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[1 <« ¢f ™e°I®l 8] The end of art is its beginning. This seems to be a
contradiction. And, even more, it seems to contradict the claims of the
most prominent representative of the end-of-art thesis, Hegel. Hegel's
conception of art, so it seems, tells us that art long passed its apex on the
path to modernity. In his view, the end of art has to be understood as a
symptom of the necessary decay of art, which is rooted in art’s systematic
relation to religion and philosophy. Put differently, Hegel seems to hold the
view that art cannot be the most important form of self-expression for a
modern society, which is to say, for a society characterized by
individualism and plurality (to name only two important characteristics). In
modernity, religion and philosophy, which is to say conceptual practices,
are the most important means by which a society comes to understand
itself. This, at least, is the impression given by traditional readings of
Hegel. But a closer look makes it clear that Hegel's position is not so
simple as one might think.
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There are at least three aspects of his aesthetics that give the lie to the
interpretation according to which it prioritizes a classical understanding of art.
The first aspect is the dialectics of the Symbolic, the Classical, and the
Romantic forms of art. If the three forms of art are understood as having a
dialectical relation to one another, it is important to see the romantic form of
art as providing something like a synthesis. Whatever the synthesis in question
means, it certainly creates problems for interpretations of Hegel that give
preference to a classical understanding of art. The second issue lies in Hegel's
explanation of the system of the arts. If Hegel were the classicist one wants him
to be, he should prefer the art that he sees as representative of the classical
form of art, namely sculpture. Without a doubt, Hegel takes sculpture to be one
of the most important arts - but only one of them. According to Hegel,
sculpture competes with dramatic poetry for the title of the most important type
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of art. As dramatic poetry belongs to the sphere of the romantic arts, Hegel's A TAA o&S oMoz strte Alzhz DS oh=rh opx|eto g
hierarchy of the arts also undermines the notion that he prefers classical art Al Hx WAL §Ao] AT 2AIELS o] Hrlstci APAOA Urer)
above all else. The third issue, finally, is the fact that Hegel has a high | op lo]=. MelAmo], B2 E. IE o] tjst 10 WHC JpE =9
— LI _— I ’ —_— o - 1. O (o]
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a espearg, ozar,'oe e, aI.I others cealiys ow that he does not su scn.e 5] Wolac} &7 AlAlo] QOtA o Zldol] tjst 9812 o]71 ASu} abA]
to a narrative according to which the most important artworks were created in 011 L . _ . ° o o
. o . . . MR Aol Z27F A7) AHY] olsAbEol st vjEol HdZ IHEE=
Antiquity. In his fight against what he sees as romantic misconceptions of art, oF A o o 1 Al S Aoy o ot JON R
o) - ol& 3 ol WQF u] S 25
Hegel proves to be interested in the criticism of works of art of his own time. | = A el ol el Hieh Aol mastH. YA clag el Lo
L AR arz ‘ol & T ojol 7P (o] &0] BAIA E| 5t =Q35
An interest like this needs explanation, and it can be well explained if one | = deAFolofd s deold woldvbdlee 2244 Jidlel ad sad
& = L Az sAS gl sF oA
attributes to Hegel the view that artworks that belong to the romantic form of dedo® osid & 9ok st slds o2 Zol=t & o, 1 ol & A
art deserve to be understood as important realizations of what art is. gg 4 Ao
These are just a few of the difficulties facing those who claim that Hegel's - - _ -
o] 2 EO0 FA glstolA AR A 2 Jld30] O A Al=EICIT o slely =X
aesthetics should be understood as prioritizing a classical conception of art. s "]E = ol o] _'OE 1 J_]';_'] 011“5 figel A J“TJ_ I Oﬂ} = : - o}
s oy = 5 Q Q S £ o & (o) 9O
These points open room for a reassessment of [2] Hegel's position and for o] AHst o2& 7hed dRY Eolt. ol A= [2] A9 A2
an interpretation of his aesthetics that goes beyond the prejudices that bog | A{=H 718, 2] 3|72 AHst Agre 2 3|74 v]|dto] tfsh =8[9 W= &
down many readings of Hegel's philosophy in general and Hegel's aesthetics = mHAoA] "ol 19 n]ghe sAE k]S A|Zstch o] & a5k K|
in particular. This paper undertakes such a reassessment. My aim is to W2 asisic}, o] 2t 50| ] o2S o&o] Halioz 7ixaIS
show that Hegel saw modern art as the paradigmatic mode of art and that | —a17 =17 ulsto ~o ool Sh™o] AR o JRT =
Hegel's aesthetics conceives of art as a particularly modern practice. | = —L2a 52 vjsrel el Hgle] oMl dio= OMEE_EOE]T
Making this interpretation plausible necessitates showing that Hegel's + dofl tt. o] siAlo] d5=o] Qlod, Joje] JetAl Ao gist &7
critique of his romantic contemporaries is a critique of their misconception | ] H|TFe 2 T7} JotA o|&o] QA2 o7 Zo] st 2159 Q3fo] tist
of what Hegel sees as the romantic constitution of art. In other words, it Ylmo|ole S wal mQrl 9ojch TRA] WAl AFAlo] o ¥]Al tigjo] JubA
demands seeing that Hegel offers a conception of romantic art that differs o ey - -
] Aty xlHEsle] UorA 2 JpE L Aol AIAlSitt= A]zZto] Q =]
from that which he attributes to his romantic contemporaries. A Ak AR G dlE AIES elldel At Aol asEn
[ will develop my reading of Hegel in four steps and will structure my a|70] thst Uo] =512 4uA 2 A7)stEA U 9r[o] ZAFo 2 o]2oxl
argument with nine claims. In a first step, | offer a reinterpretation of wx ax2 FAJEF 7ot A WA TAOA Uk JorA o&alAlo] AMKA
;Iegel st.corlzceptlonf of tthe tk;e;e fortréls osf arg 1t.>y maglntghtheClcas? t?atTtl:e o AW TAAC AL xFFh= AL AWM A 1A o EFAIE[<]
omén ic form o 'ar sublates e Sym o‘1c ar'l e assical. ‘1s waw o] tjst s|Ao] AjEe RS, o]2 Erja slo] = wim] o
provides the foundation for the second step, in which [ offer a systematic - . N L o e o
. , . . . AN = dl7Ae] olme]l FL EAo] gt AMARR [ cese] AL
reading of Hegel s end-of-art thesis. The third step describes the meaning 21y ol = ol ] i o . R AR AIA .
Pk sl7F o X x e o) olal
of the claim that art is a plural practice, a practice in which works of art | = *“ 121 =ali7h ol ofaley. Al wiA GAIA = ollzol oA axiolets
= X}o] O 2 E00] GIAlAl S&lAl mHar 7t AbZo] A5
present different perspectives and struggle with one another over how g0 AuPE MedEn SR A, 2eb | YlolA [4 Aol A9
5 ) 1% 3 = AR T
everyday practices should be developed within specific historical-cultural | APl @848 AAo] oZA A= =4S Fi deitas 440 A= o
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contexts. The final step analyzes the arts’ constitutive relation to

