
121

Workshop – Miklós Vassányi (transl.): Schelling: Lectures on the Philosophy of Art 

Miklós Vassányi, transl.

Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph Schelling:
Lectures on the Philosophy of Art (1802/03), §§ 1-83.

Notes taken by Henry Crabb Robinson.

Schelling’s Philosophy of Art—A Very Short Philological Introduction.1

Schelling never published the manuscript of his Lectures on the Philosophy of Art, a 
university course he held repeatedly between 1802 and 1805 in Jena and Würzburg. 
The posthumous publication of the manuscript in 1859 was due to his son.2 Henry 
Crabb Robinson’s notes are one manuscript among the several student lecture 
notes which circulated in Schelling’s days. It consists of 121 paragraphs and an 
interesting addition (Anhang) concerning the Opposition of Pagan Religion and 
Christianity (Gegensatz des Heidentums und Christentums). The manuscript applies 
some abbreviations, simplifications of spelling and redundant repetitions. The 
philosophical content is to a significant extent the same as in the manuscript 
published by Schelling filius. An important difference is that here, large portions 
of the text are dedicated to the themes of mythology, religion, church, mysticism. 
It is also interesting to note that the concept of Idee, ‘idea,’ is defined here in 
several ways, a feature poignantly missing from the published version. Finally, the 
distribution of the text is different: the general introductory part is much longer. 
The present English translation is restricted to the more general part of the text, up 
to the section Construction der Kunstformen.

Lecture Notes by Henry Crabb Robinson: Schelling’s Aesthetics.3

§ 1. The absolute is that in respect of which thinking and being are one, or, from the 
idea of which its being immediately follows.4

 Otherwise the absolute would be conditioned by something different from its 
concept.

1 The translator hereby offers his sincere thanks to Professor Dr Ludovicus de Vos (Catholic University 
of Leuven), who read a first version of the translation, and made suggestions for corrections in it.

2 Schelling, K. F. A., ed., F. W. J. von Schellings Sämmtliche Werke. I. Abth., Bd. 5. I. G. Cotta’scher Verlag, 
Stuttgart und Augsburg, 1859.

3 Früher Idealismus und Frühromantik. Der Streit um die Grundlagen der Ästhetik (1795-1805). Quellenband. 
Hrsg. von W. Jaeschke. Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1995, 301-314. (Philosophisch-literarische 
Streitsachen, Bd. 1.1)

4 § 1 defines the unconditional being as the scholastic ens a se and contains, in fact, a condensed version 
of the Cartesian ontological argument for the existence of God (cf. the Fifth Meditation).
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§ 2. The form, in respect of the absolute, is fully equal to the essence.
Otherwise, since the form is the particular, there should be something in the 
form or in the particular that would not follow from the universal, because the 
characteristic particular form of the absolute is, in any case, the unity of thinking 
and being, and the particular in the absolute is fully equal with the universal.

§ 3. Absolute knowledge is immediately a knowledge of the absolute as well.
Because it is the unity of thinking and being = form of the absolute = absolute 
in respect of its essence.

§ 4. The absolute in respect of the essence as well as in respect of the form is to be 
determined as pure identity without any plurality or opposition. 

 Should there be plurality in the essence of the absolute, then plurality itself should 
be some kind of absolute, or it should have in itself the concept of the absolute 
as a unity, without ceasing to be something particular; which contradicts itself. 
But even in the absolute, no opposition is possible within the absolute, since 
thinking is simple in the fullest sense, whereas between thinking and being no 
opposition of these is thinkable (§ 1), just like there is no opposition between 
being and being. What is, however, true of the essence of the absolute, is true of 
the form also (§ 1). Therefore the absolute is qualitatively one.

§ 5. The absolute is in the fullest sense one.
Because were it not one, then the ground of this would not lie in its essence or 
in what is universal in it (§ 4), but outside it, which is impossible. However, 
this quantitative unity of the absolute is no numerical unity but an absolute (not 
synthetical) unity of oneness and multiplicity, or absolute totality.

