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HAUTE COUTURE. See Fashion.

HEGEL, GEORG WILHELM FRIEDRICH. [To
clarify the significance of Hegel’s philosophy for both aesthetics
and art history, this entry comprises three essays:

Survey of Thought

Hegel on the Historicity of Art

Hegel’s Conception of the End of Art
The first essay is a survey of Hegel’s philosophv in general,
which provides the theoretical context of his aesthetic theory. The
other essays concern two topics that link aesthetics (or. more ac-
curately, the philosophy of art) and art history, a linkage that
was internal ro Hegel’s otwn thought: art’s “historicity” (that is,
the idea that art is essentially historical) and “the end of art,”
that is, the argument that art has achieved its historical “end” in
the sense of “full self-realization” or the complete historical em-
bodiment of its concept. For related discussion, see Essentialism;
Kant; and Marxism.]

Survey of Thought

Hegel (1770-1831), German Idealist philosopher. Not only
have most of the major philosophical positions of the last
150 years—including Marxism, Seren Kierkegaard’s exis-
tentialism, John Dewey’s pragmatism, Bertrand Russell’s
logical atomism, Hans-Georg Gadamer’s hermeneutics, and
Derridean deconstruction—been developed in response to
Hegel’s thought (or in response to what was perceived to be
“Hegelian” thought), but many of Hegel’s own claims (for
example, that human civilization develops historically, that
philosophy is its own time comprehended in thought, and
that the modern age is defined by the demand for freedom)
have become a familiar part of the common stock of modern
ideas. Hegel’s thoughts on art and beauty are no exception
in this regard. Many of the most important aesthetic theo-
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rists of the twentieth century—including Benedetto Croce,
Gyorgy Lukacs, Ernst Bloch, and Theodor Adorno—have
been profoundly influenced by Hegel’s aesthetics, and the
art historian Ernst Gombrich has even gone so far as to call
Hegel the “father” of art history.

Hegel was born in Stuttgart into the family of a civil ser-
vant in the employ of the Duke of Wiirttemberg in southern
Germany. From 1788 to 1793 he studied theology and phi-
losophy at the theological seminary or Srifi in Tiibingen,
where he became close friends (indeed, shared a room)
with Friedrich Holderlin (1770~1843), who would become
one of the greatest of German poets, and with Friedrich
Wilhelm von Schelling (1775-1854), who would become
the most important philosopher of nature of his generation.
After working as a house tutor for three vears in Bern,
Switzerland, and for four vears in Frankfurt am Main
(where he was again in close contact with Hélderlin), Hegel
became a Privatdozent or unsalaried lecturer at the Univer-
sity of Jena in 1801. In the same year, he published his first
book, Difference between the Systems of Fichte and Schelling,
and in 1802 he founded the Critical Journal of Philosophy
with Schelling, who had been called to a professorship of
philosophy in Jena in 1798. In 1807, shortly before he left
Jena for Bamberg to edit the Bamberger Zeitung, Hegels ille-
gitimate son, Ludwig Fischer, was born to the wife of his
landlord, and in the same vear his monumental Phenoimenol-
0gv of Spirit was published, a work that sets out his under-
standing of the development of human consciousness and
that contains extended and justly famous discussions of
Greek tragedy (especially Sophocles’ Antigone) and the
Greek “religion of art.”

In 1808, Hegel took over as rector of the Aegyvdiengym-
nasium in Nuremberg, where he stayed unul 1816, The
vears in Nuremberg saw his marriage in 1811 to Marie von
Tucher (b. 1791), the birth of his two sons, Karl (1813) and
Immanuel (1814), and the publication of his Science of Logic
(1812-1816). In 1816, Hegel was called to a full professor-
ship at the University of Heidelberg, where he published
the first edition of his Encvelopedia of the Philosophical Sci-
ences (1817) and first gave lectures on aesthetics. In 1818.
he accepted an offer of the chair of philosophy at the Uni-
versity of Berlin, where he taught until he died in 1831 of
cholera. During his time in Berlin he published the Elements
of the Philosophy of Right (1820), the second and third edi-
tions of the Encyclopedia (1827 and 1830), and several arti-
cles (including one on Karl W. E Solger and one on Johann
Georg Hamann) in the Yearbooks for Scientific Criticism. By
the time he died, Hegel had become, in Johann Wolfgang
von Goethe’s view, “the most famous modern philoso-
pher.” He had been appointed rector of the University of
Berlin in 1829, had been awarded the Red Eagle (Third
Class) by King Friedrich Wilhelm III in 1831, and had be-
come well acquainted with many of the literary and philo-
sophical luminaries of the time, including Goethe, August
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Withelm von Schlegel, and Alexander and Wilhelm von
Humboldt.

In the years after Hegel’s death, criticism of his philosophy
proliferated and intensified, and after the 1830s Hegelianism
never again recovered its position as the leading philosophy
in Prussia or Germany. The profound influence of Hegel’s
thought, however,—both directly, through his own texts and
edited lectures, and indirectly, through the writings of such
figures as Karl Marx and Kierkegaard—continued well into
the twentieth century. Indeed, there are signs—for example,
in the emergence of neo-Hegelian social and political theory,
in the growing interest in post-Kantian philosophy, and in
Jacques Derrida’s claim that his own thought occupies a po-
sition of “almost absolute proximity to Hegel”—that Hegel’s
thought is once more moving toward the center of philo-
sophical concern.

Hegel wrote no book titled Lectures on Aesthetics. He did,
however, hold lectures on art and beauty at the University
of Heidelberg (in 1818) and four times at the University of
Berlin (in the winter semester of 1820—1 821, the summer
semesters of 1823 and 1826, and the winter semester of
1828-1829). The text now known as Lectures on Aesthetics
(or Lectures on Fine Art) was compiled by Hegel’s student,
H. G. Hotho, from Hegel’s manuscripts and from tran-
scripts of the 1823, 1826, and 1828-1829 lectures made
by several of Hegel’s students, including Hotho himself,
K. G.]. von Griesheim, M. Wolf, and D. Stieglitz. The first
edition of this text appeared in 1835, the second in 1842.

Even though Hegel did not produce a completed text on
aesthetics to compare with the Science of Logic, this does not
mean that he relegated art and beauty to the periphery of
his philosophical system. Indeed, Hegel’s aesthetic theory
lies at the heart of his system, and can only be properly un-
derstood from the perspective of that system (though it
should be noted that the lectures on aesthetics are much
more accessible than other texts or lectures of Hegel and ac-
tually serve well as an introduction to his system).