£ WEe Uehie, £ A2 o gozAel 7 AH otk opxy
conceptual practices. For a modern conception of art, art is constitutively OA M ojdo] PR AMI Ml WA BAT} [E Lol AR A
bogn.d up Wl’[.h interpretation and art'crltlc:lsm, and tbus with conceptual o A2 Ar-rin Ao]] BAED. JUA o e Tad oio Al
activity (and is thus dependent on philosophy, taken in a’broad sense). | U o&u|"at, & JJEAQl (LeUst Yo olujo] Asto]| o]Esll) 3109}
will argue that these points are cornerstones both of Hegel's conception of AR GBS Zirh b olajat Ato] HA0] oj& AES o5t o Lo}
art and, more generally, of any treatment of art as a constitutively modern | == ' === ~%= " - - oe= = = e= =

Dractice. b oleg pRKoR AHel Ao e 9t £4Ye =5ah

1. The Romantic form of art as sublating Symbolic and Classical art 1. XA &3 1XAA &2 A gst JubA o &3 Al

One of the most important elements of Hegel's aesthetics is his conception &7 u|sto] 71t = Qs QA S J1ed skl A 7HK] O£ 3 AEolgt=
of the three forms of art. As mentioned above, this confronts Hegel's E[AHolTh QoA olZdiEo] o] &AL Qi o]oA &2+ Aozich
readers with a puzzle: On the one hand, it seems that Hegel prioritizes the stHo2 s|7Ae AR o23AS OMAsH= 712 Mol o]al oAl
classical form of art, an impression bolstered by his claim that classical DAA oj&o] o]0 ‘x| 10 AW[AME]LS AlFFICH= 0] XAo] o]
art realizes art's “highest vocation”. On the other hand, the structure of JrelEloich. oh2 stHoz Al 71A] oj&aASo] mxsl Ma wawidola)
the three forms of art seems to be dialectical in nature, from which it O] AX| U], o]2HE] YutE oj&alAlo] o]d 9Eo| ool oS oiat
would follow that the romantic form of art has to be understood as Ao MDA = 21 2L ol2ri ofs|rt whet Lhedt. o] £ 7
providing what one might call a completion of art's movement and thus as 6’;; 01;7‘1‘] i}“ﬁﬁ/\]_'ﬁ oF 27 ;;‘ Eﬁaﬁéh‘%ﬂﬂq o ﬂ}?ﬂo?] rﬁ%} SH;*OC{]
constituting the highest form of art. How to reconcile these two| ©= '?® =7 = - = e = T
tendencies? In my view, an essential part of interpreting Hegel's process of A B 7hedll 224 22 Al 7] dledAee] ¥ede Eof 9
thought lies in seeing the dialectics of the three forms of art as /leading up A ole@Ao ol2tt B folty. mepA uof [HehA] R thaat &
to the romantic form of art. Thus, my reflections begin with this o] AlAH.

(First Claim:) With his distinction between the Symbolic, the Classical, and (=7 1) s)70] AR, DAA @ Gobd o|AEAlS 1HsI0 2x WA
the Romantic forms of art, Hegel has to be understood as making a wxo Asisin ook Ae olsslob ool malA] Yok ojaaiAlo] 37
dialectical argument. Thus, it is important to read the romantic form of art AL o]20] "Ao] AL 7S ol o] xa st}

as being, for Hegel, the realization of the apex of art. - eol Bre o aEe E - =%

[3] If one takes the classical form of art as being sublated by the romantic | [3] A& oledAlo] FUA ozgroz X Jdrts S Worsdotd, o
form of art, one has to ask about what makes this sublation necessary. In | 212F A|g0] BAAQI o] 77} FARJIXE =7 =t ofd QJujoA 1AA o
which sense does the classical form of art fail to fulfil its own standards? | 342 ol& AHAQ 7|EE& $5ck= Lol Amisi=rE? ofd Qoujofa 14
In which sense does the classical form of art suffer from an essential | & o&3AlS EjAHAQl ASHE XYL Q=712 s|AL XA xZho] AAY
shortcoming? Hegel gives an important hint as to why he thinks that the | 3} =& Z UWHAg ZAdstcty st Aiv 7AA ofs3dAg ZEG|of st}
classical form of art has to be overcome when he says that classical | 7 Xzts}gI=7}? o]0 tjjaf] a7 AtAlo] ZQ3t shLpo] A2 Azstch o
sculptures lack a vivid eye, and thus inwardness. At first sight, one might = g9, pAA xzto] AF T3ty [6]7A AHAlo]] o7l AL = x7HA




think that Hegel is just articulating what he takes to be a fact about

classical sculptures: that they don’'t have eyes (which is in fact a historical of %ol glth= AZ(AE ol= FAto] digt §17d9 7o) s7do] w3l
error on Hegel's part). But this is not enough. Clearly, Hegel has something wolgf Azt & ok SHR|RE oA tirt oyt #35] AL AEol+=
else in mind. His claim states that classical sculptures do not represent O]9l Zo] A}, I 1A 557—?0] 7H‘ﬂ“4 = L’}EHH ] Atk 27

o

A
individuality. Rather, they represent a specific cultural understanding of | $t
what the human being is. But the understanding of what human beings are | &
that is represented by classical sculptures does not differentiate between | o]
different individuals who live within the cultural context in which the =} 51 7}
sculptures were produced. Rather, they equally represent them all, and it is AMo] Qlth= are o] oju|ch

in this sense that sculptures have no gaze.

Another way of articulating sculptures’ shortcomings is to say that they

x7to] Aghe BYsh] Ssl, Rzbol Aol WL Hojgtctn Yate Wy
lack the perspective of a subject. That which the sculpture expresses holds % 9t} xzbo] EEsh= vl 1 93 E00] MshAS x|y mI o
true for all subjects of the specific form of life of that culture. It - —
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T = ping
transcends individual subjects. In Hegel's view, this is why the sculpture is . , - -
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justified question as to whether this does not contradict Hegel s claim that AR o 28Al so] “E 10| ATTS AMSIIL 30| mAgl @

FTH° & a3 5 2ddbe © T
the classical form of art realizes art’s “highest vocation”. At this point, I _L“: e ]] ]E}_J _L_J] © EU_E ot 12 qul‘} =
Al or=7} g} A& uto o] AR o] &2 o]E X]Ao %
think it is too early to answer this question, so we should just keep it in ] =7bee AR 2otk of 2ol digslel |e o2 Alelrlel [+
A} = st c}y 7o = =235} ro|= S1ike)
mind for the time being. Before continuing, it seems helpful to sum up| © 55 AAE mW7bAl] Bt ol HFE Aot =05 Agshr] A
what the classical form of art lacks: 1A deBAe 2ES a9s = Bt A
(Second Claim) The shortcoming of the classical form of art lies in the fact (ZAF 2) TAA 0|20 Aste T xbmo| NS Holstcil. el Rl
that artworks that belong to it lack individuality and thus do not articulate o - L = =
the perspectives of subjects Wds #Psp Fethe o A
Why does Hegel think this is a shortcoming? Why should art represent | 5j]7do] o]& Zgto]el AYZEst o] &= gjo171? 9f o|l&2 7/fHAS UEYoF
individuality? Does Hegel's diagnosis rely on some conception of art that 717 orera]o] RS AL g 7|55t BE0] o& Jdo 9 &sto] &7lo] &
implicitly functions as a standard measure? In my view, it is not possible to okt 712 ofUz? Yot Bolo] ol& AFRS 2Alsls Zluto 2L §|Alo] Za}
make sense of what Hegel means by just looking at art as such. A full = up= olsjat & gich. sj7o] QRS /5| olsfstE W M2 ohe A 1A

