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Prefgge

Several years ago I became deeply aware of the in-

‘timacy which exists between the arts and philosophy.

While this may be only theoretically apparent to a pro-
fessional philosopher, it is a commonplace practical

assumption to an artist. There can be no truly good

art unless the concept is clear, the idea well forged.

And theough the creative_process 15 a constant dialectic
ofc;xpression, revelation and reformulation, it always
remains under the control of the artist's accepting or
rejecting 'hand.' Granting that the standards for a
!successful' work seém to fluctuate from one artist to
another, they are always present in some form, assertin
a kind of pressure the artist': can simply not escape; I kn03
when my work is good and when it is not. As an artist,
i1t is remarkable how simple it all is.

Se it is not surprising that Qhen I first read the
work of Roman Ingardeq I felt I had found a philosopher
th&t could-help me better understandlwhy it was I was so
convinced that art was never merely a matter of indiﬁi—
dual preference. e spoke of princivles which made the
work of art distinct from all other human creations. He
sought” out the reasons wiky some works are in fact- good

and some are not. lle seemed to recognize that any human

enterprise which could affect the-course of human events
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as profoundly as artistic_creativity, must draw itsﬁkife
from deep in the human situation. Thus thelarts were né
mofe a matter of social convention or acédemic canon than
human fulfillment is an accident of nature. All was an
achievement dearly to be sought, but often quite elusive.
And although Ingardeﬁ was unable to fully reconcile my
artistic intuitions with my demands for intellect¥al ex-
planation——an unreasonable request in the first pl@é%——
he helped; at least he made my schizophrenia easier Eb
bear. For where I had 'thought'® there_wasAdivérsity,
he showed me unity, thus permitting the philosopher and
the artist to break the same bread. .’ |

Over the lo;g vears of this study I have received
both the personal love and professional assistance of
my wife, Janice (to say nothing of our precious‘children,
Dayna and Landon). If either our family or this study
suffered for the poverty of my energies, I pray it was
the latiter. For though.priorities between professional
and personal lives can be diff® ﬁ t to establish, the
ioy andllaughter of my home made it nolo contenderec.

To each-of those people who gave me Qhat I needed
at just the right time,.a special thank you.

Professor Peter McCormiék, for his remarkable clar=- .
ity of direction. )
Professors Robert Weber, Richard Albareé,_Rene:McGraw

and Ray Pedrizetti, for the kind of perscnal and profes-
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sional support we continually require.

Professor Jane Opitz, for her perceptive eye and‘
tactful criticisms.

Professor John Swanke, for having the courage E;-
direct a student. : | b -

And finally, to my colleagues of St. John's Uni-

versity. Rarely has éhe;e been a university more con-

ducive to the well-being of young scholar-educators. .-

G. David Polljck
. - S Collegeville, Minnesota
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The predicament of much of contemporary
philosophy is partly due to the fact that
ongoing conceptualizations have so far
outdistanced the situations which engender
philosophizing that their conclusions seen
te be unrelated to the original problems.
After all, philosophy was made for man -

. rather than man for philosophy. .

Abraham J. Heschel
th ls Man?



General Introduqtijf

The work of Roman Ingarden (1893-1970) exemplifies
the kind of growth and rigorous‘clarifi ation so neces-
sary to the well-being'and evolﬁtion of knsightful phil-
osophic thought. Coming to intel&&stual maturity under
the influence of Edmuhd Husserl, In&e;den produced a-
philosophy that is "more ék{n to the cljgglcal doctrine

of the founder of phentmenology than anyl other philo-

sophical inqﬁiry originating from the same source."l
His work {simultanecusly clarification, re-evaluation,
and partial rejection of, the principlb% of Husserl's
transcendental doctrine) has come to be known as the
second classic phase in the history of gieqpmenolog§.
From the transcendental philosophy of Hg;serl, springs
the ontological investigations of Ingarden: the_lattér

distinct but historically inseparable-from the former.

The thread of continuity, never broken in Ingarden's

lifetime, was his and Husserl's concern with the rela-
tion between pure consciousness and thé real world.2

A break lies in the realistic turn of Ingarden's ontol-
©gy. He was convinced that the problems which Hussenl

encountered in his transcendental approach could he

avoided if philoébphy focused its attention on the nature

: %
of essences through an analvsis of both existing and

.

N\

-
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possible objects of Knowledge. The objects themselves

were seen as determining the manner.ﬁf cognition; thus

it was to be th;ough an ontological, not a transcendental
investigation that a resolution to the problem of Real- ‘
ism/Idealism was to be discovered. It was from this
perspective that Ingarden was led to the investigation
of the mode of beiné of the work of art.

In an attempt to resol&e the controversy over the
existence of the world,BrIngarden began by examining an
object "whose pure intentionality was bevond any doubt."4
Thus his inguiry began with the literary work of art; an
object which could not be equaéed with either real ob-
jects,5 whose identity would .be ét the constant mercy of
physical alterations, or with ideal objects,6 essential-
ly timeless in character. The literary work of art was
seen as.belonging to a third category of objects which
did not succumb to the problems resulting from a wofld
having‘;wo kinds of objectivities:

The literary work as such is a purely intentional

formation.which has the source of its being in the

creative acts of consciousness of its author.angd

its physical foundation in the text set down in

writing or through other physical means of possible:

reproduction (for instance, the tape recorder).

- By virtue of the dual stratum of its language, the
work is both intersubjectively accessible and re-

3 producible, so that it becomes an intersubjective

intentional object, related to a community of read-
ers. As such if is not a psychological phenomenon
and is transcendent to all experiences of conscious-
ness, those of t r as well as those of the
reader.’

»
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Having an object‘belieﬁed'to be perfectly suited
to ﬁis.broader philosophic concerns{ Ingarden then pro-
ceeded to explicate the literafy work of art's essential
structure, and the subseguent manner in thch it is cog-
nitively constituted. But never in his investigations
did he Iose sight of the ultimate goal, namely demon-
strating-th phenomenology could lead to Realism:
Although the main subject of my investigations is
the literary work, or the literary work of art, the
ultimate motives for my work on this subject are of
a general philosophical nature, and they far tran-
scend this particular subject. They are closely
connected to the problem of realism-idealism, with-
which I have been concerning myself for many years.8
Thus Ingarden himself has provided the basis for seeing
his efforts as firstly epistemological and ontol?gical
and only secondly-aé aesthetical. A brief survey of the
secondary litera;ure on Ingarden would indicate that the
majority of commentaries have followed suit. And of
the literature which focuses on-h;s aesthetics, the major
portion addresses either the literary work of art spe-
cifically or one of thé other individual art forms
Ingarden had occasion to address. Only a relatively
small minority of commentaries have focused on Ingarden's
work as being the presentation of a general aesthetic
theory. This has been particularly the case in.North
America where Ingarden's writings in aesthetics have

only been partially translated and where the intellectual

climate has been more conducive +o aoing other styles of

t
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philosophy. A close examination of The Literary Work
of Art,9 howgaér, reveals that this tendency, results in

an oversight of some significance for the field of aes-

thetics.
N\ - ' -
Historicaldy, Ingarden saw his work in aesthetics
as stradling the two major extremes of aesthetic history

from ancient Greece to the present:

On one hand, it [aesthetic history] focused upon
the "subjective," that is, creative experilences
and activities which give birth to works of art,
or it corcentrated upon receptive experiences and
behavior, upon the reception of sensation, the
pleasure and delight in works of art (or other
things for that matter) out of which, so it is
commonly supposed, nothing further is born.

At the other extreme it focused upon several dis-
rinct kinds of "objects" such as mountains, land-
scapes, and sunsets, or artifically groduced ob-
jects usually called Pworks of art."t

In the writings of Plato and Aristotle the poles of this
-tension are clearly apparent. In the Ion Plato stressed

the creative and receptive experiences of the artist and

observer:

Many are .the noble words in which poets speak con-
cerning the actions of men; but like yourself when
speaking about Homer, they do not speak of them by
any rules of art: they are simply inspired to ut-
ter that to which the Muse impels them, and that
only; and when inspired, one of them will make
dithyrambs, another hymns of praise, another choral
strains, another epic or iambic verses—and he who
is good at one is not good at any other kind of

verse: for not by art does the poet sing, but by
power divine.ll

Tn pe Poetica (Poetics), Aristotle ignored these creative
and receptive acts and focused entirely on the art work

itself:
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., Our subject being Pcetry, I proposg to speak not
only of the™art in general but also of its species
-and their trespective capacities; of the structure
of plot required for a good poem; of the number and
nature of the constituent parts of a poem; and like-
wise of any other matters in the same line of in-
guiry. '

The more contemporary efforts to focus on one aesthetic

problem or another again stand in marked contrast -to the
gystematic effort of Ingarden. Preoccupation with a mere
part of the greater whole has had a tendency to draw the
investigations too much in the dirécﬁion of onre of the
two major extremes Ingarden wished to avoid. On the

subjective side the emphasis lies on the nature of aes-

thetic experience and the grounds of aesthetic judgment13

or on one of the so-called functions of the work of art

. .. . 14 . .
such as expression or imitation. No clearer expression

of the objective extreme can be found than the following

confident statement of DeWitt Parker:

The assumption underlying every philosophy of art
is the existence of some common nature present in
all the arts, despite their difference -in form and
content; something the same in painting and sculp-
ture; in poetry and drama; in music and architec-
ture. Every single work of art, it is admitted,
has a unigque flavor, a je ne sais guoi which makes
it incomparable with every other work; nevertheless,
there is one mark or set of marks which, if it ap-
, plies to any work of art, applies to all works of
/¥ art, and to nothing else—a common denominator, so
to say, which constitutes the definition of art,
and serves to separate, though not to isolate, the
field of art from other fields of human culture.l5

The spectrum of individual aesthetic problems, each wed-
ded to a philosophic perspective, has become wide indeed

in the recent years. But this cauticus approach to
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individual problems by recent studies seems to be a di-
rect result of an lnablllty to delineate the subject mat-
ter of the field. And on this point Ingarden has shown
why it is that his investigations are of such importance.
Ingarden had a clear idea of what belonged to the
subject matter of aesthetics. Individual problems were
all seen as having a place in the field as a whole.
Thus his work possesseé a coherency and cogency which
permitted him to surpass the caﬁtiousness cf other
'problem-oriented! ﬁenéures. In 1968 he indicated eight
areasl6 which were interconnected and comprised the sub-
ject-matter of the field:
(a) ontology. (general and particular) of the work
of art, (b) ontology of the aesthetic object (in-
volv1ng the concretization), (c) phenomenclogy of
creative process, (d) phenomenology of artistic
style and its relatlonshlp to value, (e) ontology
and phenomenology of artistic and aesthetic values,
(f) phenomenology of aesthetic experience, (g)
theory of cognition of artistic and aesthetic val-
ues as well as theory of criticism, and (h) theorv
of art's functions with special stress on its
metaphysical significance.l?
He firmly believed that the work of art could not be
adequately understood without taking account of the deep
relations that existed between the artist, the artifact,
and the conscious activity of the experiencing subject.
Fragmentary efforts are seen as incapable of coming to
grips with the phenomenon since they represent a shat-

tering of the field's unity and overemphasis on one of

the extremes. Thus Ingarden's work must be seen as a
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+

rethfhking of aesthetic problems (many of which have
been discussed by other theorists) from a more syste-
matically eﬂ@pmpas§ing perspective.

As such, Ingarden sﬁéndé both close to and far from
the contemporary work in the field. By andlarge his'
problems are the same problems, but his way of addres-

-

sing these problems reveaié a basic confidence in the

. coherency of the field—in the prospects for positive

and rigorous advance. And it is the breadth of his in-
tellectual embra&e which jdétifies such optimism. In
+he face of the piecemeal efforts of contemporary aes-
thetics, Ingérden's work has the magnitude to pz;ce it
among other important attempts at théory construction
such as the work of Santavana, Croce, Dewey or Colling-
wood .18 |

It is the central contention of this investigation,
therefore, that although Ingarden'slggrk in aesthetics
occupied a place of secondary importance for him per-
sonally, he did in fact develop an . aesthetic theory'
of profound importance\with universal application to the
entire spectrum of arg-forms. And, more precisely, even
though his aesthetic investigationéinitiallycentered
around the literary work of art and only later pegan
considering some of the other arts—always in-the con-
text of his original philosophic program—his writings

present the essential principles of a general aesthetlc
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theory accompanied by the necessary guidance for apply-
ing his principlés to art forms hé never e%amined. The
task of this study will be to.demonstrate that this is,
in fact; the case: £hat Ingarden has indeed provﬁded
us with a\powerful general theory of aesthetics that
cannot be ignored regardless of the art form under con-
’
sideration.

The major difficulty that is encountéred by this
project is endemic to the Ingardenian program. Because
he had never been concerned with the presentation of a
general theory of aesthetics, as such, his theory must
be extracted ﬁrém his writings on particular art forms.
By in larée, “he search must be fof the'univgfsal con-—
tained within the particular. This is true both in at-
tempting to identify the essential prind;ples of the
work of art as well as the proper manner of applying
those principles to, as yet, untreated art forms. Th;s
this study must initially be concerned with identification
and interpretation.

As further support for the claim that Ingarden has
produced a generai theo?y of ért,‘we will preéent an
Ingardenianlanalysis of the sculptural work of art util-
izing the essential principles that arise out of his
.treatment oé other art forms, as.well as the guidance

he provides for applying his principles. Since Ingarden

never systematically'treated‘the sculptural work of art,
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it provides an excellent test case for the claim that
his theory has general applicability. Although this
cannot result in a claim of absolute‘universality, it
would certainly show that his theory is indeed flexible
enough “to be applied to other art forms while remaining
essentially intact.: Thus the initial phase of identi-
fifation and interpretation will be followed by a phase
of extrapoclation.

The method of proceeding will follow the course es-
tablished by Ingarden's writings. The Literary Work of
Art must be seen as the most central of his works on
aesthetics.. The Cognition of thé Literary Work of Artlg
and the Investigations into the Ontology of Art,zo éS'
well as various articles, all represent the devélopment
and extension of the thought found in this extrabrdinary‘
text. Obviogély, The Cogniti.on of the Literary Work of
Art is fully committed to the-position taken in The Lit-
erérg Work of Art and must be considered.as a companion
to these investigations. Narrowly described’, these two
works focus on the structure and cognition; respectively,
of“the literary work of art. But more broadly assessed

ot ,
they contain the essential aesthetic principles to which
we have already referred.~ Although Ingarden's thought did
evelve through time, thus becoming more or less rigid on
some issues in later works, the general direction of his

program clearly articulated in these two texts remained



*

L

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 10

21 In his discussions

firmlyjj:plaqéthroughouthisca:eer.
of musié, painting, architecture, anq film in the Inves-
tigations into the Ontology of Art, theré are consistent
references made to the positions taken in these two earli-

er works. 1In fact, each art form under consideration re-

‘ceives special treatment in relation to the literary work

of art. As Ingarden himself noted in the Investigations
into the Ontology of Art, these later studies are to be
seen asfessentially in accord with his earlier work:
"They stand in a very clbse relation with the chief as-

FORP N

sertions of the book The Literary work of Art and form
only an extension of the investigations of that volume."22
Thus it is thoroughly within the spirit and interest of
Ingarden's philoéophy of art that we begin by examining
the principles contained in The Literary wWork of Art as
a means of access to his position on other art forms.
Following on this initial stage of the inquiry attentioa
can then be turned_ to the art forms treated in the In-
vestigations into the Ontology of Art.

This order of approach, while consistent with
Ingarden's order of investigation, will also provide for

the examination of two crucial areas foundational to this =

study: firstly, the essential principles of the literar§

_work of art, and secondly, the manner in which Ingarden

utilizes thése principles in the extension of his lit-

érary theory of art to other art forms. The examinatlon

o
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of these two areas will provide what 1s necessary to per-
form an extension of his theory to the sculptural work of
art. This extenslon will attempt to stay.as close as
possible to the course suggeéted by Ingarden in his in-
vestigétions into other art forms. At this point we will
have complgted the first part of our two part investiga-
tion. ~The essential principles will have been identifiéd
and extended to the.sculptural work of art in accord dith
the guidanée given by Ingarden's extension of the prin-
ciples of the literary work of art to other art forms.
The second part of thte study will begin with a pre-
sentation and discussion of a few of the critical com-
mentaries which have been directed 'to one aspect oOr an-
other of Ingarden's general approach. Problems selected
for treatment address major and significant aspects of
the essential principles that will have been identi%ied
as belonging to Ingqrdep's general theory of aesthetics.
Thus they are problems which must be seen 2as threateqigg;;
to thiLCOntention that Ingarden has pro@pced a general
tﬁeory of significant merit and univers&i applicability.
The concluding chgﬁter of the second part will con-
tain a discussion of sculpture intended to assess the
Ingardenian description of the sculptural art form. In
places where Ingarden's perspective is-in need of.further
clarification and modification, suggestions will be made

which will attempt to strengthen the position which has
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been attribuﬁed to him. Of ?articular interest will be
the ability of his theorylto give an édequate account of
contemporary evolutions in the field of sculptural art,
paving close attention to whether or not his essential
principles can be retained given the suggested modifi-
cations. At this point it will have been shown that
Ingarden ‘has indeed prd&ided'an aesthetic theory of gen-
‘eral applicability having the sufficient flexibilitj to

give a powerfil account of the most central art forms

without obscuring their intrinsic diversities.

35
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The Exposition and Extension of the Essential

Principles of Ingarden's Theory of Aesthetics
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PART I

The Exposition and Extension of the Essential
Principles of Ingarden's Theory of_Aesthet}cs

Section l: Introduction to the Expos;tion and Extension
of-the Essential Principles of Ingarden's
Theory of Aesthetics
Part I of this study has three distinct purposes.
Firstly, in Chapter.l the essential principles which
govern Ingarden's anaiysis of the literary work of art
will be identified. This wjll beaninitial step in
showing that Ingarden has p;ovided the essential ele-
ments of a general theory of aesthetics. As such, those
features of the literary work éf,art which are obviously
not limited to works of litefature.will be focused on.
Secondly, Chapter 2 will be concerned with the man-
ner in which Ingarden applies to music, painting, and
architecture the essential principles of the literary
work of art.23 fhis will yield two important results:
it wilI‘serveléo identify Ingarden's procedure for the
application of his aesthetic prinéiples, and” it will
permit the diétilling out of those aesthetic principles
which:apply to the central ar£ férms Ingarden considered.

Thus, the overall result will be the disclosure of

Ingarden's general aesthetic¢ theory.
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Thirdly, Chapter 3 will be the application of

‘Ingarden's newly distilled generalifﬁpory +o the sculp-

tural ‘'work of art in an attempt to show, in fact, the
general épplicability of Ingarden's thedry, both in
method and principle. Since sculpture is an unexamined
art form in Ingarden's work, it provide; an excellent
test case for the general character of Ingarden's‘
thought in aesthetics. R
The overall conclusion towards which Part I is
headed is that Ingarden has produced a general aesthetic

theory which is applicable to the full spectrum of ob-

jects lying within the artworld.



Chapter One
The Essential Principles of the Literary Work of Art
Section 2: Introductory Remarks Regarding the Essential

Principles of the Literary Work of Art

A
&
. It is the contention of this investigation that the

essential principles of Ingarden's general aesthetics
can be found in The Literary Work of Art. This chapter
will focus on the identification and explication of
those principles. Since our concern is with the prin-
ciples which sugéest universal applicability, .many of
the characteristics essential to the literary work oﬁf
art alone will be touched upon only lightlv. Ingardehﬁs
contributions in.this area of aesthetics are the widest
known and will no doubt continue to get t%e attention
they greatly deserve. However, the universal character
of his thought deserves equal appreciation, and it is
around this point that this study revolves.

Although it is extremely difficult to isolate the
cenEral'principles ©f Ingarden's theory, one from the
other, such.an effort must be made in order to present
& brief exposition of the theory. Some overlap is in-
'.evitable and ought to be viewed as evidence of thehof—
ganic interdependence so characteristic of this thought.

For example, even though the literary work of art's
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relationship to the material world is discussed in.a
separate section, the topic is Qéry closely involved
with the work of-art's‘essential heteronomf and inten-
tional character. In such cases, the topical divisions
will be a result cf the emphasis which Ingarden gave
these subjects in his writings. Concern with the iden-
tification of the literary work of art's essential prin-
.ciples simply regquires that the smooth éxpository flow

of Ingarden's texts be interrupted.

. A

3
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Section 3: A Preliminary Brief of the Essential
Principles of the Literary Work of Art

In The Literary Work of Art Inga;den describes the
literary work of art as an intentional object which £inds
the source of its existence in the conscious acts cf the
author. The author embodies hiscpr her intentions in a
physical foundation, e.g., printed letters on paper,
thus pfeventing an identification of the work with the
_psychic states of the author and providing for the'work's
cohtinued existence beyond the life of the author. Thus
a real thing stands as one of the ontic foundations of
the work of art, as a support for the being of the work
of art.24 The real material is not to be identified with
the work however. The work also has two other ontic
foundations which serve to secure the work's indepen-
dence. Firstly, the existence of the work deéénds upon
the conscious acts of the reader, and secondly, upon the
existence of ideal entities.25

The literary work of art is also understood to be

a multi-lavered formation composed of four strata:’

(1) the stratum of word seounds and the phonetic
formations of a higher order bullt on them;

"(2) the stratum of meaning units of various orders;

(3) the stratum of manifold schematical aspects and
aspect continua and series, and finally,

(4) the stratum of represented objectivities and
their vicissitudes.26
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When constituted by a ﬁeader these four strata com-
bine in iﬁdividual works to create a polyphonic harmony
cf the work's aesthetic va}ue gualities which is peculiar'
to the individual WOrk.27: A reader is provided access to
the intentions of the author through the guiding princi-
ples established in the real material. Through, a pro-
cess of constitution taking place within an aeséhetic
attitude, ﬁhe readegractualizes the meaning intention
embodied in the signs of the work.28 The Lork of art
thus constituted provides an intersubjective stfﬁcture
precisely, but not completely, determined by the author's
intentions. Each work contains withigfit places of in-
determinacy,’or potential moments, which the reader is
relatively ffee to 'fill—in."?9 These 'gaps' or 'blanks,’
such as a timé lapse in the life situation of a.charac-
‘ter, while dictated by the text and its internal logic,

" permit different “concretizations" of the work of art

by different readets. No two concretizations of the
work, or in Ingarden's terms "aesthetic objects," are
exactly alike in every respect. Their principle of
identity is found in the schematic structure of the work
of art which served as the basis for the different con-
cretizations.

The work of art is thus seen as an intentional 05—

ject whose strata form a polyphonic harmony of aesthetic

value qualities. It has three ontic foundations: the
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material thing, acts of consciousness—of botﬁ the au-
thor and the feader, and ideal entities. It is also
schematic which serves to explain the multiplicity and
diversity of aesthetic concretizations. Although there
are many other features of the literary work of art,
these ére absdiutely essential and must be regarded as
having particular significance with;n Ingarden's general
. theory of aesthetics.30 It will be the task of this
study to clarify their application'to differing art
forms in the subsequent treatment of music, painting,

architecture, and, finally, sculpture.

13

)
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Section 4: The Literary Work of Art's Relationship to
the Material World

Although ingarden clearly rejects the claim of neo-
positivism that the literary work of art is reducible to

its physical components, i.e., ink marks on paper,31 he

recognizes the necessity of arguing for a material foun-

dation which would provide for the work's continuity and

accessibility to a community of readers. Yet, it is on-
ly permitted a foundational role in the work of art it-

self. As such the material foundation of the work of

~
»

art is an ontic foundation which supports the being of
the work without ever becoming identified with it. The
existential dependence of the literary work in respect

to its material ontic foundation is affirmed in his dis-

cussion of word sounds.32 In this regard he makes a

distinction between the "concrete phonic material® of
the real world, which is never identical in differing

instances, and the word sound which is apprehended as

the same each time the word is uttered.33

(Alword sound is built only in the course cof time,
under the influence of various real and cultural
conditions, and it undergoes,.>With changing time,
numerous and varied alterations and modifications.
It is not real; yet it is anchored in reality, and
it is changeable according t¢ change in the latter.
But its change is fundamentally different from
change in the concrete phonic material, which orig-
inates at some point in time, exists, and then for-
ever ceases to exist. Whereas the word may be ut-
tered cquntless numbers of times, and the concrete

phonic material maz always be new, the "word sound"
remains the same.3
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Since the distinction between the concrete ﬁhonic_materi-
al and the word sound is crucial to Ingarden's position
on the relationship of the real world to the work of art,
the cause for this distinction is of importance. The
word sound is capable of standing in an identical re-
lationship to differing concrete materials.