In his Science of Logic, Hegel sets out his understanding
of the fundamental character of being. At the end of that
text, it becomes clear that being is not to be thought of as
simple existence, or blind necessity, but as self-determining,
developing reason, or what Hegel calls “Idea.” Such self-
determining, developing reason is, for Hegel, the ultimate—
“divine”—source of all significant change and progress in
the world. Such absolute, divine reason is not to be under-
stood, however, as transcending creation and governing it,
as it were, from the outside; rather, it is to be thought of (in
the manner of Spinozist substance) as constituting nature
itself—specifically, nature developing into more and more
complex forms of organized matter (including life). The cul-
mination of this development, Hegel claims, is the emer-
gence of human consciousness and freedom. Hegel thus un-
derstands human consciousness and freedom not just to be

an accidental product of blind natural forces, but to be the
result of the process whereby reason-as-nature develops into
free, conscious existence and so becomes spirit or Geist.

Consciousness itself is understood by Hegel to be devel-
oping throughout history toward full self-consciousness and
self~understanding. True self-understanding is thus not
something that can be acquired through individual self-
scrutiny at any time in history, but is something that has to
be acquired by humanity as a whole through a long process
of historical development. Hegel thinks that there are three
main forms in which human beings come to understand
themselves and their essential nature, and that each of these
forms of self-understanding undergoes historical develop-
ment.

The first of these forms is philosophy in which, Hegel
thinks, we come to form a clear conception of our own na-
ture as freely self-determining, conscious beings and of the
process whereby being itself, or absolute reason, leads to the
emergence of such freely self-determining, conscious be-
ings. The second of these forms is religion, in which that
process is represented or pictured in faith and worship as
(for example, in the case of Judaism) the process whereby
God “creates” human beings in his own image, or (in the
case of Christianity) the process whereby God becomes in-
carnate as Jesus Christ and comes to be Holy Spirit in the
community of believers constituting the church. The third
form of human self-understanding Hegel identifies is art, in
which the nature of human freedom and the indebtedness
of human beings to God (or absolute reason) is brought be-
fore our minds by means of sensuous, external material,
such as stone, paint, or sound. In art, therefore, natural ob-
jects, sounds, and colors are transformed by the creative tal-
ent of human beings into the expression of human charac-
ter and freedom and of the relation between humanity and
God (or the gods).

A number of things follow from this that make Hegel’s
account of art distinctive. Most important, perhaps, it is
clear that Hegel does not regard art as a purely human phe-
nomenon. Human beings give expression to the way they
understand themselves and their world by painting pictures,
writing poems, or composing music, but in so doing they
fulfill the rational drive within being itself toward self-
consciousness. In human self-consciousness, including the
self-consciousness that human beings achieve through art,
being itself becomes self-conscious. There is thus for Hegel,
as there is for the Nietzsche of The Birth of Tragedy, a meta-
physical drive within the very fabric of the world to produce
art (though Nietzsche will claim that through art the world
seeks to draw an Apollonian veil over the terrors of existence
and dissolve individuality in Dionysian self-forgetfulness,
rather than come to self-consciousness). [See Nietzsche.]

It is also clear from what has been said that Hegel does
not see it as the primary purpose of art to give pleasure, but
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to enhance our understanding of ourselves and our world.
Hegel certainly acknowledges that we take sensuous plea-
sure in the colors in a painting or in the sounds in a sym-
phony, and he agrees with Kant that we take pleasure in the
free play of the imagination and the understanding that the
beautiful form of an object affords. [See Kant.] But, like
Aristotle and unlike Kant, he locates the main value of art in
its disclosure of truth. Hegel’s aesthetic theory thus concen-
trates less on the effect that a work of art might have on a
subject (on the emotions it might arouse or the delight it
might cause) and more on the way in which art itself com-
municates and articulates truth. [See Truth.]

The truth that art has to communicate, according to
Hegel, is that human beings are fundamentally free, self-
determining beings, that this freedom is realized and fur-
thered by certain institutions such as the family and the
state, and that such freedom is ultimately the result of the
work of absolute reason (or the Idea) in and as nature and
history. In contrast to many other aesthetic theorists, there-
fore, Hegel believes that there is a distinctive conrens that art
has to present in order to count as genuine art, and that
artistic talent or genius does not just consist in the formal
ability to represent or imitate accurately and skillfully what-
ever the artist happens to encounter in the world (such as,
in Aristotle’s famous example, corpses). Hegel recognizes
that the ability to represent things accurately in stone, paint,
or words is an important skill for an artist to have, but he
does not think that by itself such skill makes one into a true
artist. For that, one must have a profound appreciation for
human freedom and a perceptive understanding of its his-
torical and ontological (or “divine”) ground. This is why
Hegel thinks that the greatest works of art, such as Aeschy-
lus’s Oresteia or Sophocles’ Antigone, portray the conflict be-
tween noble, heroic individuals who freely promote the val-
ues of the state or the family, and the interaction between
such individuals and the gods who stand behind those
institutions.

Of course, not all genuine works of art depict the divine,
either in the form of the Greek gods or of the Christian God
incarnated in Jesus Christ. Hegel also sees it as the role of
art to present human freedom by itself in all of its manifold
forms, and he finds some of the most satisfying examples of
such art in the supremely secular works of seventeenth-
century Dutch painters such as Adriaen van Ostade and Jan
Steen, and in Bartolomé Esteban Murillo’s paintings of
beggar boys (in the Alte Pinakothek in Munich), which, he
says, give expression to an exuberant feeling of inner free-
dom, well-being, and delight in life even in the midst of
poverty. Nevertheless, much of what Hegel regards as gen-
uine art (rather than mere decoration or formal artistry)
does involve depictions or descriptions of the divine, and
this clearly indicates the close proximity in Hegel’s mind be-
tween art and religion.
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Whether the subject matter of art is divine freedom (or
love) or secular human freedom, art is distinguished from
philosophy and religion by the fact that it presents such
freedom in the form of sensuous, material externality—for
example, in wood, stone, paint, or sound—rather than in
abstract concepts or in inner faith and feeling. The distinc-
tive role of art is thus not to use sensuous material to point
to or “symbolize” in an allegorical fashion an idea that is ar-
ticulable in abstraction from its external, sensuous expres-
sion, but to express its content i# the line of the stone or the
arrangement of colors itself and so in the very physical
forms that such colors and sculpted stone present. The dis-
tinctive character of art as art thus vields a criterion for
judging what is to count as the best art: art achieves its per-
fection when the content expressed is indeed harmoniously
fused with the material (and mode) of expression. This per-
fect harmony of human or divine freedom with the sensu-
ous material of expression is what Hegel understands by
beauty. Beauty is thus, as Hegel puts it, the “sezsuous shin-
ing of the idea” (das sinnliche Scheinen der Idee). [See Beauty.]