understanding of Hegel's position demands taking into account the social v
& 87 P e odl&®@Aoi} 170 7]&7t Hle 7 Ajs] 2AE AEE "ot glrt. &)zo]

structures that underlie the three different forms of art. For Hegel, art makes =7l=

an impact on us because it informs how people understand social structures. B0 ola2 oA FFHS JAstt. Ate] LR E olsficts HE A=
In other words, one can, according to Hegel, only make sense of art if one | ©1 ¥&&7] Wolth. TA] Tall, Ao 2™ o 1 Afglel o Ell}oﬂ’\‘]
considers it in its social context. For the classical form of art, this means | 722 0 2 W0t o|5lE £ QIt} o224 TIAA o&FFAlo] A= vAA
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that classical sculptures give expression to a homogeneous community. In
such a community, no subject or individual has a position that would
distinguish him or her from any other. Basically, classical sculpture reflects a
social homogeneity that does not allow for differences between individuals. At
first sight, it might again seem as if Hegel were just stating some fact about
the social context in which classical art was produced, which is to say the
social structure of polis communities in Ancient Greece. But Hegel is
interested in something quite different, namely in the question of whether
particular forms of art correspond with a social structure capable of
maintaining its own stability. [4] This guiding question leads him to draw the
conclusion that the classical form of art reflects social homogeneity. For him,
the classical form of art reflects the fact that the social structure underlying
it left no room for individuality. Going on his statement about art reaching its
“highest vocation” in the classical era, one might be tempted to think that
Hegel is in favor of social homogeneity. But as his comments on the
shortcomings of the classical form of art clearly show, this is not the case.

z7tol 324X FTEAE A HE Aot o 2 TEAldAE 2L o
©OE A= AR o oleh APEStE 4 glot IEdez uAA 27
< IS AfolS F&SHAl %= ARl SRS Wt % BII9,
ol IAA ozo] it AtelA wieto] dieh, & o d2iA9] EFA ¥
SAl ARl fzo] Tigh ofE AMdE Alsste =St 22y S A2
s o2 gl . & 222 P82 /AT As Atel RO o]
o 283ts 574 dledAol A=A A wyol AU [4] s1782 o
wA7E olns tiz votdozn dFA ool AeA FAGS wrge
te 282 =35t 7F BU)o 1A oledA2 2 1A 9l Atg]
TE27F HEES ARt oA A @t AMS gt AR Al
olgol "Fao] AY o =Fgicke 19 AsS G vtk B, 70 A
oA 842 S22 st AoAA = 2= J2y4 15H os
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Hegel's reflections on social homogeneity from the beginning of the “spirit”
chapter of the Phenomenology of Spirit help underscore this point. There, Hegel
explains why it is necessary that social structures in which the individual does
not have a place be overcome - or, in Hegel's words, why it is necessary to
“leave this happy fortune” of a homogenized society “behind”. Hegel's argument
essentially revolves around the problem of freedom. The argument claims that a
primary characteristic of homogenized societies is that they force their members
to rigidly adhere to the community’'s rules. The key implication is that those
people are not permitted to take a position on the rules in question because
they simply have to blindly follow them. An important consequence is that
members of such societies cannot deal with normative structures that differ
from their own. They lack the capacity to understand that which deviates from
the norms that they themselves blindly follow. In such situations, the
appearance of different normative structures can only give rise to collisions
that ultimately lead to the breakdown of the homogeneous society, a necessity
that Hegel thinks is pointedly expressed in Sophocles’ tragedy Antigone.
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Hegel thus tl;lelieves tha;[1 it is imporftant t(}jlat iidi\;iduals be flreeftohtake a whebA] 7folS-o RpAlo] Xwist 9ol Ths) A2 AAFS AsH= o] =
stance on e norms they are confronted with, because only if they are = . =
free can they deal with dis\lfergences between normative struct:’res andythus Ro}‘?{ﬂ oS A, o Aalel A e HWil :TLZE%_QJ "z}ol’é%
A 5 AT IFoRK (5 2x0) 24 FFYWUE 0hE) T 3 ¥
elide the occurrence of mere collisions (as opposed to a conflictual Ao sk A ol . =151 Alsll molm oz ofmAo Aol
mediation of the two structures). The simple point that Hegel makes is that| °= '= = ™ [ ‘:_,9,}‘_— fele Bdfes s i aoiettt
homogenized societies necessarily lack stability. Only a society whose £ 2ol a9 ggoltt. Aeo HANT 4+ Qe Hddol e Aol o
members can deal with conflicts can ever be really stable. Al dAlz A - o
Interestingly, this position is reflected in Hegel's conception of the dialectics soj=2A % o]t AR A 71| o&FASo] Wzwo| tjst 370 LAk
between the three forms of art. The dialectics of the three forms of art basically stalglo] 9lt}. o] WAW e J|EMo 2 oo] zHy]| T} "waloa nEF &
ar'ticulat(.e:, th}: differer;lt WTytSh.i;k W}}[l}:li arl;t“t holds rele\;ancet hfor tl;le f}o:n;lation <1)f AHo| [£035H TAANS ZHort= AL moisich sAo] A7tstr|o] oLol2t
community. Because Hegel thinks that art is a practice through which people _ . ‘ _
come to ;’orm an undergstanding of themselves, hz concludes tiat works I;f I;r't }\Ief%O] 2}7] kel ;HGJ ,\Obﬂjﬂl ° EE%_ Bt fﬂl ‘joi] 77}%01]{ 01% E/I}_%ﬂ}
do more than just express convictions that are essential for the society in which e 7%%5 W & olesEe 17}\0]_ FEE = ARl 9] 15_]_‘7525 o|F+= Al
the works of art are created. More importantly, art has the function of both B #ofe Lol MEAl @on. o Fact A2 da Ae ES 2N
developing and stabilizing social structures. Thus, the dialectics of the three JIAAE oS Hslele ZlsS AeHe Aoluvil OepA Al ZHA] ol=d
forms of art can basically be understood as a series of different ways that art Aeel WSRold V[EA0R ozo] ARl FAS Pkl vHgshe Hheet
forms and reflects social structures, a point that might be summed up in this. Y dH0= osid 4 glem, ol oSt Zol o 4 Ut
5] (Third Claim:) The dialectic of the three forms of art (the Symbolic, the .
[Cl]as(sical, and th)e Romantic forms of art) is rooted in the( soci;; structures [}\5]]:(;75—78;?23(:22})78:—.:‘3 ?éiiff o Zﬂ/\‘ﬂ;—l Lér?fg' Obufjoia}f)j A1]O]7}7<]OO1]§§
that are specific to each of the three forms of art. At the heart of these ;f_i :? th o jg Z ; j—rr‘_ O} D:TL_;OL;i‘If T;L A ol ¥
dialectics stands the question of how social structures are stabilized. a2 ARl SL27F ol RAl PR RS EAIE S50 R I
2. The end of art as its beginning 2. &9 =1 o£9] A|A
Inquiring into art’s function in a homogeneous society might help make AR AROIA dlzel Ate Zlse B desA Al Aol aH. 9
clear how the foregoing reflections bring us closer to understanding A2 soll 27t A dleo] L EAOl Higt olsliol & © MR
Hegel's end-of-art thesis. Simply put, in a homogeneous society, works of | th= ZA°] HF2 Z71o|t}. I1Hs] Eoll SAXQN AtgloA ofeitE2 Atgst
art function in a self-evident way. Since all members of the society in | §AlO2 7|53ttt O AFg|9] W& L/AdHo] 5USH HAls A4tk 7,
question adhere to the same rules and since works of art express| Z128]1 o] A9 ECfr} HE= X|FFHES osAtE0o] BJSH= 71HE9, 1 o&
orientations foundational for these rules, the members of these societies | At Zof Tt LAAYL I A1 ohehof o]sf|stct. st AFg|e] LAY 1
who engage with these works of art understand them at once. There is no | x}3]o] of&At= Atolol= AH2]7} ¢ict. o]al QojoA] Qe ZAIstE A3
distance between the members of the society and its artworks. In this oA AJAMEl o&ArEo] AFHEE ECf2 zbcin wEF A 9lct o]F] fgl=
sense, we can say that works of art produced in homogenized societies obx MUslA| OroFd 7S Mujs W gr} AT o290 “Emo] A9 of