§ 6. The absolute is in the fullest sense eternal; i.e., it does not have any relation to 
time at all.
Because if the absolute had a relation to time, then thinking and being in respect 
of the absolute would not be one, or else the existence of the latter would not 
follow from its idea (§ 1). In general the concept of duration may not be applied 
to essence or idea but only to something concrete. In God, however, essence or 
idea, and concrete or particular, are absolutely one.

§ 7. The absolute may not be conceived to precede, or to have preceded, something 
else in respect of time; it precedes everything only in respect of the idea, not in 
respect of time.
This follows from § 6.

§ 8. Within the absolute, no “before” or “after” may be thought.
Otherwise we should posit a becoming-determined within the absolute, which 
is impossible. Consequently, it cannot be thought that in the absolute, the other 
things are determined as preceding or following one another.

§ 9. In the absolute, there is not anything ideal that should not be something real at 
the same time, and nothing real that should not immediately also be something 
ideal, i.e., knowledge. 
Because in the absolute, there is no relative real or relative ideal (§ 2).
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§ 10. The absolute in itself is neither conscious nor unconscious, neither free nor 
un-free or necessary.
All consciousness relies on a relative unity of thinking and being, it presupposes 
reflection; in the absolute, unity is absolute, the absolute knowledge is not a 
reflected, not a conscious knowledge. By virtue of this, the absolute is neither 
conscious nor unconscious, as regards reflection. In the same manner, freedom 
relies on relative unity, and separation, of possibility and actuality; whereas in 
the absolute, this unity is absolute, but the absolute is not un-free either, because 
it is void of affections and it is determined only through its own eternal idea.

§ 11. We have no positive intuition of the absolute, except in so far as the form 
which is equal to it becomes incorporated in us as knowledge.
Only an absolute knowledge is knowledge of the absolute at the same time (§ 
3). The absolute knowledge, however, being the form of all forms, is equal with 
the knowledge of the absolute. Only through the absolute knowledge, in so 
far as this is incorporated in us, can we therefore have a positive intuition of 
the absolute. Only through intellectual intuition is a positive intuition of the 
absolute thinkable. For the pure understanding is the absolute only the negation 
of all oppositions produced by the reflection.

§ 12. The form is, in the absolute, absolute only in so far as the form, as something 
particular, has taken up into itself the universal or the essence.
In itself there exists no opposition between essence and form. Essence and form 
are only different modes of considering one and the same thing. The form is the 
particular; the essence is the universal; but each of them includes in itself, in its 
own absoluteness, the other.

§ 13. Even the essence is only absolute in so far as it, as something universal, includes 
in itself the particular as well.
Follows from what precedes. Therefore, form and essence are positively and 
essentially one.

§ 14. Without doing any harm to this essential unity, essence and form are, in 
respect of their concept, different and opposed.
Because as far as their concept is concerned, they are different through the fact 
that, in respect of the form, the universal is displayed in the particular, and that 
in respect of the essence, the particular is shown in the universal. By virtue of the 
equal absoluteness of both, this ideal determination is, therefore, not abolished.

§ 15. The absolute as such is, insofar as it is the indifference of the essence and of 
the form, neither the one nor the other of the two units but precisely only the 
indifference of both.
Follows from § 2. 

§ 16. The absolute as such can only become manifest in the union of the two unities 
of, respectively, the form and the essence. 
Immediately follows from § 15.
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§ 17. The unity of the form, i.e., the unity in which the universal takes the form of 
the particular, becomes manifest in nature.
The particular—i.e., the ideal determination of nature—is the finite, the 
particular, the form. Nature, however, could not have reality if the infinite 
universal, the essence, were not built or received into the finite particular, the 
form in it [=in Nature].5

§ 18. Eternal nature, i.e., nature in itself, is in the absolute only insofar as it is in the 
absolute unification of both unities.
That is to say, nature is in the absolute not as the particular unity in the form of 
which it appears to us in reflected cognition. (§ 16)

§ 19. Eternal nature includes, in turn, in its eternity, all other unities in itself. 
Because eternal nature is nature insofar as it is not conceived as a particular 
unity. § 18, compare § 12. 

