. Everything suggests that the bud that
was yet closed in the epic is finally open, and that the more liberated cultivation
of life is developing.

Hence, the Greeks are objective, real, and expansive also within the particu-
larity of lyric poetic art.

The first lyric rhythms, as ipdicated, were those in which the laws of free
states were sung. This was still the case at the time of Solon.'"® The war songs of
Tyriaeus''® spurred a completely objective passion. Alcaeus''” was the head of
the conspirators against the tyrants, fighting them not only with the sword but
also with songs. We hear of several lyric poets of this period who were sum-
moned on the advice of the gods 1o settle eivic disagreements. Others were hon-
ored at the courts of the rulers and tyrants of the period — Arion, for example, by
Periander.''® The age of innocence had also passed in that the singers were no
longer contented like the Homeric singers.They demanded pay, rewards, and
respect for their talent. Pindar, whose lvre sounded at the public competitions,
was also in this —objective —aspect of Greek lyric poetry the high point. He
anticipaied the cultivation of the Periciean Age. The cruder form of republican-
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ism has already reverted to the rule of the educated. He unified the dignity of a
Pythagorean philosopher with the fire of the lyric poet, just as the legend is well
known that he loved the teachings of Pythagoras''’ (this constitutes the plastic,
almost dramatic element in the Pindaric odes).

This objectivity of Greek lyric poetry does, however, obtain only within the
general character of the genre itself, which is that of inwardness and of particular,
present reality. The epic relates the past. The lyric poem sings of the present, and
digresses to the immortalization of the most individual and transient features of
that present: enjoyment, beauty, the love toward individual youths as in the
poems of Alcman and Sappho, 120 and here even as far as the details of beautiful
eyes, hair, and individual bodily parts such as in the poems of Anacreon. )

Dionysius of Halicarnassus asserts that the most excellent guality of the epic is
that the poet not appear. Lyric art, in contrast, is the real sphere of self-perception
and of self-consciousness, just as is music, where no actual concrete form at all
expresses itself, but rather only inner dispesition, no object. but rather only
mood.

The character of difference, of severance and separation inhering in lyric
poetry in and for itself, expresses itself in the lyric art of the Greeks no less def-
initely than all others. We find the complete development of all rhythmic genres
such that nothing was left for drama. There was a sharp distinction between all
the various types as regards both the external differences of rhythm and the inner
diversity of content, language, and so on, and there obtained a sharp distinction,
finally, between the different styles of lyric art, the fonic, Doric, and so on.

Regarding lyric art we once again encounter the same general contrast be-
tween antiguity and modernity.

Just as the highest blossoming of the lyric art of the Greeks coincides with the
emergence of the republic, the highest blossoming of public life, so also do the
beginnings of modern lyric poetry coincide with that period in the fourteenth
century of public disturbances and of the general dissolution of the republican
alliances and states in ltaly. When public life more or less disappeared, it had to
direct itself inward. The more fortunate age that Italy owed to a few magnani-
mous princes, primarily the Medicis, only came later. and was favorable for the
development of the romantic epic. which cultivated itself in Ariosto. Dante and
Petrarch, the first founders of lyric poesy, lived in the age of upheaval, of social
dissolution; whenever their songs make reference to these external affairs, they
loudly express the misfortune of this age.

The poetic art of antiguity celebrated primarily the masculine virtues that war
and common public life generate and nourish. Of ail the emotional relationships,
friendship among men was thus the predominant one, whereas love toward a
woman was completely subordinate. Modern lyric poetry was at its inception
consecrated to love and all the emotions in the contemporary concept of love.
The first inspiration of Dante was the love of a young girl, Beatrice. He immor-
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talized the story of this love in sonnets, canzones, and prosaic works intermixed
with poems, particularly the Vita nuova. The more severe fate of his later life, the
exile from Florence, the misfortune and crimes of the age, first spurred his divine
spirit to his higher work, the Divina Commedia, although here, too, Beatrice is
the basis and beginning of the poem.

The entire life of Petrarch was dedicated to that spiritual love that contents
itself in worship. This harmonious soul, filled with the blossom of education and
culture and with the noblest virtues of the age, was needed in order to culiivate
Ttalian poesy to its highest degree of lyrical beauty, purity, and excellence. One
would err greatly by seeking in Petrarch a poet dissolving and melting in love.
since his forms are just as strict, precise. and determined in their own way as
those of Dante.

Boccaccio also joins this group, since the muse of his poesy is aiso love.'*

The spirit of the modern age, already presented earlier tn a general fashion,
introduces the restriction of modern lyric poetry as regards the objects them-
selves. The lyric poetry in modern states could no longer be the image and
accompanist of a public and common life. a life within an organic whole. For it,
there remained no other objects than either the completely subjective, individual,
momentary emotions in which lyric poesy lost itself even in the most beautiful
gushings of the later world, emotions from which a whole life emanates only very
indirectly, or enduring emotions directed toward objects themselves, as in the
poems of Petrarch, where the whole itself becomes a kind of romantic or dra-
matic unity.

The sonnets of Petrarch are works of art, not only in their individual elements,
but also as a whole. (The sonnet is capable of a merely architectonic beauty.)

It is unmistakable, however, that science, art, and poesy began with the cler-
ical class; this accounts for the unheroic element and the fact that love storics
pertained more to matrons than to unmarried girls.

Otherwise, Iyric poesy divides itself into poems with moral, didactic, and
political content, and always with a preponderance of reflection and subjectivity,
since it lacks any objectivity in life. The only kind of lyric poems that refer to
public life are the religious ones, since only in the church could public life still be
found.

We now come to the epic.

The lyric poem designates as such the first potence of the ideal series. and thus
that of reflection, knowledge, and consciousness, and for that reason stands com-
pletely under the dominance of reflection. The second potence of the ideal world
in general is that of action, that which is objective in itself, just as knowledge is
the potence of the subjective. Just as the forms of art in general are the forms of
things in and for themselves, however, so also must that particular poetic genre
corresponding to the ideal unity portray not just visible action itself, but rather
action viewed absolutely and as it is in its essenrial nature.
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Action viewed absolutely or objectively is history. The task of the second type
is thus to be an image of history as it is in itself or within the absolute.

Thai this poetic genre is the epic can be seen most clearly from the fact that all
the characteristics deduced from the given description coincide and unite in the
epic.

(1) The characteristic quality of the epic is not simply that action or history is
portrayved, but rather that these are portrayed wirhin the ideniity of absoluteness.
Action viewed objectively or as history is essentially pure identity without any
contrast between the infinite and the finite, for in its essential nature, of which all
action is merely the external appearance, the finite is yet within the infinite and
thus autside any difference with it. The latter is possible only where the finite is
something in and for itself, or is real, thus insofar as the infinite is represented
within the finite. The contrast between particularity and universality expresses
iself regarding action as that between freedom and necessity. Hence, these, too,
are unified in the essential natre of action. I{, then, there is no opposifion in the
epic between the infinite and the finite, no conflict between freedom and neces-
sity can be portrayed in it. Both appear interwoven in a common uniy.

The conflict between freedom and necessity can be decided only by fate, and
actually elicits that fate. All opposition between necessity and freedom is possi-
ble only within particularity, in difference. Through this relationship of differ-
ence within particularity, identity acquires the function of basis or ground and
appears accordingly as fate. In the essential nature of action, as absolute identity,
there is no fate.

The first determination of the epic should thus be formulated as follows: i
portrays action in the identity of freedom and necessity, without opposition
between the infinite and the finite, without conflict, and, for that reason, without
fate.

It is quite noteworthy that when one compares the Homeric epic even with the
earliest works of lvric poesy, one finds in it not the slightest stirrings of the infi-
nite. The life and actions of people take place from one perspective in pure fin-
itude, vet for just that reason also within the absclute identity of freedom and
necessity. The husk yet encompassing the two in the bud is not vet broken:
nowhere is there any rebellion against fate, though there is some defiance of the
gads, since the latter are not beyond or outside nature, and themselves fall within
the realm of human events. One might object that even Homer is acquainied with
the black Keres and destiny,’** to which even Zeus and the other gods are sub-
ject. Although this is true, destiny for just that reason does not yet appear as fate,
since no opposition o it appears. Gods and human beings, the whole world
encompassed by the epic, are portrayed in the highest identity with it. An
extremely significant passage in this respect is the one in the sixteenth song of the
Hiad, where Zeus wants to rescue his beloved Sarpedon from the hands of Patro-
clus and from death, and Hera admonishes him with the words: **Do you wish to
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bring back a man who is mortal, one long since doomed by his destiny, from
ill-sounding death and release him?""'**

She explains that other gods, too, would demand the same for their sons if he
now were to snatch him away alive, and she continues:

No, but if he is dear to you, and your heart mourns for him,

then let him be, and let him go down in the strong encounier . . .

but after the soul and the years of his life have left him, then send

Death to carry him away, and Sleep, who is painless,

until they come with him to the couniryside of broad [ykia

where his brothers and countrymen shall give him due burial

with tomb and gravestone. Such is the privilege of those who have perished.

In this passage destiny appears in the mildness of a quiet necessity against which
there is as yet no rebellion, no opposition, for Zeus, too, obeys Hera and **sheds
a rain of blood upon the earth in honor of hisson . . .

Far less do the heroes of the fliad experience any feeling or internal opposition
against fate. The epic thus falls quite significantly between the other two genres:
the lyric poem where simple conflict between the infinite and the finite predom-
inates, the dissonance between freedom and necessity, yet without full, and any-
thing but, subjective resolution; and tragedy, where both the conflict and fate are
simultaneously portrayed. The identity that still predominated in the epic in a
concealed fashion as a gentle force, unloads itself in severe and violent blows
wherever conflict is juxtaposed with it. Tragedy can indeed be viewed as the syn-
thesis of the lyric and epic elements to the extent that in it the identity of the latter
is transformed into fate by the opposition iiself. Compared to the tragedy, the
epic thus lacks any opposition against the infinite, but it also facks fate.

(2) In its essential nature, action is atemporal, for all time is merely the dif-
ference between possibility and actuality, and all manifested action is only the
dismantling of that identity in which evervthing is simultaneous.'™ The epic
must be an image of this timelessness. How 15 this possible?

As speech, poesy is itself hound to time, and all poetic portrayal is thus nec-
essarily successive. Although there thus appears to be an insoluble contradiction
here, it resolves itself in the following way. Poesy itself as such maust appear o be
outside time, untouched by time, and thus must place all time, all successive ele-
ments, purely into the object, thereby maintaining itself in a serene condition and
floating above it immobile and unmoved by the sequential flow. Hence, in the
essential nature of all action, in whose place poesy itself steps, there is no time.
Time is only in the objects as such, and every idea, by emerging as an object
trom within its own essential nature, thus steps into time. Hence, the epic iself
must be the calming element, the object in contrast to the moving element.

Let us try to imagine the reverse, namely, thai the epic be the porirayal
through movement of that which is itself at rest, such that the movement iiself
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would be attributed to the poesy and the quality of rest (o the object. This would
immediately destroy the epic character, and descriptive poetry would be the
result, the so-called poetic painting. Nothing could be more alien to the epic. Itis
a repugnant sight to see the descriptive poet exert himself in movement. while the
object always remains immobile. This is why even when the epic describes
something at rest, that element of rest itself must be transformed into movement
and progressive action. An example is the shicld of Achilles, even though for
other reasons as well this part of the fliad counts among the latest.

If, however, we now reflect on the general model lying behind all forms of art,
we find that the epic in poesy corresponds to painting in the formative arts. As is
the latter, so also is the epic the portrayal of the particular within the universal,
the finite within the infinite. Just as in painting light and nonlight flow together
into one identical mass, so also in the epic do particularity and universality. Just
as the surface is the predominating element in painting, so also does the epic
expand itself toward all sides like an ocean that connects lands and peoples. How
are we 10 understand this relationship?

One might protest that the object in & painting is motionless, the object in the
epic, tn contrast, in constant forward movement. Yet this objection takes that
which is merely the [imit of painting to be its essence. Viewed objectively, that
which we can call the object in the painting is not without forward movement. It
is merely a— subjectively — fixed moment. Yet we see particularly in emotional
objects, and always in historical paintings, that the next moment will change
everything, even though this next moment is not portrayed and all the figures in
the painting remain in their original position. It is a moment eternalized empiri-
cally. One cannot, however, say that because of this—in the preseni context
merely accidental — limitation that the object is at rest. Rather, it moves forward,
and merely the next moment has been withdrawn. This is the same state of affairs
as in the epic. In the epic, this forward progress coincides completely with the
object itself, which is eternally moving; the element of rest is placed into the
form of the portrayal, as is the case in painting, where that which moves contin-
ually forward is actuafly only fixed by the portrayal. The lingering element that
in painiing appears to inhere in the object, here reverts back to the subject; this
explains a peculiarity of the epic that we will explain later, namely. that the
moment is of value here, that there is no hurry precisely because the subject itself
1s at rest, in a sense, untouched by time, external to it.

Hence, we might express how the epic constitutes an image of the timeless-
ness of action in its essential nature in the following way. That which itself does
not exist in time encompasses all time within itself, and vice versa. yet for that
reason it is inditferent toward time. This indifference toward time is the funda-
mental characteristic of the epic. It is equal to the absolute unity within which
everything is, becomes, and changes, a unity that itself, however, is subject to no
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change. Although the chain of cause and effect reaches back infinitely, that
which encompasses this series of succession within iiseli does not itself lie within
that series, but is rather outside all time.

The further characteristics follow automatically and are to a certain extent the
mere consequence of the one just given: namely,

(3) Since absoluteness is not based on extension, but rather on the idea,'*® and
therefore in the essential nature everything is equally absolute and the whole is
not more absolute than the part, this characteristic must also be transferred to the
epic. Hence, the beginning and end in the epic are equally absolute, and to the
extent that the unconditioned portrays itself phenomenally as chance, both
appear as accidental. The chance or accidental quality of the beginning and the
end is thus in the epic the expression of its infinity and absoluteness. The singer
who claimed the Trojan War began in the egg of Leda has with some justification
become proverbial, It is against the nature and idea of the epic that it appear con-
ditioned either forward or backward. In the succession of things prefigured in the
absolute, everything is an absolute beginning; yet for just that reason there is here
also no beginning. By beginning itself absolutely, the epic constitutes itsell as a
piece seemingly heard trom within the absolute itself. which, by being absolute
within itself, is yet only a fragment of an absolute and incalculable whole; sim-
ilarly, the ocean, because it is bounded only by heaven itself, points directly to
eternity. The Hiad begins absolutely, with the intention of singing the anger of
Achilles, and is closed off just as absolutely, since there is no reason to end with
the death of Hector (for, as we know, the final two songs are later additions, and
even if one figures these to be a part of the whole now designated by the name of
the fliad, here, 100, there is no real reason to end the siory). The Odyssey beging

just as absolutely.

Once one comprehends this absoluteness appearing as chance, an absolute-
ness lying deep in the nature of the epic, this alone allows Wolf’s latest view of
Homer to appear less alien and incomprehensible than most find it to be. They
have taken from the usual theories certain principles regarding the artificiality of
the epic, and are then unable to rhvme it with the quality of chance with which,
according to their interpretation of Wolf's hypothesis, Homer has been put
together. To be sure, this crude quality of chance is nullified as soon as one
understands the idea that an entire people can constitute an individual (something
we discussed earlier in our presentation of mythology).'*’ Yet even that particu-
lar fortuitousness that really did govern the development of the Homeric songs
coincides precisely here with necessity and art, since according to its own nature
the epic must portray itself with the appearance of chance. This is confirmed fur-
ther by the following characteristics.

(4) The indifference toward time must necessarily also result in an indifferent
treatment of time, so that in that time encompassed by the epic. everything has a
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place, the largest as well as the smallest element, the most insignificant as well as
the most significant. This generates in a much more complete fashion than in
common appearances the image of the identity of all things in the absolute,
namely, consiancy. Everything belonging to that constancy —the apparently
insignificant acts of eating, drinking, getting up, going to bed, getting dressed,
putting on jewelry —all this is described with the same relative thoroughness as
everything else. Everything is egually important or unimportant, equally large
and small. In this wayv particularly, the poesy within the epic and the poet himself
raise themselves, in a sense, to a participation in the divine nature, before which
the large and the small are equal, and which, as one poet put it, waiches with a
calm gaze as a kingdom or an anthill is destroyed. For

(5) In the essential nature of action all things and all events carry the same
weight. None is dislodged by the other, because none is larger than the other.
Everything is absolute here, as if nothing had preceded it and nothing were to
follow it. The same is thus the case in the epic. The poet must linger in the
present with an undivided soul, without recailing what has been and without
foreseeing the future, and he himself must not hurry forward, since he, too, is
resting while in movement, and is allowing only the object itself to move.

Everything is finally summarized in the fact that poesy or the poet floats above
it all like a higher being touched by nothing. Only within that circumscribed area
described by his poem do things push and dislodge one another, one event the
other, one passion the other. The poet himself never enters into this zone, and
thereby becomes a god and the most perfect image of the divine nature. Nothing
compels him; he quietly allows everything to happen and does not reach in 1o
change the course of events, since he is himself not moved by it. He gazes quietly
down on everything, since nothing that happens seizes him. He never feels any-
thing of the object itself, and this object can thus be the highest or the lowest, the
most extraordinary or the most common, tragic or comic, without the poei him-
self ever becoming high or low, tragic or comic. All passion falls to the object
itself. Achilles weeps and grieves painfully for the lost friend, Patroclus. The
poet himself appears neither moved nor unmoved, for he does not appear at all.
In the wide expanse of the whole, and next to the splendid figures of the heroes,
Thersites also has his place, and next to the great figures of the underworld in the
Odvssey, in the upper world the divine swineherd and the dog of Odysseus have
their place.

To this spiritual rhythm floatng in the eternal equilibrium of the soul there
musi now correspond also an eqgual, yet perceivable rhythm. Aristotle calls the
hexameter the weightiest and most constant of all poetic meter. The hexameter
has as little a transporting, passionate rhythm as it does a lingering, retarding
one. Here, oo, in this balance beiween lingering and transport, it expresses that
indifference upon which the entire epic is based. Furthermore, since the hexam-
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eter in its own identity nonetheless allows great variety, it is best suited for adjust-
ing itself to the object without doing violence to it, and to that extent is the most
objective of all verse meter.

These are the primary and most distinguishing characteristics of the epic
poem, characteristics of which you can find a more critical and historical presen-
tation in the review of Goethe's Hermann and Dorothea by August Wilhelm
Schiegel.'*

Now let us speak a bit about some particular forms of the epic, such as
speeches, parables, and episodes.

Because of its nature, and when left to itself, the dialogue is inclined toward
lyrical elements, since it proceeds from and moves toward self-consciousness
more. Speech would thus change the character of the epic itself if in a reverse
fashion its own character were not modified according to the epic. This modifi-
cation musi be determined by the antithesis toward the unigue character of
speech, which is actually a limiting of the intention of the speech itself and thus
a hastening toward the goal. where something is to be achieved or attained.
Hence, we find vehemence and brevity where passion is to be expressed. All this
is moderated in the epic and subordinated to the main characteristics. Even in the
most passionate speech, we still find epic fullness and circumstantiality, the use
of adjectives, whereby the language acquires a certain satiety such as in the tlow
of simple narrative. The same is true of the parable. In the lyric poem, and also
in the tragedy, it often resembles a boli of lightning that suddeniy illuminates the
darkness and is then swallowed up again by the night. In the epic it possesses life
within itself, and itself constitutes a small epic.

Finally, as regards the episode, this, 100, is first and foremost an expression of
the indifference of the singer toward his objects—even the most important —and
of the absence of fear of no longer overseeing even the most complex develop-
ments, or of losing the main object from view in the face of some secondary
object. The episode is thus a necessary part of the epic poem in order that the
latter be made into a complete image of life.

In the usual theories the element of the miraculous is also presented as a nec-
essary lever of the epopee. Yei this can hold true of the modern genre and reveals
a compleiely distorted view of the old epic only when presented as a character-
istic of the epic as such. The gods of Homer and their effects could appear only
as miracles to Nordic barbarianism, just as the art critics of this type consider it
to be intentional, rhetorical, and poetic pathos when Homer says ““Zeus sent
lightning bolts’’ instead of *‘there was lightning.”’

The element of the miraculous is completely alien to the Greeks and the
ancient epic, for their gods dwell within nature.

Regarding the actual epic subject maiter, what we have already said about the
essential nature of the epic, namely, that it be an image of the absolute itself,
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requires a iriely universal subject matter. To the extent that such subject matter
can exist only through mythology, we see that epic poetry is inconceivable with-
out mvthologv. Indeed, the identity of the two is so great that mythology first
acquires true objectivity only in the epic itself. Since the epic is the most objec-
tive and most universal poetic genre, it is most likely to coincide with the subject
matter of all poesy. Just as mythology is only one and unified, so also can the
epic only be one in view of this inseparability of content and form within a reg-
ulated cultural structure such as that of Greek poesy. At most, it can follow the
universal law of phenomenal appearance by expressing itself in its own identity
through two different unities. The fliad and the Odyssey are merely the two sides
of the same poem. The question of different authors is of no consequence here.
They are one through their nature and for that reason also through the common
name of Homer, who himself is allegorical and significant. Some have poriraved
the contrast between the #iad and the Odvssey as that between the rising and set-
ting sun. 1 prefer to call the Hiad the centrifugal, the Odyssey the centripetal
poem.

Let me make the transition to the more contemporary poems undertaken in the
spirit of the ancient epic by making a brief comparison berween Virgil and
Homer.

One can contrast Virgil with Homer in all the given characteristics. Concern-
ing the first, the absence of fate in the epic poem, Virgil sought rather to intro-
duce fate into his action through a kind of tragic entanglement. The requirement
of the epic poem to place movement only in the object itself is observed just as
little, since Virgil often lowers himself to participation in his object. The sublime
fortuitousness of the epic, whose beginning and end are just as indeterminate as
the dark time of the primordial world and the future. is completely suspended by
the Aeneid. It has a definite purpose, namely, to deduce the founding of the
Roman Empire from Troy, and thereby to flatter Augustus. This purpose is
announced right at the beginning, and as soon as this intention is achieved, the
poem closes. The poet here does not allow the object its own movement, but
rather makes something out of it. The lack of concern in the treatment of time is
completely absent: the poet even avoids constancy and consistency and seems to
have the circumstances of his educated audience continually in mind so as not to
insult them through any narrative simplicity. Hence his expression is also artifi-
cial, rhetorically invelved, pompous. In his speeches he is completely lyrical or
oratorical, and in the episode of the love story of Dido almost modern.

The respect Virgil enjoys in schools and with modern art critics not only long
adulteraied the theory of the epic (the usval theories are modeled completely on
Virgil, one of the many proofs that people prefer the inferior secondhand to the
excellent firsthand), it also has had a detrimental influence on later attempis at
epic poesy. Indeed, Milton betrays a spiritual flexibility and adaptability that
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hardly leave any doubt that, had he used the undistorted model of the epic, he
would have come far closer to it than he actually did-—assuming that an even
more profound knowledge had not led him closer to the insight that a language in
which the old poetic meters cannot gain a foothold can in no way compete with
antiquity in the sphere of epic poetry. Milton does, by the way, share most of the
mistakes of Virgil, for example, the lack of that particular purposelessness that is
part of epic poetry, even though as regards language, to cite but one instance, he
comes relatively closer to epic simplicity than does Virgil. In addition to the mis-
takes he shares with Virgil, there are also the ones more peculiar to him, those
whose basis lies in the concepts and the character of the age as well as in the
nature of the subject matter.

After all we have presented until now, no proof is needed that the subject
matter Klopstock has chosen,'*” and particularly the manner in which he has
used it, is not epic material. Klopstock wanted to take it as sublime. and through
his own efforts to push his conceptions to the level of sublimity, conceptions not
of mystic dogmatism, but rather of unmystic and unpoetic dogmatism still laced
with a bit of enlightenment. Yet if in the first place the life and death of Christ
could be treated epically at all. it would have to be taken on a purely human level
and ireated with the utmost simplicity —almost idyllically. Or the poem would
have 1o be completely filled with the modern spirit and with the ideas of Christian
mysticism and mythology; then it at least would be absolute in its own right as an
absoluie contrast to the epic of antiquity. Klopstock is also one of those poets in
whom religion dwells least as a living perception or vision of the universe and an
intuition of ideas.’™ The predominating element in him is the concept of under-
standing. He takes both the infinity of God and the majesty of Christ in this sen-
sibility; instead of placing that infinity and majesty in the object itself, it falls
rather continually back to the poet, so that always only ke himself and his move-
ment appear, while the object itself remains immobile and acquires neither con-
tours nor forward movement. The most nonsensical element is that the decision
of God to give his son over for the redemption of mankind is taken from eternity
itself. Christ, who is himself God, knows of this decision; thus the hero of the
poem has no doubt whatsoever concerning the outcome, whereby the entire
course of events in the poem drags on, and all the machinery through which the
end is introduced appears to be completely useless. One can, by the way, not turn
away from this poem without regretting that so great a talent has been wasted so
fruitlessly.

Our purpose was to speak only of those particular contemporary epics that
claim to be composed more or less in the style of the epic of antiquity. 1 will
speak later specifically about Goethe's Hermann and Dorothea, the only epic
poem in the true sense of antiguity, as well as about the actual modern version of
the epopee.
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We still must look at some of the particular epic forms. One might ask from
the outset how the epic poem as the highest identity can be capable of any real
difference. It is self-evident that the space in which the epic poem can modulate
itself must be extremely limited. It is even more immediately self-evident that
through such modulation away from its unique position it also necessarily dis-
cards those characteristics associated only with that position.

There are initially only two possibilities inhering within the epic poem, which
in their differentiation constitute itwo particular genres. The epic is the most
objective genre if by objective we understand the absolute-objective. It is abso-
lutely objeciive because it is the highest identity between subjectivity and objec-
tivity. Poesy can step out of this identity only by becoming either relatively more
objective or relatively more subjective. In the epic both the subject (the poet) and
the object behave objectively, Now, this identity can be suspended in two ways:
{a) such that the subjectivity or particularity is placed into the object, the objec-
tivity or universality into the artist: (b) such that the objectivity or universality is
placed inta the object, the subjectivity into the artist. These two poles really are
represented in poesy, though they do differentiate themselves, in their own turn,
toward the subjective or objective side. The sphere of the relatively objective epic
poesy (where it is the portrayal itself) is circumscribed by the elegy and idyll,
which in their own turn then behave as subjective and objective. The sphere of
the relatively more subjective poesy (where it is the portrayal) is circumscribed
by the didactic poem and the satire, of which the former is the subjective, the
fatter the objective.'"!

One might be tempied to object against this subdivision on the grounds that it
is impossible to see how the elegy, which is generally considered o be the most
subjective and lyrical gushing, can be more objective than the didactic poem,
which in contrast one might tend to consider the most relatively objective type.
We must recall, however, that we by no means are admitting bere the usual con-
cept of elegy, which does indeed rob it of its objectivity, though also of its epic
element, thus making it into a merely lyrical poem. Regarding the didactic poem,
its poesy returns to knowledge as the first potence, which as knowledge always
remains subjective. The more specific reasons for this division are the following.

If we compare the elegy and idyll on the one hand, and the didactic poem and
satire on the other, we find the first two in agreement together and different from
the other two in that they lack purpose and intention and appear to exist only for
their own sake, whereas the latter two always have a specific purpose. This
atready directs the last two genres into the sphere of subjectivity. If we further
compare the elegy and idyll to each other, we find them similar in their renunci-
ation of universal and objective subject matter. The former treats the condition or
event of an individual, but does so objectively, whereas the latter portrays the
condition and life of a collective that 1s completely isolated and constitutes a par-
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ticular world. This is the case not only in the so-called pastoral poems but also in
other kinds, for example, in domestic idylls. In the latter. perhaps only love itself
is portrayed, for example, a love that restricts the lovers only to themselves and
makes them forget the outside world, such as in Voss's Luise.'** The two genres
are different, however, precisely in that the elegy is more lyrically inclined. the
idyll, in contrast, necessarily more dramatically inclined.

One can also juxtapose the elegy and idyll together with the didactic poem and
satire, One ascertains that in the former the subject matter or object is restricted
and to that extent, if one will, subjective, whereas the locus of portrayal is uni-
versal and objective. In the laiter, on the other hand, the subject matter or object
is universal, while the portrayal or guiding principle from which they take their
point of departure is subjective,

Hence, since on the one hand the didacfic poem and satire are similar as
regards subject matter, on the other hand they can be juxiaposed as subjective and
objective only by virtue of that subject matter. The subject matter of the didactic
poern is subjective because it lies in knowledge; that of the satire is objective
because it refers to action, which is more objective than knowledge. The princi-
ple of porirayal in both, however, 18 subjective. In the former it resides in the
spirit, in the latter more in the disposition and moral atmosphere,

Brief Consideration of These Genres fndividually

| do not wish to present any definitions. Every type of art is determined by its
position; this position is its explanation. Art can, by the way, correspond or do
Justice to that position in whatever way it chooses. Every poetic genre is based on
an idea. Now, if its concept is determined according to the individual artistic phe-
nomenon, it is necessarily in danger of eventually being found too narrow — since
the phenomenon itself can never be completely commensurate with the idea—
and thus of being rejected or even used in order to reject an excellent work of art
that does not, however, fit into its restrictions. The idea of every poetic genre,
however, is determined by the possibility fulfilled by it.

The concept of the elegy that modernity has held almost universally is that it
is a poem of lament, and its predominating spirit is emotionally charged sadness.
It is undeniable that lament and sadness have definitely expressed themselves in
this poetic genre, and that the elegy was meant particularly for songs of lament
for the deceased. This, however, is only one mode of appearance, though one of
infinite vaniety and flexibility such that this one genre, though to be sure only in
fragmenis, is capable of encompassing all of life. As a type of the epic poem, the
elegy is essentially historical. As a song of lament, too, it does not deny this
characteristic; indeed, one might say that it is capable of grief only because it is
capable of looking into the past, as is the epic. It does, by the way, linger in just
as pronounced a fashion in the present and sings of satisfied vearning no less than
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of the thorn of unsatisfied yearning. Its boundaries in portrayal are not set by the
individual and specific condition; rather, it really does roam from there into the
epic sphere itself. The elegy is by nature already one of the most unlimited
genres. For this reason—and in addition to its general character, which is deter-
mined by its relationship to the epic poem and the idyll —precisely this infinite
malleability can be designated as its most unique and natural essence.

We acquire the most immediate acquaintance with the spirit of the elegy
through the examples from antiguity. Some of the most beautitul fragments of
Phanocles and Hermesianax are translated in the Athenaeum.'> Yet the elegy
was able to come to life again also in the Roman language of Tibullus, Catuilus,
and Pm[x:lrtius,”"l and in our own age Goethe has reproduced the true genre
through hs Roman Elegies. '35 In Goethe's Elegies we could show most directly
that as regards the elegy, subjectivity is placed in the object, while objectivity is
placed in the portrayal and its guiding principle. These Elegies sing of the highest
charm of life and of desire, yet in a genuinely epic fashion expanding over the
immense object of the poet’s surroundings.

The idvll is the more objective genre when compared to the elegy, and is thus
in general the most objective among the four genres subsumed under the epic
poem. Since in it the object is (subjectively) more restricted than in the epic, and
the generally obtaining condition of rest is thus placed only in the portrayal, it
therehy resembles painting more, and this is indeed its original meaning, since
idyll designates a tiny picture, a painting. Since further it must place the empha-
sis into the objective element of the portrayal, it will be most effectively an idyll
if the object throws itself into relief with a kind of crude particularity and is thus
less cultivated than that of the epic. Hence, the idyll not only takes its subject
matter in the larger sense from a restricted world. but also makes it yet sharply
individual within that world. Indeed it renders its subject matter quite local
according to customs, language, and character; such, for example, must the
human figures in a landscape be—earthy and removed as far as possible from
ideality. Thus nothing contradicts the nature of the idyll more than to imbue these
people with sentimentality or a kind of innocent morality. The earthiness of the
idyll of Theocritus'*® can be abandoned only if in its place the entire character
becomes romantic, such as in the most excellent pastoral poems of the Italians
and Spaniards. If, however, as in Gessner.'”” the romantic principle, in addition
to the genuine element of antiquity, is also absent, one can only interpret the
admiration his idylls have found, especiaily in foreign countries, as one of the
countless expressions of unpoetic sensibility. In Gessner's idylls, as in a great
many of the French. a kind of flaccid, morally sentimental universality 1s placed
into the object — something completely against the spirit of the idyll —and the
genre is thus totally perverted. The true spirit of the idyll has lately reawakened
in Germany, too, in Voss's Luise. He was not, however, able to overcome the
unfavorable choice of locale, and, as regards the charm and freshness of colors
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and the living quality of natural expressions, his relationship to the spirit of
Theoeritus is Tike that of the northern country, Germany, to the beauty of Sicilian
landscapes. The ftalians and the Spaniards also brought the romantic principle to
fruition in the idyll, though within the parameters of the genre itself. Since, how-
ever, | am familiar only with the Pastor fido of Guarini,"*® I can only present this
one example. The essence of romanticism is that it arrives at its goal by means of
contrasts, and is concerned less with portraying identity than totality. This is also
the case with the idyll. The earthy element, and the purely, strictly separated
qualities, are given to a few characters in the Pastor fido, and the contrasting
qualities to others. By doing this the whole actually transcends antiquity and yet
maintains the genre intact. The idyll in the Pastor fido. by the way, has attained
real dramatic excellence, and yet we could show that the absence of faie in the
idyll, though suspended on the one hand, has been reinstated on the other.

—The affinity of the idyll with ail forms. Particular inclination toward the
dramatic, since the portrayal is even more objective. Pastoral novels (Galarea by
Cervantes).'*?

Among those epic forms that through a preponderance of subjecrivity in the
porirayal depart from the indifference of the genre, the didacric poem is the more
subjective form. Above all, we must doubtlessly investigate the possibiliry of a
didactic poem, by which we understand, of course, the poetic possibility. First of
all, one can object fo the genre in general, and thus also to the satire, that it nec-
essarily has a purpose —the didactic poem seeks to teach, the satire to chastise —
and, since all beautiful art lacks external purpose, that neither can be considered
to be forms of art. This extremely important principle does not, however, say that
art cannot take as its form a purpose existing independent of if, or a genuine
need, as is indeed the case with architecture. The requirement is merely that
within itself it be able to make itself independent of such purpose, and that the
external purposes be merely form for it. At least from the perspective of poesy
itself, there exists no conceivable reason why the intention of presenting method-
ical teaching cannot become a form for poesy. The requirement for the didactic
poem would merely be to suspend finally that intention in the work itself such
that the work can appear to exist for its own sake. This, however, can never be the
case except if the form of knowledge in the didactic poem is internally capable of
being a reflex of the All. Since it is a requirement of knowledge quite indepen-
dent of poesy, viewed in and for itself, that it be an image of the All, then in
knowledge in and for itselt the possibility does reside that it emerge as a form of
poesy. Accordingly, we have merely to determine the kind of knowledge for
which this is eminently and uniquely the case.

The teaching presented in the didactic poem can be either of a moral, theo-
retical, or speculative nature. The gnomic poesy of antiquity is an example of the
first kind, for example, that of Theognis.'*” Here human life as the objective
element is made into the reflex of the subjective, namely, of wisdom and of prac-
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tical knowledge. When moral teaching makes use of natural objects, as in the
work of Hesiod, in poems about agriculture, and so on, the image of nature as the
actually objective element permeates the whole and is the reflex of the subjec-
tive. The opposite occurs in the genuinely theoretical didactic poem. Here
knowledge is made into the reflex of something objective. Now, since regarding
the highest requirement this objective element can only be the universe itself, the
mode of knowledge serving as a reflex must similarly be of a universal nature. ft
is well known how many didactic poems have been composed about completely
individual and particular objects of knowledge, about medicine, for example, or
individual illnesses, about botany, comets. and so on. The restriciedness of the
object in and for itself is not to be criticized here as long as it is conceived uni-
versally and in reference to the universe. Lacking any truly poetic view of the
object, some artists then sought to embeliish it poetically in various ways. They
enlisted the aid of the conceptions and images of mythology, tried to enliven the
dryness of the object through historical episodes, and that sort of thing. Yet none
of this ever produced a genuine didactic poem, that is, a poetic work of this kind.
The first requirement is that what is to be portrayed already be poetic in and for
itself. Since that which is to be portrayed is in this case always knowledge, this
knowledge in and for itself. and as knowledge, must already be simultancously
poetic. This, however, is possibie only for absolute knowledge, that is, for
knowledge based on ideas. Hence, a poem is not a genuine didactic poem unless
in it the All itself, as it is reflected in knowledge, is either directly or indirectly
the object. Since formally and essentially the universe is one, there ideally can be
only one absolute didactic poem, of which all individual ones are mere frag-
ments, namely, the poem about the nature of things."*' Attempts at this specu-
lative epic—at an absolute didactic poem — were made in Greece. We can only
know in a very general sense whether they achicved their goal, since time has
transmitted only fragments of their works down to us. Parmenides and
Xenophanes'*? both presented their philosophy in a poem about the nature of
things, just as earlier the Pythagoreans and Thales'* transmitted their teachings
poeticaily. About the poem of Parmenides we know only that it was composed in
extremely incomplete and awkward verses. We know more about the poem of
Empedocles, who united the physics of Anaxagoras with the seriousness of
Pythagorean wisdom.'** We can evaluate approximately the extent to which this
poem achieved the idea of the universe from the fact that it was based on the
physics of Anaxagoras. [ must presuppose an acguaintance with this physics
here. If, however, it did not achieve the speculative archetype from the scientific

perspective, we must in contrast —at least according to the unanimous witness of

antiquity, Aristotle, to name one source —aitribute 1o it the greatest rhythmic
energy and a genuinely Homeric dynamic. As luck also would have it, the poem
of Lucretius has preserved a trace of the dominant spirit in it. '3 Lucretius, who
could find no mode! in the poor writing of Epicurus and his followers, doubt-
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lessly borrowed his own poetic energy and mode of presentation from Empedo-
cles, and followed him regarding the form just as he followed Epicurus'*®
regarding the material of the poem. In its own way, the poem of Lucretius comes
closer than any other Roman poem, for example, that of Virgil, to the truly
ancient models, and only Lucretius shows us the energy of genuinely epic
rhythm, since we have only fragments by Ennius.'®’ Lucretius’s hexameters con-
stitute the greatest contrast to the filed and polished verses of Virgil. The essence
of his work displays completely the imprint of a great inner disposition, and only
the truly poetic spirit was able to put such reverence and the inspiration of a true
priest of nature into the presentation of the Epicurean doctrine. Since the object
to be portrayed is in and for itself unpoetic, it is necessary that all poesy revert
back to the subject; for the same reason we can only consider the poem of Lucre-
tius to be an attempt a¢ an absolute didactic poem, which must already be poetic
by virtue of the object itself. Yet those passages in which his personal inspiraﬂon
expresses itself —such as the introduction to the first book, which is an invoca-
tion of Venus, as well as all those passages in which he praises Epicurus as the
one who revealed the nature of things and first overthrew the iflusion and super-
stition of religion — thoroughly display the loftiest majesty and the imprint of a
masculine art. Just as antiquity said that Empedocles spoke in his own poem with
genuine rage about the limitations of human knowledge, so also does the fire of
Lucretius against religion and false morality often change into genuine inspired
rage. The complete external destruction of all that is spiritual, the reduction of
nature to a game of atoms and of emptiness, which he praciices with genuinely
epic lack of concern, is replaced by the moral grandeur of his soul, which in its
own turn elevates him above nature. The nullity of nature itself simuitaneously
allows his spirit to lift itself above all yearning into the realm of understanding.
One cannot speak more genuinely or exceliently than he does about the futility of
yearning, the insatiability of desire, the emptiness of all fear as well as of ali hope
in life. Just as the teachings of Epicurus himself are great, not from the specu-
lative, but rather from the moral perspective. so also those of Lucretius. When-
ever his enthusiasm as a priest of nature can only be subjective, he appears objec-
tive as a teacher of practical wisdom and as a being of a higher order observing
both the common course of things and the passion and confusion of life as if from
a higher vantage point, one from which this being itself is out of reach of all such
things. One cannot repress mentioning the contrast between the Epicurean phi-
tosophy and that of those who elevate petty attitudes into a position of ethical
prominence by extirpating magnanirmous and masculine virtues, while on the
other hand pretending to achieve greater flights within the realm of the specula-
tive. One need not take this comparison too far and must only take Kantian phi-
losophy as an example.
1 think I can free myself from speaking about the didactic poems of contem-

porary authors, for since we justifiably doubt that any poem of antiguity achieved
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the true archetype within the genre, we can doubtiessly assert categorically that
contemporary authors can present not a single genuinely poetic work of this type.
Hence. we must still await that didactic poem in which not merely the forms and
aids of presentation, but rather that which is to be portrayed is itself poetic. We
can say the following about the idea of such a poem.