Beauty does not, however, just lie in the formal harmony
of a “spiritual” content and the external, sensuous material
of expression, but consists in the sensuous expression of a
content that is in itself in harmony with sensuous, material
externality, in particular with the physical body. This is be-
cause only a form of freedom and spirit that is in itself in
harmony with the realm of the sensuous can be given direct
sensuous expression. For this reason, Hegel thinks that the
forms of freedom that are most suited to aesthetic, beautiful
expression are those found in classical Greece (in which,
according to Hegel, freedom is explicitly conceived as the
perfect harmony of the spirit and the body) and in Chris-
tianity (in which, according to Hegel, the inward freedom of
Christian love is understood to be incarnated in, and to
transform from within, the physical body). By contrast, the
spiritual freedom that Hegel associates with Islam and that
he takes to abstract from all bodily incarnation is judged by
him to be incapable of genuinely beautiful expression.

Hegel by no means denies the importance of dissonance,
negation, and pain in art; however, he thinks that the domi-
nant tone of a work of art should always be that of harmony
and reconciliation. Where there is pain, therefore, there
should always be “smiling through tears.” This “classical”
preference for harmony and beauty in art, which puts Hegel
at odds with those twentieth-century aestheticians who wish
to “emancipate” art from beauty and harmony, is clearly in-
fluenced by the classicism of Johann Joachim Winckelmann
(1717-1768). But it also derives directly from Winckel-
mann’s systematic conception of art as the external, sensu-
ous expression of human freedom, and so as the harmo-
nious fusion of sensuous, material form and of a “spiritual”
content that is itself in harmony with sensuousness. (Be-
sides Winckelmann, other important influences on Hegel’s
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aesthetic theory are Johann Gottfried von Herder, Gotthold
Ephraim, Lessing, Kant, and Friedrich von Schiller.)

Hegel regards art as a mode of human self-understanding,
and he believes that, like the human self-understanding ex-
pressed in philosophy and religion, art undergoes develop-
ment in history. The earliest art, Hegel argues, gives expres-
sion to a spirituality that is still seeking to free itself from
nature and sensuous form and that is thus not yet reconciled
with natural sensuous externality. Consequently, such art ei-
ther has to distort natural forms in order to intimate through
such forms the presence of nonnatural powers (as, for exam-
ple,in Hindu depictions of the god Siva with multiple arms),
or it has to employ images that seem to point to spiritual
meanings that remain hidden and mysterious (as Hegel be-
lieves is the case in Egyptian art). In either case, such art does
not directly express its spiritual content iz its sensuous mate-
rial and form, but rather intimates or points to its content
through its sensuous material and form, and so is understood
as symbolic art.

The art of the Greek period gives expression to a spiritu-
ality that is itself in perfect harmony with the physical and
the sensuous, and so achieves what Hegel regards as the
height of classical beauty, above all in fifth- and fourth-
century sculpture and in fifth-century tragic drama (in
which Hegel believes the great tragic characters have a
“sculptural” quality). Because Greek spirituality is so per-
fectly suited to aesthetic expression, there is, according to
Hegel, the closest connection between religion and art
among the Greeks; indeed, it is in their art that Hegel thinks
the Greeks come to know and understand their gods (and
themselves) most fully.

The spirituality of the Christian era is marked, according
to Hegel, by a profound inwardness that finds its fullest ex-
pression in religious feeling and love and, ultimately, in phi-
losophy. Such a spirituality withdraws out of the realm of
the natural and the sensuous into the realm of inward faith
and devotion, and so, unlike the spirituality of the Greeks,
does not find its most perfect expression in the sensuous €x-
ternality of art. Yet, Christian inwardness and love are also
understood to be {ncarnate inwardness and love and, to that
extent, such inwardness can be represented sensuously in
art, as, for example, in Raphael’s many paintings of the
Madonna and child. (The aesthetic expression of incarnate
inwardness finds its secular counterpart, for Hegel, in por-
trait painting, particularly after the Reformation.)

In the Christian era, art becomes the sensuous expression
of inner freedom and love—just as the face gives concrete,
visual expression to the character and spirit “behind” it—
and is called romantic art. Yet, art also ceases to be the high-
est expression of truth, as Hegel understood it to be for the
Greeks. This does not mean that Hegel thinks that art dies
during the Christian era. “One can certainly hope,” he says,
“that art will always rise higher and perfect itseif’; it is just

that, however fine we judge artistic representations of Mary
and Jesus to be, “we bow our knee no longér.”

Hegel’s lectures on aesthetics end with his account of the
five major arts: architecture, sculpture, painting, music, and
linguistic art or poetry. Hegel understands architecture to
be fundamentally a symbolic art, but he claims that it
reaches perfection in Greek architecture and he was one of
the first to acknowledge the distinctive merits of Gothic ar-
chitecture. Sculpture, for Hegel, is the art most suited to the
sensuous, material expression of freedom and so to classical
beauty, whereas painting and music are clearly the most in-
ward, romantic arts. Hegel regards poetry (including epic,
lyric, and dramatic poetry) as the universal art that flour-
ishes in various periods of history.

Hegel’s is the last grand systematic theory of art and, in a
culture that has grown suspicious of philosophical system
building, it has found many detractors in the years since his
death, even among those who have been most strongly influ-
enced by it. Hegel’s theory remains significant today, how-
ever, for five main reasons. First, Hegel shows that art pro-
vides a distinctive form of aesthetic freedom and experience
that is not simply subservient to the pursuit of potitical and
social goals (vet that can and does play an important role in
the religious life of many cultures). Second, Hegel explores
the expressive possibilities of different arts and forces us to
consider whether particular arts may not be better suited to
the expression of certain kinds of subject matter than others.
Third, Hegel emphasizes the importance of a historical ap-
proach to art and is one of the first aesthetic theorists to take a
serious interest in non-Western art. Fourth, unlike Kant (and
some noted twenteth-century aesthetic theorists), Hegel al-
ways tries to breathe life into his ideas about art and beauty by
showing how they are exemplified in individual artworks with
which he is familiar (works by artists as varied as Sophocles,
Aristophanes, Raphael, Michelangelo, John Milton, Rem-
brandt van Rijn, Goethe, Amadeus Mozart, and Gioacchino
Rossini, though not, strangely, his contemporary, Ludwig van
Beethoven). Hegel thus demonstrates that it is possible—
indeed, essential—to integrate one’s concrete experience of
actual works of art into any systematic aesthetics. Fifth, not
only is Hegel eclectic, but his theory of art offers, together
with important philosophical insights, interpretations of indi-
vidual artworks and artistic styles that have become some of
the most famous and influential in history. Most notable, per-
haps, are his interpretations of Greek tragedy, Gothic archi-
tecture, Dutch painting, and German Romantic drama and
prose. Even if it were only because of his interpretation of
Sophocles’ Antigone (as presenting the clash between the ethi-
cal realms of the family and the state), Hegel’s lectures on aes-
thetics would always remain essential reading for anyone
seeking to understand the nature of art and beauty.

