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HERMENEUTIC INTERPRETATION OF ART:
SHARED AND DIVERGENT VIEWS
IN THE THOUGH
OF M. HIEDEGGER AND H.-G. GADAMER

Abstract. The article explores the contributions of
M. Heidegger and H.-G. Gadamer to the foundations of
hermeneutic interpretation of art. The purpose of the research is
to reveal the commonalities and differences in the philosophical
approaches to the interpretation of artworks in the hermeneutic
aesthetics of M. Heidegger and H.-G. Gadamer. The methods
used in the article include: hermeneutic analysis, comparative
and textual analysis, and critical discussion. Heidegger views art
as a fundamental means of revealing truth and the world,
asserting that it opens up a space where the essence of being is
disclosed. For him, works of art are not mere representations,
but they actively shape our understanding of existence by
bringing hidden truths into the open. Gadamer, on the other
hand, emphasizes the importance of the interpreter’s role in the
process of understanding art. He argues that the act of
interpretation is always situated within historical and cultural
contexts, with the “prejudices” of the interpreter influencing
how a work is understood. Unlike Heidegger, who focuses on
the event of truth unfolding within art, H.-G. Gadamer sees art
as a dialogue between the past and present, where meaning is

368



APT-nnatr®OPMA. 2025. Bun. 1(11)

negotiated through engagement with the artwork. Both
philosophers reject the notion that art is merely about beauty or
enjoyment, instead positioning it as a process through which
truth is revealed and understood. The study concludes that while
both M. Heidegger and H.-G. Gadamer emphasize the
ontological dimension of art, their views diverge in terms of the
role of the interpreter and the temporality of the art experience.
For M. Heidegger, the work of art reveals the truth in a singular,
almost event-like occurrence, where the essence of being is
disclosed through the artwork itself. The focus is on the
“happening” of truth, and the spectator’s role is more passive, as
a witness to this disclosure of truth. In contrast, H.-G. Gadamer
sees the interpreter as an active participant in the process of
understanding, where the act of interpretation is shaped by the
historical and cultural, as well as the personal interpreter’s
traditions. The meaning of art, for H.-G. Gadamer, unfolds in a
continuous dialogue between the artwork and the interpreter,
reflecting the temporality of historical consciousness. In this
way, the artwork is not a static entity but a dynamic process,
where understanding evolves over time through interaction with
the work.

Key words: hermeneutic  interpretation, art,
M. Heidegger, H.-G. Gadamer.

Introduction. Hermeneutic interpretation of a work of
art involves revealing its various levels of meaning by
uncovering the artist’s intention, incorporating historical, social,
and cultural contexts, as well as the subjective experience of the
viewer and their own interpretative “tradition” (in Gadamer's
terms). It acknowledges that the meaning of a work of art is not
constant, but is recreated each time through the interaction
between the artwork, its creator, and the audience.

Philosophers of hermeneutics have played a significant
role in changing perceptions of art, shifting the question from
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“What is art” to “When does art take place?” Firstly, the focus
on art has shifted from the object itself to a broader contextual
environment in which the object exists, drawing on a wide
hermeneutic context for interpreting artworks. Secondly, the
existence of the artwork and its interpreter is considered “in the
context of the question of their relation to truth, rather than to
the technique of arousing and discharging pre-programmed
emotions (catharsis)” [1, p. 39].

Problem statement. The new hermeneutic approach to
the ontology of art can be seen in opposition to the classical
philosophical tradition of understanding. Specifically, this
perspective rejects established ideas of the classical approach,
such as: the structural similarity between artistic experience and
practical knowledge, likening art to technique or a distinctive
craft; the view of art as imitation of nature, opposed to reality;
and the utilitarian understanding of art as serving the purpose of
entertainment. At the same time, philosophical hermeneutics
highlights a fundamentally different teleological function of art
as a means of attaining truth, which cannot be accessed through
scientific research or philosophical and historical inquiry.

The foundational hermeneutic ideas of Heidegger and
Gadamer, which have defined the contours of contemporary
hermeneutic interpretation of works of art, retain their
significance in modern art criticism. This defines the relevance
of this article.

Analysis of recent research and publications. A
significant amount of scholarly research has been dedicated to
the problem of hermeneutic interpretation of works of art. When
analyzing the theoretical legacy of Gadamer and Heidegger,
researchers mainly focus on issues such as the mediation of
vision and understanding by the viewer-interpreter, the
expansion of the “being” of the artwork, Gadamer's and
Heidegger's specific understanding of the hermeneutic circle,
which differs from the traditional hermeneutic circle of 19th-
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century hermeneutics, the role of tradition and prejudices, the
situational nature of interpretation, and other related topics. We
will briefly examine these approaches, which form the
theoretical foundation of our research.