The didactic poem ke’ &EoxWv can only be a poem about the universe or the
nature of things. It must portray the reflex of the universe in knowledge. The
most perfect image of the universe must thus be achieved in science itself, which
is called to be just such an image. It is certain that a science that achieves this
identity with the universe will agree with the universe, not only from the per-
spective of content, but also from that of form: to the extent that the universe
itself is the archetype of all poesy, and indeed is the poesy of the absolute itself,
science in that identity with the universe, regarding both form and content, will
in and for itself already be poesy and will resolve itself into poesy. The origin of
the absolute didactic poem or of the speculative epic thus coincides with the per-
fection of science: just as science originally emerged from poesy, so also is its
final and most beautiful destiny to flow back into this ocean. 4% Indeed, accord-
ing to what we showed earlier concerning the only possibility for genuine epic
p«)étry and mythology in the contgmporary age— namely, that the gods of the
contemporary world, which are gods of history, must take possession of nature in
order to appear as gods —in this respect. let me repeat, the first true poem about
the nature of things will likely come about simultaneously with the true epic.

In the subjective sphere of the genres subsumed under the rubric of the epic
poem, the satire is the more objective form, since its object is the real, objective
element and, primarily at least, action. Let it suffice for me to draw your atten-
tion to its epic nature. Since it is not narrative, like the epic. and thus cannot
introduce speaking characters in an epic fashion as does the epic itself, and yet
must primarily portray characters and actions, it thus necessarily more closely
resembles the drama. and must necessarily have a dramatic life of its own as
regards the inner portrayal in order to do justice to its task. The concept of satire
in the strict sense, of course, cannot include anything that is dramatic in an abso-
lute fashion or in itself. It would be equally foolish—or even more foolish yet--
to consider the comedies of Aristophanes as belonging to the genre of satire, the
wayv one often makes Pon Quixote of Cervantes into a satire.

The satire, by the way, constitutes a double genre: the serious and the comical,
Both types require both the dignity of an ethical character of the sort expressed in
the noble anger of Juvenal and Persius.'*” as well as the superiority of a pene-
trating spirit that is able to view relationships and events in reference to the uni-
versal, since the most eminent effect of the satire is based precisely on the con-
trasting of the universal and the particular. The fact that in Germany those who
themselves are the caricatures or creations of the age by and by feel the urge to
seribble satirical sketches onto paper with a crude quill can surprise us no more,

CONSTRUCTION OF THE FORMS OF ART (0 227

for example, than the fact that people who know neither the world nor anything
in it believe themselves capable of poesy and its most noble genres.

For comic satire the Greeks had their own representatives in the particular spe-
cies of haif-animal, half-human beings, from whom the satire itself most likely
acquired its name. it is well known that Aeschylus and later Euripides also wrote
satyr plays. The law of comic satire is expressed. in a sense, in its inception here.
If the serious satire chastised vice, particularly audacious vice coupled with
power, then, in contrast, comic satire must remove as much guilt and responsi-
bility as possible from its subjects and try to make them completely irresolute, as
much like animals and as completely sensual as possible, like the satyrs and
fauns. Crudeness combined with wickedness and baseness awakens only loathing
and disgust, and can thus never be the subject of poetic humor. These traits
become such only through the complete elimination of the human element and a
total reversal in which they appear purely comical without insulting our feeling,
and in which, on the other hand, they most deeply denigrate the subject.

This completes the circle of the rational epic forms. We must now speak yet
about the modern or romantic epic, and foliow it through its particular variations.

Since the contrast between antiquity and the romantic, as far as possible, was
already presented earlier in general terms, and since modern forms always more
or less maintain the irrational element, [ believe it best to proceed for the most
part historically regarding the romantic epic, thereby emphasizing both the con-
trasts and agreements between it and the epic of antiquity.

Commensurate with my intention of characterizing poesy also in its most
noteworthy individuals, let me begin straightaway with Ariosto,'*" since first and
foremost there can be no doubt that he composed the most genuine modern epic.
His predecessors — Boiardo'”' particularly among others — cannot be considered,
since, although they were on the right track, they nonetheless did not achieve
excellence in this area and remained boring and bombastic. Tasso's Gerusalemme
Liberata"> on the model of Ariosto is much more the appearance of a beautiful
soul striving for purity than objective poetry. and only the completely restricted
elements in it—the chaste, Catholic elements—are noteworthy. Hardly any
Frenchman would want us to mention the Henriade.'* The Portuguese have a
poem —the Lusiade by Camoéns,'>* with which 1 am not familiar.

Ariosto moves about in an extremely familiar mythological world. The court
of Charlemagne is the Olympus of Jupiter of the age of chivalry. The sagas of the
twelve Paladins are and were known everywhere and belong collectively 1o all
more cultivated nations, the Spaniards, Italians, French, Germans, English. The
element of the miraculous had spread from Christianity and had in combination
with the bravery of the later age ignited itself into the flame of a romantic world.
On this fortunate ground the poet could now rule as he wished, invent anew,
embellish. All means stood at his disposal: bravery, love, magic, and to all this
also the contrast of the Orient and the Occident and of the various religions.

R R,
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Just as the individual or subject emerges on the whole more in the modern
world, so also in the epic, such that it lost the absolute objectivity of the epic of
antiquity and is comparable to it only as its complete negation. Ariosto, too,
modified his subject matter to suit himself by giving it a healthy admixture of
reflection and mischievousness. Since a main characteristic of the romantic as
such resides in the admixture of seriousness and jest, we must grant him the
former, since, in its own turn, his roguishness, so to speak, takes the place of the
lack of concern and nonparticipation of the poet in the epic. He thereby makes
himself lord of his object. His poem adheres most closely to the concept of the
epic of antiguity in that it has neither a definite beginning nor a definite end. It is
an excerpt from his world, one that just as conceivably could have begun carlier
as ended later. (This has earned him the criticism of uninformed art cnfics in
comparison with the artificial composition of Tasso. In the latter case everything,
indeed, is cut more regularly such that one is never in danger of getting lost.
Ariosto’s poem is like a garden labyrinth in which one gladly gets lost and yet has
no fear.) Another reference point is that the protagonist is not emphasized alone
and is often completely removed from the stage, or rather, that there is in general
a plurality of protagonists. The story of one hero, followed through all his catas-
trophes such as in Wieland’s Oberon,'* for example, is—if we are to preserve
even a modicum of purity within this genre-—merely a romaniic. often sentimen-
tal biography in verse form, and thus neither a true epic nor a genuine novel
(which must be written in prose).

The concept of the miraculous, as already noted, is a new addition to the epic,
for even if Aristotle speaks about the Qavpaortér | extraordinary, miraculous,
amazing”' — Trans.] of the Homeric epic, he intends a completely different mean-
ing than the modern element of the miraculous, namely, in the larger sense
merely the extraordinary (more about this in our discussion of drama). There is
no miraculous element in Homer, but rather nothing but the natural, since even
his gods are natural. Poesy and prose show themselves in battle in the miracu-
lous. Things are miraculous only juxtaposed with prose and in a divided world.
In Homer, if you will, everything. yet for just that reason nothing. is miraculous.
Only Ariosto has really understood well how to transform the miraculous into
something natural by means of his own lightness and facility, and his irony and
often completely unembellished presentation. Indeed, he is probably less likely
to be equaled in precisely those passages narrated with complete dryness. In the
transition from those passages to others, however, a transition over which he
pours all the grace and finery of his rich fantasy, those contrasts and mixtures of
subject matter are painted that are necessary in the romantic poem —and one can
say in the strictest sense that they are painted, since everything about him is
living color, a2 moving, impetuous painting in which the outlines sometimes dis-
appear entirely, sometimes emerge in stark emphasis. This painting appears
increasingly like a colorful aggregaie of parts of a whole, and not, even consid-
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ered within its own partial and limited sphere, like a painting in which a thor-
oughgoing constancy expresses itself.

Strictly speaking, Ariosto has made only a national and mildly intended
attempt here, particularly if one compares him io the higher idea of an—albeit
modern —epic, one that, unlike the Homeric epic, is no longer composed by one
age and onc people, buf rather necessarily by an individual. Such an epic must
always have a different character and render the elements of antiquity and objec-
tivity differently. Yet the charm of a bright understanding and an inexhaustible
richness of eagerness and mood extinguishes the element of particularity in this
poem. There is no unnecessary accumulation in Ariosto;'* the noble features are
pleasingly distributed and support the airy edifice like columns. Angelica is the
beautiful Helen, the discord among the Paladins for her the Trojan War. Orlando
steps onfo the stage as seldom as does Achilles. Neither is a character corre-
sponding to Paris absent. who without great merit and worthiness is able to carry
the beautiful woman away, namely, the well-known Meda. Of course, this paral-
lel 15 not intended too seriously. The most beautiful figure of the poet, conceived
completely romantically and with complete delicacy, is Bradamant, who takes up
arms and sets out on adventures for her beloved. Bravery constitutes the mirac-
ulous element in her, love the natural element, and thus a pleasing charm pre-
dominates. She is also a Christian, whereas bravery is shown with more mascu-
line qualities in a different female figure from the Orient. Orlando and Rinaldo
also constitute a stark contrast between the cultivated and uncultivated. In the sea
of episodes (to mention them here) and chance encounters, the various characters
disappear and then reappear, always recognizable and individuated. The episodes
here are the novellas that the poet has interwoven as did Cervantes in his own
novel. They display both extremely touching and pathetic as well as audacious
content, whereby the poet always departs as if nothing had happened. If he does
add an element of reflection, he never does so in a lingering fashion, but rather
such that things immediately move forward again and a new horizon appears.

The regularity and identity of the spirit of this poetic genre are also expressed
externally by the most identical meter of modernity: the stanza. To abandon it, as
does Wieland, means to abandon the form of the romantic epic itself.

The characteristics of the romantic epic or courtly poem provided by this pre-
sentation of Ariosto suftice to show both its difference and contrast to the epic of
antiguity. We can describe its essence in the following way. [t is epic by virtue of
its subject matter, that is, the subject matter is more or less universal. By virtue
of its form, however, it is subjective in that the individuality of the poet plays a
much greater role, not only in that he constantly accompanies the narrated event
with reflection, but also in the organization of the whole, which does not really
develop from within the object itselt. Since such organization is actually the
product of the poet himself, and not of the object. it allows vs to admire no other
beauty save that of free choice or even caprice. In and for itself the romantic-epic
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content resembles a wild, overgrown forest full of strange beings, a labyrinth in
which there is no guiding thread other than the mischievousness and mood of the
poet. This alone shows us that the romantic epic is neither the highest nor the
only type in which this particular genre (namely, the epic) can exist in the
modern world.

The romantic epic has an opposite within its own genre. If, namely. it is
indeed universal as regards subject matier but individual as regards form, then
from the outset we can expect a second corresponding genre in which a univer-
sally more valid and, as it were, more indifferent portrayal is attempted on a par-
tial or more restricted subject matter. This genre is the novel, and by designating
this its position we simultaneously determine its nature as well.

One can, io be sure, call the content of the romantic epic only relatively uni-
versal, since it atways requires of the subject that he transport himself into a
world of fantasy, something the epic of antiquity never does. Yet for just this
reasan as well, since the subject matter requires something of the subject —faith,
enthusiasm, the mood of fantasy — the poet must also add something of his own.
Through his portrayal he takes away from the subject matter from one perspective
what from another it may already possess in the way of universality, He exempts
himself from this necessity and comes closer to an objective portrayal only by
renouncing the universality of subject matter and seeking it in the form.

The entire mythology of the courtly poem is based on the miraculous, that is,
on a divided world. This division necessarily enters into the portrayal, since in
order to allow the miraculous as such to appear the poet must himself be in that
world where the miraculous does indeed appear as the miraculous. Hence, if the
poet wants to become truly identical with his subject matter and surrender him-
self 10 it undividedly, there is no other way to do this than for the individual him-
self, as is the case in the modern world as such, to enter into the medium itself
and put down the yield of one life and spirit in creations that, the higher they
stand, the more they acquire the power of a mythology. This is the origin of the
novel. and | do pot hesitate to rank it in this respect above the courtly poem,
though admittedly only the fewest works bearing this name have achieved that
objectivity of form by virtue of which they stand even closer to the actual epic
than does the courtly poem.

This express restriction that the novel be objective or universally valid only
through the form of its portrayal already indicates the only parameters within
which it can approach the epic. According to its own nature, the epic encom-
passes unrestricted action; it does not really begin, and could continue endlessly.
The novel. as stated. is restricted through its object, and thereby resembles more
the drama, which is a limited and self-enclosed action. In this respect one might
describe the novel as a mixture of the epic and drama such, namely, that it shares

the characteristics of both genres. Here, too, the whole of modern art shows itself
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to be more similar to painting and to the realm of colors, whereas in contrast the
plastic age or realm of forms strictly separated things from one another.

Muodern art does not possess for the objective form of portrayal a poetic meter
that is as even and that floats between opposites as well as does the hexameter of
the art of antiquity. All its poetic meters individualize themselves more strongly
and restrict themselves more to a certain tone, color, mood, and so on. The most
even of contemporary verse forms is the stanza; yet even it does not possess the
appearance of immediate inspiration and dependence on the progress of the
object itself characteristic of the hexameter, if for no other reason than that it is an
irregular meter and divides itself into strophes. This causes it to appear in general
more artificial and more like the work of the poet than like the form of the object.
Hence, the novel seeking to achieve the objectivity of the epic as regards form,
yet with more restricted subject matter, has no other choice than prose, which is
the highest indifference. Yet this implies prose in its highest perfection, where it
is accompanied by a quiet rhythm and an ordered periodic structure, one which,
to be sure, does not command the ear like rhythmic meter, but which on the other
hand displays no trace of coercion and thus requires the more careful cultivation.
A person who cannot perceive this prosaic rhythm in Don Quixore and Wilhelm
Meister'™ can, quite frankly, not learn it either. Like epic diction, this prose or
rather this style of novel is allowed to linger, to expand, and not to overlook even
the smallest detail in its proper place. Neither, however, is it allowed to lose itself
in embellishment, particularly not in mere verbal ornamentation, since this gen-
erates the unbearable condition bordering directly on so-called poetic prose.

Since the novel cannot be dramatic and vet on the other hand must seek the
objectivity of the epic in the form of portrayal, the most beautiful and suitable
form of the novel is necessarily the narrative. A novel in letters consists in noth-
ing but lyrical parts that — within the whole — transform themselves into dramatic
parts, and the epic character is lost.

Since the novel should resemble the epic as far as possible in the form of por-
trayal, and vet a limited object actually constitutes the subject matter, the poet
must replace the epic universality by a relatively greater indifference toward the
main object or the protagonist than that exercised by the epic poet. Hence, he is
not allowed to bind himself too strictly to the protagenist, and even less to subject
everything in the book to him. Since the limited elements are only chosen in
order to manifest the absolute in the form of the portrayal, the protagonist must,
in a sense, already by nature be more symbolic than personal and be taken as
such in the novel as well, such that everything lightly connect with him and he be
the collective name or belt around the full garb.

The indifference even may go so far as to turn into irony toward the protago-
nist, since irony is the only form in which that which goes out from the subject —
or must go out—can detach itself from him most distinctly and become objec-
tive. In this respect, then, imperfection can in no way harm the protagonist. In
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contrast, pretended perfection will destroy the novel. This recalls what Goethe,
with particular irony, places into the mouth of the hero himself in Wilhelm
Meister concerning the retarding power of the protagonist.'™ Since, namely, on
the one hand the novel possesses the necessary inclination toward the dramaiic,
and yet on the other should linger as does the epic, it must place this energy mod-
erating the impetuous course of action into the object itself, namely, into the pro-
tagonist. When in the same passage of Wilhelm Meister Goethe says that in the
novel primarily disposition or attitudes and events should be presented, in the
drama characters and deeds, he is referring to the same thing.">” Attitudes can
also obtain for only a certain time and place, and are more changeable than the
character. The character presses more immediately than attitudes toward action
and toward the end, and the deed is more decisive than events, just as it comes
from the decisive and strong character and in both good and bad demands a cer-
tain perfection or completeness of that character. Yet this admittedly does not
imply a total negation of active power in the protagonist, and the most perfect
combination will always remain that which is successfully rendered in Don Qui-
xote: the deed emerging from the character becomes an event for the protagonist
through the encounter and the circumstances.

The novel should be a mirror of the world, or at least of the age, and thus
become a partial mythology.'® It should invite us to serene, calm observation
and everywhere maintain an even level of participation. Each of his parts, every
word, should be equally golden, as if composed in an mternal, higher poetic
meter, since it lacks an external one. For this reason it can be only the fruit of a
completely mature spirit, just as the ancient tradition always portrays Homer as
an old man. I is in a manner of speaking the final cleansing of the spirit whereby
it returns into itself and transforms its life and cultivation again into blossom. It
is the fruit, yet crowned with blossoms.

In stimulating everything in human beings the novel should also set their pas-
sions into motion. The highest element of the tragic is allowed, as is the comic,
and the poet must only remain untouched by both.

We remarked earlier that the element of chance is permitied in the epic. The
novel is allowed to employ such devices even more and to introduce surprise,
entanglement, and chance, as long as chance does not rule alone, in which case
a capricious, one-sided principle replaces the true image of life. On the other
hand, even if the novel can borrow from the epic that fortuitousness of events,
nonetheless the principle of fate that is introduced through its inclination to the
dramatic is similarly too one-sided and o harsh for the more comprehensive and
pleasant nature of the novel. Insofar as character is also a necessity that can prove
fateful for a person, in the novel character and chance must play into each other’s
hands. In this juxtaposition of both we see particularly the wisdom and inven-
tiveness of the poet reveal themselves.

CONSTRUCTION OF THE FORMS OF ART (1 233

Since the novel, in a manner appropriate to its kinship with the drama, is
based more on contrasts than is the epic, it must employ these contrasts for irony
and for a picaresque portrayal. Such is the tableau in Don Quixote, where Qui-
xote and Cardenio are sitting across from one another in the forest conversing
reasonably until the madness of the one stimulates that of the other. In gencral\.
the novel may strive for the picaresque, for this is how one can designate in a
general sense what is actually a kind of dramatic and merely fleeting manifesta-
tion. It goes without saying that it should always possess intrinsic value in its
content, and a reference to disposition or feelings, to customs, peoples, events.
In this sense, what can be more picaresque than Marcela’s appearance in Don
Quixote on the pinnacle of the cliff at whose base the shepherd is buried whom
love for her has killed?'®!

When the basis or ground of the poetry itself is not favorable to such devel-
opment, the poet must create it himself, as Goethe does in Withelm Meister.
Mignon. the harpist, and the household of the uncle are his work alone.'®?
Everything custom offers in the way of romantic elements must be extracted, and
the adventurous must not be avoided as soon as it can serve the symbolism of the
piece. Common reality should be portrayed only in order to serve irony or some
specific contrast,

The position of events themselves is another mystery of art. They must be
distributed wisely, and even if toward the end the river becomes wider, and the
entire splendor of the conception unfolds, events themselves should nowhere
press, crowd, or rush. The so-called episodes either must be an essential part of
the whole and organically structured with it (sperata),'® and not merely attached
in order to prompt this or that event, or they must be inserted totally indepen-
dently as novellas, a procedure fo which nothing can be objected.

(Since we cannot examine all these subtypes individually, let me mention in
passing that the novella is actually a novel siructured toward the lyrical side,
much like what the elegy is in relationship to the epic, a story for the symbolic
portrayal of a subjective condition, a particular truth, or a peculiar t‘celirn_g.)

Everyihing in the novel must be progressively ordered around a flexibie
core —a center that neither devours everything nor pulls everything violently into
HS voriex.

These few characteristics illuminate what the novel may not be, taken in the
highest sense. It may not be a sampler of virtues and vices; nor may it be the
psychological preparation of an individual person’s feelings or disposition that
might be preserved on a shelf. No violent passion should greet us ai the outset
and sweep us away through all its stations, a passion that finally leaves the reader
stunned al the end of a path he would not want to traverse again at any cost. The
novel should also be a mirror of the general course of human affairs and of life,
and thus pot merely a partial moralistic painiing where we are never taken
heyond the narrow horizon of the social circumstances of even the largest city or
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of a people of restricted customs, not to speak of the endless, even worse stages
of circumstances sinking even deeper.

It follows naturally from this that almost the entirety of what one calls
novels — as Falstaff calls his militia fodder for powder'®* —is fodder for human
hunger, the hunger for material deception and for the insatiable gullet of spiritual
emptiness and of empty time seeking to be killed.

It is not too much to assert that until now there have been only two novels,
namely, Don Quixote by Cervantes and Wilhelm Meister by Goethe, the former
belonging to the most splendid, the latter to the most solid nation. Don Quixote
should mot be judged according to the earliest German translations, where its
poesy has been destroyed and the organic structure ruined. One need only think
of Don Quixote to see the implications of the concept of a mythology created by
the genius of an individual. Don Quixote and Sancho Panza are mythological per-
sons extending across the entire cultivated earth, just as the story of the wind-
mills and so on are true myths or mythological sagas. What in the restricted con-
ception of an inferior spirit would have appeared intended only as a satire of a
certain foolishness, this poet has transformed by the most fortunate of inventions
into the most universal, meaningful, and picaresque image of life. That this one
invention runs through the whole, and then appears varied only in the richest
fashion, fragmentation being visible nowhere along the way, lends it a particu-
larly superb overall character. In the meantime, however, the whole does coniain
an obvious and extremely decisive contrast, and it would be neither completely
inappropriate nor completely untrue to call the two halves the fliad and Odyssey
of the novel. The theme on the whole is the struggle between the real and the
ideal. In the first half of the work the ideal is treated only naturally-realistically,
that is, the ideal of the protagonist encounters only the common world and
common movements in that world. In the other part it is then mysticized; that is,
the world with which it comes into conflici is itself an ideal one, and not the
usual, common world; similarly, the island of Calypso in the Odyssey is. as it
were, a more fictional world than that in which the fliad moves. Just as here
Circe appears, so in Don Quixote the Duchess, who has everything in common
with her except beauty. This mystification is, to be sure, taken so far as to be
painful, indeed crude, such that the ideal element in the person of the protago-
nist— since this element has become distorted —succumbs in total fatigue. In
contrast, it shows itself within the whole of the composition as totally trium-
phant, and in this part, too, it is triumphant through the express baseness of the
opposition.

Hence, the novel of Cervantes is based on an extremely imperfect, indeed daft
protagonist, yet one who is simultancously of such noble nature, and who—as
long as the one point is not touched —displays so much superior understanding
that no outrage can actually disgrace him. The most wonderful and rich fabric
was then attached to this mixture (in Don Quixore), one that offers consistent
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enjoyment and attunes the soul to the most serene reflection as attractively in the
first moment as in the last. The necessary accompaniment of the hero, t%zuncly,
Sancho Panza, is, in a sense, a perpetual holiday for the spirit. An inexhaustible
source of irony is opened and pours itself out in daring games. The ground upon
which the whole takes place collected at that time all the romantic principles
extant in Europe and combined them with the splendor of gregarious life. In this
the Spaniard found himself in thousandfold more favorable conditions than the
Geriman poet. He had the shepherds living in the open fields, a knightly nobility,
the people of the Moors, the near coast of Africa, the background of the events of
the age and of the campaigns against the pirates, and, finally, a nation in which
poesy is popular—even picturesque costumes, and for the common element the
mule drivers and the Baccalaureus of Salar. Nevertheless, the poet allows his
delightful occurrences to develop from events that are not national but rather
completely universal, such as the encounter involving galley slaves, a marionette
player, and a lion in a cage. The innkeeper whom Don Quixote selects as his
casiellan, and the beautiful Maritornes are at home everywhere. Love, on the
other hand, always appears in the unique romantic surroundings he found in his
own age, and the entire novel takes place under the open sky and in the warm air
of his own climate and amid that heightened southern color.

Antiquity praised Homer as the most fortunate creator; modernity justifiably
praises Cervantes.

What here one divine creation was able to execute and create from one mold,
the German bad to produce and create under totally unfavorable, fragmented cir-
cumstances by means of an enormous power of thought and depth of understand-
ing. The design itself appears less powerful, the means more paliry, yet the
power of concepiion holding the whole together is truly immeasurable.

In Wilhelm Meister, too, we see the struggle between the ideal and the real
that 1s virtually unavoidable in any more comprehensive portraval, a struggle
characteristic of our world that has stepped out of identity. Only here it is not one
and the same struggle, one that continually renews itself in different forms such
as in Don Quixote, but rather a variously broken and more dispersed struggle.
Hence, the opposition within the whole is milder, the irony quieter, and the influ-
ence of the age itself necessitates that everything must have a practical ending.
The protagonist promises much and many things; he appears destined to be an
artist, but he loses this false conception, since through the four volumes he
appears or is treated continually not as a master, as his name implies, but as a
pupil. He remains a likeable, gregarious character who makes contacts easily and
is always attractive. To that extent he is a fortunate center for the whole and con-
stitutes an enticing foreground. The background reveals itself toward the end and
displays an infinite perspective on all the wisdom of life behind a kind of iliusory
game, for the secret society is actually nothing other than precisely this, and it
dissolves itself at just ihe moment it becomes visible. Only the mystery of the
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appreaticeship itself articulates this wisdom: namely, only he who has recognized
his own destiny is a master. This idea is clothed with such fullness and richness
of independent life that it nowhere unveils itself as the dominant concept or the
concepiual purpose of the poetry. Everything from local customs that could be
employed romantically in any way has been used: itinerant actors, the theater in
general —which takes up that element of irregularity banned from the social
world —an army led by a prince, even tightrope walkers and a band of robbers.
Wherever custom and fortuitousness — the latter having to be modified according
to the former — no longer sufficed, the romantic element was placed into the char-
acters themselves, from the free and charming Philine all the way up to the
noblest style in Mignon, through whom the poet reveals himself in a creation in
which the most profound inwardness of spirit and strength of imagination partic-
ipate equally. The splendor of the creative artist resides in this wondertul being
and in the story of her family —in the tragic novella of the sperata. The wisdom
of life seems almost small by comparison, and vet in his artistic wisdom he
placed no more emphasis on this episode than on any other part of the book. One
might say that these characters, too, merely fulfilled their destiny and served
their daemon.

What the coloring of the novel as a whole lacks as a result of the dearth of the
age and the environment must be placed into the individual characters. This 1s the
primary secret of the composition of Wilkelm Meister. The poet exercised this
power to such an extent that even the most common characters — for example, old
Barbara-—acquire a momentary, miraculous elevation in which they utter genu-
inely tragic words, words before which the protagonist of the story himself seems
io pale.

What Cervantes had to invent only once, the German poet had to invent
repeatedly; he had to create a new path at every step under extremely unfavorable
circumstances. Furthermore, since the adversity of the circumstances prevented
his creations from displaying any of the more pleasant qualities inherent in those
of Cervantes, he carries his intention even deeper and replaces this external defi-
ciency through the inner power of inventiveness itself. Here his structure is orga-
nized with eminent artistic ingenuity; both the leaf and the blossom are equally
prefigured in the first seed, and from the outset he neglects not the sinallest cir-
cumstance, which surprisingly reappears later.

Besides the novel itself in its most perfect form, insofar as with a certain lim-
ited content it acquires the universality of the epic through its form, one must also
recognize romantic books in general. Let me point them out here: not the novel-
las and fairy tales, works that exist in and for themselves as genuine myths (in the
immortal novelias of Boccaccio) out of a real or fantastic realm, and that simi-
larly move about in the external element of rhythmic prose; I mean raiher other
excellent works of a mixed nature, such as the Persiles of Cervantes, the Fiam-
mette of Boccaccio, and, in any case, The Sorrows of Young Werther. 155 The
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latter, by the way. belongs completely to Goethe’s youthful period and constitutes
the misdirected attempt of that poesy reborn in Goethe. It is a lyrical-passionate
poem of great material energy, though the scenery resides completely in the inte-
rior and only in disposition.

As far as the much-praised English novels are concerned, 1 consider Tom
Jones o be a tableau not of the world, but rather of morals, one executed with
coarse colors where even the moral contrast between a totally base hypocrite and
a healthy, sincere young man is rendered somewhat crudely and with only
mimical talent, yet without any romantic or delicate constituent parts, In the
navels Pamela and Grandison, Richardson is little more than a moralistic writer.
In Clarissa he displays a truly objective gift for portrayal, though entangled in
pedaniry and diffuseness. The Vicar of Wakeficld, though not romantic, is objec-
tive and universally valid somewhat in the fashion of an idyll.'*

(Mention of the romance and ballad, whose characteristics are not sharply dif-
ferentiated, though one can view the former as the more subjective, the latter as
the more objective form.)'®’

We have now traversed the circle of epic forms to the extent that they are pos-
sible in the spint of modern and romantic poesy. The question remaing concern-
ing the possibility of the epic form of antiquity for the poets of the present age.
We have already spoken about the unsuccessful atiempts of this sort. The first
thing the poet would seck would doubtlessly be subject matter capable in and for
itself of treatment in the epic fashion of antiquity. Either he could choose material
from antiguity itself that would then attach itself to the epic whele of the Greeks
or at least be part of the sphere of epic mythology, or he would have to choose
confemporary subject matter. It would be impossible 1o choose it from history
because (1) whatever is extracied epically from history will always appear merely
fortuitously extracted, and (2) the motives, habits, and customs belonging to his-
tory would necessarily have to be modern, as if a poet were to treat the history of
the Crusades in the epic fashion of antiquity.

Perhaps the likeliest choice for epic subject matter would be the boundary
between antiquity and modernity, since through such a contrast with paganism
itself Christianity would acquire a higher coloring and might even assume the
appearance that in the Odyssey the mythical element of the customs of peoples,
for example, and the miraculous element of some countries or istands had. Ina
word, in such juxtaposition Christianity would be most capable of undergoing
genuinely objective treatment. One would not be able to view such an epic as a
mere study according to the principles of antiguity; it would be capable of an
indigenous and unique energy and color. Yet aside from this one moment of time,
which itself constitutes the turning point from the old to the new, in all of later
history probably no other universally valid event or occurrence capable of epic
portrayal can be found, Like the Trojan War, besides being universal it would
have to be simultaneously national and communal in a larger sense, since more
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than all others the epic poet must strive to be the most popular, and popularity can
be found only in living truth and in verification through custom and tradition.
The action itself would also have to be capable of thoroughness in the treatment
of details of the narrative, something that is part of the epic style. Yet it is
extremely unlikely that material can be found in the contemporary world fulfill-
ing these conditions, and least of all which might correspond to the last require-
ment, since in wars, for example, the personality is, as it were, suspended, and
only the masses are active. Epic attempts with contemporary subject matter in
and for themselves thus would be directed more toward the world of the Odyssey
than of the Hliad; yet even there one could find archaic customs and a world such
as that required for epic development, clarity, and simplicity. only in restricted
spheres (such as in Voss's Luise). Yet the epic poem would thereby assume more
the nature of the idyll if the poet could not find a way to draw the universality of
a great occurrence into this restrictedness. This has happened in Goethe's Her-
mann and Dorothea in such a way that in spite of the limitation imposed by the
subject matter itself one must atiribute to this poem a certain degree of epic char-
acter. whereas Vass himself has characterized his Luise more as an idyll, as a
painting. namely, more as a portrayal of serenity than as that of progressing
action. The poem by Goethe thus solves one problem of contemporary poesy and
opens the way to further attempts of this sort. It would not be inconceivable, if
such attempts would only attach themselves from the outset to a definitely struc-
tured core, that out of the singularity of such attempts a common whole might
even emerge subsequently through a synthesis or expansion such as that practiced
with the Homeric songs. Yet even a totality of such smaller epic wholes would
never achieve the true idea of the epic that the modern world thus necessarily
lacks as the inner identity of culiure and the identity of the condition from which
it has emerged. Hence, we must conclude these reflections on the epic with the
same view with which we concluded those on mythology, namely, that the
Homeros'™ who in the art of antiquity was the first, will be the final one in
modern art and will complete the ultimate destiny and calling of that art.

This result cannot defeat partial attempts to anticipate the Homeros for a cer-
tain time, though the only condition under which genuine attempts of this kind
become possible is that one not lose sight of the basic characteristic of the epic:
universality: that is, the transformation of everything dispersed in time, and yet
decisively present, into a common identity. For the culture of the contemporary
world, however, science, religion, and even art itself possess no less universal
reference and significance than does history, and the true epic for the modern age

would have to consist in the indissoluble mixture of just these elements. Each of

these elements comes to the aid of the other, and whatever is incapable of epic
treatment in and for itself becomes capabie through something else; something at
least totally and thoroughly unique would have to be the fruit of this mutual per-
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meation before that which is completely and thoroughly universally valid can
emerge.

One attempt of this kind began the history of modern poesy: the Divine
Comedy of Dante. It stands incomprehensible and misunderstood because in the
subsequent period 1t remained singular and alone. That is, from that particular
identity characterizing this poem, poesy and general culture scattered and dissi-
pated themselves in so many directions that it was universally valid only through
the symbolic element of form, yet at the same time became one-sided through the
exclusion of so many other impulses in contemporary culture.

The Divine Comedy of Dante is so self-enclosed that the theory absiracted
from the other genres is totally inadequate for it. It requires its own theory, con-
stitutes its own genre, and is a world unto itself. [t designates a level that accord-
ing to the measure of the remaining circumstances subsequent poesy did not
achieve again. I do not conceal my own conviction that this poem, as much as has
been said regarding it that is admittedly partially true, nonetheless has not yei
been recognized universally and in its truly symbolic significance, and that there
exists yet no theory or construction of this poem. For this reason alone it is
worthy of a completely unigue investigation. [t cannot be compared to anything
else or subsumed under any of the other genres. It ts not an epic, it is not a didac-
tic poem, it s not a novel in the real sense, it is not even a comedy or drama such
as Dante himself called it. It is the most indissoluble mixture, the most complete
interpenetration of everything. It is the most universal representative of modern
poesy not as this individual poem (for to that exient this poem, too, adapts itself
to time), but rather as a genre per se, not an individval poem, but rather the poem
of all poems, the poesy of modern poesy itself.

This is the reason why | make the Divine Comedy of Dante the object of a
special presentation and do not subsume it under any other genre, but construe it
rather as a genre in and for itself.'®

Dante in Relation to Philosophy

Those who love the past more than the present will not be disappointed when we
now turn our attention from the not always rewarding view of the latter toward a
distant monument to the combination of philosophy and poesy, the works of
Dante, which long have been cloaked with the sacredness of antiquity.

For the time being | claim no other justification for the place these consider-
ations occupy than that the poem to which they refer is one of the most notewor-
thy problems of the philosophical and historical construction of art. What follows
will show that the investigation itself encompasses a far more general investiga-
tion concerning the circumsiances of philosophy, and is of no less interest for
philosophy than for poesy, whose mutual fusion, one to which the entire present
age 18 inclined, requires equally definite conditions on both sides.
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in the holy of holies,

Where religion and poesy are one,
Dante stands as the high priest and initiates all of modern art into its destiny.
Representing not one merely individual poem, but rather the entire genre of
modern poesy, and itself a genre unto itself, the Divine Comedy stands so com-
pletely self-enclosed that any theory abstracted from more individual forms is
completely inadequate for it; as its own world it also reguires its own theory. Its
author gave it the predicate of divinity because it deals with theology and with
divine things. He called it a comedy according to the simplest concepts of the
latter and of the opposing genre, because of the terrible beginning and the happy
ending, and because the mixed nature of his poem, whose subject matter is some-
times more sublime, sometimes more base, also necessitated a mixed presenta-
tion.

Yet one easily sees that it cannot be called dramatic in the usual sense. Since it
does not present limited action. Insofar as Dante himself is viewed as the main
character, the one who serves merely as the link between the immeasurable series
of faces and tableaux and who is more passive than active, this poem resembles
the novel. Yet even this concept exhausts the poem as little as does the usual
understanding of the term epic, since in the objects of its portrayal there is no real
sequence of events. It is also impossible to view it as a didactic poem, since it is
written in @ much more unconditional form and with 2 much more unconditional
intention than that of instruction. Hence, it is nothing of all this in particular, and
is not really a combination, but is rather a completely unique, organic mixture of
all the elements of these genres, one incapable of being reproduced through
intentional art, an absolute individual comparable to nothing but itself.

The subject matter of the poem is in general the expressed identity within the
entire age of the poet, the interweaving of its events with the ideas of religion,
science, and poesy in the most eminent spirit of that century. Our intention is to
comprehend it, not in its immediate temporal references, but rather in its univer-
sality and archetypal quality for all of modern poesy.

The necessary law of modern poesy, up to that point in an indeterminable
future when the great epic of the modern age emerges as a self-enclosed totality,
an epic that until now has announced itself only rhapsodicaily and in individual
phenomena, is: that the individual structure into a whole that part of the world
revealed to him, and from the subject matter of his own age, its history and its
science, create his own mythology. Just as the old world generally was the world
of the collective, so the modern world is that of individuals. In the former the
universal is truly the particular; the collective functions as an individual. In the
latter the reverse is true: particularity is the point of departure, and it should
become universality. For that reason evervthing is enduring and immortal in the
former; number has, in a sense, no real power, since the universal concept coin-

CONSTRUCTION OF THE FORMS OF ART (] 24

cides with that of the individual. In the latter the enduring law is change and alter-
ation; it is not a closed circle encompassing its determinations, but rather one that
is to be expanded through individuality into the infinite. Because universality
belongs to the essence of poesy. the necessary requirement is that the individual
become universally valid again through the highest degree of uniqueness, and
absolute again through perfected particularity. Precisely through the absolutely
individual, incomparable quality of his poem Dante is the creator of modern art,
which cannot be conceived without this arbitrary necessity and necessary arbi-
trariness.

From the very beginnings of Greek poesy, in Homer, we see it cleanly sepa-
rated from science and philosophy, and we see this separation process continued
to the point of total antithesis between the poet and the philosopher, an antithesis
that tried in vain to effect harmony through an allegorical explanation of the
Homeric poems. In the contemporary age the science of poesy and mythology
was first, a mythology that cannot be mythology without being universal and
drawing all the elements of present culture — science, religion, art itself —into its
sphere and without connecting not only the sebject matter of the present but all
that of the past into a perfect unity. Since art requires the self-enclosed and lim-
ited, whereas the spirit of the world drives toward the unrestricted and tears down
every limitation with immutable steadfastness, the individual must step into this
conflict, employ absolute freedom, and try to extract enduring forms from this
mixture of the age. Within these arbitrarily drawn forms he must through abso-
lute individuality lend inner necessity and external universality to the structure of
his poesy.

Dante did this. Before him he had the subject maiter of the history of both the
present and the past. He could not work it into a pure epic, partly because of his
own nature, partly because there he would have excluded other aspects of the
culture of his time. The entirety of that culture also encompassed the astronomy,
the theology. and the philosophy of the age. He could net present these in a
didactic poem, since that too would limit him, and in order for his poem to be
universal, it simultaneously had to be historical. A completely arbitrary inven-
tion was needed emerging entirely from the individual in order to combine this
subject matter and structure it into one whole. It was impossible to present the
ideas of philosophy and theology in symbols, since no symbolic mythology was
available. Neither could he make his poem completely allegorical. since in that
case if could noi be historical. Hence, it had to be a completely unique combi-
nation of the allegorical and historical. Yet no alternative of this sort was avail-
able in the exemplary poesy ef antiguity, only an individual could effect this,
only absolutely free invention pursue it.

The poem of Dante is not allegorical in the sense that its figures merely mean
something different without existing independently of such meaning in and for
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themselves. On the other hand, none of them is independent of that meaning such
that it simultaneously would be the idea itself and more than merely an allegory
of it. His poem thus contains a totally unique medium between ailegory and sym-
bolic-objective configuration. There is no doubt, and the poet explains it himself
elsewhere. that Beatrice, for example, is an allegory, namely, of theology. The
same holds true of her companions and many other characters. Yet they also
count for something by themselves and enter as historical characters without for
that reason being symbols.

In this respect Dante is archetypal, since he has expressed what the modern
poet must do in order to present in a poetic whole the entirety of the history and
culture of his age, the only mythological subject matter available to him. With
absolute willfulness he must combine the allegorical and historical. He must be
allegorical, and indeed is even against his will, because he cannot be symbolic.
He must be historical, because he should be poetic. The invention or creation he
makes in this respect is singular every time, a world in and for itself, belonging
completely to the individual person.

The only German poem of universal design combines in a simikar fashion the
most exireme poles into the siriving of the age through the completely unique
invention of a partial mythology, the figure of Faust, although it can be called a
comedy in a far more Aristophanic sense and divine in another, more poetic sense
than the poem of Dante.

The energy with which the individual structures the particular mixture of
available subject matter of his age and of his own life determines the measure of
mythological power it receives. The characters of Dante acquire a kind of eter-
nity through the position into which he places them and which is eternal. Yet not
only the real elements he takes from the epoch, such as the story of Ugolino and
others, but also the things be invents completely, such as the end of Ulysses and
his companions, acquire genuinely mythological certainty within the coniext of
his poem.

It could only be of extremely secondary interest to present the philosophy,
physics, and astronomy of Dante i and for themselves, since his uniqueness
resides only in the manner of their fusion with the poesy itself. The Ptolemaic
cosmic system, which to a certain extent is the foundation of his poetic edifice,
already possesses its own mythological color. Yet when his philosophy in general
is characterized as Aristotelian, this implies not the purely peripatetic philosophy
but rather that combination, unique to that period, of the peripatetic with the
ideas of Platonic philosophy, as one could demonstrate in a great many excerpts
from his poem.

