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History follows the thread of events; it is pragmatic in so far as it deduces them
according to the law of motivation, a law that determines the appearing will
where that will is illuminated by knowledge. At the lower grades of its objectivity,
where it still acts without knowledge, natural science as etiology considers the laws
of the changes of its phenomena, and as morphology considers what is permanent
in them. This almost endless theme is facilitated by the aid of concepts that compre-
hend the general, in order to deduce from it the particular. Finally, mathematics
considers the mere forms, that is, time and space, in which the Ideas appear drawn
apart into plurality for the knowledge of the subject as individual. All these, the
common name of which is science, therefore follow the principle of sufficient reason
in its different forms, and their theme remains the phenomenon, its laws, connex-
ion, and the relations resulting from these. But now, what kind of knowledge is' it
that considers what continues to exist outside and independently of all relations,
but which alone is really essential to the world, the true content of its phenomena,
that which is subject to no change, and is therefore known with equal truth for all
time, in a word, the Ideas that are the immediate and adequate objectivity of the
thing-in-itself, of the will? It is arz, the work of genius. It repeats the eternal Ideas
apprehended through pure contemplation, the essential and abiding element in all
the phenomena of the world. According to the material in which it repeats, it Is
sculpture, painting, poetry, or music. Its only source is knowledge of the Ideas; its
sole aim is communication of this knowledge. Whilst science, following the restless
and unstable stream of the fourfold forms of reasons or grounds and consequents,
is with every end it attains again and again directed farther, and can never find an
ultimate goal or complete satisfaction, any more than by running we can reach the
point where the clouds touch the horizon; art, on the contrary, is everywhere at its
goal. For it plucks the object of its contemplation from the stream of the world’s
course, and holds it isolated before it. This particular thing, which in that stream
was an infinitesimal part, becomes for art a representative of the whole, an equiva-
lent of the infinitely many in space and time. It therefore pauses at this particular
thing; it stops the wheel of time; for it the relations vanish; its object is only the
essential, the Idea. We can therefore define it accurately as the way of considering
things independently of the principle of sufficient reason, in contrast to the way of
considering them which proceeds in exact accordance with this principle, and is the
way of science and experience. This latter method of consideration can be compared
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to an endless line running horizontally, and the former to a vertical line cutting the

horizontal at any point. The method of consideratior} thaF follows the Principle‘ of
sufficient reason is the rational method, and it alone is valid and useful in practical
life and in science. The method of considera}tior.l that' looks away from the content
of this principle is the method of genius, which is valid and u’seful in art a'lon.e. The
first is Aristotle’s method; the second is, on the whole, Platp s. The fust is like the
mighty storm, rushing along without beginpmg or aim, bending, agitating, harnd cgrrg-
ing everything away with it; the second is .l1ke the §1lept gunbean?, cutting t 01.1g1 t 1e
path of the storm, and quite unmoved by it. The fxrst is like the innumerable vio ent)f
agitated drops of the waterfall, constantl}.f changmg and never for a moment at hre;t,
the second is like the rainbow silently resting on this raging torrent. Only throug  the
pure contemplation described above, which becomgs absoxfbed ent%rely in the object,
are the Ideas comprehended; and the nature of genius consists precisely in the preem;
inent ability for such contemplation. Now as t}gs demandg a comp}etg forgiqmgbo

our own person and of its relations and connexions, the gift of geniuis is not 1ngd ut
the most complete objectivity, i.e., the objegtwe tendency of the m'md, as oppose ;o
the subjective directed to our own person, i.e., to the will. Accordmgly, genius is the
capacity to remain in a state of pure perception, to l.ose o_ne.self in perceptloln,fto
remove from the service of the will the knowledge which (?rlgmally ex1§ted only for
this service. In other words, genius is the ability to leave eptn:eiy out of sight our own
interest, our willing, and our aims, and consequently.to dlsce}rd entirely our ownfpe;lf-
sonality for a time, in order to remain pure kﬁowmg subject, the c.lea_r eye Ccl) the
world; and this not merely for moments, but: with the necessary continuity aﬁ ((:101(11—
scious thought to enable us to repeat by deliberate art what has been app'rede’fl ed,
and “to fix in lasting thoughts the wavering images that float before the mind.
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Now according to our explanation, genius consist i.n.the abil.ity to kpow, 1nde1;ler}—
dently of the principle of sufficient reason, not mdw@ual thmg_s which .}Il.ave t glr
existence only in the relation, but the Ideas of such things, and in 'Fh.e abi 11}:)}7 to be;
in face of these, the correlative of the Idea, and hence'z no longer. individual, dug %ue
subject of knowing. Yet this ability must be inh.erent in all men in a lesserkan p iffer=
ent degree, as otherwise they would be just as incapable (')f'e.n]oymg Worhs [(; art.fa;\]i
of producing them. Generally they would have no suscepnblht.y at all to'the beauti