have self-evident foundations. This gives us what we need to explain what
we wanted to explain earlier: how Hegel conceives of art's “highest
vocation”. The highest vocation of art is for art to be taken for granted. No
member of a homogeneous society has doubts as to whether a concrete
work of art expresses her understanding of herself, because she can tell
right away. The self-evident foundations of art in its classical form are
reflected in art’s relation to other forms of reflective practice, namely to
religion and philosophy. If art’s foundations are self-evident, it has no need
of religion and philosophy to achieve what it aims to achieve. Thus, another
way to explain what Hegel means when he talks about art’'s “highest
vocation” is to say that it is art’s highest vocation to stand on its own.
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This explanation of the particular mode of efficacy of art in its classical
form gives us a clue for how to understand Hegel's end-of-art thesis. The
end-of-art thesis states that art has lost its self-evident foundations. After
the end of art, art is no longer taken for granted. Rather, it is constantly
being placed into question. A basic aspect of what this means can be
grasped by saying that, in this state, every work of art is confronted with
the question as to whether it succeeds according to the standards it sets
for itself. This can help us understand a second aspect of what the
end-of-art thesis implies: After the end of art, art is inextricably bound up
with conceptual activity. In interacting with an object that purports to be a
work of art, one has to engage in conceptual activity if one is to make a
judgment about whether it succeeds in achieving what it aims to achieve. If
we understand conceptual activity as being philosophical in nature, we can
say that, in its romantic form, art needs to be supplemented by
philosophical reflection in order to achieve what it aims to achieve. In other
words, it no longer stands on its own. The understanding of the end-of-art
thesis developed thus far might be condensed in the following claim:
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[6] (Fourth Claim) Hegel's thesis that art has come to an end has to be
understood as saying that art has lost its self-evident foundations and,
therefore, no longer stands on its own.
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But, do not the explanations given thus far clearly show that the classical | Jaju} x| 27FK] A3t vlo]] @2® - o&9] “F 19 AH"S Al &3
form of art is — as the form of art that realizes art’s “highest vocation” - Alo]l - PAIA &Aootz o]&o] AAolat= Mol BatsiAl 71 opd7}?
art's apex? Doesn’'t it seem obvious that the highest thing art could 2ol =AM o=@ AMasihs AHojofxra of&o] 1 AXal= Ao| Huls|
possibl'y achieve Wogld be to star'1d on its own? Wh}r should art"s having Hol= 71 ofd7}? dj&o] AJYst ECjE Zri= 7S 9f o2 of Ao}
self—e.mdent foundations be considered a shortc.ormng? A.nswerlng these s17 olal o] 2o] Dalelnl. Q2| 7ol Azlsl o|&o] A7} Sojolx]
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accomplish. Hegel explains that art's basic aim is to demonstrate that there ) _ )
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is no difference between spirit and nature. In simple terms, art does this oIchx 7HChs] ASA] o] A-S J|ES 717EAlol AR CjALO] Al Ao AJAIELO
by presenting a concept in the form of a real, sensuous object. The above | ™ == = B o= ohaTe = ° L =
sketch of the dialectic of the forms of art should make clear that Hegel EH A gt oEPAEe] MSHol tigh ol Alaah HelsliA Yud
does not simply pose this question in the abstract, because every form of AL, oll7d0] o] ZAlE AR FEAR Ao A7IsHA] kdth= Adoldt. 1
art — and thus every way of negating the difference between spirit and ol ozgAol= - Tt FAla A9 AfolE ZASHE L o WYAol=
nature - is embedded in and informed by a particular social structure. - 5859 Alg] Fxo] HAE FHA O SAS seyy] giFoltt

When art has self-evident foundations, it has the appearance of being natural. The
social reality it presents is the only reality there is for that society’'s members. Here,
even the mere notion that there might be a difference between spirit and nature does
not come into play. But this very fact means that art with self-evident foundations
cannot fulfil what it, in Hegel's mind, seeks to accomplish. The issue is that the
realization of art’s aim implicitly requires that recipients be capable of thinking the = vl o] & e RS AeH 8482
difference between nature and spirit. But the members of a homogeneous society do At FAle] ApolE AL 4 Qlojof qith=
not conceptualize nature, as they unreflectively accept things as they are as natural. | A20ICH J2i4 SAA ARg]o] Y&

In such a society, nature is simply what one is accustomed to. Of course, there are | 5h= 7o AL 7|dsstx] f=ch 18
differences between the habituated, quasi-natural tradition and other normative | [& X}HAZ&] Zo|t}. 2&
practices that might confront the members of this society. However, in a | A}3]o] LA Yo] AIHGI= oE}
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homogeneous society, certain structures make it such that these differences are not AF3le] LA QA 712g ojd ZE2 o|3|st x}o]7} AAFAO|X] OHA|, A
productive and that they can only lead to destruction. We have already seen how o2 27 stc) 2a]= o]gdt xfo]7} AAbAolzjw ojmslof sH=x] o]q]
these differences can be made productive: They have to have the chance to play out AMHE W} Qir} Alo]SL (&St EEul 0h2) BRI &Al oA Caju

L AR . = v \TuUT = L /) o o1 M —
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differences at play. In a conflict, the object of struggle are not norms of different
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societies, but rather competing norms within a single society.