We do not wish to linger over the energy and richness of individual passages
or with the simplicity and infinite naiveté of particular images in which he
expresses his philosophical ideas. An example might be the well-known image of
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the soul that comes from the hands of God as a small girl who acts childishly,
whining and laughing, a simple little soul that knows nothing except that, moved
by its serene author, it gladly turns its attention to whatever pleases it. Let us
speak only of the universally symbolic form of the whole in whose absoluteness
we recognize the universality and eternity of this poem more than in anything
else about it.

If the combination of philosophy and poesy is conceived even in its most sub-
ordinate synthesis as a didactic poem, then since the poem should be without
external purpose. it is necessary that this intention (to instruct) itself be sus-
pended and transformed into an absoluteness such that it might appear to exist for
its own sake. This is conceivable, however, only if knowledge itself, as an image
of the universe and in the most perfect accord with that universe as the most
primal and beautiful poesy, is alrcady poetic in and for itself. Dante’s poem is a
much more sublime permeation of science and poesy, and hence its form, even in
its freer autonomy, must be all the more commensurate with a universal world-
view.

The division of the universe and the ordering of subject matter according to
the three realms —the fnferno, Purgatorio. and Paradiso—is a universally sym-
bolic form quite apart from the particular significance of these concepts in Chris-
tianity, so that one cannot see why every eminent epoch could not possess its own
divine comedy in the same form. Just as for contemporary drama the form of five
acts is accepted as customary, since every occurrence can be viewed in its begin-
ning, continuation, its culmination, inclination toward the end and actual ending,
so also that trichotomy of Dante is conceivable as a universal form for higher,
prophetic poesy that would express an entire age. The actual filling out of that
form would merely be infinitely different, just as it could be revivified ever anew
through the power of original invention. Yet not only as external form, but also as
the graphic expression of the inner model of all science and poesy, that form is
eternal and capable of encompassing the three great objects of science and cul-
ture: nature, history. and ari. Nature. as the birth of all things, is the eternal
night, and that unity through which these things exist in themselves; it is the aph-
elion of the universe, the locus of removal from God as the true center. Life and
history, whose nature is a gradual progression, are only purification, a transition
to an absolute condition. This condition, however. is present only in art, which
anticipates eternity and is the paradise of life and truly within the center.

Hence, when viewed from all sides. Dante’s poem 1s not the individual work
of a particular age or of a particular stage of culture, but is rather archetypal
through the umiversal validity it unites with the most absolute individuahty.
through the universality by virtue of which it excludes no aspect of life and cul-
ture, and finally through the form, which is not a particular model but rather the
general model of a view of the universe,
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The particular inner configuration of the poem cannot, of course. possess such
universal validity, since it is structured according io the concepts of the age and
according to the particular intentions of the poet. In contrast, as can be expected
from such an artistic and thoroughly deliberate work, the universal inner model is
also symbolized exiernally by the form, color, and tone of the three larger sec-
tions of the poem.

in view of the uncommon nature of his subject matter, Dante required for the
form of his creations in the more specific sense a kind of confirmation that only
the science of his age could give him, a science that for him functions as the
mythology and general foundation supporting the daring edifice of his creations.
Yet even within specifics he remains completely true to his intention of being
allegorical without ceasing to be historical and poetic. The inferno, Purgatorio,
and Faradiso are, in a sense, merely the concretely, architectonically rendered
system of theology. The measurements. numbers, and relationships he observes
internally here were prescribed by that science, and he intentionally renounced
free invention here in order through form to lend necessity and limitation to his
poem, a poem actually unrestricted in its subject matter. The universal sanctity
and the significance of numbers constitufe another external form upon which his
poesy bases itself. Hence, in the larger sense the entire logical and syllogistic
scholarship of his age is for himy merely form that must be added to the poem in
order to reach that particular region in which his poesy resides.

Nevertheless, in this turn to religious and scientific concepts as the mosi uni-
versally valid elements his age offered, Dante never sought a kind of common or
base poetic probability, but rather in precisely this turn suspends all intention to
flatter crude sensibility. His first entrance into Hell takes place just as it had to,
without any unpoetic attempt to motivate it or to make it comprehensible, and in
a condition similar to that of a face or countenance, without the intention of
making it responsible for that entrance. His elevation through the eves of Bea-
trice, through which divine energy is conducted to him, is expressed in a single
line: he transforms the miraculous nature of his own encounters directly into a
metaphor for the mysteries of religion, and confirms those encounters through
the yet higher mystery, as when he makes his assumption to the moop-—an
assumption resembling that of light through water—into an image of the incar-
nation of God.

It would be a science unto itself to portray the richness of this art and the pro-
fundity of the intentionality, penetrating all the way inio specifics, of the inner
construction of the three parts of the world. His own nation recognized this
shortly afier the death of the poet by establishing a university chair for Dante,
which Boecaccio was the first to occupy.

The individual creations of each of the three paris of the poem are not the only
elements allowing the universally significant gualities of the first form to mani-
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fest themselves: the law in guestion expresses itself even more clearly in the
inner, spiritual rhythm through which they are juxtaposed to one another. The
Inferno, just as it contains the most terrible of objects, is also the sirongest in
expression, the most austere in diction, and verbally the darkest and most dread-
ful. In one part of the Purgatorio a deep stiliness resides, since the laments of the
lower world go silent; on the heights, the antecourts of heaven, everything
becomes color. The Paradiso is a true music of the spheres.

The variety and diversity of the punishments in the fnferno have been con-
ceived with an almost unequaled inventiveness. There is always only a poetic
connection between transgressions and the torments. Dante’s spirit is not shocked
by the dreadful; indeed, he takes it to its extreme. Yet one could show in every
such instance that he never ceases to be sublime and accordingly truly beautiful,
for what some people have in part called base, people who are not in a position
1o comprehend the whole, s not really base at ali in that sense, but is rather a
necessary element within the mixed nature of the poem that prompted Dante to
call it a comedy. The hatred of the wicked, the rage of a divine disposition
expressed in Dante’s ternible composition are not the inheritance of base souls.
The usual presupposition, of course, is still quite doubtful, namely, that the exile
from Florence first spurred his serious and extraordinary spirit, which until then
had dedicated his poesy primarily only to love, o its highest creation, one in
which he exposed the entirety of his life and of the fate of his heart and fatherland
simultaneously with his accompanying displeasure. That vengeance, however,
that he displays in the fnferno, he displays as if in the name of the Last Judgment,
as an appointed judge with prophetic power. not out of personal hatred, but rather
with a pious soul roused to idignation by the horrors of the age and out of an
almost unknown love of his fatherland: he even portrays himself thus in a passage
from the Paradiso where he says:

Should it e’er come to pass that the sacred poem to which both heaven
and earth so have set hand, that it hath made me lean through many a
year,

should overcome the cruelty which doth bar me forth from the fair
sheepfold wherein | used to sleep. a lamb, foe to the wolves which war
upon it;

with changed voice now, and with changed fleece shall I return, a
poet, and at the font of my baptism shall 1 assume the chaplet.'™

He mitigates the horror of the torments of the damned through his own feeling,
which almost at the goal of so much misery so enraptures his eyes that he wants
to weep, and Virgil says to him: *'Why are you gazing stili?""'"’

We have already noted that most of the punishments in the fnferno are sym-
bolic of the transgressions they chastise; yet several of these are symbolic in a far
more general sense. Such is the nature in particular of the portrayal of a meta-
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morphosis where two natures transform themselves simultancously into and
through one another and. in a sense, exchange material. None of the metamor-
phoses of antiquity can compare to this one as regards pure invention, and if a
natural scientist or didactic poet were able to design equally powerful emblems or
symbols of the eternal metamorphosis of nature, he could consider himself for-
tunate indeed.

As already indicated, the fnferno differentiates itself from the other parts not
only according to the external form of presentation, but by constituting primarily
the realm of forms and accordingly the plastic part of the poem. One must rec-
ognize the Purgatorio as the picturesque part. Not only are the penances imposed
on sinners here treated in part quite graphically and often even with humor, but
particutarly the journey over the sacred hills of the place of penitence offers a
quick vasiation of transient perspectives, scenes, and various light effects. Fi-
nally, at the last boundaries. after the poet has arrived at'the river Lethe, the high-
est splendor of painting and color emerges in the descriptions of the divine and
ancient groves of the area, of the heavenly clarity of the water covered by their
eternal shadows, and of the maiden he encounters on its shores, and, finally. in
the arrival of Beatrice in a cloud of flowers, under a white veil, crowned with
olives, concealed in a green mantle, and clothed in the scarlet of living flame.

The poet has penetrated through the heart of the earth itself to light. In the
darkness of the underworld only form itself could be distinguished. In the Pur-
gatorio, light emerges still wedded to earthly matter and becomes color. In the
Paradiso, only the pure music of light remains; the reflex ceases, and the poet
elevates himself in stages to the vision of the colorless, pure substance of the
deity itself.'”>

The view of the cosmic system, a view still clothed in mythological dignity
during the age of the poet, and of the quality of the stars and of the measure of
their movements, is the foundation upon which his inventions in this part of the
poem are based. And if in this sphere of absoluteness he nonetheless allows gra-
dations and distinctions to take place, he suspends them again immediaiely
through the splendid words he has one of the sister souls speak whom he encoun-
ters on the moon: “*How everywhere in heaven is Paradise.”"!"”

It follows naturally from the design of the poem that precisely during the ele-
vation through paradise the highest propositions of theology are discussed. The
great reverence for this science is prefigured through his fove for Beatrice. It is
necessary to the degree the vision resolves itself into the purely universal element
that the poesy itself become music, form disappear, and in this respect the
Inferno appear as the more poetic part. Yet this does not require us to make indi-
vidual judgments, the particular excellence of each part is preserved and truly
discernible only through the congruity of the whole. [f the relationship between
the three parts within the whole is understood. one necessarily recognizes that the
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Paradiso is the purely musical and lyrical part, even in the intention of the poet,
who also indicates this in the external forms through the more frequent use of
Latin words from church hymns.

The admirable stature of this poem, which shines through in the interpenetra-
tion of all the elements of poesy and art, comes in this way to complete external
manifestation. This divine work is neither plastic, picturesque, nor musical, but
rather all this at once and in consonant harmony. It is neither dramatic, epic, nor
lyrical, but rather a completely unigue, singular, and incomparable combination
of them all.

1 believe I have shown simultancously that it is prophetic and prototypical for
the entirety of modern poesy. It encompasses all its conditions and determina-
tions and emerges from the vet variously combined material of those conditions
as the first growth elevating itself above the earth and expanding toward heaven,
the first fruit of the transfiguration. Those who wish to become acquainted with
the poesy of later periods, not according to superficial concepts, but rather at its
very source, should exercise their skills on this great and austere spirit in order to
know through which means the entirety of the modern period is encompassed.,
and to see that no lightly tied bonds unite it. Those who are not called to do this
should apply the words at the beginning of the first part to themselves: **Leave all

hope, ve that enter.”" '™

In the preceding discussions we have considered both the essence of the epic
poem and the various genres generated by its admixture with other forms. Epic
poetry as identity served as the point of departure for poesy, as the state of inno-
cence, as it were, in which everything is still together and unified that later exists
only in dispersion, or that only from a condition of dispersion can come back into
one of unity. In the course of development this identity flared into a conflict
within lyric poeiry, and only the ripest fruits of later development provided the
means by which unity itself became reconciled on a higher level with that con-
flict and both became one again within a more complete development. This
higher identity is drama, which by encompassing the characteristics of the other
two antithetical genres is the highest manifestation of the nature and essence of
all art.

The course of all natural development is so orderly that what according to the
idea is the final synthesis —the unification of all opposites into a totality —is also
the final manifestation in time.

We have, in our discussion of lyric and epic poetry, already demonstrated in 2
general fashion that the fundamental antithesis between the infinite and finite
expresses itself for art in the highest potence as the antithesis between necessity
and freedom. Poesy, however, must in any case —and especially in its highest
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forms — doubtlessly portray this opposition itself in its highest potence, and thus
as the opposition between necessity and freedom.

Although, as has been shown, this conflict does inhere within lyric poetry as
well, it does so as conflict and as resotution of the conflict only within the sub-
ject, and reverts into the subject. On the whole, Iyric poetry is thus characterized
primarily by freedom as such.

There 1s no conflict at all in epic poetry. Here necessity predominates as iden-
fity, except that, as already mentioned, since there is no real conflict, it can man-
ifest itself not as necessity to the extent that necessity is fate, but rather in identity
with freedom and even, to a certain extent, as chance. The epic poem is far more
concerned with success than with deed. That success prompts necessity or good
fortune to come fo the aid of freedom, and it executes what freedom is not able to
execute. Here necessity is thus in agreement with freedom without any differ-
ence. This is why the hero in the epic cannot end up unhappy without suspending
the very nature of this poetic genre. Achilles, if he is the main character in the
fliad, cannot be overcome, just as Hector canneot be the hero of the {liad precisely
because he is overcome. Acneas is an epic hero only as the conqueror of Latium
and founder of Rome.

If we were to maintain that identity or necessity is the predominating element
in the epic, one might object that necessity might demonstrate its power much
more persuasively by executing precisely what freedom does not want rather
than, in a reverse fashion, proving to be one with freedom and carrying out what
freedom begins. However, (1) necessity cannot appear atlied with freedom within
the epic without working against freedom from the other side. Achilles is not the
victor unless Hector succumbs. (2) If necessity appeared opposed to freedom in
the way suggested, that is, by seeking precisely what freedom opposes. the hero
would either succumb 1o necessiry or elevate himself above it. In the first case the
main character would succumb; in the second, freedom would prove its superi-
ority over necessity —which, however, is not supposed to be the case.

We can thus assume the following to obtain. Although conflict does inhere
within the lyric poem, it is merely subjective. There is never any real objective
conflict with necessity. In the epic poem only necessity predominates, yet it must
be one with the subject to the extent that if this were not the case, one of the two
possibilities just discussed would have 1o occur. Hence, misfortune, insofar as it
arises on the one side, must be countered by relatively good fortune on the other,

If according to these principles we now ask in a general fashion, with no par-
ticular form in mind, what the pature of that peem must be that, as the totality,
would be the synthesis of the two antithetical forms, the first characieristic
emerges immediately: a poem of this kind must contain an aciual and thus objec-
tive conflict between the two elements freedom and necessity, and must contain
it such that both appear as such,
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Hence, a poem of this kind will be able to portray neither a merely subjective
conflict nor the presence of pure necessity, necessity which o that extent is con-
genial to the subject and thus ceases to be necessity. Rather, it must poriray
necessity genuinely caught in a struggle with freedom, yet such that a balance
obtains between the two. The only guestion now is how this is possible.

A genuine conflict is present only when the possibility exists that either side
may win. Yet this appears to be unthinkable on both sides in the case at hand,
since neither of the two can really be overcome. Necessity cannot, for if it were,
it would not be necessity. Freedom cannot, for it is freedom precisely because it
cannot be overcome. Yet even if it were conceptually possible for the one or the
other to succumb, it would not be poetically possible since it would generate
absolute disharmony.

The possibility of freedom being overcome by necessity is a thoroughly repug-
nant thought; just as little, however, can we desire that necessity be overcome by
freedom, since this offers to us a vision of the highest anarchy. There thus re-
mains quite naturally no other alternative in this contradiction than that borh,
necessity and freedom, emerge from this struggle simultaneously as victorious
and vanquished, and accordingly eguaf in every respect. But precisely this is
doubtlessly the highest manifestation of art, namely, that freedom elevate itself to
a position of equity with necessity, and that necessity appear as the equal of free-
dom without the latter losing in significance in the process. For only within such
a relationship does that true and absolute indifference become objective, that
indifference inhering within the absolute itself and resting on equality in being
rather than on simultaneity in being. Freedom and necessity, like the finite and
the infinite, can become one only in a condition of equal absoluteness.

Since freedom and necessity are the highest expressions of that particular
antithesis upon which all art is based, the highest manifestation of art is thus the
one in which necessity is victorious without freedom succumbing, and in a re-
verse fashion in which freedom triumphs without necessity being overcome.

The question is now how this, too, is possibie.

Necessity and freedom, inasmuch as they are universal concepts, must in art
necessartly appear symbolically. Since only human nature is subjecied to neces-
sity on the one hand, vet capable of freedom on the other, both concepts must be
symbolized in and through that human nature, which itself must be represented
by individuals who—as just such natures in which freedom and necessity are
bound to one another — are called persons. Yet precisely in human nature, too, do
the conditions of possibility obtain for necessity to be victorious without freedom
succumbing, and in a reverse fashion for freedom to triumph without the course
of necessity being interrupied. For the same person who succumbs to necessity
can elevate himself above it through his disposition such that both —conquered
and victorious at the same time —are manifested in their highest indifference.
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In general, then, human nature is the only means of representation for that
relationship. One may weli ask, however, in which relationships human nature is
itself capable of demonstrating that power of freedom that, independent of neces-
sity, raises its own head victoriously at the same time necessity triumphs.

Freedom will be at one with necessity concerning all that is favorable or is in
accordance with the subject. Hence, in happiness freedom can appear neither in
genuine conflict nor as genuinely equal with necessity. It will become manifest as
such only when necessity imposes or inflicts misfortune, and freedom —elevat-
ing itself above this victory — freely accepts that misfortune to the extent that it is
necessary or inevitable. In this way it nonetheless equates itself as freedom with
necessity.

That highest manifestation of human nature through art will thus never be pos-
sible except where courage and greatness of character are victorious over misfor-
tune. and where out of the struggle that threatens to destroy the subject freedom
emerges as that absolute freedom for which there is no conflict.

But further: What will be the nature and form of the portraval of this elevation
of freedom to complete equality with necessity? The epic poem porirays pure
necessity, pure identity as such, which for that reason does not ifself appear as
necessity, since necessity is a concept determined solely by antithesis. Necessity,
however, is at one with itself and is constant, such that even the idea of neces-
sity — in that particular sense in which it predominates in the epic poem —as eter-
nally and evenly flowing identity, does not prompt any movement of the soul, but
rather leaves it completely calm. It moves the soul only where it encounters gen-
uine opposition. In the mode of portrayal we are presupposing, however, such
opposition is supposed to be manifest, and not merely subjectively — for then the
poem would be lyrical —but rather objectively. Yet neither should it be manifest
objectively as is the case in the epic poem such that the soul’s disposition remains
calm and unmoved. There is only one possible mode of portrayal in which what
is portrayed is just as objective as in the epic poem, and yet in which the subject
is just as moved as in the Iyric poem. It is that mode in which the action is not
portraved in the narrative, but rather is itself actually presented (the subjective is
portrayed objectively}. The presupposed genre that should be the final synthesis
of all poesy is thus drama.

Let us remain a moment with this opposition between drama—as action actu-
ally presented —and epic. If in the epic poem pure identity or necessity must pre-
dominate, then a narrator is necessary who by means of the equipoise of his nar-
ration himself continually calls one back from too great a participation in the

action of the characters, and who draws one’s attention to the simple element of

success. The same event that in an epic portrayal would leave behind only an
objective interest in that success would in a dramatic portrayal directly mix with
it the interest in the characters and thereby suspend the pure objectivity of per-
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ception. The narrator, by being unknown to the characters, not only precedes and
leads the audience in his moderate observation and attunes them to such obser-
vation by means of the narrative itself, he also takes the place of necessity, as it
were; since necessity cannof express its own purpose or goal, he guides the audi-
ence to it. Since in the dramatic poem. on the other hand. the natures of the two
antithetical genres are to be united, participation in the characters must be added
to that in the events themselves. Only through this association of events with the
participation in characters does that antecedent participation become action and
deed. Deeds, however, if they are to move the soul, must be seen — just as events,
if they are to leave the soul calmer, must be narrated. Deeds emerge at least in
part from internal conditions of reflection or of passion and so on, conditions
that, because they are essentially subjective, cannot be portrayed objectively
except to the extent that the subject in whom they occur is himself actually placed
before our eyes. Events allow internal states to appear less frequently and touch
upon them less by directing both the object itself as well as the spectator toward
the external.

As is readily evident, we have from the start deduced drama as tragedy, and to
that extent apparently have excluded the other form, namely, comedy. This was
necessary, since drama as such can emerge only from a genuine and actual con-
flict between freedom and necessity, difference and indifference. This says noth-
ing, admittedly, concerning on which side freedom, and on which side necessity
resides. The original and absolute manifestation of this conflict, however, is that
in which necessity is the objective, freedom the subjective element. This is the
state of affairs in tragedy. Tragedy is thus the first form, comedy the second,
since it arises as a result of a mere reversal of tragedy.

I will accordingly continue in the same way and construe tragedy according to
its essence and form. Most of what obtains for tragedy concerning form is also
true for comedy, and afterward we can specify with great precision what is al-
tered by a reversal of the essentials.

On Tragedy

The essence of rragedy is thus an actual and objective conflict beiween freedom
in the subject on the one hand, and necessity on the other, a conflict that does not
end such that one or the other succumbs, but rather such that both are manifested
in perfect indifference as simultaneously victorious and vanguished. We must
now determine more precisely than before just how this can be the case.

We remarked that only when necessity imposes misfortune can it genuinely
mantfest itself as being in conflict with freedom.

The question, however, is precisely just what the nature of that misfortune
must be in order to be appropriate to tragedy. Mere external misfortune cannot
possibly generate genuinely tragic conflict, since we insist in any case that a
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person elevate himself above external misfortune; should that person fail to do
this, we merely find him despicable. A hero who, fike Odysseus on his home-
ward journey, struggles against a series of unfortunate events and various hard-
ships may well awaken our admiration; we gladly follow him, but he holds no
tragic interest for us because the opposition can be overcome by means of a sim-
ilar power, namely, physical strength or intelligence and shrewdness. Yet even
misfortune against which no human help is possible — for example, incurable dis-
ease or loss of property —holds no tragic interest for us to the extent that it is
merely physical. For we consider the patient bearing of unchangeable misfortune
io be merely a subordinate effect of freedom. one that of itself does not transcend
the limitations of necessity.

In the Poetics,"” Aristotle presents the following cases of changes of fortune:
(1) A just person falls from a state of fortunc into one of misfortune. Aristotle
remarks guite rightly that this is neither terrible noy pitiable, but rather only hor-
rible and for that reason unsuitable as subject matter for tragedy. (2) An unjust
person moves from unfortunate to fortunate circumstances. This is the least
tragic case. (3} A highly unjust and wicked person is removed from fortunate
circumstances into misfortune. This configuration may indeed touch our love of
man, but it can evoke neither sympathy nor fright.

The only possibility is thus a case mediating between these. The subject of
tragedy is a person who is exceptional as regards neither virtue nor justice, and
who does not fall into misfortune as a result of wickedness or crime, but rather as
a result of error. The person to whom this happens is one who earlier stood in
fortunate circumstances and was held in high esteem, such as Oedipus. Thyestes,
and others. Aristotle adds that for this reason — since poets earlier brought a wide
variety of stories onto the stage—at that time, during his lifetime, the best trag-
edies limited themselves to a small number of families such as that of Oedipus,
Oresies, Thyestes. Telephus, and others who were brought into circumstances in
which they were to suffer greatly or cause others to suffer greaily.

Now, Aristotle considered tragedy —as he did poesy as such —more from the
perspective of understanding than from that of reason. Considered from the
former perspective, he did indeed describe the singularly highest instance of trag-
edy. That same instance, however, reveals a yet higher perspective in every single
case he presents, namely, that the tragic person is necessarily guilty of a trans-
gression (and the greater the guilt—like that of Oedipus— the more tragic and
involved it is). This is the highest possible misfortune: by fate to become guilty
without genuine guilt.

It is thus necessary that this guilt itself be necessity, and that it be contracted
not through error, as Aristotle says, but through the will of destiny and an
unavoidable fate, or by the vengeance of the gods. Such is the nature of Oedi-
pus’s guilt. An oracle discloses to Laius that fate has preordained he be slain by
the hand of his and Jocasta’s son. The son, scarcely born, is bound by the feet
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after three days and put out on an intraversable mountain range. A shepherd on
the mountain finds the child or receives it from the hands of a slave from ihe
house of Laius. He brings the child to the house of Polybus, the most respected
citizen of Corinth, where because of its swollen feet it receives the name Oedi-
pus. Upon becoming a youth. Oedipus is driven out of the house of his alleged
parents because of the insolence of someone who while drunk calls him a bastard
child. He questions the oracle in Deiphi concerning his lineage, and although he
receives no answer to that particular question, the pronouncement is made that
he will sieep with his mother, beget a hated line unbearable to other people, and
stay his own father. Having heard this, he bids Corinth farewell in order to avoid
his fate and decides to flee to a place so distant that he could never commit the
predicted transgressions. During his flight he encounters Laius without knowing
that it is Laius, the king of Thebes, and slays him in an argument. Along the way
0 Thebes he liberates the area from the monstrous Sphinx and enters the city
where the decision has been made that whoever would slay the Sphinx would
become king and receive Jocasta as his wife. Oedipus’s fate thus fulfills itself
unknown to him. He marries his mother and begets with her that unfortunate line
of sons and daughters.

The fate of Phaedra is similar, though not guite the same. Through the hatred
of Venus toward her family, ignited by Pasipha€, she is inflamed into love for
Hippolytus.

We thus see that the struggle between freedom and necessity actually obtains
only where the latter undermines the will itself, and freedom is thus attacked on
its own ground.

Instead of understanding that rhis situation is the only genuinely tragic one,
one with which no other can even be compared in which misfortune does not
reside precisely in the will and in freedom itself, people have asked rather how
the Greeks were able to endure these terrible coniradictions inherent in their trag-
edies. A mortal, preordained by fate for guilt and transgression, even—as is the
case with Oedipus-—struggling against fate and fleeing that guilt. nonetheless is
frightfully punished for a transgression that was actually a work of fate. Are these
contradictions, people have asked, not simply devastating? And where is that
toundation of beauty the Greeks nonetheless did achieve in their tragedies?

The answer to this question is the following. We have already proved that a
genuine struggle between freedom and necessity can occur only in the situation
just discussed, one in which fate itself makes the guilty person into a transgres-
sor, That this guilty person, a person who after all only succumbed to the superior
power of fate, nevertheless is punished. was necessary precisely i order to show
the triumph of freedom, and constituted a recogmition of freedom and the honor
due it. The protagonisi had to struggle against fate; otherwise there was no strug-
gle at afl, no expression of freedom. He had to succumb within that which is
subject to necessity. Yet in order not to allow necessity to overcome him without
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simultaneously overcoming it, the protagonist also had to atone voluntarily for
this guilt—guilt imposed by fate itself. This i1s the most sublime idea and the
greatest victory of freedom: voluntarily to bear the punishment for an unavoid-
able transgression in order to manifest his freedom precisely in the loss of thai
very same freedom, and to perish amid a declaration of free will.

This, as presented here as well as in my own Philosophical Letters on Dog-
matism and Criticism,'’® is the innermost spirit of the Greek tragedy. This is the
basis for the reconciliation and harmony residing in that tragedy, the reason it
does not devastate us, but rather leaves us feeling healed and, as Aristotle says,
cleansed.

Freedom cannot exist as mere particularity. This is possible only insofar as it
elevates itself to universality, and thus comes o an agreement with necessity con-
cerning the consequences of guilt. Since it cannot avoid the unavoidable, it
unposes the consequences on itself.

I maintain that this is also the only genuinely fragic element in tragedy. Not
the unfortunate ending alone, for how can one in any sense call an ending unfor-
wnate in which, for example, the protagonist voluntarily gives his own life,
which he can no longer conduct with dignity or in which he brings down upon
himself other conseguences of his unmerited guilt —as does Sophocles™ Oedipus,
who cannot rest until he himself has disclosed the entire. terrible entanglement
and that entire, frightful fate itself?

How can we call someone unfortunate who has reached such perfection, who
has cast aside both fortune and misfortune equally and has reached that particular
condition of the soul where neither really exists for him any longer?

Misforiune obtains only as long as the will of necessity is not yet decided and
apparent. As soon as the protagonist himself achieves clarity, and his faie lies
open before him, there is no more doubt for him, or at least there should not be.
And precisely at the moment of greatest suffering he enters into the greatest lib-
eration and greatest dispassion. From that moment on, the insurmountable power
of fate, which earlier appeared in absolute dimensions, now appears merely rel-
atively great, for it is overcome by the will and becomes the symbel of the abso-
jutely great, namely, of the attitude and disposition of sublimity.

Hence, the tragic effect is by no means based only or at least initially on what
one usually calls the unfortunate ending. The tragedy can also end with compleie
reconciliation not only with fate but even with life, as Orestes is reconciled in the
Eumenides of Aeschylus, Orestes, oo, was preordained by fate and the will of a
god, namely, Apollo, to be a transgressor. Yet this guiltlessness does not remove
the punishment. Orestes flees from the house of his father and immediately sees
the Eumenides, who pursue him even into the sacred temple of Apollo, where the
shadow of Clytemnestra awakens those who sleep. Guilt can be removed from
him only by actual atonement, and even the Areopagus, to whom Apollo directs
him and before whom Apollo himself stands by him, must place equal votes in
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the two urns so that the equality of necessity and freedom will be preserved
before the moral consensus. Only the white stone Pallas casts inio the acquittal
urn frees him, though even this does not go into effect without simultaneously
the goddesses of fate and of necessity —the avenging Erinyes —being reconciled
and from thenceforth revered among the people of Athena as divine powers,
thereby acquiring their own temple in her city itself across from the mount upon
which she dwells.

The Greeks sought in their tragedies rhis kind of equilibrium between justice
and humanity, necessity and freedom, a balance without which they could not
satisfy their moral sensibility, just as the highest morality itself is expressed in
this balance. Precisely this equilibrium is the ultimate concern of tragedy. i is
not tragic that a premeditated, free transgression is punished. That a guiltless
person unaveoidably becomes increasingly guilty through fate itself, as remarked
earlier, is the greatest conceivable mistortune. But that this guiltiess guilty person
accepts punishment voluntarily —this is the sublimity of tragedy; thereby alone
does freedom transfigure itself into the bighest identity with necessity.

After thus determining the essence and true object of tragedy in the preceding
discussion, we must now speak first about the inner siructure of iragedy, then
about the external form.

Since that which in tragedy is opposed to freedom is necessity, it is self-evi-
dent that in tragedy absolutely nothing can be left to chance. Even freedom inso-
far as it produces the entanglement through its own acis appears in this respect to
be driven by fate. It might appear fortuitous that Oedipus encounters Laius at a
certain place, yet we see from the course of events that this encounter was nec-
essary for the fulfillment of fate. To the extent, however, that its necessity can be
comprehended only by the development, it is actually not part of the tragedy and
is relegated to the past. Let me remark that in Oedipus, for example, everything
belonging to the execution of the first oracle’s prediction appears necessary pre-
cisely through this prediction, and appears bathed in the light of a higher neces-
sity. As for the acts of freedom, however, insofar as they occur only after and in
reaction to the blows of fate, they, too, are not accidental precisely because they
occur as a result of absolute freedom, and because absolute freedom itself is
absolute necessity.

Since all empirical necessity itself is necessity only when viewed empiri-
cally —viewed in and for itself, however, fortuitousness—then genuine tragedy
also cannot be based on empirical necessity. Everything empirically necessary
depends on something else through which it is possible; yet even this something
else is not pecessary in and for itself, but rather only through yet something else.
Empirical necessity would not, however, suspend fortuitousness. That particular
necessity that appears in tragedy can accordingly only be of an absolute sort, and
can only be one that empirically is sooner incomprehensible than comprehensi-
ble. So as not ta neglect the perspective of understanding — to the extent that even
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an empirical necessity is introduced in the seguence of events—this sequence
itself must not be comprehended empirically, but rather only absolutely. Empir-
ical necessity must appear as the tool of higher, absolute necessity. It must serve
only to elicit in actual appearance what has already occurred in absolute neces-
sity.

This includes the so-called morivarion, which is a necessitating element or
foundation of action within the subject and which occurs primarily through exter
nal means.

The parameters of this motivation have already been determined by the pre-
ceding discussion. If motivation intends the production of a truly empirical-com-
prehensible necessity, it should be rejected completely, particularly if the poet
thereby tries to lower himself to the crude mental capacity of the spectators. The
art of motivation would then consist in giving the protagonist merely a character
of enormous breadth out of which nothing can emerge in an absolute fashion, and
in. which thus all possible motives can have free play. This is the perfect way to
render the protagonist weak and to make him appear to be the playground for
external determining factors. Such a protagonist is not tragic. The tragic hero
must, in whatever respect. possess an absoluteness of character such that exiernal
elements are merely material for him. and there can never be any doubt how he
will act. Indeed, lacking any other fate, his own character would have to take its
place. No matter what the nature of external elemenis, the action iiself must
always emerge from within him.

Overall, however, the initial structure of tragedy, the initial design, must be
such that in this respect. too, the action appears unified and constant, and is not
dragged along laboriously by means of totally dissimilar motives. Material and
fire must be combined such that the whole continues to burn automatically. Let
the foremost element of tragedy be a synthesis, an entanglement that can be
resolved only in the precise way it is indeed resolved later, such that it leaves no
choice for the entire subsequent developmeni. Whatever transitional elements the
poet may choose to put into play in order to guide the action to its end, in the final
analysis they must themselves emerge from the fateful mistfortune hovering over
the whole and appear to be tools of that pending misfortune. If this is nof the
case, the spirit is constantly removed from the higher order of things to the lower,
and vice versa.

The parameters of a dramatic work regarding what is ethically possible within
it are expressed by what one calls the morality of the tragedy. Originally one
doubtlessly undersiood by this the level of ethical development upon which the
characters of a drama were placed, and whereby certain kinds of actions were
excluded for them, whereas those thai do occur are rendered necessary. The first
requirement is doubtlessly that made by Aristotie that this morality be of a nobie
nature, whereby, considering his assertion presented earlier concerning the only
possible and indeed highest tragic case, he does not require absolutely guiltless.
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but rather in the larger sense noble, greai morality. The presentation of a real
transgressor, yet one who is such only because of the necessity of character,
would be possible only in the other tragic case where an extremely unjust person
is cast from fortune to misfortune. Among those tragedies remaining from antig-
uity I know of no such case, and the transgression, if it is presented in a genu-
inely ethical tragedy, iiself always appears imposed by fate. This point, namely,
that modernity lacks fate, or at least that it cannot set fate into motion in the same
fashion as did antiquity —this one paint, I would maintain, already shows us why
modernity has often taken recourse in this situation of presenting great transgres-
sions without thereby suspending the noble element of the morality involved, and
for that reason of placing the necessity of the transgression into the power of an
indomitable character, as Shakespeare has done so often. Since the Greek tragedy
is sa completely ethical and is actually based on the highest morality, there can be
no more question in it concerning its truly moral disposition or atmosphere, at
least not in the final analysis,

The totality of the portrayal requires that levels obtain also in the morality of
the tragedy; particularly Sophocles understood in a general sense not only how to
achieve the greatest effect with only a few characters, but also how to produce a
self-enclosed totality of morality within these parameters.

In the employment of what Aristotle called the Bovpaartéy, the extraordi-
nary, the drama distinguishes itself essentially from the epic poem. The epic
poem portrays an auspicious set of circumstances, an undivided world where
gods and men are one. As we remarked earlier, the intervention of the gods is not
miraculous here, because they themselves belong to this world. The drama is
actually based more or less on a divided world in that it juxtaposes necessity and
freedom. Here the appearance of the gods, in the same fashion as in the epic,
would assume the character of the miraculous. Since in the drama there should be
no chance, and everything should be either externally or internally necessary, the
gods could appear in it only because of some element of necessity residing within
them, and thus only insofar as they themselves are coparticipants or at least char-
acters who are involved in the action from the outset. By no means may they
appear in order to help the characters themselves, particularly the main character,
or to be hostile toward them (as in the /liad), for the protagonist of the tragedy
should and must fight his battle alone. Oniy the moral greatness of his soul
should see him through, and the external healing and aid that gods can grant him
are hardly even sufficient for his particular condition. His situation can be
resolved only internally, and if the gods constitute the reconciling principle —as
in the Eumenides of Aeschylus—they themselves must submit to the same con-
ditions as do human beings. They, too, can neither reconcile nor rescue except
insofar as they reestablish the balance of freedom and necessity and enter into
negotiations with the deities of justice and fate. In this case, however, there is
nething miraculous in their appearance; the rescue and aid they do effect, they do
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not achieve as gods, but rather by subjecting themselves to the lot of human
beings and accommodating themselves to justice and necessity. Whenever gods
function as hostile elements in the tragedy, they are themselves fate. Neither do
they do this in person, but rather their hostile effect manifests itself’ through an
inner necessity in the characters themselves, as is the case with Phaedra.

Hence. it would be ruinous for the whole essence of tragedy to call on the
gods for help for the sake of ending the action externally, whereas one is actually
merely interrupting it internally and leaving it inconclusive. That particular mis-
fortune that gods as such can ameliorate through their mere intervention is in and
for itself not a genuinely tragic malady. In reverse fashion, where such a malady
is present, they can do nothing; if they are nonetheless called upon in such a sit-
uation. this is what one calls the deus ex machina, something generally consid-
ered eversive for the essence of tragedy.

The reason —if we may conclude the investigation into the inner structure of
tragedy with this characterization—is that the action must not be merely exier-
nally but rather internally self-enclosed, in the disposition of the character him-
self, just as it is an internal rebellion that the tragic element actually provokes.
Only from this inner reconciliation does that harmony emerge that is required for
completion. 1t suffices bad poets to conclude the laboriously continued action
merely externaily. Just as little as this may occur. the reconciliation itself may not
take place through anything heterogenous, extraordinary, or anything lying out-
side the disposition of the character and the action, as if the harshness of true fate
could be mitigated by anything other than the greatness, free acceptance, and ele-
vation of the inner disposition. (The primary motive of reconciliation is religion,
as in Oedipus at Colonus. The highest transfiguration occurs when the god calls
him. **Hark, hark, Oedipus, why do you hesitate?"* and he then disappears from
the eyes of mortals.)'”’

[ will now move on to the external form of tragedy.

Our initial concept suggests that the tragedy must not be a narrative, but rather
actual and objective action. Yet this concept also yields with strict necessity the
other consistent determinations of its external form. When action is narrated, it
proceeds through thought, which according to its own nature is the most free pro-
cess. one in which even the most distant elements come into direct contact with
one another. Action presented objectively and actually is viewed, and must thus
accommodate itself to the laws of vision and perception. The latter, however,
necessarily require constancy and continuity. Continuity of action is accordingly
the necessary characteristic of every rational drama. Any variation here must
simultaneously effect a variation in the rest of the entire conformation. Hence, it
is admitedly foolish to bind oneself to this law of ancient tragedy when one
cannot come even remotely close in any other feature, as when the French
observe the unity of time in their pieces, which they call abusive tragedies. Yet
the French stage does not really observe it except insofar as it is merely limiting,
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when the poet allows time to pass during the different acts. Suspending the unity
of action in this case while trying to observe it in other respects merely hetrav’s
the paltriness and inability to allow a great action to occur concentrically, us'iﬁ'
around one and the same point.

The continuity of time is actually the predominant of the three unities Aristotle
mentions. Concerning the so-called unity of place, this need obtain only insofar
as it is necessary for the continuity of time; among the few remaining tragedies of
antiquity there does exist—indeed, in Sophocles himself (in Ajax)—the example
of a necessary change in place.

External continuity of action— something belonging to the most perfect man-
ifestation of tragedy regardless of what modern art critics, out of misundersiood
zeal and contrary to their usual ignorance toward it, may have said against the
misunderstood unity of time in the French pieces —is merely the exter;ml mani-
festation of the inner continuity and unity of action itself. According to its own
nature, the latter cannot take place except insofar as the chance features of a gen-
uinely. empirically occurring action and its accompaniment are suspended. (ﬁ)nlv
through the presentation of the essentials, what we might call the pure thythm of
the action, without any embellishment of circumstances and of that which
accompanies the main action, is the genuinely plastic completion and perfection
in the drama achieved.

The most splendid invention in this respect, one inspired completely by the
most sublime art, is the chorus of the Greek tragedy.'”® I call it a sublime inven-
tion because it does not flatter crude sensibility, and elevates the spectator com-
pletely away from the common desire for deception direcily into the higher realm
of true art and of symbolic portrayal. Although the chorus of the Greek tragedy
does indeed encompass multiple functions, the primary one is that it suspends the
accidental feature of the accompaniment, since naturally no action can proceed
that in addition to the coparticipants would not also include other characters who
are inactive regarding the main action. To allow them merely to observe or io
execute merely secondary gestures would deplete the action, which in every point
should be like a full blossom, fertile and pregnant. If now this deficiency is to be
climinated realistically, some weight must be placed in these secondar,;' charac-
ters as well and the whole thereby given that breadth possessed by contemporary
tragedy. Antiquity takes this relationship more idealistically, symbolically. It
transformed the accompaniment into the chorus, and made it truly. that is. poet-
ically, necessary in their tragedies. The chorus acquired the function of antici-
pating what went on in the spectator, the emotional movement, the participation,
the reflection, and thus in this respect, too, did not allow the spectator to be free,
but rather arrested him entirely through art. To a large extent the chorus repre-
sents objectivized reflection accompanying the action. Just as free contemplation
also raises itseif above the fearsome and painful beyond the initial violence of
fear and pain, so also was the chorus, in a sense, a continuous means of comfort
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and reconciliation within the tragedy whereby the spectator was guided toward
more serene reflection and thereby relieved, as it were, of the feeling of pain by
that feeling being placed into an object and presented there as aiready mitigated.
That this consummation of tragedy was the primary intention of the chorus—a
consummation in which tragedy leaves nothing outside itself and, in a manner of
speaking, even draws both the reflection it awakens as well as the movement and
the participation itself into its own circle — can be seen from its own constitution.