§ 20. Nature as such (as a particular unity) is no perfect revelation of the Absolute 
in itself.
Follows from § 16.

§ 21. Reason, conceived purely, is the perfect ideal image of the absolute in the real, 
i.e., in the created world.
The organism, in its idea, is the real image of the absolute in the real world; in the 
same real world, reason is subjective or ideal. This is because reason abolishes 
absolutely the difference between the universal and the particular; intuition 
and understanding are, in reason, absolutely without any difference. Therefore, 
reason is the ideal representation of the absolute, i.e., of the universe, like the 
organism is the real representation of the same.

§ 22. The unity of the essence, or, that in which the particular is formed into the 
universal and the finite is formed into the infinite, is as such manifest in the ideal 
world.
We call “ideal world” that which is opposed to nature, and insofar as it is 
opposed to nature—the ideal world is universally posited through the reception 
of the finite into the infinite, of the many into the one.

§ 23. The ideal world in itself, i.e., in its eternal character is in the absolute as such 
only insofar as it is in the absolute unification of both unities.
Correlated to § 18.

§ 24. The ideal world, in so far as it is ideal, is never a perfect revelation of the 
absolute-in-itself-and-for-itself.
Correlated to § 20.

§ 25. The perfect revelation of the absolute as such, in the ideal world, is thinkable 
only insofar as the absolute unification of both unities is really displayed in it.
That is to say, at the point where knowledge and action would no longer be 
separated—because it is only in this absolute lack of difference that the root of 

5 (...) – Schelling’s brackets; [...] – translator’s brackets.
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all reality altogether lies, and it is only in this absolute lack of difference that, 
even in the ideal world, the absolute, i.e., is the root of all reality, can become 
objective.

§ 26. The perfect ideal image of the absolute in the ideal world is the absolute 
science, that is, philosophy.
Here we speak about philosophy in itself, which is so in the ideal world as 
reason is in the real world. In philosophy, the subjective is added to reason, 
which is objective. That philosophy is the ideal image of the absolute, becomes 
clear from that in philosophy, both unities of knowledge and action loose all 
contradistinction as against each other, while philosophy still remains a science.

§ 27. The perfect real image of the absolute in the ideal world is art.
Correlated to the previous paragraph. 
That art is a perfect image of the absolute becomes clear from the circumstance 
that art, by its own activity, abolishes all difference between the two unities. 
Hence, philosophy and art are related to each other in the ideal world in the 
same manner as organism and reason in the real world.
The organic work of nature presents both unities in a still unseperated condition, 
while these unities, after their separation, are, again, absolutely merged into one 
by art.

§ 28. The positive character of the work of art is that it is entirely form and entirely 
material, in the same manner in both cases.
Follows from the preceding one, compare with § 2. In the work of art, conscious 
and unconscious loose all contradistinction as against each other, and precisely 
by virtue of this, the work of art is an expression of the absolute consciousness 
(§ 10).

§ 29. The work of art, though it is in the middle of time, is nevertheless independent 
of time, i.e., it is absolutely eternal.
Because every work of art is the expression of the absolute merger [in eins 
Bildung], i.e., of the absolute itself. Follows from the paragraph before the 
preceding one [§ 27].

§ 30. Every work of art is necessarily unity and totality at the same time.
It is a unity, since it is an expression of the absolute unity. Follows from the 
preceding paragraph. It is plurality, since it is an expression of the absolute 
unity, i.e., of the unity of unity and plurality (§ 5).

§ 31. The absolute merger of the form and of the essence in the ideal world is, when 
ideally contemplated, truth; when really contemplated, beauty.
Beauty is called precisely that which is entirely essence and form. 

§ 32. Beauty and truth in themselves are one.
Because both present the same merger (§ 31).

§ 33. The universe is formed in God in absolute beauty, hence, it is formed as a work 
of art.
Follows from §§ 18, 23, 28, 31.
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§ 34. In art, the secret of creation becomes objective, and art, precisely because of 
this, is totally creative or productive.
Because the absolute merger, which is objective in artistic production, is the 
source of all; and the artistic production is therefore a symbol of the divine 
production. This principle of the absolute immanent creative power is that 
which appears, in the world of reflection, as power of imagination (the power 
of merging).