It appears that the utilization of the phonic ma-

terial as the carrier of one—and indeed one and

the same—meaning leads to the demarcation of the

word sound as an identical phonic form distinct

fromg the concrete phonic material.35
Since the word sound ‘does go through “@aried alterations
and modifications," as noted above,.it does assume a po-
sition betwegn the concrete phonic material, which under-
goes "fundamentally differént" changes, and the meaning
of the word. The identity of thé word sound is found in
the ideal meaning it ;arries; The word 1s made publicly
accessible, however, by the concrete phonic material. In
this capacity, the reél material of the literary work
of art provides the occasion for the concretization of
the word sound and thus the actualization of the meéninga
carried by the word sound. The claim is clearly that the
word sound is not feal, nor is it ideal, but rather* that
i1t has intentional éxistencg. This begins providing the
literary work with a kind of existence that does not f£all
prev to the dangers that come from either rgducing the

work to its physical elements or to the psychic states

' of the artist. This is, of course, Ingarden's intention.
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In order to buttress his claim that the word sound
is not reducible to its real material, he introduces a
possible criticidh to his position. If the word sound
does go through various alterations, is it not‘to be
more identified with the concrete phonic maﬁerial than
has been-indicated, the conseguence being that there
actually are only two kinds of objects, real .and ideal?
How can one speak of the same word soﬁnd when a shifting
of position or a change of function within a sentence
results in a different meaning? Ingarden argues that
there are higher typical forms beneath which the indi-
vidual woxd sounds“aré capable of being subsumed. He
has étated that

the same word-sound can unite under certain circum-

stances with secondary, but egually typical, Gestalt

gualities and, as a result, be able to express fur-

ther nuances of the meaning that is bound to the

word sound. 36
This would imply that the complete meaning of any one
word sound: is never fully expressed. And, as will be
seen, this is in fact the case. There is never a com-
plete actualization of the ideal content pertinent to a
word sound. When a word sound is combined with other
word sounds, further nuanifs present themselves which
were contained in the original typical form, though in
‘a latent state. The word sound's position and function

in the higher sentential form gccasions the 'release’
: g

or presentation of meaning carried by the word sound.
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New meaning is not added, but instead what was always
there is realized. Thus, ithe kind of alterations that
the word sound experiences are quite different from the

-

e;sentially'material changes that can t%ke place in the
concrete phonic material.37 |
The changes that are peculiar to the material thing
are apparent in the creative ﬁrocess of the arxtist. .The
shéping of the real material is an effort by the artist
to bring "about changés in the syrrounding material
world"38 which maké possible the work éf art. Both pas-
sive and active moments comprise the artist's activity.
The manipulation of the physical material in accord with
an original intention is followed by a receptive moment—
é moment of assessment.39 If the artist is satisfied
with the gualities presented by the material thing,
further alteration of the medium affirms what has been
embodied. If the artisf is dissatisfied, the physical
‘compositibn'of the work may be altered and perfected or
even abandoned alﬁogether. The phvsical foundation of
the work of art serves to bring to appearance the value
which belongea to the "idea" of the grtist's imagination.
The value which accompanies the idea 1s seen as distinct
from the material that carries it.40 The aegthetically
valuable gualities of the work depend upon the real ma-

terial—are supported by the real material—but are not’

reducible to real material.
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Ingarden's position on the autonomy of the real
worid,_as well as the literary work of grt‘s heterono-
mous relation to it, is quite clea;. "All in all an
independent material world—apart from other minds—was
the inéispensable preiequigite of the literary work of

ndl

art. It is because of Ingarden's position on the

heteronomy of the literary work of art that he saw him-
self as a realist. He never doubted the realistic char-
acter of his work. He said that "he cannot be an idealist
if he assumes the existence of intentional objects because

viz Yet,

this implies the existence of real objects also.
as is well known, the case can be made for his idealism.
It seems that the issue cannot be conclusively resolved
one way or the other.43 What is clear, however, is the
literary work of art's ontic dependency on the material
world evidenced by the relation between the word sounds
and the concrete phonic material. There will be further
occasion to examine this. ontic foundaﬁion in the later |

t: -atment of some of the criticisms raised égainst

Ingarden's philosophy.
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Section 5: The Literary Work -of Art as an Intentional
‘ Object

Kl

In this sectiqn the inseparability of the esséntiél
elémEnts of ihgarden‘s theory will Be clearly in evidence.
In orcder to understand the intentional character of the
literary work of art,44 it will be necessary to address_
both the work's second ontic foﬁndation: acts of con-
sciousness, since they are the source of the intentiqnal
object's existé¢nge, and‘the work's third ontic founda-
t;on: ,ideal entit'gs, since they guarantee the identity

of the work's mean{ng. The following statement clearly

demonstrates their inSwparability.

By a purely intentignal objectivity we understand

an objectivity that \is in a figurative sense "cre-
ated” by an act of consciousness or by a manifold

of acts or, finally, by a formation (e.g. a word
meaning, a sentence) exclusively on the basis of an
immanent, original, or only conferred intentionality
and has, in the given objectivities, the source of
its existence and its total essence.45

Purely intentional objects "derive their existence and
tﬁeir entire endowment from an intending experience of
cogsciousness.(an 'act') that 1is laden with a determinate,
uniformly structured context.“46 As such, thev are hét-
eronomous objects which "do not possess an essence of

their own."47

Both the material and formal content of
the intentional object is derived from an act of con-
sciousness. And Ingarden hastens to add a further gual-

ification:
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However, not every purely intentional object has its
immediate existential foundation in a certain con-
scious act, or more generally speaking, in a self-

* existent object.48

 Thus is introduced the distinction between orxiginally

purely intentional objects and derived purel§ intentional

objects.49

The former draw the source of their existence and
their essence directly from concrete acts of con-
sciousness effected by an ego; the latter owe their
existence and essence to formations, in particular
£o units of meaning of different orders, which con-
tain a "borrowed" intentionality.30 :
Derived purely intentional objects are extensions of
originally purely intentional objects. They are only
indirectly dependent upon acts of consciousness, though
dependent all the same. By not being directly dependent
upon acts of consciousness, they have a particular ad-

vantage over originally purely Intentional objecté;

"they can be intended or apprehended by various conscious

subjects as identically the same.“51
In the literary work the intentionality of the <f’
meaning units serves as the immediate ontic foundation \\

of the derived objectivities. . Though this ontic depen-
dence is ultimately traceable to the act of conscious-

nesé responsible for the originally purely intentional

A}

object's existence, as distinct objécté‘their continued

‘existence and accessability by other persons is guaran-.

S
teed - by thdir relationship to the units of meaning. The

act of consciousness which determined and brought into

v

ki v
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existence the meaning units is necessarily subjective

and privqté. But the meaning units themselves, once
intended, provide the derived purely intentional object
with an ontic foundation which transcends subjective acts
of conscicusness. Here 1is clearly seen ingarden's un-
avoidable dependence upon a third ontic foundation. 1In
The Literary Work of Art the meaning unit is understood

to be the "'actualization' of the meaning elements of
52 '

i : e
corresponding ideal concepts." Once the work 1is cre-

ated it takes on an independent existence which'istnly
- . / -

possible because of the relationship meaning units have

-

T .

to ideal concepts. : —
The literary work of art's three ontic foundations
are now all in place.
It [the literary work of art] exists as an ontical-
ly heteronomous formation that has the source of its
existence in the intentional acts of the creating
conscious subject and, simultaneously, the basis of
its existence in two entirely heterogeneous object-
ivities: on the one hand, in ideal concepts and
ideal gualities (essences), and, on the other hand
. . .in real "word signs."53
The act of consciousness that performs the role of sen-
tence-formation actualizes the ideal meaning thus be-
coming the necessé}y condition for the coming-into-being
of the literary work of art. But the certain independence
and intersubjective character of the literary work of art

is found in the derived purely intentional object's ontic

relativity to ideal entities.
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The essential character of the purely intentional
object can be seen to lie in two distinguishing features:

54

heteronomy and derivacy. 'As has been -already stated,

purely intentional objects are not seli;s;{gtent; the

foundation of their being is in another’ object. As such,

e

they are heteronomous. They would not exist were it not
. ‘ ¢\
for autonomous conscilous acts. They rely upon the con-

scious acts for the bestowal of their essence. The

P

conscious act

is "impotently creative:" what it creates lives by
its grace and its support, and cannot become some-
thing "spontaneous," "independent," "autonomous."

If it may be so expressed, it cannot "rebel" against
the acts of consciousness that produced it, it can-
not have any other properties in its contents, any
other destiny, arbitrarily chosen, but those Which
have been ascribed to it. It does not have its own
existential foundation in itself. " Its existential
foundation is in the conscious act that produced it
intentionally, or, more exactly, in the ‘psychic sub-
ject who performed the act.55

Derivation points more precisely to the genesis of
purely intentional objects; "to be a derivative exis-

tent is equivalent to 'being created,' being doomed to
56

have the source of its origination in something else."

[

iAnd in ‘conjunction with having its source of existence -
in another object, the derivative object alsc has the

foundation of its existence. . .in some other object.
"Conseguently, an object that is derivative and het-
eronomous exists, after its generation by some other
object, only if this or some other object maintains
it In existence.

-

.

This complex schema of dependencies is responsible for
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: ‘ o
the unique character of the work of art as a purely in-

tentional object. It is, therefore, necessary to under-
stand each ontic foundation's relationship to the purely
iﬁtentional obJject. .

The act of conscicusness is the necessary precoh—
dition for the creation and the concretization of the
work gf art as an intentional object. It cannot be said
that';here exists a Qork of art without an act of con-
sciousness. .Both the material and ideal ontical bases
of the work rely upon the consciéﬁé act for the perfor-
mance of their role in the work. The real ﬁaterial, as
a veh;cle for the intentional 6bject, is on;y'capable
of accepting and maintaining in readiness the guiding
principles which allow for the creation or constitution
of the work of art. As a physical thing it is incapable
of actually embodying meaning in a strict seﬂge- The
meaning which belongs to the work is dntically founded -
-in ideal entities. This is the most cruciél relation-
ship under consideration, for Ingarden has claimed that
ideal entitieé.are responsible for maintaining the work
- 0f art's existence after it has been intended by a con-
scipus act.

The ideal meaning of the work is derived from ideal
entities and supportéd by them, thus securing the work's

identity. But this supporting function ought not to be

seen as somehow separable from the act of consciousness,

L

LY
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L*

for the conscicus act is also a support for the work of
art's existence. It is only via the conscious;éct that
ideal entities are able to supﬁort the work of qrt; The
ideal meaning.of the work of art is not to be identified
with the meaning contents of ideal entities. The act of
consciousness actualizes, not realizes, the ideal content
of the ideal entities. ASince the ideal meaning of thé
work is only an actualization of ideal content, the act
of consciousness is the necessary condition for .the con-
tinued support of the work's existence, although it be
in conjunction with the ultimate support provided by £he
ideal entities. Ingarden confirms ;he dependence which
the purely intentional object has on both the.act of
consciousness and ldeal entities:

LS

The intentional act of pure consciousness is not
creative in the sense that it can create genuine
realizations of ideal essences or ideal concepts -
in an object that is intentionally produced by
it. . .Thus in the forming of a sentence, it can
produce only actualizations of ideal meaning con-
tents of concepts and form them into new wholes
(i.e., meaning contents of sentences).

Unlike real objects, where theré is actually a realization
N

-

of ideal essences, an act of consciousness is indispéns—
able for the support provided the purely intentional ob-z
jéct by the ideal entities. If one may put it so, there
is an intermediary function provided by the act of con-
sciouéness which is éb;olutely necessary for the ideal

entities' participation in purely intentional objects.
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The distinction between actualization and realization
serves to explain Ingarden's statement that the act of

. . , : 59
consciousness provides the "total essence™

of the pure-
ly intentional object. A more precise formulation of the
relationship between particular objects and ideal enti-
ties will be helpful.
In his exposition of Ingarden's thoughit, Eugene
Falk has drawn the distinction between the particular
object—the common essence of a diversity of essentially
identical objects—and the general idea of the object
as such. Using the example of a square, he says:
Because the same essence 1s concretized in the in-
variant constitutive nature of every sguare regard-
less of lateral dimension, we say that all squares
are essentially identical. However, that does not
mean- that all sguares are essentially identical
in respect to the essence squareness. Individual
sguares can be essentially identical only in re-
spect to their -ideal correlate, the general Iidea
of the square as such that allows for the variable
of lateral dimensions; whereas the essence square-
ness is a quality, an immutable unity that can have
no variables.60
The essence of an object is always ultimately derived
from a general idea. The essence of manv squares pro-
vides for the identity of each object by virtue of the
relationship which the essence has to the general idea. )
Since the general idea of 'squafe' contains within
it certain variables, it must be distinguished fram any
individual square which contains within it no such vari-

ables. But the individual square is never a direct

actualization of the general idea of 'square"and here
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enters the intermediary role of the act of consciousness.
The individual object has as a direct correlate a
particular idea. The particular idea, unlike the general
idea, contains within it all of the properties of the
particular object. Falk describes this rélationship as
£ollows:
[Aln individual object is the individuation of its
particular idea, but only 1its (essential) constitu-
tive nature (and not its particular traits) may be
considered as "derived" from the constant quali-
© tative moment of the general idea under which it
falls, because the general idea does not contain
any of the object's variable particular traits. "
Consequently, the particular idea is an intermedi-
ary ideal correlate between the individual object

and its coirequnding general ideai and is therefore
subordinate to that general idea.®

The ideal content actualized by Eﬁ% conscious act must
therefore be seen as differing from the content of the
general idea since the particular idea, upon which the
object is directly based, contains properties not found
within the general ‘idea. It is because of the particular
idea's role that the act of consciousness is not only a
source of- the object's existence, but a support as well.
Simply put, the individual object contains more within
it than can be attributed to the general idea and must
therefore not only rely upon the particular idea for the
source of its existence, but for continued support as

well. Both ontic' foundations are absolutely necessary

for effecting and maintaining the purely intentional ob-

- -

ject's existence.
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The purely intentional object, then, is a heterono-
mous and derivative formation which is ontically depen-
dent upon a real thing, acts oﬁ consciousness, and ideal
entities for the source and support of its existence
both in respect to its content and structure. Of these
three ontical foundations, the acts of consciocusness play
the'most central role since they-are the avenue for the
ideal entities' participation in the object as well as
- the active component which structures the material thing
in accord with the artist’s intentions. 1In respect to
ontic au£0nomy, the purely'intentional cbject is a |
"nothing," an "illusiOn,"62 which draws its very exis-
tence from tﬁe acts of consciousness; it is in "total
submission to the sphere of influence of the 'iI' of the

. 63 )
consciousness.” (
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Séction 6: The Literary Work of Art as a Schematic
Formation

As purely intentional objects, the objects which
are represented in the literary work of art differ from
real objects in three significant wayé. Firstly, "every
real object is uneguivocally, universally (i.e., in
every respect),determined.“64 Secondly, "all determi-
nations of real objects jointly constitute a primary

E)

concrete unity. And thirdly, "every real object is

absclutely individual, l1.e., if the determinaticn a4 1Is
to pertain to it at all, it must be individual."66 The
represented objects of the literary work of art do not
labor under the same restrictions.

Reépecting the-first characteristic, represented
objects are projected by nominal expressions and sen-
tences.67 The content of the represented object is not’
detefmined in the same way as is the gontent of real ob-
jects. Nominal expressions, which ultimately comprise
sentences, possess ﬁnlimited‘possible determinations.
The fbrm of the nominal expressiog providesg, for the pos-
sibility of an infinite number'of determinations. Be-
cause of this, literary works of art are undetermined;
they are essentially schematic forma£ions. Pertaining
to ﬁhe second characteristic, the intentional object

which is projected on the basis of a nominal expressicn

represents only a partial actualization of the nominal



ESSENTIAL PRINCIPLES . 36

e"pr’ession' s content. -
For in the case of simple nominal expressions, €.9..
"table," "man," etc., the appertaining intentional
object is projected explicitly and actually with
respect to its material makeup only in one moment
of its constitutive nature, so that, e.g., the
indispensable material, determinations appertain-
ing to mankind are alreadg cointended only im-
plicitly and potentially. 8
The reader draws on the potential stock of word meaning,
constituting .an intentional object which only partially
exhausts the potential determinations. The author,
through the selection of nominal expressions, determines
the potential boundaries which encompass the particular
work. But within the boundaries there are "spots of
indete:minacg."Gg The form of the represented object
is only a schema requiring 'filling-in' on the part of
+he reader. But it is guite impossible to ever fully
determine such an object.
I1f instead of simply "man,” we say "an old, ex-
perienced man," wgwdc remove, by the addition of
these attributivéeaxpressions, certain spots of
indeterminacy; but an infinite number still re-
mains to be removed. They would disappear only
in an infinite series of determinations.
This is completely contrary to the nature of a real ob--
ject which is universally and unequivocally determined
and possesses an infinite number of determinate proper-
ties. And, finally, while the real object is absolutely
individual, the represented object always remains some-

. what general. It is impossible for a nominal exbression

to completely represent all the determinations which
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individuate an object. In summation of this position:

We can say that, with regard to the determination

of the object1v1t1es represented within it, every

literary work 1s in principle incomplete and always
in need of further supplementations; in terms of
theé text, however, this supplementation can never
be completed.’ )

From the perspective of the reader, the schematic
character of the work serves to explain the diversity
of experiences that differing readers have of the same
literary work of art. ©No two readings are absolutely

identical in every respect. Each reader completes and

£ills out the prederermined schemata of aspects_proyided

. by the author. These scﬁemata are an essential element

of the literary work of art,ineither identifiable with
the real cencrete asPecés nor the psyvchic states of the
reader.?’;2 They serve to guaranfee the identity of the
work, while allowing for the many and varied concreti-
zations of the work which occur in a community of readers.
The essential schemara direct the course of the reading,
predetermining the possible variations which can still

be considered as being in accord with the work. But' the

vardations here are infinite. The potential stock of

word meanings which correspond to any nominal expression

provides the reader with great, though precisely directed,
lat}tude. The above dlstlnctlon between the character of
rea& and purely 1ntentlonal objects makes this clear.

The diversity of concrerizations is to a great ex-

tent determined by tHe past experiences which a reader
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brings to the work.73 These will determine the quality
of the concretization. The following passage from Nikos
Kazantzakis' zZorba the Greek 1S illustrative of this
pointﬂ
A sﬁrong sirocco was blowing the spray from the
waves as far as the little cafe, whose glass doors
were shut. The cafe reeked of brewing sage and
human beings whose breath_steamed the windows be- _
cause of the cold outside. Five or six seamen, -
who had spent the night there, muffled in their
brown goatskin reefer-jackets, were drinking cof-
fee or sage and gazing out of the misty windows
at the sea.
There are many different possible concretizations of
this passage, each in accord with the provided nominal
expressions. Minimally, all one needs is basic famili-
arity with the language. But the greater the reader's
experience with the real objectivities represented 1in
the passage, the richer the reading becomes. This sen-
sual portraval of a setting challenges not only the
actualization of a particular place, but the constitu-
tion of a very specific culture and situation strongly
determined by the senses of smell and touch. The actu-
alization of the'potentialities which this represented
situation offers the reader is directly dependent upon
the reader's ability to follow the course that each
actualized schematic aspect offers. The successful £il-
ling-in of a heavy, sea-air morning when combined with the

actualization of the smells of sage and coffee and well-

salted human beings, offers the actualization of schematic
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aspects which were initially not immediately apparent.

75

These aspects were "held in readiness,” only present-

ing themselves to readers capable of filling=-in the pre-
regquisite aspects. As can be seen from the example, the
subsegquent represented objectivities take on an astonish-
ing richness only accessible £o those readers of a par-

ticular background of personal experience. Thus, it is

-

plainly evident that while the schematic aspects of the

»

work are precisely determined, their inherent spots of
indeterminacy provide for a multiplicity of concreti-
zations not identifiable with the work itself. The work
establishes Ehe minimal critéria for adeguate concreti-
zations while simultaneously alldwing for a virtually
unlimited number of experiences which vary in their gual-

ity of actualization.
L

A final, and not insignificant, point regarding the
character of the représented objects concretized on the
basis of the schematic aspects, is that in virtue of *he
life imbuéd in them by the reader, ﬁhey are, in a sense,
taken to be real. But this 'is indéed only a pretension.

Aspects that are imposed on the reader in the read-
ing ‘can never be actualized as genuine perceptual
aspects but can be actualized only within an imagi-
national modification, even though in the work it-
self they are commonly determined as being percep-
tual. They are, however, suggested to the reddtr
only by artistic means, and theyv belong not to

truly real, but to purely intentional objectivities,
which, according to their content, are guasi-real.76

o

When such "existence-assuming moments, T7occurthey enrich

* )
» .
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the experience of the reader and effect the course the

experience takes. But they need not always occur and,

in fact, in non-representational works of art, such as

‘architecture, they never Qgcur.ﬂ Thus they are a feature

of the experiences of schematically representéd objec-
tivities in the literary work of art. Though this is
eséentially extraneous to the work éf art, -it. further
indicates the implicationé which schematism has on in-
dividual concretizations, thus going a long way in ex-
plaining the powef.which works of art are known to. have
over human beings. Though not real, literary works of
art are capable of having the force of real objects in
real situations, thoﬁgh without the.practical impact
that accoméaniés real events. Herein lies one of the
great advantages which is peculiar'to works of art hav-

ing a schematic character.
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Sectioh 7: The Literary Work of Art as a Polyphonic
Harmony of Heterogeneous Strata

B

As was indicated at the outset of this study, the

literary work of art is-a multi-lavered formation having-

four distinct strata. But, this "does not exhaust the
peculiar essence of the literary work."78

The material of each stratum leads to the consti-
tution of its own characters which correspond to
the nature of the material. . .The stratification
of the "material" produces in the literary work of
art a remarkable polyphony of aesthetic ‘characters
of heterogeneoustypes,whereby the characters be-
longing to the various types are not alien to one
another, as it_were, but enter into various mutual

relationships.’9 -
Each stratum has aesthetic.value qualities which are
peculiar to it alone and which contribute to the overall
harmony of the individual work of art. Let us briefly
examine some of the properties which belong to each of
the four strata. 3
The stratum of lihgpistic sound formations is cap-
able of producing secondary characteristics which. are
aesthetically relevant to the work. Word sounds with
individual meanings create different effects.
This is best known bv the fact that when it is
necessary. . .to say something delicately and
least drastically, it is possible to aveoid the
particular effect of an obscene word by substi-
tuting one with an identical meaning but with a
more neutral word sound.80
- Word sounds, likewise, often contain aesthetically rele-
vant gualities, e.g., "'beautiful' and 'ugly,'" "'light'

and 'heavy,'" or words which sound " 'funny' or 'serious,
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||l81

'solemn' or 'pathetic. When word sounds with such

aesthetically relevant qualities are combined into sen-
tences, phonic fogmétions-are created which also create

secondary characters. , e

I1f, for examﬁle, word sounds with a truly soft
sound are followed by a sharp and hard word sound,
there is an accentuation of the sharpness of the .

latter in the guise of a distinct phenomenon of
contrast.82

And, in conjunction with both of fhe.above character-

istics, the phonetic phegomeﬂé of rhythm and tempo are
also produced within this stratum. Although‘both these
charaéters_may be taken to be the result of individual.

£

readings, there is "a rhythm that is prescribed. . .by

a given set of word sounds and immanent to it,"83 and

there is a tempo of the "determinate character of the

phonetic side of language, its 'quickness' or 'slowness,'

its 'lightness; or 'lazy heaviness.'"84

Although these aesthetically relevant qualities do ~

not exhaust what 1is possible in this stratum,.they serve
to indicate the interdependence which exists between
.théﬁ.and tﬁe ovérall meaning of the work. Ingardeﬁ con-
firms their role in the work iﬁ the following way:

The fact that the phonetic formation and charac;ers
truly possess their "own voice" in this polyphonv
.1s best supported by the drastic change which the
work undergoes when it is translated into a "foreign"
language. However faithful one tries to make the
translation, whatever pains one takes to keep the
closest resemblance between phonetic gualities, one
can never reach the stage where the translation
would in this respect fully match the original, be-

" cause the otheiness of the individual word sounds



~
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inevitably cafries with it other phonetic formatlons
and characters.85

The entire structure and meaning of the work is effected
by this stratum and upcn it depends the very existence
of the liferary work of art. And, if it did not contain

any special value-quality elements, the polyphony of the

work would be poorer by a significant elemenﬁ.86

The stratum of meaning units contributes to the work's

polyphony through the rationality it-brings'to the work.

-

- The’' literary work "can never be a totally irrational for-

n87

mation: This is indispensable for the energence of

the other strata. In this regard, Ingarden points to a
work's "rational clarfty."” He says:

If a work is "clear," it is like a crystal in whose
sStructure we can orient ourselves without further
ado. The fact that we can orient ourselves through
and through in the whole,. that we can obtain such
"penetrating perceptions” at all, and that nothing
impedes us in this—the fact that one perception
does not cover another and thus prevent us from
attalnlng in one glance a "survey" of the whole

in all its parts, structures, and elements—all-
this seems to be involved in the peculiar phenom-
enon of clarlty 88

The way in which this stratum participates in the

work's polyphony lies in its producing of "unigque aes-

w89

thetic values, There is a beautv or ugliness pro-

duced by the "rational meaning—formatiqn"go itself.

Ingarden refers to the individual charm of the work
which is closely aligned with, but not- -identical to, a

particular style. The style of the work produces an

experience of joy. In the experi%pce of a beautifully
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constructed sentence there is a "cheerful, cool, joyful

peace,"91 whereas just the opposite results from a sen-

tence which is poorly constructed. "Herein lies this

stratum's particular voice in the polyphony of the work. |

\ .

When irrationally constructed, this stratum not only *
elicits a negative reaction on the part of the reader,
but impairs the coming to appearance of the represented

objectivities with their. aesthetically relevant quali-

-

ties.

The schematized aspects érovide fhéir own contri-
bution to the wérk‘s harmony as well. One of Ingarden's -
rare references to ééulpturé is precisely to the point.

Sculptors, ‘for.instance, keep in mind similar mo-

. ments of aspects when, in designing a monument—
e.g., of a human form which is to stand on a high
pedestal and thus to be seen from below and from a
given distance—they do not adhere to purely ana-
tomical proportions but fashion the figure in such
a way that, seen from below, it can evcke the in-
tended "impression" (i.e., nothing other than an
aspect provided with special aesthetic value
qualities)92

Likewise, the aspects of the literary work of art con-
tain aesthetic‘value gqualities peculiar to them alone.
A manifold of aspects with a particular content consti-

n93 This

tutes the "style of a manifold of aspects.
stvle 1is "value-possessing,"94 and though it may appear
through the objects represented, it actually belongs to

the aspect stratum. Therefore, it is not so much that

represented objécts appear through the aspects, but how
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they appear that i; important. The aspects are appro-
‘priately constructed on the Pasis_of their content to
create a particular aesthetic style which is determining
of specific value qualities. Throﬁgh the selection and
construction of aspects the author is capable of giving

a work certain colorations Or shadings which hring about
the presentation of aesthetic value§ net equaéable with
the represented objects, but manifest thrdﬁgh them. Thus,
the same object in different works will have special
stvlistic features and differences.