and to the sublime; indeed, these words could have no meaning for thern. ‘We rr}1lu§t
therefore assume as existing in all men that power of recognizing in .thmgj th eir
Ideas, of divesting themselves for a moment of their personality, unless mde(; there
are some who are not capable of any aesthetic pleasur.e at all. The. manfohige?u;
excels them only in the far higher degree and more continuous dura'tlon of this 1fnr
of knowledge. These enable him to retain that thoughtfgl con'FemplatlorI)L< nece;sary ?i-
him to repeat what is thus known in a voluntary and intentional Worh, ;gc }rlepﬁas
tion being the work of art. Through this he communicates to othercs1 th e Idea teh -
grasped. Therefore this Idea remains unchanged gnd the same, and hence zi1<esf ;:u:t
pleasure is essentially one and the same, whether it l_)e called forth bfy a wor c;el ;;
or directly by the contemplation of nature and of life. The work of art is merely
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means of facilitating that knowledge in which this pleasure consists. That the Idea
comes to us more easily from the work of art than directly from nature and from
reality, arises solely from the fact that the artist, who knew only the Idea and not
reality, clearly repeated in his work only the Idea, separated it out from reality, and
omitted all disturbing contingencies. The artist lets us peer into the world through his
eyes. That he has these eyes, that he knows the essential in things which lies outside
all relations, is the gift of genius and is inborn; but that he is able to lend us this gift,
to let us see with his eyes, is acquired, and is the technical side of art. Therefore, after
the account I have given in the foregoing remarks of the inner essence of the aesthetic
way of knowing in its most general outline, the following more detailed philosophical
consideration of the beautiful and the sublime will explain both simultaneously, in
nature and in art, without separating them further. We shall first consider what
takes place in a man when he is affected by the beautiful and the sublime. Whether
he draws this emotion directly from nature, from life, or partakes of it only through
the medium of art, makes no essential difference, but only an outward one. . . .

39

All these considerations are intended to stress the subjective part of aesthetic plea-
sure, namely, that pleasure in so far as it is delight in the mere knowledge of percep-
tion as such, in contrast to the will. Now directly connected with all this is the
following explanation of that frame of mind which has been called the feeling of
the sublime.

It has already been observed that transition into the state of pure perception
occurs most easily when the objects accommodate themselves to it, in other words,
when by their manifold and at the same time definite and distinct form they easily
become representatives of their Ideas, in which beauty, in the objective sense, consists.
Above all, natural beauty has this quality, and even the most stolid and apathetic per-
son obtains therefrom at least a fleeting, aesthetic pleasure. Indeed, it is remarkable
how the plant world in particular invites one to aesthetic contemplation, and, as it
were, obtrudes itself thereon. It might be said that such accommodation was con-
nected with the fact that these organic beings themselves, unlike animal bodies, are
not immediate objects of knowledge. They therefore need the foreign intelligent indi-
vidual in order to come from the world of blind willing into the world of the repre-
sentation. Thus they yearn for this entrance, so to speak, in order to attain at any
rate indirectly what directly is denied to them. For the rest, I leave entirely undecided
this bold and venturesome idea that perhaps borders on the visionary, for only a very
intimate and devoted contemplation of nature can excite or justify it. Now so long as
it is this accommodation of nature, the significance and distinctness of its forms, from
which the Ideas individualized in them readily speak to us; so long as it is this which
moves us from knowledge of mere relations serving the will into aesthetic contempla-
tion, and thus raises us to the will-free subject of knowing, so long is it merely the
beautiful that affects us, and the feeling of beauty that is excited. But these very
objects, whose significant forms invite us to a pure contemplation of them, may
have a hostile relation to the human will in general, as manifested in its objectivity,
the human body. They may be opposed to it; they may threaten it by their might that