(1) The chorus consisted of not one but several people. If it consisted of one
person, then either it would have to speak with the spectators —yet precisely
these spectators should be excluded here in order that they see their own partic-
ipation objectivized — or it would have to speak with itself; yet neither could it do
this without appearing too moved or upset, which was contrary to its meaning. [t
thus had to consist of several persons who nonetheless portrayed only one,
whereby the whoily symbolic structure of the chorus reveals itself completely.

(2) The chorus was not included in the action as such, for if it were itself the
main actor, it could not fulfill its function of ensuring that the disposition of the
spectators was settled. The exception that appears to take place in the Ewmnenides
of Aeschylus, where the spectators constitute the chorus themselves, is only
apparent, and to a certain extent this feature is part of the high, unsurpassed eth-
ical disposition in which this entite tragedy is composed, since in a certain sense
the chorus is the objectified reflection of the spectators and is in agreement with
them. Aeschylus thus assumed here that the spectators were on the side of justice
and right. Otherwise the chorus is more or less indifferent. The actors speak as if
they were completely alone and had no witnesses. Here, too, the wholly sym-
bolic significance of the chorus reveals itself. Like the speciator, it is the confi-
dante of both parties and does not beiray the one to the other. Whenever it does
participate, however, because it is impartial, it always takes the side of right and
of fairness. It counsels peace, seeks to ameliorate, laments injustice, and sup-
ports the oppressed, or it reveals its participation in the misfortune through gentle
compassion. (On the basis of this indifference and impartiality of the chorus one
can see why Schiller’s imitation of the chorus in The Bride of Messina was not
successful )!7?

Since the chorus is a symbolic person, everything can be transferred to it that
is otherwise necessary for the action but not already included in that action. Thus
it relieves the poet of a large number of other accidental difficuliies. Contempo-
rary poets suffocate the action under the burden of devices employed setting it
into motion. At the very least they do need a confidante or adviser for the pro-
tagonisi. This, too, is alleviated by the chorus; since it sees both what is neces-
sary and unavoidable as well as what is avoidable, it functions when appropriate
with advice, admonishment, and inducement.

Finally, the enormous burden on contemporary poets never 1o leave an empty
theater is eliminated by the chorus.
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After having construed the tragedy completely from the inside, if we now pro-
ceed to the final manifesiation we find that among the three forms of poesy it is
the only one that shows us the object from all sides, and thus absolutely. The epic
restricts the speciator in every individual case 10 a certain perspective, as does
painting, and always allows him to see only as much of the object as pleases the
narrator. Finally, among these three forms the drama is the only genuinely sym-
bolic form precisely in that it does not merely mean or signify its objects, but
rather places them before our very eyes. Hence, it corresponds to the plastic arts
among the verbal arts and, as the final totality, concludes this side of the world of
art just as sculpture concluded the other,

On Aeschyvlus, Sophocles, Euripides

After construing in this fashion the essence and inner and outer form of tragedy
from completely universal principles, if one now views the genuine works of
Greek tragedy and finds them completely in accord with what can be understood
universally about them, one can for the first time fully understand the purity and
rationality of Greek art. The epic of the Greeks also carries this imprint, though
because its rational character permits more fortuitousness one cannot demon-

strate it there as strictly and in as much detail as in Greek tragedy, which one can

almost view as a geometric or arithmetical problem that unfolds with complete
purity and without a break. [t belongs to the essence of the epic that it has no
definite beginning or ending. The opposite i$ the case in tragedy. It requires just
such a pure unfolding, an absolute self-enclosed nature without anything remain-
ing unsatistied.

If the three Greek tragedians are compared with one another, we find thai
Euripides must be separated from the other two in more than one respect. The
essence of the genuine tragedy of Aeschylus and Sophocles is based wholly on
that higher morality that was the spirit and life of their age and of their city. The
tragic element in their works is never based on merely external misfortune.
Necessity appears rather in a direct struggle with the will itself and combats it on
its own ground. Acschylus’s Prometheus does not suffer merely because of exter-
nal pain, but rather much more deeply in his inner feeling of injustice and
oppression; his suffering does not express itself as subjection, since it is not fate
but rather the tyranny of the new ruler of the gods that causes this sutfering. It
expresses itself rather as defiance, as rebellion; freedom trienphs over necessity
precisely because in this feeling of his own personal suffering nonetheless only
the universal rebeltion against the unbearable dominion of Jupiter motivaies him'.
Prometheus is the archetype of the greatest human inner character, and thereby
also the true archetype of tragedy.

We have already drawn attention to the moral purity and sublimity in the
Eumenides of Aeschylus. Yet in all his pieces we could demonstrate the funda-
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mental law of tragedy, namely, that transgression and guilt are either directly or
indirectly the work of necessity. The high morality and absoluie purity of the
Sophoclean works have been admired by all ages, and express themselves fully in
the works of the chorus in Oedipus:

May destiny still find me winning the praise of reverent purity in aH_
words and deeds sanctioned by those laws of range sublime, called into
life throughout the high clear heaven, whose father is Olympus alone;
their parent was no race of mortal men, no. nor shall eblivion ever lay
them to sleep; the god is mighty in them, and he grows not old.'

Something further common to both Sophocles and Aeschylus is that the action
is never merely externally self-enclosed, but rather internally and externally at
the same time. The effect on the soul is to cleanse it from passion instead of
arousing it, and to round it off and make it inwardly whole rather than wresting it
out and dividing it.

Things stand quite differently with the tragedies of Euripides. That high eth-
ical atmosphere is a thing of the past; other motives take its place. They concern
themselves less with the sublime compassion Sophocles effected than with mate-
rial emotion or feeling wedded more with suffering. Hence, in those passages
where he pursues this goal he often displays the most moving images and con-
cepts, though the latter, because at the heart of the matter they lack ethical and
poetic purity, nevertheless cannot make us overlook the whole. The older subject
matter no longer sufficed for his purposes, which quite often or almost always lie
outside the parameters of high and genuine art. He thus had to change the myths
in an often sacrilegious fashion, and for this reason also had to introduce the pro-
logue into his plays, which is another proof of the sunken tragic art in them,
regardless of what Lessing may say in recommending such prologues. '®1 Finally,
he is rever as concerned with coneluding the action in the inner disposition of the
character as rather only externally, and in this, as well as in the stronger devices
of material stimulus he employs, we can understand what Aristotle means when
he says that Euripides had the greatest effect on the spectators. In his attempts to
flatter crude sensibility, and, in a fashion, to calm such sensibility, he frequently
sinks to the basest of motives, motives that perhaps & contemporary poet might
employ, indeed a poet of the worst sort; for example, he finally has Electra . . .
marry Pylades.'®

In general one can thus assert that Euripides is great primarily in the portrayal
of passion, though neither in that hard yet calm beauty unigue to Aeschylus, nor
in that beauty wedded with goodness and purified into divinity which is unique to
Sophocles. If we compare the two greatest tragic poets, we find that the works of
Aeschylus parallel the plastic works of that high and austere style of art,"™ just as
those of Sophocles parallel the plastic works of the beautiful style that began
before Polyclitus and Phidias. This is not to say that moral sublimity does not
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radiate through in Aeschylus, even if it does not dwell guite as endemicaily in all
the characters of his works as in those of Sophocles. Nor are we implying that
this atmosphere in his presentation is not recognizable where he portrays only
great transgressions and terrible characters, such as the malicious murder of Aga-
memnon and the character of Clytemnestra. Rather, here this germ of morality 1s
vet enclosed in a harder husk and is more austere and inaccessible, whereas in
Sophocles moral goodness flows commonly with beauty itself, generating
thereby the highest image of divinity.

Furthermore, whereas Aeschylus strictly delineates and closes off each of his
works, and then places his characters in them, Sophoeles distributes art and
beauty evenly over the various parts of his works, and lends to each not only an
internal absoluteness, but also that element of harmony with the others. We have
seen, however, how in the plastic arts that harmonious beauty emerging after the
high, austere style was a blossom that could be achieved only at one particular
point.'™ It subsequently had to wither or continue in the opposite direction of
merely sensual beauty. The same happened in dramatic poesy. Sophocles is the
true pinnacle upon which Euripides immediately follows, who is less a priest of
unborn, eternal beauty than a servant of temporal. transient beauty.

On the Essence of Comedy

We remarked at the beginning that the general concept does not designate on
which side freedom and on which side necessity must be, but that the original
relationship between freedom and necessity s that in which necessity appears as
the object, freedom as the subject. This, however, is the relationship in tragedy,
and for this reason, too, tragedy is the first and what we might call the positive
manifestation of drama. The reversal of this relationship must thus yield that
form in which necessity or identity is rather the subject, freedom or difference
the object; this is indeed the relationship within comedy, as can be seen from the
following observations.

Every reversal of a necessary and decisive relationship posits an obvious con-
tradiction or absurdity within the subject of this reversal. Now, certain kinds of
absurdities are unbearable, partly insofar as they are theoretically perverse and
ruinous, partly insofar as they are disadvantageous in a practical sense and have
serious consequences. In the case of reversal in question, however, (1) an objec-
tive and thus not really theoretical absurdity is posited, and (2) the relationship
within that absurdity is such that the ebjective is not necessity but rather ditfer-
ence or freedom. Necessity insofar as it is the objective element, however,
appears only as fate and only to that extent is it terrible. Since. then, all fear of
necessity as fate is simultaneously suspended through this assumed reversal of
the relationship, and since we assume that in zhis relationship of the action no
genuine fate is even possible, a pure enjoyment of the absurdity in and for itself
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becomes possible; this pleasure is what one calls the comic in the larger sense. It
expresses itself through a free variation of tension and release. We become tense
and prepare to look this absurdity —one transcending our powers of comprehen-
sion— squarely in the eye, vet notice immediately in this tension the complete
nonsense and impossibility of the whole affair such that this tension quickly turns
into relaxation, a transition expressing itself externally as laughter.

If now we can call the reversal of every possible relationship based on contrasg
a comical relationship, then without a doubt the highest element of the comic
and. in a sense, its blossom is where the opposites are reversed in their highest
potence — thus as necessity and freedom. Furthermore, since a struggle between
these two elements in and for itself constitutes objective action, the relationship
resulting from such a reversal is already essentially dramatic.

We do not deny that every possible reversal of an original relationship has a
comical effect. Whenever the coward is put into the position of having to be
brave, or the miser wasteful, or whenever in one of our domestic dramas, for
example, the wife of the house plays the role of the husband, the husband that of
the wife, this is a type of comedy.

We cannot pursue this general possibility into all the ramifications out of
which the countless situations arise upon which contemporary comedy is based.
We must only determine the pinnacle of this manifestation. This occurs where a
universal contrast between freedom and necessity obtains, vet such that the latter
falls to the subject, the former to the object. .

It is self-evident that because necessity is essentially objective, any necessity
in the subject can only be pretended or assumed, an affected absoluteness that is
put to shame by necessity in the figure of external difference. Hence, just as free-
dom and particularity, on the one hand, feign necessity and universality, neces-
sity, on the other, assumes the appearance of freedom under the assumed external
appearance of inconsistency and destroys that alleged universality, and yet does
so in a deeper sense according to a necessary order. It is necessary that particu-
larity come to nothing wherever it assumes an objective relationship to necessity.
Hence. fo that extent the highest fate does inhere within comedy, and comedy
itself is the highest tragedy. Yet precisely because it itseif assumes a nature anti-
thetical to its own, fate appears in an amusing form and only as irony, not, how-
ever, as the destiny of necessity. Since every possible affectation and pretension
to absoluteness is an unnatural condition, it is the primary task of comedy, since
as drama it directs itself wholly toward viewing, not only vividly to present this
pretension, but also, because such vividness encompasses primarily only the nec-
essary elements, to lend it a kind of necessity. Subjective absoluieness, whether
it be genuine and in harmony with necessity, or merely assumed and thus in con-
tradiction with it, expresses itself as character. Character, however, both in trag-
edy and in comedy. is a postulate precisely because it is the absolute. It cannot
itself be further motivated. It is necessary, however, precisely in the highest po-
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tences of absurdity and nonsense that graphic qualities tend to dissipate if they
are not introduced in some other way. (This is not the case with the novel, since
it is epic.) This is possible only if the character is already forced by factors inde-
pendent of him, by a kind of external necessity, to assume a certain character and
display it publicly. The highest manifestation of comedy thus necessarily requires
public characters, and in order that maximum vividness be achieved, it must be
actyal people of public character who are portrayed in the comedy. lIn this case
alone does the poet acquire so much ahead of time that he now can risk every-
thing and comically enhance all the characteristics of these people, since he is
accompanied by the constant verification of the independently existing character
of the person outside his dramatic poem. Public life in the state becomes a my-
thology for the poet. Within these parameters he need deny himself nothing, and
the more audaciously he employs his poetic rights, the more does he raise himself
above the limitations, since, in a sense, the person takes off his personal charac-
ter under this treatment and becomes universally significant or symbolic.

The single highest type of comedy is thus that of ancient Greece or Aristo-
phanes to the extent that it is based on the public characters of real people and
takes these as the form into which it pours it$ creations.

Just as Greek tragedy in its perfection proclaims and expresses the highest
morality, so also does ancient Greek comedy proclaim the greatest conceivable
freedom in the siate, a freedom that itself is the highest morality and is inwardly
one with that morality. Even if nothing from the dramatic works of the Greeks
were left to us besides the comedies of Aristophanes, we would still have to con-
clude on the basis of these alone that the Greek possessed a degree of culture and
a condition of moral concepts that is not only alien to the modern world, but even
totally incomprehensible. Spiritually, Aristophanes is genuinely one with Sopho-
cles, and is Sophocles himself, though in the only form in which the latter could
still exist after the perfect age of Athens was past and the blossom of morality had
passed into licentiousness and luxuriant debauchery. Both are like two identical
souls in different bodies, and that moral and poetic crudeness that does not com-
prehend Asistophanes is also incapable of understanding Sophocles.

The usual understanding of the comedies of Aristophanes is to consider them
either farces and farcical comedies or immoral pieces, partly because he intro-
duced real people to the theater. partly because of the other liberties he took.
Concerning the first point, it is sufficiently well known that Aristophanes pre-
sented demagogical heads of the people and even Socrates himself on the stage.
The question is merely in what fashion he did this.

When Aristophanes brings Cleon onto the stage as an unworthy leader of the
people. a thief and squanderer of public funds,'™ he is merely practicing the
right inherent in the perfect free state in which every citizen had the right to
express his opinion about public and general affairs. That is why Cleon could use
no other countermeasures against him than to dispute his citizenship. Yet this
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right that Aristophanes enjoyed as a citizen is for him actually only the means to
an artistic effect, and if his comedy is understood as a mere accusatory file
against Cleon, there is nothing unethical about that; it would merely be unpoetic.

This same holds true of The Clouds, in which Socrates is presented. As a phi-
losopher, Socrates enjoyed public stature. Yet it would never occur to any Athe-
nian that that particular Socrates Aristophanes porirays was the real Socrates;
even without any consideration of his own personal character, which in any case
was well able to raise him above the satire, Socrates himself could well be a spec-
tator at the performance of The Clouds. If it were ever to occur o our own dear
German imitators to imitate Aristophanes, nothing would come of it except lam-
poons. Aristophanes does not portray the individual person, but rather the one
elevated into the universal, and thus a person quite different from the real one.
Socrates is for Aristophanes a name, and he avenges himself on this name doubt-
lessly because Socrates was known as a friend of Euripides. whom Aristophanes
quite justifiably criticized. In no way did he avenge himselt on the person of
Socrates. It is a symbolic Socrates he portrays. Precisely that feature that one
considers to be a deficiency in Aristophanes, namely, that he distorts Socrates so
badly and gives him characteristics and actions that are totally out of character —
precisely this feature makes his poem poetic, whereas in the oppeosite case it
would only have been common, base, or a lampoon.

In order to lend his creations credibility, vividness, and accessibility, Aristo-
phanes needed a famous name upon which he could heap all his ridicule. Be.sidt:s
the popularity the name enjoyed, this was doubtlessly the most important factor
prompting him to choose precisely the name of Socrates.

The comedies of Aristophanes would suffice to prove even without recourse to
any universal concept that the comedy in its true manifestation is wholly the fruit
of the highest culture. and that it can exist only in a free state. Immediately fol-
lowing the appearance of the first dramas of Aristophanes, which still belong to
the older comedy, the rule of the thirty tyrants began in Athens, a ruie that by law
forbade comic poets from using the names of real people on stage. From this
prohibition onward, at least for a time, the comic poets stopped naming their
characters after real people of public stature. (The result was cheeky allegories. )
As soon as Athens was free again, the usage was reimplemented so that even in
the newer comedies we find the names of real persons. Yet even ihe poets of the
so-called middle comedy, though not using real names, nonetheless portraved
real people and genuine occurrences using fictitious names.

By its very nature the comedy is dependent on public life. It has no mythology
and no fixed circle of portrayals in the way tragedy has its own tragic period.
Hence, the comedy must create its own mythology out of the age itself and public
circumstances, which admittediy requires a set of political conditions not only
offering appropriate material but also allowing its employment. As soon as the
old comedy underwent the aforementioned restrictions, the comic poets were
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really torced to return to the old myths. Because, however, they could treat these
neither epically nor tragically, they had to undertake a reversal and treat them by
imeans of parodies. That which in the old myths had been portrayed as revered or
moving was now pulled down into the base and ridiculous. Hence, comedy lives
actually from freedom and the flexibility of public life. In Greece it resisted as
long as possible sinking from public and political life into domestic life, whereby
it lost its mythological power. This occurred in the so-called newer comedies,
since according to the usual reports ai the time of Alexander, when the demo-
cratic form was a thing of the past, a new law even prohibited taking content from
public life and presenting it on stage under whatever disguise.

We mentioned earlier that there were some exceptions. The inclination to
parady public life and the custom of referring evervthing portrayed in comedy to
public life appears to have been so insurmountable that Menander, '™ the head of
the newer comedy, while being careful to avoid any reference to public life,
began to transform the masks into true caricatures in order to escape even suspi-
cion. We are acquainted with the products of the newer comedy only in fragments
and from the remaining translations and imitations of Plautus and Terence. Yet it
1s necessary to prove both in and for itself and historically that the intrigue plays
with completely fictitious characters and entanglements originated first in the
later comedy, and the comedy that initially had lived in the atmosphere of public
freedom sank into the sphere of domestic customs and events.

I mention nothing of the comedy of the Romans because it never enjoyed the
public image of the Greek comedy and in its own cultivated time lived primarily
only from the fragments of the newer and middle comedy of the Greeks. I will
mention only that the form of ancient comedy was analogous to that of the trag-
edy. except that in the final stage of the newer comedy even the chorus dis-
appeared. "%

On Modern BDramatic Poesy

I will now proceed to the presentation of the tragedy and comedy of modernity.
To avoid going completely under in this vast sea, | will attempt to draw attention
to those few sigmificant main points of difference between modern drama and that
of antiguity, to the areas of caincidence with the latter and to its unique charac-
teristics. I will also base all these references on the specific view of what we must
consider to be the highest manifestations in modern tragedy and comedy. i will
thus refer primarily to Shakespeare regarding the main points.

The first point with which to begin these considerations is that the combina-
tion of opposites, and thus primarily that of the tragic and comic, is the principle
upon which modern drama is based. The following reflections will serve to clar-
ify the significance of this combination. The tragic and the comic could be por
trayed either in a condition of perfection or in one of indifference that has not
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been suspended; vet then the poesy itself would appear neither tragic #or comic.
It would be a completely different genre, namely, epic poesy. In epic poesy the
two elements that are estranged and at odds in the drama are, not united, but
rather not even separated yet. The combination of the two elements such that they
do noi appear separated at all can thus not be the unique characteristic of modern
tragedy. It is rather a combination in which both are definitely differentiated, and
are differentiated such that the poet shows himself to be simultaneously a master
in both, as does Shakespeare, who concentrates his dramatic strength toward
both poles and is the emotionally impressive Shakespeare in Falstaif and in Mac-
beth.

Meanwhile we can view this combination of opposing elements as the striving
of the modern drama back toward the epic, though without becoming epic. In
confrast, that same poesy in the epic strives through the novel toward the dra-
matic, and thus from both sides suspends the pure limitation of higher art.

This combinarion requires that the poet have access to the tragic and the comic
not oply in the larger sense and in quantity, but also in its nuances, as does Sha-
kespeare, who in the comic is simultaneously genile, adventurous, and witty, as
in Hamler, and earthy (as in the Falstaff pieces) without ever becoming base or
¢rude. In contrast, he is similarly devastating in the tragic (as in Lear), chastising
(as in Macbeth), touching, moving, and calming, as in Romeo and Juliet and
several mixed preces.

If we now look at the subject matter of modern tragedy, this, too, at least in the
most perfect manifestation, had te have a mythological dignity. There were thus
only three possible sources from which it could be drawn. First, the individual
myths that, like those of Greek tragedy, had not united into epic wholes and
remained outside the larger circle of the universal epic. They expressed them-
selves in the modern world through the novellas. History, either legendary or
poetic, could be the second source. The third was the religious myth. the leg-
ends, the lives of the saints. Shakespeare drew from the first two, since the third
did net offer his age and nation any appropriate subject matter. Primarily the
Spaniards drew from the third source, and among them particularly Calderon.
Shakespeare thus found his subject matter already there. In this sense he was not
a creator in the sense of an fnventor. Yet in the way he employed, ordered, and
anmimated his subject matter, he shows himself to be equal to antiguity in his own
sphere and as the wisest artist. People have remarked, and it is certainly the case,
that Shakespeare bound himself precisely to the given subject matter, particularly
that of the novellas, that he took up every detail of circumstance —even the
smallest—and left nothing unused (a practice that might often provide a key to
the elements of many of his plots that otherwise appear inscrutable), and that he
changed the given material as little as possible.

Here, too, he is akin to antiguity, though dissimilar to Euripides, who as the
more frivolous poet arbitrarily distorts the myths.
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Our next investigation concerns to what extent the essence of ancient tragedy
recurs in the modern version, or whether it is present at all. Do we find genuine
fate in modern tragedy. that higher fate that encompasses even the element of
freedom within tragedy?

As we saw earlier, Aristotle expresses the highest tragic case as being that in
which a just person transgresses through error. We must add that this error must
be imposed by necessity or the gods, and if at alf possible even against free will.
The latter case appears to be impossible according to the concepts of the Chris-
tian religion. Those powers that undermine the will and impose not only misfor-
tune but evil, are themselves evil, infernal powers.

In any case, if an error occasioned by divine providence could be the cause of
disaster and transgression, then in the same religion in which this is possible
there must also exist the possibility of a corresponding reconciliation. This is
indeed given in Catholicism, which, by nature a combination of the sacred and
the profane, postulates sins in order to prove the power of grace in their recon-
ciliation. This provided in Catholicism the possibility of rruly tragic fate, albeit
one different from that of antiquity.

Shakespeare was a Protestant, and for him this was not a possibility. 1f, then,
there is an element of fatum in his works, then it can only be one characterized by
a dual nature. Disaster is caused by the temptation of evil and hellish powers —
yet according to Christian concepts the latter cannot be invincible, and one
should and can resist them. The necessity of their effect, insofar as it does occur,
thus ultimately reverts back into character or the subject. This is also the case
with Shakespeare. In his works the element of character takes the place formerly
occupied by fate, vet he posits such a powerful faium into that character that it no
longer can be considered free, but stands there rather as insuperable necessity.

Although a hellish deception lures Macbeth into murder, there resides no truly
objective necessity in the deed itself. Banguo does not let himself be deluded by
the voice of the witches: Macbeth does. Hence, it is the inner character that is
decisive.

The childish foolishness of an old man appears in Lear like a confusing Del-
phic oracle, and the gentle Desdemona must succumb to the gloomier color
wedded to jealousy.

For the same reason—because he had to place the necessity of transgression
into the inner character — Shakespeare had to treat with terrible consequence the
case not accepted by Aristotle of a transgressor who falls from fortune into mis-
fortune. Instead of actual fate he introduces nemesis, yet does so in all the figures
in which outrage is overcome by outrage, where one bloody wave drives the next,
and the curse of the cursed is always fulfilled. This is particularly the case in
English history in the Wars of the Roses. Here he must show himself as a bar-
barian, since he is undertaking to portray the highest barbarism, the raw slaugh-
ter of families among themselves in which all art appears to be at an end and the
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naked power of nature enters, as we read in Lear:"™ **If the tigers of the forest or
the monsters of the deep were to emerge from torpidity. they would act in such a
way.”" Yet we do find features in which he has sent the grace of art among the
Furies, who themselyes do not appear personally. Such is the nature of Marga-
ret’s lament of love over the head of her illicit and guilty beloved and her farewell
from him. '™

Shakespeare ends this series with Richard 11, whom he allows to pursue his
goal with enormous energy until he is driven from its pinnacie inio the narrow-
ness of despair, and in the turmoil of a losing battle he cries out, with no hope of
rescue: ‘A horse! a horse! my kingdom for a horse!™ e

In the figure of Macbeth the element of revenge penetrates through step by
step to the more noble transgressor whom ambition misguided, yet such that he,
seduced by hellish deception, still believes it far away.

We encounter a gentler, indeed the mildest nemesis in Julins Caesar. Brutus is
ruined not so much because of chastising powers as because of the gentleness of
his own beautiful, delicate disposition, one that after the deed causes him to take
the wrong measures. He had offered 1o virtue the sacrifice of his deed, a sacrifice
he believed he had to make, and also offers himself.

The difference between this nemesis and true fare, however, is extremely sig-
nificant. It emerges from the real world and resides in reality. It is the same nem-
esis governing history; as with all his subject matter, Shakespeare found this
nemesis also in history. Freedom struggling with freedom provokes it. It is a
matter of succession, and revenge is not immediately one with the transgression.

Nemesis also governed within the cycle of the Greek portrayals, though here
necessity restricted and punished itself directly through necessity, and every sit-
uation considered in and for itself was a self-enclosed plot.

From the very outset, ali the tragic myths of the Greeks belonged more to art,
and a constant trafficking between gods and men and fate was endemic to then,
and thus also the concept of irresistible influence. Perhaps even chance plays a
certain role in the most unfathomable of the Shakespearean pieces (Hamlet); yet
Shakespeare recognized both it and its consequences, and for that reason chance,
too, becomes an intended effect and an element of the highest understanding.

If we now summarize our findings and express succinetly Shakespeare’s rela-
tionship to the sublimity of the tragedy of antiquity, we must call him the greatest
creator of character. He cannot portray that sublime, purified, and transfigured
beauty that proves itself in the face of fate, a beauty that coincides with moral
goodness. The particular beauty that he does portray, he does not render such that
it would appear as permeating the whole, and such that the work as a whole
would carry its image or imprint. He knows that highest beauty only as individual
character. He was not able to subordinate everything to it, because as a modern —
as one who comprehends the eternal not within limitation, but rather within
boundlessness— he is too widely invelved in universality. Antiquity possessed a
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concentrated universality, and viewed allness not in multiplicity but rather in
unity.

There is nothing human that Shakespeare did not touch upon; yet he touches it
only individually, whereas antiquity touched it in totality. The elements of human
nature from the highest to the lowest lie dispersed within him. He knows it all,
every passion, every disposition, youth as well as age, the king and the shepherd.
If our world were ever lost, one could recreate it from the series of his works.
Whereas that ancient lyre enticed the whole world with four strings, the new
instrument has a thousand strings: it splits the harmony of the universe in order to
create if, and for that reason it is always less calming for the soul. That austere,
all-soothing beauty can exist only in simplicity.

Commensurate with the nature of the romantic principle, modern comedy
does not present action purely as action, isolated and within the plastic limita-
tions of the drama of antiquity, but rather simultaneous with its entire accompa-
niment. Yet in this regard Shakespeare lends his tragedy the densest richness and
pregnancy in every part, including the dimension of breadth, vet without arbi-
trary superfluity, but rather such that it appears as the richness of nature itself
conceived with artistic necessity. The intention of the whole remains clear and
then descends into an inexhaustible depth into which all viewpoints can immerse
themselves.

It follows automatically that with this kind of universality Shakespeare does
not have a restricted world; neither--inasmuch as the ideal world iiself is a
restricted, self-enclosed world —does he have an ideal world. On the other hand.
neither does he have that world directly opposed to the ideal world, one whereby
the miserable taste of the French replaces the ideal world: the conventional one.

Shakespeare thus portrays neither an ideal nor a conventional world, but
rather always the real world. The ideal element is based on the structure of his
pieces. Furthermore, he transfers himself easily inte every nationality and age as
if it were his own; that is, he sketches it as a whole, not concerning himself with
the less significant features.

That which human beings attempt, the how and why of their designs — Sha-
kespeare knew all of this. Hence. he is at home everywhere. Nothing is alien or
surprising to him. He observes a far higher costume than that of customs and
epochs. The style of his pieces is structured according to the object itself and
varies itself from play to play (and not only chronologically), extending itself to
the harshness, softness, regularity, or looseness of his verses, or to the brevity
and abruptness or the length of his phrases.

New, in order to mention the other features, those regarding the external con-
figuration of modern tragedy, and in order not to linger too long in a discussion
of the changes necessarilv emerging within that configuration as a result of the
previously mentioned differences, such as the departure from the three unities,
the division of the whole into acts, and so on—in erder not to linger wo long
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here, let us remark that the peculiar combination of prose and regular verse in the
modern drama is itself merely the external expression of its imernally mixed
epic-dramatic nature, Neither do we wish to say much about the so-called bour
geois and other inferior tragedies where the characters appropriately express
themselves in prose. Furthermore, that varying employment of such a combina-
tion of verse and prose was necessary precisely because of the emergence of the
dramatic fullness of secondary characters. We might add that in the combination
and in the observation of the appropriate level of language not only as regards the
individual, but the whole of a work as well, Shakespeare has shown himself to be
a superior artist. Hence, in Hamlet the structure is confused, abrupt, and cloudy,
like the hero. In the historical pieces from older and more contemporary English
history and from Roman history there predominates a tone quite different in cul-
tivation and purity. In the Roman pieces we find almost no rhyme, whereas in the
English ones, as well as in those from older history, we find not only a great
many but quite a few extremely picaresque ones.

That which in Shakespeare one usually considers to be mistakes, disiortions,
or even crudeness is for the most part not this at all, and is considered such only
by narrow and impotent taste. No one, however, fails to recognize him in his true
greatness more than his own countrymen and his English commentators and
admirers. They always cling to individual portrayals of passion, of a single char-
acter, to the psychology, to individual scenes or words, without any sense for the
whole and for his art. Tieck remarks quite appropriately that when one glances at
the English commentators it is as if while traveling through a beautiful landscape
one passes a tavern in front of which drunken farmers are quarreling. U

The idea that Shakespeare wrote simply through fortunate inspiration and in
unconscious splendor is an extremely base error and is a legend from 2 com-
pletely uncultivated age that in England began with Pope. The Germans, of
course, frequently misunderstood him, not only whenever they became ac-
quainted with him on the basis of a formless wranslation. but also because all be-
lief in art had perished.

Shakespeare’s early poems, the Sonners, Adonis, Lucretia, all testify to an ex-
tremely likeable character and an extremely inward, subjective sensibility, not
some unconscious storm-and-stress genius.'”- Shakespeare later lived com-
pletely within the world to the extent that his sphere allowed, until he began o
reveal his own existence in a more unrestricted world and in a series of artworks
that really do portray the entire infinity of ari and of nature.

Shakespeare is so all-encompassing in his genius that one could easily con-
sider him, like Homer, to be a collective name and, as has already occurred, to
attribute his works to different authors. (Here the individual is collective,

whereas in antiquity it was the work itself. )
We would, however, always be forced to view Shakespeare’s art with a kind of
disconsolateness if we had to view him absolutely as the pinnacle of romantic art
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in the drama, since one does have to grant him a certain element of barbarism in
order to recognize him as being great, indeed divine within it. In his boundless-
ness Shakespeare can be compared with none of the tragedians of antiguity. We
must, however, be allowed to hope for a Sophocles of the differentiated world,
and for a reconciliation within what me might call sinful art. At least the possi-
bility of the complete fulfillment of this expectation seems to be hinted at from a
previously little-known corner.

Spain has produced a spirit that, it is true, has already become an glement of
the past for us regarding subject matter and concerns; nonetheless, regarding
form and art, he is eternal and already displays as achieved and present that
which theory seemed to predict perhaps only as a task for future art. | am speak-
ing of Calderén and | am speaking about him on the basis of his one tragedy 1
know, just as from ene work of Sophocles’ one can surmise his entire spirit. It
can be found in the Spanisches Theater, translated by Angust Wilhelm Schiegel,
whom we can thank not only for giving us the first genuine transiation of Shake-
speare but also for allowing Calderén to appear in the German language.'”
Hence, what [ can say about Calderén refers only to this one work. It would be
0o presumptuous to formulate an evaluation of the entire art of this great spirit
from this one work. Yet what is evident in this one piece is the following.

At first glance one might be tempted to call Calderdn the southern, perhaps
Catholic, Shakespeare, yet additional features distinguish the two poets from one
another. The primary feature and the foundation of the entire edifice of his art
Calderén has, of course, received from the Catholic religion, whose view of the
universe and of the divine order of things essentially requires that there be sin and
sinners so that through the mediation of the ¢hurch God may prove his grace.
This introduces the general necessity of sin, and in Calderén’s piece under dis-
cussion the entire element of fate develops out of a kind of divine providence.
Eusebio, the protagonist of the tragedy, is the unconscious and unrecognized son
of a certain Curtio, whose daughter Julia was born of the same mother simulia-
neously with Eusebio under a miraculous cross in the forest after Curtio had tried
to murder their mother there on the basis of unjust suspicion. Through a miracle
of the cross, the mother is transported out of the forest back to her house, where
Curtio, who has returned thinking he has murdered her, finds her alive with her
lovely daughter Julia. The boy Eusebio had remained back ai the cross, where he
falls into the hands of a gallant man who rears him. The mother remembers only
vaguely that she has borne two children. This is the basis of the story, though in
the tragedy itself it plays only a historical role, that of the first synthesis from
which all else emerges.

Eusebio, who does not recognize his father and sister (for in the meantime the
mother has died), loves Julia. From this the entire fate of the two develops. This
fate and the following misdeeds of the two are caused by the divine arrangement
that decreed that Eusebio remain at the cross after the birth. At the same time,
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that particular kind of fate is introduced which, though not exclusively unigue to
the Christian religion, is definitely at work there as well, namely. that the guilt of
the fathers be avenged on the children into the third and fourth generations (for
the curse of the father also pursues the line of Oedipus. just as the abominations
of the ancestors follow the line of Pelops). This, too. removes the guilt as a sub-
jective element from the protagonist and directs it to necessity.

The first consequence of this love for Julia is that Lisardo, an older brother,
demands satisfaction from Eusebio because he has dared to begin a love relation-
ship with her even though he has neither name nor parents. Lisardo falls; this is
the beginning of the tragedy. whose first development through several incidents is
that Julia enters a convent, whereas Eusebio, who wishes {o avenge his own infi-
nite suffering through unending crimes, becomes the leader of a band of robbers.
Amid all this destruction heaven sends him the future savior of his soul in the
person of the Bishop of Trent, whose life he has saved and who in return prom-
ises to be with him at his death and hear his confession.

Eusebio and Julia both stand under the particular guardianship of the miracu-
tous cross, whose image nature itself has put on the breast of both. Eusebio
knows the effect of this sign and of reverence for the cross, which already has
rescued him from the wildest dangers. Now that sign again directs the fate of
both. At night Eusebio penetrates into Julia’s convent through the cloister gallery
all the way into her cell. Yet we see him. startled by a fear Julia does not com-
nrehend, hurrying back over the convent walls where his comrades await him.
The sign of the cross he discovers on her breast as on his own separates the two
and rescues Julia from the ultimate guilt of incest and from breaking her vow. Yet
that same sign drives Julia into a further fate. Since the ladder has been left stand-
ing because of Eusebio’s hasty departure, Julia follows him in the confusion of
aroused passion and climbs down. At some distance she comes to her senses and
wants to return to the cloister. but in the meantime Eusebio’s companions have
taken the ladder away. Cast out into the wide world in a nun's habit, the delicate
Julia now alse goes the way of Eusebio and avenges her suffering and her despair
through repeated murders and misdeeds, until after a series of such deeds she
finally reaches Eusebio. In the meantime, Curtio sets out againsi the robbers. In
a pitched battle swinging this way and that, one in which Julia, dressed in a man’s
clothing, defends her beloved, Eusebio is finally mortally wounded. Already in
his death throes he calls out for Bishop Alberto, who as if by divine providence
is passing by and hears his confession, after which Eusebio peacefully dies. This,
too. takes place at this lonely place in the forest before the crucifix that protected
his birth, decided his fate, and now also makes his end blessed. Curtio, a witness
to what is happening. recognizes the place, recognizes Eusebio as his son and
Julia in her disguise. Julia confesses to him that her short career since her escape
from the convent has been characterized by murder and abominations. The father
blesses his son, yet damns her and wants to destroy her, whereupon she embraces
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the cross and, promising to atone for her guilt in the convent, pleads with it for
help. The cross raises itself and rises with her into the air.

This is the brief content of the tragedy, in which, as is evident, most of what
occurs does so through divine providence and is imposed by a Christian fate
according to which there must be sinners so that the power of divine grace can be
revealed in them. This decides the essential features of the tragedy, which needs
neither diabolical powers for seduction nor merely external nemesis for chastise-
ment.

If, then, we actually admire in Shakespeare only that element of infinite
understanding, which by being infinite appears as reason. in Calderén we must
recognize reason itself. These are not purely real relationships and circumstances
into which an unfathomable understanding puts the reflection of an absolute
world; these are absolute relationships, it is the absolute world itself.

Although essential features of his characters are grand and rendered with
uncommon sharpness and sureness, Calderon needs to rely on such characteris-
tics less, since he employs a more genuine element of fate.

Yet we must elevate Calderén equally with respect to the inner form of his
composition. If we subject this work to the highest standard —namely, that the
intention of the artist has passed over into the work itselt, become completely one
with it and thus indiscernible by virtue of precisely this absolute discernible-
ness—in this respect he can be compared only with Sophocles.

In Shakespeare the objectivation and indiscernibleness of intention as such are
based only on unfathomability. Calderén is completely transparent. One sees all
the way to the bottom of his intention; indeed, he frequently expresses it himself,
as does Sophocles. Yet it is so fused with the object that it no longer appears as
intention, just as in a crystal the most perfect pattern can be perfectly presented
and yet indiscernible. Among contemporary authors, Calderén alone has
achieved this highest and absolute presence of mind and circumspection, this
ultimate indifference between intention and necessity. Such transparency already
necessitates that the superfluous accompanying elements cannot be as thoroughly
rendered as in Shakespeare. The entire form is more concentrated, and although
here, too, comic passages exist next to the tragic ones, from the one perspective
they do not possess that heavy import as in Shakespeare, and from the other per-
spective are more indissolubly cast from the same mold as the tragic ones.

One would be greatly mistaken to expect the work of Calderon to be a pious
and saintly portrayal of the kind most people —out of ignorance — expect from
such works. This is no Genoveva,'™ in which Catholicism is intentionaily pre-
sented as pious and extremely gloomy. We find rather a completely poetic and
indissoluble cheerfulness in it. Everything in it, in the highest style, is profane,
except the art itself, which appears truly holy.

The structure of the whole is more rational to a degree one probably would not
have expected from modern poesy if one had abstracted its character from Shake-
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speare alone. Calderén has collecied the dispersed principles of the romantic
genre into a stricter unity, one approaching true beauty. Without observing the
old rules, he has compressed the action. His drama is more dramatic and hence
more pure. Within this form his art always constitutes pure rendering of contours
side by side with the highest coloration, such that from the largest to the smallest,
even unto the choice of poetic meter, form and content interpenetrate one another
i the most intimate fashion. Motivation has not been neglected, but it does not
obtrude. It is a completely integrating part of the organization of the whole, from
which nothing can be removed and to which nothing can be added. Within the
whole that motivation is always based on providence, although in individual ¢ir-
cumstances it can manifest itself (a) as chance, as when Julia no longer finds the
ladder, (b) with a moral element, since the arousal in her breast drives her to
crimes, or (¢)'™ absolutely in the appearance and reappearance of the priest.
Finally, in the higher world upon which his poesy is based, Calderén has the

advantage that reconciliation is prepared simultancously with sin, and necessity
directly with difference. He treats the miracles of his religion as an indisputable
mythology, and faith in it as the insuperable divinity of disposition and attitude.
Through these Busebio and Julia are saved. The reconciliation he has the father
speak over Eusebio in words of that particular genuine simplicity exemplary of
antiguaty,

No, you are no victim of misfortune,

You my beloved son,

Who in his iragic end

Earned such glory.'™
—this reconciliation soothes as does the end of Oedipus or the final lot of
Antigone.