The stratum of.fepresented ébjectivities performs a
particularly important role in the work's overall pol-
yphohy.- The."most significant. element of the li£erary -;_
work of art"95 is the manifestation of ﬁetaphysical gual-
ities. The metaphysical gualities themselves;, as well
as their manner of mamifestation, constitgte an aesthetic
| value.96 As the most significant of all the literary
work of art's achievements, they demaﬁé slightly greater
attention.

Within certain_sitdations there is "an atmosphere

which, hovering over the men and the things contained in

these situations, .penetrates and illumines everything

with its kight.“g7 This atmosphere is composed of Ter-
tain qualities'such as the '"tragic' or ‘'sublime,’ the
'grotesque' or the 'peaceful.’ Ingarden says that these

qﬁalities are neither properties of objects nor do they
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belong to psychic states. In one of his most lovely
passages he describes that which is of such paramount

importance. The beauty of the passage calls for liberal
quotation. , et

In our usual, everyday life, oriented on "small”
practical ends and their realization, situations in
which these gualities would be revealed occur very-
seldom. Life flows by—if one may say so—sense-
-lessly, gray and meaningless, with no regard for
the great works which might be realized in this ant-
like existence. And then comes a day—1like a grace—
when perhaps for reasons that are unremarkable and
unnoticed, and usually also concealed, an “"event”
occurs which envelopes us and our surroundings in
just such an indescribable atmosphere, whether it
is frightening or enchanting to distraction, it
distinguishes itself like a shining, colorful
splendor from the evervdéay grayness of the days,
and it makes of the given event life's culmination
point, regardless of whether the basis for it 1is
the shock of a brutal and wicked murder or the
"spiritual ecstasy of a union with God. These
"metaphysical" qualities—as we would like to call
them—which reveal themselves from time to time
are what makes life .worth living, and, whether we
wish it or not, .a secret longing for their concrete
revelation constitutes the summit and the very depths
of existence. . .When we see them, the depths and
primal scurces of existence, to which we are usually
blind and which we hardly sense in our daily lives,
are "revealed," as Heidegger would say, to our
mind's eye. But they not only reveal themselves to
us; in looking at and in realizing them, we enter
into primal existence. We do not merely see mani-
fested in them that which is otherwise mysterious;.
instead, they are the primal (element) itself in
one of its forms. But they can be fully shown to ‘;>
us only when they become reality. Thus the situ- "
ations in which metaphysical qualities are realized
and shown to us are the true high points cf unfold-
ing existence, and -they are likewise the high points
- of the spiritual-psychic essences which we ourselves
are. They are high points which throw a, shadow on
the rest of our lives; that is, they evoke radical
. transformations in the existence which is immersed
in them, regardless of whether they bring with
them deliverance or damnation.?8
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The appearance of metaphyéical gualities in real
life canno£ be called forth, they appear as if by "grace"
alone and are altogether too fleeting. The.desire thifﬂ
they do appear and become the object of contemplation,'

however, does result in two remarkable and wonderful

" avenues afforded the human. being:

This longing is the secret source of many of our
acts. But it is also the ultimate source, on the
one hand, of philosophical cognition and the drive
for cognition and, on the other hand, of artistic
creativity and satisfaction in it—the source, in
short, of two psychic acts that are totally &if-
ferent and yet ultimately directed at the same end.
Art, in particular, can give us what we can never
attain in real life: a calm contemplation of )
metaphysical qualities.99 .

Since the metaphysical qualities possess an iS—
tentional ontically heteronomous mode of exigtencé, they
.arérunable to claim real existence. However; just as 1is
the case with the metaphysical qualities of real situ-

ations, they are completely determined "concretizations

w100 7pe advantage of their appear-

of ideal essences.
ance in the work of art lies in the opportunity they

afford for galm contemplation. In real situations such
appearances.have'immediate and significant import for

the affaifs of life. A real tragic murder cannot help

but.leave ﬁs to some degree permanently affected. Thé *\'
murder of Becket in T. S. Elliot's Murdér.in‘the Cathé—

dral, while immediafely powerful, gradually drifts away

into the realm of the impersonal, not directly related

to the course of the sﬁectator's personal events. While
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the difference between the effects of these two exper-
iences is a matter of degree, the degree is significant.
. -}

Ingarden.'s reference to Aristotle is revealing of the

distinction he wishes to make.
In closest connection with the aesthetic manner of
observing metaphysical gualities is what Aristotle
had in mind when he spoke of "catharsis." Viewing
them in an aesthetic attitude not only £ills us
with pleasure_and bliss but alsoc gives us the specif-
‘ic relief which we experience after all difficult
events requiring the exertion of all our powers. It
appears that precisely this relief and inner calm
after an aesthetic apprehension of a metaphysical
guality is what Aristotle meant by catharsis. 101
Ingarden has also claimed that the manner in which
metaphysical qualities are manifested is an aesthetic
value. He is very insistent on the fact that while all
0f the other strata working in cooperation are necessary
for the appearance of metaphysical qualities, it.is the
object stratum itself which brings them to'appearance.
They require appropriate objective situations for their
manifestation. This cbviously does not occur at the
level of any ¢of the other strata. While metaphysical
gualities may be intended by meaning units, their mani-
festation‘}equires that the represented world be con-
stituted, which, while dependent upon all of the strata,
cannot occu; at any of the lower levels satisfactorily..
Since the way in which represented objects appear has

(.

a profound\in‘ ence on the appearance of metaphysical
i

gualities, the_sgﬁire structure of the work is respon-

sible for théir appearance, although that appearance

e L
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actually occurs in the final stratum.

I1f£, for example, we read in our. morning paper a
police report of an event which is tragic by its
nature, then the metaphysical quality of the tragic
does indded belong to this situation; but the of-
ficial torie and style of the report make it impos-
sible for the tragic to be manifested. In reading
of it we can only think that the reported event is
truly tragic, but wk-cannot see this unless we )
transcend the simple police report. Taking the
matter purely objectively, the same evént, if re-
presented in a literary work of art, though re-
presented in other states of affairs and in other
aspects. {and therefore, strictly speaking, not
"the same" in every respect), can be such that the
tragic is genuinely manifested. In the first in-
stance we read the report with perfect composure
over our morning coffee; in the second, we are
deeply moved by what is represented, even .though
it may be something that never really occurred.l102

Beycond the mere cocoperation which must exist be-
tween the strata in order that metaphysical qualities
appear, Ingarden calls for a further condition:

In particular, the polyphony of value qualities must :

not merely show a harmony that permits the appear-

ance of a metaphysical quality; instead, it.must be
harmoniously compatible with it, so that the given
metaphysical quality is required by the harmony as

a complementing element.l103
‘To the extent that the metaphysical gqualities are heid
in readiness by the schematized aspects, they are pre-
determined by the objective situations and await con-
cretization in them. As such, then, they are not mani-
fested in the work, but determined by the work and held
in readiness only. Thus the metaphysical gqualities may

or may not come to appearance depending_upon the guality

®* of the work as an organic polyphonic harmony.
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If- this manifestation does not attain fruition, or
if the manifested guality is in conflict with othex
gualities manifested in earlier or later situations,
so that not even a dissonant polyphonic harmony
happens to occur in the course of the work, then the
given work of art may perhaps possess other values,
constituted in the remainingfgtrata, and thus have
secondary value, even though as a whole it cannot
achieve perfection.l1l04 :

So it can be said that not only does the final
stratum of the work result from the work's polyphony,
but it contributes to it as well. The rep;esegged ©ob-
jects and situations are the fingl and unifying elemént
which brings to appearance the highest of aesthetic val-

ue gualities—the metaphysicél gualities.

.
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Section 8: Concluding Remarks on the Essential Principles
of the Literary Work of Art

In summary, the following principles have. been iden-

tified as essential to the literary work of art:

(1) The literary work of art is not to be identified
with any real thing. '

(2) It is a heteronomous intentional object ontical-
" 1ly dependent upon three autonomous objects for
the origin and support of its existence. They are

a) real objects
b) acts of consciousness of a psychic subject
¢) ideal entities .

(3) It is a schematic formafion which requires a 3

reader for its completion and concretization.
As such, the literary work of art cannot be
identified with any one of its concretizations.

(4) The literary work of art is a polyphonic harmony

of heterogenous strata within which are founded
its -aesthetically valuable qualities.

The principles outlined above, while certainly di-
recting the course of Ingarden's initial investigations
into other art forms, were never assumed to be essential
to all works of art. Specificélly, ingarden reacted
negatively to Nicolai Hartmann's extension of the four-
layered structure of literature to other arts. "It is
. . .dangerous to assume the structures characteristic
of works of one art are also present in works of other

P
w105 While some of

arts, as Hartmann has in fact done.
the features of the literary work do prove to be uni-.
versally applicable, thus supporting the contention

that Ingarden does provide a general theory of aesthetics,



ESSENTIAL PRINCIPLES : : 52

-y

the uﬁiquenéss o§m§§$h of the arts necessitates conclu-
sions which are oniy partially in accord with the liter-
ary work's essential‘structurél Inkparticula{, attention
must be paid to the differing art forms' schematic char-
_acter, which in turn has implications for their ability
to represent objects and/or situations, and also to the
art forms as stratified formations. Both of these
features, essential to the literary work of art?dgre

not universally present in other art for;s. Ingarden’'s
modifications of his initial'ciaims for literature serve

to reveal the proper manner of extending his literary

N o
theory to,Qﬁg of vyet, untreated art forms.

e

2
1
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‘ determined in itself. But something is not self-
existent (it is existentially heteronomous) if the
foundation of its being is not in itself, but in
something else. (Rom&h Ingarden, Time and Modes of

Being, p. 43) ‘

concerfied &ith the origin and/or support of something's
existergce. When a thintg is inherently determlned——mean—-
ing all of its defining moments are immanent—it is
sélf-existent, or in other words, it has autonomous
existence. When a thing's defining moments are not
immanent, it is .not self-existent; its existence is

The ontiqlépuqééxion (existential‘foundationj is thus
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heteronomous. &aAnd "an existential-ontological law ob-

tains to the effect that every object that is not self-
existent points ultimately—sometimes quite deviously—

to a certain self-existent object in which the foundation

of its being lies." (Roman Ingarden, Time .and Modes of

Being, P. 51) Ontic foundations are, therefore, re-

sponsible for supporting and determining the defining

moments of things. In the case of intentional objects,

e.g., the literary work of art, they do not possess an -y
immanent ontic foundation. "Its existential foundation

is in the conscious act that produced it intentionally,

or, more exactly, in the psychic subject who performed

the act." (Roman Ingarden, Time and Modes of Being,

p. 51) Thus, the foundation of a thing's being is an

ontic foundation. Whether it comes from within, e.g.,

a real object, or from without, e.g., an intentional © -
object, it remains the ontic support for the moments

which define the thing.

25 This is one area of Ingarden's thought that went
through serious reevaluation in his later work. For an
account of the ontic basis of the literary work of art,
See The Literary Work of Art, pp. 360-368. Also see
Eugene Falk, The Poetics of Roman.Ingarden (Chapel Hill:-
North Carolina University Press, 1981), pp. 125-130.

26Roman-1ngarden, The Literary Work of Art, p. 1l2.
See also Falk's exposition of the literary work's structure.
It should @ oted that Falk refers “to represented ob-
jectivitid¥hs "presented" objectivities (p. 73). This
is certainly .acceptable as long as one does not lose
sight of the fact that that which is presented in the
literary work of art represents objects and situations
from another realm. If this distinction is not made,
then certain difficulties arise in the discussion of .
music and architecturzéah@ch are presentational versus
representational. \ .

Ingarden is by no mea}%»the only thecrist to arrive
.at a -stratified description of the literary work of art.
Nicolai Hartmann speaks of the work's strata, although-
he appears to have drawn on the insightd of Ingarden
(Nicolai Hartmann, Das Problem des geistiyen Seins
{(Berlin and Leipzig: W. de Gruvter, 1933). ' Mikel ..
Dufrenne in The Phenomenology of Aesthetic Experience
(Evanston: . Nortywestern Press, 1973}, must also at--
tribute a great deal to Ingarden's conception of the _“'
work of art's structure. Ingarden specifically mentions
the work of Juliusz Kleiner and W. Conrad as sharing
similar orientations. Specifically, Ingarden claims
closest kinship to Conrad's conception presented in

"Der asthetische Gegenstand,” (The Literary Work of Aart,
pp. 31-32).

~
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_ . .
27 Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of. Art,

pp. 29-30. For an important and interesting discussion
of the role of value in the literary work of art's
structure, see Ingarden's response to Rene Wellek and -
Austin Warren'!s The Theory of Literature (New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1949} in the Preface, 3rd
edition of The Literary Work of Art, p. lxxviii. .

28 On the nature of the aesthetic attitude, see
Roman Ingarden, "AResthetic Experience and Aesthetic
Object," Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 21
(1960). For general discussions, see James L. Jarrett,
"On Psych¥€al Distance," Personalist, 52 (1971): Herbert
Langfeld, The Aesthetic Attitude (New York: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, 1920); Stanley Paluch, "Are there
Aesthetic Attitudes,” Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research, 27 (1967), pb. 606-609; and Stephen C. Pepper,

~{Emotional Distance in Art," The Journal of Aesthetics
and A't Cr;tlczsm, 4 (1946).

" 29 Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, p. 265.
Also see Bugene Falk, The Poetics of Roman Ingarden,
pp. 87-89. The 'filling-in’' activity of the reader,
when combined with the structure of the work itself
results in what Ingarden refers to as the "concretiza-
tion" of the literary work. The places of indeter-
minacy are a structural feature of the work. The
'filling-in' activity represents the reader's contri-
bution to the constituting process. The concretization
is the result of these two factors. See Michal Glowinski,
"On Concretization," in Roman Ingarden and Contemporary
Polish Aesthetics (Warsaw: Naukowe, 1975), pp. 33-46.

30 Ingarden must be classed with those theorists
who are concerned with' the discovery of the essence of
objects. This is clearly apparent in the way in which
he situates his work in the context of other literary
theories, both contemporary and classical, in his com-
mentary on Aristotle's Poetics. See "A Marginal Com-
mentary on Aristotle’'s Poetics," Journal of Aesthetics
and Art Criticism, 20 (1961-1962), pp. 163-173, 273-285.
He sets himself off from a) the formalist conception "which
treats the literary work as a linguistic creation," an
b) the objective conception which "holds that the literary

work is a congeries of 'representations,'" and ¢) the
conceptlon that "treats the work ag a-separate sphere -of
reality." : " o -

Roman Ingarden,’ The Cognition of the Literary
Wwork of Art, p. 20. See also Roman Ingarden, "The
Physicalistic Theory of Language and the World of

-
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Literature,"”" vearbook of Comparative Criticism, 2 (1969), .
pp. 80-90. Also see Augustin Riska, "Language and Logic
in the Work of Roman Ingarden," Analecta Husserliana, IV,
ed. Anna-Teresa.Tymieniecka (Boston: Reidel, 1976), pp.
187-218, for a good historical contextualization and
exposition of Ingarden's work on language. -

32 . .
Eugene Falk,; The Poetics of Roman Ingarden, '

pp. 30-35.

33 Piotr Graff has guestioned Ingarden' position on
the work of art's ontic dependence upon a material thing.
His.position raises some interesting questlons and pos-
sible problems. In Chapter 4 we will examlne the force .
of Graff's criticisms.. (Piotr Graff, "The Ontological
Basis ¢£f Roman Ingarden S Resthetics. A Tentative Re-
Construction," Roman Ingarden and Contemporary Polish
Aesthetics, pp. 69-96. For a brief summary of Ingarden's
position on word sounds in the context of contemporary
analvtic phllOSOphy, see Guido Xung, "Ingarden on Lang-
age and Ontology," Analecta Husserlian, II, ed. Anna-
Teresa Tymieniecka (Boston: '~ Reidel, 1972), pp. 204-17.

Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, pp.
37-38. :

35'Romén Ingarden, The Literary work of Art, p. 38.

36 Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, p. 40.

Roman Ingarden, "The Physicalistic Theory of
Language and the World of Literature," vYearbook of Com-
parative Criticism, 2 (1969), pp. 80-90.

Roman Ingarden, "Phenomenological Aesthetics:
An Attempt at Defining its Range," Journal of the British
Society for Phenomenology, 6 (1873), p. 264.

33 The contemporary discussion of 'intention' in the
arts has helped to clarify theorists' ways of thinking a-.
about the artist's role in the aesthetic process. The

- discussion which developed between the position of W. K..

Wimsatt and Monroe Beardsley presented in "The Intentional
Fallacy,” and the positicon of Frank Cioffi in "Intention
and Interpretation in Criticism," (both in Philosdphy
Looks at the Arts, ed. Joseph Margolis (Philadelphia:

‘Temple University Press, 1978}, pp. 293-306, 307-324),

nicely sets the boundaries around the problem Ingarden's
descrlptlon of the role of the artist in the creative
process as an effort to embody intentions which ultimately
serve as the basis for the concretization of the work,
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goes much further, however, than either of the above
articles in explanation of just how intentions do be-
come publicly accessible via the work's structure.

But there would not seem to be any real disagreement
between the. positions of Ingarden and Wimsatt and 7
Beardsley regarding the manner of access to artistic-.
intentions. It is in the work itself that intentions
are discovered. What is not there is simply not an °
element of the work. Thus it should be noted that the
spectre of the Intentional Fallacy does not hover Bver
the work of Ingarden. This will become plainly apparent
as we proceed in our exposition. See Katarzyna Rosner,
"Literature and Artistic Communication;" in Roman
Ingarden and Contemporary Polish Aesthetics, p. 199,

for conflrmatlon ¢f the above poxnt. Also see Anthonv
Savile, "The Place of Intention in the Concept of .Art,

in Aesthetics, ed. Harold Osborne (London: Oxford,
1972), pp. 158-176. '

Romdrn Lﬁoarden, "Phenomenological ‘Aesthetics:
An Attempt at Befining its Range," Journal of the British
Society for Phenomenology, & (1975), p. 265. o

41 Max Rieser,."Roman Ingarden and His Time,"” The
Journal of Aesthetlics and Art Criticism, 29 (1971},
p. 445. - .

42 K. M. Dolgov, "Roman Ingarden' s Phenomenologv of
Literature," Dialectics and Humanism, {1975), p. 93.

43 K. M. Dolgov, 'Roman -Ingarden's Phenomenology of
therature, ». 108,

44 See Barry Smith, "Historicity, Value and Math-

ematics," Analecta Husscfl;ana, IV, ed. Anna-Teresa
Tymieniecka (Boston: '~ Reidel, 1976), pp. 219-240, for

an application of Ingarden's phenomenological ontology
to mathematics.

45 Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, -
p.- 117. Also see K. M. Dolgov, "The Question of Inten-
tional Being-in- Roman Ingarden' &\Phllosophv," DlaTGCtICS
and Humanism, 2 (1975).

4 ™~ .
6 Roman Ingarden, Time and Modes of Being, p. 47.
Also see Eugene /alk The Poetics of Roman Ingarden, p.
36. — o

Ingarden, Time and Modes of Being, p. 49.

48
Roman_Ingarden, Time and Modes of Being, p. 5l.

L3
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49 Eugene Falk, The Poeticg of Roman Ingarden, P.
37. ' ’

>0 Roman Ingarden, The Literary work of art, p. 1l18.

51

Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, p. 126.
22 Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, p. 361.
See Eugene Falk, The Poetics of Roman Ingarden, pp. 13-
17, for a discussion of iIngarden's usage of the terms
'essence,' 'idea,' and 'schema.' N

53 Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, p. 361.

54'-See Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka, "Beyond Ingarden's
Idealism/Realism Contyoversy With Husserl—The New Con-
textual Phase of Phenohmenology,” Analecta Husserliana,
IV, ed. Anna-Teresa Tymieniecka (BoSton: Reidel, 1976),
pp. 266-274, for a descriptive discussion of Ingarden's
existential concepts. -

535

Roman Ingarden, Time and Modes of Being, p. 51.

56 Roman Ingarden, Time. and Modes of Being, p- 49.
>7 Roman Ingarden, Time and Modes of Being, p. 80.

. -
>8 Rdhan Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, p. 362.
>3 Roman Ingarden, T;e Literary Work ﬁf Art, p. 117.

60 . y
Eugene Falk, The Poetics of Roman Ingarden, Pp.

14.

\ 61 Eugene Falk, The Poetics of Roman Ingarden, P.
15.
62 Roman Ingarden,’ The Literary Work of Art, pp. 122-3.

63 Roman Ingaxden, The Literary Work of Art, p. 122.:
For a further discussion of the relation of acts of con-
sciousness to ideal entities and real objects, see Anna-
Teresa Tymieniecka, "Beyond Ingarden's Idealism/Realism
Coﬂtroversy With Husserl,” pp. 256-265.
/"\
Roman Ingardén, The Literary Work of Art, p. 246.

Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, pp. 246-7.
6
5 Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, p. 247.

For a ¢istinction between real and intentional aspects,
see Euéﬁif‘Falk, The Poetics“%i Roman Ingarden, pp. 92-96.
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. 67 L R :
Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, pp.

-

68 Roman .Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, pp.

248-9.

6
2 Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, p- 246.

. Also Augustin Riska, "Language and Logic in the Work of

i

Roman Ingarden," ‘Aralecta Husserliana, IV, pp. 193-4.

For a good account of Ingarden's positicn on spots of
indeterminacy, see Henryk Markiewica, "Places of Indeter-
minacy in a Literary Work," Roman Ingarden and Contem-
porary Polish Aesthetics, pp. 159-172. Excellent oriti-
cal discussion, which we will treat in Chapter 4, ‘are
available in Wolfgang Iser, The Act of Reading: A Theory
of Aesthetic Response (Baltimore: John Hopkins, 1978),
pp. 170-9, and Dagmar Barnouw, "Critics in the Act of
Reading,"” and Menachem Brinker, "Two Phenomenologies of
Reading: Ingarden and Iser on Textual Indeterminacy,"
both in Poetics Today, 1 (1980), pp. 213-222; 203-212.
Also see J. Fizer, "Schematicism: Aesthetic Pevice or
Psychological Necessity," The Journal of/iesthetics and
Art Criticism, 27 (1969), pp. 417-23; fnd Michal Glow-
inski, "On Concretization," Roman Ingarden and Contem=
porary Polish Aesthetics, pp- 47-68. -

70 Roman Ingarden, The Literary WOrk{bf ArE,.p. 249.
{

7 . .
1 Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, p. 251.

I
72 Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, pp.
264=271. .

Katarzyna Rosner provides an excellent discussion
of concretization in the context of a semiological ap-
proach to the literary work of art in "Ingarden's. Phil-
osophy of Literature and the Analysis of Artistic Com-
munication;" Janina Makota addresses concretization more

‘generally in the context of intercourse with architec-

ture, painting, music and literature in "BBman Ingarden’s
Views on the Communication with a Work of Art;" Jerzy
Kmita pfovides an interesting and critical discussion of
concretization in relation to artistic value and aesthetic
value in "Work.of Art—Its Concretization. Artist Value—

Aesthetic Value." All in Roman Ingarden and Contemporary
Polish Aesthetics, pp. 191-222; 143%-158; 109-128.
74 '

Nikos Kazantzakis, zZorba the Greek, trans. Carl
Wildman (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1952), p. 3.

175

Roman Ingarden, The Literary Work of Art, pp. 44;
252. . S
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Chapter Two

The Extension of the
Essential Principles of the Literary Work of Art

Section 9: Introductory Remarks Regarding Ingarden's
Extension of His Literary Theory to Music,
Painting and Architecture
In accord with the direction taken by Ingarden,
attention must noy be turned to the extension of the
essential principles elucidated in The Literary Work of
Art to the art forms of music, painting and architecture.
Initially, the essays contained in the Investigations
into the Ontology of Art were igténded as an appendix
to The Literary Work of Art, but the physical magni-
tude of such a work prévented its being published in

such a form. The first three essays went through var-

ious modifications with complete rewrites occuring in
1957.l As such, they are closely aligned with the
thought expressed in The Literary work of art while
simultaneously being an accurate account of Ingarden's
mature thought on the application of his aesthetic prin-
ciples. Thﬁs the claim that the method of extension
found in these essays demonstrates the proper applica-
tion of his thought to other art forms proceeds from the
soundest stsible_ba‘s- - z

™~

*x

~
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-

Cénsistent with Ingardén's conviction that onto-
logical problems must be addressed first, the prgblems
of value, aesthetic or artistic, remain as untreated in-
these essays as they didmin his initial work. The im-
poftance of these problems was clearly seen, but Ingarden
remained convinced that they would require a separate

investigation into the structure of aesthetic. experience

_ which could only follow on the creating of an "ontolog-

«—tral foundation for the investigation of the problem of

value."2 Correspondingly, the forthcoming bresentation

of Ingarden's extension predominately focuses on the

T essential structure and ontic feoundations of each art

form, and not on the structure of aesthetic experience
as it pertains to aesthetic and artistic valge.3 Refer-
ences have®already been ,and will continue to be made to
the process of the aesthetic concretization of the aes}
thetic object;.but it must be re;lized that in Ingaréen‘s
discussion of aesthetic and artistic value, he never ful-
ly élucidated the mode of existence of aesthetic and
artistic values to his own satisfaction. The primary
source for what he did accomplﬁs?\iﬁithis.araacantma
» o

found in The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art.