ART AS REVELATION: ARTHUR SCHOPENHAUER 67

eliminates all resistance, or their immeasurable greatness may reduce it to nought,
Nevertheless, the beholder may not direct his attention to this relation to his will
which is so pressing and hostile, but, although he perceives and acknowledges it, he
may consciously turn away from it, forcibly tear himself from his will and its rela-
tions, and, giving himself up entirely to knowledge, may quietly contemplate, as pure,
will-less subject of knowing, those very objects so terrible to the will. He may com-
prehend only their Idea that is foreign to all relation, gladly linger over its contempla-
tion, and consequently be elevated precisely in this way above himself, his person, his
willing, and all willing. In that case, he is then filled with the feeling of the sublime;
he is in the state of exaltation, and therefore the object that causes such a state is
called sublime. Thus what distinguishes the feeling of the sublime from that of the
beautiful is that, with the beautiful, pure knowledge has gained the upper hand with-
out a struggle, since the beauty of the object, in other words that quality of it which
facilitates knowledge of its Idea, has removed from consciousness, without resistance
and hence imperceptibly, the will and knowledge of relations that slavishly serve this
will. What is then left is pure subject of knowing, and not even a recollection of the
will remains. On the other hand, with the sublime, that state of pure knowing is
obtained first of all by a conscious and violent tearing away from the relations of
the same object to the will which are recognized as unfavourable, by a free exalta-
tion, accompanied by consciousness, beyond the will and the knowledge related to
it. This exaltation must not only be won with consciousness, but also be maintained,
and it is therefore accompanied by a constant recollection of the will, yet not of a
single individual willing, such as fear or desire, but of human willing in general, in
so far as it is expressed universally through its objectivity, the human body. ...

- - - [Wlhen we are abroad in the storm of tempestuous seas; mountainous waves
rise and fall, are dashed violently against steep cliffs, and shoot their spray high into
the air. The storm howls, the sea roars, the lightning flashes from black clouds, and
thunder-claps drown the noise of storm and sea. Then in the unmoved beholder of
this scene the twofold nature of his consciousness reaches the highest distinctness.
Simultaneously, he feels himself as individual, as the feeble phenomenon of will;
which the slightest touch of these forces can annihilate, helpless against powerful
nature, dependent, abandoned to chance, a vanishing nothing in face of stupendous
forces; and he also feels himself as the eternal, serene subject of knowing, who as the
condition of every object is the supporter of this whole world, the fearful struggle of
nature being only his mental picture or representation; he himself is free from, and
foreign to, all willing and all needs, in the quiet comprehension of the Ideas. This is
the full impression of the sublime. Here it is caused by the sight of a power beyond
all comparison superior to the individual, and threatening him with annihilation. . . .

41

The course of our remarks has made it necessary to insert here a discussion of the
sublime, when the treatment of the beautiful has been only half completed, merely
from one side, the subjective. For it is only a special modification of this subjective
side which distinguishes the sublime from the beautiful. The difference between the
beautiful and the sublime depends on whether the state of pure, will-less knowing,
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presupposed and demanded by any aesthetic contemplation, appears of itself, with-
out opposition, by the mere disappearance of the will from consciousness, since the
object invites and attracts us to it; or whether this state is reached only by free, con-
scious exaltation above the will, to which the contemplated object itself has an
unfavourable, hostile relation, a relation that would do away with contemplation
if we gave ourselves up to it. This is the distinction between the beautiful and the
sublime. In the object the two are not essentially different, for in every case the
object of aesthetic contemplation is not the individual thing, but the Idea in it striv-
ing for revelation, in other words, the adequate objectivity of the will at a definite
grade. Its necessary correlative, withdrawn like itself from the principle of sufficient
reason, is the pure subject of knowing, just as the correlative of the particular thing
is the knowing individual, both of which lie within the province of the principle of
sufficient reason.