One of the central ideas in the literature associated with
the hermeneutic interpretation of art is that the vision and
understanding of a work of art are active, dynamic processes,
with the interpreter, the viewer, being the primary condition and
component of the interpretative process [4; 15; 16; 21]. In this
regard, Gadamer himself emphasizes that the interpreter’s own
horizon is crucial, “but not as a personal standpoint that he
maintains or enforces, but more as an opinion and a possibility
that one brings into play and puts at risk, and that helps one truly
to make one’s own what the artwork says” [7, c. 388-390]. It is
the subjective experience of the viewer as an interpreter that has
the power to alter the very subject of art, not simply
reinterpreting it but expanding its “being” and extending the
temporal boundaries of the work’s origin. Researchers note that
through interpretation, “something is born and grows, something
that is reducible neither to the interpreter nor to the text, nor to
their combination” [21, p. 251].

In the hermeneutic interpretation of works of art, a key
concept for understanding the methodological process remains
the notion of the hermeneutic circle, according to which “the
interpretation of the meaning of the whole implies understanding
the parts, and the understanding of the parts depends on some
sense of the whole” [18, p. 112]. Bontekoe connects this with
the recognition of how these parts are integrated into the whole:
“The object of comprehension, taken as a whole, is understood
in terms of its parts, and ... this understanding involves the
recognition of how these parts are integrated into the whole” [2,
p. 3]. Part of the research on the hermeneutic interpretation of
works of art focuses on identifying differences between
traditional hermeneutic understanding in  19th-century
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hermeneutics — where the circle is “closed” once the
understanding of the text is achieved — and the hermeneutic
theory of Gadamer and Heidegger [2]. According to these
approaches, the circle never fully closes, as it remains dynamic,
constantly moving in the tradition synchronized with the
movement of the interpreter. Gadamer himself writes that “the
understanding of the text remains permanently determined by
the anticipatory movement of fore-understanding” [7, p. 293]. If
the process of understanding is not continuously supplemented,
based on the ongoing flow of new information, the hermeneutic
circle may turn into a vicious circle.

Contemporary  literature on the  hermeneutic
interpretation of works of art also focuses on the situational
nature of interpretation and the uniqueness of the subjective
viewpoint [9; 16; 19], which also traces back to Gadamer’s
hermeneutic aesthetics in the context of situational
understanding within a specific historical tradition and the role
of so-called Gadamerian prejudices. Relying on the philosopher,
Green notes that “once we accept the notion of a point of view,
we begin to realize that no one has a complete vision from any
point in the world” [9, p. 18]. Works of art are viewed through
their localization in a historical and cultural context and the
experience of a specific interpreter.

Despite the considerable interest researchers have shown
in the hermeneutic legacy of Gadamer and Heidegger, the
problem of the ontology of art remains insufficiently explored,
particularly in the comparison of the hermeneutic aesthetics of
these two philosophers, with an emphasis on both the
commonalities and differences in their approaches to the
hermeneutic interpretation of artworks.

The aim of this article is to reveal the commonalities and
differences in the approaches to the hermeneutic interpretation
of works of art by Heidegger and Gadamer. The methods used
in writing the article include: Hermeneutic Analysis, aimed at
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interpreting philosophical texts to understand how both thinkers
approach the concept of art, truth, and interpretation;
Comparative Analysis to juxtapose the philosophical approaches
of Heidegger and Gadamer, identifying both commonalities and
differences in their views on hermeneutic interpretation; Textual
Analysis, with close reading and analysis of primary sources,
such as Heidegger’s Being and Time and Gadamer’s Truth and
Method to draw out their arguments and positions regarding art
and interpretation.

Presentation of the main research material. The
rethinking of the ontology of art in contemporary hermeneutic
philosophy is closely associated with the works of late
Heidegger, and Gadamer [5; 11]. Let us consider the
contributions of Gadamer and Heidegger to the philosophical-
hermeneutic approach to the ontology of art, identifying the
commonalities and differences in their ideas.