The predominant focus of this chapter will be on
the tracing of Ingarden's éppl{;ation of the principleg_l

identified as central to the literary work of art thiough

his treatments of music, paianting and architecture. We
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w‘}l be constant%; on the alert for their re-emergence,
modification, or abandonment. In this way the principles
which are common to all the art forms considered by
Ihgarden should be c'rgrly brought to appearance.ihThe
consequeﬁt will,pcf/iily be, then, the identification

of Ingarden's general aeshtetic theory, but the afoper .

Ingardenlan procedure for applylng hlS general principles.
o

g -



qQ

—

EXTENSION OF THE ESSENTIAL PRINCIPLES

P
1

68

Section 10: The Musical Work of Art

Ingarden's deécription of the musical work of art
is an exceilent example of his willingness to modify a
rather cherished position on the work of ar‘;.4 Much to

his initial disappointment, the musical work of art is

not a multi-layered formation. It is composed of a

single layer of concrete ‘tones and tonal formations.-
Conseguently, the polyphonic harmony of heterogeneous

strata found in the literary work of art is also absent.5

-

There are,’howevgr, elements within the.musical work
that are heterogeneous;6 in fact, "the essential.basis
of the ’'individuality' of a musical work. . .lies in
the unigue, uniepeatabie harmony of the pure qgalities

of the tonal formations.and of the other gualities

7

founded in them.” Thus the multiplicity of strata is _

not at all necessary for the heterogeneity that belopgs

+o the elements of the musical work.
A furthér'consequence.of the musical work of art's

non—stréEE}téé structure is that the strata responsible

for the bringing to appearance of represented objects
are also absentT This is fully in accord with Ingarden's

claim that: "There is present in its content—so far as

it is a musical work—indeed no reference and no rela-
tion to the real world."8 The musical work has neither °
a stratum of phonological formations nor a stratum of

meaning units occuring ir its structure. The conclusion

t
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.

. ' . . : -
is that "absolute” music deces "not express, or present,
= - -

9

anything that goes beyond the tones.” As such, the

musical work of art.is a non-representational art form.

.Program musiq;.which stands as an immediate affront to

this'position,”is'rg;egated 'to the borderland between

absolute music and works of literatage.lo - In Ingaxden’'s

opinion, there is simply no adequate'hay of explaining

- ’

how it is that "something whnich is first of all a tonal
formation can 'express' somethlng d%mpletely non-acous-
ﬁﬁcg“%l_ Lacking the nécessary strata for the convey-
ence of meaning, wrniderstood as tgé\g?aning of a word
or the sense of a sentence; there can\be "no states of
gffai;s prgj%cted by sentences and ﬁenc ﬁo objectivi-

ties oresented"l2 as 'elements of the musical work of

art.

‘Thus’ whdever, upon hearing a musical work ‘imagines
certain objegts (particularly thlngs) or objective
situations\or-events and in this imagining actual-
izes the cdrresponding aspects, that perseon in so
- dof¥ng gges beyond the proper content of the musi-
cal worRe~under jthe influence of the musical work
he has lite fantasi which can be-“absent
(and indeed ought not tggéake pldaced without the
aesthetic apprehension of the musical work itself
being in any way impaired. For these literary fan-
tasies distort and adulterate the aesthetlc appre-
hension of the musical work.l3

Ingarden in nO'way denies the reality of music which has

a representational function. He even makes several sug-

o - -

gestions whicH ‘indicate that he believes progress has

been made in the researches necessary to resolve some

of the problems which surround program music. But he is

V
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- \ué&early insistent that thouéh'expressionél or presenta-

.tional content is objective, it is not specifically '

. \\r ' musical.14 Neither does Ingarden exclude the emotional

qualities which can belong to a musical work, e.g.,

terror or awe But these non-acoustic gualities are

only an "analogue" to the qualities found in real emo-
15 '

tions. > They are gualities which belong to tonal

formations. Allowing the actual experience of sical
works to direct the course of his investigationUkhe says: .
There are. . .emotional qualities that can be
brought to intuitive giveness -in their particular
-concrete forms only by music, so-that we have no
_ name whatever for them. . .That is precisely the
reason why we seek immediate commerce with many
great musical works: They- give us access to emo- 16
tional gualities that we otherwise cog}d not have.
: The conclusion, then, is that program music has an in-
\\ explicable character which has yet to be adequﬁpely ac-
g Lo .- v P
et ‘ counted for. But even if these questions are put aside,
\. I program music can be compared with absolute music which
'\\\;// does not express or represent anything. Congsquiptiyz
neither the "function of eﬁpress}on or presentation, nor
. LY
. that which is expressed or represented, can constitute

the indispensable essential moment of the musical work

as such."l7
P Theg examinatipn of the musical work has thus far
NOEv

;a? * been approached from a negative perspective:& it is not

- ‘ . N
’ a multi—layerea.formation; there is no polyphonic harmony

. - . ) ' .

. . resulting from heterogeneous strata; gpd expression ?39//

- % \/_ . -
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representation do not constitute an indispensable ele-

ment of its structure.

Quite consistent is Ingarden's cla;m that the musi-

' calgwork 'is not a real object. The actual physical score

- \‘

is one of the musxcal work's ontic foundations. It pro-
VLdes the worf\{jth continued existence and public ac-
cessablility. "But to provide intentional access to an

objectivity is not the same thing as to be this objec-

nl8

tivity itself. The score, as blotches of ink on

paper, pdj%psses_"neither the function of meaning, nor

the peculiar symbolizing function which notes perform.

— . . . . : 19
The function of meaning is an intentional function.™

13

As sidch, the sceore stands in-the same relationship to

the musical work of art as does the concrete phonetic

’ h\\hézgrial to the literary work of art.

J’ What is usually called the 'physical' side of a
sign 1s, strictly speaking,..no physical material
object but merely a typical figure, visual or
acoustic, say, which, on the basis of appropriate-
ly formed.physical things or processes and by vir-
tue of an appropriate intentional act, emerges for
apprehension as the self-identical figure, possibly

- - many times.20 : L\
[~ ]

As was the case with the literary work of art, the

Ay

mugical work is to be understood as an intentional for-
mation. As.our previous discussion of intentional
existence has shown, a purely intentional object, is
cntically dependent upon an act of consciousggégifor the

origin and support of its existence. Musical works, as

purely intengidnal objects, "would not ever exist without

a

T
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(S

the compoger who creatéd them and without the listeners
who apprehend them cognitively and aesthet‘icaliy.“za
| Two compelling reasons force the conclusion tﬂat

the musical work is neither a real nor ideal objecf.
Firstly, the composer is unable to "fully' embody the 
musical work in a score. The musical notation is only
able to provide the instructions for the'peréormance of
the work. As such, the work is only ;ncompletely pre-
sent in the musical notation. The work is

deterﬁined only in a schematic;§a§, by the speci-

ficatjcon of only some determinations of its purely

tonal (acoustical) base, while others are left

open and variable within certain limits although

.they are also mediately co-deteimined.22
Ingaxrden's fz%iiiar places of indeterminacy can only be
removed in indivi&ual performances. It 9 suggested,
however, that with the technical mear? now available, it
is not hecessgry to use musical notation, but instead
the work cé;dbe recorded on tape or phonograph records.
This does not.threaten the work's schematic and inten-
'tiOnal'character, ﬁowgaverT Regardless of the method of
recording, a performanceqis still reéuired. During
these ’;ecording' perforﬁénces, the plades of indeéér-':
minacy must be filled—in just as in the perf&rméhce
which reéults from multip&e.copigs of a musical work's
scgre. And further, to présume'gﬁat,tﬁe first perfor-

mance of a work by a composer is the musical work and

subsequent performance are 'good' or 'bad' in relation

1)
v .
. . -
+
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to this 'ideal! performaﬁce, ignores the fact that even
a composer is not necessarily capable of producing the
work exactly as it was igtended.QB The seprch for the

best performance—the 'ideal’ performanceJ—l‘
‘ Ve >

frustrq&?d

from the start. ' 2
Secondly, there are characteristics of .the musical

work which, in a sense, transcend the individual sounds
.

and sound formations. The musical work

contains many different, so to speak, super-acous-
s» tic and non-'acoustic' constituents in its essen-
tial structure. It is a gualitative formation that
is determined in very diverse ways, and thjis gual-
itative formation is in every case super-individual.

These "super-acaustic" and "non-acoustic" gualities de-

'pehd upon the musical work's ontic heteronomy for thei5

existende and actualization. As such, they aré unable
to come tO appearance without an act of consciousness
1

bestowing them on the object, as is the case with the

composer, or actualizing them in the object, as is the
case with the listener. . :

But if neither the composer nor anyone else reg

ceives these waves and causes the performances o
the work to arige for him in its concretely phe-
nomenal, divergely gualitatively determined .
Gestalt—then there is in the final analysis no

performance of the.musical work.25 =

The musical work, when apprehended in its schematic char-

acter, results in concretizations which qualitat&vely
differ one from the other. If the work were not a sche-
matic, intentiqnal formatioﬁ, there would be no way of
adcounting for the heterogeneous qualities which

LN

24
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specifically belong to-the musical work of art. The
unavoidable conclusion is that the musical work is a
self-identical schematic, intenti;nal formation, not
identifiable with the score or any other real thing.
It is ontically founded in the .

individual psychological acts of the composer,
real events in the world which found realiter

| each individual performance of the work, and
. finally the various acts of consciousness and26
S real physiological processes of the listener.

Conspicucusly absent in Ingﬁﬁhen's'discussion of

the sical work's ontic foundations are ideal entities.

He does’ speak of‘“typE;%l figures" in the musical work,

///// 3 but they do not have the same character as ideal en-
A tities.27- It would be more proper to relate them to
is\\\\ the word sounds of the literary work of art which have

intentional existence. It seems clear that Ingarden

has either retreated from His position on ideal entities
— .

expressed in The Literary Work of Art, or else simply
N
cannot explain how ideal meaning could operate within

28

v the musical work. In either case, they are not a%-

cussed in the context of the musical work, and in fact
seem to be indirectly rejected:

In the reciprocal qualitative modification of tone
formations occurring together or following in se-
guence, and in the final guality of wholeness,
unigue in its kind, that results in this reciprocal.
qualitative modification, lies the sole basis of '
the-in@ividualitﬁépﬁ a musical work.29

The "final guality of wholeness" is found in a concre-

. tization of the work of art. But does this not lead

ey

f
.
L' - ) <
. . .
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the positing of an ideal aesthetic object agaiﬁet which
eabh concfetization mu;t‘ultimately be contrasted? After
all,ﬂeach concretization is unique. quarden thinks not.
No one performance is optimal; "the work, as the sche-
matic formation; determines a mﬁi;&plicity of possible,
30

aesthetically admissible coﬁcret: ations."” Any cdn—
cretization whicﬁ stays within the boundaries determin-
ed by the score 1is ‘correct,' though not necessarily
equally aesthetically valuable. The identity of the |
musical work is guaranteed by the fCOnstant stock of
possibilities belonging to it,” and the "unchanging
structure determined by the score as well as the con-
sﬁancy of the range of possibilities.“31 This serves

to explailn thgémany and diverse interpetatioﬁs g%yen

to musical works which are performed in different-ways
throughout history. Each epéch determines which manner
of performance is 'best' for itself. And this is,quite
permissable within the guidefihsf espablished by the
work. 'Butt point in fact, therefis no ‘best,’' only‘
aestheticaily 'better' in respect to-tggtkealizatiéifof
g%e work's aestheﬁic value. And it is ogly on the basis

of the work's aesthetic value that judgments can be made ’

regarding its artistic worth. Therefore ® "artistic
' -

wofﬁv is not decided merely by the number of different ™
possikle forms that,the work cak assum¢, but rather—/
] . . . -
and prim ri&X(—by the aesthetic palues 1 /an attain EB. &
i q \I | . M
J o T
: - A ’
: T2
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its concretizations."32 Ingarden's move away from a
dependence on ideal entities seems apparent when’ he
says "that the composer's merit consists not so much
i hav1ng created a simple ideal performance of hlS

work,_but rather in having made a schematic formatlon
n33

"that admits of many possible performances. The
material ontic foundatid?rhas clearly assumed a role of
great importance in the éescription-of the musical work

_ " of art. _This caT;:t goi%ﬁgagiced in our later attempt

k- to extend his thelrxy to include the sculptural work of

art.
- In summation, the musical work of art must be seen
as a schematic intentiona% formation, having no hetero-
_geneous strata, although there is a polyphonic harmony
of weterogeneous ae;thetic yalué qualiti;s. It is oh;
* .tically founded, on one hand, in the conscious creative
-activity of the composer and the consciéus processes of
the listener and, on the other hand, in the real matérial
of a score. Since it canASE‘be/e*plained how it is that
a work;ﬁepresents something which lies-beyond thé work,
ﬁhe musical work is essentially'non—répresentational and
therefore does not ontically depend upon a world of
ideal meanings. The igentity of the wdrk is foﬁnd in
£he formal properties of the wof%-discoverablﬁﬁﬁg:ané
through the fixed musical text. These properties'ére

-

. \ 2 ' . .
“ all present in 'correct' performances and concretlizations,

¢

_ ,.D- % | ‘ ' : | N | .,fz:'-
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/e perforégﬂce or concretization exhausts all of
f bilities which the musicalfwo¥k bossesses. As
such, there‘ié no ideal concretization, only a set of
concretizations which are—of greater or lesser value.

In the extension of his literary theory &o the
musical work‘of art, Ingarden displéys a é;mmitment to
the work of art's intentional character and all the fac-
tors which that implie;, i.e., ontic. relativity to aubon-
omous objects,'specifically, acts of consci;usness and
real objects, @&nd schematicism. We do see, however,
certain alfératiéng taking place as regards the essen-
tial principles of the %iterary'work of art. Firstly,
gt becomeé clear tﬁat the work of art's polfphonic har- ,///
moay is not wedded-?o the muléiplicity‘gf strata. r
stead, the work's polvphony is directly dependent Ji?;he
aesthetically valuable gqualities themselves. Whether or
not a work of art is stratfified may influence the aiffer-
ent kinds of aesthetically iuable gualities the work may
have, k.g., gqualities whieh pertain to represented ob-

'
\ 7 _
jectfi_gﬁt it is not.the necessary condition for the

———

polybhonﬁc harmony that is the work-of art. Secondly,-

ﬁEeA;hiéd ontic foundation of the literary work of art,

' N\
namely ideal entities, does not emerge ih TIngarden's_ '~
disc®ssion of the musical work of art. ne ?gﬁ/éafeny
i -
assume thalt he sees them as simplﬁ/;éving ngﬂapplica%ion

h-

to this art form. . _ o - f

. ) ' /

¢
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Thus, general principles now begin to take shape.

1) TH k of art is not to be identified with any
real thing.’ -

2) It is a heteronomous intentional object ftically
. dependent upon at least two autonomous objects for-
the origin and support of its existence. They
are —~ ' )

s

a) real objects
and
. ' b) acts of consciousness of a psychiq subjécﬁ
- : 3} It is a schemétic formation which reguires a
reader/listener for its completion &nd con-

cretization. As such, it cannot. be identified
) s with any one of its concretizations.

/'I

4) It is a polyphonic harmony of aesthetically val-
uable qualities.

Onﬁy by examiming other art fdrms will we be able to say
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'Section 11: The Picture as Work of Art

Ingarden's immediate distinction between the "pic-

ture," as an object of aesthetic app;eciation and a

-

kpainting," as the real material of the work, i.e., pa-
per, linen, wood, and pigments, etc., is 1n agreement

with his' contention that the work of art,}in general,

34

is ne real thing. As was the. case in-literature and

music, the real thing is the "objective, real condition

of the concrete seeing and of the existence of the

ll|35

'picture. The real thing, or painting, has many

-

characteristics which do not belong to the work of art

T,

as a self-identical object, as a picture. The paig;ing

is

made of linen; it occupies a definite section of
real space, and in fact a. section that is of dif-
ferent sizes at different temperatures. It has
various visual and tactile characteristics, and
-also definite chemical and phyvsical properties,
for example, electrital, thermal and so forth, ~
that are ot directly accessible to us in per-
ceptiq9.36

The picture, as work of art, does not n&ve any of these

A

‘—‘\3\ characteristics, though ontic§}ly dependent upon them.
The real material of the painting provides the picture
% : -

‘with what is essential for diverse experiences of a

3
e

[

: i
self-identical object. By examining pictures which r?—
present life situations the issue becomes clear@ér. b}

A situation such as that presented in Leonardo da
Vinci's{The Last Supper is not actually brought to

& 0

b 8
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appearapce in the picture. The picture may copy or por-
tray this situation, but it cannot give us.this‘gitu-
ation again. The objects brought to appearance in the
picture{ i.e., chairs, table, plates, etc., are no
présent in the way real objects are actually present 1in
:
a real situation. The distinction is particularly ap-
parent in the kind of space inveglved in each ca®e. That
which is portrayed in the picturxe occupies an altogether
different space thén does the painting. The portrayal
" within é certain represented space places certain limi-
tatlonsjﬁn\$he possibilities of visual perceptlon. For
example,{}ﬁ the visual perception of a real thlng/the
'obseﬁzggyzan move closer or farther away from the thing
Qbile continuing to perceive the same thing. This pro--
vides either a closer more narro%ly precise visual per-
-ception or a more distanced less precise'perception of’
£he thing. If one wishes tQ perceiyve the portrayed sit-
v \
uation and objects of'the pié§g¥e, however, t@g case 1is
somewhat different. While the Sﬁéerv¢:'c§n move closer
to or farthex away from the prcture and. still perceive
the portraved objgcts,'there are limits beyond which the
picture dissolves into the Rivsdgal efgments of pigmeﬂt;

linen or-paper: | \.

The difference that this change of our "location
makes is that -at one time-we "see" the portrayved
things better; when we are the right distance from
the pa;nting, and at-.another time, when we are to
. close or too far away, We see them.poorly. But a
- . . )

¢ £
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no time can Qé overcome the distaece established '

by the picture. If we approach too close to the

painting, then the represented thing is no" longer
given to us at all.37

To fuyrther attest toQQEe d;stinction between picture
and paihtiﬁg, one ngad only ﬁote the essential one-sided-
ness of the'picture. painting can be walked ereund '
or can beflocated'in different places on a wa;l, for in-
stance, but the objects of the picture are elgégs locked
within thelr represented space;- "the things SFEEentedlln
the picture can show themselves to -us on}y from one de-
finite side ai!'et a definite distance, from that which

-the artis ‘ixed in the pic;ure once and fof all."38

The obs;@ can never see these objects from another
side .or from behind: The mode gf giveness of the de-
picted objects and situaﬁlons'of the picture is quite
different from thgf‘which is involved in the appreheﬁSion
of real' things, thus cenfirming the distinction between
work of ant and real thing. | .

So here, again, we fiﬁd thaésIngarden claims a ma—r
tegiel ontic foundation for the wogk of art. The pic-
tufg i.'determined and founded by the real material of
the'paf .ing. T£e~painting provides for the work's con-

A

tinued and relatively permanent existence and public

accessibility.39

Turning attention to*the picture, we.agaiq find

a formation of heterogeneous strata. This is the case
. - -
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2

~

with representational pictures spec fically, Rowever. .
There are exceptions, of course,’ ch -as the abstract
picture. Ingarden makes the interesting point that

whether or not a work of art is stratified"is.irrelevant
w40

-

forthefmdivi&ualit§ of the work of art. His central
concern is with securing the work's identity and not with
a cherished model of“explanation, already evidenced by
the description of the musical work of art.as being non~
stratified. So whether the issue is the structure of
reéresentational painting or absttact painting,'the num-
ber of strata ought not tc be viewed as an indispensable
conéition for the picture's existence. The number of
strata'primarily serves to permit distinctions within
this one category of art works. With this, let us fturn
to the central example of the reoresentatlonal picture.
Here is found a work of'two and sometimes three strata.
&hey are : ; ) .-

1) the strgrum of :ecéggz;kcted spects ©

2) the stratum'of represented objects or situations,

. e
-

and 1 * . -

3) the- strat@h of literary or hlstorlcal content,
whenever present. 41

The reconstructed aspécts "form the constitutively

most important element of the pictyre, without which

4

there would be no representational‘picture at all énd‘
.

alsoe no aestﬁetlc object belonglng to the art of paint-

. 42
ing." An artist™selects and arranges color patches

. ’ » / A, .
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.

" that have their ontic foundation in the properties of
the real painting with the intent-:of bringing objects !
to appearance. Objebts Ean ohly.be represéﬁiéd by. the L
presentation of a limited number of views or perspec-—
tives: 1In the experience of a real object, thé observer .

&\\ -takes different perspectives toward.the object thus, in

' a sense, composing an object correlate out of a multi-
‘ .

. Plicity of views. - The real object as presented to the

2

L N .
. observer appears to change in shape, guality and bright-

ness. Each view 'is one aspect of the real object_.43

<
The object which is experienced by the observer pos-

sesses definite.propertiés which are correlated to the
cbnéent of thé aspects. " In order for an ar;ist to
create a picture which brings to appearance gepr$§5nted
objects, he or she must reconstruct in the picture:as—

%pects that correspond to the objecturepres__ented.44 It

e

is only’;hroughfréconstruc;ed.éspects that objects-can .
: .Bé m;ﬁ%‘intuitively §resent in the picture. And further-
morgl, as the‘objéctive constitptive facto; of the pic-
ture, any other qualitafi&e factors which can be attrib-
]

uted to the picture ultimately "depend upon this stratum

: { . -]
for their constitut . ' .

There are twd”kinds of elements thEQ my be present

A
’

- in the content of the reconstructed aspects. Firstly,

-

those é;gmenté which perform the function of the pre-

sentation of represented objectss, e.g., the presentétioﬁ
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of the brgw of,é person. Secondly, there are elements
which'serve a decorative funqtion. These elements are
aesthetically valuable ih that they either bear within
them-aesthetically valuable qualities or in conjunction
with other elements bring aesthetically valuable gual-
itlies to view.45 Decorativé eleéments can serve both the
function of presenting represented objects and present-
ing aesthetically valuable qualities. For example, a
color patch whlch presents the brow of a man might also
. have a certain brightness which in conjunctlon with an-
other color patch determines a definite aesthetlcally
valuable guality. o
The two functions of the reconstructed aspects do

not 1nterfere with each other. 46 A represented: object
can be appreciated for the depth and richness of color
as well as for the clarity of the represeﬂtaéion- The
importance of the reconstructed aspects to the picture
is readily seen in that both the presentation of re-
presented objects and the qualities relevan? to the
work's aesthetic value depend ﬁpon them. The dependense
of the picture's subsequent strata on the reconstructed
aspects is most evident when these two content functions
are appreciated.

* The stratum of representgd Objects or situations,

while dependent upon the reconstructed aspects, must be

distinguished from the aspects, on the one hand, and from
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the literary theme and historiqal content of the pic-
ture, whenever such is present, on the other. If we
take the example of a "still;life" presenting fruit in

a bowl on a table, this~stratum.can best be seen as
distinct. Such a work is totally.devoid of- an gvent
which play; a cehtral role in therpicture.‘ There are
only objects which are presented in a pérticular con-
dition. These objects have, and must have, visual prop-
érties which can be‘visually.exp‘ressed.47 .Non—visual
properties either cannot be presented, or can only be
presented indirectly:- "One can paint neither the stench
of tainted flesh, nor the sweetness of sugar, nor the
moistness-of water."48 Through the selection of colors
and color patterns, objects are presenteé directly which
result in the indirect copresentation of such non-visual
properties. And the directly presented objects are not
reducible to the aspects that brought them to appearance
either. The visual eggceptual,aspects must be recon-
structed by an observer in order that the objects come
to appearance. As such, neither the aspects nor the
represented objects which are presented are elements ;
of the paihting. They constitute elements of the pic-
ture and as such are ontically dependent upon the in-
tentional écts of the artist or observer. -

The picture, therefore, has two ontic fouridations,

namely the real physical material of the painting and
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acts of consciousness. This 1is esséntially an affir-
mation of the principles whiéh have guided the discus-
sion of the literary-work and the musical work. Once
again, the third ontic foundation Bf ideal entities
appears to be abandoned in the anal%fis of the picture.
. This would seem to gonfirm Graff's opinion that Ingarden
retreated from his earlier éosition expressed in The
Literary Work of Art.49
The role of the observer in the constitution of the
picture confirms the distinction between the strata of
aspects and represented objects. The observer must re-
construct the aspects in order that objects.be brought
to appearance. Bu£ there are always places of indeter-
minacy in the objects presented. This results from .the

fact that "there is a unigue aspect that brings the ob-

ject to appearance always only partially and from one,
w30

side. There are no

aspects, for examﬁ?e, which cor-
reséond'to thé 'back side’ of bbjects presented in the
p{cture. As-such, the back side remains undetermined,
though co-intended. The observer fills-in these sche-
matic moments in accord with wha£ has been visually pre-
sented. Thus the presented object is not identifiable—~
with the aspects which‘brought it to a?pearance, since
the objects are 'more' than what the aspects specifi-

.

cally provided.