§ 35. The causing agent, that is, the formal cause of all art is God himself.
Follows from the preceding.

§ 36. The true construction of art is presentation of its forms as forms of the things 
as they are in God.
The universe is formed as a work of art in God (§ 33). Hence, the forms of art 
are none else but the forms of the things as they are in God. Construction, 
however, is presentation in the absolute, and the construction of art is therefore 
presentation of the forms of the things in the absolute.

§ 37. The particular things as such are purely forms without essentiality, which 
cannot be in the absolute in any other way but in so far as they, as particular 
things, receive in themselves, again, the full essence of the absolute.
What we have so far opposed, as particular, to the universal, now opposes 
itself, in accordance with § 36, to the particular as such, in the indifference with 
the universal in so far as it is universal. The thesis that the absolute is perfectly 
indivisible follows from this immediately. It is even possible to express this thesis 
as follows: The particular, in order that it, in so far as it is particular, may be in 
the absolute, must be at the same time unity and plurality, i.e., totality. § 30.

§ 38. In the absolute, all particular things are really separate and really one only 
by that each of them is the universe for itself, or by that each of them is the 
absolutely whole.

§ 39. The particular things, in so far as they are, in their particularity, absolute, and 
hence, in their absoluteness, universa, are called ideas –

§ 40. The same mergers of the universal with the particular, within the particular‒
which are, ideally viewed, ideas‒are, viewed as a reality, gods.
The absolute, viewed as a reality, is God; the absolute itself within the particular 
are the ideas; the ideas, viewed as a reality, are the divine contemplated in the 
particular, i.e., the gods. This follows from the preceding paragraph. The gods 
are, in relation to art, what the ideas are, in relation to philosophy.

§ 41. The absolute reality of the gods follows immediately from their absolute 
ideality.
The gods are absolutely in the absolute, but ideality and reality are absolutely 
one.

§ 42. Pure limitation on the one hand, and undivided absoluteness on the other, 
are the determining law of the ideas of the gods.
Follows from 38. 
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§ 43. The world of the gods is not an object either of the pure understanding, or of 
reason, but exclusively of the phantasy.
Follows from § 42; because the understanding sticks only to limitation, while 
reason is able to present the synthesis of the universal and of the particular only 
ideally; in terms of reality, only the phantasy is able to do that. In art, phantasy 
is different from the imagination, just like in philosophy intellectual intuition is 
different from reason.

§ 44. The gods in themselves are neither moral, nor unmoral, but free from this 
relation.
Because morality and lack of morality rely on the division of the finite from 
the infinite, which division is in absolute unity in the gods. This thesis may 
be formulated in the following manner also: the gods are, in accordance with 
their nature and absolutely, blessed. For, in the same manner as morality is the 
reception of the particular into the universal, so is blessedness the reception of 
the universal into the particular.

§ 45. The fundamental law of all formations of the gods, in so far as it is the law of 
the synthesis between limitation and the absolute, is also the law of beauty.
Because beauty is the absolute, viewed as a reality. But the formations of the 
gods are the absolute in the particular, or, the absolute in synthesis with some 
limitation.

§ 46. Again, the gods necessarily form a totality among themselves, a world of their 
own.
Since in every figure, the absolute is posited together with a limitation, therefore 
every single figure presupposes all others.

§ 47. The gods acquire an independent existence for the phantasy, or, a poetical 
existence, only by constituting a world among themselves.
Follows immediately from § 46. Because it is only by virtue of the gods’ 
constituting a divine world of their own, that each single figure acquires 
existence and reality.

§ 48. The relation of dependence among the gods cannot be represented otherwise 
but through a relation of begetting.
Because begetting is the only kind of dependence by which the dependent 
being remains absolute for itself, which is a necessary prerequisite in the case of 
the gods, in accordance with § 42.