In the transition from contempordry tragedy to comedy it is doubtlessly most
appropriate to mention the greatest poem of the Germans: Faust by Goethe, It is
difficult, however, to lend persuasive enough substantiation to one’s evaluation of
the spirit of the whole from that which we now possess.'”’ Hence, one holding
the usual view of it may find rather surprising my assertion that with respect to its
intention this poem is far more Aristophanic than tragic.

! will thus content myself with presenting the most general perspective on this
poem to the extent I believe [ understand it.

Fate does not just apply to action. Over against the knowledge of the individ-
ual as individual stands the essential nature of the universe and of nature as an
unconquerable necessity. The subject as subject cannot enjoy the infinite as infi-
nite, yet it is a necessary inclination of that subject. Here is thus an eternal con-
tradiction. Let us call this a more ideal potence of fate, one that with respect to
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the subject stands in no less a position of opposition and conflict than in action.
The disrupted harmony can express iiself on two sides here, and the conflict can
seek a dual resolution. The point of departure is the unsatisfied thirst to view and
enjoy as subject the inner essence of things: the first development is to sull this
insatiable desire outside the goals and parameters of reason, through excesses of
the spint, as expressed in this passage from Faust:
Go, spurn intelligence and science,
Man's lodestar and supreme reliance,
Be furthered by the liarin-chief
In works of fraud and make-believe,
And 1 shall have you dead to rights.'™®
The other way to alleviaie the unsatisfied yearning of the spirit is to plunge into
the world itself, and to bear both its woes and joys. In this direction. too. the
outcome s already decided. Here, too, it is eternally impossible for something
finite 1o participate in the infinite, something expressed in the following words:

Fate has endowed him with a forward-driving
Impetuousness that reaches past all sights,
And which, precipitately siriving,
Would overleap the earth’s delights.
Through dissipation I will drag him,
Through shallow insignificance,
I'll have him sticking, writhing, flagging,
And for his parched incontinence
Have food and drink suspended at lip level:
In vain will he be yearning for relief.
In Goethe's Faust these two directions are portrayed, or rather are directly united
such that from the one the other simultancously emerges.

Because of dramatic considerations the emphasis had to be placed on the other
direction, namely, the encounter of such a spirit with the world, According to the
limited overview we have of the poem at this point, we can see clearly that in this
direction Faust is to travel through the highest sphere of the tragic.

Yet the serene design of the whole even in its initial contours, the truth of
misguided striving, and the authenticity of the yearning for the highest life al-
ready suggest that the struggle will resolve itself in a higher realm of authority
and that Faust will be consummated after being elevated into higher spheres.

In this respect this poem, as alien as this may seem, possesses a truly Dantian
significance, although it is to a far greater degree a comedy and in the poetic
sense more divine than the work of Dante.

The wild life into which Faust throws himself becomes an inferno for him
according 1o a necessary consequence. In light of the serene intention of the
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whole, the first purification from the torments of knowledge and false inagina-
tion will have to consist in an initiation into the principles of deviltry as the actual
foundation of the rational view of the world, and the consummation must involve
his learning to recognize and enjoy the essential through being elevated above
himself and above the nonessential.

Even these few features. features more suspected than really known concern-
ing the nature of this poem, show that it is a completely original work in every
respect, comparable only to itself and selt-enclosed. This particular type of fate
is unique and might even be called a new invention if it were not rendered in the
German manner so to speak, and thus already originally represented by the my*h-
ological person of Fausi.

Through this unique conflict beginning in knowledge, the poem acquired its
scientific side such that if ever a poem could be called philosophical. that pred-
icate must be attributed to Goethe'’s Faust alone. This splendid spirit, united with
the energy of an extraordinary poet and the profundity of the philosopher, has
opened in this poem an eternally fresh source of science that alone sufficed to
rejuvenate the science of the age and to bathe it in the freshness of new hife. Let
anyone wishing to penetrate into the true sanctuary of nature approach these
tones from a higher world and absorb at an early age the energy emerging here as
if in dense rays of light and moving the innermost depths of the world.,

One might call Goethe's Fausi a modern comedy in the high style. constructed
out of the entire material of the age. Just as the tragedy hives in the atmosphere of
public morality, so the comedy lives in the air of public freedom. Public Tife dis-
appeared with the coming of the new world. The state was displaced by the
church, just as in the larger sense the real was displaced by the deal. Universal
life could be found only in the church. As if out of a mythology. comedy could
develop only out of that church and its customs, rituals, and public actions. The
first comedies were thus performances of biblical stories in which the devil usu-
ally plaved the comic person: in Spain, probably the first fatherland of these
works, and the place they endured up into the past century. they were called autos
sacramentales. This type of comedy was the original element of the muse of Cal-
derén, whe was as great in comedy as in tragedy and lived almost exclusively in
this subject matter. A second genre developed from the first. the comedies of the
saints; only very few of these were not actually performed. In this genre, too,
Calderdn is a master.

In Spain, the pastoral plays constituted the first transition from this ideal world
into the common. real world. Shakespeare. one might say, whose birth and epoch
did not offer that higher ground, himself created for the comedy a completely
unique, romantic world, to a certain extent also a pastoral world. but of much
richer coloration, energy. and fullness. Here, too, the individual had to step into
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the picture and create the world that was not actually given to him. What can be
more unigue and further from the conventional than the world in As You Like fr
and Whar You Will. In one particular work, The Comedy of Errors, Shakespeare
has treated an old theme, yel in an even higher potence and with a multiplication
of confusion. Calderén. too, whenever he based the material of his comedy com-
pletely on invention, also took a romantic world as its basis, as did Shakespeare.
He did, however, have the advantage of nation and actuality, which Shakespeare
did not have, since in Spain in the age of Calderén there still existed a kind of
public life — at least in the sphere of the romantic —and his heroes, as romantic as
they may appear, nonetheless did have the customs of the age and the life of that
particular world as a background.

Just as the French first put the reversed ideal world—the conventional
world —in the place of the ideal world 1o which they could not clevaie them-
selves, so also in the comedy; their influence has actually totally driven aside that
true, absolute comedy based on some element of public fife.'™ This is not to say
that the Spaniards would not have been acquainted as well with character pieces
and intrigue plays; they are rather the real inventors of such pieces, though theirs
are based on a romantic life, Those of the French are based on common, social,
or domestic life, just as they are the inventors of the comédie larmovyante *™ The
Germans also experienced some initial, still genuine, and carthy stirrings of 2
type of comedy similarly emerging from religion, as demonstrated in several
pieces by Hans Sachs™' in which religion is treated without mockery and yet in
a paradoxical fashion, and biblical myths are treated comically. After these initial
stirrings, however, and after Protestantism damaged the public life of religion
here, Germany lived almaost exclusively from foreign spoils; the only unique
invention of the Germans as a group is still that they have struck the most pro-
found chord of Philistinism and cheap domesticity in their family poems, and in
the usual comedies have documented with the most natural facility the infamy of
predominating moral concepts and of vile high-mindedness. There is no conso-
lation for this shame of the German theater except perhaps that other nations have
pursued this German refuse with Just.

After the highest totality in the drama in its two forms is achieved, the verbal
arts can only strive back toward the formative arts, but not cultivate themselves
further.

In song, poesy returns to music, to painting in dance, partly insofar as it is
ballet, parily insofar as it is pantomime, and to the actual plastic arts in the the-
ater arts, which constitute a living form of the plastic arts.

Since these arts, as already stated, emerge through a reverse inclination from
the verbal to the formative arts, they constitute their own sphere of secondary
arts. | believe | need only mention them within the parameters of our present
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consiruction, since their laws as complex arts emerge from the laws of those from
which they are composed. Whatever cannot be comprehended 1n this fashion can
only be based on empirical or techmical rules, which from the outset are excluded
from our construction.

I will remark only that the most perfect composition of all the arts, the unifi-
cation of poesy and music through song, of poesy and painting through dance,
both in turn synthesized together, is the most complex theater manifestation, such
as was the drama of antiquity. Only a caricature has remained for us: the opera,
which in a higher and nobler style both from the side of poesy as well as from that
of the other competing arts, might sooner guide us back to the performance of
that ancient drama combined with music and song.

Music, song, danee, as well as all the various types of drama, live only in
public fife, and form an alliance in such life. Wherever public lite disappears,
instead of that real, external drama in which, in all its forms, an enure peopie
participates as a political or moral totality, only an imward, ideal drama can unite
the people. This ideal drama is the worship service, the only Kind of rruly public
action that has remained for the contemporary age, and even so only in an
extremely diminished and reduced form.

Appendix

The purpose of this essay is to illuminate several prejudices and utterances
against and concerning the philosophy of nature that have arisen partly from a
one-sided and false view of philosophy, and partly from shallowness and com-
plete lack of scientific sensibility.

When we assume a relationship between the philosophy of nature and philos-
ophy in general, this relationship is by no means to be understood as a subordi-
nate one. What philosophy is, it is completely and undividedly. Whatever is not
philosophy in just this sense, or whatever merely borrows its principles from phi-
losophy and for the rest is completely removed from the subject matter of phi-
losophy and pursues goals other than philosophical ones, cannot be called phi-
losophy or even philosophical science in the stricter sense.

All distinctions made in this regard are empty and merely ideal. There is only
one philosophy and one science of philosophy, What one calls different philo-
sophical sciences are mere presentations of the one, undivided whole of philos-
ophy under different ideal determinations, or, to use the familiar term. in differ-
ent potences.

The complete manifestation of philosephy emerges only within the totality of
all potences. The principle of philosophy, as the identity of all these potences,
thus necessarily has no potence itself, This point of indifference of absolute

unity, however, resides in its own turn in every particular unity in and for itself,
just as in every unity all unities recur. The construction of philosophy does not
direct itself to a construction of potences as such and thus as different potences,
but rather within each potence only to the presentation of the absolute such that
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each in and for itself is the whole. The relationship between the individual parts
in the closed and organic whole of philosophy resembles that between the various
figures in a perfectly constructed poetic work, where every figure, by being a
part of the whole, as a perfect reflex of that whele is actually absolute and inde-
pendent in its own turn.

One can extract the individual potence out of the whele and treat it in and for
itself, but only insofar as one really presents the absolute within it is this presen-
tation itself philosophy. In every other case, where one treats the individual
potence as a particular and presents laws or rules for it as a particular, it can only
be a theory of a specific object, such as a theory of nature or a theory of art. One
can comprehend this in a more general sense by noting that all antitheses and
differences are merely different forms that are nonessential within those differ-
ences. Only in their vnity are they real, and since the unity of all cannot itself be
a particular, they are real only to the extent that each in itself represents the abso-
lute whole, the universe. By basing laws on the particular as particular, one
thereby removes the object from the absolute, and science from philosophy.

The philosophy of nature as such 1s thus philosophy wholly and undividedly.
Inasmuch as nature is objective knowledge, and inasmuch as the expression of
the point of indifference insofar as it resides in nature is trieth, and the expression
of that point insofar as it resides in the ideal world 1s beaury, all of philosophy
viewed from the theoretical side can be called the philosophy of nature.

It does not concern us here that in a different respect the theory of pature, as
speculative physics, takes its principles from the philosophy of nature, and for
now we are excluding this reference entirely. We are speaking here of the philos-
ophy of nature as such and in and for itself, and not about that which is merely
derived from it, even though this is almost universally mistaken for it.

According to this explanation one can only speak of a relationship between the
philosophy of nature o philosophy either insofar as its idea is referred to some-
thing one considers philosophy. or insofar as it in its absoluteness is viewed as an
integral and necessary part of the entirety of philosophy.

Philosophy itself, however, can be viewed from a dual perspective, either
from the purely scientific side or in its reference to the world. The latter itself has
two sides: the reference to religion nsofar as the latter is itself speculation that
has become an unchangeable objective view of things: and the reference to
morality insofar as the latter is an objective expression of speculative ideas within
action.

Poesy, as long as it has not yet become the affair of the collective or at least of

an entire larger community and the most important element of a nation, is itself
viewed only within such references. Only the two already discussed are valid as
unconditional and universal points of reference, points to which for this reason

we will restrict ourselves in the present investigation as well.
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combination of their intellectual intensity and their physical proximity often beeame bitter
and even libellous, the one charge that almost never seemed o occur was the charge of
plagiarism. “*Goethe.”" reminisces Henry Crabb Robinson, **despised all imputations of
plagiarism, and all disputes about originality,”” and Goethe’s aititude was in this instance
normative for his contemporaries. Kant, Herder, Schelling, Fichte, Hegel, Jacobi, Maimon
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property, but as public words referring to the universal interests of philosophy.
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26. See Haym, Die romantische Schule, p. 844:

Only with some qualification can one call the aesthetician Schelling a Romantic, In his

Philosophy of Art he is such only in individual points: he is such without qualification

only in the form and method of his entire system insofar as it directly projects the
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Even if one must prefer [August Wilhelm|] Schlegel’s aesthetics over Schelling’s

because of the richer [empirical] details, the philosopher in contrast is at a clear advantage

over the historian Schlegel] as regards the whole of that science itself. This

world-embracing tendency inhered in the very spirit of Romanticism. (my bracketed

insertions — Trans. )

27. See Behler, “*Schellings Asthetik.’’ pp. 144ff., “‘Robinson, Schelling und Madame de
Staél. ™’

28. Cf. Dieter Ydhnig, Schelling: Die Kunst in der Philosophie, 2 vols. (Pfullingen: Neske, 1966,
1969).

29. Some discrepancy exists here concerning specifics: see Schelling, Briefe und Dokumente.
vol, 1, pp. 169-70,

Introduction

1. The initial pages of this introduction were reprinted in Schelling’s lecture series entitled On
Univeesity Studies, fourteenth lecture, under the title “*On the Science of Art in Relation 1o Academic
Study. ™

2. Among many others, Schelling may be thinking here of Karl Philipp Monitz (1756-93), who
after 1789 held a position at the Academy of Arts in Berlin. Schelling, as will be seen, thought espe-
cially highly of Moritz's views on the mythology of antiquity. Kant, in the Critigue of Judgement.
hook 2., **The Analytic of the Sublime,"" had aiso offered a system for ordering the various art forms.
Kant, Critique of Judgement, trans. James Creed Meredith (Oxford: Clarendon, 1964).

3. Schelling is underscoring the relationship between philosophy and art he first discussed in the
concluding section to the Svstem of Transcendental fdealism (1800), though now — particularly after
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the reflections of the essay Brune (1802)—the relationship is more equitable. In the System of Tran-
scendental fdealism Schelling had writien the following (p. 233):

Take away objectivity from art, one might say. and it ceases to be what it is, and becomes

philosophy: grant objectivity to philosophy, and it ceases to be philosophy and becomes

art. Philosophy attains, indeed, to the highest, but it brings to this summit only. so to say,

the fraction of a man. Art brings the whole man. as he is, to that point, namely to the

knowledge of the highest, and this is what underlies the eternal difference and the marvel

of art.

In Bruneo: or, On the Divine and Natural Principle of Things, philosophy has risen in stature as
regards what it is able to disclose of that absolute identity: intellectual intuition (in philosophy)
becomes the equal of aesthetic intuition (in art). Art portrays objectively what phitosophy portrays
subjectively. Schelling will make this point several times during the present lectures.

4. This passage illustrates well Scheliing’s proximity to the thought of Goethe (1749-1832). At
Goethe's first meeting with Schifler (1759-1805) in 1794. he and Schiller had engaged in a conver-
sation concerning the “'dissecting manner of dealing with Nature."" Goethe remarked that *“perhaps
there was still the possibility of another method, one which would not tackle Nature by merely dis-
secting and particularizing. but show her at work and alive, manifesting herself in her wholeness in
everv single part of her being.”” As we shall see. this concept will be fulcral in Schelling’s awn esti-
mation of art and its metaphysical implications. Schiller insisted in that conversation that sych
insights actually emerge from experience itself. Goethe continues: **1 explained to him with great
vivacity the Metamorphosis of Plants (Goetbe's theory of plant morphology] and, with a few char-
acteristic strokes of the pen, conjured up before his eyes a symbolical plant {that is, a prototypical
plant or “plant as such,” an approximation of the archetype or idea “plant’j. He listened, and looked
at it all with great interest and intelligence; but when 1 had ended, he shook his head saying: This has
nothing to do with experience, itis an idea. . . . Well, so much the better [Goethe counters]; it means
that 1 have ideas without knowing it, and can even see them with my eves.”” "How."" Schiller asks,
“‘can one ever equate experience with ideas? For an idea is characterized precisely by the fact that
experience can never be fully congruous to it” (Schelling will discuss this point in §5). Goethe draws
the conclusion later that if “*he {Schiller] takes for an idea what to me is experience, then there must,
after all, prevail some mediation, some relationship between the two.”’ Indeed, this is precisely
Schelling’s point, one he will work out in mofe detail in the present lectures; just as Goethe infits in
a particular. concrete plant the idea “*plant,’’ so also, according to Schelling. can aesthetic intuition
intuit the ideas of philosophy in a particular, concrete work of art, For a discussion of this complex
regarding Goethe. see Erich Heller, **Goethe and the Idea of Scientific Truth,"" in The Disinherited
Mind: Essavs in Modern German Literature and Thought, 3rd ed. (London: Bowes & Bowes, 1971).

S. Since, as was pointed out in the Translator’s Introduction earlier, art reveals in actuality (in
concrete, individual works of art) a reflection of that absolute identity lving as the absolute behind all
things, it possesses religious (revelatory) signiticance. Hermann August Korff, in his survey of this
period of German literary history, cites the *‘religion of art™ as one of the three main movements
during the penod (Geist der Goethezeir, 4 vols., 1923ff.). The early Romantic circle in general was

enamored of the idea of the religious significance of art, and we shall encounter several reflections of

this in these lectures

Perhaps the most influential piece in this regard during the penod was Quipourings of an Art-
Loving Friar by Wilhelm Heinrich Wackenroder (1773-98) and Ludwig Tieck (1773-1853). In this
work as in no other, the religious implications of both art and nature are exiolled on virtvally every
page. “‘Art must come before fove in his {the artist’s| heart, for art is of heavenly provenance. Only
religion may be dearer to him. Art must become a sacred love or a loved religion, if | may express
myself in such terms™ (p. 27). Although Wackenroder and Tieck were particularly concerned with
art, the references to nature clearly show the Kind of parallel thinking characterizing Schelling’s lec-
tures, that is, the assertion that ultimately the realms of nature, ntellect, and art reveal one and the
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same divimity. In the essay "*Of Two Wonderful Languages and Their Mysterious Power,”” Wacken-
roder and Tieck sound remarkably Schellingian:

Yet I know of two wonderful languages through which the Creator has granted man the

means of grasping and comprehending the Divine in all its force. at least (not to appear

presumptuous) insofar as that is at all possible for poor mortals. These languages speak to

our inner selves, but not in words; suddenly and in wondrous tashion they invade our

whole being, permeating every nerve and every drop of blood in our veins. One of these

wonderful languages is spoken by God alone; the other is spoken only by a few chosen

men whom He has anointed as His favorites. They are: Nature and Art'” (p. 59).

One even finds in this work the suggestion of a dialectic of the spirit through both nature and art
of the kind both Schelling and Hegel will speak: “*In every work of art, in every zone of the earth, He
sees the trace of that divine spark which. issuing from Him, passed through the souls of men and mto
their little creations, which reflect it back to the great Creator again™ (pp. 45-46).

Similarly, Friedrich Schiegel (1772-1829), brother of August Wilhelm Schlegel (1767-1845) and
a member of the early Romantic circles in Berlin and Jena, extolled the same view concerning the
proximity of art, religion, and philosophy as Schelling does in this paragraph: **He who has religion
will speak poetry.” **Poetry and philosophy are. according to how you take them, different spheres,
different forms, or factors of religion. Try to really combine both, and you will have nothing but
religion.”” From Friedrich Schlegel, Dialogue on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms, pp. 152 and 154
(**Selected Ideas,”" aphorisms 34 and 46).

6. Monsieur fourdain is the principle character in Moliére's play Le Bourgeois Gentilthomme
(1670), act I, scene 4. A. W. Schiegel makes the same point with the same example in his lecture
series Schone Literatur und Kunst, 1. p. 264.

7. As already pointed out in the Translator’s Introduction, the Romantics were keen on the social
or communal pature of much of their work (sympoetry, symphilosophy). From Friedrich Schlegel we
have the account of such an encounter in his Diglogue on Poetry: from August Wilhelm Schlegel we
have an account of a visit to the Dresden Art Gallery: “*Die Gemihlde: Ein Gespriich™ (The paint-
ngs: a dialogue), in Athenaewm 1, 1. In that dialogue, Louise complains to her artist friend that art
galleries are not there primarily to instruct artists in their own craft. **No, my friend, mutual partic-
ipation and social contact is the main purpose. . . . For all arts, no matter which ones, language is,
after all, the universal organ of communication . . . the common currency wherein all spiritual goods
can be exchanged. Hence, one must talk and communicate, communicate!”” (pp. 49-59).

8. Schelling may be thinking here of several writers: Johunn Georg Sulzer (1720-79), Allge-
meine Theorie der schonen Kiinste und Wissenschaften (General theory of the fine arts and sciences)
(1771-74, 1792-94}; Johann Avgustus Eberhard (1739-1809), Theorie der schonen Kiinste und Wis-
senschaften &c (Theory of the fine arts and sciences) (1783; 3rd ed., 1790} and Handbuch der
Asthetik (1803-5}; Johann Joachim Eschenburg (1743-1820), Entwurf einer Theorie und Literatur der
schénen Wissenschaften (Qutline of a theory and literature of the science of the fine arts) (1783). In
Schane Literatur und Kunst, August Wilhelm Schlegel took a similarly strident attitude toward tra-
ditional aesthetics, and also avoided the word, suggesting instead Kunstlehre (doctrine of the arts) or
Poetik (from the Greek root, meaning to make or create). He, too, was concerned with replacing the
traditional views with a philosophical theory of art, which would determine the goal or essence of art
(the “*what™"), whereas a technical theory of art would determine the means (the **how) to realize that
goal. See Schlegel, Schone Literatur und Kunst, 1, pp. 1-5.

9. Immanuel Kant, The Critique of Judgement (1790). Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten (1714-
62), professor of philosophy at Frankfurt an der Oder and a follower of Christian Wolff (1679-1754.
the leading rationalist philosopher in the early vears of the Enlightenment}, is generally recognized as
the founder of aesthetics as a systematic discipline and part of philosophy: he published the first two
volumes of his Aestherica between 1750 and 1758 (his death prevented the completion of the work)

A. W. Schlegel strlarly rejects the designation aesthetics, and wishes rather that we understand it
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based on its etymology, as the study of sensory perception, and refers to Kant's use of the term in his
“Transcendental Aesthetic.™

10. This, of course, was what prompted Schelling to request a copy of Schlegel’s Schdne Lite-
ratur und Kunst; see the Translator’s Introduction.

11. Schelling again underscores the equal access both art and philosophy have to the ideas or
archetypes; see the illuminating introduction to the archetypes and their refationship to the ideas given
by Michael G. Vater in the introduction to his translation of Bruno.

12. For a different presentation of the potences or ideal determinations, see Svstem of 1804, §54-
857

13. That is, history insofar as it is determined by the activity of the spirit. Schelling often uses the
terms spirit and history interchangeably when referring to philosophy from this perspective.

14, See the Appendix. In the edition of 1859 Schelling’s son referred the reader to this passage,
which is actually the beginning of the essay ** Uber das Verhaltnis der Naturphilosophie zur Philo-
sophie Uberhaupt,'" from the Kritisches Journal der Philosophie. Schelling’s son was anxious to pub-
lish these lectures on the philosophy of art in part to prove Schelling’s authorship of this and coau-
thorship of another essay (**Uber das Wesen der philosophischen Kritik Uberhaupt, und ihr Verhitnis
zum gegenwirtigen Zustand der Philosophie insbesondere’') in the Kritisches Journal. essays that
had onginally been attributed to Hegel and even published in his collected works. Schelling’s son
cites several other passages from this essay in support of his clatm that parts of the Philosophy of Art
actually serve as a running parailel and commentary to the essay in the Kririsches Journal. See
Sdmmzliche Werke 1, V, p. V1.

15. In Bruno Schelling expressed this in yet another fashion, asserting that philosophy was eso-
teric, whereas art was exotenc (p. 231

But tell me what you think, should we not call every sort of cognition that displays ideas

only in things, not in themselves, “exoteric’'? And, on the other hand, should we not call

those kinds of cognition thai exhibit the archetypes of things in and for themselves

esoteric™?

That seems quite appropriate 1o me.

Then the artistic creator will never exhibit beauty in and for jtself; he will depiet
beautiful things instead.

So we have said.

Then the mark of his artistry will not consist in the presence of the idea of beauty

itsetf. Tt will instead be his ability o produce so many things that are possibly similar to

beauty.

Of course,

Neeessarily, then, his art is exoteric,

That is obvious

But the philosopher strives 1o recognize truth and beayty i
particular truth and the particular beauty.

That is the case.

He thus employs, but in an inward way, the same God-given faculty that the artist uses
externally and unknowingly.

and for themselves, not the

16. The discussion of this point is of fulcral significance in the essay Bruno, pp. 2241f. . as well
as in these lectures.

17. The problem of the derivation of finite content from the absolute plagued Schelling during
the entire period of his philosophy of identity. It has been argued that dissatisfaction with his own
treatment of the problem prompted him, ultimately, to abandon the philosophy of identity in this form
and move on to a different wreatment of metaphysical problems. See especially Alan White, Schel-
ling: An Introduction to the System of Freedom, pp. 37ff., 761f.. and passim.

18. German: Ideen oder Urbilder. 1 have translated Urbild as archetype for several reasons. The
first is that Schelling is very much a Platonist in his use of certain ternunology, and in this instance is
recalling the Platonic use of idea (which German renders as fdee), and eidos, which German renders
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in this contexf as fdee or Urbild. Etymologically, archetype closely approximates that meaning here
Schelling often uses the terms interchangeably, as this passage suggests, or in close proximity. The
use of the term by C. G. Jung in depth psychology is somewhat removed from the Platonic (and here
Schellingian) use, and the reader is advised against associating that usage too freely here. Further
more, my translation of Lrbild as archerype tollows Michael Vater's translation of the term in Bruno
(see bibliography): the reader can thus cross-reference the two works with a certain degree of confi-
dence

1. Construction of Art as such and in general

I. The philosophy to which Schelling refers here encompasses several pieces he worked on
during this period, especially the System of Transcendental Idealism (1800), Darstellung meines Sys-
tems der Philosophie (Exhibition of my system of philosophy) (1801). Bruno; or, On the Divine and
Natural Principle of Things (1802), Fernere Darstellungen aus dem System der Philosophie (Further
exhibitipns from the system of philosophy) (1802}, and System der gesammten Philosophie und der
Natur-philosophie insbesondere (System of all philosophy and of the philosophy of nature in partic-
ular) (1804). He has extracted, abbreviated, reworked, and ordered anew those parts of his specula-
tive philosophy that most adequatety prepare his following philosophical construction of art, often
Iifting entire sentences or phrases directly from the speculative treatises. Since this first section—
Construction of Art As Such and in General —is the most speculative in the philosophy of art, it
accordingly borrows most heavily from those speculative works. The following section —the con-
struction of the content of art (mythology)—borrows from the speculative philosophy most heavily
during the initial sections, up to and including §29, and then strikes out in a new direction, namely,
that leading into the construction of mythology and, subsequently, of the individual art forms them-
selves. The speculative philosophy is itself the conceptual framework for the entire subsequent con-
struction, and indeed governs the progress of that construction, as Schelling will show. That same
fundamental conceptual basis and delineation of the absolute as absolute identity governs the subse-
quent constructions within the philosophy of nature, spirit (transcendental idealism), and art. Schel-
ling constantly reworked the speculative framework during this period. which accounts for the mul-
tiple speculative treatises compressed into such a short time span. Both the essay Brune and the
Svstem of 1804 are particularly well represented in this section. Although the section on mythology
Is developed here only to the extent that it prepares the construction of art itself, Schelling later
returned to mythology in the extensive lectures on the philosophy of mythology.

2. This passage, of course, suggests the proximity of Schelling and Hegel during this period of
their careers; shortly after Schelling left Jena for Wiirzburg, Hegel — who remained in Jena —pub-
lished the Phenomenology of Spirit,

3. Although Schelling does not discuss further art and the recognition of beauty as a prerequi-
site for philosophy here, his friend and former classmate Friedrich Holderlin €1770-1843) had done
so in his novel Hyperion: or, The Hermit in Greece (1797, 1799), In a discourse on the culture of
ancient Greece, the protagonist discusses this relationship (p. 93):

““The man."" | resumed, “*who has not at least once in his life felt full, pure beauty in
himself, when the powers of his being merged like the colors in the rainbow, who has
never felt the profound harmony that arises amonyg all things only i hours of exaltation
that man will not even be a philosophical sceptic, his mind is not even capable of tearing
down, let alone of building up. For, believe me, the sceptic finds contradiction and
imperfection in all that is thought, because he knows the harmony of perfect beauty,
which is never thought. The dry bread that human reason well-meaningly offers him, he
disdains only because he is secretly feasting at the table of the gods.”’

“Visionary!" cried Diotima [his companion|, “*So that is why vou, too, were a
sceptic. But the Athenians!™
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[ am close upon them,” 1 said. “*The great saying, the ev Swadepor ecvre (the one
differentiated in itself) of Heraclitus, could be found only by a Greek, for it is the very

being of Beauty, and before that was tound there was no philosophy.

“Now classification became possible. for the whole was there. The flower had
ripened; now it could be dissected.
““The moment of beauty was now well known to men, it was there in life and thought.

the infinitely one existed.

[t could be analyzed, taken apart in men's minds. it could be reconstituted from its
components, and so the being of the highest and the best could be increasingly known,

and the knowledge of it be set up as the law in all the multifarious reakms of the spinit.”

We will have occasion to cite the context of Hyperion's discourse on Athens yet again, since it
contains points that are remarkably similar, often even in the choice of words, to many of those in
Schelling’s lectures. During much of the 1790s Schelling and Holderlin discussed certain philosoph-
ical issues that ultimately would be pivotal in Schelling’s own philosophy and understanding of aes-
thetics. Indeed, Holderlin is even credited by many scholars as having provided Schelling with the
understanding of the absolute that ultimately made the latter’s philosophy of identity possible. of
which these lectures on the philosophy of art are a part. For a thorough discussion see Manfred Frank,
“*Holderlins Anregung.”” in Eine Einfiihrung in Schellings Philosophie (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp Verlag,
1985), See also Fritz Marti's section entitled **Recent Work on Schelling’s Beginnings'" in F. W, J.
Schelling, The Unconditional in Huwman Knowledge. Four Early Fssays (1794-1796}, pp. 26-27.
Mention should also be made of the so-called Erstes Svstemprogramm des deutschen Idealismus, a
short outline in Hegel's handwriting that is now generally conceded to be the product of Schelling
under the auspice of Hélderlin's idea of beauty and dates as far back as perhaps 1795. In it, much is
made of the kinship between ethics, aesthetics, philosophy. and religion, and the significant assertion
is made that **we must have a new mythology: this mythology, however, must stand in the service of
the ideas. it must be a mythology of reason.’” We will hear much of this again shortly in Schelling’s
discussion of mythology. The Systemprogramm has been published with annotations in Friedrich Hol-
derlin, Sdmmiliche Werke, ed. Friedrich Beissner (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer Verlag, 1961). vol. 4,
pp. 297-99. Virwally all of Hélderlin's own theoretical writings — writings whose importance for the
dialogue between Romantic and Idealist thinking can hardly be overestimated —are available in the
English translation by Thomas Pfau, Friedrich Hilderlin: Essays and Letters on Theory (Albany,
N.Y.: State University of New York Press, 1987): the volume includes a critical introduction and
notes.

4. This derivation of contemt from the absolute was of extreme importance to Schelling, partic-
ularly the manifestation of the ideas within real, concrete objects. He variously refers to such objects
as “tindividual things,”” “‘concrete beauty,”” “beauvtiful things.”” “souls of individual things™
(Bruno, pp. 227-34), or “concrete things™ (System of 1804, §36)

5. See Bruno, pp. 228-34, for a discussion of this same relationship

6. Throughout these lectuses, Schelling will deliver constant invectives against rafuralism and
formalism.

7. Schelling alludes here to the well-known programeatic essay by Friednch Schiller, On Grace
and Digniry (1793). The essay is based on Kantian ethics and discusses the relationship between art
and beauty on the one hand, and ethics on the other. A ““beautiful soul™" is an individual in whom the
inclination to act ethically (according to ideals or principles) coincides with natural inclination, and in
whom accordingly one senses no internal struggle between natural inclination and the sense of duty.
This manifests itself externally as *‘grace,

* a balanced condition of internal harmony. On the other

hand. dignity characterizes that individual who freely subdues personal inclipation for the sake of

acting according to ethical principles that are opposed to natural inclination.
8. “'Art depicts man in his most perfect form. Nature —at least as much of it as is visible to our
mortal eye —is like a fragmentary oracular utterance from the mouth of the Divinity, If one may speak

so familiarly of such things, one might perhaps say that in a sense the world of nature or the entire
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universe is o God what a work of art is to man.”" Wilhelm Heinrich Wackenroder and Ludwig Tieck,
Qutpeurings of an Art-Loving Friar, pp. 62-63.

9. This is not to be confused with absolute unity or identity, since these can be applied only (o
the absolute itseif.

10. Schelling variously uses the German term Stoff to mean content, material, subject matter, or
even matter. The field of meaning is wide and depends on the context.

2. Construction of the Content of Ayt

1. Once again Schelling is treating an aspect of the problem of the derivation of content from the
absolute.

2. Schelling is referring, of course, to Plato.

3. ""The first child of divine Beauty is art. . . . Beauty's second daughter is religion. Religion
is love of Beauty. The wise man loves Beauty herself, eternal, all-embracing Beauty: the people love
her children, the gods." Friedrich Holdeclin, Hyperion; or, The Hermit in Greece, p. 91.

4. Inthe Svstem of 1804 Schelling asserts that **the genuinely real element in all things can only
be the idea or the complete ideality of the universal and the particular’ (§33). He continues later;
Fhe question whether the ideas themselves are subjective or objective is nonsensical. and

is posed only by someone who remains completely within the realm of reflection,

someone who knows the universal only as a phantom of thought, as a product of

abstraction, and who in contrast knows the particular as that which is real, without

considermg that the particular arises just as much through abstraction from the essence and

is to that extent just as much a phantom of thought as the vniversal. Logic in its usual

meaning is that doctrine through which the purely umversal is viewed m its opposition to

the particular, that is, in its emptiness; this emptiness can then only have an equally empty

particular as its counterpart, namely, the physically particular. This accounts for the

misunderstanding of the Platonic doctrine of the ideas, which most historians of

philosophy conceived sometimes as merely logical abstractions, sometimes as real,

physically existing beings™ (§33).

Invectives against empiricism will appear throughout the lectures, just as they do in August Wil-
helm Schlegel’s Schéme Literaner und Kunst, see especially L. pp. 58ff., and 90: **Let one not imagine
that the infinite is a philosophical fiction and seek it beyond the world: it surrounds us everywhere,
we can never escape it; we live, move, and exist in the infinite.”” *“The unpoetic view of things con-
siders that the perceptions of the senses and the determinations of the understanding have the last
ward'” (p. 91).

5. Schelling is referring here to Moritz's treatise Gartterlehre oder mythologische Dichtungen
der Alten (Doctrine of the gods or the mythological poetry of antiquity) (1791)

6. Hiad V. 4244, Schelling cites the German verse translation of Homer by Johann Heinrich
Voss (first published together with the Odyssey in 1793); see 4, Construction of the Forms of Art,
note 132, For this passage | have cited from the translation by Samuel Butler (Roslyn, N.Y.: Walter
J. Black, 1942), since it better reproduces the text Schelling actually cites. In other instances I have
used the translation by Richmond Lattimore.,

7. In Wis Ganerlehre oder mythologische Dichtungen der Alten (1791), Moritz had suggested
that *‘the poetical treatment of mythology must be viewed as a language of fantasy: taken as such, it
constitutes what we may call a world in and for itself”’ (Moritz. Schriften, p. 195).

8. “'[The gods are] higher powers that are elevated above all accountability. . . . These higher
powers are in no way o be viewed as moral beings. . . . as such a presentation [they are} elevated
above any concept of morality™” (Moritz, Schriften, p. 197). “"They {the gods in Homer] are neither
moral nor immoral, just as hittle as is nature herself’” (A. W. Schlegel. Schdne Literatur und Kunst,
1, p. 338).

9. Oedipus at Colonoas, vv. 6071, trans. R. C. Jebb.




296 [ NOTES TO PP. 39-52

0. Schelling’s son refers the reader here to Schelling’s essay “*Philosophie und Religion,™
Scimmtliche Werke, 1, V, p. 61.

11. “*Since the world of the ideas in Greek mythology actually coincides with the world of the
senses, this means that the actual world of merely apparent reality -— the world of shadows —is the
realm of the dead, which thus relates to the world of the senses just as the latter, according to phi-
losophy, relates to the world of the intellect”” (footnote in edition of 1859).

12. Asclepius, in Greek myth the son of Apotlo and god of medicine. The most famous seat of
his cult was Epidaurus. Here patients coming to be cured slept in his temple, and the cure was
effected in the night, of 1ts means communicated by dreams.

13. Schelling’s son refers the reader here to Schelling’s later remarks in the Philosophie der
Mythologie, vol. | (Einleitung in die Philosophie der Mythologie [Introduction to the philosophy of
mythology; reprint, Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1976]), pp. 241ff., and the Phi-
losophie der Offenbarung (Philosophy of revelation; reprint, Darmstadi: Wissenschaftliche Buchge-
sellschaft, 1983), vol. 1, p. 429.

14. Kant's discussion of schematism is found in The Critigue of Pure Reason in the chapter enti-
tled “*The Schematism of the Pure Concepts of Understanding.”’

15. Christian Gottlob Heyne (1729-1812), classical scholar and archaeologist, after 1763 profes-
sor at Gottingen, A prodigious writer, he was the first to attempt a scientific treatment of Greek
mythology, and in 1802 published an edition of Homer’s Hliad. Heyne's daughter was a childhood
friend of Schelling’s first wife, Caroline. August Wilhelm Schlegel similarly criticizes Heyne on this
point {Schdne Literatier und Kunst, 1, p. 339).

16. Scheling's son refers the reader here to the second lecture in the Efnleitieng in die Philoso-
phie der Mythologie.

7. La Henriade (1723 as La Ligue, then 1728 under present title), an epic poem in ten cantos by
Voltaire deating with the siege of Pans by Henri IT1. Schelling will discuss the ltalian poets Dante,
Ariosto, and Tasso in the section on the verbal arts.

18. Schelling’s own Kantian inclination toward triplicity is evident here. See the tables in the
Translator’s Introduction.

19. See note 3 above.

20. In 1786 Moritz had given up his teaching post to travel in ltaly; there he met Goethe, with
whom he had a great many discussions on art and iis theoretical foundation. Moritz later visited
Goethe in Weimar. For a study in English of this influential writer and thinker, see Mark Boulby, Karl
Philipp Moritz: At the Fringe of Genius (Toronto and Buffalo: University of Toronto Press, 1979).

2}. Friednich August Wolf (1759-1824), professor at Halle and one of the founders of classical
philology. In his Profegomena in Homerum (1795), he suggested that the Hiad and Odyssey were not
the work of a single author, but rather the collection of a number of orally transmitted poems unified
at a later time. Prolegomena to Homer, trans. Anthony Grafton, Glenn W. Most, and James E. G.
Zetzel (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1985).

22. Herodotus, Histortes, book IE, 53,

23, “'For the modern generation, for Euvrope, this source [of poetry 1n history] resides in Greece,
and for the Greeks and their poetry it was Homer and the old school of the Homerids. This was the
inexhaustible source of the poetry which in every respect was capable of being formed, a mighty
stream of representation in which waves of life rush against one another, a peaceful ocean where the
fullness of the earth and the splendor of the heavens are amably reflected.”” Friedrich Schlegel,
“Epochs on Literature™ in Dialogue on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms, p. 60. In Schone Literatur
und Kunst, August Wilhelm Schlegel similar calls poesy *‘the ocean into which everything flows
back,”” and mentions that ““the Greeks themselves frequently assert that mythology is the common
oot of poesy, history, and philosophy™” (I, p. 342; see also pp. 262-63 and 344).

24. Greek for mind, spirit, reason, intellect. Anaxagoras of fonia. born about 500 s.c., acquain-
tance of Pericles in Athens. Fragments of his On Nature have come down to us. According to Ana-
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xagoras, the unlimited constituent parts of the universe are combined in bodies in changing propor-
tions and are directed by spint or intelligence, a supreme and independent force.