The case is the same with the ‘bringing to appear-
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ance of emotional gualities:

What causes itself to be "realized"” with the me-
dium of painting in the picture is first of all
only a facial expression or a gesture. ‘But the
intuitive appearance of such a gesture or such

. an expression brings it about that a specific

¢ emotional character, for example, is shown to
us intuitively, which in fact is not apprehen-
sible purely visually, but which_ still attains
to appearance through the corresponding attitude
of the observer.>3l

The aspects direct the course of constituti&h of the ob-
jects pxesented; but it is left to the observer to re-
move the places of indeterminacy thus bringing to appear¥
ance the objects represented in the fullness of their
gualitative determinations. As such it can be seen that

the represented objects presented in the picture are not

L4
-

reducible to the aspects which directed their appearance.
Carefully eliminated froﬁ the discussion thus far

'ﬁave been pictures which either have three strata, i.e.,

pictures wikh literary themes, and abstract works, where

/
a single layer is present. In both cases the pigture

adheres to the principles already stated regaxding the
work's two-fold ontic foundations. By literary theme
Ingarden meanéaa preceding story which is_dete;mined

by, exclusively, the story content presented in the
picture.52 Through an appropriate arrangement of repre-
sented objects a certain literary theme is presentéd
which constitutes a stratum in its own'right. The suc-

cessful presentation of the objects in a "still-life”

without a literary theme is sufficient reason to see the
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literary theme which is brought to appearance through
presented objects as a distinct element oﬁ the picture.
Unlike the "still-life" the picture with a literary theme
requires in most cases the presentation of a number
of objectivities, whose presented conditions are
such that all of them all together yield one and the
same "occurence,"” the sfme fact, the same situation,
which forms a transitional phase of an incident.23
In a picture with a literary theme the most important
element of the wérk is an event which plays a central
role. When this is abéent {when there is no‘literary
theme) there then remains a picture which culminates in
the presentation of objects in the same way as OCCurs in
a "still-life.™
Historical pictures, unlike pictures with a liter-
" ary theme, require non-pictorial means of presentation
for their conétitutionQ They are "fuliy'understandable
only when they have an appropriate title and are regard-
ed with a story in mind that has been told to the view-'

er by literary me.ans."-54

As such, these works are not

to be considered independent works of painting. They
must be seen as, in some way, transitional between liter-
ature and painting.

There'wouid appéar to be two basic categories of
abstract painting.» The first would be characterized by ‘
the cubist work of Picasso. Here the értist attempts to
present the inner structure of the object without usiné

. - v 5 .
the object's aspects. 3 However, one can never directly
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paint the inner structure of a thing without some use
of aspects. In this kind of painting there still re-
mains a stratum of reconstructed aspects and a stratum
of the objects pfesented by the aspects..s6

Purely abstract painting, as distinguished from
cubist:painting, does not have a layered structure.
There are no objects presésted in the pi¢ture and conse-
guently there are no reconstructed aspects. The three-
dimensional space which characterizes representational
pictures is absent and the picture 1is reduced to a two-
dimensional surface.sz_ fhere are no represented bodies,
therefore}no represented persons presenting certain psy-
chological states of affairs. There are: therefore, no
1nteréersonal life situations. What remains are pure
color combinations on the surface of the picture. Purely
abstract painting is a presentation of itself. It does
not reach bevond itself to another realm, namely a world
of real objects and situations.58 The arrangement of
colqrs in certain patterns ultimately decides the whole
question of the pictufe's value. As such, this kind of
picture "forms the solution (or at least an.attémpt at
solution) of a wholly particular, perhaps even completef§

w29 And therefore

uniguee problem.
every abstract picture that is tc be considered as
a successful solution of an artistic problem in

painging must be observed as an independent work of
art.%0

Purely abstract pictures are therefore seen as borderline
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cases of works of ?ain;ing, standing between representa-
tional pictures and non-representational architgctural
works of art.61
We have seen that the picture is no real thing while
being ontically founded in a real thing. We have aléo
seen that the picture may have one,'two, or three layers,
depending upon the kind of picture under consideration.
Briefly discussed was the second ontic foundation of the
picture, acts of consciousness. Here %S found confirma-
tion of the fact that the picture is an intentional for-
mation ontically dependent upon the éreative and consti-
tutive acts of the artist and observer. In the case of
representainnal pictures, the picture is a schematic for—
mation requiring the 'filling-in' process of the obseryef.
ngever, this issue is not clear in respect to pure}y
abstract pictures since neither the sgratum of re€on-
structed aspect nor represented objects brought to pre-
sentation occurs. The only other art form that is not

multi-layered is the pure musical work of art. It is

4

schematic by virtue of the indetermined moments in the
Ecd;e. But there would seém to be no ring compa;able to
a schematic score in the purely abstragt painting. Thus
the conclusion must be that some pictures are schematic

formations while some are not. In this respect the ab-

stract picture has a certain kinship with the architec-
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tural work of art, as we will soon see, which 1is never
a schematic formation. Ingarden has already indicated
that tpis is in fact the case when‘he refers to such
pictufes as borderline instances lying between repre-
sentational pictures'and architectural works. As such,
the abstract ﬁicture is a simuléaneous presentation of
itself, wholly'determinate in all of its constructive
elements of coloxr, color pattern and arrangement.

In the picture, much like the literary work of art
and the musical work of art, the aesthétically valuable
gqualities of the work enter into recipgrocal relation-
ships which call for the recognition of the pi;ture as-
a polyphonic harmony of g%sthetically valuable qualities
and, in the case of representational pictures, hetero-
geneous strata. If there are two or more strata, then
the aeéthetically valuable gualities of each stratumeither
harmonize or cogflict with one another providing for or
preventing the occurence of a gualitative synth'ésis.62
If the work is not stratifiedl i.e., the purely abstract
picture, the aesthetically valuable gualities may still
harmonize or conblict with one another having the same
set of possible consequences found 1in the representational
-pictu;e. TheréFore, being stratified 1s not a necessary
condition for.the picture's polyphony of aesthetically

valuable gualities. The difference between these two kinds

of pictures is a matter of degree and not kind in this
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respect.

[I]£ must still be stressed that precisely the fact
that aesthetically relevant qualities occur in dif-
ferent strata of.the picture and collaborate in the
definitive constitution of the picture's aesthetic
value compels us to hold that the picture as a work
of art is a polvphonic whole, analogous o _the poly-
phony that is present in the literary work of art.
Only this polyphony in the picture is never so rich
as in the literary work of art. ©Of course this
polyphony, at least in principle, is richer [in a

- representationdl} than in an "objectless" pictlure,
since special value gualities issue from the life
situation presented in the picture.63

Utilizing the same line of argument that Ingarden
emploved in the discussion of the musical work of art,
since the purely abstract picture can be compared to the
representational picture, neither the function of repre-
sentation, nor that‘wﬁich is represented can constituté
the indispensable.essential moment of the picture. This
would seem to present a problem for Ingérden gince he ob-
viously would like to argue that absolute'music on one
hand is the prefe;able example of the musical work of art,
and that the representational picture on the other hand
is thg preferabie example of the picture. If the basis |
for this judgpent is to lié in how aesthetically rich or
poor the work is, program music and the presentational
picture can both'provide for a richer polyphony of aes-
thetically valua?le gualities than non-representational
. music .and the purely abstract picture. There would seem
to be a certain inconsistency in Ingarden's position, al-

though the spectre of just how it is that music can repre- |

— : ;
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sent anything must be seen as a pivotal'problemijxthe dis-
cussién.65 If this could be adequately resolved, how-
ever, then indeed program music and the representational
picture would both occupy the central seat in their res-
pective art forms. |

As alréady noted, Ingarden never treated the subject
of aesthetic values to his own satisfaction. But regard-
ing the picture, it is clear that they are closely align-
ed with the composition of the picture. ' The influence
which colors have on one anothgrh.chh as individual
tones of the musical work create harmonies and dishar-
monies, bripgs to appearance aesthetically valuable qual-

%

ities.66 And to the extent that ﬁhey play a constructive

role in the picture, they give rise to aesthetically val-

vable qualities of a highér order which are closely de-

pendent upon the way in which objecté thét are presented
are 'composed' or grouped in the picture.67 The objects
that are presented in a picture can be presented in many
diverse ways. The manner of presentation selected by the
artist results in aeséhétically valuable qualities which
aée peculiar to the work and not merely to the presented
objects. It is indeed the manner of presentation; the

dniqueness of thecbmpqsition,that allows for the bring-
ing to appéérance of the aesthetically valuable qualities

which distinguishes one picture from all others. Each

work provides for a harmony or disharmony of aesthetically
/h:\

Al
-
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valuable gqualities which ultiﬁ&tely constitutes the sin-

gle aesthetic value of the picture, the valent Gestalt

of the picture.68 )
In creating the picture the artist takes into ac-
' count which valent composition is.to be made the
basis of the picture. . .ShopRd this valent com-

position be actually realized Yn the picture, it
then receives a édefinitive, qua igatively dete;—
minate aesthetic value, a value of the whole pic-
ture and not only of its individual parts or mom-
ents.
_It is for this reason that pictures o% great value, such
as those of Rembrandt or Raphael or Leocnardo, can all be
considered as "beautiful,” but in very different respects.
Each of these works are qualitatively different vyet of
the same basic‘value. It would be inappropriate to- say
that one is of greater value than the other, for the aes-
thetic value of each is so different. "The reason for
this lies precisely in the qualitative nature of aesthe-
fic values." 0
The ultimate achievement of the bicture's polyphony
of aesthetically valuable qualities, and conséquently of
the picture itself, lies in the bringing to appearance
of the metaphysical qualities\already spoken of in the
literary work of art. It, is the most important achieve-
ment of every type of work of art, whether it be literary,
musical,'or_plastic; whether it be abstract or represent-
ational. More than any other feature of works of art,

they represent the primary motive for the creation of

works of art &s well as theé most significant contribution
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of the artistic enterprise. "only through them does the
work of art begin to-be something meaningful and valu-
able."71 aut it is not merely the experience of these
qualitieé which the work of art provides, for these qual-
jties are egually accessible in the experiences of situ-

ations in day to day living.72 Most importantly the work

"of art provides for a distanced experience without the

-

weight and force which are customary to such experiences
when had in the real world. The work of art allows for”
a peaceful contemplation of metaphysical gqualities which
can even permit an e;perience of delight or joy not nor-
mally equated with such occurences when they appear 1in
the form of a real event. The impact and force of “damn-
ation", present In Michelangelo's Sistine fresco, while
extraordinarily powerful, can be contemplated and even
appreciated on many levels in ways simply inconceivable
when the same guality 1s experienced 1in daily life. This
is the central contribution which works of art make to
numan existence. And it»gkgémately depénds upon the fact
that the aesthetically valuable gqualities of the work en-
ter into a polyphonic harmony in sucéh a, way that a unique
and univer%al presentation of such qualities 1s possible.
in summation, then, the picture is similar to the
other art forms al;éiﬁy discussed in that it 1is an inten-

tional formation of heterogeneous aesthetically valuable

gualities which, in this case, are located in the work's
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strata. It possesses two ontic foundations which guar-
antee its independence from the real world and the psychié
states of the arﬁist and the observer. Yet it .is the
"ontic foundation of the real material which provide§ for
the wo:k's,cdntinuity and public accessibility. dnce
again, there is no discussion of ideal entities. Except
in borderline inspances of abstract pictures, the pic-
ture is a schematic formation which requires that the
obéerver-fill-in indetérmined moments. It is this fact
which accounts for the differences'that are present in
the multitude of a§sthetic experiences-of the same self-
identical work of art. Guided by the predetermined’
structure of-the picture founded in the painting, éhe
observer is permitted a certain latitude in the aesthe-
tic constitution of thé work: a latitude which simul-
taneously constrains and directs the course of the ex-
perience, as well as providing for the actualization of
the picture‘s potential aesthetically valuable qualities.
Here Ingarden strikes a delicate.balance between the ab-
solute authority of the work of art and the creative re-
sponse of the observer—a balance which reéognizes the
conseguences of overeﬁphasizing either pole.

What is of particulér‘interest in Ingarden's treat-
ment of the picture, however, is the introduction of a
third stratum; namely, the literé}y theme. While this

does not affect the identification of the principles
. r .
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essential to the work of art in general, it will have
implications for the upcoming discussion of the sculp-

tural work of art, which would seem to have similar

capabilities in this area. -

In an effort to remain consistent with Ingarden's

approach to differing art formé, attention must be con-
centrated on the central examples of each art category.

Therefore, the borderline case of abstract painting ought

not to be used as g basis for determining what is es-

sential to the pictlire. And since Ingarden's analysis

of the representétional plicture remains in harmony with
the general principles which were abstracted from the
previous discussions of the literary work of art and the

musical work of art, those principles remain unaltered

as we turn attention to the architectural work of art.

S
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Section 12: The Architectural Work of Art_

As might be expected, Ingarden's description of the
structure of the architectural work of art does not de-
viate from the principles which emerged in his analysis
of literature, music and painting. He is remarkably
consistent. Therefore, one expects and finds an imme-
diate distinction between the real material of the work
anéd the work of art itself.ﬂ

An analogous difference to that between a building

(in the sense of a real object) and a "church' or

a "theatre"—to take another example—is that be-

tween a piece of cloth and a flag. For example,

with the piece of cloth we clean pots; with the
flag we render military honors, we preserve 1it,
often for whole centuries, for memorial purposess
although the cloth in it is badly damaged and with-
out value. This cloth forms, once again, simply
the ontic foundation of the flag, without being
identical with it.74
b
Neither the Renaissance palace nor the Roman cathedral
¥
are identified with the real building. The real build-.
ing°is simply a certain collection of bricks and stones
constituting a basic physical structure of walls and the

like. The buf¥ding serves as the occasion and precon-

-
-

dition for the constitution of the palace and cathedral—
the work of art. Buttressing this c¢laim, Ingarden pointé
to the modern trend of constructing many dwellings which
each correspond to one design; .'the same architectural
work of art can be ‘executed' Tanhy times."75 The caée
is that there are many real Euildings, but only one work

of art.
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But. let us suppose. that every European city were

to build for itself a specimen of the Notre Dame

of Paris. Would not that be a senseless endeavor?
and if we wished to place these hundred Notre

Dames side by side—as 'is the case with the blocks
of apartment houses mow built in many cities—then
this would evoke in us only the strongest disfavor,
precisely because it belongs to the nature of every
work of art to be an individual—in the sense of
something qualitatively unigue.?

As a unique entity which cannot be identified with any
real building, the architectural work of art must be
seen as an inteNtional formation standing in the same
ontic relationship to the real world as do literature,
music and painting. The work's intentional character
is made clear in the analysis of its structure.

The architectural work of art resembles the musical
work of art in one crucial respect. Neither art form is
representational—requiring that the observer depart from
‘that which is directly given.?7

: Sty
In architecture, one must apé?:ﬁend a certain per-
ceived body in its determined spatial pattern, which
is bounded by colored surfaces of one kind or an-
other, in order to attain to the entirety and the
fullness of the architectural work of art. It suf-
fices that a building is seen correctly and is un-
derstood in its structure and seXection of deter-
minations, for it to appear to us, when we are-in

the corresponding attitude, as a "cathedral” or a

"castle” or a "palace" or the like, as an archi-

tectural work of art.’8
As a result of the musical and architectural work of
art's. basic similarity, one might suppose that both art
forms are essentially one-layered. This is not the case,

7 .
however. 2 There are two strata: //f

/
4

_/
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v

1) the visual aspects in which the spatial shape of"

: the architectural work exhibits itself in appear-
ance; ‘

2) the thrée—dimensional shape of the wofk (of the
cathedral, of the theatre, and so forth) that
attains to appearance in the aspects.B80

The visual aspects of the arcﬁitectural work of art

are pure perceptual aspects which belong to the physical
for? of the work. Since the architectural work is not
representational, the aspects are not reconstructed as
was the case with the picture. and further, since there
are in principle an endless number of perspectivés which
can be taken towards the work as an observer moves around
and through the work, there does not exist a correspon-
dence between any single aspect and the represented ob-
ject. In the picture each aspect does correspond to the
object represented. The manifold of aspects of the ar-
chitectural work, when experienced by an observer, re-
sults in certain "concrete" aspects peculiar to the per-
specgive taken towards the work. As such, they must be
‘seen as schemata which an observer cohcretizes. Ingarden
thus distinguishes between the visual aspects which are
an eleﬁent of the work1§roper and the schemata of con-
crete aspects which belong to each individual experience
of the work. |
0f course the aspects ﬁhat are .determined by the
physical form of the building are still not the
individual and concrete aspects which the indi-

vidual observer experiences. 'For to each observer
and indeed upon every individual observation, these
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concrete aspects are different and ald&ys new; more--
over they are not conditioned merely objectively

through the architectgril work of art, but also
through the observer af the time and his chance
psychophysical disPesition.8l
It is because of the visual aspects present in the
/
work that a physical form can be brought to jppearance.
The ordering of the elemental masses and thggk forms is
subordinated to this purpose. This is what Ingarden has
called "the properly architectural factor of the work of

art."82

When an observer experiences the work, a cer-
tain Manifold'of concrete aspec;s are experienced which
represent a selection from the manifold of visual as-
pects, which in turn results in the bringing to aﬁpear-
ance of a three-dimensional shape, such as a cathedral
or castle.

The fact that the visual aspects'are purely per-
ceptual more deéply weds the architectural work of art
to the real world than does the aspects of painting,
for example, which are reconstructed and'consequently
less identifiable with the physicél substrate of the
work. The intimacy between the architectural work of.
art and the real world is unigue in the worléd of art
'forms. Unlike painting or music, ﬁhe demands of real
space 1in which.éhe work must be located places fixed
and certain demands on architecture. The effects of
gravitational fields cannot be ignored. Tﬁe terrain of

the land which becomes very much a part of the
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architectural work must be cong}@ered at adl times, not

" only for strictly aesthetic purposes but for engineer-
ing reasons as well. The arrangement of the heavy mass
forms cannot be done in isclation with no regard ﬁor the

2 laws which govern their ordering,. as is the case with
painting.83 The physical world places constraints and

- limits upon what is possible in the art form, a dra-
matically different set of limitations than occur in the
literary work of art where the real material plays a
very different and in many réspects less significant

role. Ingarden draws this contrast.

A whole realm of what is simply impossible for the
architect stands open to the poetic fancy.

While on the other hand:
The founding of the architectural work in a ma-
terial thing gives it in contrast a concreteness

and fulliness of a kind that no pure literary work,

not even in its most complete concretization, can
reach. 84

‘In consequence of the relationship which exists be-
tween the architectural work of art and the material
world, not only does a material thing form an ontic
foundation of the art form, but the architectural work

2
of art cannot be understood to be a schematic formation.

85
This must represent the second disappointment for
Ingarden, the first being that music was not to be con-
sidered as a stratified formation. 'Only on the level

of the subjective concretizations which result from

individual experiences of the heavy masses and forms
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can we speak of schemata, not at all an essential fea-
ture of the work itself. "

One cannot draw direct parallels between the second
stratum of the architectural work of art and the por-
trayed objectivities of the literary work of art and the
picture. Since the architectural work represents nothing
for Ingarden, portrayved objectivities really have no
place in the discussion. However, this stratum does
bring to appearance what we call the 'palace' or the
'cathedral' as distinct from the real building. It also
brings to appearance aesthetic value qualities which are
responsible for the deep significance which architecture
has for human kind. Of this we will soon speak. And
further, this stratum is of .primary importance to the
objective character of the architectural work of art, a
particularly crucial function to which we now turn.

The architectural work is distinguished specifical-
ly,from the work of painting

in that in the dual-layered construction of the

picture the stratum of reconstructed aspects forms

the structurally constitutive factor of the whole
of the picture, while in the architectural work the
structurally and phenomenally most important factor
forms its objective stratum, that is, the three-
dimensional mass and its shape, upon which foun-
dation only, specific aesthetically valuable gual-
ities are constructed.86

The ultimate purpdse of the stratum of visual aspects'is

to bring to appearance the form of the heavy mass. With-

out the first stratum-this could never occur since it is
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the door through which an observer must pass. What oc-
curs in the second stratum is dependent upon the ground-
ing present in the first. Therefore, even though it is
within the second stratum that the spatial form of the
work and the aesthetically valuable qualities come to
‘appearance, without the first stratum this could not
come about. The architect creates a real thing, a build-
ing, with certain spatial properties and a certain ar-
rangement of surfaces. On the basis of this real thing,
precisely determined, a spatial form emefges when ex-
perienced in a particular fashion.
One could say that the real building, and in par-
ticular a certain selection of its properties, forms
for the observer only the occasion to intend a new
object upon this ground and to apprehend it in-
tuitively, which is suited to the real building in
a series of important moments, but which surpasses
it in a different respect—in particular, in what
concerns the aesthetically valuable gualities at-
taining to appearance upon it.87
The architectural work of art which, is brought to
appearance (the three-dimensional mass and its shape),
is an intentional object built upon a real one. Just
how this stratum of the architectural work emerges as
the objective stratum is of interest here.
Ingarden speaks of the principles of artistic de-
sign which go beyond the building's practical purposes.

In his discussion of these principles the work's ob-

jective character becomes clearer:
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But here the word: "principle" has a double meaning.
On the one hand, under it can be understood a con-
formity to law, that can be fixed in words and be
applied as rules of design—or which is even read
from the finished work. On the other hand, it can
be understood as a concrete regularity which exists
or is realized on the finished work between the
moments befitting it and which at least in some
cases finds its concrete expression or Iits real-
ization in an immediately apprehensible Gestalt-
gquality. With architectural works the principle

of design comes into consideration in both meanings,
while this need not always be the case in other
works of art, for example in a literary work of art.
Therefore it is essential for the architectural work
that this intuitively appearing Gestalt-quality is
in the strict, direct sense a Gestalt pattern gual-
ity, and indeed not simply that of a "form" (to be
taken in the spatial sense), but that it also con-
cerns a quality yielding itself out of the arrange-
ment and mutual influencing of the patterns of
masses, characterizing the whole of the work, bring-
ing its "logic of design" (Gestaltungslogik) to ex-
pression. Only this brings the visibly present
unity into the structure of the architectural work
of art.88

The stylistic characteristics of a particular work deter-
mine the selection of creative and constructive elements
which in turn results in an identifiable and objective
work such as a Doric temple or a Gothic cathedral. The
architectural work of art, as such, can only occur when
the whole of the work results in the bringing to appear-
ance of a gualitative unity, such as a palace or a ca-
thedral, which transcends the real building.

Initially, the architectural work is a result of
man's familiarity with'Eu;lidean geometry in respect to

three-dimensional formations. The idealization of forms

found in nature results in a work which in many respects
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contradicts the random and"capricious character of the
natural world, and provides for a logically cogent /and
consistent formation, regardless of stylistic difference.
But the architectural work of art is more. than t?is, as
our reference to a gualitative unity might indiéate.

The selection of geometric forms 1is alwavs modified,
or co-determined, by two different considerations:
with respect to the practical determlnatlon of the
building upon which the architectural work of art
attains its appearance, and with respect to creat-
ing, in selected geometric forms and theilr arrange-
ment, an artistic whole that in a- correspondlng
observation brlngs to appéarance aesthetlcallg val-
uable qualities in a meaningful assoc;atron.

A further consideration overriding tﬁe creative and
practical features of the creative procegé, is thé psSy-
chological factor of the artist, or artgsts, involved in
the process. The historical context w%%hin whicﬁ the
architect stands and creates, as well %s his or her per-
sconal inc}inations, influences the ove%all character of
the work and thereforé provides for a unique personal
and cultural expression, both intellectually and emo-
tidnally. *

“The merging of thé three factors of the practical,
the rational, and individually énd socially creativel
brings about the gualitative unity called the archi-
tectural work of art. All three must be coordinated
and in harmony, otherﬁise the work 1is in some respect

90

deficient. Above .all others, the rational element—

that being the system of purely geometric forms—rules
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constructive-rational as the perceptual aesthetic.

ue gualities. As such, it is a manifestation of the
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the entire work as properly architectural. All other

characteristics are based on this dominant feature. Aas

such the architectural work of art is the most rational
of all the art forms. Ingarden is gquite clear on the

very special character of the architectural'art form and

its ultimate significance.

The architectural work of art, among all works of
art, 1s 1in its structure the most reasonable, ra-
tional formation; and at the same time, because it
exhibits aesthetically valuable as well as varied
moments of expression, is a formation that embodies
in itself the expression of emotional and desider-
ative factors of .the human soul. Next to music,
architecture is perhaps the most human.art, and
indeed  just because it reproduces the whole human
soul in the domination of the logical-consgructive
factor in its closely intertwined qualitati%e and
emotional moments.91 ;

£y

By "the whole human soul," Ingarden seems to be ré?%r—
ring to the three elements of architecture we have al-
ready mentiocned-—the practical, the ratioﬁal} and the
creative: It reproduces the human soul "through the
expression of his [man's] fundamental psychological

structure and his intellectual capability, as much the

w32

- We have clearly stated that architecture represents
nething for Ingarden, but is instead a presentation to
the observer of spatial forms which found aesthetic val-

(‘
deep poignancy of the human spirit, not reducible to a

moment of expression or representation. This is captured

2
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in the following statement:

But architecture is creative because it‘'rests upon
the discovery (uporn a kind of artistic uncovering)
and realization or embodiment of new "forms"—that
is, shapes—and new gqualitative harmonies, new both
in relation to the spatial forms of rigid bodies
encountered in our environing nature, and in rela-
tion to the already discovered forms of finished
architectural works of art of earlier ages. Limit-
ed and made diffiomlt by the principles of heavy
rigid bodies, it is at the same time an expression
and a result of the living together of man with’
the world of matter, a mode of the self direction
of man in the world, that makes life easier, and

at the same time an appearance of his victory ovér
matter, a sign of his dominance through it and its
subordination under his practical requirements. At
the same time it 1s an expression that man is cap-
able of forcing forms onto lifeless matter, which
corresponds most to his intellectual life and his
emdtional needs, since they quiet his yearning
after beauty and aesthetic charm.

The aesthetically valuable qualities of the archi-
tectural work of art arise out of the spatial forms as
they enter into mutually affecting relatlonshlos. It
was. in a similar f%shion that the elements of color in
the painting brought tosappearance aesthetically valu-
able qualities which then provided for gualities of a
higher order. The(grchltectural work of art is likewise
a polvphony of aesthetically valuable qualltmes brought
tq.appearance through the heterogeneity of the two strata.