This gives us a better understanding of the sense in which art is kept from ol2H Ll d&o] ZAA AE| A= AHAl] ZRE DAFLY] ofYri=
fulfilling its aims in a homogeneous society. In short, such societies do not aro] ojn|2 A oafa & 9lA =9t AT 2|5t AlF|oA = ojzo] &
enable their members to experience and cope with differences that art U= xfo]= Jxgelo] AdsAL} thA|S & Qict djdo] Az 2ne
inigdht lput'tsnd'(:lisplay. In If[)r;ljer :o a;hie\;el Y[vf;altf it aims ’([jo ac}?[ie(;/'e,'dart }?a'i H=517] 9lal &S xfo]= 7t A olojo} str}. oj&o xfolz ol A
o deal wi ifferences. as to show that differences do not divide spiri - _
and nature, society and individual, etc., and it does this by showing that }\hj;f}(j ;\}fg} H}\ ol w==lsAE %}%;% S wofor OLH:I_JF' g5l
both sides can co-exist. In this sense, art cannot realize what it aims to _‘S—t% N %EE_ Izl EOE']_Q_E}H L3 A o™ QJD}OHH_—’_ At
accomplish if it has self-evident foundations: it has to have roots in a AR e dF SRS AET o 80 ded selsls |2 2d 4 8
context in which it can unfold its [7] reconciliatory force, which means that = Wl Apple) SAS Fofok gttt [7] o= &AM Aol Atolet S
recipients have to be able to grapple with differences in the first place. = & oloF = oujetty. Eoi7t Apgeh ofzo] wet == AAlst
The issue with art having self-evident foundations can be put like this: o|et At}
(Fifth Claim) Art with a self-evident foundation is always bound up with a
social structure that does not allow its members to experience essential (&% 5) EOi7l AIgst o2 O FAdEo] 2AARI Rfolg HEY oX|7t
differences. Because of this, art’'s “highest vocation” is inextricably | R= At8] FEQTF AX =t o] &0 o&9] “&|19] AY 'L o}l AlF]
connected to a naturalization of both art and society. Such naturalization | @ 59] A}HSIQt E71EsHA AZAE 0] Tt o]2st AtHste] Ayt 0]2s
has the consequence that art is not fully able to realize its aim of showing | t}. @2]7} BAAQ] xfo|& ZAFst & 9l&S wata] o|g{st Xfo]7} Eo] o}
that we can deal with essential differences and that these differences, thus, | e v 1= &0 Bnyt 835 AJFAE & g}
do not have the last word.
This claim gives us a clue as to why the end of art is an essential part of | o] AL o] ‘oo 2ol oo 2H AF o EAAN HBIX|o Ost ot
what art aims to achieve. But in which sense does the end of art belong to M2 Algstct. a2y ‘o&o] E2o] ‘dj&o| BojorbE o]Rri o
what art is? It might be easier to grasp Hegel's position if we first ol@ o]n|ol7}? o|&olA] 1 ET)7} AFHs}A] ot} Ao| zbi oln|z} 2olol
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uncertainty of whether a work of art will achieve what it aims to achieve. | - " © ' ' O e A ° =0
This uncertainty should not to be understood as a failure or shortcoming, O AN dmde. oY e=ddS dule 28 ol ool 1 A
but rather as an achievement in itself. According to Hegel, the romantic A7 BF=Z 0 HH@OF et &2 ] Gad G oledAZ ArEleE oz
form of art represents a fundamental shift in the relation between society of #AE olf= EW AHAlel AetE UEHEH, U @A dMe o
and art, because in it, art's effectiveness and contribution to society are =9 a3 % OﬂEJ ARRlA 71047k Oﬁﬂuf O A=A T2710] thfeh 4
always in question and can take a number of different shapes. In this | = B & S+ 7IFol| 225ttt olgd QJojoA ‘o&Q] £’ 1 ojd oz
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sense, the end of art is inscribed into every work of art as the possibility | &0l A< 7}7;) }éiif ;—.KTS? ij:j mmj ﬂo‘i? ;}i q]] Mis
of its failure. Every work of art has to find a way to grapple with its | ECjE Z2&2Xoz A }\gfit:—v_—j ,\ZEDE(H Oj;},’,; K‘Oﬂ}\O] ;0101010][ -
constitutive lack of self-evident foundations, which means nothing less than | & ofYz} 1— o™ (;’1]575'::3;‘0]? ofj&o] B9t £, %o] Bdo

that every work of art has to reinvent what art is and what art should pe: =7V E MAFESfof $H2 =sitt

That every work of art bears the burden of having to reinYent what art '13 is 1 ojH ojaAtEolE ‘olao] Dololsle AAIESol & Here xm olrf
the most important consequence of art’'s loss of. éelf—emdent fogndatlons. Jololara ojao] AHESt Srjs Ao e woixl s mest Azt
Since there is no stable ground upon which indlv'ldual works mlg}'lt rely, A8 MEalg a30] e|mE obgN o|ure] gin siEre] T ofH AEmEol
every work of art has to put art as such into question and thus posF.[ anew . ;O] S} OLEx|E Auo] Slom melA o|ARES ool A
what art is supposed to achieve. Individua'l Wor'ksv of art devrelop their own ;] ; ;_E }\Hi;i_] - :]E S e o AAES Hol AsRel pe s
terms for what art aims to achieve by working within an established art form, }\1 = =] x;; S e
such as the string quartet. In composing his first string quartet, someone like ‘?ﬂg%i QE}LJJ\W; oﬂ):l—;c_l-;f ; i 54 K 7<oE ﬂﬁg ;_T;} U.HD o wiaro] 1ot
Johannes Brahms struggles with how the form of the string quartet has'bceien ;‘ﬁz} E}\D _E ;Z] ;];H DH—J;]; ;—‘;} Z . ; _E:E; El e
developed by, say, Robert Schumann and Franz Schubert. He seeks to find a | gto]L} Au||2 _ — - g
new interpretation of the very form in question. In doing so, the form of the 3t 29 s|AdS A TAF St = 71]— o_li 0o Ej 3] q_:) = ;\'—ﬂ;; LH ELO] §
string quartet is, in a sense, reinvented. But the necessity of reinventing art oM RIAMEECH 28U o&o] RAEE TAA ;t 0115;3‘2] ‘ }O o
bears with it the possibility that artworks might fail in this their very task. oo Almjst 7= S Z 9lry HatAs} xpAlo] ot 43_'_5— jo zrmal
There is nothing that could guarantee that Brahms will succeed in Aoz olsf o ojdo] MRS AT Helots BAS B 5t}
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art. Rather, his critique simply points out a possibility that is, in the end,
inescapable, namely, the possibility that a work of art fails to have an impact
on society. The aim of art (to show that essential differences do not have the
last word) can only be realized if art can always fail in this sense. An
artwork can only fail on its own standards. The possibility of failure inherent
in every work of art is an index of the end of art. In this sense, every
artwork refers to the end of art. If each work of art aims at reinventing what
art is, then each work has to address the possibility of its own failure.

What bearing does all this have on how we should understand the end of
art? The end of art is art’'s own self-awareness of not being secured by a
stable grounding. Thus, the end of art must be understood as something
that is productive for art as such; that is, the very lack of self-evident
foundations discloses artistic possibilities. We misunderstand the notion of
the end of art if we take it to imply that art has lost its ability to make
important contributions to society. It is the other way around: With the
awareness of the possibility of its failure, art gains the potential to give new
impulses to the development of society. This is not to say that in modernity
every artwork is successful and productive. But in containing the end of art
in itself, each artwork is compelled to grapple with the possibility of its own
failure and thus to develop new forms and rules in an attempt to preserve