[See also Irony; and Romanticism, article on Philosophy
and Literature.]
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STEPHEN HOULGATE

Hegel on the Historicity of Art

That a particular art should come to be thought of as even
having a history—a past, and perhaps a novel future—is it-
self a historical achievement, J. G. Droysen remarks in his
Historik. Still more radical was the launching of art as such

into the flux of history. That step was taken by the Roman-
tic generation (Johann Gottfried von Herder, Friedrich von
Schiller, August Wilhelm von Schlegel, Friedrich Schlegel,
Novalis), which was Hegel’s own, and which discovered—
or better, invented——not just the classical tradition but also
the normative traditions before and after. The preclassical
Hegel borrowed from his friend Friedrich Creuzer
(1771-1856) the name “symbolic,” while following then
current usage in calling the third worldview “romantic.”
"This nomenclature dates from Hegel’s Berlin lectures; in
the 1828~1829 series, it appears in the second general divi-
sion, between universal Ideal and singular arts. Yet, as Otto
Pdggeler and others have shown, the triadic articulation
goes back to the 1807 Phenomenology of Spirit, where it is
framed as stages of religious consciousness and cultic activ-
ity. In the Aesthetics, this larger segmentation overlays the
historical development discerned within each art (all save
music, for some reason). Hegel suggests that the expressive
capacity of each medium correlates with a particular world-
view: architecture would be svmbolic in its typical form and
content, sculpture (and epic) would be classical, music (and
lyric) romantic. Then lastly, art forms, individual arts, as
well as particular artworks, are all understood by Hegel as
signifying—if no more than obliquely—a truth about the
culture in which they are embedded. Indeed, art is taken as
offering privileged access to the meaning of a culture or so-
ciety, a line of thought that may be traced in Karl Marx as
well as in much subsequent history writing.

So pervasive has Hegel’s influence been that it is difficult
to discern how far the historicizing of art was itself a histori-
cal process. When the art historian E. H. Gombrich goes “'in
search of cultural history,” itis in response to both orthodoxy
and what is seen as the “crumbling” of its Hegelian founda-
tions (Gombrich, 1969, p. 6). The revolt against Hegel as
“the father of art history” (Gombrich, 1977) may offer no
positive alternative, but it is at least clear about the father’s
ideological sins. These include “aesthetic transcendental-
1sm,” even if secularized as art worship; “historical collec-
tivism,” or making the work stand for the Tolk;* historical de-
terminism” and its twin, “metaphysical optimism,” that is,
construing history Whiggishly as inevitable progress; and
“dialectic relativism,” or taking art to express a deep spiritual
value. It is easy to trace them in the outline just given: art ex-
presses ideas, progresses necessarily in a quasi-natural evo-
lution, and is measured holistically against competing world-
views. Yet, Gombrich lodges his complaint specifically
against the movement called “historism” (Historik), which
came to rule historiography; and in fact it proves difficult to
sort out historically the roles played by Romantic aesthetics
and by Hegelian philosophy. [See Gombrich.] Let us never-
theless try to get some perspective on events.

Around 1800, “the time was ripe” for art to become his-
toricized, on at least two counts. First, various institutional
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formations such as the museum, the concert hall, indeed,
“literature” proper (now taken as something more than “lit-
eracy”), became part of the social fabric, ingredients in the
so-called public sphere of civil society. Hegel’s lectures re-
spond to the thriving “art world” in Berlin. But this was not
merely aesthetic appreciation or a nascent “high culture”:
what was on display in the art world was the artistic past. For
example, a lecture (dated by the editor H. G. Hotho as 17
February 1829) takes note of Karl Friedrich Schinkel’s new
museum built just across from Hegel’s own house, saluting
its galleries for having made visible the historical evolution of
painting. Hegel was present too at the first modern perfor-
mance of Johann Sebastian Bach’s St. Matthew Passion, in-
vited by its conductor Felix Mendelssohn (an enthusiast of
Hegel’s lectures on aesthetics). Of course, the concert did
not simply aim at putting the artwork back into history: it
was an occasion at once religious, nationalistic, and celebrat-
ing a repeatable “classic.” Yet the general point remains: in
details and overall, this newly historicist art world informs
Hegel’s approach to his subject.

A second fundamental shift making possible the histori-
cizing of art is more conceptual: baldly put, it is art itself.
Only now might Art as such present itself as a unified prac-
tice under a systematic description, whereas previously “art”
would have been used distributively, or as one of the “fine
arts.”” Both as conceptual theory and as institutional practice,
therefore, this singular Art could be taken to epitomize the
creative potential of human imagination and culture. Art is
henceforth systematically analyzable in a threefold way:
within a new metaphysic of form—or rather of forming—as
formalist,and as self-reflexive in character. Traits such as orig-
inality, creativity, or expressivity are simply beyond the reach
of classical form or poiesis (i.e., production according to
given rules, the deliberate informing of given matter, via de-
terminable means to given ends). In Romantic aesthetics,
artistic activity becomes formalisz as well as formative: it imi-
tates or articulates no essential content (perhaps the first to
make explicit the radical autonomy of the artwork being Jo-
hann Wolfgang von Goethe’s friend Karl P. Moritz). At its
extreme, formalist autonomy verges on self-reflexivity. It
falls within the broad shift during the late eighteenth century
from assigned values and hierarchical structures to what
Niklas Luhmann has called the “functional” operations of
self-beholden systems. (History itself is one such system,
alongside society, state, literature, and art generaily.) Given
the threefold semantic shift resulting from Romantic aes-
thetics, one may ask how it bears on Hegel’s conceptualizing
of art. But before that, one should ask how the Romantic
transcendentalizing of art—Art as supreme value, once
other norms have become relative—can be squared with its
historicity; for an autonomous creativity seems on the face of
it to operate outside of time altogether. How does Hegel
manage to historicize a post-Romantic conception of Art?