§ 49. The totality of the poetry concerning gods in which the gods acquire perfect 
objectivity, or independent existence for the phantasy, is mythology.

§ 50. Mythology is the necessary condition and the primary material of all art.
Follows from all what precedes.

§ 51. It is only symbolically possible to present the absolute within the particular, 
with an absolute indifference between the universal and the particular.
The symbolical mode of presentation is itself a synthesis of the schematic 
and the allegorical modes. In this mode of explanation, the universal and the 
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particular are one, down to absolute indifference; so that neither the particular 
means the universal, nor the universal the particular, but the universal is at the 
same time the whole of the particular, while the particular is the whole of the 
universal. The presentation in which the universal refers to the particular is 
schematism. The presentation in which the particular refers to the universal is 
allegorical. It is on this explanation of the symbolical that the proof of the above 
thesis immediately relies. All these three modes of representation are possible 
only through the imagination, and the symbolical mode of representation is the 
absolute mode of representation among them. The image is different from the 
scheme in that the image is the concrete itself, while the scheme is the universal 
in the concretum.
Corollary: Mythology on the whole, and each mythological poem in 
particular, is to be conceived neither schematically, nor allegorically, but 
symbolically.
Follows from the preceding one. It is just as impossible to conceive mythology 
or its individual figures historically, because although it may be very true that a 
race of gods preceded the present mankind, still, this does not render mythology 
independent. The historical and psychological explanation of mythology, 
which transplants mythology exclusively on an earthly ground, deserves no 
mentioning.

§ 52. The characteristic feature of true mythology is universality and infinity.
Because (cf. § 47) mythology in itself is only possible in so far as it is developed 
into a totality; it suffers no limitation from outside. However, in the prototypical 
universe, which mythology must present, all things and relations of things 
are present in absolute possibility at the same time; the world of phantasy, of 
mythology, must be fully closed in itself, it must include past, present and 
future in itself; and infinity is a just as necessary feature of it as universality.

§ 53. The mythological poems cannot be thought to have come to be either as 
intentional creations, or as unintentional creations.
Not as intentional creations, because in that case, they should have been present 
for the sake of some meaning (cf. § 51); not as unintentional creations, because 
in that case, they should be as if without meaning. Both contradict to what 
precedes.

§ 54. Mythology cannot be the work either of the individual man, or of the race or 
species, insofar as these latter are only a compound of the individuals; but it can 
only be the work of the race considered as an individual, and of the species in so 
far as it is identical with an individual man.
Mythology cannot be the work of an individual man because it should have 
absolute objectivity, it should be the universe in the highest potency; it cannot 
be the work of the species in so far as it is a compound of the individuals, 
because it should be in itself harmonious and one. It demands, for it to be 
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possible, the unity of the individual and the species, the absolute unification of 
nature and freedom.

§ 55. In as much as the point of the absolute indifference between the absolute 
and the particular is produced objectively in the artistic material, this point of 
absolute indifference is necessarily differentiated, again, along two sides.
Follows from §§ 15, 16. In the same manner as the absolute, in its essential unity 
and power, differentiates itself in two opposed unities, so does even the artistic 
material, which corresponds to matter, and objectifies the indifference. 
Corollary: Since matter is for itself identical, and since it has no opposition in 
itself, therefore the opposition itself can be something ideal only, hence‒because 
the ideal principle in the real world expresses itself as time‒it can only be an 
opposition in terms of time or an opposition which belongs to history.

§ 56. The opposition will express itself in that the unity of the infinite with the finite 
appears in the artistic material on the one hand, as a work of nature, on the other, 
as a work of freedom.
Because‒since in the material in and for itself always and necessarily the unity, in 
and for itself, of the infinite and the finite is posited, but this unity is only possible 
in the double sense of the subsumption of the finite under the infinite and vice 
versa, but the former subsumption corresponds to the ideal world, whereas the 
latter corresponds to nature, therefore‒the unity, in so far as it indifferentiates 
itself (cf. § 55), must appear, on the one hand, as a work of freedom, while on 
the other, as a work of nature, in the produced world. This opposition is carried 
through in the ancient and modern poetry.