25. Schelling’s son refers the reader here (o the later treatment of the figure of Prometheus in the
twenty-third lecture in the Einleitung in die Philosophie der Mvthologie. August Wilhelm Schlegel
presents a similar view of ancient Greek tragedy and of the figure of Prometheus (Schdne Liwm}ur
und Kunst, I, pp. 347-48).

26. A scholarly controversy continues today concerning Friedrich Holderlin's assertion aboui the
fundamental cultural inclinations of the Greeks and of modernity. In a now-famous letter to his friend
Casimir Ulrich Bohlendorff (4 December 1801), who had sent Holderlin an original drama to ¢ri-
tique, Holderlin writes:

It sounds paradoxical, but | will assert it again and offer it to you for evaluation and use:

the actual national or natural inclination will always become less dominani within the

development of a culture. That is why the Greeks are less masters of holy pathos, since it

was natural to them, or mmborn, whereas they are excellent in the clarity of portrayal from

Homer onward, since this extraordinary man possessed enough depth of soul to procure

the Occidental sobriety of Juno for his Apollonian realm, and thus genuinely to acquire

that alien quality for himself.

The reverse is the case for us, That is why it is also so dangerous to abstract rules of
art from Greek excellence alone

Friednch Holderlin, Sdmmiliche Werke, ed. Adolf Beck (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1954), vol. &:
Briefe (Letters), letter 236.

27. A foowmote in the edition of 1859 refers here to Fnedrich Schlegel's treatise on the Geschichie
der Poesie der Grigchen und Rimer (History of the poesy of the Greeks and Romans) (1798). p. 24.
Since his university days, Schlegel had undertaken an extensive study of classical literature, partic-
ularly of the Greeks, and had formulated 2 theory of the difference between classical and romantic
poesy. He then turped his attention more and more to modern literature (from Dante to Shakespeare
and Cervantes, Petrarch, Boceaccio, Ariosto. Guarini, and even the Portuguese poet Camoéns — all
of whom Schelling will discuss in one context or another}. The fruit of his previous studies, however,
was the first volume of this Geschichte der Poesie der Griechen und Romer (although in 1800 he
announced the publication of the second volume, it never appeared), a work with which he had hoped
to become the " Winckelmann of Greek poesy.”’

28. Orphism, a mystic Greek cult connected with Orpheus. Musaeus was a legendary pre-Ho-
meric poet alleged to have been a pupil of Orpheus, and a collection of oracles and poems connectied
with Orphism was attributed to him. Epimenides was a semilegendary prophet and poet of about the
first half of the sixth century s.c

29. Herodotus, Histories, book I, 53

30, The origingd sacred writings of the Zorossinans constitute the Avesra, writien in Avestan, an
old Iranian language related to Old Persian and Sanskrit: after centuries of oral transmission, they
began to bhe written down probably no earlier than the second century B.c. and attained their final
written form in the sixth century. The Zend books are actually a secondary set of writings composed
when the older ones were no longer comprehensible, The first European translation was done by
Anquetil du Perron in 1771

31. The premier writer of the golden age of Sanskrit literature (fourth and fifth centuries v.¢.)
was the poet and dramatist Kalidasa; his dramatic masterpiece is the Shakuntala, the story of a king
who falls in love with the daughter of a hermit, gives her his ring as a pledge, and then is reunited
with her after losing his memory as the result of the curse of an angry sage. Goethe praised the work
enthusiastically. A Jater poet (twelfth century) was Jayadeva, whose dramatic poem, the Gita-Goy-
inda celebrates the loves of the youthful Krishna and the Gopis or milkmaids of Mathura

32. After further study of Gothic architecture, as Schelling’s son points out in his introduction fo
his edition of the Philosophy of Arr, Schelling came to different conclusions

33, Matthew 26:56 and elsewhere (Revised Standard Version).
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34. Tacitus (ca. a.v. 55-117). Roman historian: of his major works, the Histories treat the reigns
of the emperors from Galba to Dominan, and the Annals the earher period from the accession of
Tiberius to the death of Nero. His work Germania (a.0. 98) (to which Schelling will refer later) deals
with the various (for the most part Germanic) tribes of the area east of the Rhine River and north of
the Danube. Suetonius (ca. a.p. 70-160}, Roman writer whose main works were the Lives of the Cae-
sars, De Grammaticis, De Rhetoribus, and various biographies of poets

Mention should be made here of Schelling’s proximity to August Wilhelm Schlegel in both the
preceding and following paragraphs. This entire discussion of the transition between the religions of
antiguity and modernity recurs in Schlegel’s Schine Literaner und Kunst, often verbatim, as well as,
in principle, in Friedrich Schlegel's discussions on the difference between the literatures of antiguity
and modernity. The discussion was of central importance to the early Romantic circle, particularly
because they considered themselves to be actively advocating a new cultural and literary sensibility
that took into account the different character of the two periods and fostered the development of a
literature commensurate with the character of modernity.

35. What follows in brackets is material referenced by Schelling’s son from the eighth lecture of
On University Studies (1803), which his son considered 1o be an excerpt from the present lectures,

36. Paradiso, canto 33,

37. Schelling's friend Hélderlin held an astonishingly similar view of Christ as the final god of
antiquity. In the poem **Bread and Wine, ™™ Holderlin refers to the sacraments of bread and wine as a
sign that Christ—and all the gods of antiquity — had been here and would return:

For, when some time ago now —1o us il seems ages —

Up rose all those by whom life had been brightened, made glad,

When the Father had turned his face from the sight of us mortals

And all over the earth, rightly, they started to mourn,

Lastly a Genius had come, dispensing heavenly comfort,

He who proclaimed the Day’s end. then himself went away,

Then, as a token that once they had been down here and once more would
Come, the heavenly choir left a few presents behind,

Gifts in which now as ever humanly men might take pleasure.,

Here and shall come again, come when their advent is due.
Christ himself, the “"Genius’™ in this passage, is referred to in the same poem as the final god of
antiguity, the one who closes the feast
Only. where are they? Where thrive those famed ones, the festival’s garlunds?

Why no more does a god imprint on the brow of a mortal

Struck, as by lightning. the mark. brand him, as once he would do?
Else he would come himself, assuming a shape that was human,
And, consoling the guests, crowned and concluded the feast.

Friedrich Holderlin, Poems and Fragments, trans. Michael Hamburger (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1966}, pp. 249-51.

We, Holderlin asserts, now live in the *"might of the gods’" and must await their return. Elsewhere
Holderlin invokes the gods of antiquity and calls Christ **the last one of your race’’ (in the poem " Der
Einzige'" [The only one]). Friedrich Holderlin, Hymns and Fragments, trans. Richard Sieburth (Prin-
ceton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1984}, p. 85. See also the poem **Patmos™" (ibid.. p. 97):

But when he [Christ] dies . . .
and temples destroyed, when the honor

Of the demigod and his disciples

NOTES TO PP. 65-73 i3 299

Is scattered to the winds and even
the Almighty averts

His face, leaving nothing
Immortal to be seen in the sky
Or on green earth, what is this?

38, What follows in brackets is material referenced by Schelling’s son from the eighth lecture of
On University Studies and from an essay in the Kritisches Journal der Philosophie, **Uber das Ver-
hiltnis der Naturphilosophie zur Philosophie iiberhaupt.” See Schelling’s Introduction, note 14

39. Friedrich Gottlob Klopstock (1724-1803), after becoming acquainted with Milton's Paradise
Laost (1667}, resolved to write a religious epic himself. Between 1748 and 1773 Der Messias appeared
in twenty cantos. During his own lifetime Klopstock was eventually enormously popular and influ-
ential, and is generally acknowledged as having begun a new period in German poetry. He is espe-
cually remembered for his development of the language’s poetic potential, and wrote various treatises
on fanguage.

40. Christoph Martin Wigland (1733-1813), prolific and popular German writer who began with
religious writings and ended with more rationalistic and lightly erotic or sensuous works. After 1772
he lived in Weimar and also edited one of the leading German intellectual periodicals, Der teutsche
Merkur

41. Ludovico Ariosto (1474-1533), Italian poet and playwright, whose Romantic epic Orlando
Furiose (1516), a continuation of the Orlando innamorato of Boiardo (1441-94), portrays the knight
Orlando’s pursuit of the beavtiful Angelica in the romanticized world of the waning age of chivalry

42, Calder6n de la Barca (1600-81), the major dramatist of the golden dge of Spanish literature.
Schelling will later discuss his drama La devacion de la cruz, which had been recently translated by
August Wilthelm Schiegel. for whom Calderdn had virtually replaced Shakespeare at this time.

43. Schelling actually uses the term Freidenkered, a term first used 1697 by W. Molyneux o
refer to the Enghish Deists (libres penseurs, freethinkers). The term usually refers now to the system
of natural religion that was first developed in England in the Jate seventeenth and eighteenth centu-
ries. The classic exposition 1s J. Toland’s Christianity Iy Not Mysterious (1696), which argues against
revelation and the supernatural altogether. The movement was widespread i Germany during the
reign of Frederick 11 of Prussia.

4. Schelling slightly misquotes Klopstock here, apparently in order to imply the rest of the
stanza; the ode is "*Dem Erioser™ (“To the Redeemer™ ), and the first four lines actually read:

The seraph stammers and Infinity

Quakes in response through the circumference of its fields
Thy high praise, oh Son! who am I,

That 1, too, force my way into the celebration?

45. Such analogies do, of course, sound somewhat farfetched to us today. and did so to many of
Schelling's contemporaries as well. In many ways this kind of thinking was the weaker part of the
philosophy of nature, and did indeed get out of control with some of Schelling’s successors. None-
theless, it is helpful to bear in mind that Schelling is making relational analogies in such instances,
not material ones. That is. he is concerned with the relational features of the pairs, not those con-
cerning actuality or phenomenal existence as such. in any case, Schelling was well aware of the effect
such analogies had; when he returned August Withelm Schlegel’s manuscript of the lecture series
Schéne Liteeatur und Kunst, which Schlegel was delivering in Berlin at the same time (letier of |
November 1802). he warned Schlegel against making too much of such analogies in the lectures: “*It
is probably possible that my astronomical ideas appear crypto-astrological to the Berlin journalists,
since these people can evaluate nothing in and for itself and possess no other standard for measure-
ment besides historical relationships. But waich out! If you persist in using such —for Berlin highly
risqué — ideas in your aesthetic lectures, they will start treating you like some public astrologer.™ F,
W. /. Schelling. Briefe und Dokumente, ed. Horst Fuhrmanns, vol, 2 (Bonn: Bouvier, 1973). p. 468
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For a discussion of the heavenly bodies wr Bruno, see Michael Vater’s introduction to his translation
of that work.

46. Schelling's discussion on the next few pages parallels Friedrich Schlegel’s **“Talk on Mythol
ogy.”” which constitutes part of Schlegel’s famous and influential Dialogue on Poetry (in Dialogue on
Poctry and Eiterary Aphorisms, p. 81).

You above all others must know what I mean. You yourselves have written poetry, and

while doing so you must often have felt the absence of a firm basis for your activity. a

matrix, a sky, a hiving atmosphere. The modern poet must create all these things from

within himself, and many have done i splendidiy; up to now, however, cach poet

separately and each work from its very beginning, like a new creation out of nothing.

Fwill go right to the point. Our poetry, I maintain, lacks a focal point, such as

mythology was for the ancients: and one could summarize all the essentials in which

modemn poetry is inferior to the ancient in these words: We have no mythology. But, |

add, we are close to obtaining one or, rather, it is time that we earnestly work together to

create one.

Virtually the same assertion is made in the Altestes Svstemprogramm des deurschen Idealismis:
see |, Construction of Art As Such and in General, note 3

17. “*You have set a worthy prototype. Certainly Dante is the enly one who, altogether alone,
under certain favorable and mnumerable adverse circumstances, through his own gigantic power,
invented and formed a kind of mythology as was possible at the time, ™" Friedrich Schlegel, Dialogue
on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms, p. 92.

48. Inhis “*Talk on Mythology,” Schlegel meations Shakespeare and Cervantes in the same con-
text as does Schelling here. Schlegel, Diatogue on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms, p. 86.

49. Between 1773 and 1775 Goethe had written but pot published what js now known as the
Urfaust; it is a considerahly shorter rendering of what is now Faust, Parr 1, and was not discovered
until 1886 hy Erich Schmidt. In 1790, however, Goethe did publish the Faust Fragment, which differs
from the present Faust, Part I only in minor additions. In 1800 he published the Helena fragment
from what would later become Faust, Part 2. Hence, Schelling is basing his criticism of the work on
the Fragment of 1790 and the Helena fragment of 1800, though he wil cite only from the Fragment
itself

5. Speculative physics 1s not to be confused with empirical physics, by which Schelling under-
stood the science of physics in its empirical investigations and applications (much as we understand
it today). Speculative or higher physics is another designation for the philosophy of nature, whose
task it is to disclose the ideas behind natural phenomena and the relations obtaining between the
world of nawral phenomena and the absolute. Schelling delineates this more fully in his Einleirung zie
dem Entwurf etnes Svstems der Naturphilosophie, Oder iiber den Begriff der speculativen Physik und
die innere Organisation eings Systems dieser Wissenschaft (Introduction to the first outline of a
sysiem of the philosophy of nature. or on the concept of speculative physics and the inner organiza-
ton of a system of this science) (1799).

Scheliing may well be altuding here to Friedrich Schlegel's “*Talk on Mythology.™" There Schiegel
had asserted that “‘if a new mythology can emerge only from the innermost depths of the spint and
develop only from itself, then we find a very significant hint and a noteworthy confirmation of what
we are searching for in that great phenomenon of our age, in idealism™ (Diakogue on Poetry and

Literarv Aphorisms, p. 82). He is speaking here of the post-Kantian philosophy of Fichte's Theory of
¥ Ap P P! 2 P P {1

Science (which in an aphorism he called, along with the French Revolution and Goethe's novel Wif-
helm Meister, one of the three *“tendencies of the age™) and its parallel development in Schelling’s
own philosophy of nature (physics in the sense just discussed). “*Idealism in any form must transcend
itself in one way or another,”” Schlegel continues, **in order to be able to return to itself and remain
what it is. Therefore, there must and will arise from the matrix of idealism a new and equally infinite
realism, and idealism will not only by analogy of its genesis be an example of the new mythology, but
it will indirectly become its very source. Traces of a similar tendency you can now observe almost
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everywhere., especially in physics where nothing is more needed than a mythological view of nature’
(pp. 83-84), I cannot conclude without urging once more the study of physics, from whose dynamic
paradoxes the most sacred revelations of nature are now bursting forth in all directions™” (p. 88), That
Schlegel, too, is thinking of physics as speculative physics in the Schellingian sense, is shown by the
assertion that **it is in fact wonderful how physics—as soon as it is concerned not with technical
purposes but with general results — without knowing it gets into cosmogony. astrology. theosophy, or
whatever you wish to call it, in short, into a mystic discipline of the whole’” (p. 90). it must be
pointed out. however, that Schelling, like Avgust Wilhelm Schleget, was somewhat averse to the
more mystic and rhapsodic pronouncements of Friedrich Schlegel, though in his own lecture series
Schone Literatur und Kunst, August Wilhelm Schlegel also mentions the newer physics as a source of
mythology. though he also suggests that **1 am not asserting too much if 1 say that the doctrines of the
newest physics could be clothed in the old mythical images’ (I, p. 345; see also p. 355).

S1. *'In general, one must be able to press toward the goal [of a new mythology] by more than
one way. Let each pursue his own in joyful confidence, in the most individual manner; for nowhere
has the right of individuality more validity —provided individuality is what this word defines: indi-
visible unity and an inner and vital coherence — than here where the sublime is at issue. From this
standpoint | would not hesitate to say that the true value, indeed the virtue of man is his originality ™’
(Friedrich Schlegel, Dialogue on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms, p. 87).

52. Erasmus Darwin (1731-1802), Enghish physician, philosopher. poet, and grandtather of the
naturalist Charles Darwin. Known for his unorthodox but successful methods of treating illness, he

also became the center of a circle of inventors and philosophers called the Lunar Society because of
their habit of meeting at each full moon, He was interested in botany as well, and cultivated a garden
visited by people from all over England. Schetling is referring to his poem *“The Botanic Garden. '’
which was immensely popular when its two parts appeared 10 1789 and 1791, though it is generally
held in low esteem today.

53. “Actually, every work should be a new revelation of nature. Only by being individual and
universal does & work become the work, Only in this way does it differ from studies’ (Friedrich
Schlegel, Dialogue on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms, p. 92).

54. Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834), also a member of the early Romantic school and a
contributor to the Schlegels’ periodical Athenaeum, wrote the following about the nature of religion:
““The universe is a condition of continual activity and reveals itself to us at every moment. Every
form it generates, every being to which it gives a particularized existence according to the fullness of
life, every event it disperses from within its own rich and perpetually fertite womb is an activity
affecting us: and thus to take every individual thing as a part of the whole, and every limited feature
as a representation of the infinite — that 1s religion,”” Uber die Religion. Reden an die Gebildeten
unter thren Verdchtern (On religion. Speeches to its cultured despisers) (1799) (Hamburg: Felix
Meiner, 1970), p. 32,

85. **Why won't you arise and revive those splendid forms of great antiquity? Try for once to see
the old mythology. steeped in Spinoza [i.e.. in the speculative and monistic philosophy of the type
Spinoza produced] and in those views which present-day physics must excite in every thinking
person, and everything will appear to you in new splendor and vitality'" (Friedrich Schlegel, [Dia-
logue on Poetrv and Literary Aphorisms. p. 86). For a discussion of the significance of Spinoza to
Schelling’s whole philosophical enterprise virtually from its inception, see Alan White, Schelling: An
tntroduction o the System of Freedom, pasticulasly the initial chapters. and Thomas McFarland,
Coferidge and the Pantheist Tradition (Oxford: Clarendon, 1969).

56. “In the ancients, one sees the accomplished letter of entire poetry; in the moderns, one has
the presentiment of the spirit in becoming.'’ Friedrich Schlegel. Dialogue on Poetry and Literary
Aphorisms, p. 130, aphorism 93. *“We may find later that what we now view as the opposite pole [of
the poesy of antiquity] is merely a transition, a becoming (a charactenistic that in all probability can
indeed be shown to obtain in romantic poesy), and that only the future will actually deliver that whole




which corresponds and contrasts to the poesy of antiquity ™ (A. W. Schlegel, Schone Literatur und
Kunst, 1, pp. 22-23).

57. Schelling writes Homeros instead of Homer both here and in the final paragraph of this sec-
tion, where he will refer to the play on words possible in Homer’s name. In §38 he even cites the
Greek itself.

58. Schelling may be thinking of the following passage (Joshua 10:13-14): **Is this not written in
the Book of Jashar? The sun stayed in the midst of heaven, and did not hasten o go down for about
a whole day. There has been no day like it before or since, when the LORD hearkened to the voice of
a man: for the LORD fought for Israel™ (Revised Standard Version).

59. Schelling's son refers the reader here to the essay ** Uber das Wesen der phitosophischen
Knitik Gberhaupt’” (On the nature of philosophical criticism as such) in the Kritisches Journal, 1. 1,
p. Xi. See Schelling's Introduction, note 14.

3. Construction of the Particutar, or of the Form of Art
1. In the essay Bruno Schelling had discussed this in more detail:
But is the beautiful artwork created through the eternal, considered in itself. or through
the eternal insofar as it directty pertains to the creative ndividual?

The latter

But how do you think the eternal 1s related to this individual?

Right now, I cannot comprehend it

Did we not say that all things subsist in God solely through their eternal concepts?

Certainly

So the eternal is related o all things through their eternal concepts.

Hence it is related to the creative individual through the concept of that individual.
Fhis concept subsists in God, though it is one with the mdividual’s soul, just the way his
soul 18 with his body.

Then we will consider the eternal concept of the individual to be the creator of the
artwork that displays supreme beauty.

Much of the following discussion (through §69)-—on the beautiful and the sublime, on the naive
and sentimental, and on style and mannerism—is predicated on the thought of Schiller and Goethe.
2. Schelling’s son refers the reader here to Schelling’s remarks in the Einleitung in die Philo-
sophie der Mythologie (1856 reprint, Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1976), p. 242,
3. This is not quite an accurate rendering of Schiller’s actual passage in the essay On the Sub-
{ime: ""The sublime object is of a dual sort. We refer it either to our power of apprehension and are
defeated in the attempt to form an image of its concept; or we refer it to our vital power and view It
as a power against which our own dwindles to nothing."" Friedrich Schiller. On the Sublime, trans.
Julius A. Elias (New York: Frederick Ungar, 1966}, p. 198. In his account of a visit to the Dresden
Art Gallery (Athenaeum 11, 1}, August Wilhelm Schlegel had put this imagery into the mouth of the
participants; while discussing the problem of rendering the wide horizon in a painting. a high moun-
Lain range, or the limitless ocean, the participants discuss the effect of such phenomena. " Directly
beneath threatening, overhanging cliffs, we admittedly do have the standard for our own smallness
right at hand."” **You are right,”" responds Louise.

it’s frightful and unnerving that the world is so
great. In the evening, when | see the starry heavens and consider the incomparable distances, | feel
like a person in a tiny boat floating in the mmddle of the wide ocean’” (pp. 54-55).

4. Schiller, On the Sublime, pp. 203-4. Schelling, as in the previous quote, does not cite
Schiller accurately; I have given an accurate rendering in the text.

5. Schiller, ibid., p. 204.

6. Schelling’s son refers the reader here 1o Schelling’s remarks *"tormlessness absolute
(highest) form’™" in the introduction o the Kritisches Journal **Ueber das Wesen der philosophischen
Kritik iberhaupt,”” p. IX. See Schelling’s Introduction, note 14.
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7. Schiller, On the Sublime, p. 207; again, Schelling does not cite accurately, though I have
given the correct quote here.

8. Schiller, ibid.. pp. 207-8.

9. Goethe had brought a cast of the Juno Ludovisi back from his journey to ltaly, and Schelling
doubtlessly saw it in Goethe's house on the Frauenplan in Weimar, where it still stands today (in the
so-called Juno Room}).

10. Johann Joachim Winckelmann (1717-68), former schoolmaster and librarian who became
perhaps the premier writer on the art of antiquity in Germany during the latter half of the eighteenth
century, during which time he traveled in Italy. With the exception of his Gedanken iiber die Nachah-
mung der griechischen Werke in der Maleret und Bildhauwerkunst (Thoughts on the imitation of Greek
works in painting and sculpture) (1755), he wrote most of his influential works while living in Rome.
His most famous is perhaps the Geschichie der Kunst des Altertums (History of the art of antiquity
(1764). He was enormously influential in forming the European understanding of classical antiquity
as elevated, serene simplicity and nobility. (Schelling will refer to these qualities and cite Winckel-
mann accordingly: Nietzsche was later to take issue with this view in his first publication, On the
Birth of Tragedy.) Schelling draws heavily from Winckelmann's writings, often verbatim and without
referencing. Schelling’s attraction to Wincketmann's views was doubtlessly strengthened by Winck-
elmann’s own assertion in the preface to his Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums that the *“essence of
art,”” not the *“mere presentation of temporal sequence and of changes'” in art history, constitutes the
rue history of art. He, too, lamented that virtually no writer of histories of art really penetrates or
guides us into *'the essence and interior of art.”” Furthermore, Schelling was at one with Winckel-
mann’s own assertion that nature and even the most beautitul natural phenomena are seldom without
defects (Winckelmanns Werke in einem Band, pp. 165f1.. 188ff.}. In his later lecture Concerning the
Relationship of the Plastic Arts fo Natare, Schelling praised Winckelmann even more profusely than
in the present lectures. A collection of Winckelmann's writings on art in English can be found in
Winckelmann. Writings on Art, trans, David Irwin (London: Phaidon Press Limited, 19721, The
German edition cited is a more extensive anthology. Both volumes contain photographs or reproduc-
tions of many of the main works Winckelmann (and Schelling here) discusses.

t1. Schelling cites —or rather, paraphrases -~ here quite loosely: I have given the original citation
in the notes.

12. “*However, this kind of interest in nature can take place only under two conditions. First, it
is absolutely necessary that the object which inspires it should be nature or at least be taken by us as
such: second, that it be naive (in the broadest meaning of the word), i.e.. that nature stand in contrast
to art and put it to shame. As soon as the latter is joined with the former, not before, nature becomes
naive."" Schiller. On the Sublime. pp. 83-84.

13. “The poet. I said. either is nature or he will seek her. The former s the naive, the latter the
sentimental poet.”” Ibid., p. 110,

14. “*The feeling of which we here speak 1s therefore not that which the ancients possessed: it is
rather identical with that which we have for the ancients. They felt naturally; we feel the natural ™
Ibid., p. 105.

I5. Schiller, ibid., pp. 111-12:

Once man has passed into the state of civilization and art has laid her hand upon him, that

sensuous harmony in him is withdrawn, and he can now express himself only as a moral

unity, i.e.. as striving after unity. The correspondence between his feeling and thought

which in his first condition actually took place, exists now only ideally: it is no longer

within him, but outside of him, as an 1dea still to be realized, no longer as a fact in his

life. If one now applies the potion of poetry, which is nothing but giving mankind its most

complete possible expression, W both conditions, the result in the earlier state of natural

simplicity is the completest possible imitation of acrualiry —at that stage man stll

functions with all his powers simultaneously as a harmonious unity and hence the whole

of his nature is expressed completely in actuality. Whereas now, in the state of civilization
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where that harmonious cooperation of his whole nature is only an idea, it is the elevation

of actuality to the ideal or, amounting to the same thing, the representation of the ideal,

that makes for the poet. And these two are likewise the only possible modes in which

poetic genius can express itself at all.

16. In his lecture series Schone Literdtur und Kunst (1, 104ff.), August Withelm Schlegel also
discusses the “‘extremely important concepts of mannerism and style’” at length. The background for
the discussions of both Schelling and Schlegel is Goethe’s important essay ““Einfache Nachahmung
der Natur, Manier, Stil"" (Simple imitation of nature, mannerism, style}, which was first published in
1789 in Wieland's Tewtscher Merkur. Goethe himself was influenced by Karl Philipp Moritz's essay
“Uber die bildende Nachahmung des Schonen’ (On the formative imitation of the beautiful)
(Braunschwetg: 1788), which had grown out of the discussions Moritz and Goethe had bhad in lialy.

17. Schelling, too, hyphenates in the German (in-eins-bilde), though the second hyphen is
ambiguous, since it occurs at the end of the line and may simply indicate a normal break.

18, Montz had written a piece on Michelangelo in which one of the subheadings was entitled
“*Mannerism and Style.”” See Maritz, Schrifren, pp. 218ff.

19, Antonio Allegri da Correggio, ltalian painter (1489-1534), particularly admired for his
understanding of Jight and chiaroscuro.

20. The passage to which Schelling is here referring is found in the “‘Abhandlung von der
Fihigkeit der Empfindung des Schénen in der Kunst und dem Umterrichte in derselben’” (Treatise on
the capacity for perceiving the beautiful in art and on the instruction of such capacity); Winckelmanns
Werke in einem Band, p. 160. A, W. Schlegel cites the same passage and makes the same point in
Schéne Literatur und Kunst, 1, p. 107,

21. Elsewhere, Schelling refers to the transition between the absolute and concrete, phepomenal
reality (the derivation of finite content from the absolute) as an ““outflowing'’ (Ausfluss), “‘ema-
nation”’ (emanicren), *“transition” (Ubergang), “*flowing’" or **gushing up”” (hervarquellen), * self-
bearing™ (selbsigebieren), “flowing'’ (fliessen), and —one of his favorites—‘issuing’" in the sense
of “followmg from'" (folgen, Folge). In Bruno. Schelling sintilarty discussés this transition into
“individual, real things . . . [or] bodies.”” Cf. Brune, pp. 227-34, and 1, Construction of Art As
Such and in General, note 4. The terminology he employs particularly in the former cases indicates
both his proximity to Neoplatonic thought and the difficulty be had in specifying this activity

22, See Joseph L. Esposito, Schelling's Ideatism and Philosophy of Nature, pp. 88tf.

23. Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803), in Uber den Ursprung der Sprache (On the origin of
language) (1772), asserted that language arises with conscious thought. CI. also August Wilhelm
Schlegel, Schdne Literasiur und Kunst, 1, pp. 27011, , especially pp. 272ft.: Schlege!l was particularly
mnterested in the origin of language. and also considered it bound to the development of reason in
human beings: “*for without languages men do not exist . . . at all as men."”

24, Kant discusses this in the second book of his Critigue of Judgement. the “Analytic of the
Sublime,”" §51-853 (" "The division of the fine arts,”” *“The combination of the fine arts i one and the
same product,”” and “*Comparative estimate of the aesthetic worth of the fine arts.”” Immanuel Kant,
Critigue of Judgement, trans. James Creed Meredith (Oxford: Clarendon, 1964).

25. Johann Georg Sulzer (1720-79), a Swiss writer who studied under the Swiss critics Bodmer
and Breitinger and ultimately held a post at the Berlin Academy. His Aligemeine Theorie der schénen
Kiinste und Wissenschaften (General theory of the fine arts and sciences) (1771-74, with posthumous
supplements 1792-94) was an attempt to systematize the views of Bodmer and Breitinger. The latter
had published a series of aesthetic writings asserting that the imagination was not necessarily a result
of inspiration, but more a faculty for the combination of perceptions. A. W. Schlegel mentions Sulzer
as a follower of Baumgarten and cnticizes him for his view of the arts as a means of education, and
for his assertion that the purpose of art is to guide us t0 the true and good (moral goals) by means of
sensual impressions (Schdne Literatur und Kunst, 1, p. 58).
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Briefly, Schlegel derives his own system of the arts from the theory of sensual perception (aes-
thetics). Space. simultaneity, the sense of sight, and optics determine the formative aris as the plastic
arts (which depict forms by means of themselves) and painting (which depicts forms by means of
color and lighting); ime, succession, the sense of hearing, and acoustics determine the formative arts
as music. That which synthesizes the two is poesy, which uses signs we can hear to represent external
objects we normally can see, though through rhythm and sound poesy is most akin to music Schone
Literatur und Kunst, 1, pp. 112f1.).

The reference to a *‘concert of taste’” Schelling makes here is also used by Schlegel (*a tasty meal
is actually a conceri. a symphony of good tastes’"; ibid., p. 32).

4. Construction of the Forms of Art in the Juxtaposition of
the Real and lIdeal Series

The Real Side of the World of Art; or, Formative Art

i. This subtitle does not appear in Schelling’s text itself, though it does appear in the son’s table
of contents. [ have inserted it into the text at this point, just as | have its counterpart later— The Ideal
Side of the World of Art; or, The Verbal Arts —for the sake of structural clarity.

2. See Joseph L. Esposito, Schefling’s Idealism and Philosophy of Nature,, pp. 88if. In the fol-
lowing discussion of music, Schelling postulates a different series of unities in music than does
August Wilhelm Schlegel. In Schone Literatur und Kunst (1, p. 240), Schlegel views the three parts
of mustc as rhythm, modulation thighness or lowness of tones), and harmony. whereby rhythm and
modulation together constitute melody. Schelling’s series is rhythm, modulation, and melody,
whereby melody is the subordination of the three unities under the first (rhythm). harmony the sub-
ordination under the second.

3. Source in Leibniz uncertain. Leibniz mentions music often. In his Principles of Nature and
of Grace, Based on Reason (1714) he had written: **Music charms us. although its beauty consists
only in the agreemeni of numbers and in the counting, which we do not perceive but which the soul
nevertheless continues to carry, of the beats or vibrations of sounding bodies which coincide at cer-
tain intervals.” In Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, Philosophical Papers and Letiers, 2nd ed.: trans
Leroy E. Loemker (Dordrecht/Boston: Reidel, 1976), vol. 2, p. 641.

4. Franz Joseph Haydn, Die Schipfung (The creation) (1797-98).

5. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Dictionnaire de Musigue (1768).

6. One must recall here that Schelling's understanding of the absolute involves logical and rela-
tional rather than material properties, and that the characteristics of thai absolute “*flow out,”” as he
puts it, into the phenomenal world and manifest themselves there (as relational properties}.

7. Schelling may be thinking here of relationships akin to those inhering within sheet music: the
relations disclosed by sheet music are in a manner of speaking already music, though they neither
demonstrite nor cause sound. In his own lecture series Schone Literatur und Kunst, August Wilhelm
Schlegel discusses the music of the spheres as well, but does not quite know what to make of it; after
a rather weak discussion, he then continues with “"Be that as it may . . ."" (1, pp. 253-54).

8. The reterence is probably to Eryximachus’s speech in the Symposuon. Here Schelling indi-
cates more elearly than in many other passages that he is concerned with relations rather than with
music in its manifestation as actual perceivable sound.

9. Again, Schelling is concerned here with logical ., relational, and even mathematical properties
rather than material ones, whereby these analogies seem less farfetched than at first glance.

10. Schelling also uses the analogy of centrifugal and centripetal in “*Philosophie und Religion'
(Seimmtliche Werke, V1. p. 57), whence apparently Samuel Coleridge also acquired it. Cf. Samuel

Taylor Coleridge, Biographia Literaria: or, Biographical Sketches of My Literary Life and Opinions,
in The Callected Works of Samuel Tavior Coleridge, vol. 7, ed. James Engell and W. Jackson Bate
(Pripceton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1983}, 1, p. 286. Cf. also Friedrich Schlegel, Diatogue
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on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms (p. 152, aphorism 31): **Religion is the centripetal and centrifugal
force within the human mind and that which combines both.”” Schelling will use the same analogy
later in his discussion of the fliad and Odyssey (an analogy he already makes in **Philosophie und
Religion™).

11. This understanding of the absolute’s journey toward self-recognition or self-consciousness
clearly anticipates Hegel's views not only in the Phenomenology of Spirit (composed just after Schel-
ling left Jena for Wiirzburg and thus during the period Schelling was actually delivering these lectures
on the philosophy of art), but also in Hegel's Aesthetics.

12. This discussion is predicated on Schelling’s speculative phitosophy of nature. See Joseph L.
Esposito, Schelling's ldealism and Philosaphy of Nature, pp. 80ff, especially pp. 88ff.

13. Goethe had been instrumental in Schelling's appointment to a chair of philosophy in Jena in
}798. was drawn to Schelling’s views of nature. and had found Schelling quite personable. During
Schelling’s stay in Jena they met frequently, performing optical experiments as part of Goethe's
development of his theory of colors, and discussing such topics as the refraction of light, Schelling’s
own philosophy of nature. and empiricism (of which both were suspicious). Indeed, so great was the
mutual understanding that Goethe considered entrusting to Schetling the composition of a great epic
poem on nature. Goethe was intensely interested in the scientific developments of the age, and pub-
lished several works himself. His Meramaorphosis of Plants (1790; also. significantly, the title of a
poem) and Contributions to Optics (1791 appeared well before the Theory of Colors (1810). Indeed,
Goethe once estimated his scientific achievements above his poetic ones. Concerning particularly
Goethe's anti-Newtonlan, amathematical (as opposed to antimathematical) physics in the spinit of
Schelling’s own philosophy of nature, and denvatively. of these lectures on art, see Erich Heller's
essay, “"Goethe and the ldea of Scientfic truth,”” i The Disinherited Mind, 3rd ed. (London: Bawes
& Bowes, [971), pp. 3-34 (see also Schelling’s Introduction, note 4). Schelling himself constantiy
delivers invectives against empiricism— which counts only the empirically real as real-—as opposed
to speculative physics —which counts only the ideal as real.

14, In the [859 edition of the Philosophy of Art the subheading **b"" was nustakenly omitied
here.

I5. See Esposito, Schelling's Idealism and Philosophy of Nature, pp. 88ff.

16. Sec Esposito, ibid., pp. 95-97. The particular configuration A” and A = B refers (o the
limiting inferaction between the ideal and real principles, whereby the ideal is represented by A7, the
real by A = B. This is worked out in detail in Darstetfung meines Systems der Philosophie (Exhi-
bition of my system of philosophy) ¢1801), §58ff.

17. In Schone Literatur und Kunst (1. pp. 96ff.). August Wilhelm Schlegel makes the same dis-
tinction between naturalism and artificiality, and discusses deception in terms of the misunderstood
coneept of imitation of nature. The artist should study nature, he asserts, and not merely the totality
of things. but rather things o the extent they reveal universal natural laws (pp. 100-101). Schiegel,
too. subdivides painting into drawing, chiaroscuro, and coloring (ibid., p. 184)

I18. Friedrich Schlegel had discussed this briefly in the article **Nachrichten von den Gemiihlden
in Paris’’ (News of the paintings in Paris) in the first volume of his periodical Europa. Eine Zeits-
chrift. Reprint ed. Ernst Bebler (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1963), vol. 1, p
125,

19. Itis not clear here whether these are parenthetical remarks Schelling entered as a reminder fo
himself, or deletions and abbreviations made by his son

20, Again, this refers to merely naturalistic truth, though in what follows Schelling will specify
more clearly than before what he considers genuine truth to be. See note |17 abave, and Bruno, pp.
§22-23

21. Winckelmanns Werke in einem Band, p. 57.
22. Apelles, born at Colophon in tonia in the first half of the fourth century r.c., considered by
many to have been the greatest painter of antiquity, also wrote technical treatises on painting, though
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none of his works has survived, and we are dependent primarily on anecdotes about him. August
Wilhelm Schlegel makes a sithilar point using the same example in his Schone Literatur und Kunst,
L. p. 134. Schlegel also makes the same point Schelling makes at the end of this paragraph, namely,
that an exact copy of an object (e.g., an insect) does not constitute painting as a fine art; it is more
valuable to a natural scientist, who seeks to know things as they really are, and not as they appear
(ibid. ., p. 200).

23. That is, the real as opposed to the ideal form within the thoroughgoing triplicity character-
izing Schelling’s system of the arts; see the tables in the Translator’s Introduction.

24. ltis unclear whether these are parenthetical notes Schelling wrote to himself or abbreviations
of deletions made by his son.

25. Benvenuio Cellini (1500-71), Florentine goldsmith, metalworker. and sculptor. He left
behind the manuscript of his autobiography. though its racy content prevented its publication until
1728. In 1771 an English edition appeared, and Goethe's translation into German appeared in
§796/97 in the Horen (a periodical edited by Schiller). Goethe later reworked it and published it again
in 1803,

26. Michelangelo, The Last Judgment (1536-41; Sistine Chapel).

27. That is, the ideal as opposed to the real form. See pote 23 above.

28. The painting is La Nete (also known as Adoration of the Shepherds or Holy Night), a nativity
by Correggio that had been sold to August I of Saxony for the Dresden Gallery in 1746. A. W,
Schiegel makes the same point using the same example in his Schéne Literatur und Kunst. 1, p. 192.
For reproductions of paintings from the Dresden Gallery, see Hans Posse, Die Gemdldegalerie zu
Dresden. 2 vols. (Berlin, Dresden: 1920, 1921). and especially Hans Posse, Die Staatliche Geml-

degalerie :u Dresden. Vollstindiges beschreibendes Verzeichnis der dlieren Gemdlde, part 1, “Die

romantischen Lander. ftalien, Spanien, Frankreich und Russland’” (Dresden, Berlin: Baensch Stif-
tung, Bard Verlag, 1929).

29, Wackenroder and Tieck had spoken of *“the magical lighting effects of Correggio™" (Quipour-
ings of an Art-Loving Friar. p. 55). J. D. Fiorillo, in Geschichte der zeichnenden Kiinste (History of
the drawing arts) (Gottingen: 1798), vol. 2. p. 315, asserts that Correggio was “‘unsurpassable in his
understanding of chiaroscuro’ (Schelling owned the first two volumes of this work). Fiorillo (1748-
1821). painter and art historian. later professor of art history in Gottingen.

30. Anton Raffael Mengs (1728-79), son of a court painter of Presden, brought up to be a painter
on the models of Correggio. Raphael, and antiquity. He went to Rome in 1741, met Winckelmann (of
whom he also did a portrait) in 1755, and was influenced by the latter’s theories. Winckelmann ded-
icated his own Geschichte der Kunst des Alrertunts (History of the art of antiquity) (1764) to Mengs
Mengs wrote a treatise on beauty in painting in 1762, Gedanken tber die Schonheit und den Gesch
mack in der Malerei (Thoughts on beauty and taste in painting). which was plagiarized by Daniel
Weehb as the faguiry into the Beauties of Painting (1762). His best-known work is the Parnassus
{1761} in the Villa Albani, Rome. As was Winckelmann, Schelling was doubtlessly attracted to
Meng's assertion that art should surpass the beauty of nature, since perfect beauty 1s never found in
nature. There was, however, considerable opposition to this understanding of idealized beauty, par-
ticularly from J. D. Fiorillo, who asserted that Mengs and Winckelmann caused the outbreak. **pri-
marily among the alleged connoisseurs of art in Germany, of a plague which one might call the Ideal-
epidemic’’ (Geschichte der zeichnenden Kinste, vol. 1, p. 235). Friednch Schilegel, too. in his
periodical Ewrape 1, 2, felt Mengs misunderstood Raphael by asserting that ideal beauty character-
ized Raphael’s paintings (though Mengs otherwise praised Raphael as the apex of painting; see note
33 below).