Some Romantics tended to romanticize or monumental-
ize past ages, consecrating them as self-creating organic
wholes: Herder, for example, but equally the youthful Hegel
in his Grecomanic phase. A subtler transformation occurs
when the historian frames his own belatedness as opening up
a truth that is no longer ours. Thus, Johann Joachim Winckel-
mann advocated the superior value of imitating the Greeks
where they had imitated nature. This self-reflective constitu-
tion of the past opens up three conceivable paths. One may
(with Schiller or Friedrich Schlegel) trace out a narrative of
declension, when irony becomes the end point, ambivalendy
inside and outside the historical stages it observes. Or one
can propose that the historicist perspective is itself aesthetic,
not just because it offers, as it were, imaginative picture gal-
leries of the past, but also in operating under the aegis of
artistic unification—the speculative stance of Friedrich Wil-
helm von Schelling’s “identity philosophy” around 1800,
which saw the artwork as having fused together unconscious
nature and cultural reflection. Hegel at first endorsed this
position, though in his own manner: he brought out the com-
munal basis of the work of art as well as its ethical and reli-
gious resonance (the Natural Law essay of 1802, the 1803
ethical system). By the time of the Phenomenol.gy, however,
Hegel had found still another way, one that (with modifica-
tions) he kept to for the rest of his life. It attempts to explicate
history—including the history of art—philosophically and to
situate philosophy historically, without, however, reducing
one to the other (Gethmann-Siefert, 1984, p. 188). This at-
tempt acknowledges the claims of historical ironism, on the
one hand (the view that the historian is himself part of the
process viewed), and, on the other, the demands of specula-
tive system, discerning reason at work in cultural phenom-
ena. From this complex position there follows a series of
paradoxes. Paradox dissolves the conventional picture of
Hegel’s Aesthetics as beholden to a classical Ideal, or as
forcibly “sublating™ artistic intuiton (Anschauung) into the
eternal verities of an overriding Reason or some insistently
dialectical machine, and so on.

First paradox: essential pastness. By that is not meant the
notorious verdict of the end of art (talk about which seems
never ending). Art is necessarily past, because subsisting
only in retrospect. Hegel suggests (in a passage from the Phe-
nomenology emblematic for the hermeneutics of Hans-Georg
Gadamer or Paul Ricoeur) that the works of the muses

are now what they are for us—beautiful fruit picked from the
tree. A friendly fate presents them to us, as a maiden might offer
that fruit. It does not give the actual life of their existence—the
tree that bore them . . . . fate does not give us their world along
with the works of that art . . . but only the veiled recollection
[Ertnnerung] of this actuality. (1977, p- 455)

Considered as cultic practice within the life-world, art is “al-
ways already” past; to paraphrase, it comes about only at the
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falling of dusk, when a shape of life has grown old. Moreover,
it is the artist who shapes and commemorates that world of
substance, in bestowing the Judas kiss of his subjectivity
(ibid., p. 426).The products of this complex transaction then
become subsumed as “great art”—are dusted off and pre-
served philologically, celebrated ideologically, or interpreted
philosophically. In all this, “our act,” as Hegel puts it, remains
purely external. Yet, in a further twist, fate prompts the rein-
tegration of the disjecta membra of culture: not via the reviv-
ing touch of aesthetic “de-differentiation” or conscious “ap-
plication” to our own situation, as Gadamer proposes, but
through their cultural Internalizing or recollection (Erin-
nerung) in the unifying pantheon of the museum, the univer-
sity, and so on.

Indeed, the retrospective birth and rebirth of artworks
answers Barnett Newman’s citizen’s complaint that a sci-
ence of aesthetics affects the artist about as much as or-
nithology is “for the birds” (Newman, 1990, p. 247). Hegel
admits the difficulty philosophy faces in saying anything
about this most empirical field of inquiry, and admits that
its conceptual talk cannot be justified, only taken up “lem-
matically, so 1o say” (Aesthetics, vol. 1, pp. 24, 42), from an
encyclopedic frame of reference. It is plausible to under-
stand such resort as analogous to the “thinking approach”
(die denkende Betrachtung) with which the Lectures on the
Philosophy of World History characterize “philosophical his-
tory,” accommodating specialist studies (with their mix
of contingent fact and search for structure), while repudiat-
ing the Romantic projections of comparative historiogra-
phy. But here one glimpses another resort, predicated on
the assumption that art is itself a cultural construct or inter-
pretation. Art is already a reflection on the past, includ-
ing its own; art reflexively defines irsel, by historical self-
differentiation. One cannot deny that the process is drastic;
it would be of little comfort to the birds that they are
mounted under glass, in a museum culture. But works of
culture are different: they speak to us, according to Hegel,
in our own terms.

Second paradox: the Ideal. Hegel presents beauty as a sym-
biosis of human and divine, finite and infinite, a Gestaliung of
sacred powers operative in the saeculum of history. Human
shape mirrors divine, and art (more especially sculpture) re-
veals the transfiguration. Yet the secular is not the divine. As
Hegel analyzes the “Ideal”—which the Aesthetics under-
stands as the essential content of artistic presentation—the
exemplum of its peculiar theomorphism is the category of
“action” (Handlung), whether as performed deed or as nar-
rated plot. While action is a simultaneous structure, it occurs
sequentially; it embodies norms (for the deed should carry
its ethical meaning on its face) while undercutting them (for
itenacts the ambiguity by which opposing laws consttute z4e
Law). In his Theory of the Novel (1971), Gyérgi Lukacs cap-
tures the defining irony whereby epic unity has no outside

and discerns no horizon, whereas drama operates as self-
delimiting, and hence confers meaning. Put another way,
Hegel’s Ideal comprises a union of union with disunion, of
beauty with the sublime, as Schiller conceived of them: both
the “shining forth” (Scheinen; of truth, and what must go
unsaid, namely, an ethical value beyond sensuous shape
(Schetn). (‘Thatis why Hegel’s sublime appears in the Aesther-
ies shorn of its Kantian, transcendental aura, as a mere figure
of speech filed away under the rubric “Conscious Symbol-
ics.”) A dialectical tension pervades all aspects of an Ideal
commonly (but wrongly) taken to be Hegel’s own ideal. One
need only think of Hegel's theorizing of Greek tragedy as at
once a drama of reconciliation ot opposite social norms, and
a false—indeed, misrepresented—unity: tragic semantics
and pragmatics just do not match. Already in 1806, in the
Gesammelte Werke, Hegel could write of beauty as “the veil
that hides the truth rather than its presentation [Darstel-
lung]” (1976, p. 279).

Hegel’s Ideal owes much to Winckelmann, not merely its
divine status, but more subtly too its four-step development
from rigid via “high” to “beautiful” styles, then degenera-
tion into pleasing imitaton. But where Winckelmann pro-
jected a natural, organic progression, Hegel’s is also one of
progressive reflexivity, as if each stage considers—at least to
later eyes and ears—the conceptual viability of the previous.
[See Winckelmann.]