The gualitative harmonies which arise out of the archi-

tectural .work are specifically architectural, thus separ-

ating this art from from all others. But by the same

token, architecture is capable of bringing to appearance'

¥

gualities which are common to all the arts—metaphysical
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qualities. ' Here again the polyphonic character of the
different workslof art is seeﬁ as the eésential feature
which provides for the value and meaning of the work of
art in general. a

In accord with_the“péttern thus far estaﬁlished,
the architectural work of art is no real thing, though
ontically founded in the real building. The dependence
of thé work of art on real material is greater than in
any of the art formé so far discussed. Yet its depen-
dence upon the creative‘acts of the'artist and the con-
stituting acts of the observer affirm its ;;rely inten-
ticnal character, thereby.completing its two-fold ontic
dependence. Although it is essentially non-repres;ﬂta-
tional, there are two heterogeneous strata of aestheti-
cally valuable qualities which provide for the work's
overall polyphony.

Setting the architectural'work of art apart from
those art forms previously discussed is its non-schematic
chfiracter. Though the borderline instance of the ab-
stract picture shared this characteristic, it was not
considered an example central to the art form. 1In the
case of architecture, however, not being schematic is of
the essence of the art form. Thus the principles con-

sidered to be essential to all works of art must undergo

further modification as they now assume their final form:
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1) The work of art is not to be identified with any
real thing.

2), It is a heteronomous intentional object ontically
‘dependent upon at least two autonomous objects .
for the origin and support of its existence.  They-.

. are s

. -
L 4

a) real objects

and >

b) acts of consciousness of a psychic subject

3) The work of art requires a reader/listener/observ-

er for its constitution and concretization. As

such, it cannot be identified with any one of its

concretizations.

g

4) It is a polyphonic harmony of aesthetically val-
uable qualities.
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Section 13: <Concluding Remarks on the Extension of the
: Essential Principles of the Literary Work
of Art

»

Through the examination of music, painting and
‘architecture,'in the light of the previous discussion
of the literary work of art, the essential principles
of Ingarden's general aesthetic;theory have been eluci-
dated. Some of the principles whiéh were seen as essen-
tial to the ;itérary work of art have come to be seen
as not universally pfesent in the art forms considered;
namely, ideal entities as an ontic foundation, strqti-
fication, and schematicism.* Others reappear regar&less
of the art form under consideration: the distincﬁion.
between the work of art and real objects; the work of
art's heteronomous intentional existence; the ontic role'
of real objects and acts of consciousness; the consti-
tuting activity of the reader/listener/observer in the

multipliéity of concretizations of the same self-identi-
P .

cal work of art; and the polyphonic harmeony of aestheti~

I‘n .

cally valuable gualities which‘constitutes the work of
.art. ® |

On the basis of the reappearance of cerﬁ%in essen-
tial principles, we c¢an safeiy conclude that in respect
to the art forms considered, Ingarden has inéeea produced
a general aesthetic theory. And since he has performed

the extension of the principles contained in The Literary
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Work of Art to other central art forms, he has alse ~in-
dicated the proper procedure for applying his theds :1;
But this would not seem to be encugh to support the ini-
tial claim that Ingarden has provided a general aesthe-
tic theory. Might there not be further modifications
necessary to these essential principles as other art
forms are conside;ed?

To help resolve this gquestion, attention wiil now
be turned to an art form not ggxamined by Ingarden. The
sculptural work of art affords an excellent opporfunity
to test the general character~of Ingarden's‘aesthetics.
Not only did he not treat it, but it is an art form |
central to the fine arts.. Why 1t was never examined
‘appears as a mystery, for it remains the only major
lacuna 1in the spectrum of art ‘forms falling under

Ingarden's thoughtful scrutin&.
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Chapter Three

4
The Sculptural Work of Art

Secgion 14: Introductory Remarks Regarding the
Sculptural Work of Art

Having discussed Ingarxden's description 6f the lit-
erary work of art, the mugical work of art, the painting
as work of art, and the architectural work of art, we.
are now prepared- to discuss the sculptural work of art.
S;ulptufe, unlike the foregoi£g art forms, has only re-
ceived very limited treatment by .Ingarden. As already
mentioned, one can't“elp but find this curious. Even
though the traditicnal disfinction between "Art," "Fine

-

Arts" or "Beaux Arts"l may not be altégether-ﬁunctional
ang longer, sculpture has historically occupied a posi-
tion of centrality in the world of art regardless of the
categories used for idenEification; more than one theor-
ist has observed that "To the'Greeks it was the supreme
art, the one which called for the highest talent in the
artist.and the subtlest sensibility in the spectatorﬂ*ah__,-;"
‘and though Lecnardo gaﬁe primacy to paintigé over sculp-
ture because of the gfeater intellectual ¥emands of paint-
ing, thé Renaissance shows itself to be a period deeply
committed to the importance of the sculptural art form.

. : ¢ :
So merely in terms of history, any theory of aesthetilcs

which truly wishes to claim general applicability must
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be able to give an adequate account of the sculptural
work of art.

A furthef reason for addressing sculpture lies in
the uniqueness of the art form, a unigqueness which 1s
reséons;ble for-the cbntribution belonging to the sculp-
tural work of art alone. As an art form which claims
its own category, it provides human beings with oppor-
tunities of expefience simply not availéble in the saﬁe
way with the oﬁher arts. We gill discuss these oppor-
tunities in Chapter 5. ©Of importance at the moment is

2
the fact that if Ingarden's theory is to be considered
general, it must be able to come to grips with sculpture,
a major art form in the history of art. ‘

Although Ingarden ﬁever explicated the structure of
sculpture, in The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art
he did discuss the sculptural work, Venus de Milo. He .
was not, however, attempting an'analysis of sculpture;
Hiéqprihciple notivation was to describe the stages of
aesthetic cognition. Yet, an analysis of these passages

provides some very important indications of his thoughts

on the subject. The same can be said of his references

to sculpture in the Investigations into the Ontology of

Art, particularly in the section on architecture. It is
by virtue of these references plus Ingarden's treatment
of other dart forms and the guiding principles they sug-

gest, that certain conclusions regarding sculpture
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present themselves. In some iﬁstances our spepplatiOns
will result in the raising of certain .guestions—gues-
tions which ﬁight.have been éasily resolved in dialogue
with Ingaraen. Not having this luxury, they will be
‘treated.as indicative of legitimate problems reguiring .

resolution.
Before .undertaking a description of the structure

of the sculptural work of art, a preliminary comment
"

regarding the kinds of sculpture under consideration is

-

.necessary. Ingarden's primary example of a sculptural
work of art would have to be the venus de Milo, since

this particular work received the only attention he gave

to sculpture. It is undisputedlv sculpture and undis- ‘
putedly representatiohal. HiSQEQBIEe_of a work which was
so obvioﬁsly the fepresentafion of a human form cannot

be ignored. Employing the same line of argumentation

"that he emploved in distinguishiﬁg bétwgen absolute music,a
non-representational in that it is not necessary to make

the transition to a thing represented, and borderline

music, i.e., program music, Ingarden chooses to make re- -

presentation a necessary feature of sculpture. Works

commonly referred to as abstract are considered "transi-
- A\

tional” and not pﬁre examples of the art form. He says:
If one seeks to realize an abstract figure in sculp-
ture, then it is only a transitional form between
sculpture, which according to its nature is a form.
» of representational art, and ,architecture which is

guite comgletely free from the representational
function.
Y
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Although Ingarden would obviously like to avoid
problematic examﬁles, his theory Eust ultimately be able
to gg;e an adequate account of broader examples of sculp-
ture than those which fall into the category of repre-
sentational. To éelegate all of abstract sculpture to
a category of transitional forms would éeriously cripple
any theory of sculpéure sinée the predominant direction
of contem;;}arygsculptufe haé been to move towards the

.

abstract.4

Consistent with the application of Ingarden's aes-
thetic principles to differing art forms, in this chap-
ter precedence will be given to an ontological approach
to the structure of,tﬁe sculptural work of art. Of
primary importance, of course, will be the consistent
application of the generél aesthetic principles identi-
fied in the previous chaéter in order that the exposition
of the sculptural work of art can truly be said to be
Ingardenian. ' This can best be achieved by following
Ingarden's order of addressing those topics that con-
sistently reoccur in each of the art forms he considered.
The general topics and pattern of treatment are identical
in every case, thus providing the clear guidance neces-

sary for their application to sculpture. Recomméndations

for the modifigation of the Ingardenian position to ac-

commodate contemporary art trends must wait until the

. °
final chapter.
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N | .
Section 15: The Real Object and the Sculptural Work of

Art
The examination of the musical work of art, the
painting as work of art, and the architectural work of

art has shown that none of them are to be considered

.real objects. Each is a purely intentional formation

which stands in a similar relationship to the real thing
which serves as a foundation of its being. If Ingarden's
theory of art is a-general theory applicable to all art
forms, then certain features of the work of art, sﬁch as
its intentional character, ought to be applicab}e across
the board. Does this, howeyer, present a problem wiﬁh

the sculptural work of arxt? Initially, it ﬁight seem
rather ridiculous to spgak cof a mérble'statue or a bronze
relief as anything other than a real thing. As is the
case with the sculpture of the loggia of Florence, they are
often surrounded by shops, buildings, fountains, rivers,
and any nuﬁber of random objects. They appear to be every
bit.as real as the objects in their immediate vicinitv.
The suggestion that these objects are intentional objects
rather than real objects is in need of explanation.

Any attitude taken toward an object allows certain

features to emerge which remain hidden on other occasions.

The attitude of a maintenance worker results in one set
of properties; the attitude of a structural engineer,

another set of properties; and the aesthetic observer,
L
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again, another set of properties. Each attitude results

in the seeing of 'different' objects. 1In the case of the
maintenance worker dnd the structural engineer, an object
appears whose properties can be identified with the real

material. Their experience is of a totally determinate

s real'thing.: In the case of the work.of art, however, the

real object points to a wholly different object whose
properties cannot be identified with the real thing. The
real object serves as. the objectively determining basis

for the constitution of the object called the work of art.

e

The attitude taken towards the real object becomés the

occasion for. the work of art's coming to appearance.

~ Ingarden's example of the aesthetic experiencing of the

Venus de Milo 1s most illustrative of this point.
Whether a practical attitude or an aesthetic at-
titude is taken toward a sculpture, both may begin with

a .sense perception of the real thing. But this is not

- necessary for the unfolding of the aesthetic experience

and the ultimate constitution of the work of art. Even
if the real object—the block of marble of the venus—

was an iilusion, the Venus- could still be the source of

qfan aesthétic eﬁperience. The real object seen within

the practical attitude is not only not necessary to the
experience of the venus, but'may in fact hinder the ex-
perience. If the observer becomes preoccupied with the

characteristics of the real object, i.e., the pieces of

-
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marble which have been chipped away, this may serve és a
distraction thus impairing the #low of the aesthetic ex-
perience.5 In Ingarden's account of the aesthetic ex-
éeriencing of the venus, the distinction between the

real object and the intentional formation becomes clear-

A
er.

The venus' defects, i.e., holes, chipped nipple,
missing arms, etc., are overlooked when the work is ap-
Pr bended within an aesthetic attitudé. The observer
begins with a conception of the female form and ignores

any of the defects which would contradict that concep--

tion: .

We behave as if we did not notice these details Bf
stone, as if we had seen the form of “the "nose" in
a uniform color, as if the surface of the breasts
did not reveal any damage. ' One might“perhaps be
inclined to say that, although we actually see the
smooth, somewhat gleaming, yellowish-white surface
of the block of marble, it is as if we didn't see
it, as if we somehow forgot that the "body" of the
Venus would not, after all, be so blindingly "white"
as the marble, that it would not have such a gleam-
ing surface, etc.® .

The‘observer actually completes what is- absent from
the form, thus‘filling out the work 4n accord with a
conception of the human female form. Although the di-
rection of completion may éertainly be-sugéested by -the

real Sbject, the object that has begun to be constituted

q‘\

is already more than the real thing—a block of marble.

R

Many ©of the characteristics of the marble are overloocoked

and many characteristics of the sculptural form are added.
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A work of art has begun to emerge which, while deter-
mined by the real object, surpasses it.

In the aesthetic attitude it does not disturb us

that the arms are missing. As is well known, it

has often been asked whether it would not be better

if these arms were not broken off. But in what

respect "better?" Certainly not for the block of.
marble, which has surely already lost its material
value as a block. But, in the same degree, not

for the Venus as a woman. One is not thinking of

that at all, even if it really is better to have

sound arms than severed ones. But certainly "bet-
ter"” for the formation of an aesthetic object com-
ing to constitution in an aesthetic experience.

In this regard, the scuiptural work of art has the
same relationship to the material'world as does any other
work of art, pléstic or otherwise. No work of art of any
kind is identifiable with a real thing. Further evidence
of this can be seen in the alterations which effect the
real properties of sculptural wofks while not affecting
the work of art itself. 1In the instance of Donatello's
pavid, the bronze metal of certain physical properties
is the real thing which stands in an ontical relation-
ship to the pavid. The patina of the work has, no. doubt,
changed with time. With the changes in temperature the
metal has expanded and contracted to some degree. Yet,
it would be incorrect to say that the pavid has changed—
that it is no longér the same work of art. Even if it -
were ever necessary to fully restore the patina of pavid,
the work as work of art would remain the same. This is

clearly the case with Ghiberti's doors on the north side

of the Baptistervy of $San Giovanni in Florence. The

m
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reliefs have been restored on numerous occasions as a
result of air pollution erroding away their surfaée of
gold. Yet throughout these changes to the material
thing, they have remained the works of art which com-
prise the Gate of Paradise by Ghiberti. -

-

By turning attention to a discussion of the per-

.

tinent strata of the sculptural work of art, the degree
to which the sculptural work of art is embodied in the
real object will be made clearer. The primary point
at this stage of the inguiry is the strong affirmation
of the distinction Ingarden makes between the real thing,
which stands as the foundation of the sculptural work
of art, and the work of art itself. Ingarden has con-
firmed the principle that
every work of art; of whatever fundamental kind,
is sensu stricto no real object. Neither is 1t
an ontically autonomous object in general; and it
is distinguished by a relativity of being, 1
principle, a relativity to be excluded from no

art, namelv by the relativity to the creative acts
of the artist.8

This ontic relativity is not only limited to thé creative .
acts of the artist and the constituting acts of the ob-
server, but also includes the certain dépendence of the
sculptural work af aft on "a fully determined real thing

shaped in a‘special way."9

The remarks thus far, while
necessary, must be seen as merely preliminary. They do,
however, show the ‘general applicability of a most im-

portant Ingardenian principle—the work of art is an

-
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ontically relative intentional formation,

To further clarify the distinction between the real
object and the sculptural work of art, as well as the
relationship which exists between the two, the next
stage of the analysis must begin, namely, the identi-

fication and description of the strata belonging to the

sculptural work of art.
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Section 16: The Three Strata of the Sculptural Work:
of Art

Determining the number of strata appropriate to

sculpture within the Ingardenian context is best achiev-
ed by_examining éhe st;uctural description of the art
forms which seem to stand in closest proximity to sculp-
ture. This would mean giving primary consideration to
painting on the one hand and architecture on the other:
painting because Ingarden considers sculpture as a re-
presentational art form and in some cases as possessing
a literary'theme; ar hitecture-because of sculpture's
certain dependence on‘the ordering of mésses, its three-
diménsionality, and the close proximity of the s;ﬁlptur—
al work of art to the foundational real object. It
shares characteristics of both art forms while clearly
being incapable of being subsumed by either. 1In fact,
one of sculpﬁure's significant features is that it does
gravitate back and forth between these poles without
ever becomlng identified with either.

Regarding sculpture s representatlghal character,
Ingarden is very clear: the traASLtlon to the thlng
represented "takes place directly. . .both in liter-
ature and in painting—;except for so-called abstract
painting—and also in séﬁlpture."lot Regarding sculp-
ture's close proximity to the material world, only the

architectural work of art is closer and more dependent.ll

>
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Resulting from sculpture's standing bet&een paint-
ing and architecture, a multi-layered description of
séulpture suggests itself. Three strata ought to be
distihguished: _

1) the aspects in which the spatial form of the
sculptural work exhibits itself in appearance

2} the spatial form of répreseqted objects

3) the literary theme, whenever present
From our analysis of architecturé comes the first stra-
tum. From painting's strata of represented objects and
literary theme comes the second and third strata. Each
stratum has obvious peculiarities inits application to
sculpture, thus making the extension of Ingarden's theory
anything but mechanical. However, Ingarden's treatment
of each of these strata in other art forms is clearly
indicative of their appropriate application to the sculp-
turalOWOrk of art. And, as a final note, we will not-bQQ
applying architectural or painterly categories to sculp-
ture: the use of these other art forms is a means of
identifving sculptural categories which reflect an
‘Ingardenian perépective. This is possible because of the

- I 4

basic universality of art forms as wellaas the commonal-
ity of many essential principles. ZIn féct, ideally, one
ought to be able to discover the saﬁe essential categor--
ies by a direct examination of sculpture without the
benefit of Ingarden's analygis of literature, music,

painting, and architécture.
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Section 17: The Stratum of Aspects

When a sculptor has chosen a particular real mater-
ial to serﬁe as the basis of an artwork, the.realization
of the artistic conception has begun. Although this'par-
ticular moment of the creative process is preceded by a
complex formulation of a preliminary intention, the se-
lection of the material is primary in the process of
actually embodying the artist's conception of the work.
The artist's selection and manipulation of the real ma-
terial is, in fact, an ordering of mass and volume in
accord with an initial intent. 1In the instance of paint-
ing, the selection and manipulation of the materials of
the medium created certain aspects which stood for each-
represented object in the work. 1In representational
sculpture the case is much the same. Ingarden contrasts
painting and architecture on this point, thus providing
an insight into sculpture as well:

The essential distinction, however, between every

architectural work and picture rests in that while

in painting the aspect is only reconstructed and a

,Single one stands for each represented object, in

architecture there is a manifold of aspects—in

principle endless (from all sighting-points in the
surroundings of the work). At the same time they

are purely perceptual aspects, that belong to the
physical form of the work in a complete system.l2

~——’

And sculptural aspects also possess many of the same
characteristics that belong to architectural aspects.

It is through the manifold of aspects thatr the represent-

ed objects of sculpture are ultimately brought to
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appearance. And, like architecture, they are closely
related té the work's physical form. The selection of
éghlptdral aspects through the manipulation of the real
material is not merely directed by the artist's concern
with the aesthetic character of the work, bu£ must also
be responsive to the demands of the real material.. In
both architecture and sculpture, thesé'demands are very
great. The dependence of these two art forms on the
real material is much greater than in painting, for ex-
ample. And the greater the role of the real material
in an art form, thé more responsive the artist must be
to the limitations resulting from natural laws.

In £hese two art forms there 1s in evidence a con-
cern for balance aﬁd proportion which has greater con-
sequences than in other arts. The natural forces which
affect masses literally dictate design possibilities.
The artist must select the aspects whfgh will -bring to
appearance the spatial shape or form with these natural
forces in mind. Thus, design is never simply a matter
of artistic taste or preference. For example, since a

. sculpture aiways finds itself within the influence of
gravitational fields; their influence cannot be ignored.
The design of Mic@elangelo's famous Florentine pavid

*aéménstrates an aftist's responsiveness to the natural
laws which affect the work. The block of marble which

was used for the figure had been preselected by the city

P
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of Florence. Another sculptor had begun work on it at an
earlier time, but had abandoned the projéct. Michel-
angelo was given the marble block which élready had a
large piece removed from one of its sides. Regardless
of how the sculptor wished to sculpt his fiéufe, the
block placed certain restrictions on the design. If a
figure of the desired monumental pfoportions was to come
out of the block, it-ﬁad to be designed arouna the flaw.
In order for the figure to stand erect without the aid
of external supports, it was necessary to sculpt the
pavid in the, now well known, relaxed pasture that main-
taiﬁed the necessary center of gravity. Thus, the sculp-
ting of the hips in relation to the upéer torso was first-
ly dictated by natﬁral laws and only sécondly by aesthe-
tic preference. This kind of material .influence over
artisti;,design is not.uncommon-in either sculpture or
afchitecture. The mere selectioﬁ of materials by a
sculptor or architect clearly indicates the importance
which the real material.has for these:art forms. A flaw-
ed block of marble %ill literally shaﬁter to an improper-
1y placed blow; a block of wood, if not cured prgperly,
will spiit down the middle. .

As a result of the deep dependence which exists be-
tween theAreal material and the sculptural work gf art,

' N
the aspects must be seen as standing in very close prox-

imity to the real material of the work. In fact, the
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Sculptural work of art's close proximity to the real
material is only second to that of architecture‘s.l%
Therefore, the stratum of aspects comprises a complete
system which is, on one hand, reflective of Fhe demands
and constraints of the real material and, on the other
hand, directed to the bfinging to appearance of a three-

dimensional- form of represented objects. Of course, the

observer's experience of the work does involve the re-

constructing of the aspects, as it does in painting, and

the aspects do correspond to represented objects, but,
the aspects which are possible in the sculptural work of
art are greatly determined by.the medium itself, much
more so than in the painting.

. When the artist determines the pﬁysical form of the
sculpture, the resulting aspects present a manifecld of
asvects which an observér might experience.; For example,
a sculptural work may béd characterized by a highly pol-
ished surface having certain reflective gualities. 1In
the-case of a work in bronze, it may have a ceriain
patina which provides varying colorations intéﬁded to
create a particular effect. The ordering of its mass
may emphasize certain lines of tension or harmony in
order to create a work referred to as either 'dynamic’
or 'static.' All of these aspects, and aghers fike
them, are objectively determined-in the work's physical

form by the artist. But since the aspects of the
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seulpture are closely dependent ypon a three-dimensional
object, no one or even series of observations will ex-
perience them in their entirety. Thus the aspects of
the sculptural work of art are not to be identified with
the aspects an observer might experience.

Drawing on Ingarden s distinction between the v1sual
and concrete aspects of architecture,14 the aspects which
an observer experiences are the concrete dspects, sche-
mata of experienced visual aspects. Resulting from this,
no two experiences of the eame work are identical. The
observer always brings to the experience a un;que stand-
ing. in relation to the wofk,anda garticular psychophysi-
cal dispositioﬁ. Therefore, the schemata are objective-
ly determined bgithe mass and physical form of the wori,
‘and by the changiﬁg conditions of the physical settiﬁg
and the social andvpsychological disposition of the oh-
server. For exemple, thodgh the polished surface of a-
‘marble sculpture ie an objectively determined aspect of
the work, the changing conditions of light will produce
differing effects one moment to the next. The sculp-
tural work of art will attain to appearance differentiy,
deoendlng on-the character ©f the visual aspects and the
dlfferlng effects which the external condltlons have on *
them. Thus, every individual experience or series of

experiences of one and the same workwill differ in varying

degrees. This results in the fact that an experience
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will always vary in its degree of faithfulness to the
work itself. Our earlier example of Michelangelo's
pavid may serve to highlight the point.

The pavid originally stood in an open piazza @S a

*

.

- .

testament to the character of the Florentine city-state.

It has since been moved to the accademia Art Gallery where

it occupies a room which depends upon a glass dome for '
its natural lighting. Although the lighting is quite
natural, tﬁe effect is certainly nét the same as if it
were standing outdocrs in thé O'g;eh piazza. Minimally:j_.,_'
the building which encompasses the work, serves to
'confine' it. The question arises, therefore, whether
the work is best presented in its current circqmstaﬁce
or_wﬁether a hore adequate presentation might 0ccurlin
another settiné. Clearly, contemporary analysis of the
aesthetic value of the pavid is based upon individual
experiences which result from the.work's current loca-
tion: and conversely, earlier analysis was based upon
individual experiences of the Dévid in other physical
settings. Each lopation, to some degree, permits the
experience of some aspects while exclpding the exper-
ience of others. Therefore, . the concretized schemata
of concrete aspects have not only been conditioéed by
individual psychologicél and social perspectives, but
also by factors which go ‘beyond bﬁth thé work and the

observer.
']
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When the artist selected the work's aséects; hi
selécthmuwaéapparently under the“guiding'influence of
a particular intention. It would also be reasonable
to assume that he was greatly aware of the affects
which external conditions have on the material sculpted
with certain formal propegties; Aﬁd some conditions
were, 'no doubt, considered more optimal than others.
While the resolution of this gquestion may very well lie
within the domain of art history, it indeed has impli-
catigns for a discussion of the qualitative character of
the Qerk, as well as for the adeguacy of gesthetid cog-
nition. No one would gquestion whether or not it was
possible to have an adequate experieﬁce of thé pavid in
anvy of its historical locations; however, the effect of
external conditions on each experience can&bt be ignor- '
ed either. It is quite possible that because of loca- ////
tion during a certain period that the experiences of
the pavid were less aé;;hetically valuable than the work
itself provided for. And it is these'differenp exper-
iences which confirm Ingarden's distinction between vié—
ual and concrete‘aspects in application to sculpture.

Returning to the visua}'aspecté of the work, the
influence of ingarden's analysis of painting eherges.
Sculptural aspects mutually influence each other in such

a way that other aspects are brought to appearance, much

in the manner that two or more color patches produce
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. adumbrational aspects in the picture. The form, volume,

and surface features of color and texture, likewise pro-
% _ .

duce adumbrational aspects‘in the sculptural work of art.
' >

‘Their appearance depends upon the bringing to appearance.

of the primary aspects of the work which must be seen as
distinct aspects in themselves. The adumbrational as-

pects must also be seen as belonging‘to the work, but

they are distinct from the primary aspects. For example,

aspects of volume, form, and color may produce a con-

trast phenomenon such as a facial expfeSsion.l5 The

facial expression itself can be said to belong to a re-

_presented object of the work. But as an aspect of the

represented object, the facial expression is dependent

» ~ upon other preconditional aspects which bréught it to

,ur

appearance. And fﬁrther, other aspects are directly de-
pendent upon the facial expression for.their_appearance.