31. Parrhasius, Greek painter of the later fifth century s.c., chief representative of the lopic
school, known for his strong rendering of emotion. For Apelles, see note 22 above,

Schelling draws the comparisons of different stylistic periods in this paragraph from Winckel-
mann’s discussion of the four stylistic periods of Greek art, periods Winckelmann himself then




308 1 NOTES TO PP 140-143

applies to modern stylistic periods i painting. Winckelmann discusses these periods ip **Von dem
Wachstume und dem Falle der griechischen Kunst, in welcher vier Zeiten und vier Stile konnen
gesetzt werden'” (On the growth and decline of Greek art, in which four periods and four styles can
be postulated). in Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums (Winckelmanns Werke in einem Band, pp.
249ft.). The oldest period was emphatic, hard. powerful, and without grace. This was followed by
the grand and high style, characterized by sublimity and angular features; its highest achievement was
the Niobe group. The third, beautiful style was characterized by flowing featyres and grace. The
fourth, that of decline, was characterized by imitation

32. Schelling cites mueh of Winckelmann's passage verbanm; see Winckelminns Werke in einem
Band. p. 259. Albius Tibullus (ca. 60-19 s.c.), Roman elegiac poet. Lucretius Carus (ca. 99-55 p.¢.).
Roman philosophical poet. Quintus Horace (65-8 s.c.). Roman writer of epodes. satires, odes, epis-
tes, and the famous Ars Poetica. Pindar (518-438 B.c.), Greek lyric poet; the * ‘Pindaric rhythm’* had
attracted the attention of Schelling’s friend Holdertin, who translated many of Pindar’s works in an
effort to consolidate his own understanding of the stricter form of Greek poetry. Schelling will men-
tion Tibullus and Lucretivs again later

33. This high appraisal of Raphael is not without precedent among the Romantics. In the Q-
pouriags of an Art-Loving Friar, Wackenroder and Tieck continually cite Raphael as “*the divine’” (p.
I8) and as *“a man whose excellence surpasses all my comprehension”™ (p. 19); August Wilhelin Sch-
tegel refers to Raphael’s “*holy name’” (**Die Gemihlde: Ein Gesprich, " in Athenaewm 11, 1, p. 125).
Fiorillo, in his Geschichie der zeichnenden Kiinste. similarly praises Raphael as ope above whom
“perhaps no mortal will ever elevate himself™” (vol. [, p. 120). and Winckelmann considers him to
be the master of the high style of beauty (Winckelmanns Werke in einem Band, pp. 261, 278)

34, 1l Perugino, born Pietro Vannucci (ca, 1446-1523), Ttalian painter, perhaps the most signif-
wcant member of the Umbrian school, painted frescoes at the Sistine Chapel (with, among others,
Botticelli) and worked in 1500 with Raphacl. He established his reputation with his painting Christ
Delivering the Kevs to Saint Peter. A later favorite of the Pre-Raphaelites in the nineteenth century.
There is some question concerning the identity of at least one painting in the Dresden Gallery which
was originally (1754) attributed to Perugino, The Adoration of the Magi: it later proved to be by Fran-
cia (Francesco Raibolini). August Wilhelm Schlegel discusses the painting as one by Perugino, in
“Die Gemithlde: Ein Gesprich.™

35. A footnote in the edition of 1859 refers the reader to Goethe's translation of **Diderci's Essay
on Painting* (1799) in the Prppylien, a periodical founded by Goethe in 1798 as a means of advanc-
ing his classical views concerning art in the face of such writers as Wackenroder and Tieck in their
Quipourings of an Art-Laving Friar. Schelling is very often on the side of Goethe in such matters.
The passages to which Schelling is referring are found in Goethe's translation of and annotations to
Diderot’s *“The Color of Flesh."" Propylden, pp. 378-84.

36. Moritz had done a short piece called ~'Geheimniss der Farben selber'” (Titian: the secret of
colors) in his work Reisen eines Dewusschen in ralien (Fravels of a German in ltaly), part HI (1793),

37. The passage is in Faust, Part |, lines 2691f1. Faust. A Tragedy, trans. Walter Arndt, ed.
Cyrus Hamlin (New York: W. W. Norton, 1976):

How all here breathes a sense of suilness,
Of order and of calm content!

Within this penury, what fullness!

What bliss in this imprisonment! . , .

I sense, dear girl, your very spirit

Of plenitude and order al} about,
Bemignly counseling domestic merit,
Seeing the tablectoth al) tidily spread out,
Even the sanded floor in patterns fine.
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38. Ossian, a legendary Gaelic warrior in the Fragments of Ancient Poeiry Collected in the High-
lands of Scottand (VT6D), Fingal (1762}, and Temora (1763). Although James Macpherson (1736-96)
claimed o have translated the poetry, it was actually his own composition. A German translation
appeared in 1768-69 and was received enthusiastically by many German writers, including Goethe,
Herder, and the following generation.

39. Pliny the Elder (x.p. 23/24-79); Naturalis Historia IV, 2. In Schéne Literatur und Kunst, 1, p.
215, A. W. Schlegel ciies the same passage. See also the following note.

40. Cf. Schlegel, Schone Literatur und Kunst, 1, p. 214:

Indeed, the way portraits are sought and executed in common hfe . . . they are pure

naturalism. . . . A genuinely artistic portrait can be executed only if the physiognomy of a

person 1s understood and, as it were, reconstructed from the inside out in its identity, such

that both the intentions of nature and that which the individual bas freely made of himself

is presented.

41. Hans Holbein the Younger (1497-1543). The painting is The Meyer Madonna (also called
The Darmstadt Madonna), now in the Darmstadt Schlossmuseum. A. W, Schlegel discusses it in his
article *"Die Gemithlde: Ein Gesprich,™" in Athenaenm 11, 1, pp. 6911

42. In the fictional dialogue (Athenacum 11, 1, p. 69), August Wilhelm Schlegel introduced his
description of the Holbein patnting with the following words: “"That better time™” [die gute alte Zeut,
literally “'the good old time,"" the same words Schelling uses in this passage], *“when a fanuty por-
trait might still be a monument of piety, not of vanity.”” The friend’s reaction to the actual descnption
was then: ““The recollection of the time when we were on the way (0 acquinng a genuine indigenous
art—if unfavorable circumstances and the addiction to foreign cultures had not prevented it—still
makes me melancholy.’” In their book Qutpourings of an Art-Loving Friar, Wackenroder and Tieck,
though favoring the [talian painters such as Raphael, did nonetheless draw attention to the city of
Nuremberg and its German artists, particularly Albrecht Diirer, and the decline of German painting
since then: “*How is it that our modern artists contrast so unfavorably with those admirable men of
old, and especially with you, my beloved Direr? How is 1t that all of you appear so much mose ear-
nest, weighty, and reverent in your approach to painting than these simpering artists of the present?”’
{(p. 51). “*His [Direr's] paintings, too, clearty and faithfully reflect this earnest, honest, and sturdy
character. not only in their externals and in the faces of their subjects, but in their very spirit. In our
day this distinctive German character and, with it, German art have disappeared™ (p. 55). In his later
lecture Concerning the Relationship of the Plastic Arts to Nature, Schelling withdrew from a one-
sided insistence on returning to the alleged simplicity of such older periods,

43, Winckelmann, Geschichite der Kunst des Altertums, in Winckelmarms Werke in einem Band.,
p. 195 Winckelmann uses the termy concept (Begriff) in this passage, not idea (Idee}. as does Schel-
ling here. The passage actually begins as follows:

The highest beauty is in God. and the concept of human beauty becomes more complete

the more commensurate and in agreement it can be conceived with the highest essence

which the concept of unity and of indivisibility differentiaies for us from matter.

The section from which this passage is taken in Winckelmann's work is entitled "*Von dem
Wesentlichen der Kunst'™ (On the essentials of art), and anticipates a great deal of Schelling’s own
understanding and exposition of the ideal nature of beauty and of art. Schelling cites the passage
again i Concerning the Relationship of the Plastic Arts to Nature.

44, Although August Withelin Schlegel describes three such paintings in the Dresden Gallery,
(“*Die Gemihlde. Ein Gesprich,’” Athenaeum 11, 1, pp. 76ff.), Schelling is probably referring to the
one by Francesco Albani (see the following note). which had been acquired by the Dresden Gallery
in 1742, Another possibility is the painting by Francesco Trevisani, which is listed in the Dresden
inventory of 1754, Though both paintings show angels in the branches, in neither does Mary actually
fan the infant. Although Rubens had also treated the theme. the Romantics (like Schelling in these
lectures) were generally uncomplimentary concerning his or any Dutch paintings, and preferred the
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ftalians: “*Itis true; some things are virtually nonexistent for me. 1 always pass by the paintings by
Rubens™ (“*Die Gemihide: Ein Gesprich,” p. 106). *You won't be angry, will you, if | lead ).U;I
most often into the lialian room?"" (p. 54).

45. Francesco Albani (1578-1660), lalian painter of the Bolognese school. Besides altarpieces
m Rome, he also did many allegorical paintings and idyllic landscapes that were popular in England
m the late eighteenth century.

46. Nicolas Poussin (1593/94-1665). French painter who lived in Rome; his landscapes later
mfluenced the heroic style of landscape painting. The Exposing of Moses was acquired by the Dres-
den Gallery i 1742, and August Wilhelm Schlegel describes this painting in “*Die Gemihide: Ein
Gesprich, ™" in Athenaeum 1L, 1, pp. 115ff.

47. From “‘Attempt at an Allegory’” (1766}, in Winckelmann.: Writings on Art, trans, David Irwin
(London: Phaidon Press, 1972), p. 146

48. Guido Reni (1575-1642), lalian Baroque painter; perhaps his most famous pieces are The
Massacre of the Innogents in the Pinacoteca. Bologna, and the ceiling fresco in Rome, Awrorg
(1614}, in the Casino Rospigliosi. Whereas Raphae) represented the second period, or high style for
Winckelmann, Reni represented the beautiful or flowing style, and was characterized by grace
(Winckelmanns Werke in etnem Band, p. 261). Fiorillo (Geschichie der zeichnenden Kinsre, vol. 2,
p. 563) asserted that his female heads were modeled on the figures of the Niobe group.

49. Imagines, chapter 2. Lucian (ca. a.n. 115-ca, 200), Greek rhetorician and writer. His Imag
ines contain references to the chief works of some of the great Greek artists. such as Phidias, Praxi-
teles, and Apelles. The work by Lucian is Sfander (the story of Apelles” betrayal is actually fiction-
alized). Although Schelling does not indicate such, he is quoting Lucian virtually verbatim, so I have
used a standard translation of the passage. indicating by ellipses the phrases he omits. Lucian in Eight
Volumes, trans. A. M. Harmon (London; New York: Heinemann; Maemillan, 1913), vol. 1, pp
365-66. Botticelli later painted this scene in La Calunnia (ca. 1495).

50. Harpocrates, the Greek equivalent of the Egyptian Harpechrat, or *"Horus the Child,"" in his
character as the vseful sun was represented as a boy with a finger on his mouth. From a misunder-
standing of this position, he came to be regarded by the Greeks and Romans as a god of silence

51, Lachesis was one of the three Fates (Clotho, Lachesis, and Atropos) represented as old
women spinning. Clotho held the distaff, Lachesis drew off the thread, and Atropos cut ii short

52. In 1622 the Flemish painter Rubens was commissioned (o do the series on the life of Maria
de’ Medici in the Medici Gallery in the Palais du Luxembourg in Paris; it is now housed in the
Louvre ‘

53. Itis not clear o which painter Schelling is referring here: Aristides the Elder or Younger:
Creek painters of the late fifth century b.c

34, The Parnassus (ca. 1511) and The Scheol of Athens (1510-11): Moritz gives a description of
The School of Athens in his Reisen eines Deutschen in ltalien; Moritz, Schriften, p. 229.

55. "'Not only oughi the poet to choose impossible likelihoods rather than unpersuasive possi-
bilities, but he ought not to construct arguments from unreasonable parts.” From Aristotle. Poctics
i460a; rans. Kenneth A. Telford (Lanham/London: University Press of America, 1985).

56. Source of citation in Winckelmann is uncertain.

57. This particular characterization of the art of antigquity occurs frequently in Winckelmann's
works, and wis of enormous influence in the succeeding generation's estimation of that art.

58. Laocoon, a marble group representing the Trojan priest Laocodn and his two sons being
crushed to death by snakes as a penalty for warning the Trojans against the wooden horse of th-‘
Greeks; 1015 usually assigned to the Hellenistic period, Winckelmann knew it from a cast in Dresden,
and in the “*Gedanken iiber die Nachahmnung der griechischen Werke in der Malerei und Bildhauerk-
unst”" (Thoughts on the imitation of Greek works in painting and sculpture) (1755) he treated it as an
excellent example of the controlled simplicity and dignity of Greek art. Goethe was also enthusiastic
about the significance of this sculpture .
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59, Winckelmanns Werke in einem Band, pp. V711

60. In Greek mythology, Niobe was the danghter of Tantalus and mother of seven sons and seven
daughters. Apollo and Artemis killed her children after she had boasted of her superiority to Leto,
who had only two children. Niobe wept for them until she was turned into a column of stone. The
group Niobe and Daughters daies probably from the fourth century s.c. Winckelmann saw the group
statue in Rome at the Villa Medici.

61. Greek: false sentiment, or affectation of style. Longinus uses the term in On the Sublime
(3.5), though he is himself citing Theodorus Epigrammaticus:

A third, and closely allied, kind of defect in matters of passion is that which Theodorus

used to call parenthyrsus. By this is meant unseasonable and empty passion, where no

passion is required, or immoderate, where moderation is needed. For men are often

carried away, as if by intoxication, into displays of emotion which are not caused by the

nature of the subject, but are purely personal and wearisome. In consequence they seem to

hearers who are in no wise affected to act in an ungainly way. And no wonder; for they

are beside themselves, while their hearers are not.

Longinus, On the Sublime, 2nd ed., trans. W, Rhys Roberts (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1907). In “"Gedanken iiber die Nachahmung der griechischen Werke in der Malerel und Bild-
haderkunst™ (1755), Winckelmann writes about Laocodn:

All actions and positions of Greek figures not characterized by such wisdom, actions and

positions which thus were much too passionate and wild, were designated by the one error

which the artists of antiquity called ‘parenthyrsos.” The more tranquil the position of a

body, the more will it be able to portray the true character of the soul. In all positions

deviating too much from such a tranquil posture the soul does not find itself in its most

proper position, but rather in a violent and forced one. . . . In Laocodn, pain portrayed by
itself would have constituted ‘parenthyrsos,” Hence in order to unify the characteristic and
noble qualities of his soul, the artist portrayed him within an action most closely
approsimating the condition of tranquility within such pain.

Wincketmarins Werke in einem Band, p. 18, Although Schelling had likely read Longinus as well,
he probably acquired this Greek term from Winckelmann’s text specifically. since most of the present
and following paragraph (concerning Raphael) is taken —often verbatim - from the complex sur-
rounding Winckelmann's passage.

62. Raphael, Encounter of Attila and Leo the Great (ca, 1523-24).

63. Winckelmann had discussed the merits of the various parts of painting, including drawing.
composition, color. and shading, and of the various arfists” mastery of these parts, in his
“*Abhandlung von der Fihigkeit der Empfindung des Schonen in der Kunst und dem Unterrichte in
derselben’” ('Treatise on the capacity for perceiving the beautiful in art and on the instruction of such
capucity ) (1763)

64, Both Moritz and Winckelmann discuss this work, which is actually the work of Giulia
Romano and assistants.

63, See note 35 above. In the Propylien Goethe had written the following (see also Schelling's
previous paragraph, concerning the use of historical subject matter in painting):

The art of antiquity almest always limits itself to the sphere of its own mythology,

whereas that of modernity and especially painting has taken up actual historical facts. The

history of almost al] ages and peoples — primarily, however, that of the Greeks. Romans,

and, in a religious context, the Jews—has provided the subject matter for countless

paintings in which even 1n the case of the greatest masters we discover examples of a

compleiely inappropriate choice of subject. . . . Let us remark at the same time, however,

that precisely the sphere of history does not offer appropriate subjects as frequently as is
usually assumed: even among the more useful ones, most are still quite narrowly
circumscribed, and accordingly are better suited for a cyclical form of presentation than

for partrayal in a single picture. ., . . [the eyclical form being] when other pictures portray

both what happened previously and what follows.
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Propylden. pp. 252-53. A. W. Schiegel also discusses such cycles in bis Schone Literatur und
Kunse, I, p. 222, where he does take it—in Schelling's words—a bit too literally.

66. William Hogarth (1697-1764), English painter and engraver. He popularized the use of
sequential pictures or anecdotes o satirize pedantry and immorality. A. W. Schlegel similarly rejects
Hogarth as *‘the one who perfected this completely false and worthless genre [Bambocciade], and
who in all aspects of painting was an archblunderer’” (Schone Literatur und Kunst, 1, p. 236).

67. The reader may recall that although Schetling subdivided drawing into perspective, truth, and
necessity, he did not subdivide chiaroscuro and coloring. nor any of the other unities on this level.
Here at the end of his discussion of painting, one begins to see how the lectures do not fully realize
the thoroughgoing triplicity implied by his original schema.

68, German indifferenciert, recalling Indifferenz.

69. Henrik Steffens (1773-1845). a Norwegian natural scientist of German descent, lectured at
Kiel University (1796) and at Jena (1799), where he came into contact with Goethe, Schelling, and
other notable literary and philosophical figures and was very much a part of the intellectual circles,
He subsequently lectured in Copenhagen, Halle, and Breslau, and in 1832 received a professorship in
Berlin. Like Schelling, Steffens was interested in the interface between science, philosophy. and reli-
gion, and he had a significant impact on the Romantic movement

70. This assertnon at first led to a certain amount of ridicule or at least skepticism toward Schel-
ling's view of architecture. Schelling’s point, however, is that the relational features of architecture,
if realized (objectified or actualized as opposed to remaining merely abstract reJations) are spatial and
static, whereas those of music, if actualized within the medium of sound, are temporal and dynamic
Both Madame de Staé! and Goethe later used the term. See Ernst Behler, ** Schellings Asthetik in der
Uberlieferung von Henry Crabb Robinson,™” in Philosophisches Jahrbuch 83 (1976), p. 146. Such
analogies are not, of course, without precedent. Plutarch (Moralia 346F) attributes to the poet Simo-
nides (ca. 556-468 v.c.) the reference to the formative arts as silent poetry

71. For Tacitus, see 2, Construction of the Content of Art, note 34,

72. William Hodges (1744-97), English landscape painter and engraver. In 1772 he sailed to the
Antarctic as a draughtsman to Captain Cook, and in 1780 on the invitation of Warren Hastings he
went o India. In Schone Literatur und Kunst (1, p. 181), A. W. Schlegel makes similar conjectures
concerning the ongins of Gothic architecture.

73, Vitruvius Pollio, Roman architect, second half of the first century a.p., wrote a treatise De
Architectura dealing with architecture and building in general; it is of a more practical nature, and
apparently was not intended to provide a theoretical basis for the aesthetics of architecture. Vitruvius.
The Ten Books on Architecture , trans, Morris Hicky Morgan (1914; reprint, New York: Dover, 19601,
book 1iI, chapter 2, ““The Proportions of Intercolummations and of Columns. ™’

74, Vitruvius, 1bid., book TV, chapter 2, **The Ornaments of the Orders.”

75. Antiope, loved by Zeus, became the mother of twin brothers, Amphion and Zethus, wha
became rulers of Thebes and built its walls. Amphion was a harpist of such skill that the stones were
drawn into their places by his music.

76. Vitruvius, Ten Books on Architecture, book IV, chapter 1. *“The Origins of the Three Orders,
and the Proportions of the Corinthian Capita). ™

77. Although Schelling gives virtually a literal translation of this passage —a locus classtcus—
from Vitruvivs, he does not set it off in quotation marks. 1 have thus set it off and provided the
English translation. Vitrovios, imd., pp. 104fF. In Schine Literanur und Kunst (1, pp. 173-74), A, W.
Schlegel also offers a close rendering of the passage (and otherwise cites Vitruvius),

78. During the following discussion, a certain amount of terminological confusion arises con-
cerning sculpture, Here Schelling refers to sculpture (Scufpiur) as the quintessential plastic art form
{Plastik): i the subsequent discussion, however, he generally prefers the German term Plastik over
that of Sculpsr, though he uses the fatter as well, In this context, however, both now pefer oaly 1o

seulpture, Previously, Plasek has referred anly to the plastic arts as such, and thus to architecture,

NOTES TO PP, 183-187 O 313

bas-relief, and scuipture collectively. In the following discussion (through §131) | have thus rendered
both Scudptur and Plastik as sculpture when appropriate.

79. Here, too, Schelling is not entirely consistent with his use of the term Plastik, since in §105
it clearly refers to the plastic arts collectively, whereas here he is introducing sculpture as the third
form of the plastic arts. In the Critique of Judgement, Kant had spoken of the three kinds of fine arts
(schane Kinste): the art of speech (redende Kunsr), formative art (bildende Kunst), and the art of the
play of sensations (die Kunst des Spiels der Empfindungen). Under formative art (“‘those for the
expression of ideas in senswous intuition™"), the first for Kant is plastic art (Plastik), the second paint-
ing. ““To plastic art, as the first kind of formative fine art, belong sculpture |Bildhauerkunst] and
architecture [Baukunst].”” He speaks of a work of architecture (Bauwwerk) on the one hand, and & mere
piece of sculpture (Bildwerk) on the other. Schelling does use Baukunst in §107, but he seems to be
differentiating it as “*building arts’" in the broader sense from Architektur as fine art. He does speak
of formative art (bildende Kunst) as does Kant, though for Schelling it includes music, painting, and
the plastic arts in the broader sense (architecture, bas-relief, and sculpture). Cf. 3, Construction of
the Particular, or of the Form of Art, note 24, and tables in the Translator’s Introduction. Citations
from Kant are from The Critigue of Judgement, wans. James Creed Meredith (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1964), pp. 1834f. (§51-§53).

80, **He made man stand erect, bidding him look up to heaven. and lift his bead to the stars.™
Ovid, Metamorphoses, trans. Mary M. Innes (New York: Penguin Books, 1955). book 1. lines 85-86,
a locus classicus that A. W. Schlegel also cites in Schone Literatur und Kunsi, 1, p. 131 (though in
German rather than Latin).

8. Concerning the human form compared with that of animals, Moritz had written: **We see
body and head everywhere; nowhere, however, does everything else so strongly point to the head and
eye as is the case with human beings''s Moritz, Schriften, p. 246. In the Geschichte der Kunst des
Altertums, Winckelmann discussed the proportions and beauty of the human body in considerably
more detail than Schelling does here, though it is clear Schelling draws from him. not least because
he cites various passages ailmost verbatim.

82, Timaeus 88.

83. Hiad XV. BOff. Schelling has taken his examples in this paragraph almost verbatim from
Winckelmann, ** Von dem Wesentlichen der Kunst™ (On the essentials of art) in Geschichte der Kunsi
des Altertums, Winckelmanns Werke in einem Band, p. 202.

84, Atalanta, in Greek mythology a huntress opposed to marriage who would marry no one who
could not beat her in a foot race. Malanion (or Hippomenes) got three golden apples from Aphrodite
and delayed her by throwing them on the course. The Apollo Belvedere is perhaps the most famous
classicat rendering of the god Apollo, and for many years counted as an example of Greek art, thaugh
in reality it is a marble copy from the Roman period of a classical or Hellenistic Greek bronze. Winck-
elmann’s frequent remarks on it were extremely influential in the eighteenth century. The passage
cited from Winckelmann (see previous footnote) continues: *“The gait of the Vatican Apollo floats, as
it were, without his feet touching the earth.™

85. “*Beschreibung des Torsos im Belvedere zu Rom,™" Winckelmanns Werke in einem Band, p
58. The torso is now believed to be that of Philocietes.

86, Ibid., pp. 57-58.

87. In an essay on Laocodn in the Propylden, Goethe remarked that “all high works of art por-
tray human nature; the formative arts concern themselves particularly with the human body Tp. 54).
See alsop A. W. Schlegel, Uber schéne Literatur und Kunst, 1, p. 1442 **. . . and thus we return (o the
assertion thal just as the human figure in general, so also human beauty in particular is the object of
sculpture. ™

In the discussion immediately following, Schelling acknowledges his indebtedness o Winckel-
mann's understanding of the four stylistic periods: see note 3] above.
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88. Phidias. Athenian sculptor of the mid-fifth century B.c.; he and Praxiteles were generally
regarded as being the greatest sculptors of antiquity. Although his major works are known pnmanl-\
only trom descriptions. he did supervise Pericles’ architectural program, Polyclitus, Greek sculplt;r
during the latter half of the fifth century 8.¢.: according to tradition, he laid down a canon of ideal
male beauty embodied in a system of mathematical proportions.

89. Geschichie der Kunst des Altertums, m Winckelmanns Werke in einem Band, pp. 260-61 .
This passage is consonant with the understanding of beauty Schelling develops both in these lectures
and in the essay Bruno.

90. Winckelmana, ibid., p. 263,

91. Winckelmann, ibid., pp. 264-63,

92. Praxiteles, Athenian sculptor of the mid-fourth century s.c. See note 88 above,

93. Winckelmann, “*Gedanken Ober die Nachahmung der griechischen Werke in der Malerei und
Bildhaverkunst,"" in Winckelmanns Werke in einem Band, pp. 171t

94. in the Propylaen essay ** Uber Laocotin' (p. 56) Goethe wrote:

Hence, I will dare assert yet again that the Laocotn group. in addition to all the other

acknowledged excellent features, is simultaneously a model of symmetry and variety, of

repose and movement, of contrasts and stages that together, par(i) »c.nxu‘ull(\- and pu}tl_\
spiritually, present themselves to the spectator and elicit a pleasant sensation in addition to

the high pathas of the presentation, and which mitigaie the storm of suffering and

passions through grace and beauty.

95. Again, Schelling is underscoring the difference between the higher, ideal truth of which he
speaks and merely naturalistic or formalistic truth of the kind he discussed in Bruno, pp. 226-27

96. Mengs, see above, note 30.

97. “*Beschreibung des Apollo im Belvedere™ (Description of the Apollo Belvedere), in Winck
elmanns Werke in einem Band, p. 61,

98. Friedrich Schiller, On the Aesthetic Education of Man in a Series of Letters, trans. Reginald
Snell (New York: Frederick Ungar, 1965), pp. 80-81. Part of Schelling’s paragraph here is zl‘lonsc
rendering of the final paragraph of the fifteenth letter, and the material Schelling allegedly quotes
from Schiller is actually not cited accurately

99. Winckelmanns Werke in einem Band, p. 61.

100. August Wilhelm Schlegel makes this point in several places. **The Greeks more than any
people recognized the dignity of the body™" (""Die Gemihlde: Ein Gesprich,” in Athenaeum 11, 1, p.
42), “Hence, they alone rid themselves of false prudery, and knew how to cast off all their clothes
with sublime decency. . . . Art did not transgress against morality through the nakedness of its rep-
resentations, 3 nakedness that was intended neither as a sign of want nor of desire, but which wit-
nessed rather 1o a free dignity and could be the object of chaste, unaffected observation™ (Schdne
Literatur und Kuwss, 1, pp. 134-35)

The Ideal Side of the World of Art; or, The Verbal Arts

101, This subtitle is not found in Schelling’s text itself, though it is included in the son’s table of
contents. 1 have entered it here. just as I did its counterpart earlier—The Real Side of the World of
Art; or, Formative Art— for the sake of structural clarity.

102, From the Greek verb wotéw, to make or do. A. W, Schicgel, 100, makes this point several
times in Schdne Literatur und Kunst, though he emphasizes more than does Schelling that such cre-
ating or making is actually that which is common to all the arts. See ibid.. 1, pp. 10 and 261 .

103. Cf. Goethe in Maximen und Reflexionen, number 752: *“True symbolism is where the par-
ticular represents the universal. not as a dream or shadow, but as the living, momentary revelation of
the unfathomable.”” Similarly, A. W. Schlegel, in his discussion of Schelling’s assertion that *“the
infinite finitely displayed is beauty™ (Svstem of Transcendental Idealism, p. 225), suggested that
beauty is the symbolic representation of the infimite (Schone Literatur und Kunst, 1, p. 90).
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104, Cf. Friedrich Schlegel. *“Talk on Mythology,™ in Dialogue on Poctry and Literary Apho
risms (p. 84):

i. too, have long borne in me the ideal of such a realism, and if it has not yet found

expression. it was merely because | am still searching for an organ for communicating it.

And vet | know that I can find it only in poetry, for in the form of philosophy and

especially of systematic philosophy realism can never again appear. But even considenng

a general tradition, it is Lo be expected that this new realism, since it must be of idealistic

origin and must hover as it were over an idealistic ground, will emerge as poetry which

indeed is to be based on the harmony of the ideal and the real.

105, German: der potenzirteste Stoff.

106. *“The listener is removed from reality and placed into an imaginative temporal series only if
he perceives in speech itself a law-governed subdivision of succession, or tempo™ (A. W. Schlegel,
Schone Literatur und Kynst, 1, p. 116).

107. Schelling is employing the language of the Kantian categories here. See Kant's Critique of
Pure Reason, *“Transcendental Logic," section 3.

108. Footnote by Schelling's son: ““The following explanations concerning meter, verse struc-
ture, the apphcation of rhythmic meter to contemporary languages, and concerning contemporary
meters (thyme, etc. ) have been deleted here because they contained nothing unique (and consisted n
part only in allusions), all the more so since the author himself explains duning the course of the
discussion that he oriented his own information for the most part according to that of well-known
writers on the subject (A. W. Schlegel. Moritz), The Editor [K. E A. Schelling].”" In 1786 Moritz
had published his Versuch einer deutschen Prosodie (Attempt at a German prosedy): in i, he
addressed the troubling question of the adaptation of classical poetic meters to German and formu-
fated an understanding of the difference between Germun and the classical languages, estublishing
that German poets need not struggle with poetic meters alien to the nature of the language. A. W
Schlegel had published several pieces on metrics and poetic language (in Schiller’s periodical Die
Horen, 1795), and had discussed the topic in considerably more detail in Schane Literatur und Kunst
{and cites Moritz himself). The works of both Moritz and Schiegel were so influential and widely
read, and Schelling was so closely acquainted personally with A. W. Schlegel, that it is not surprising
Schetling draws from them in these lectures. Furthermore, his son could assume that readers in the
mid-nineteenth century would still be familiar with the names and works.

109. In the Dialogue on Poetry, Friedrich Schlegel had raised the question of the possibility of a
theory of genres, giving both the advantages and objections to such a theory: his discussion echoes
Schelling’s cancern for a theory of genres as such, that is, for a classification based on inherent neces-
sity (p. 76):

Marcus. Yet o theory of genres is just what we lack. And what else can it be but a

classification which at the same time would be a history and theory of literature?

Ludovico. Such a theory would elucidate for us how and in what way the imagination

of a fictitious poet—who, fwing_ a prototype. would be the poet’s poet—by means of its

activity and through it necessarily must limit and divide itself.

After emphasizing that such classification is a means, and not an end, the dialogue continues:

Marcus. . . Of most importance are the definite purpose and the separation through

which alone the work of art receives form and becomes complete in itself. The

imagination of the poet should not spend itself in a chaotic generalization of poeiry. but

each work should have a thoroughly defimte character according to form and genre.

Lothario. . . . The theory of genres would then be the true aesthetics of literature.

110. Johann Christoph Gottsched (1700-66). professor at Leipzig University, wrote extensively
on the use of the German language in literature and on the reform of the German stage according to
the French model. For Christoph Martin Wieland (1733-1813), see 2, Construction of the Content of
Art, note 40
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LHL. Parenthvrsos, see above, note 61.

112, Dionysius of Halicarnassus (active ca. 25 .c.), Greek literary critic and historian who lived
in Rome during the reign of Augustus. The text to which Schelling is referring is On Literary Com
position, and the passage from Homer's Odyssey is XVI, 1-16:

But where does their [these lines'] power to persuade us lie, and what causes them 1o be

what they are? Is it the selection of words. or the composition {synthesis]? No one will

say “selection,’” 1 am sure: for the whole passage is woven together from the most

commonplace, humble words, such as might have come readily to the tongue of a farmer,

seaman or artisan, or anyone else who takes no trouble w speak well. . What

alternative, therefore, is left but to attribute the beauty of the style to the composition?

Dionysius of Halicarnassus. The Critical Essays in Two Volumes, trans. Stephen Usher (Cam.
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1985), vol. 2, p. 29.

113, Callinus of Ephesus, an early Greek elegiac poet of uncertain date, perhaps of the seventh
century B.¢. In the text of 1859, Schelling’s son names Archelaus as the other poet; Archelaus, how-
ever, was pot a poet but rather a king of Macedonia noted for his sympathy with Greek culture (he had
brought Euripides, among others, to his court). Schelling’s son has perhaps misread the manuseript,
reading Archelaus for Archilocus, who was a celebrated Greek poet of the seventh century .¢.,
chiefly noted for his iambic poetry, though he also composed elegies and hymns. Friedrich Schlegel
also mentions him as one of the “*sources of Greek poetry, its basis and beginning"* (Dialogue .nrz
Poerry and Literary Aphorisms, p. 61}

L4, A footote in the edition of 1859 cites here Friedrich Schlegel's Geschichie der Poesie der
Griechen und Romer, p. 218. See 2, Construction of the Content of Art, pote 27. For Pindar, see
above, note 32.

15, Solon (ca. 640-ca. 558 8.c.). famous statesman and poet, eventually became an archon in
Athens and introduced the constitution and various reforms.

i116. Tyrtacus, a poet who lived at Sparta about the middle of the seventh century 5.c. at the time
of the second Messenian War, He ““spurred’” the Spartans on with his war songs (in anapests) and also
wrote elegies, some of them exhorting the people o political peace and order, others to virtue and
bravery.

L17. Alcaeus, a lyric poet born on Lesbos, active during the seventh to sixth centuries s.c., who
took part in the war with Athens and in the local struggles against tyrants,

L18. Arion, semimythical poet of uncertain date, probably spent the greater part of his life at the
court of Pertander (625-585 ..}, tyrant of Corinth.

119, Pythagoras, Greek philosopher born ca. 580 .c., founded a school in Croton in Magna
Craecia which was primarily religious and philosophical in character; they developed some basic
principles of mathematics and astronomy, originated the doctrine of the harmony of the spheres, and
believed in a theory of metempsychosis, the eternal recurrence of things, and a numerical mysticism.

12). Aleman, Greek lyric poet of the second half of the seventh century 8.c. Sappho, Greek Les-
bian poetess of the middle of the seventh century s.c.

121, Anacreon (sixth century 1.¢), Greek lyric poet. best known for his light and playful songs of
love and wine, without depth and passion. In the middle of the eighteenth century, a group of German
poets referred to themselves as Anakrecnstker, and asserted that their poems were based on those of
Anacreon. Accordingly. the poems sing of love, wine. nature, and friendship in a superficial manner,
and many were intended to be sung at convivial social gatherings.

122, In his “Epochs of Literature’” in the Dialogue on Poetry (p. 68), Friedrich Schiegel names
these three poets (Dante, Petrarch, and Boecaccio) as *'the pillars of the old style of modern art."’

123. Keres, malignant spirits, the bringers of all sorts of evil, including death. Sometimes it must
be rendered “‘fate,” as when Achilles is given the choice between two Keres (Hiad 9. 411).

124, Hiad XV, $421f.. wrans. Richard Lattimore (Chicago: Universsity of Chicago Press, 1951).

NOTES TO PP 243-222 11 317

125. Cf. Michael Vater, in his mtroduction to Bruno. p. t4: “"Time . . . externalizes relations
which are unitary and internal in the absolute, thus producing the causal order of phenomena.”’

126. This statement emphasizes once again the purely relational nature of the absolute as idea
rather than (material) extension.

127. In Schéne Literatur und Kunst, U1, pp. 111ff.. A. W. Schlegel also applies Woli’s thesis to
the origin of the Middle High German epic poem Nibelungenlied.

128. This review appeared in the Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung, Jena and Leipzig. 11, 12, and 13
December 1797, and today is still considered one of the better evaluations of the work. Some editions
of Goethe’s works. such as the Hamburger Ausgabe, cite excerpts from it. It was subsequently pub-
lished in August Wilhelm Schlegel's Sémmuliche Werke, volume 11, pp. 183ff.

129. The reference is 1o Klopstock's epic poem on the life of Christ, Der Messias. See 2, Con-
struction of the Content of Art, note 39

130. Schelling uses the German terms Anschauung and Intuition in this passage, and his listeners
would presumably have recogmized the allusion here to the language of the theologian Friedrich Sch-
leiermacher (1767-18343, whose Uber die Religion had appeared in 1799, In that first edition (1799).
Schleiermacher stressed in several passages that religion was an affair not of the understanding but
rather of feeling and intuition; he spoke of “*an astonished intuition of the infinite,”” and insisted that
religion ““is neither thinking nor acting, but rather intujtion and feeling,” and that "it seeks to intuit
the universe.’” *'Intuition of the universe: 1 beg you to befriend this concept, it is the hinge of my
entire speech, it is the most universal and highest formula of religion.” “*To have religion means to
intuit the universe, and the manpner in which you intuit it, the principle you find in its actions, deter-
mines the value of your religion.”” **That is the spirit of the world which reveals itseif within the
smallest just as perfectly and visibly as in the largest, that is an intwition of the universe which
emerges from everything and seizes the soul . . 7" Friedrich Schleiermacher, Uber die Religion:
Reden an die Gebildeten unter ihren Verdchtern (On religion: speeches to its cultured despisers), ed.
Hans-Joachim Rothert (Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1958; reprint, 1970), pp. 15. 29, 31, 70, 48. The
standard English translation is by John Oman (New York: Harper & Row, 1958); though based on the
third edition (1821), which Schleiermacher had edited to reflect his less pantheistic attitude toward
religion, the translation's appendix contains portions of that first edition. 1 have rendered them anew
in order to focus on the terminological congruity with Schelling’s remarks in this present passage.

131. Schiller had discussed the didactic poem and the satire in his essay entitled Naive and Sen-
timenial Poetry.

132. Johann Heinrich Voss (1751-1826). German journalist and teacher. Voss published transla-
tions of the fliad and the Odyssey that became standards during this period. An interest in Theocritus
prompted him to iry his own hand at German idylls. The best known of these is the longer poem
Luise: Ein landliches Gedicht in drei Fyilen (1795). The poem portrays dealized rural scenes (a
picnic), the couriship and wedding of Luise, and has no real action as such, ending with the newly
married pair gomng to the bridal chamber.

133. Phanocles, Greek poet, probably of the first half of the third century p.c. Hermesianax of
Colophon. probably born ca. 300 s.c., Greek poet whom scholars generally do not now regard as
particularly talented. The Athenaeum was a literary periodical edited by Friednch and August Wil-
helm Schlegel as the organ of the early Romantic school. Besides the Schlegels, the other contribu-
tors inctuded Novalis (Friedrich von Hardenberg), Schleiermacher, and Caroline Schlegel (later
Schelling's wife). It appeared twice yearly from 1798 to 1800, and its demise signuled the demise of
the Romantic cirele in Jena as well, The translations Schelling mentions were done by both Schlegels
and appeared in the first volume of 1798, For a thorough discussion of the theory of literature implied
by the Athenaeum circle, including Scheiling, see Philippe Lacoue-Labarth and Jean-Luc Nancy, The
Literary Absolute: The Theory of Literature in German Romanticism, trans. by Philip Barnard and
Cheryl Lester (Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York Press, 1987).
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134, Albius Tibullus (ca. 60-19 8.¢.). Roman elegiac poet and part of a group standing somewhat
apart from the court poets of the day. Gaius Valerius Catullus (ca. 84-34 s.¢.), versatile Roman poet;
his refinement of standards regarding technique reached its full development in his Augustan succes-
sors. Sextus Propertius (ca. 50-16 s.¢.), Roman elegiac poet, possessed an instinct for sound and
cadence and introduced the elements of self-absorption and self-pity into the elegiac genre.

135. Rémische Elegien, a cycle of twenty poems written by Goethe between 1788 and 1790, first
published as a whole in Schiller's periodical Die Horen in 1795, They were wriiten after Goethe's
return: from faly in 1788, and reflect his nostalgic appreciation of ltaly both as the shrine of the art
of antiquity and as the locus of his reawakening to life and physical love (in one well-known passage
he describes how he counted out hexameters on his sleeping lover’s back).

136. Theocritus (active ca. 270 s.c.), idyllic poet of the old country life of Sicily, some of whose
pieces later served as the model for such elegies as Milton’s “*Lycidas™ and Shelley’s **Adonais.”

137, Salomon Gessner (1730-88). Swiss painter and poet who illustrated his own works; he
wrote 1dylls in poetic prose that became enormously popular, since in them he eliminated all the
rougher or cruder features of country or rural life, thus plaving up to the city dweller’s longing for
idealized nature.