its own efficacy and successfully carry out its goal of reinventing art as
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such. In this way, the end of art matters for art in general. In a word: o] ==
(Sixth Claim) Art that no longer has self-evident foundations realizes an (A} 6) O] oA} AW EC)2 7Hx] ol dj&o ECi7} Bobdsiri. o
essential aspect of art in general: its being fundamentally unstable. In this _ L )
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sense, art' s end is its beginning.
3. The essential plurality of art 3. o£9] EAA A
Hegel's aesthetics makes it clear that the end of art has important consequences | *-217F ‘ol&0] RS FoT o ‘o&o FUo] Fogt AT st
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different arts and that it thus cannot be reduced to one art alone. The
differences between the arts are irreducible and insurmountable.
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[9] At first glance, it seems as if Hegel's system of the arts has no relation
to his end-of-art thesis, but some key connections to it can be found in
the relation between the three forms of art and the system of the arts.
According to Hegel, the different arts can be divided up according to their
relations to the differences between the three forms of art. In other words,
the relations between architecture, sculpture, painting, music, and poetry
are relations structured by the dialectics of the Symbolic, the Classical,
and the Romantic forms of art. It is evident that Hegel argues that the
relations are structured in this way, but it is far from evident what this
means. How should we understand the systematic insight about art Hegel
wants to express here? What kind of systematic relevance might Hegel's
explanations have for a conception of art that can be grasped
independently of Hegel's dialectical construction?
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[ think that Hegel's end-of-art thesis can help us explain why he connects
both the three forms of art and the system of the arts. To recapitulate,
the end-of-art thesis has to be understood as stating that art has no
self-evident foundations. The unstable situation of art has the effect that
artworks struggle with each other. They struggle to achieve what art aims
at achieving. Because of this, they are inevitably confronted with the
possibility of failure, a possibility that, according to Hegel, is inscribed in
every single work of art. My claim is that we can understand this basic
dimension of the end of art as the key mediating concept that allows Hegel
to connect the three forms of art with the system of the arts. The point is
that Hegel is basically interested in art as a plural practice.
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If no work of art can guarantee that it will succeed according to the
standards it sets for itself, then every work of art struggles with its own
end as art. As discussed above, in Hegel's view, works of art aim at
overcoming differences between nature and spirit, and they do so in a
concrete way. Think of a piece of music. It aims at articulating affective
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structures in such a way that they disclose what one is confronted with in
the objective world (e.g. relations between individual subjects). But different
pieces of music realize this aim in different ways. Thus, a work of art’s
struggle to succeed according to the aims it sets for itself is related to
other works of art and the ways in which they do or do not succeed
according to their aims. Works of art compete with one another to realize
what they seek to achieve. Even though every work of art stands on its
own in determining what it seeks to achieve, it struggles to achieve this
aim not only with itself but with other artworks as well. Thus, it is a
constitutive aspect of artworks that they stand in relation to other
artworks. Other artworks with related aims can always do better. In Hegel's
view, it is important for us to understand the competition in question as
something productive. Ultimately, it enlivens the practice of art.
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In this sense, each work of art’s constitutive relation to its own end has the
consequence that works of art are essentially plural. They depend on each
other. They can only determine what they aim to achieve through their
relations to other works of art. In his criticism of romantic works of art,
Hegel clearly underlines an important consequence of the interrelatedness
of works of art: Every work of art only presents a particular perspective.
No artwork is capable of providing a comprehensive, total perspective on a
cultural-historical form of life. It seems as if Hegel is criticizing the
particularity of the plurality of perspectives given in romantic works of art.
But he wants to make it clear that these works are particular in what they
present. They have to be understood as being essentially dependent on the
relations in which they stand to other works of art.
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Hegel explains the particularity of each artwork's perspective by drawing
on the example of Dutch genre painting, which often thematizes wvarious
aspects of everyday life. Hegel's claim that romantic art “makes Humanus its
new holy of holies” is telling. At first glance, it might again seem as if Hegel
were criticizing this feature of romantic art, but in fact, he is very explicit in
affirming it. This is to say that everything that concerns human beings within
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their cultural surroundings is a suitable subject for an artwork. But this does

b hold f N | 4 of art’s devel St Qlot. 22y o] Qulrt ool WA oA GAre] st Ao Q= d
not only ho or romantic art as a historical period of art's development. _ _ . _
. . . . . A o zoet Btget 22 oyt §|o maW o]= ols dvto] Egsitt
According to Hegel, it holds for art in general. Art in general is a ~ _

ole Qube [S43H A Yol Izte] BALE A AAR ZHech

thematization of what concerns human beings within their forms of life.

The essentially modern condition of art places different works of art in the
position of having to struggle with one another to present something that
is relevant to human beings in their historical-cultural circumstances. As

dlzo] 2240z ddffol2ts = off et deAtEEe A, =%
2

QAzrol ol [FR BAYS FE LANE AAS] Ash A

Hegel clearly states, it is a misunderstanding of the romantic constitution ARG gelgltt. &80l R8st AEWR, ozl "7
of art to think that “anything goes” in art. Even though every artwork is ol "ot Azsts 2l G olao] aAld oieh 28t ofd of
free to shed light on particular (and potentially irrelevant) aspects of a SAE0lE A 2ot S (Aot 8 w0l fEAE RE) FUsS
human culture, it has to defend what it chooses to portray within what one | AH-871 28 a+= Aoy osiEs Aol A7zt & gigh gheof
might call the contention among artworks. However particular (and | Al 2 FW S HARGILA AEst 7S [OF &S5y AF= G70A]
potentially irrelevant) the subject matter of an artwork seems to be, the | ®tojsljof 3tt}. of|&AF=E9] Huprt AjotR2] E435 (Atrr &€ WHAdo] g
artwork has to prove that it is important for how we as human beings | X|& 2 E) ZIXH Ho|HztL, o&SAEL 22 Q17to] AFAIS o]5lst= oo
understand ourselves. Another way of putting this is to say that the | 9lo] Zgsjtt= A Axg Z=dgsfo} dtc}. g Wsf oSAES Tas] &
particularity of artworks' perspectives is misunderstood if artworks are sto] A& TR o7Itty o] ArZotch AU WAHC] EAMS Q5| Zo]
taken as objects that simply archive culture. They do not just record C}. o]&AFZ o ol7to] AjEhdlAlo] AU EWES 7|25t Zlo] 1X|R| 9rO
aslpects olf a h}?m?n forrr; cln; life, but ratherTireser;lt these thinglf, as bjing o, 958 1 AjsAm BRAECH= ®MS mAlsth Ao 2w #go)
relevant for the form of life in question. is characteristica modern = -

constitution is, according to Hegjl, essential for art in genera}I - from fﬁ% ClEE oMY 2A= ;Oﬂ% IULE] - e ol - 2RI o

2 oo e Aoz A%y 4 9

Antiquity on. It can be summed up in the following claim:
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(Seventh Claim) Since works of art always have to face the possibility of
their own failure, they necessarily maintain relations to a plurality of works
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of art and can thus do nothing other than present a particular perspective. | E245
4

ot #Al S AAY Osoltt
4. Art, Interpretation, and Art Criticism of &, sfA, 28] o=u|H
Now [ would like to come to the most important aspect of Hegel's | 1Al U= QA olad Aol digh 51739 7HgolA 7 S8t 50 o=
conception of the romantic form of art, namely its relation to conceptual | ZF 7184 AAQ] WA= oyttt 1AM olaFA oA JtA olsFAl o
practices. Hegel characterizes the development from the classical form of | 9] WAL &AL o&0 EAA, AFA[LAAAEN] oJuigo] x|gfoz E
art to the romantic form of art as a sublation of art’s material-bodily | AAl=} UYHAlo] [11] GUHAl o Alo] Al EX]S o]Zr} o] Toiy
externality. Inwardness is [11] the central characteristic of the romantic | t;z JubA of&o] AL 7fEA AR dAg o] 9l olnjstct o 7] A
form of art. This means first and foremost that romantic art is always | og o RAlstel =g, /fEA AA Qo] o&ae A A=s1A| 9on E3F T