The facial expression may give rise to the "intuitive

appearance of certain emotional conditions (for example,

delight or terror), or .character traits of a mental in-

dividual and even the intuitive self-presence of this

nl6

individual. Thus, the primary function of some as-

pects is to bring to appearance other aspects which may

in turn bring to appearance represented objects and sit-

uations.

Ingarden's clearest reference to a sculptural aspect

has been noted earlier in another context. It woula help

“»
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to recall it. Sculptors select from the possible aspects

of the objects. they wiskp to represent thdse aSpects which

‘will best construct a work of relevant aesthetic features:
for instance,. . .in designing a monument—e.g., of
a human form which is to stand on a high pedestal
and thus be seen from below and from a given dis-
tance—they do not adhere to purely anatomical pro-

. portions but fashion the figure in such a way. that,

seen from below, it can evoke the intended "impres-
sion" (i.e., nothing other than an aspect provided
with special aesthetic value gqualities.l7?

‘Thus the sculptor fashions the medium in such a manner

that the originally selected aspects,'those'chosen to

" construct the representation, are brought to appearance.

Utilizing Ingarden's example, it can be seen that other

4
_aspects of the particular work could not come to appear-

ance unless the impression of being proportionate is
'actual}zed. And, uléimately, the bringing to’appearance_
of the represented object would itself be dependent upon
the success of the aspects in their constructive rele.
But the sculptural aspects do not merely play a con-
structive role‘in the work—a role which is dedicated to
the constructlof and presehtation ot objects. Indepen-
dent of their presentational' function, they may also per-
form a decorative function, "that is, they are themselves
aesthetically valuable momeﬁts or bgar‘such moments -in
themseives.“18 For example, the surface texture of a

sculptural aspect may be responsible for the construction

of a human feature such as a "nose." But a£ the same

"
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~time it may also provide a 'gqothing'.or 'ifritating‘
effect which creates other adumbrations when contrasted
with other aspects of the work. By way of .example, one
only need compare.the highly polished surfaces of Clas-
sical Greek sculptures of the human form with the héavi—
ly textured surfaces of Giacometti's human representa-
tions. In both instances a human form ié brought to -
appearance; thus they are similar in their comstructive
aspécts, but they are dramatically different when‘view—
ed from the perspective of their decorative aspects. As
a special element of each sc;lptural work of art, the
decorative aspects pfovide for unigue aesthétically val-
uable éualities gquite different from those brought about
through the éspect's constructive function. And it is

. because of the compatibility of these two functions that
each sculpturé;is a unique work of art, having its an
peculiar aesthetic value. )

The two functions-of the sculpture's aspects must
,work in hafmony with one another if the work is to be the
achievement of the desired intent. The sculpture can be
- deficient if either function is in any way lacking. Many
works are very precise constructions of represented qb—
jects while having very little aesthetic value. Market- "
place religious statues are aﬁ'excellent example of this.

and by the same token, there are works which are so pre-

occupied with decorative. aspects that the presentation

.
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of a represented objéct never adequately;occurs. Such
worés are 'in abundance in uﬁiversity studios where stu-
dents have just begun to discover the decd%éﬁiﬁe poten-
tialities of their medium at the expense of ‘the repre-
sentation. A sculptor who is involved in the creatiﬁg
of representational sculpture mﬁst cbnstantly take both
factors into consideration if the work is to be truly
harmonious.

, The importance of the stéatum of aspects to the
sculptural work of art is great indeed. Since the as-
pects are ultimately responsible for the bringing to
appearance of the represented objécts, as well as the
aesthetically valgable decorative moments, they are the
most important factor of the sculptural work of art. and
stand as the art form's objective stratum. As such,
they must be seen as meaning-determining for the whole
work. Any“deficiencies which might occur in this stra;ﬂ
tum will not 6nly—influence the appearance of represent-
ed objects, but will also have a significant effect on
the work's overall aesthetic value. The polyphonic har-
mony of aesthetically valuable quélities will not occur
if this stratum fails in either its function of decora-
tion or its function of constructing represented objects.

It is this latter function which now leads to a discus-

sion of the sculptural work of art's second stratum.
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Section 18: The Stratum of the Three-Dimensional Spatial
Form of the Represented Objgcts
There aré ﬁany similarities between the second stra-

ta of architecture and éculpture. But since architecture
is nbt a representational art form and sculpture is, the
second strata of the two art forms differ both in their
nature and their function within the whole of the work
of art. And, in respect to_the representational char-
acter of sculpture, ﬁany ch;raéteristics ofrpainting's
second stratum are likewise applicable.

| Within the course of the aesthetic experience of a
sculpture, the spatial form of the work comes-to appear-
ance; This is the same form which the artist embodied
in the real material via the work's aspects thereby es-
tablishing the gﬁiding principles for the constitution
of the aesthetic object. When an observer performs this,
then and only then do_the aesthetically relevant quali-

19 the stratum of as-

ties and aesthetic.values emerge.
pects' ultimate purpose is the expression of the form
thus bringing to aﬁbearance the higher qualities and
values. 'Det us return to Ingarden's description of the.
aesthetic experience as it unfolds in the encounter with
the venus de Milo. . J

_~Beginning with his distinction between the real ob-

ject, e.g:, a block of marble, and the Venaus, he says
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we can say that the object of the aesthetic exper-
ience is not identical with any real object. It is
. just that some real objects, constituted in a cex-
tain way (in particular in sculpture: things),
serve as point of departure ‘and basis for the con-
stitution of certain aesthetic objects in the course
of an _experience unfolding in the aesthetic atti-
tude. 20

In the encounter with the Venus, the observer is immedi-
ately struck by the spatial form of the represented ob-

ject.

This interpretation is forced on us immediately, at
first glance. It is decided to0 some extent automat-
ically that we intuitively apprehend the form of the -
female body in the spatial form of the stone, so that
we then obtain the right, secondarily, as it were,
/ to speak of the head, of the (missing) arms, of the
breasts, of a particular movement of the entire body.
We see that we are given a particular female body.
And not just a body. To a certain extent we see
still more in the aesthetic experience; we apprehend
"Venus" in an intuitive way, but now that means only
that we apprehend a particular woman in a particular
situation and physical position and in a psychophysi-
cal state which shows clearly in the facial expres-—
sion, in the_glance, in a very particular smile,
etc. At the same time, however, it is not a real
female body and also not a real woman. We can ima-
gine that if we caught sight 'of a real woman with
such severed (let us say, already healed) arms, we
would certainly feel a strong repugnance or disgust
or, finally, sympathy for the poor woman. In the
aesthetic perception (apprehension) of the venus de
Milo, on the other hand, nothing of the kind is to
be found. Something gquite remarkable occurs here.
We can neither say that we do not see the arm stumps
at all nor that we see them quite distinctly, direct
our attention toward them, and underscore to a cer-
.tain extent the presence of this defect or else some-
- how restore the missing arms in our thoughts. . . . .
Without being precisely focused on the defect of the
"missing" arms, we also do not completely overlook
their absence, but we see it only secondarily. We
‘ { apprehend above all an intuitive character of posi--
tive aesthetic value of the whole formof the Venus;
the arms do not prevent us from seeing directly. the
pure line of the body and the peculiar slenderness
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of the whole form, which shows itself especially

when we catch sight of the statue from a distance

and are struck by the subtlety and agility of the
scarcely suggested movement of the bodv.?l

The individual elements of the form interplay in
such‘; fashion that a repregented object emerges which
éeems to dominate the entire experience. Within a prac-
tical attitude this is not at all the case. But within
an aesthetic attitude, the SDatl;i form moves tb the
forefront, thus obscuring the deep dépendence the work
has on the real object and the stratum of .aspects con-
stituted within. It is é%aracteristic'of the aesthetic

- experience that this occurs, which further dttésts to
the singularly peculiar character bf both the second .
stratum of gculpture and, finélly, the constituted aes-
thetic object.

The stratum of aspécts, when assuming its prdper
role, should never predominate thereby- preventing the
unfolding of the spatial form. When the aspects do exert
a greater influence, the entite character of the work 1s
is altered. This is in evidence in what Ingarden has

L]
called "transitional appearances." Addressing such oc-

&

curences in painting, architecture and sculpture, he says:

There are pictures, indeed whole schools of painting,

which, born so to speak in the spirit of architecture,
show a preponderance of the real objective formof the
represented thing over the factor of aspects. On the
cther:.hand, there aférEAGg’tectural works that thrust
the palnterly quality in the foreground of the to-

tality of the.work. Ther are in this sense a paint-
erlv architétture -and an” architectural painting, just
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as analogously there is an impressionistic sculp-
ture born in the spirit of impressionism (see for
example the works of Rodin).22

Thus, the stratum of spatial “form predominates in the

M

sculptural work of art when there is a purely expressed
" instance of sculpture. The tendency of';he-stratum of
aspects to predominate in, for example, Rodin's sculp-
ture-is an infringement of painterly aspects upon tﬁe
spatial form of the sculptufal work. This further re-
inforces the use of the vVenus de Milo as a central ek-
ample of sculpture within ﬁhe Ingardenian perspective. -
The represented object which is brought to appearance in
this work clearly dominatgs the aspects.

In the represented object of the Venus we see a pure
examplelof'the representatiénal character of sculpture.
Sculpture is always coﬁcernedfwith representational il-
lustration and therefore "the factor of reconstruction
élays'a significant role in all which belongs to the

23 Thus, its similarity to the pic-

represgnted world."
ture is apparent: sculpture reconstructs the individual
fortunes of man by reprodgcing the content of his or her
”experience.24 Cértainly this is clearly in evidence in
the representation of the venus. The embtional gualities,
represented through'the facial expression and the ideal-
ization of the female form in.én individuai 'wohan,' are

readily seen as a presentation of a 'sculptor’'s human ex-

periences and desires. Aan attempt to understand the
' s .
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basis of the representational character of sculpture
will help to clarify its'application to this art form.
Ingarden makes an apparently minor reference which
gives a clue to his use of the terh 'represenEatioQ' in
relation to sculpture. When speaking of the proper way
in which architecture ought to be anaiogOusly thought of
as an organism composed of interrelated éarts, he points
to deviations which occur in nature among the same kind
of things, as well as deviations of pattern within an
individual thing, e.g., the parts of an ocak leaf. While
this is normal in the ergenic world, such things are ’
considered enomalies in architecture. Within architec-
ture "forms from the organic world often appear, but al-
ways correspondingly 'stylized,' that is, idealized, mod-
ifled in the feeling of a reqularly patterned metif."25
Here is where fngarden makes a reference which indicates
the meaning of the term representation in application to

. X
sculpture. . ~

But in exactly this case one sees best what has a-
risen from the spirit of the purely architectural
mode of design and what on the contrary is pecullar
to organic nature and is eventually applied in a
“different art, for example, in sculpture. One can
infer dlrectly from the fact of alteration or even
transformation to which the organic forms within the
framework of the architectural work submit,. that we
have to do in the case of architecture not with a
klnshlp in principle with the organic world, but

precisely with a profound opposition between these
two realms. 26

Working from this limited reference, it would seem +hat

the conclusion could be drawn that sculpture's

’ P

Sy
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reproduction of the content of human experience fmight
at least partially rely upon a kinship with the organ-
ic world. Although sculpture need not be reduced, to the

literal reproduction of organic forms, it need not

‘strive for the idealization of organic forms under the

same constréints that are found in architecture. For
examp‘p, although the caryatides of the Athenian Acro-
polis also play a role in the architectural design of

the temple, each sculpture is intended- to be a unique
individual. By contrast, the design of the columns of
the ﬁemple, commonly understood to be idealizations of
the organic form of the tree-trunk, stfive for regu-

larity and sameness within the totality of the indi-

~vidual work known as a Greek temple. Principles of

static bodies and geometric forms governed the con-
struction of the columns in a way that they did not

govern Ehe'sculpting\of the carvatides. While there

"must be an internal logic to the ordering of the parts

of the sculpture, it is predqminately a result of cer-

tain aésthetic considerations such as the appearance of
a balanced or proportionate work. In architecture these
consideraﬁiogs are more than simply aesthetic: Since

theré are lgws which govern the ordering of the masses,

the regular spacing of the columns of a temple is as
< .

much a result of certain structural laws as it is a mat-=
[ .

* ter of aesthetiqs.A
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In the case ef sculpture, it.is not at all diffi-
cult to think of an artist spontaneously and radically
modllVLng.a work during the creatlve process. ‘The archi-
tect, however, must constantly contextualize such‘ten-
dencies within the overriding considerations affectlng
_ the structural integrity of the work. It might be sug-
gested that this alleged difference between these two
art forms is only a matter of degree since the sculp— ’
tural work of art must also remain attentive to the
work,s physical integrity. Thls would be true, but the
degree is great. In sculpture, the design can be alter-
ed relatively easily while still remaining sensitive to
the physical laws of the medium. In architecture these
concerns are of far greatef im?ortance aad require much
more complicated adaptatlon- The representation of the
1rregular1tyvaad randomness of forms found in nature
simply makes sculpture a much 'freer' and more spon-

taneous art form, while the regularity of architecture's
geometriclforms, governed by tte work's practical deter-
minations, imposes many more -restrictions.

Sculpture's relationship to organic nature has an-
other implicatien-for the'character-ef the stratum of
represented objects. The representation of forms relies
heavily. upon the associatlve properties which the work

has for the artist and the observer. Relying upon a

person*s familiarity with natural forms, the artist -
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sculpts'a figure which indicates certain emotional and
physical properties. This is obviously not to be limit-
ed to organic forms, although the majority of sculptural
works throughout histery have focused on organic forms
over inorganic forms. Respecting organic forms, whether
or not the facial expression of the venus conveys & cer-—.
‘tain serenity or subtle Sensualness might be debated, but
it clearly does not convey anger or excited passion.
Such a conclusion is based entirely on the observer's
past experiences with real persons. As such, the re-
presented figure takes on qualities that would be nor-
r/ mally equated with real existence. This only occurs
within representational works of art. The observer acts
as if the object were real thereby being capable of hav-
ing certain emotional characteristics. It is in this
sense that the sculptural aesthetic object is understood
as having a "quasi-real" character.27
But such existence-assuming momerrts, moments assert-
. ‘ ing to the existence of something, appear in only
some aesthetic experiences, in direct aesthetic con-
tact with works of sculpture, representational pic-
tures, or literarvy works. Hence they are not al-
together indispensable; they are absent, for ex-
ample, in the aesthetic apprehension of works of
pure, non-representational music. But when they
do appear in .an aesthetic experience, they enrich
it and influence its course in a way quite similar
to that in which a many-layered aesthetic object
that also possesses among its strata the stratum’
of portraved objectivities is richer in a certain 8
sense than, e.g., a one-layvered abstract picture.
As a result of the associations which the observer makes,

the consequent guasi-real character of the represented
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objects enricheé the art form dramatically. Thus, here
again is seen how closely dependent the‘overall aesthe-
tic value of a work is on the number of strata which
belong teo an art form. Abstract sculpture, as non-rep-
resentational, would thus have to be looked upon as

tentially less aesthetically valuable than represen-—

/} tational sculpture. So although stratification does not

e

~

" affect the individuality of the work, 1t does seem O

affect its potential aesthetic value. This raises some
important gquestions which will be examlned in Chapter 5.
The stratum of representatlonal objects is a neces-
sary condition for the enboaiment of the scnlptural work
of art's meaning. Althdugh the aspects are selected by
the artist Eﬁ accord with rhe work's intended meaning
and are thus meaning—derermining, their primary purpose
is to bring to appearance the form of the represented
object through whlch the meaning of the work is manlfest.
In order for representation to take place via a
spatial object, the artist  must eccommodate him or her-
self ﬁo the limitations which result from tne pertinent
medium. There is no possibility of embodying the sculp-
tural work with the, infinite number of aspecte belonging

. r
to the thlng represented. 'Therefore, it 1s necessary

-,
that w1th;n the second stratum the represented object
are brought to appearance only schematically..” The sculp:

tural elements which are embodied in the work are
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determining & suggestive of the spetial form which'the

artist is attempiing to represent, but by necessity they

are incomplete. [ The sculpting of human hair in Greek and

Roman busts, for eéxample. while clearly meant to repre-

sent hair, cad onhly suggest hair since it would be im-

possible to Sculpt the infinite nmumber of corresponding

physical Aspects. The same is true of the psychological

an onal gualities which are conveyed in a work.

L]

The sculptor does not literally sculpt the emotions

which are attributed to the venus. 'They are instead
portraved via the schematic representation of a human
form. Our dlscuSSLOn of the sculptural work of art s
ﬁhird stratum will again raise’ thle point.. The observer
then completes +he indetermined moments of the work,
thus flillng out the work's unfulfilled qualltles in
accord with the sculpted determining pr1nc1p1es found

in the work. It is because of this £illing-in of the
work's schematic moments that sculpture is capable of
assuming a‘Quasi-real character.. The observer br;ngs

to the work a rich stock of human experiences thus re-
Etoring the"life"that the inanimate object had in the
intentions of the artist. ‘

N If there is any doubt about whether 4or not cour use
of theterb'representatlon has been in accord with

Ingarden's usage, One only need examine Ingarden's clear

instances of non4representati0nal art works. -Architec-

o
[y
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ture represents nothing for Ingarden. . Yet it certain-

-

ly relies upon forms drawn from the natural world. It
is because they are idealized that they are not repre-
senting anything. But certainly the c0nstituti§e formal
elements of the idealized forms céulé be seen as drawn
ffom forms dis;overablefin nature. Obviously this is

not what Ingarden means by representation. Rather, it

" would seem that the term, in application to sculpture,

must réfer to the reproduction of human/exﬁeriences and
desires through the representing of commonl& identifi-
able forms. E

Once again, Ingardeq's selection ©f the Venus‘de
Milo as a sculptural example ;sserts itself as partic-

ularly revealing of his attitudes on sculpture. Although

‘a sculptural work of art, such as the Venus, 1s partial-

1y determined by a system of geometric forms and by the

principles which govern rigid and heavy masses in a simi-

lar way“as with architecture, these characteristics serve

- -

the bringing to app%Fraan‘of a three-dimensional repre-

[

sénted object.. Sculpture's similarities with architec-.

ture are subordinate to that which sets the art form
. . . &‘

apart. )

Using our .usage of t@i/;gffbxepresentation, it would
indeed be an odd queétﬁé&ﬂ?o ask 'Whétfaoes this buiid-

ing represent?* This is not at al

ith sculp-

ture, however. It is extraordinarily common to hear

- -~

/
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people ask, ;Whgt is it?! ;ﬁen Viewing a sculpture.
Génerﬁlly, it is quite obﬁious that they are not in
doubt about the object béing a sculptqré. They are con--.
Eerned, rather, with wﬁat it represents as a work of art.
The appropriateness of such a questioﬁ in light of con-
teméorary'sculpture may certainly se.questiqnedy as in-
deed it ought. to be. Buﬁ the expectation of the majori-
ty of people who_encoun£er sculpture is thét it will be
rep;esentatipnal, while just the oppositéfii‘true of
architecture. From the Iﬁgardenian pverspective, the
question, though only preliminary to what foilows‘dpon
“the represéntation of Fhe séatial form, &1s rightfully
asked.’ |

"In summary, the stratum of the spatial form of reére—
giented hok‘ajects' primary_@ction is the expressiorn of |
the spatial form whiég serves to briné to appearancé the -

-+

aesthetically relé%ant qualities and aesthetic.values
: . : -
of the work. As such, it is the stratum of the sculp-
tural work ;hrough which the meaning of\the wdﬁk is pre-
.senteé. Although the role of the straﬁam f aspects is N
of major impofgance to, the whole ?ork, it plays a sg?;;
servient role to that of the secégd stratum. The asﬁléts,
sé?%e as the means of access to the work without whichc
an gbserver could nat evén eigerience the sculptufal worlk
of art. But it ought not overshadow thé‘répresented

objects brought to appearance in theggecond stratum.
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The sculptural work/o rt recpnstructs the individ-

‘ual fortunes of man by reprodu ing the content of his or
her experieﬁcé through the representation of natural.
spatial forms. The représentational charécter of séulp—
ture has a certain kinship with organic nature in t@o
respects. Firstly, it retains the irregularity of n#—
. ture’'s constitutive elements, guided by such'aeéfhetic
concerns as creating a' 'balanced' or 'proportionate'
work. While éculpture must remain éttentive to the
principlés which govern static amd, rigid bedies, thus
imposing some definité limitations on the actualization
of the artist's intentions in a concrete medium, scul@—
ture is a2 much freer and more spontaneous art form than
- architecture where the worﬁ of art's‘dépendence upon its
real material is at its greatest. ‘

- Secondly, through the representation of organic
forms, as well as inofgaﬁic forms,'sculpture relies upon
the associations which the human commuﬁity makes between '
. the things represented.and'the represenéatiqn of those
things. In consequence of this, the artiqt'is able to
determine theowgrk of art with certain principles which
direct the observer towards the reconstruction of desir-
ed artistic intentions. Although the exactitude 6f as-
soc1at10n is not és precise as is p0551ble 1n, say, the

llterarv work of art where a proper language i1s involved,

r

such characteristics as a facial expression or the

, e
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relationship between the line of the work and %}s mass
-and vo;ume, are highly suggestive and more or less ﬁ;e—
cisely determining of the work's meaning. But these
guiding principles can only be established through iche—

: ,
matic representation since the aspects of any real thing
are infinite in number. Bf virtue of the possible as-
sociétions resulting from the representational nature of
sculpture,"the represented objects take on a quasi-real
character. The observer acts as if the object were in
fact real, thereby ;mputing certain attributes to the
object which are actually to be found only im real ob-
jects. Because of this, the work is cépable of takiné'
on a riéhness which clearly transcends the real material
of the work. ' .

And finally, we have taken the term representation
to méan, within Ingarden;s perspective, the réproducing
of commonly recognizablé forms, such as % human female,
and the consequent qualities which human beings associ-
ate with such forms in their ﬁarious represented atti-
tudes and.;ituations. By examining his use of the term
in architecture, it would appear that it—canﬁot be under-
stood as referring to the mere representaﬁion of .the con-
stitutive formél elements of nature since this would re-
diuce all art forms to the representational level in a

most rudimentary way. Therefore, not alf.aspects of the.

represented thing are literally determined by the work,
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but only those aspects which will allow the reconstruc-
tion of the represented spatial form. and its attendant
gualities. It is left to the observer to fill-in these
mbments of indefinition within the aesthetic experience
of‘thé work, such that the represented object is not
seen as incomplete, but instead as a fully determined
aesthetic form witﬂ.all of its‘inténded-characteriséics.
Regarding these conclusions on the nature of repre-
sentatio; in the sculptural work of art, a word of cau-
tion'mus£ be added. We have’predominantly drawn on re-
ferences which Ingarden has made to thé use of the term
in fespect to other art forms. The application of the

term to sculpture, therefore, has a certain speculative
character about it which, while unavoidéblé,—is even ’
greater than was necessary with the exteﬁsion of his
literary theory.to,musio, péinting and architéctﬁre.
This must be kept in mind when it becomes,necessary to
modify this extension to-sculpture'in wéys that seem’
appropriate given the diveréity inherent to confEﬁEgrary
sculpture; But for the moméﬁt, there rémains another
stratum which is oggasionally present in the scu%?tural

Y

work of art that is.in need of explication.