138. Batista Guarini (1538-1612), ftalian poet, courtier, and diplomat, particularly important
for his pastoral drama Il Pastor fido (The faithful shepherd) (1590). He also called the poem a **pas-
toral tragicomedy,”” and it remained one of the most popular works of secutar literatore in Europe for
aimost two hundred years, Besides the theme of sensual and sentimental love, it also treats such
motifs as blindness and illusion, deceit and heroic virtue, all against a backdrop of fate. A, W. Sch-
legel had translated selections from this work (Sdmmiliche Werke, vol. 4).

139, These cryptic remarks are likely either catchwords Schelling wrote to himself in his lecture
notes. or abbreviations of deletions his son made. Miguel de Cervantes Saavedra (1547-1616), the
most famous novelist produced by Spain so far. La Galatea. his first book, actually has few novelistic
elements, being a series of loosely connected episodes in the pastoral mode then in vogue, in which
nobles disguised as shepberds and shepherdesses sing of their loves, joys, sorrows, and jealousies in
ornate language. August Withelm Schlegel translated portions of it (Sdmmiliche Werke, vol. 4).

140. Theognis of Megara, an elegiac poet probably of the second half of the sixth century B.c.,
a time of violent political strife between the aristocracy and the plebeians of his city.

141. In Schone Literatur und Kunst, 1, p. 298, August Wilhelm Schlegel speaks of **a complete
phitosophical poem, one in which with equal enthusiasm and energy of portrayal a system would be
presented that would be just as inspirational for our view of nature as the Epicurean element in Lucre-
tivs is devastating, and whose inner core would constitute the poetical principle of the universe and
the divine fantasy expressed in it."’

142. Parmenides of Elea, a philosopher born probably about 510 8.c.. the founder of the Eleatic
school of philosophy. In the poem expounding his doctrine. he asserts that the real universe is a
single, indivisible, eternal, unchanging whole. and the only object of knowledge; what is mutable
and perishable. and phenomena such as motion, are illusions. He was allegedly a pupil of Xeno-
phanes of Colophon in lonia (sixth century g.c.}, a wandering poet who wrote a philosophical poem
on nature, attacking the polytheism and anthropomorphism of the traditional Greek refigion and
asserting that God is single and eterpal. .

143, Thales (born ca. 624 p.c.). founder of the first Greek school of philosophy and one of the
Seven Sages. His explanation of the universe was that all things are modifications of a single eternal
and imperishable substance. which he held to be water.

144, Empedocles (born ca. first quarter of the fifth century s.c.), philosopher and scientist. He
sought to reconcile the perception of changing phenomena with the logical conception of an under-
lying unchanging existence, and found the solution in four immutable elements - earth, air, fire, and
water — whose association and dissociation produce the various changing objects of the world as we
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know it. These views are embodied in a poem even Aristotle thought important enough to be com-
bated. Anaxagoras, see 2, Construction of the Content of Art, note 24.

145, Lucretivs Carus (ca. 99-55 p.c.), philosophical poet who lived at a time when the old
Roman religion had lost its hold on the educated classes and a general skepticism prevailed; in his
didactic poem De Rerwm Natura (On the nature of things), he sought to dispel the superstition and
anxiety of his contemporaries. The poem intends to instruct and convince rather than please, and
much of the matter does not lend itself easily to poetic treatment.

146. Epicurus (341-270 .¢.), founder of the Epicurean school of philosophy; some fragments of
his work On Nature survive. He held that philosophy consisted in the wise conduct of life, to be
attained by reliance on the evidence of the senses and the elimination of superstition and of the belief
in supernatural intervention. He is usually associated with the doctrine that pleasure is the only good,
and that the best pleasure is accompanied by no painful want. His system was subsequently
expounded by Lucretius.

[47. Quintus Ennius (239-169 .c.), one of the greatest and most versatile of the early Roman
poets.

148, See Svstem of Transcendental Ideatism. p. 232

Philosophy was born and nourished by poetry in the infancy of knowledge. and with it all

those sciences it has guided toward perfection: we may thus expect them. on completion,

to flow back like so many individual streams into the universal ocean of poetry from

which they took their source

Cf. also Friedrich Halderlin's novel Hyperion (pp. 91-93).

**What has philosophy,”" he answered, “‘what has the cold sublimity of philosophical

knowledge. to do with poetry?"”’

“Poetry,”" I answered, confident of my argument, *"is the beginning and the end of
philosophical knowledge. Like Minerva from the head of fupiter, philosophy springs from

the poetry of an eternal, divine state of being. And so in philosophy, tea, the

irreconcilable finally converges again in the mysterious spring of poetry.”

A W. Schlegel, too, uses this figure in Schone Literatur und Kunst, 1, pp. 262-63

149. Juvenal (horn ca. a.p. 60-70), great Roman satirist, attacked the vices, abuses, and follies
of Roman life. Persius Flaccus (a.p. 34-62). Roman writer; except for one work, his poems are actu-
ally homilies. His satire in the narrower sense is a criticism of the poetasters and the debased literary
taste of the day as being symptomatic of the corruption of Roman virtue and loss of manhood.

150. Ludovico Ariosto. see 2, Construction of the Content of Art, note 41. August Wilhelm Sch-
legel translated portions of this work (Sammuliche Werke, vol. 4).

151, Matteo Maria Boiardo (1441-94), Italian poet and humanist who wrote some of the best
love sonnets of the period: he owes his fame to his romantic epic Orlando innamorato, begun in 1472,
with which he inaugurated the Halian chivalric romance. It served as the source and point of reference
for Ariosto’s Orlando furioso.

152, Torquato Tasso (1544-95), master of modern epic poetry. He owes his tame primarily to his
Gerusalemme Liberata (Jerusalem delivered), which treated the conquest of Jerusalem by the cru-
sader Gottfried of Bouillon. A. W. Schlegel translated selections from his work (Sdmmutliche Werke,
vol, 4).

153. Voltaire's Henriade ., see 2, Construction of the Content of Art, note 17. A. W. Schlegel had
also delivered a short but cutting condemnation of the Henriade in Schone Literatur und Kunst, 1,
pp. 213ff.

154, Luiz vaz de Camoes (or Camoéns) (ca. 1524-80}, considered the greatest Portuguese poet
His entire life was deeply rooted in national existence, and the character of that existence is reflecied
in his poetry. His greatest work 1s Oy Lusiadas (1572). Since he considered no one hero or idea strong
¢nough to encompass his vision of Portugal, he composed a poem using all the martial heroes of the
couniry (Lusttania, or *“men of Portugal™”). The work is actually more a paean than a heroic narra-
tive. Schelling had probably read about him in Friedrich Schlegel’s new periodical Europa (1803-3),
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or had heard about him from Schlegel earlier. August Wilhelm Schiegel translated portions of this
work (Sdmmiliche Werke, vol. 4).

155. Wieland, see 2, Construction of the Content of Art, note 40. Oberon is a verse romance he
published in 1778-80, set during the time of Charlemagne. It is a tale of adventure and daring (one
task is to pluck the beard and pull four teeth of the Sulian of Baghdad), love and intrigue, designed
to entertain and delight. its Orientalism, magic, and fairy-tale character anticipate Romanticism.

156. Schelling is again referring to the poem Orlando furioso.

157. Wilhelm Meisters Lehrjahre (Wilhelm Meister’s apprenticeship, 1795-96), a novel by
Goethe that traces the development of a would-be actor through various adventures and trials. The
actual focus is the education of Wilhelm's personality by experience and his self-realization. and is
the classic example of the German apprenticeship or development novel (Bildungsroman or Entwick-
lungsroman). Friedrich Schlegel had called Fichte's philosophical treatise The Theory of Knowledge.
the French Revolution, and Goethe's Wilhelm Meister *‘the three greatest tendencies of the age.”’
Friedrich Schlegel, Dialogue on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms, p. 143 (aphorism 216 in the Athe-
nacum, | 798).

158. The passage is in book V, chapter VII: “*The novel must proceed slowly and the feelings of

the principal person must, in some way or other, restrain the tendency of the whale to its develop-
ment.” Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, Wilthelm Meister. Apprenticeship and Travels, trans. R. O.
Moon (London: G. T. Foulis, 1947), vol. 1, p. 265,

159, Ihid. Schelling cites the passage virtually verbatim.

160, “*Romantic poetry alone can, like the epic, become a mirror of the entire surrounding
world, a picture of its age’’ (Friedrich Schlegel, Dialogue on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms, p. 140);
Athenaenm fragment no. 116)

161. Miguel de Cervantes, The Adventures of Don Quixate de la Mancha (1605, 1615), book 11,
chapter 14.

162. In Goethe's novel, Mignon is a mysterious and enigmatic character who secretly loves Wil
helm and tums out to be the ¢hild through incest of an equally enigmatic character, the harpist. The
house of the uncle, or the **Society of the Tower, " turns out 1o be a secret society that has kept watch
over Wilhelm's development.

163. Latin sperata (past participle from the verb spero): that which is anticipated or expected.

164. Henry IV Part 1, act 1V, scene ii, line 72: “*Tut, twt; good enough to toss; food for powder,
food for powder: they'll fill a pit as well as better; tush, man, mortal men, mortal men.

165. Cervantes, Los Trabajos de Persiles y Sigismunda (1617); traditional Byzantine novel with
complicated plot intrigues and threadbare characterization, a fantasy world and characters with
extraordinary adventures. Giovanni Boceaccio (1313-75), Elegia di Madonna Fiammetia (Amorous
Fiammetta, 1343-44); the first modern novel in epistolary form, it concentrates on the inner events of
the character's psyche, She, rather than the man, is the jilted one. Die Leiden des jungen Werthers
(The sorrows of young Werther, 1774), a novel by Goethe, the first part of which is in epistolary
form. Werther is a high-strung young man of great sensitivity who falls in love with a woman already
promised to another. In the end, Werther commits suicide. The book was an instant success and estab-
lished the young Goethe's literary fame virtually overnight.

166. Samuel Richardson (1689-1761). English writer whose novels had a considerable influence
on the further development of the European novel; Pamela (1740 and 1 741), Clarissa Harlowe (1747-
I8). and The History of Sir Charles Grandison (1753-54). The Vicar of Wakefield, a novel by Oliver
Goldsmith, was published in 1766,

167, This parenthetical remark may be an abbreviation by Schelling's son of material he chose to
delete, or notes Schelling made 1o himself

168. German: Homeras: see 2, Construction of the Content of Art, note 57.

169. The following section on Dante (1265-1321) is virtually the same article that appeared
under the title “"On Dante in Relation to Philosophy' in the Kritisches Journal der Philosophie
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(1803), pp. 35-50 (later in Schelling’s Sammtliche Werke 1, V, pp. 152-63). It is also translated by
Elizabeth Rubenstein and annotated by David Simpson in the anthology Gerntan Aesthetic and Lit-
erary Criticispr, pp. 140-48

170. Dante, The Divine Comedy, the Carlyle-Wicksteed translation, ed, C. H. Grandgent (New
York: Modern Library. 1950). pp. 555-536 (Puradise, canto XXV).

171. Ibid.. p. 154 (Inferno, canto XXIX),

172. In Schéne Literatur und Kunst, 11, p. 201 | August Wilhelm Schlegel referred specifically 1o
this part of Schelling’s interpretation of Dante (the /nferno as the plastic part, the Purgatorio as the
picturesque part, and the Paradiso as the musical part). Schelling’s essay on Dante, we recall, not
only served the lecture series Philosophy of Art, but also was published in the Kritisches Journal der
Philosophie; Schlegel thus had direct access [0 the essay, and used the material extensively in his own
Jectures.

173, Dhvine Comedy, p. 417 (Paradiso, canto 1),

174, Ibid., p. 22 (nferna. canto 1H), Schelling’s son included the following footnote here: “"As
an “addendum’ 1o this essay, or actually ds a cobnterpart to his own view of Dante, the author pre-
sented at the end of the article in the Kritisches Jowrnal Bouterwek's view of Dante. This as well as
another, similar presentation there has been deleted here.” Friedrich Bouterwek (1766-1828), pro-
fessor of acsthetics at Gottingen Unjversity, Bowterwek's Geschichte der newern Poesie und Bered
samkeit (History of contemporary poesy and eloquence} was published in twelve volumes between
1801 and 1819,

175. Chapter XIII

176. Philosophical Letters on Dogmatism and Criticism (1795; second edition, 1804}, in The
Erconditional in Human Knowledge: Four Edrly Essays (1794-1796) by F. W. J. Schelling. trans,
Fritz Marti, tenth letter:

177. Sophocles, Oedipus ar Colonus, 1538fF, (spoken by Oedipus): “*But to that place — for the
divine summeons urges me — let us now set forth, and hesitate no more.™" Transhated by R. C. Jebb,

178, August Wilhelm Schlegel also dealt with the problem of the chorus in Greek tragedy
Schiine Literatur und Kunst, the essentials of that discussion—as well as his discussion of the three
mujor Greek tragedians — were taken over virtually verbatim into his Vienna lectures on dramatic art
and literature in 1808. These lectures became a standard work in German Jierary criticism. August
Wilhelm Schlegel, Course of Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literature, 2 volumes, trans. John Black
(Ridgeway Press, n.d.j. Cf. also the reprint of the 1846 edition (AMS Press). Selections from Sch-
legel’s Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literature are included in German Romantic Criticism, ed. A.
Leslie Willson, The German Library, volume 21 (New York: Continuum, 1982},

179, Die Braur von Messing; oder, Die feindlichen Briider, tragedy published by Schiller in | 803
with an sccompanying essay entitled **On the Use of the Chorus in Tragedy,” Schiller wrote the piece
on the model of the Greek tragedy and employed a chorus, though he did aitribute the chone passages

to separate speakers

180, Qedipus the King. act V. lines 864-71; trans. R. C. Jehb,

181, Cotthold Ephraim Lessing (1729-81), prolific and influential German writer who as a cntic
may be said to have lifted German criticism from a provincial to a European level. He wrote on a
variety of topics, including dramaturgy, aesthetics, philosophy, and theology, and wrote poetry and
dranuas as well

182, In his “Epochs of Literature’” in the Dialogue on Poetry, Friedrich Schlegel similarly

underscares the inferenty of Eunpides,

183, In his ““Epochs of Literature’” in the Balogue on Poetry, Friedrich Schlegel calls Aeschylus
“the eternal prototype of austere greatness and uvnrefined enthusiasm™ (p. 63). Schelling again is
employing Winckelmann's proposed stylistic periods of Greek art.

184, In his ““Epochs of Literature”” in the Dinlogue on Poerry, Friedrich Schiegel calls Sophocles

“the model of harmonious perfection’ (p. 63)
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I85. Aristophanes satirized or otherwise attacked Cleon (died 422 5.¢, ), an Athenian demagogue
prominent at the time of the Peloponnesian War, in the Babvionians (lost), the Acharnians, and the
Anights

186, Menander (ca. 342/1-293/89 w.c.), by later copsensus the feading writer of New Comedy:
although many titles are known, only ane complete play and excerpts from six others have survived

187, The following section **On Modern Dramatic Poesy,” has also been translated by Elizabeth
Rubenstein and anpotated by David Simpson in the anthology German Aesthetic and Fiterary Crili-
ciym, pp. 133-39,

IS8, As u matter of fact, one does not read this in King Lear. 1 have translated Schelling’s own
quote, but as David Simpson (German Aesthetic and Literary Criticism, p. 270, note 6) points out,
Schelling's citation is not accurate and seems to conflate features of Alhany’s speech (King Ledr, act
IV, scene i1, lines 40fT.). Although, as we have seen, Schelling is anything but consistent in his cita-
tions, the editions of Shakespeare from which he may have drawn may not have been accurate

18D, Menry VI, Part I, act 1V, scene 1v

1), Richard I, act V. scene iv, line 7

191, Ludwig Tieck (17731853}, prolific and versatile member of the early German Romantic
cirele in Jena, to which Schelling himiself belonged; he later published extensive studies on Shake-
speare. Schelling is refernng to Tieek's Lerters en Shakespeare (1800), See also David Simpson's
note |1 g Elizabeth Rubenstein's translation in German Aesthetic and Literary Criticism

192, Sterm snd Drang (usually transiated “storm and stress™ ), actually & play by E M. Klinger

published in 1777, Flie title later came 10 be used 1o designate the whole movement, otherwise called

the Gentezair, As aterm designating a biterary period, it refers to the movement and a group of writers
of the 1770s that lasted from 1771 to about 1778, and to which Goethe belonged. The movement
exalted freedom, nature, strength, and unfettered emotion, prased Shakespeare and Rousseau smang
others. and influenced the entire subsequent generation with its extravagant language and unnutigated
emaoltion

193, Schlegel's first translations of Shakespeare appedred between 1797 and 1810, His collection
of translations of plays from the Spanish. the Spanisches Theater, appeared between 1803 and 1809,
though he had already translated a great deal from the Spanish for his own Schdne Literatur und
Kuwnse. Actually, Schlegel translated a great deal for those lectures: Dante, Petraych, Boccaccio,
Tasso, Guanni, Cervantes, Camoéns, and Anosto (as we saw above). Much of this was later pub
lished as Blymensivdusse wtaienischer, spanischer und portugiesischer Poesie (1804). Although
Schelling does not here refer to the work by name, it is Calderon's La devocion de fa Cruz (The
devotion to the cross, 1640). Schlegel had seni Schelling the manuscripts of the Calderdn transhations
he had just begun, and aiso wiote an article on Calderdn i Friedrich Schlegel's periodicul Ewropa (1,
2). Actually, Calderon had completely captivated Schiegel at this time and had replaced Shukespeare
as his major dramatic concem. Goethe, 100, had enthusiastically greeted Schlegel’s mansiation of La
devocion. Many of Schlegel’s trunslabions from world Iiterature can be found 1 the thard and fourth
volumes of his Sammifiche Werke . For an assessment of Calderdn's reception in Germany during this
penod, see Henry W, Sullivan, Calderon in the German Lands and the Low Countries: His Reception
and Influence, 1654-1980 (Cambridge: Cambnidge University Press, 1983)

V94, Leben und Tond der heiligen Gepovevea (1799}, & play by Ludwig Tieck

195, In the edition of 1859 there 1s no letter "¢ marking the end of this series, though it seems
in order to msert it here

196, Act I, final scene

197, See 2, Construetion of the Content of Art, note 49,

FON. This and the following quotation are from Faust, Part [, hnes 1851-63. Johann Wolfgang
von Goethe, Fausr. A Tragedy, trans. Walter Arndt, ed. Cyvrus Hamlin (New York: W, W. Norton,
1976).
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199 This generally anti-French attitude Schelling exhibits elsewlhere as well was part of the reac-
tion aguinst the dominance of French style m German culiure, and with the rediscovery of the
German past. Wackenroder and Tieck had Jamented how the distinctive German character had dis-
appeared and **young Germans learn the languages of all the peaples of Europe, and they are requirec
judiciously to adjust their native way of thinking by drawing on the spirit of all nations™™ and had
sacrificed its “very soul” (Guipourings of an Art-Loving Friar. p. 35). In his Dhalogue on Poetry,
Friedrich Sehlegel spoke of how “‘out of superficial abstractions and rationalizations, out of misun-
derstood antiquity and mediocre talent, there arose in France a comprehensive and colierent system of
false poeiry which rested on an equally fulse theory of lerature; and from here this sickly mental

= Paris sriird
e on Poetry and

malady of so-called good taste spread over all the countries of Europe™ (Piaiog
Literary Aphorisms, p. 73). When questioned as to why he left the French out of his discussion of the
“Epochs of Literature,” he responds that 1t happened without particular intention; 1 found no
reason to do so’' (p. 751 Finally, August Wilhelm Schlegel, too, continually delivers mvectives
ugainst the French in Schane Literaiur und Kunsr: *Hence, o totally unpoetic nation must perceive is
urnaturil everything which in fact is genuinely poetic, which is indeed the case with the French™ (1,
p. W see also [, ol 33

W00, Comddile larmevante, or sentimental comedy. popularized by Li Chaussée, this dramatic
form —an intermediary genre between comedy and tragedy — presenied ordinary people in {often
exuggernted | distressing situations, which made audiences weep
200, Huns Suchs (| 494- 15763, one of the most pralific Germuan writers of the sixteenth century

The greater part of his works consists of humaorous fables, anecdotes, and tales in verse form, as well
as some two hundred verse plays, the Taiter of which include tragedies, comedies, and populur plays
performed during Shrovetide. Nostalgic attention had been drawn to Sachs also by Wackenroder and

rgs ttven-

Meck in their Guipourings of an Ari-Loving Friar, where they spoke of sitting in Nurembe
erable Libraries in u confined corner in thie dusk by the little round-paned window, poring over the
folios of the worthy Hans Sachs™ (p. 501, Simitarly, in Schane Literate und Kunst, W1, p. 56, A. W
Schlegel speaks of Hans Sachs as the “archetype of what this period in Germuny was able to prodiee

in the way of poesy.”
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Metis, 41

Michelangelo, 95, 135, 138, 140, 155, 159,
188, 304 n. I8, 307 0. 26; Last Judgmen:,
135, 160, 307 n. 26

Mignon tin Goethe's Withelm Meister), 233,
236, 320 n. |62

Migrations, Germanic, 66

Mileowy, 68, 76, 218-19, 209 n. 39, 318 n, 136

Minerva. 36-37, 41-43. 91, 151, 182, 319 n.
14¥

Minor, Jacol, 288 n, 24

Miracle, xvi, 69, 77

Miraculous, the, 217, 227-28, 230, 237, 257

Modulation G musicy, 111-12

Molicre, Jean Baptiste, 9, 291 n. 6

Moors, 235

Moritz, Karl Philipp. 36, 49, 289 n, 2, 295
nn. 5. 7, 8, 296 n. 20, 304 nn. 16, I8,
308 n. 36, 310 n. 54, 311 n, 64, 313 n.
81, 315 n, 108

Mother of God. 64-65, 159

Musaeus, 56, 297 n. 28

Music, 103, 107-19; contrasted with painling
and plastic arts, 160-64

Mystic, 65, 81, 301 n. 30; dogmaticism. 2i9;

poems, 56, 297 n. 28: poesy. 73; side of
art, xxvin

Mysticism, 66, 72, 75-76, 81, 219, 316 n.
119

Mythology. xv-xvi, xxxiy, xliv, xlvii-x}viii, b,
[7, 36, 40-41, 45, 47-83, 156, 196, 202,
204, 215, 218-19, 224, 236, 230, 232,
234, 238, 240-42, 265-68, 276, 278, 293
nob, 294 0 3,295 0. 7, 296 0. E1, 300
nn. 46, 47, 50, w painting, 151-52;
contrast between ancient and modern,
53-82

Naive: and sentimental, 91-94, 97

Narrative, 231

Natura naturans, xli

Nattura naturara, xxxvii, sii, 26

Nauern, Franz-Gabniel, 285 n. 5

Nemesis, 269.70

Neptupe, 3%, 43, 191, 196

Newtan, Sir Isaac (theory of colors), |21-24

Nicolas of Cusa, xxxv

Nietzsche, Friednch, 303 n. 10

Nile, 149-30

Miobe, 101, 153, 18B-90,  197-98, 302, 307 n,
31, 310 n. 48, 311 0. 60

Nordic mythology, 71

Novel, 230-37, 244 pastoral, 223

Nevella, 233, 236, 268

Oceanus, 38

Odysseus, 216, 252

Odvyseey, 47, 207, 215-16, 218, 234, 237-38,
205 . 6. 296 0. 21, 306 0. 10, 316 0.
112, 317 w, 132

Oedipus, 39, 115, 252-55, 257, 202, 274, 276

Ogdipuy at Colomus (Sophocles), 258, 295 n.
9, 321 n. 177

Old "Testament, 59

Glympus, 38, 42-43, 227, 262

On Dramatic Arvt anied Literatire (A, W,
Schiegel}. 286 n. 12, 321 n. 178

On University Studies. xxiv, I, iy, 285 n. 3.
2890, 1, 298 n. 35, 299 n. 38

Opera. 280

Orestes, 252, 254

Organism, xhi-xlii, 27, 29, 84, 119, 125, 130
161, 164, 166-70, 174, 183, 205

Onent. 5, 60, 67-69, 78, 100, 172, 227, 229;
art, 56: religions, 59
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Originality: as law of modern poesy, 75

Orlando (Orlando Farinso, Anasto), 229, 299
041, 319 n. 151, 320 0, 156

Orphism, 56, 297 n, 2K

Ovid, 184, 313 n. 80

Paganism, 62, 66

Painting: as art form in real sepes. 126-27,
historical, 15257

Paladins, 227, 229

Pallas, 255

Pan, 40

Pantomime. 279

parenthyrsps, 154, 206, 311 n, 6]

Paris, 146, 129

Parmenides, 224, 318 n. 142

Parrhasius, 140, 190, 307 n. 31

Pasipha¢ (and Phaedra), 253

Patrochus, 212, 216

Paul (Aposile), 59, 154

Pelops. 274

Periander, 209, 316 n. 118

Pericles: Periclean Age, 209, 296 n. 24, 314
n. 8y

Persia: mythology, 57

Persius, 226, 319 n, 149

Perspective: aeriah, 136-37, 139, 140-4], 145,
ER1; in drawing. 129-31; lipear, 166, 182,
194

Perugino, Pletro, 141, 308 n. 34

Peter (Apostie), 154

Saint Peter's Cathedral, 149

Petrarch, 210-11, 297 n. 27

Phaedra, 253, 258

Phanocles, 222, 317 n. 133

Phidias, 188, 190, 194, 262, 314 n, 88

Phaline (in Goethe's Withelm Meister), 236

Philoctetes, 153, 313 n, 85

Philosophical Letters on Dogmaticism and
Criticism, 254

Philosaphy of Mythology. )i, 293 n. 1, 296 nn
13, 16, 297 . 25, 302 n, 2

Physies: and mythology, 74-77

Piazza San Marco, |84

picaresgue, 233-34, 172

Pindar, 140, 208-10, 308 n. 32

Plustic arts, 161-201

Plato, x, 4, 56, 78, 117, 185, 2017, 242, 295
nn. 2, 4, Works: Symposiam, 305 0. 8;
Timaeis, 185, 313 n, §2

Plautus, 267

Phiny, 146, 156, 309 n, 39

Pluto, 38, 43

Poesy: contrasted with art, 85, 96-97

Palyhus, 253

Polyclitus, 188-89. 262, 314 n. 88

Polytheism, 62, 67, 76, 80, 195

Pope. Alexander. 272

Portraiture, 146-47

Poserdon, 43

Poussin, Nicolas, 149, 310 n, 46; Mosey in
Egvpr. 149

Praxiteles, 190, 314 an. 88, 92

Prayer, 65

Prometheus, 55, 64, 151, 196-97, 261, 297 n
25

Propertius, 222, 218 n. 134

Prose, 9; in novel, 231

Protestantism, 70

Proteus, 44

Psyche, 48

Prolemaeus Phalostratus, 150

Polemaic system, 242

Pylades. 262

Pythagoras, 4, 1089, 1 16-17, 210, 224, 3{6 n,
119

Raphael, 10, 129, 135, 140-41, 147, I51-52,
154-56, 187-88, 307 n. 30, 308 nn. 33,
34, 311 n, 62, Works: Bartle of
Constairine, 136, Encounter of Attila and
Leo the Great, V34-55. Parnassus, 151,
160, 310 n, 54: School of Athens, 15},
160, 310 n, 54

Reason, 27, 28-29, 31, 38, 84, B8, 10, 102,
118, 119, 161, 162, 166-69, 183, 187,
[93-94, 200, 252, 275, 277, 294 n. 3, 304
n. 23

Retoarmation, 70-71

Religion: and art, 8; Jewish, S8; mystery, 55;
revealed, 69

Keni, Guido, 149, 188, 310 n, 48

Rhythm. 109-17, 142

Richardson, Samuel, 237, 320 n. 166, Warks,
Clarissa, 237, Grandison, 237, 320 n.
166: Pamela, 237

Rinaldo (in Ariosio’s Orfando Furioso), 229

Robinson, Henry Crabb, i, 288 n. 20, 289 n,
24

Roman Empire, 67, 72, 218
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Ronvantic, 69, 212, 222-23, 227-28, 235-37,
271-72, 276, 278-79, 297 a. 27, 300 n,
56, 3200 n. 160; Circle, xlviit, i, Ly,
288-89 n. 24, 290 n. 5, 291 n. 5, 298 n
32, 300 p. 54, 317 n. 133, 322 1. 19);
epic, 70, 210, 227-30, 233, 319 n, 151;
period, 288 . 24, 289 0. 26, 291 a. 7,
294 n. 3308 0. 33, 309 ¢, 44, 312 n, 69;
principle in painting, 138

Romanticism, 289 n. 26, 320 n. |55; essence
of, 223

Rome, xIviii, 59-60, 158, 248, 303 n. I
Roman histery, 272

Rousseay, Jean-Jacgues, 113, 115, 305 n. §,
322 n. 192

Rubens, Peter Payl, 151, 309 n. 44, 310 n. 52

Sachs, Haps, 279, 323 n. 201

Sancho Panza (in Cervantes’s Dan Qrixere),
T4, 234-35

Sapphe, 210, 316 n. 120

Sargeetis, 67, 171

Sarpedon, 212

Satan, 7]

Sative, 220-21, 223, 226-27

Saturn, 38

Schelling. Caroline, xlviii, 296 0. 15, 317 n,
133

Schething, Karl £ A. (son), li, hii. 288 n. 2.,
292 n. 14

Schematism, 45-50

Schiller, Friedrich, xiv, xv, li, 86, 88.89,
92-93, 260, 290 . 4, 294 n. 7. 302 un. 1,
3-5, 303 nn. 7, 8, 1215, 307 n. 25, 314
n, 98, 317 n. 13§, 321 n. [79. Works:
Bride of Messina, 260, 321 n. 179 On the
Aesthetic Education of Man in a Series of
Letters, 314 n. 98; On Grace and Dignity,
294 n. 7 On Naive and Sentimental
Paetry, 92; On the Sublime. 302 nn. 3-5,
303 on. 7, 8, 12-15

Schiegel, August Wilhelm, xv, xxiv,
XXVIE-XxviI, xxxy, xIviit, 1i, 217, 273, 286
nn. 12, 2,3, 288 nn. 19, 20, 24, 289 nn
24 26, 29] sm. 5-7, 292 n. 10, 295 an. 4,
8, 296 on. |5, 23, 297 n. 25, 298 n. 34,
299 nn. 42, 45, 301 n. 51, 302 nn. 56, 3,
304 nn. 16, 20, 23, 25, 305 nn. 2, 7, 306
n. 17, 307 nn. 22, 28, 308 nn. 33, 34, 309
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n, 40-42, 44, 310 0, 45, 312 nn. 65, 66,
72,77, 313 np, 8O, 87, 314 np. 100, 102,
103, 315 n. 106, 317 nn, 127, 128, 133,
318 nn. 138, 139, 141, 319 nn. 148, 150,
152, 153, 320 n. 154, 321 pn. 172, |78.
322 b, 193, 323 nn. 199, 201, See also
Athenaeurs, Spanisches Theater, Uber
schone Literatur und Kunst

Schlegel, Friedrich, I, 287 n. 18, 289 n. 25,
291 nn, 5. 6. 296 p. 23, 297 n. 27, 298 n.
34, 300 on. 46, 49, 50, 301 nn. 51, 53,
35, 56, 305 n. 10, 306 n. 18, 307 . 30,
315 an. 104, 109, 316 nn. 113, 114, 122,
37w, 133, 3190, 154, 320 nn. 157, 160,
321 nn. E82-84, 322 n. 193, 323 n. 199

Schleiermacher, Friedrich, 301 n, 54, 317 nn.
130, 133

Schopenhauer, Arthur, xiv

Schroeter, Mantred. 1iii

Sculpture, 153-54, 182-99

Shakespeare, William, xvii-xviil, xix, b, liv,
IO, V3, T, T4, 9394, 95, 115, 257,
267-73, 275-76, 278-79, 297 n. 27, 300 n.
48, 322 nn, 141-93. Works: Adonis, 272;
As You Like fr. 279, Comedy of Errors,
279 Hamiet, 268, 270, 272: Henry IV,

320 n, 164; Julius Caesar, 270; King Lear,

74, 115, 268-70, 322 n. I88; Lucrenia,
272; Macheth, T4, 268-70; Richard HI.
270; Rowmeo and Julter, 268, Sonnets, 272;
What You Wik, 279

Shakunrafa (Sanskrit literature), 57, 297 n. 31

Shelley, Percy Bysshe, xiti, xx, 285 n. 6. 318
n. 136

Sight, sense of, 125-26

Sileny, 19)

Silenus, 460

Simpson, David, 285 n. 4, 322 nn. 187, 188,
191

Slander, 150, 310 n. 49

Socrates, 35, 52, 117, 265-66, 285 n. 11

Solon, 209, 216 n. 115

Son of God, 63-64

Song. 279-80

Sonnet, 2§11

Sonnets {Shakespeare), 272

Sophocles, 39, 52, 72, 89, 91, 93, 115, 153,
254, 287, 259, 261-63, 265, 2173, 275, 285
. b, 321 n. 184, Works: Ajax. 259;
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Oedipus at Colorus, 258, 295w, 9, 321 n,
177

Spanisches Theater (A, W. Schlegel), 273, 322
n. 193

Speech: as poesy, 203-6; and sonority, 204-5

Sphinx, [84, 253

Spinoza, 301 v. 55

Stag). Madame de, ln

Stunza, 111

Steffens, Henrik, 163, 312 n. 69

Stll-life painting. 143, 154

Storm and stress (Sturm und Drang), 272, 322
m 82

Strashourg Cathedral, 171

Style: and mannerism, 94-97

Sublimity, 85-92, 97, in ragedy, 255, 270 in
sculpture, 192-93; On the Sublime
(Schillery; 302 nm. 3-5, 303 nn. 7, 8.
12-15; On The Sublime (Longinus), 311 n.
6l

Suetonius, 60, 298 n. 34

Sulzer, Iohann Georg, 103, 291 n. 8, 304 a,
25

Symbaolism, 45-50

Symphilosophy, Li

Sympoetry, it

Svmposivm, 305 n. 8

Sysrem of 1804 (Svsiem der gesammien
Philosophic und der Nauurphilosophie
insbesandere), XXKI-XXXi, XXXIV-XXXV,
xkix, 286 n. 8, 292 n. 12, 293 m. 1, 294 5.
4,295 . 4

Svstem af Transeendental Idealism, 1x, xxxiii.
xaxy, xxvitl, xb-xli, shii-xhiv, xlix, 285 n,
1,285 n. 9, 287 on. 15, 17, 288 n. 24,
289w, 3, 293 0. 1, 314 n. 103, 319 n. 148

Tacits, 60, 171, 298 n, 34

Tartarus, 38

Tasso, Torquato, 48, 227-28, 319 n, 152;
Gerusaternne Liberata, 227, 319 n. 152

Telephus, 252

Terence, 267

Tibullus, 140, 222, 308 n. 32, 318 p. 134

Tieck, Ludwig, 272, 288 n. 24, 290 n, 5, 294
n. 8, 307 . 29, 308 nn. 33, 35 302 n.
A2, 323 . 191, 199, 201 Genovera,
275, 322 0. 194

Titans, 38, 44

Titign, 139, 142, 155

Thales, 224, 318 n. 143

Thebes, 177, 253, 312 1. 75

Themis, 40, 54

Theocritus, 222-23, 317 n. 132, 318 0. 136

Theognis, 223, 318 n. 140

Theogony, 44-45

Theories: of ari, as opposed to philosophy,
11-12, 282

Thersites, 216

Theseus, 39

Thing-in-itself, xxix

Thyestes, 252

Toland, 1. Christtanity Iy Not Myseerions, 299
n. 43

Tom Jones. 237

Tragedy, xbvii, 55, 72, 87, 89, 152, 213,
251-63; internal form of, 235-58: external
form of, 258-61

Transcendental philosophy, xxxiv

Trinity, Holy, 63, 81

Trojun Wir, 36, 44, 75, 215, 229, 237

Troy, 218

Truth: and absolute, 17, 31; allegorical figure
of, 150; and beauty or ideas, xI, xliv, 4, 7,
14, 13,17, 29, 31, 158, 178, 195, 197,
282, 292 n. 15, 306 n, 20, 314 n, 95 s
painting, 130-33, 13841, 14445, 147,
194; and potences, xliti-xliv, |, 20-30, 312
n, 67 in sculpture, 187-88, 190-%1

Turks, 67

Typhocus, 38

Tyreaeus, 209, 316 n. 116

{iber schone Literatur und Kunst (A. W,
Schlegel], xxvii, xxxy, xlviii, 291 nn. 6, 8,
292 n. 10, 295 nn. 4, B, 296 nn, 15, 23,
297 n. 25, 298 n. 34, 299 n. 43, 301 an:
50, 56, 304 pn. 16, 20, 23, 25, 205 nn. 2,
7. 306 n, 17, 307 nn. 22, 28, 309 u. 40,
312 nne 65, 66, 72, 77, 313 an. 80, 87,
314 nn. 106, 102, 103, 315 pn. 106, 108,
317 0o 127, 318 n. 140, 319 nn. 148, 153,
320 p, 154,321 n. 172, 322 0. 193, 323
nn, 199, 201

Ugoline (in Danie's Divina Comrmedia), 74,
242

Ulysses, 242

Universal church, 5}, 65, 67
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Uranus, 37-38
Lirbeld, xTur, 292 n, I8

Vater, Michael. 286 nn. 5, 7, 287 n. 13, 293
w18, 317 . 125

Vemce, 184

Venus, 36-37, 43, 149, 151, 189-90, 225, 253

Vesta, 44, 165

Virgil, 149, 153, 156, 218-19, 225, 245;
Acnerd, 218, 248

Vitruvius, 175, 177-80, 312 nn. 73, 74, 76.
77

Voltaire: Henriade, 48, 70, 227, 29 0. 17,
29 . 153

Voss, Johann Heinrich, 221-22, 238, 295 n. 6.
3T n. 132, Luise. Ein Kindiiches Gediche,
22)-22, 238, 31T n: 132

Vilewn, 40, 42-43

Wackenroder, Wilhelm Heinrich, 290 n. §, 294
w. &, 307 o. 29, 308 ne. 33, 35, 309 n.
42, 323 nn. 199, 201

Wars of the Roses, 269

Weiss, O, i

~ INDEX

White, Alan, 286 nn. 4, 7, 8, 292 n. 17, 301
n, 55

Wietand. Christoph Martin, 68, 206, 228.29,
299 n, 40, 304 n, 16: Oberon, 228, 320 n
155

Winckelmann, Johann Joachun, xv, 91, 96,
132, 140, 147, 149, 152-54. 166, 186-90,
192-93, 197, 297 n. 27, 303 n. 10, 304 n.
20, 306 n. 21, 307 o, 30, 308 nn. 31-33,
309 n, 43, 310 pn. 47, 48, 56-58. 311 nn.

39-61, 63, 64, 313 nn. 81, 83, 84, 314 nn.

89-91. 93, 97, 99, 321 n. 183

Windsor, 171

Walf, Friedrich Auvgusi, S1-52, 215, 296 n.
20, HTn 127

Woltt, Chrstian, 11, 291 n. 9

Wirzburg, xlvixbvix, i, 293 0o 2, 306 n, 1]

Xenophunes, 224, 318 p. 142
Xenophon, 33

Zend books, 57, 297 n. 30
Zeus, 37-38, 42, 212-13, 217, 3120, 75
Zoroastrians, 297 n. 30
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Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari Kafka: foward a Minor
Literature

Peter Szondi Theory of the Modern Drama

Edited by Jonathan Arac Postmodernism and Politics

Stephen Melville Philosophy Beside Iiself: On Deconstruction
and Modernism

Andrzej Warminski Readings in Interpretation: Hélderlin,
Hegel, Heidegger

José Antonio Maravall Culiure of the Barogue: Analysis of a
Historical Structure

Hélene Cixous and Catherine Clément The Newly Born Woman

Klaus Theweleit Male Fantasies, 2. Male Bodies:
Psychoanalyzing the White Terror

Klaus Theweleit Male Fantasies, |. Women, Floods, Bodics,
History

Malek Alloula The Colonial Harem

Jean-Francois Lyotard and Jean-Loup Thébaud Just Gaming

Jay Caplan Framed Narratives: Diderot's Genealogy of the
Beholder

Thomas G. Pavel The Poetics of Plot: The Case of English
Renaissance Drama

Michel de Certean Hererologies

Jacques Attali Noise

Peter Szondi On Textual Understanding and Other Essays

Georges Bataille Visions of Excess: Selected Writings,
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Tzvetan Todorov Mikhail Bakhtin: The Dialogical Principte

Ross Chambers Story and Situation.: Narrative Seduction and
the Power of Fiction
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Encounters with the New French Thought

lean-Frangois Lyotard The Postmodern Condition: A Report on
Knowledge

Erich Auerbach Scenes from the Drama of Ewropean Literatire

Mikhail Bakhiin Problems of Dostoevsky’s Pogtics

Paul de Man Blindness and insight: Essays in the Rhetoric af
Contemparary Criticism Znd ed., rev.

Edited by Jonathan Arac, Wlad Godzich, and Wallace Martin
The Yale Critics: Deconstruction in America

Viadimir Propp Theorv and History of Folklore

Peter Biivger Theary of the Avani-Garde
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