§ 57. The unity will appear, in the first case, as a representation of the infinite in the 
finite, in the second case, as a representation of the finite in the infinite.
Follows from the preceding one.
Addition. Insofar as, in the first case, the infinite is represented in its unity with 
the finite, both will appear with an absolute lack of separation.
Follows from the addition to § 27.

§ 58. In the first case, the finite is posited as a symbol of the infinite; in the second, 
as an allegory of the infinite.
Follows from the explanations in § 51.
The character of the art in the first case is on the whole symbolical, while in the 
second case, it is on the whole allegorical.

§ 59. In the mythology of the first kind the universe is viewed as nature; in the 
mythology of the second kind, as the world of providence, i.e., as history.
Follows from what precedes.
There, the opposition of the infinite to the finite presents a revolt against the 
infinite; here, as an unconditional dedication of the finite to the infinite. That 
one is the principle of sublimity, this one is the principle of beauty in a more 
restricted sense.
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§ 60. In the poetical world of the first kind, the species will develop into the 
individual or particular, while in that of the second kind, the individual for itself 
will strive to express the universal.
Follows from what precedes.

§ 61. Therefore, the mythology of the first kind will develop into a closed world of 
the gods, while for the other, the totality in which its ideas are objectivised, will 
in turn be an infinite whole.
Because there, infinity advances towards the interior, while here, towards the 
exterior. The first world is being, whereas the latter is in the course of coming-
to-be. In all these considerations, modern poetry is fixed as an opposite, not 
absolutely.

§ 62. There, polytheism will be possible by the limitation of nature, while here, 
only by virtue of limitation in time.
Follows from § 59. 
If, in the modern direction, the infinite comes into the finite, this may happen 
only in so far as the infinite annihilates the finite by its example.

§ 63. In the first kind of mythology, nature is that which is manifest, whereas the 
ideal world is that which is secret; while in the other, the ideal world becomes 
manifest, whereas nature withdraws as a mystery.
Follows from § 59.

§ 64. There, religion is based on mythology, while here, rather, mythology is 
based on religion.
In Christianity, the relation of the f inite to the infinite can only be 
viewed through religion, i.e. through the subjective philosophy; in the first 
mythology, however, the relation of the finite to the infinite is dependent on 
the reception of the infinite into the finite only.
1. There, religion itself must have appeared more as a religion of nature, while 
here, it could appear only as a revealed religion. Follows from §§ 59 and 60 as 
well.
2. Mythology must have immediately originated from a religion of this kind, 
since mythology is based on tradition.
3. The ideas of this religion in and for themselves could not be mythological, 
and this religion could develop into mythological material only in the course of 
history.

§ 65. Just like there, the ideas could primarily be objectivised in being only, here, 
in the same manner, they could primarily be objectivised through action only.
Because every idea is a merging of the finite into the infinite. Here, this unity is 
qua an action, i.e., as a reception of the finite into the infinite.

§ 66. The fundamental intuition of all symbolism of the latter kind was 
necessarily the church.
Because the fundamental intuition of the same is (cf. § 59) the universe qua history, 
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which subsists in the form of a unity in the whole, and of a separation in the 
particular. This synthesis is symbolically anticipated in the idea of the church.
1. The church is to be viewed as a work of art.
2. The true church is necessarily universal [katholisch]. Because it is the 
fundamental symbol of the absolute, and must strive after totality on all sides.

§ 67. The external action, in which the unity of the infinite with the f inite is 
expressed, is symbolical.
Because it is the representation of that unity in the particular.

§ 68. The same action, in so far as it is purely internal, is mystical.
1. Mysticism is therefore a subjective symbolism.
2. Mysticism in and for itself is unpoetical, since it is the pole opposite to 
poetry, inasmuch as it represents the unity of the finite and the infinite in 
what is ideal. Hence, this holds only for mysticism in and for itself, not for 
mysticism in so far as it is objectivised.

§ 69. The law of the first kind of art is immutability in itself, while that of the second 
kind is progress and change.
Follows from what precedes.