connected with conceptual practices. Here, art is spiritualized in the sense
that it simply does not and cannot work without conceptual practices. As | @ 2l%= QITh= ojojoA Tefstrtaxx o728 o] JFetAQl Zio tjst o|2xut
the theories and works of Hegel's romantic contemporaries make clear, the | 7 AFZo] B3] Hox% o] /@A AME & HB8Boz o 9t & 7
conceptual practices in question are twofold: They encompass, on the one | @&l AlMLe stHogaL |AS, 2 stHozL o<H|gS TS}
hand, interpretation and, on the other hand, art criticism.
I think it is important to take Hegel's claim about art’s relation to conceptual | U A§zto]], ‘of]&9] Z=qt'o] oj=@A 3jA] ‘o&o] Halolzb o] EAIMol 712
practices as a key to understanding how he views the end of art as being ol2x|= ol3fsta]d 1 Zolwct ojdo] JJEA AlMu mi= Ao ojst
essential for what art is. Thus, the final part of my paper is dedicated to s|7Ao] =&rS ArgE L o] ZQslch. welA o] 29 upx|at Ao Ut
explaining how Hegel thinks that art is inextricably bound up with practices dl&o] sfMolat=, TalT osu|Wolak AlAT} 7195 ARECIT B 3
of interpretation and art criticism. Understanding the significance of these | A7FS Mojste o Ada Zo|ch o|2l Aol olo]= o|ssly] 7MY
practices can best be approached by further analyzing the particularity of £0 MOWMo o&xEmo] EAM0] Ojst Wl AlEmol HAo|ch ot o]
works of art. As discussed above, Hegel thinks that works of art are| _ Al O Ab malo X2 7hRsiChe] o]l X molald
misunderstood if they are taken as mere cultural archives. Art is not cultural e oter 75}0_] deAss e Iote] Agae dEIaW ol AR ]%L
memory. Rather, it is, within the human form of life in general, a practice of RS AASH. &S Zobg 719o] ofdrnt. Loe &2 qlite] ALY
self-understanding. Artworks present what they thematize as being relevant A ARl AbRjstAl APZIE olefishe AAolH. dlEArEs oldll wolste
for those who engage with them. But how do those who engage with a At s HRg Qe Jle AR Aot oS Attt 22y 54 oleits
specific work of art know that what is presented is relevant to them? The of Tojsts AtdezAMs Akl TR e o] AAEHA=AE A%A &
answer can only be found by interpreting the work of art. 2 A2 1 g2 AR A FolAT A2 4 Tt
Here, interpretation is to be understood in a literal sense. It signifies o71M s A AojEo] ofuj& ofsfEofof ottt T2l lojy U
linguistic practices by which producers and recipients of artworks say oJuigtty. & dlaatEe] AR 284k S8 dleAfEel #4lo I A
something about what they think a specific work of art is about and why | YAl diall, Z2]1 T710] &4 AEAlS AW 7ty weddo] Q= olf
what it is about is relevant to human beings within a specific form of life. | 7} £91¢IX|of] Tjsl A7} Yot AA o] 2= ol QoJujo] thoet AA
We are familiar with interpretation in this sense from various practices: | of &&= djAo| A&sict & AAMHE Qdoizt [o]o Tfs] X1t E=231,
discussions with a friend while reading a novel, discussions after a film, | J3}2 2 5 EZ35H, o&H|HS sty kst AXMoA Q2= 519
art criticism, etc. In different practices, we try to make sense of an £AZ S olsfst AL, 22l ©2]7F olafst 17lo ©al9t W LL=R=
artwork and discern why what we can make sense of is relevant to us. A5 TR w2shc)
According to Hegel, it is a key characteristic of art without self-evident | _. ~ - = =
foundatiois that git has to be iZterpreted in this sense. If the meaning of Oﬂﬂ%Oﬂ HEH oHA Dli o= ofer O_}% ot A qu}_ W ijﬂ%
o] WA EAolt}. osAEa ulrt At (ol A dlePFAlo] siT
works of art were self-evident (as Hegel suggests was the case for the | _ ~ _ _ _ _
; . . | TR slAe wE ub Ucholdcky, Mol Wet SIS Zoln] o £AME
classical form of art), there would be no need for interpretation, and their o] =X AEIIAIIO] WelNL Tule DuSIAS solch Tel} dulA of
relevance for a specific form of life would be immediately obvious. But the Te o=on --o- = o imE A T ="
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romantic form of art lacks self-evident foundations that would guarantee 28AS 7 LOE o|aAtEo] oo U FAML o|s|d & YEE YAHE
that everyone understands an artwork s meaning and relevance. Out of this a0 Kt B2 Aolsith of 7|4 slAl0] Molajo] Llect. 7Hchs] ahaA]
stems the necessity for interpretation. Simply put, the romantic constitution _ _ _ _ _
. o o zArEo] JFutdole} &2 7o s o s AT AHLl] mRE 2T >
of works of art means that they can only fulfil their aims if they are ) ) o
interpreted. In a nutshell: Sl ©fuls 1 fAl= oie. el opard,
(Eighth Claim) The struggle of works of art with one another to thematize (A} 8) ol7to] AjEFuAlo] WA oJl A0IS Ax|2 ALo W o LAEE
relevant aspects of a human form of life necessitates that works of art are _ B} _ } .
. . . o] &2 oflzrrEo] siAd Zarl 7IgA Adu 284 Zarf Qo
interpreted and thus bound up with conceptual practices.
As mentioned above, the romantic understanding of art, in the narrow | okx] JZsiSo| =H2 ooz JubtAol o4 olsfoA], & |72 Tl Jut
sense of Hegel's contemporaries, accentuates art criticism as an integral A o]& olafloA osu|HLe o&x AlMol Zxtz 7ZtxElch 2Urt 3
part of' artistic pra'ctlce. my re-actualization of Hegel's modern Aol Hry o4 ol Tist Q] -3 Alslo= oAl 3t A7}, & ‘o] &o]
conception of art still has one more step, namely, to argue that art 2} mojol7}o] Ao oau|Wo] AMA oIS Sirhs S L=zl T}
CFlthl.SI'I.l plays a crucial role in [12] COHStltutlI’.lg what art is. Doing so. is 7} o Jorch [12] o= olae o] ofm, U7} o] Aol it 7E3H A|
r?ot dnfflculf, and the argument draws on a point [ have stress'ed multiple KojA o] wzo] Lpech #AoA o &AEo] siAl Eolo zbmo Tholsll
times in this chapter. For Hegel, a key aspect of works of art is that they B _ L _ _
. . . . CpololAl 7R Qe A AEo]l ATt o FAACR WSHH, o] It
realize something that is valuable for those who engage with them. Put in N 1ol Atar o K Alo Ll Ao o
, o A= QI7t slo] X}z Alo] x}o AHjE R] et AS =
abstract terms, the value in question lies in art’s ability to show that the o Aol At Alel Afololl Al ethe Al Boir
. . . . . A od2ko]] s A o] Ausi= 22X O o]l 1A 0] HIAl O
human situation is not dominated by a difference between nature and ol Aol ek Aolg. oju] FYRol deAEe ols FAIM WAL
As already explained, artworks do this in concrete ways; for 2 At olE S0l 5748 UAY Aol ofgAl (A1) AIAE SAUWR
instance, by showing how a specific way of seeing discloses the (natural) | & ZBL2ZM oBA 227} o] AAIY A& HeAlE EolEo2M o
world and thus brings us into contact with it. c}.
The concept of value helps us understand the relevance of art criticism for | ;1zja1 sjge BxRIAog Jutxlo]l 1S Qg &t o&o] ths] o&u|Ho]
art in its essentially romantic constitution. After all, if something aims at Zr= [2Q35H WAL olafat 2 91| sjEct A sixlo] AL =gz 5
realizing a value, we have to take a critical perspective in order to ask = ooiss} 9t &t T A2 BubRoz ASSH=AZ 27] o) ool
whether it effectlvel?z realizes that valug A cntlc.al perspectl.ve is always a WmA TS Asfoful 3T}, HjmA @O EA3E slulo] 71AS Doizla)
key part of evaluating whether something actualizes a particular value, a NHFLAZ, = o]s Uolos EFrel AP Asistx2 Wolat ) oA
fact that holds true far beyond art. In the case of art, those who grapple U s1Alo] Sith o290 Hool. o]AAIES =1 olob K Eslelol Aol
& o — I = O =0 X0
with works of art have to critically reflect on and evaluate what the 01:'):' m:]L : ]E o, qg_'ﬁe} ;'—J_ ; = }L _'ﬁ}
. . ool Rty OlL-X s uw]THA o HrA sty m7lsior & 5
artworks confront them with. They do so in the form of conceptual| ™ ~% SRotal glexlel diell HgAo= RHdstal Frelor g 12
. . . . " 10 = X st AL EF = = oo oA
linguistic activities. They make judgments of taste, engage in critical @2 JEA <ol & A= sofl olsolAlth Hujdds vl vlEA
reasoning, and articulate their perspectives in discussions with others. =0 Hofsto], thE olete] EEOA Aile] WS mYIITExd
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Thus, for Hegel, the importance of art criticism for art in general has to | grapy s)710] B7]o] o&H|™o] o2 <lblo] ZH= ZQALS o&o| AJust &