Heidegger, in his works on the ontology and
phenomenology of art (Heidegger,), calls for moving beyond
aesthetics to understand the true meaning of art and its impact
on us. For Heidegger, the essence of art lies in the fact that it
becomes a representation that presupposes a level of existence
that cannot be fully explained, as knowledge remains partial,
what 1s known remains approximate, and what is mastered
remains unstable [12, p. 39]. This interpretation of art resonates
with Gadamer’s ideas. The hermeneutic circle, according to
Gadamer, describes a constant and ongoing process of trial and
error, where one always strives to develop correct anticipations,
which must be “confirmed by the things themselves” [7, p. 267].
Gadamer argues that the object of understanding is indefinite
and renewed with each act of understanding. We can never have
a completely objective understanding of a work of art because
we cannot overcome the historical specificity and limitations of
our preconceptions. The only requirement for interpretation,
according to Gadamer, is openness to the thought of the work
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and its mutability [7, p. 268]. Behind every effort of
understanding operates an “effective history,” the influence of
which the interpreter never fully realizes.

The thoughts of the two philosophers resonate in their
view that a work of art represents the “unconcealment of truth”
[13, p. 262] and that “art is the becoming and the event of truth"
[12, p. 59]. This process involves the interpreter in a new way of
being in the world [23, pp. 125-140], as the “unfolding” of the
work presupposes the creation of a world into which the
interpreter can enter, unveiling an environment previously
hidden from the surrounding context.

For Gadamer, this new worldview revealed through the
interpretation of a work of art is understood through the concept
of the “fusion of horizons.” According to Gadamer, attaining a
horizon means “learning to look beyond what is immediately at
hand —not to divert attention from it but to see it better, in greater
totality and more truthful proportion” [7, p. 305].

Although both philosophers agree that art is a key means
of revealing being and truth, their approaches differ. For
Heidegger, art is a way of unveiling the world, where the work
of art creates a space for the revelation of truth as
“unconcealment” (aletheia), allowing a person to experience
being in the world. In Heidegger’s view, the work of art exists
as an event that reveals truth, and in which the viewer becomes
part of this revelation. Gadamer, on the other hand, views art as
a space for dialogue, where the artwork serves as a medium
through which the event of truth occurs. For Gadamer, art is not
simply the “unveiling of truth,” but a process of play in which
the viewer is engaged in a dialogue, interpreting the work based
on their historical horizon of experience. This dialogue not only
changes the understanding of the work but also transforms the
interpreter, making art a vital element not just in the revelation
of truth but also in the transformation of the viewer.
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Thus, both Heidegger and Gadamer regard art as a
fundamental way of experiencing truth. However, Heidegger
focuses on the eventfulness of art as a means of revealing being,
while Gadamer emphasizes the dialogical and historical
character of the interaction between the interpreter and the
artwork.

A central idea in Heidegger’s hermeneutic philosophy is
the revolutionary potential of art and its ability to focus and
transform our sense of what exists and what is meaningful. Great
works of art “initially grant things their appearance,” meaning
they help establish the implicit understanding within a historical
community of what things are. At the same time, such works
give “humanity its view of itself,” shaping the community's
implicit conception of what truly matters in life, what deserves
preservation in the traditions of the community, and so on [12,
pp. 27-29].

Heidegger suggests that art can perform its work of
revealing the world on at least three different levels: (a) In the
dimension of the micro-paradigm, or “things that act,” helping
us become aware of what matters most to us in such things; (b)
At the level of paradigmatic works of art, such as Van Gogh’s
paintings and Hoélderlin’s poetry, which reveal how art itself
functions; (c) In the dimension of macro-paradigmatic “great”
works of art, such as the Greek temple and tragic drama, which
manage to fundamentally transform a historical community’s
“understanding of being” — its deepest and ultimate realization
of what art is and how it reveals being [12, p. 26]. Van Gogh’s
paintings, in this sense, according to Heidegger, illuminate not
only “what art is,” helping us move beyond modern aesthetics
“from within,” but also what it means to encounter being in a
“postmodern” way. Thus, for Heidegger, Van Gogh’s paintings
are both paradigmatic and macro-paradigmatic works.

The difference between the views of the two
philosophers, in our opinion, lies in the fact that, unlike
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Gadamer, for whom a work of art never loses its relevance,
Heidegger believes that an artwork loses such relevance when it
is removed from its native sphere and placed into “presentation.”
In this context, Heidegger cites the example of the ancient
temple and the medieval cathedral, which “no longer gather their
historical world around them” and, therefore, no longer function
as great art. Such “withdrawal of the world and the world’s
disintegration can never be reversed” [12, p. 26]. Everything
primordial becomes silenced as something long familiar. All that
was won through struggle becomes something merely to be
manipulated. Every mystery loses its power [13, pp. 126-127].

Gadamer, in contrast, argues that a work in presentation
continues to be interpreted based on its own significance, as
interpretation is not something external to the work or art, but
rather the medium through which the artwork itself is realized
[6, pp. 57-83]. A change in historical understanding across
different contexts does not imply a change in the event or
essence of the work itself. In the experience of art, we do not
merely receive a “moment” of vision but can “dwell” with the
work in a way that takes us out of ordinary time into what
Gadamer calls "fulfilled" or “autonomous” time.