§ 70. There, the exemplary, the archetypicality holds sway, while here, originality.
Because there, the universal appears as something particular, while here, 
the particular appears as something universal (§ 60).
Originality is particularity in so far as it develops into universality.

§ 71. The other kind of art is as a transition only, i.e., in non-absoluteness, in 
opposition to the first kind.
Because the perfect integration [Einbildung] of the finite into the infinite is equal 
to the integration of the infinite into the finite.

§ 72. The requirement of absoluteness in respect of the latter kind of mythology 
would be that mythology should change the order of sequence of its divine 
phenomena into a singularity or being-at-the-same-time.
Follows from § 71. This change is possible through integration only, by virtue of 
the opposite unity.

§ 73. In the same manner as the gods of nature developed into gods of history in 
the mythology of the first kind, so the gods of the other kind of mythology must 
cross over from history into nature.
Follows from § 72.

§ 74. The immediate efficient cause of the work of art or of the actual individual 
thing‒by which cause, in the ideal world, the Absolute comes to be real and 
objective‒is the eternal concept, i.e., the idea of man in God, which idea is one 
with soul itself and is linked to it.
Follows from § 34. Because God produces only the ideas of the things 
immediately out of Himself.
Explanations:
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1. In God, all things are in their ideas only, and they can be productive only in 
so far as, in a reflex, even finite and infinite are in a unity in them. Only man can 
objectively produce the absolute, by virtue of this unity of his nature taken as 
an idea.
2. The eternal concept of man in God, viewed as the immediate cause of man’s 
effects, is what is called “brilliant talent” [Genie] (as it were the genius, the divine 
producing).
3. God produces nothing out of Himself except suchlike in which, again, His full 
essence is expressed, i.e., nothing but what would be, in turn, itself productive, a 
universe in itself. Every idea is absolutely productive.
4. The producing activity of God is an eternal act of cognition. The cognition of 
God is never-ending production. Out of his real side, He produces a reflection 
of his infinity in the finite; out of his ideal side, He produces a reflection of his 
finitude in the infinite. Both are undifferentiated in him, just like in the genius.

§ 75. Only that piece of work is a work of art, by which the eternal concept of man in 
God – i.e., God Himself – is objectivised.
This is a simple inversion of the preceding one.

§ 76. The effect of the genius‒i.e. the work of art‒is never fully conceivable in finite 
terms; there is, instead, in every real work of art something that can be conceived 
only in eternal terms.
Follows immediately from the preceding one.

§ 77. The real side of the genius, i.e., that unity which is the development of the 
infinite into the finite, can be called, in a more restricted sense, poetry; while 
the ideal side, i.e., that unity which is the development of the finite into the 
infinite, can preferentially be called “art within art.”

§ 78. Poetry includes in itself art in its absoluteness; art includes poetry in itself.
This is clear from all what precedes. It follows immediately already from § 28.

§ 79. The first of the two unities, the one which is the development of the infinite 
into the finite, expresses itself in the work of art first and foremost as sublimity; 
the other unity which is the development of the finite into the infinite expresses 
itself primarily as beauty.

§ 80. The sublime, in its absoluteness, includes the beautiful, in the same manner as 
the beautiful, in its absoluteness, includes the sublime.
Corresponds to § 78.

§ 81. The same opposition of the two unities expresses itself in poetry-considered-
for-itself through the opposition between the naïve and the sentimental.
The sentimental denotes only the opposed tendency in the non-absoluteness 
of the latter, and poetry appears as naïve only when it is opposed to the 
sentimental; in the naïve author, it is the objective that is at work, whilst in 
the sentimental author, the subject appears as subject.

§ 82. Poetry, in its absoluteness in itself, is neither naïve, nor sentimental.
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§ 83. The opposition of the two unities in art-considered-for-itself can express itself 
only in style and manner.
Even manner is only the non-absolute, in the one tendency, whereas style appears 
as style only in opposition to manner. This opposition, just like the preceding 
one, is also a mere opposition of phenomena.