By calling an object beautiful, we thereby assert that it is an object of our aes-
thetic contemplation, and this implies two different things. On the one hand, the
sight of the thing makes us objective, that is to say, in contemplating it we are no
longer conscious of ourselves as individuals, but as pure, will-less subjects of know-
ing. On the other hand, we recognize in the object not the individual thing, but an
Idea; and this can happen only in so far as our contemplation of the object is not
given up to the principle of sufficient reason, does not follow the relation of the
object to something outside it (which is ultimately always connected with relations’
to our own willing), but rests on the object itself. For the Idea and the pure subject
of knowing always appear simultaneously in consciousness as necessary correla-
tives, and with this appearance all distinction of time at once vanishes, as both are
wholly foreign to the principle of sufficient reason in all its forms. Both lie outside
the relations laid down by this principle; they can be compared to the rainbow
and the sun that take no part in the constant movement and succession of the falling
drops. Therefore if, for example, I contemplate a tree aesthetically, i.e., with artistic
eyes, and thus recognize not it but its Idea, it is immediately of no importance
whether it is this tree or its ancestor that flourished a thousand years ago, and
whether the contemplator is this individual, or any other living anywhere and at
any time. The particular thing and the knowing individual are abolished with the
principle of sufficient reason, and nothing remains but the Idea and the pure subject
of knowing, which together constitute the adequate objectivity of the will at this
grade. And the Idea is released not only from time but also from space; for the Idea
is not really this spatial form which floats before me, but its expression, its pure
significance, its innermost being, disclosing itself and appealing to me; and it can be
wholly the same, in spite of great difference in the spatial relations of the form.

Now since, on the one hand, every existing thing can be observed purely objec-
tively and outside all relation, and, on the other, the will appears in everything at
some grade of its objectivity, and this thing is accordingly the expression of an
Idea, everything is also beautiful. That even the most insignificant thing admits of
purely objective and will-less contemplation and thus proves itself to be beautiful,
is testified by the still life paintings of the Dutch. . . . But one thing is more beautiful
than another because it facilitates this purely objective contemplation, goes out to
meet it, and, so to speak, even compels it, and then we call the thing very beautiful.
This is the case partly because, as [an] individual thing, it expresses purely the Idea
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of its species through the very distinct, clearly defined, and thoroughly significant
relation of its parts. It also completely reveals that Idea through the completeness,
united in it, of all the manifestations possible to its species, so that it greatly facil-
itates for the beholder the transition from the individual thing to the Idea, and thus
also the state of pure contemplation. Sometimes that eminent quality qf special
beauty in an object is to be found in the fact that the Idea itself, appealing to us
from the object, is a high grade of the will’s objectivity, and is therefore most signifi-
cant and suggestive. For this reason, man is more beautiful than all other objects, and
the revelation of his inner nature is the highest aim of art. Human form and human
expression are the most important object of plastic art, just as humar.l gonduct is the
most important object of poetry. Yet each thing has its own charac.te.nstlc. beauty, not
only everything organic that manifests itself in the unity of an indlv%duahty, but also
everything inorganic and formless, and even every manufactured article. For all these
reveal the Ideas through which the will objectifies itself at the lowest grades; they
sound, as it were, the deepest, lingering bass-notes of nature. . . .

52

The (Platonic) Ideas are the adequate obijectification of the will. To stimulate the
knowledge of these by depicting individual things (for works of art are themselyes
always such) is the aim of all the other arts (and is possible Wlth. a correespsmdmg
change in the knowing subject). Hence all of them objectify the will only indirectly,
in other words, by means of the Ideas. As our world is nothing but the pbeqome—
non or appearance of the Ideas in plurality through entrance into the principium
individuationis [principle of individuation] (the form of knowledge possible to the
individual as such), music, since it passes over the Ideas, is also quite independept
of the phenomenal world, positively ignores it, and, to a certain extent, could still
exist even if there were no world at all, which cannot be said of the other arts. Thus
music is as immediate an objectification and copy of the whole will as the world
itself is, indeed as the Ideas are, the multiplied phenomenon of which constitutes
the world of individual things. Therefore music is by no means like the othe.r arts,
namely a copy of the Ideas, but a copy of the will itself, the objectivity of which are
the Ideas. For this reason the effect of music is so very much more powerful and
penetrating than is that of the other arts, for these others speak only of thfe shadow,
but music of the essence. However, as it is the same will that objectifies itself both
in the Ideas and in music, though in quite a different way in each, there must be,
not indeed an absolutely direct likeness, but yet a parallel, an analogy, between
music and the Ideas, the phenomenon of which in plurality and in incompleteness
is the visible world. . . .