The philosophical difference between Gadamer and
Heidegger can be partly explained by the fact that, for Gadamer,
unlike Heidegger, the role of the interpreter is key, involving an
“other-involving” [6, pp. 57-83] interaction with the work. The
interpreter engages with the work in any context, and thus can
interpret it based on that context and their own “tradition.” In
this way, art becomes a dialogue that entails a dynamic
understanding and development of truth between the interpreter
and the artwork. A relationship develops between them in which
the interpreter gains the ability to recognize the truth of a work
of visual art just as they would when interpreting a verbal text.
For Gadamer, the truth in art can be seen as a truth of
participation, rather than craftsmanship.
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Like Heidegger, Gadamer believes that art contains the
potential for understanding truth, but, unlike Heidegger, this
realization of truth is always dialogical. Whereas Heidegger
emphasizes the “happening” of truth — its occurrence in a work
of art — Gadamer’s approach is more “hermeneutic,” as it takes
into account the role of the interpreter and emphasizes a
historically grounded model of understanding.

There is also a certain difference in Heidegger’s and
Gadamer’s understanding of the concept of the hermeneutic
circle, although for both philosophers this concept plays a
central role in the process of understanding. In his work Being
and Time, Heidegger argues that the hermeneutic circle is not a
closed structure of understanding, but rather ‘an expression of
the fore-structure of our existence’ [13, p. 153]. A person always
understands through preconceptions based on their experience.
However, according to Heidegger, it is important to be aware of
these preconceptions and discard false ones, which may come
from uncritically accepted tradition. For Heidegger, the key task
is not to exit the hermeneutic circle, but to “enter” it properly by
recognizing the structure of these preconceptions.

Gadamer agrees with Heidegger that it is necessary to
“enter” the hermeneutic circle in the right way. However, unlike
Heidegger, Gadamer emphasizes that the “prejudiced” nature of
our understanding is what makes understanding possible. For
Gadamer, the hermeneutic circle is rooted in historical
expectations and preconceptions formed through tradition [7,
p. 12]. He believes that there is no understanding without
prejudice and that these prejudices are tested over time and by
effective history [7, p. 298]. Thus, while both philosophers
recognize the importance of properly entering the hermeneutic
circle, Gadamer emphasizes the dialogical nature of
understanding and the constant presence of prejudice as a
constructive element.
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Conclusions. Both philosophers agree that art plays a
fundamental role in the disclosure of truth. For Heidegger, art
reveals truth through the event of unconcealment, in which the
viewer participates in the unveiling of being. Gadamer,
however, views art as a dialogical process where truth emerges
through the interaction between the artwork and the interpreter,
mediated by history and tradition. A key difference between
Heidegger and Gadamer regarding the concept of the
hermeneutic circle is that Heidegger emphasizes that
understanding emerges from preconceptions that must be
consciously re-examined, while Gadamer argues that prejudice
is a necessary and constructive component of understanding,
rooted in tradition and historical context.

Heidegger treats the viewer as a participant in the event
of truth’s disclosure, whereas Gadamer emphasizes the active
role of the viewer in interpreting and dialoguing with the
artwork, suggesting a dynamic relationship that reshapes both
the work and the interpreter over time. The article underscores
Gadamer’s focus on the role of historical and cultural contexts
in shaping interpretation, with the positioning of art not as a
static entity but as something continually reinterpreted through
the lens of history and tradition.

The research offers potential for interdisciplinary
exploration between philosophy, history, art, and psychology,
allowing scholars to examine the intersection of historical
understanding, personal bias, and the active interpretation of
artistic objects. In addition, the insights into how art reveals truth
through the interplay between the artwork and the viewer can
inform art criticism and exhibition curation, emphasizing the
need to present artworks in ways that encourage dynamic,
historically informed dialogues with viewers.
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I'EPMEHEBTUYHA IHTEPIIPETAIIAA MUCTELTBA:
CHUVIBHE TA BIIMIHHE Y ITIOIVISA IAX
M. TAUJIETTEPA TA X.-T. TAJJAMEPA