"Third paradox: (neojclassicism. Hegel, so often typed as a
proponent of the ancient Greeks, in fact thinks little of their
cold pastoral. More beautiful one cannot become—but nos-
talgia has no place in philosophy. he claims. Instead, Hegel's
Berlin lectures display not merely his wide reading, but also
a growing interest in both “symbolic” and “romantic” cul-
tural forms. It is as if the classical Ideal exists only as a van-
ishing point in the historian’s view from nowhere: some-
thing that can only be surmised between a before and an
after. It might be thought that the classical still rules from its
grave, as when Gadamer appeals to its authority, or formal-
ism posits its parodic repetition. But Hegel thinks differ-
enty. As a supreme fiction, the classical is flattered with an
ironic perspective: its economimesis (Jacques Derrida’s
term, whereby art imitates nature, which imitates art, etc.) is
refigured as Romantic creativity. In philosophical retro-
spect, “we” can see that mimetic poiesis is in fact creativity
in disguise. Subjectivity is staged as in fact staging the entire
show; and yet—Hegel’s dialectical corrective—it is not
Schlegelian irony that prevails. Whether as so-called “Ro-
mantic” irony or as the “beautiful soul,” subjectivism ap-
pears on the stage of history—which leads to the most chal-
lenging paradox of all.

Fourth paradox: ideality. In Berlin, Hegel battled on two
fronts. He distanced himself from Karl W E Solger, his pre-
decessor at the University of Berlin, and equally from his
academic rival, Friedrich Schleiermacher. Both offered
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courses on aesthetics, but (in different ways) assumed a Ro-
mantic worldview that Hegel was concerned to keep in its
historical place. Yet, Hegel had also to avoid the opposite
danger, the empiricism exemplified by another Berlin con-
temporary, Carl Friedrich von Rumohr (1785-1843), often
called the first scientific art historian. Rumohr polemicized
against all “spiritualizing” tendencies, in particular the Neo-
platonic allegorizing that he detected in Winckelmann and
his school. For Rumohr, style was a purely formal colliga-
tion of empirical traits. Hegel in turn argued against this
professed materialism, and its reduction of meaning to
sensuous form. Scholars have barely begun to chart the
shifts and accommodations made by the widely read Hegel
between the several lecture series at Berlin, obscured as they
may be in Hotho’s editing. Yet, Hegel is constant in champi-
oning “the Idea” and its normative power. This constitutes
the supreme paradox of Hegel’s aesthetic idealism: he his-
toricizes and so ironizes the Ideal, vet, in a further ironic
shift, he defends the ideality of art, at one remove, so to
speak. As one of the shapes of absolute spirit, Art escapes
the finite measures of state and history (Encyclopedia of
Philosophical Sciences 1817, Section 552). Nevertheless,
state and society legitim.ate it as historical display—in the
museum or its cultural equivalents.

Turning from the speculative overview of the past to cur-
rent prospects—from museum curator to artist-critic—one
might well ask what normative standards remain once full
self-reflexivity is achieved and there is no longer any oc-
culted content to be divined and presented. Dieter Henrich
(1979) has argued that Hegel’s diagnosis of art’s loss of reli-
gious content prefigures humanist tendencies in mod-
ernism. Yet, if it is to avoid parody or else some kind of con-
ceptual art, what shape does its productive activity assume?
Others advocate muting Hegel’s systemics in favor either of
the promise of a “new mythology” found in Hegel’s earlier
thinking (Gethmann-Siefert), or of utopian protest against
a prevailing “prose of life” (Theodor W. Adorno). Another
possibility would see art as a communal epigram (see the re-
marks on this transitional figure in Aesthetics, pp. 608—609):
it puts a spiritual mark on the shared objectivity of the past.
But it is an open question whether and how the post-
Hegelian artist could attain a speculative tour d’horizon of
world art analogous to the Hegelian philosopher’s perspec-
tive on past philosophy.

In general, much remains to be done in thinking through,
on Hegelian terms, the status of art qua institution, that is,
as part of society or the public sphere while nevertheless
professing autonomy. Art and the arts reflect this divided
heritage still: both in history and yet not wholly of it. Like
Schinkel’s museum, Art for Hegel serves the state and an-
swers social interests, while supposedly escaping into an ab-
solute empyrean.

[See also Historicism, article on Historicism and Philos-

ophy.]
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MARTIN DONOUGHO

Hegel’s Conception of the End of Art

Perhaps no aspect of Hegel’s aesthetic theory is as well
known, yet so frequently misunderstood, as his pronounce-
ment that art has reached its end (Hegel, 1972, vol. 13,
pp. 25, 142). Two potential misconceptions concerning this
claim can be put aside straightaway. First, Hegel was not the
first to hold the view that art had reached its limit. Im-
manuel Kant also held that art had progressed as far as it
was capable (Akademieausgabe vol. 5, p. 309), but Kant’s
view lacks the inherent support that Hegel’s receives from
his teleological metaphysics and thus seems more an opin-
ion than a philosophical position. Second, though often as-
sumed to be a doctrine to which Hegel adhered throughout
his career, the idea that art has realized its essential purpose
is actually of relatively late vintage. The conceptual frame-
work for the assertion that art has come to an end, in the
sense that Hegel means, is not firmly in place until he devel-
ops his account of Absolute Spirit, which does not occur
until the Encyclopedia of Philosophical Sciences of 1817 and
the Lectures on Aesthetics delivered in the 1820s.

Hegel locates the end of art in the transition from the
“classical” to “romantic” epochs of art. This claim that art
has reached its end flows directly from his belief that clas-
sical art, at its pinnacle with Attic sculpture, is the histori-
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cal period in which art is the most adequate expression of
the self-consciousness of Geisz. Because Hegel defines art as
the purely sensuous appearance of Geist to itself, his claim
is that the Greeks most fully realized the essential purpose
of art—that is, its essence as a mode of self-consciousness,
The content of the claim must be considered in the light of
Hegel’s general interpretation of the differences between
the place of art in Athenian and Christian cultures. In some
ways, Hegel’s understanding of the Greeks is a function of
his time—the cult of things Greek was prominent in late
eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century Germanophone
culture and, as such, was an idealized portrayal of Greek
civil and cultural institutions. But, unlike some of his con-
temporaries (whose views he shared in his youthful Jena
period), Hegel is not uncritically nostalgic about the an-
cients. In fact, he held modern, Christian (that is, German
Protestant) culture to be superior to ancient life. The infe-
riority of Greek culture consists in its alleged comparative
lack of reflective self-awareness, Specifically, Hegel felt that
the Greeks lacked the highly developed, subjective sense of
self indicative of the modern Christian era (which he claims
began with Roman Stoicism). But this deficit is also the
source of Greek art’s aesthetic superiority. Unlike the mod-
ern world, engaged in ever-deepening representational and
conceptual awareness of the self, Greek self-consciousness
is organized aesthetically. This Greek aesthetic mode of life
involves not only what would be retrospectively identified
as the production and appreciation of art objects, but
also religious customs and political institutions. In this con-
nection, it is often remarked that the Greek to kalon, usu-
ally translated simply as “beauty,” has an expanded mean-
ing for the Greeks. For the Greek, beaury is a term that
includes within its meaning other important sorts of
excellences: physical, moral, and theoretical, as well as
artistic (the Latin pulchrum also has something of this
plasticity). Simply put, Hegel thinks that aesthetic aware-
ness afforded the most exhaustive self-expression possi-
ble for the Greeks, given their particular level of self-
consciousness.