The inexpressible depth of all music, by virtue of which it floats past us as a
paradise quite familiar and yet eternally remote, and is so easy to undf.:rstand and
yet so inexplicable, is due to the fact that it reproduces all t‘he emotions of our
innermost being, but entirely without reality and remote from its pain. In the same
way, the seriousness essential to it and wholly excluding the luchcrous; frqm its
direct and peculiar province is to be explained from the fch that its object is not
the representation, in regard to which deception and ridiculousness alone are
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possible, but that this object is directly the will; and this is essentially the most seri-
ous of all things, as being that on which all depends. How full of meaning and sig-
nificance the language of music is we see from the repetition signs, as well as from
the Da capo’ which would be intolerable in the case of works composed in the lan-
guage of words. In music, however, they are very appropriate and beneficial; for to
comprehend it fully, we must hear it twice. . . .

The pleasure of everything beautiful, the consolation afforded by art, the enthu-
siasm of the artist which enables him to forget the cares of life, this one advantage
of the genius over other men alone compensating him for the suffering that is
heightened in proportion to the clearness of consciousness, and for the desert lone-
liness among a different race of men, all this is due to the fact that, as we shall see
later on, the in-itself of life, the will, existence itself, is a constant suffering, and is
partly woeful, partly fearful. The same thing, on the other hand, as representation
alone, purely contemplated, or repeated through art, free from pain, presents us
with a significant spectacle. This purely knowable side of the world and its repeti-
tion in any art is the element of the artist. He is captivated by a consideration of the
spectacle of the will’s objectification. He sticks to this, and does not get tired of
contemplating it, and of repeating it in his descriptions. Meanwhile, he himself
bears the cost of producing that play; in other words, he himself is the will objecti-
fying itself and remaining in constant suffering. That pure, true, and profound
knowledge of the inner nature of the world now becomes for him an end in itself;
at it he stops. Therefore it does not become for him a quieter of the will, as we shall
see in the following book in the case of the saint who has attained resignation; it
does not deliver him from life for ever, but only for a few moments. For him it is
not the way out of life, but only an occasional consolation in it, until his power,
enhanced by this contemplation, finally becomes tired of the spectacle, and seizes
the serious side of things. The St. Cecilia of Raphael can be regarded as a symbol
of this ‘transition. . . .

! The letters D.C. {Da Capo} in a musical score indicate that the music should be repeated from the
top.—Eb.

ART AS THE IDEAL:
G. W. F. HeGeL

6

If Schopenhauer’s view of art depends on his general metaphysics, this is even more
true for G. W. F. Hegel (1770-1831), for whom it is one of the forms of absolute
spirit, one way in which Geist or spirit reveals itself as the essence of the world.
Hegel believes the universe is a self-perpetuating, dynamic whole—spirit—whose
articulation follows a rational plan that is revealed in art, religion, and philosophy,
the three aspects of absolute spirit. What distinguishes art is that it remains tied to
sensible form, that is, to the perceptible, particular work; religion and, even more
so, philosophy have as their aim the articulation of truth in purely universal, that
is to say, general, terms. It is for this reason that art is the Ideal, for Hegel, a term
that indicates the ineradicable presence of individuality and not the thoroughgoing
universality of the Concepr—his term for the fullest grasp of reality.

Our selection from Hegel’s Aesthetics—another compilation from student tran-
scriptions and the master’s own lecture notes—begins with a general description of
the nature of art. Hegel’s philosophic methodology is to start with an abstract
description of a certain idea or concept and then to show in more detail to what
that idea or concept really amounts. Here, his first, very general claim is that art,
as the Ideal, must be a totality. As in all aspects of Hegel’s philosophy, this view is
developed through the use of a number of philosophic concepts whose meaning is
often hard to grasp. A totality, in Hegel’s specific sense, is a particular type of
whole, namely one in which each part reflects the nature of the whole. By analogy,
in an organic whole such as the human body, the function of each part (for exam-
ple, seeing for the eye) can only be comprehended with reference to the totality. In
claiming that an art object is a totality, Hegel is asserting that each of its elements
must reflect the content of the entire work, thereby conveying a sense of profound
integration.

Hegel goes on to explore some of the implications of this view, asserting that
“inner” and “outer” must be harmonized in a work of art. What this means
becomes clearer when we realize that Hegel uses this claim to criticize those concep-
tions of art, dating back to Plato, that characterize it as imitative and its truth as
mere correctness or accuracy of representation. He rejects so formal a conception
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