AHoTanmissi. Y  cTarTi  JOCHIIKYETHCA  BHECOK
M. Taiinerrepa ta X.-I'. Tagamepa B OCHOBU TepPMEHEBTHYHOT
IHTepIpeTaIii MUCTEITBA Ta HOTO TBOPIB. MeTa JOCIIIKEHHS —
BUSIBUTH CIIJIbHE T4 BIIMIHHY y TEPMEHEBTUYHUX MIAX0AAX JI0
IHTepHpeTaIii MUCTEIIbKUX TBOPIB y TBOPUOCTI ABOX (Pisocodis.
Y cTarTi BHUKOpPHUCTaHI TE€PMEHEBTHYHHUH, TOPIBHAIbHHNA
METOAM, TeKCToJoTiuHuMi aHamiz. M. Tlalgerrep po3srisnae
MHUCTEUTBO SIK (yHIAMEHTAJIbHUH 3aci0 PO3KPHUTTS ICTUHH 1
CBITY, CTOCI0O PO3KPUTTS CYTHOCTI OyTTsa. TBOpM MucTenTBa
YCBIIOMITIOIOTBECS IK pelpe3eHTallii, 1o GopMyroTh po3yMiHHS
caMOTO ICHYBaHHS, BIJIKpUBAaIOYM MpuxoBaHi ictuHH. X.-T.
Tamamep, 3 iHmOro OGOKy, MiAKPECTIOE BAXKIUBICTH PO
iHTEepIpeTaTtopa B TMpoIeci PO3yMIiHHSA MHCTENTBA. BiH
CTBEp/KY€, IO aKT IHTEpHpeTamii 3aBXAU 3HAXOIUTHCS B
MEXax ICTOPUYHOTO Ta KYyJbTYPHOTO KOHTEKCTIB, a
«YHEpeIKCHHS» IHTepIpeTaropa BIUIUBAIOTh Ha Te, SIK
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posymierbes TBip. Ha Bigminy Bim M. Tlaiigerrepa, sxwuii
30CEePEKYEThCA HA TOAIl ICTHHHM, IO PO3KPHBAETHCA B
mucrentsi, X.-I'. Tagamep 0auuTh MHUCTENTBO SK MiadOr Mik
MUHYJIUM 1 CbOTOJICHHSM, JIe 3HAU€HHSI 0OTOBOPIOETHCS Uepes
B3aeMO/Ii10 3 TBOpoM. ObuBa (hiocodu BiIKUAAIOTE YSBICHHS
Ipo Te, 10 MUCTEUTBO MPU3HAYEHO ISl KpacH YM HACOJIO[H,
HATOMICTh TO3MLIOHYIOYM HOTrO K MpOIEC, 3a JIOMOMOIOI0
SIKOTO PO3KPHBAETBCA Ta PO3yMieThecs icTuHA. OOuaBa
¢inocodu HaroNOMIYIOTH HA OHTOJIOTIYHOMY BUMIpi MUCTEITBA,
npore iX TMOTIASAM PO3XOIAThCA Yy TMOTJSAL Ha  POJib
iHTepIpeTaTopa Ta TUMYACOBICTh XYJOXHBOTO HocBimy. s
M. Taiizmerrepa BIAKPUTTS ICTUHU TBOPOM MHUCTEIITBA € MalkKe
MUTTEBOIO TIOJIIEI0, JIE CYTHICTh OyTTSI pO3KPUBAETHCS Yepe3 caM
TBIp MHCTENTBAa. Y IEHTPI yBaru pO3KPUBAETHCS abo
«B1IOYBAEThCS» 1CTHHA, a POJb TisAada OUTBIN MMACHUBHA, SIK
CcBiZKa mporo po3kputrsa. Ha nporusary npomy X.-I'. [amamep
pO3MIIsIae iHTEpIpeTaTopa sIK aKTUBHOTO yYacHHKA MPOILECy
PO3YMiHHS, JIe aKT iHTeprpeTarii GOpMy€eThCs ICTOPUUHUMU Ta
KYJbTYPHHUMH TPATUIISIMH, a TaKOX OCOOHCTICHHM JIOCBIJIOM
inTepnperaropa. 3HauenHs mucrenTBa, mus X.-I. Tamgamepa,
pO3ropTaeThcss B Oe3MepepBHOMY MJiaio3i MDK TBOPOM 1
IHTEepIpeTaTopoM, BiOOpaXKaroud THUMYACOBICTh 1CTOPUYHOI
cBioMocTi. TakuM YWHOM, TBIp MHUCTEITBA € HE CTATHYHOIO
CYTHICTIO, a JMHAMIYHHM [pPOIECOM, J€ pPO3yMiHHSA
PO3BUBAETHCS 3 YACOM UEpE3 B3AEMOIIIO 3 TBOPOM.

Kiaw4oBi cioBa: TrepMeHEBTHMYHA  IHTEpIIpeTaris,
mucrenTso, M. Taiinerrep, X.-I'. Tagamep.
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