Not so in the Romantic epoch: here art is no longer the
most advanced vehicle for Gessz's self-consciousness. Reli-
gion and philosophy are in turn ascendant—which is to say
that our self-conception has progressed to the point where
we recognize ourselves as possessed of a quality of subjec-
tivity that is representationally and, finally, conceptually
comprehensible. The Romantic art aesthetically reflects this
greater level of self-awareness. But the heightened abstract
and subjective nature of Romantic self-understanding is
only imperfectly modeled sensuously. Thus, Romantic art
demonstrates its own limitations in its attempts to represent
the definitive features of modern self-consciousness. The
three arts that Hegel takes to achieve their perfection in the
Romantic stage of art—painting, music, and poetry-—all at-
tempt to embody this increased subjectivity. Hegel inter-

prets these arts as progressive stages in the attempt to pre-
sent what is known to be abstract conceptual matter by
reducing the “physicality” of the artistic medium: from
three-dimensionality characteristic of sculpture to the two-
dimensionality of painting, the entire lack of spatial dimen-
sion in music, and the attempt to marry the two in poetry.
Poetry, and particularly German poetry and novel writing
of Hegel’s time, is deemed to be the limit of the Romantic
artistic expression of Geist. Because Hegel believes this po-
etry to be the final form of the sensuous expression of
Geist’s self-consciousness, it would not be incorrect to say
that art has a second “end” at the conclusion of the Roman-
tic era (1972, vol. 14, pp. 231-242).

Thus, art of the Romantic age 1s inferior to that of the
classical epoch, when considered as the state-of-the-art ex-
pression of Geist’s self-consciousness. It is superior to ear-
lier art in terms of the level of self-awareness it attempts to
express, however. Romantic art is, from the viewpoint of re-
ligion and philosophy, superior to classical art. Hegel speaks
of postclassical art as art “set free” from its aim, implying
that postclassical art is free in a way that classical art is not.
It is reasonably easy 1o state in what this freedom consists—
Romantic art, and particularly its most developed poetic
form, no longer shoulders the burden of being the primary
mode of our self-consciousness and, therefore, need not
function as an organizing mode of self-consciousness. Art
of the Romantic era is open to mere reflection and the aes-
thetic theories characteristic of modernity—particularly
those such as Kant’s that attempt to identify an autonomy
for aesthetic reflection divorced from other modes of as-
sessing an object’s value or nature—are results of this evolu-
ton. For Hegel, then, there is a definitive character, not only
of art, but also of its criticism, that is only possible at the
end stage of art.

Questions concerning the nature of the “art world” at the
end stage can be divided into two groups: those having to
do with the experience of past art and those concerning the
production and assessment of current (and future) art. Let
us first address the question of the relation of end-state
consciousness to the experience of artworks of prior stages
of consciousness. Hegel defines beauty as the sensuous ap-
pearance of truth, marking beauty as the canonical quality
of art in terms of which aesthetic valuation proceeds. Any
understanding of what is beautiful about a work of art is
determined by the critical conception available at any stage
of self-consciousness. This holds true for the critic posi-
tioned at the end state as well. We cannot judge classical
art in the same way as a fifth-century Athenian. True, we
can philosophically reconstruct thar classical culture expe-
rienced art in the way that it did, but we cannot aestheti-
cally recoup how that art was experienced in the culture.
Our critical practice is committed to a set of attitudes about
art that foil any attempt to inhabit the art world of another
cra aesthetically. To do so would be to inhabit an earlier
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(and inferior) self-conception of Geist, so to speak “from
the inside out.” That cannot be accomplished for the
simple reason that having such a (for us, limited) self-
conception would require us to ignore the advances in our
self-realization and this ignorance itself could not be part
of the prior self-conception that we were attempting to
inhabit.

Let us now turn to the question of what Hegel considers
the final form of art to be. Hegel thinks that the art of his
present is essentially romantic. It is often assumed on
Hegel’s behalf that, because we have reached an end state of
self-consciousness, there will be no further development
of art. Hegel need not think this, nor does he. In fact, he
states that there can always be hope for progress in art
(ibid., vol. 13, p. 142). Of course, he does not mean by this
that there will be essential progress in art, but he does seem
to allow that further refinements in the artistic expression of
truth are possible. The fact that we have achieved perfect
conceptual self-knowledge does not entail that there be ad-
vances in expressing this fact sensuously. Of course, such
expressions will always be inferior to religious and philo-
sophical thought, but the point is that Hegel’s account per-
mits him to say that there is in principle some further nov-
elty, perhaps even perfectibility, in art. One does get the
overall impression, however, that such novelty or per-
fectibility will be had in terms of the type of art that Hegel
considers the aesthetic state of the art and the philosoph-~
ical end state. For the sake of convenience, and in keeping
with Hegel’s own division of art, one can term this “late-
Romantic.” Such art will be, broadly speaking, “poetic” and
have as its defining feature what Hegel calls “objective
humor.”

Although Hegel is far from specific about what objective
humor consists in, one can glean some understanding of the
meaning of the term by considering what he has to say
about what he takes to be objective humor’s main competi-
tors for aesthetic allegiance in late-Romanticism: “subjec-
tive humor” and irony. Hegel associates subjective humor
almost exclusively with the writings of Jean Paul Richter
(ibid., vol. 14, pp. 229-231), although he also mentions Jo-
hann Georg Hamann as a practitioner (ibid., vol. 11, p.
336). The essence of humor for Hegel, and what makes it
the essential crowning form of art of the Romantic type, is
that it consists in the expression of the personality of the
artist in its particularity. This introduces an essential subjec-
tive contingency into the work in that all that initially seems
“objective” to the reader (and here Hegel seems to mean
both the accepted formal narrative forms of fiction and the
content of the story) is later revealed as entirely contingent
and empty of content. It is this annihilation (Vernichtung) of
that which can be taken objectively and seriously that is the
sole end of subjective humor. It is, as Jean Paul himself in-
sisted, entirely negative in this sense. Such humor is com-
pletely one-sided and invariably introduces into the artwork