= o
be understood against the background of art's lacking self-evident = = = =
o Lmersion aenst Joround o ne e AN dig Aoiatcie Ag wiRel £ olalslolor @ Aletolrt. [£73] olantEel
et e 7 1| 23 4549 M S 0401 G & 1. 335 3k
, w with w v _ B}
® 88 o £ Abe oj&atEo] Al WA, Qrkw oEA QEAS Hotelo} st
evaluate whether and how works of art are relevant to them. This is done 1943t Wl o aumEe 3] o|ZofxT). o]&o] S710] AR7ER] 2 uop
o|a2]3t I Ho Ej] o o] - & -
by way of art criticism. If art is - as Hegel thinks - a constitutively , }L] jo = A= }OZ OO}\ :: L} '4015”} , 01‘? e ]
Ast AL y S sk AHLe ygju}bA ’pA]o X &A1 o
unstable practice, it is in need of critical reflection. Thus, the last part of g2t BAS fAl= ot cleo] Lash 22 HEA volH. mepA ol
) . . 5 S| EN 3 5 890 r}lo o] Azl A& olA
Hegel s modern conception of art could be explained as follows: AR ol Zigol High oAt f22 HEat 2ol B3d 4 AAH
Ninth Claim) Since works of art have to determine on their own how to - - _ = -
{ - t’ Jnce vorka o B jave lo deermie on el MR O 101 (3 9) Agmyalel Jlojstei S22 AW AleAEe olol olw Jloje
e O TS O O S o) R 8 ComToNis o TN T Rig anz ARsior okt il oleAEe =& 240l Ao tisl, 2
criticism as a practice that critically reflects on whether and how the _ . L _ g o _
o 2ol giso] dis] wjEAoz ¥Hdshs AARl oev|EE ToE T

works of art in question succeed or fail in achieving what they aim to
achieve.

i For another rejection of readings of Hegel as championing classic art [118A &g Aoz st= 72 =5l dist & 2 gr2o 2= 22 AX] Martin
Donougho, ‘Art and History: Hegel on the End, the Beginning, and the Future of Art’, in Hegel and the Arts, ed. Stephen Houlgate (Evanston: Northwestern
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vi For an explanation of the shortcomings of the classical form of art that goes in the same direction [ZAA o|&3Alo] A3HS 7k HisFo|A] Mys= 7oz cf.
Terry Pinkard, ‘Symbolic, Classical, and Romantic Art’, in Hegel and the Arts, ed. Stephen Houlgate (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 2007), 3-28,
here: 17. Surprisingly, Pinkard does not infer from this diagnosis that the sublation of the shortcoming in question implies that the romantic form of art has
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vii Cf. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, 267 ff. Hegel interprets Sophocles’ tragedy as illustrating the structural problems of a homogenous society, [3]]72-& AZ 22
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Bertram, Art as Human Practice. An Aesthetics (London: Bloomsbury, 2019), ch. 2.
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xii Robert Pippin claims that Hegel gives us a conception of modern art according to which modern art reflects the essentially “amphibious” nature of subjects

_‘]7_



within modern societies [ZHE mmo] o] w2d AL ) Atglo] Fito] EAM o2 """ R4S Zrerts HS AQ) odo] wrYsicts At whet A of
£9] LAFS 22]o|A A58t (cf. Robert Pippin, After the Beautiful. Hegel and the Philosophy of Pictorial Modernism [Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
2014]). In my view, Pippin is mistaken in implying that Hegel believed that the differences within a modern society could not be reconciled. Hegel takes art to
be one important means for demonstrating that the reconciliation is in fact always already realized. In this context, art’s aim can be understood as consisting
in prompting a transformation of one-sided self-understandings. If one - as Pippin does - thinks Hegel views modern art as simply reflecting irreconcilable
differences, one misses a key aspect of Hegel's conception of art, namely art’s transformative potential. [[]H-& 3||70o] &) A}3] U] xfol7t shelE 4 gicty Ul
U AP AAISHAIRE U7t 8710 o= Ftt o707 ole2 AP AAIY steli7t dRdE o] ohe A8 $96l&E 7 a3t Ho|th. ofd oA, ol&o] Zuet o
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ol &1 o= 7go] AH FHES, & o=o] Ald ¥&9 FAAS MEA] £+ Aolt}]

xiii I thus reject those readings of Hegel's end-of-art thesis that claim that it predicted developments of modern art that ultimately led to a crisis of the arts; for
an interpretation on these lines [Z2{U7} U= sl 'of&2] FA' EAol thgt AH Zofioll, & o] EAIZE d) o&9] Wrlo] A= ol&el $7]€ olF Aol ofAdste
it} =AsH= =sfjof "hojstc). o]2l =3) wAlo gisfAy &2 AFX] cf. Karsten Harries, ‘Hegel on the Future of Art', in The Review of Metaphysics 27/4 (1974),
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xiv Hegel characterizes this development as a “culmination [Endpunk?]” of the romantic form of art. [3]]72-& o] ¥AL JutA o&3dAlo] “HA"o =z EAX A=} Cf.
Hegel: Aesthetics 1, 529.

xv Hegel finds an example of such arbitrariness in the works of Jean Paul. [8]|AL 1% X}9]9] AtS A n}-& el A

xvi For an explanation of the enlivening dimension of the romantic plurality of artworks’ perspectives [\G¢tA of| &AFZ0] C}Q
2= b2 A X] of. Benjamin Rutter, Hegel on the Modern Arts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).
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xviii Hegel: Aesthetics 1, 607.
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