a fundamental absurdity. All elements of the work are put at
the disposal of the author’s wit, which attacks even the arti-
fice and accepted narrative conventions of the work. In Jean
Paul at least, the attempt to flaunt conventions of art mak-
ing introduces a Baroque or even grotesque element into
the structure of the work, obscuring its aesthetic appeal.
Irony also relies on subjectivity to achieve its effect. Al-
though Hegel notes that Solger and Ludwig Tieck are often
cited as ironists, he is careful to qualify the ways in which
they are so considered (ibid., vol. 11, pp. 233-234; vol. 13,
p. 99), focusing his critique of ironism at Friedrich Schlegel.
This critique is quite complex; a thumbnail sketch of it
will suffice here. Hegel associates irony very closely with
Fichteanism—in fact, it would not be inaccurate to say that
irony is for Hegel “aestheticized” Fichte. Hegel objects to
Johann Gottlieb Fichte’s reliance on the Ich as the founda-
tion of his account of the relation of subjects and objects of
experience as entirely subjective and formal. All content is
defined as that which stands in opposition to the subject, yet
the subject can be nothing more than that which is opposed
by an object. Considered as a living individual, such a sub-
ject’s activity is limited to constructing its identity in terms
of what is “other” to it. Formal and empty itself, such a sub-
ject treats the world merely as a receptacle for its own striv-
ing (ibid., vol. 13, p. 94). When that subject is an artist, this
means living through one’s art products by imprinting one’s
individual personality on those works. Hegel states that
such a Fichtean artist lives kiinsterlich, exploiting the double
sense of the adjective: such an artist lives “as an artist,” but
also “artificially.” The artificiality resides in the fact that, be-
cause of the empty character of the identity of the Ich, the
artwork can be nothing more than a shell. The essence of
irony for Hegel is that the work at once poses as a substan-
tial object for contemplation and undercuts itself at all turns
by revealing its lack of substance; that is, an ironic work, in
Friedrich Schlegel’s sense, is one that simultaneously as-
serts and takes back its content. Such work is not comical,
in the true sense. Humor only negates the merely acciden-
tal, Hegel states, and therefore does not question serious-
ness as such (at least it does not necessarily amount to a
claim that nothing can be held rightly to be worthy of seri-
ousness). Irony, however, is universal negation and mocks
all claims. Hegel puts the point slightly differently when he
says that irony involves the attitude of divine ingenuity (goz-
tliche Genmalitar) (ibid., vol. 13, p. 95). The phrase is meant
to invoke two rival, perhaps antithetical, traditional ways of
explaining of creative power that are married in romantic
irony. One way is the conception of creativity current in the
French neoclassicism of Nicolas Boileau and Charles de
Batteaux where the artist’s talent to produce praiseworthy
works of art relies on génie—ingenuity in manipulating
stock rhetorical and poetic devices with the aim of creating
novel and surprising effects while remaining within the pre-
scribed rules of taste. A competing tradition, beginning with



the radical views of Edward Young and including the Sturm
und Drang and the more moderate position of Kant, em-
phasizes the inexplicable and free power of genius in the
creative process—a capacity not bound by rules, at least not
by rules issuing from external authority. The creative char-
acter proper to the ironic poet is an unholy mixture of these
seeming disparate traits ascribed to genius—of the ingenu-
ity indicative of a heightened ability to play with poetic form
and meter and the unfettered divinity usually associated
with theories of genius. The result is that the ironist is some-
thing of a monster, possessed of or by an entirely un-
bounded power to play. Irony shares with subjective humor
its negative function, though irony is the more genuinely
philosophical position because it extends that negation
globally. In Hegelian terms, what both lack is an under-
standing that univocal negation must also be negated. Such
an understanding is what Hegel thinks is the essence of ob-
jective humor; put another way, objective humor is dialecti-
cal. It allows the substantial to win through contingency, the
negation of contingency revealing a yet deeper level at
which things are united. Although a bit overly schematic, it
would not be wrong to say that a work of objective humor
contains within it the three dialectical moments: (1) a situa-
tion, claim, or character trait is presented as generally ac-
cepted, universal, or objectively true; (2) expectations about
it are dashed as it is revealed to be merely contingent; (3)
that revelation opens up a deeper sense of order in which
one can situate the contingency and feel the necessity for its
being revealed as such (as well as the reason why it was ini-
tially taken to be otherwise) (ibid., vol. 14, p. 231). Hegel
mentions as examples of this sort of literature Laurence
Sterne, Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (the West-dstlicher Di-
van), the poetry of Friedrich Riickert (ibid., vol. 14, p. 242),
and T. G. Hipple (ibid., vol. 11, p. 336).
[See also Danto.]
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HEIDEGGER, MARTIN. |[This entry comprises five es-
says on Heidegger’s philosophy and iis significance for contem-
porary art theory and aesthetics:

Survey of Thought

Heidegger’s Confrontation with Aesthetics

Heidegger’s Displacement of the Concept of Art

Philosophical Heritage in Heidegger’s Concept of Art

Heidegger and Hélderlin
The first essay is an overview of Heidegger’s philosophy, both his
early “fundamental ontology” (a metaphysical distinction be-
tween “Being” and “beings”—with humans among the latter)
and his later notion of poetic thinking. The second essay explatns
how Heidegger challenges the tradition of aesthetics, particularly
Hegel. The third essay analyzes Heidegger’s attempts to overcome
the concept of “art” The fourth essay continues the discussion of
the preceding rwo essays by showing how much Heidegger is in-
debted to the philosophical aesthetic tradition he tries 10 over-
come. The fifth essay reveals in more depth the centrality of
Holderlin’s poetry 1o Heidegger’s thinking. For related discussion,
see Gadamer; Hegel, article on Hegel’s Conception of the End
of Art; Hermeneutics; Holderlin; and Phenomenology.]

Survey of Thought

Martin Heidegger (1889-1976), twentieth-century German
philosopher. Heidegger’s magnum opus, Being and Time
(1927), was inspired by but also radically transformed the
phenomenology of his elder colleague and mentor, Ed-
mund Husserl. Heidegger’s early philosophy exerted enor-
mous influence on the French existentialists Jean-Paul
Sartre and Maurice Merleau-Ponty, and on theologians
such as Rudolf Karl Bultmann and Paul Tillich, and in ad-
dition sparked renewed interest in philosophical hermeneu-
tics, for example in the work of Hans-Georg Gadamer.
More recenty, Heidegger has found a critical audience
among English-speaking philosophers influenced by the
American pragmatists and the later work of Ludwig
Wittgenstein. Finally, the influence of Heidegger’s later
writings has been felt especially among French poststruc-
turalists such as Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida.
Born in the small town of Messkirch in Baden, Heidegger
received a Catholic education at the Bertholdgymnasium in