I
L~

o," -
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Section 19: The LiEerary Theme of the Sculptdral Work
of Art '

-

Going beyond the central case of two~layered sculp-

tural works of .art, certain sculptures.have various ele-

ments which result in the presentation of a very specific

life situatilion. .Although this need not occur in order

that the object be a sculptural work of art, when it does
. . .

the work must be seen as having three strata, not merely

two. -

The life situation brought to:appearance in sculp-

ture "is that which one usually has in mind when speak-

ing of the 'subject'" of the sculpture.29 It is not a

L 4

real situation, but only a portraval of a real situation.
It is immediateiy presentxin a way that diffé}s from the
presence of feal things such as a human body or a ¢hair,
but it is present all thé same. And: "it can also be
contemplated by us as often as we wish, and indeed as
'sémething self-identical, entirely unchangeable in its
being and in its properties."30 And it is only accessible
through that which is visuélly present—sculpture cannot
speak nor gesture as 1s the case with a real persoﬁ.
Narrowing the’ﬁopic, ﬁhe works of sculpture that are

of particular interest are thosé/;;ich have an objective

situation which has no real correlate. Here we follow -

the lead provided by Ingarden's analysis of painting:

C N
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for example, when we  "see" in & picture how one man
in a frenzy of rage strikes another and at the same
time are clearly aware that the presented scene has
no definite real correlate, that in other words this
scene never actually existed. I will call this ob-
jective situation (in a particular human situation)
‘presented and brought to appearance in the picture
itself, the "literary theme" of the picture.3l
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This would seem to be perfectly applicable to sculpture

as well. There ére those sculptures which require that

the observer Franscend what has been presented, e.g.,-

any one of the more famous Datids, but by the same

token there arejsculpturgs which present a seif-contain—

ed life situation which has no real correlate, e.g.,

Rodin's Kisslor Thinker. It is sculptures of the latter /

kind which -have a literary theme versus an historical

theme: _ | o

While the work itself is determining of the.literary
theme, the theme "leads us necessarily beyond itself"32_-

and beyond the sculpture; "it requires, so to speak, an

. unfolding in a temporally extended process .and in par-

ticular in a 'story' in which humans ordinarily take
|r33

£

pari. The observer is‘unable to limit him or herself
_to that which is, strictl§ speaking, presented in the
.sculptural work. In a Gery limited ég&se, the litera;y
theme of the sculpturé indicates £he ftory which precedes
and follows what has been presented. Wﬁen‘this takes
place in the thought of the observer, a subseguent return
to the sculpture will result in a better understanding

of the work.
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An historical work, such as a 'David,' possesses
such & literary theme, but also depegds upon the.ob-_
' server's familiarity_with'a certain historical story
which 1is not fuily determined by the work. This serves
to further clarify the ﬁeaniﬁg Inga;den attributes &o
"literary theme." The literary theme of, éay, Donatello’s
pavid, is concerned with a young man who has apparently
physically overcome a male foe.- The stature of the
youthful figure in comparison to the maséive head under
his foot, poss;bly lndlcates a mis-match of relatlve im-
portance. Such a story does not’depend upon the’ hlS-
tdrical story of "David and Goliath." When this enters
into the observer'slexperience, information has been
provided from a-nen-écuiptural source. This would seeﬁ

to indicate that historical sculptural works of art are

not independent works of Sculpture, but are instead ex-

amples of cone art form 1nfr1nglng upon another.34

The presentatlon of a literages theme is dependent
upon the objects which are brougiivto appearance in ‘the
stratum of represented objects. "I1f the presentation

of a certain literary theme is to be achieved, then the
exhibition of certain objects is indispensable."35 And
‘since there are sculptures which have represented objects
without there occurring the ptesentaﬁion of a2 literary
_theme, this would seem to suggest.that the literary theﬁe

does constitute a separate stratum whenever it is preseﬂtffhm‘
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Rodin's ‘Age of Bronze would be an excellent example—

clearly representational, but without any indicated

‘story.
fﬁe presentation of a literary theme in the sculp-

tural work of art usually reguires
t

the presentation of a number of objectivities,
whose presented conditions are such that all of
them together yield one and the same "occurence,” .
the same fact, the same situation, which forms a
" transitional phase of "an incident."36

An excéllent example would be the tweo human figures in

the attitude of an embrace in Rodin's Xiss. And this
situation can only be.brought to appearance through the
viSual-properties of therscﬁlptufe. The 'tenderness' of
the Kiss, for example,hcannot be directly presented. The
properties of sculpture are only capab{éeEF directly‘pre—
senting sbjects in a parﬁicular posture which allows for
the bringing‘to appearaéce of the tenderness of thé em-
brace. This tenderheés, while founded in the sculptural
properties of the presehted objects, is essentially non- j)i

visual and can only be presented indirectly. .As such,

it is "co—presented."37

Conseguently, the co-presented properties of the

sculpture are not fully determined. :

b

TRese things distinguish themselves from material
things in nature in that they are not at_ all deter-
mined in certain respects, such as odor, taste,
warmth.' They contain, in other words, certain
"places of indeterminacy."38°
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The observer completes or fills-in thése.properties in :
éccofd with the principles established by the presented
;ife situation. The conéﬁituted properties, therefore,.
Qill have an inéividual character which will be largely
dependent upon the obsefver's particular social history .
and psychophysical disposition. Again, more will be

said ‘of this in the next section on'the aesthetic con-

cretization of the sculptural work of art.

.

As a final note, when a sculpture has a literary
theme, it plays a central role in the work. It is not
merely & component of the sculpture. It

i1s the structurally (although .perhaps not aestheti-

cally) most important element 'of the work of art

concerned, "what it is really about," upon which
the attention of the viewer is concentrated and to
which the principal emotional factor of the aes-
thetic apprehension so to speak must cling.39
All other components of the work perform a supplementary
functigmt In respect to the chief element of the work, the
litlerary theme. If a literary theme is not present, then
the bringing to appearance of represented objects stands
as the work's chief element. But in either case, the
ultimate goal is the bringing to appearance of an aes-
thetically. valuable work. And this is judged to be the

case by reference to the work's overall value, not its

number of strata.

In this regard, we now turn aﬂgg;tion to “the aes-
. N <
thetic concretization of the sculptural work of art.
~ . -«

This is of crucial importance since it is here that the
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sculpture as an aesthetic object 1is constituted and, con-
sequently, where the aesthetically valuable gualities

and aesthetic values finally come to full appearance.40

. The significance which Ingarden attributes to this as-

pect of the aesthetic inguiry is clearly expressed:

and only when we have succeeded in concretizing
fthese values in intuition and in attaining syn-
thetrically to the final unity of the whole can
we give overselves over in a quite special emo-
tional contemplation to the:magic of the visible
and felt beauty of the finally constituted aes-
thetic object.4l

\\
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Section/ZO: The sthetic Concretization of the
' : Scul¥tural Work of Art

. ¥

Though the -aesthetic concretization of the other
art forms thus faé treated in this study was only touch-
éd upoh‘Lightly, it is in need of more attention in our
discussion of the_sculptural work of art. There are
two reasons for this: firgtly, what little Inga?dén did
saf on the topic of sculpture was mostly in referencé't
the process of aesthetic concretization. Thus Ingarden'’
‘writings on the topic ére a primary source of some im-
port Tor the subjec; at hand; secondly,.since the ex-
teﬁsiop of Ingarden‘éAprinciéles to the sculptural work
of art is, according ¥6 the best evidence available, being®
done here for the f£irst time, the more complete piciure
must include ﬁhe.péocess of cognition as an accompagi—

]

ment to the earlier description of the art form's strfj;/p

ture. , a\\¥
In response to Wladyslaw Tartarkiewicz's assertion

. [ 4
that a distinction must be made between different kinds

of ‘aesthetic experiences—those Corrésponéing to wérks
which are heavily reliant upon sense experience and those
which correspond to literary works of art——Ingarden,
while generally ?gree1ng with the necessity of making
dlStlnCthnS betwéen the aesthetlc experiences of the

different arts, argues for a certain commonality among

all such experiences. He says that he has attempted to
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which will provide a concrete example of Ingarden's po-
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.demonstrate that there are _ . .

elements of the aesthetic experience which are es-
sential for every aesthetic experience and which at
. the same time do not exclude the differences exist-
between the experiences taking place in contem-
platlon of works of art given in sensory immediacy
and the aesthetic experiences in the reading of a
literary work of art. For-they are qulte indepen-
dent of these dlf‘erences.

The analvs;s which I have carried out here shows

- that, »even in the contemplation of 2 pigture or a

sculpture, normal visual perception—a perception’
that is, such as that which we perform when we are
trying to cognize a real thing, hence, in partic-
ular, the phv51cal foundation of thé work of art—
takes a different course from the one it takes
when we are using it as a preliminary operatlon

in order first to apprehend the work of art in
queswion and then to apprehend it in the aesthetic
attitude. It is also insufficient for the reali-
zation and course of the aesthetic experience. My
lnvestlgatlons also indjcate that the aesthetic
cbject is actually glveé-hgﬁgs in the final phase
of the aesthetic experienc specifically, on the
basis of acts of perception or imagination and- -
signitive acts); but in order for this stage even
to be reached, the aesthetic object must first be
constituted in the manner described above; thus it
is never an object which we simply encounter ‘as
given in mere sensory perception of it. And indeed,
this is true guite independently of whether we have
to do with sculpture, a picture, a building, or
with a literary work of art.42

By claiming that aesthetic experiences have certain
universal elements belonging to all aesthetic experlences,

Ingardeh has provided a basis from which an analysis of

" the aesthetic experience of the sculptural work of art

can take place. We also have the benefit of his comments

on the aesthetic concretization of the venus de Milo

-

siticn on this topic.

-
-

L~
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In the above quoted passage,.the distinction be-.
tween the real object which stands as the" foundation of
the sculptural work pf art's being ard the aesthetic CSb-
jeét is reaffirmed. The real cbject, e.g., 2 block of
marble, is an individual thing of a-specific kind.
There can, howeyer,‘be m;ny aesthetic objects formed bw
'one.or ﬁore.obserGe;f as a result of aesthetic inter-
course with the'samg;sculptural work of art embodied in
the identical block of marble. Eaéh observer forms an .

o . . - 0:
intentional object as a result of each set of manifold
- . S

. * \
experiences. If the apprehensionoof the object which

érises within an aesﬁheficattitudebelongs to an aes-

»>

theti& experiencing. of the .object, then the result is
43

the constitution of a culptural&aesﬁhetic.object.

Consequently, it can be sedw. that there are as many aes- -

thetic objects oé the-samé work\of art as there are aés;.
thetic experiences of the work. /Just how thé identity
of the different aesthetic,ob S isjmaintained will
becoﬁe clearer as we describe the course of t¥® aesthetic
experience @and, more specifically; when we discuss the -
. critical comments oﬁ‘wplfgang iser in the next cﬁapter.
To begin this portion_ofithe analysis, tﬁe aesthetic

‘experience of the scﬁlptural work of art should be situ;
“ated within the spéctrum of other aesthetic experiences.

There exists a closer kinship between the. aesthetic ex-

~geriences of architecture, painting and. sculpture than

P
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- between these aesthetic experiences and the experience

"\

. of the literary work of art or the musical work of art.
r" -
- Ingarden confirms this point in the discussionr™of the
1- .
aesthetic experiences of liteqéture and music.
e

A much deeper difference &Xjsts, however, betiween
- ‘ the two kinds of aesthetic experiences just con-
' - sidered than those which take place in the appre-
hension of so-called spatial art—a picture, a
‘work of sculpture, or a work of architecture.44

Thus the general division between spatial and non-spatial

“arts serves to more ‘closely align the aesthetic exper-
“ience of sculpture with the aesthetic experience of other

spatial art forms. But further precision is still pos-
sible. Eveén within ‘the category of spatial. art, the sim-
. " . b

“ilarities between the aesthetic experiences of sculpture %

.

and architecture are in some.respects greater than the
\\ s%milarities between sculpture-and painting.
. - v

ot Compared with the full qualification of the archi-
é,’ Lo N " tectural work of art, most architectural gesthetic .
. \ objgcts are consequently inadequate. We could ex-
‘\\pr s this in another way by saying. that their con-
Stltution is, to be sure, concluded but is, at the
same time, incomplete. It is essentially no dif-
ferent with the constitution of aesthetic objects
inm@hgﬁgzmain of sculpture. 1In contrast, the sit-
. ‘ . uation with the aesthetic concretizations of pic-
/W- tures is somewhat different. To be sure, it is
[ not true that the.picture, as we might perhaps be
inclined to maintain, can be apprehended aesthe-

. " -tically in a single moment.. For even in the Jcdn-
templation of a picture, there are vari s-
- sible standpoints® which liein various directions

. : §§%§3 and at various distances from the surface of the

. % picture.’ It need not be viewed from all.sides, :
However, but only "from the front," and even there .
we can secure an optimal apprehension of #he pic-
) ture only within a relatively limited space. It
. ., is also unnecess@;y to view that picture from al

L
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points within this space in order—as, for example,
with an architectural work—to achieve a "full"
aesthetic. concretization of the picture. . .Despite
all temporal duration of the aesthetic experience
and also of the constitution of the aesthetic ob-
ject, there exists here a moment of completion of
this constitution in a more or less-statically
appréhended "picture."45 % .
By comparing and contrggiing the aesthetic exper-
iences of these art forms, certain principles applicable
to sculpture suggest themselves:

1) The sculptural work of art must be viewed from
as many points as possible within the space sur-

rounding the work~din order to arrive at a "full”
concretization o he aesthetic object.

2) The sculptural work of art cannot be apprehended
in a single moment. Although the parts of the
work are simultaneous, they cannot be present to
the observer at the'same time. The experience
o@Ethe work "is sequentially unfolding. . As such,

constitution of the aesthetic object may

.take'g%iii#fver longer or shorter periods of
time. Y : ‘ :

3) Although the constitution,of the sculptural
aesthetloibbject can be concluded, it is neces-
sarily 1ncomplete because of the infinfte number
of perspectives which could in principle, be
taken towards the work

In order to illustrate how these'principles actually
appz;\to the aesthetlc experlence of the sculptural work
of art, we should return to.xhe only account IAgarden
provideg of phg aesthetic gxperience of a sculptural work
of art,zthe experience of the Venus de Milo.
The role of sense experience in the constitution of
the aesthetlc object 1is greater in the “experience of\kculp-<://

ture than, say, in llterature. The physical foundation of

the sculpturali work exerts -a much mone powerful influence

. : g,

coL !

L—~
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over scdlpture than it does over literature. Yet, the

.aesthetic object is never simply encountered in the sen-

-

sory experience.

[Tlhis is true quite independently of whether we
have to do with a sculpture, a picture, a building,
or with a literary work of art. In order to ap-
prehend the work of art, we must always go beyend |
the- sense perception which serves as a p01nt of
departure and beyond the real things given in sense
perception and, through a transition to the aes-
thetic attitude, allow the aesthetic object to be.
‘constituted.4b

Just as the literary work of art is not the book—paper

and ink, bound in a volumejfthe sculptural work of art

-
-

is not marble, wood metal, or any other real miterial.

However, this- real material, :%s we have already seen,
supplles a relatively stable foundation which provides
observers with access to the work. The gualities which

are attributed to the sculpture, such as the emotion

"gualities of the venus, arirgnly‘co—presented: Ingarden

even goes so far as>to say that the real thing, in prin-
/ ’

ciple, is not even necessary for the aesthetic exper-

ience of the sculptural work of art.

Suppose that wheh we percelve the bldck of marble
which, according to the general conception, is the,
Venus de Milo, we are subject to a strange decep-
tion or illusion. We would then of course be con-
vinced that we were perceiving this block of mar-
ble as something real, but this would be just an
illusion; "in reality" there would bz no such real
thing in that hall of .the Louvre, or else there
would exist something completely different from
what is (ostensibly) perceived by us. Would an
aesthetic experience then be possible? To this we
must answer: as long as the phenomenon of the Venus
de Mild continued to exist, nothing would change in

o
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the conditions of an aesthetic apprehension. The
same traits of the concretized work of art would
be given us, and we would feel at the proper mo- -
ment the same admiration. The reality of the per-
ceived physical object {(the marble block) and the
- apprehension-of this reality are thus not at all
necessary for the unfolding of the aesthepic ex- =

perience.47 Yo

R S

How then does the venus come to concretization?

Il

When an observer encounters a sculpted physical thing,

-~

it is generally within a natural attitude. Conseguently,
e
the .object is seen as a real thing among other real
thingsl But, if g% aesthetic experience of, say, the
Venus 1S to cOme about, there must occur a shifting from
the natural investigative attitude taken towards the
things and events of daily experience, to an aesthetic
gttitude which will permit the unfolding of the female
form and its accompanying qualities. ‘Thus there must
occun a momept of captivation. This initiél moment of
enc with thé& work of art produces the ;original
emdtion" of the aesthetic experience; a peculiar gquality
.or set of.qualities "strikes us, fé_ces itself upon us,

grips us, or however one wishes to put it."48

Something
‘has grabbed our attention which, in a sense, beckons the

observer to engage the sburce of this emotion more fully;

-

1t may be the gracefuf lines of the venus, or an initial

recognition of a female form. And,. at this point, if the

-

experience is to continue,
-

2
the original emotion passes over into a hore artic-
ulated, delineated emdtional experienge in which the
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following original elements can be distinguished:

(a) the emotional, direct intercourse with the

received quality, which intercourse is still-in .

. the process of developing; (b) a certain hunger

. for the possession of the guality and for intens-

ification of the enjoyment which the intuitive .
possession of it promises; and (c) a growing .
striving for satisfaction from this gquality, for
lasting possession of it.49 \\\L

ceurs a moment when the observer is, in a

sense, brought hort. The practical concerns which

had previously occupped his or her attention, be;%me-

uninteresting, unimigifant, and a matter,of indifference.
. . e .
here is produced "a certain’ check in the preceding

'normal' course of experiences and modes of behavior in 7

- regard to the objects surrounding him in the real world.“50

-

//_“\\Ehe events an@ thi§gs of the ?eal world slip into the
.periphery of awareness. If the quality or gqualities of
the work of art do not possess the "power" to hold the
observer;s attention, theﬁ/a;return_to the normal prac- .

tical cou;sé of events will likely occur.. But, if the

work Rolds the obsefver's interest, promising more en-

- goyment and satisfaction of the initial desire it cre-

r

»

.ated, then the aesthetic éxperience continues to unfold
within the accompanying shift to an aesthétic attitude.
This is the most imporiant effect of thg original emo-
tion. The-observer 1s trahsported to, a world within a .

world—a self contained moment where éﬁg pressufés of . .

Y

the real world are greatly suspended.

, ‘ Within the aesthetic attitude, the observer is not

¢ . - -
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conbernéa_;gth whether or not there actually exists a

- real thlhg such as a block of marble. He or she "fo-

cuses on intuitive qualltatlve formations and the achiev-

IISl

ement of a direct contact with them. Respecting the

Venus, this means:that those attributes of the §i$Cif—

ically real thing .which serve to distract the oSberver

from the concretization of the -Venus are overlooked,

.

and, instead, those gqualities which properly belong to
the work of art are attended to. ' \

One might perhaps be inclined to say that, although
we actually see the smooth, somewhat gleaming, vel-
lowish-white surface of the block of marble, it is
as if we did not see it, as if we somehow forgot
: that the "body" of the Venus would 'not, after all,
! be so blindingly "white" as the marble, that it
’ would rlot have such a gleaming surface, etc. We
overldgi what does not it our conception of the
"living body of a woman® indeed of a "goddess";
and without bringing this clearly to consciousness,
we supplement those elements which are in keeping
with the form of the "living body of a woman."

The qualities of the venus which are apprehended, are

"freed" from the formal structure of the objgct and mo-

L

mentarily become.pure guality, "a center of cf?stalii— ' -
, : . _ . . 53 .
zation for a new object:  [the aesthetic object.” This

only occurs withgn the aesthetic.attitude. Thereforeﬁ”}

the maintaining of this attitude is essential for the
. L * .
constitution of the aesthetic object.

It is at this peint in the process that the active

]

role of the‘obSer;;} becomes obvious. There,aiists a
creative dimensi%®n ;E\QEE_observer“s enctounter with the (w\\

[S—.

L
1%
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work which is necessary to the final fulfillment of the

experience. is a process of constant dialectical

passivity &nd activity. While the phase of the initial

emotiéq {s charcterized by its passivity, the continued

couré%jpf the expérience relies upon the active involve-

ment of thi observer. There must be at least an implicit
decision by the observer to continue th% experiencer

This is characterized by a return to th?se gualities
Iy

whith originally excited interest; bu ow more of the

work is-revealed than was initially apparent. Through
o

o

a multiplisity‘of‘successive phases more aspects of the

(=]
work are experienced, each enriching the previous exper-

ience, and drawing the observer deeper and deeper into
the 'mystery' that is the work of art.
With the partial satisfaction of each hunger and

desire comes an increase in fascination accompanied by

Fd -

the desire for a richer and even more satisfving exper-

ience. With each return to the work, the observer ful-

o

fills the objectively determined object by'filling—;n'
the schematic moments;gkhus, in a sensé, giﬁingthe}mmk
the 'life' and 'color' dff£he originally intended work
of art. It is from this perspective that the sculptural

work of art is to be understocd as-cojfreated.

-

. o
Since we are now focused exclusively on gqualities
and on a desire to enjoy the sight of them &nd their
presence, either we notice a qertain gnadeguacy or
a2 need for supplementation in ‘the guality‘itself, or
else new -details of the work 6f art now obtrude of

¢
.

<&
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themselves. 1In the first case it could be, for ex-
ample, the beglnnl of a developing melody, tie
continuation of blqh announces itself, or the par-
ticular expressfion 6f a human face which was not

- itself apprehended, or the general outline of the
facade of a Gothic cathedral, which seems to demand
to be filled in with specific details.54

In the process of supplementing the workfin accord with
the p?inciples established Ly the artist, new gualities
and harmonies &f gualities émerge which enrich the con-
tent of tﬁe aesthetlc object. 1If these gqualities are
vividly enough present and "harmonize well with the

- originally given gquality an@}fﬁrm with it a2 'well-round-

ed' (gut abgeschlossen) qualitative whole,"55 then they

<

art.

are attributed to the work Although the.

_observer is creativé withipg the aesfhetic process, there
are directing principleg established, by the work itself®
which guide the observer in the faithful constitution of
the aesthetic object. -

The course of the aesthetic experienceof the sculp-
tural weprk during its creative phase is heavily dependent
"upon the observer gbing through the above process from.
séveral}perspectives withinrthe surrounding space of the

4

sculpture. Since there are an endless number of-per-
L ' . . 1 "
spectives which can be taken toward a sculptural work,

it is most important that an observer take as many views/&_
a : :
as the physical thagnitude of the work dictates as being ¢
>

reasonable. From each perspective the same course of -4

events will ideally take place—a movement from the
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original emotion to a créxtive phase wherein -the aes-

thetic object is constituted. Each-new perspective re-

-~

sults in the experiencing and constitution of new qual-

J

ities end qualitative harmoniee. Qualities which were ~
not apparent from one perspeétive may‘EEESent themselves
,
from another. And then each of the new gualities ar .
seen in relation to the previoﬁsly constituted qgal;i§¥s
already experienced. Each experience confirms and Eup—
ports or rejects‘and denies the previous experiences.
The resuié is a synthetlcallv constltuted harmonlous
whole of gualities called the aesthetlc object.

Jé//‘ Ingarden indicates that in the process of appre-.

—,

hensicon the observeﬁ'forms aﬁérehended gualities in two

\\" ways: "Specifica

F 3
(b} in. structureg of gqualitative harmony."\iﬁ3 Let us,

-

Y 4a) in categorial structures and

£ these in order. f

/

examine g@th

7
Fir

tially caught the observer s attention app ;> as be

X{ if thae gruality, or qualltles, ch lnr

. i lng to a 'human form, as is the case with th Jcnus,
- N o
the observer brlngs to the apprehension a certarn fa—
miliarity with;ghe/hgman form which will govern the course

of the e}cperiéqéj}l The observer experiences the Venus 'as

if' it were a human form, and not merely a block ¢f mar-

le. - X .
Lg“ . We impute.to the given qualities, so to speak, the
) \\\\\\\ formal structure of a subject of attributes, which
is materially” determined in its nature-in a way
" suggested to us by the apprehended quality. 57 -

& . ‘ ' :4:
% |
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(”—“\XE Thus, the represented object comes to full consti™
. . . & .
tution when the attributes belonging to the particular

© the aesthetic object is much more than merely a repre-
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When this_ occurs, the real objecf in z sense disappears

from our vision, and the vénus—as notirtrg other than an
aesthetic object With certain gualitative attributeﬁr—

becomes the subject of our attention:

ject which is portrayed in the work of art follows
the phase of perceiving (of receiving) the object.
by the aesthetically experiencing subject, as well
as the phase of the varied emotional reaction to -
the imagined quasi-existing object.

[Ulpon the phase of categorial forming of the ob- (,/

Once the object has come to appearance in this manner,
the observer begins "empathizing” in such a way that
‘new psycholégical states and Sﬁts are seen as belonging
to the objeé¢t. The facial expression of the venus, for
example, repults in the imputing of ceFtain emotional
qualitieg © the object. The observer %ills?in what such
an expression miéht mean based upon previous éxperience.
Feelings arise-in us which are very similar to the
feelings we would have if we were close to such a
person and his states in feality—feeling of re-

joicing with him, adm}ring with him, hating with
him, etc. 39 ) C =

category, i.e., female human form, are concretized. But -

) wt

“sented object belonging te a particular category of ob-
jects;- Ma&be'most importantly, it is a harmony of aes-
thetically valuable quﬁlities. |
Secondly, it is espécially trquof tﬁe work of art
that thé whole is greater than t ‘s;m'bf'its parts.

’ g
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As each qf the qualitie; are apprehended within the in-
fluence of\other qualities, the gualitative harmony which'
results has characteristics'no£ found in}the individual
qualities. : ' 7;,

The simplest examples of such gualitative trans-
formations are to be found in the—domain of colors.
It is well krown that in order to obtain a spot of
color with a rich and vivid tone it is necessary

to choose an appropriate background, one which does
not weaken the luminous power.of the color. All
cases of so-called (simultaneous) contrast belong
here, but not only these.60

Similar effects occur in the sculptural work of art. A
particular surface when c&ggéned with a certain volume

will éive the impressibn éf/én increase in height gr ‘
breaé%h, thus giying me-Wwork®either a static or dynamic

quality. Sculpture is dependent upon the effects which
result from the relationships between the varying qual-

ities which compose it.

.

The adumbra{ions which result f:omﬂindividualfgggl—
' "

ities of the work are specific qualities inktﬁem§é16es,

not identifiable with -any of the "founding” gqualities.
which are responsible foxr their appearance. ¥

“This new guality constitutes a kind of clasp which -
unites the gualitative elements founding it into a
whole, by given the whole a gualitative stamp pe- .
culiar to itself. I call it the "gquality of har-
mony;" after Ehrenfels, it is usually called "Ges-
talt"” or "structure" or even “"totality."6l

-

?his 1s exactly what Ingarden means when he savs that

b .
the work of -art is a polyphonic ggrmony of aesthetically

,
valuable qualities. *

g i
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The aesthetic objact is Fhus not a mere sum of aes-.
thetic gualities bd w entity founded in the
aesthetlc qualities of each layer and produced py
the cohjunction of the aesthetic gualities of 2ll
layers in the -unfolding stratlfled structure as a
whole. Clearly, aesthetic gualities ar®e not prop-
erties of a carrier, they are characterlstlcs of
its phenomenally éxhibited properties, and they
may be actualized in the process of concretization.
The harmony of the polyphony depends, of course,

* on the congruity of the aesthetic gualities that
constitute it.® - o

M <

When the harmony of the sculptural work of art 1is
concretized in an aesthetic object the qualltles which

pertain to the objectS'represented——to the categorial

‘structure of the objects—must ®sc have been brought to

appearance. These~ two wa@apprehending the sculp-

+
tural work of art are deeply connected. Jointly, they

constitute the fullness of the presented\EEEEEJéﬁd, fur-
ther, occasion the appearance of the metaphysical qﬁal-
ities which pertain to the work. As such, the meta-

physical quality 15 onl; indirectly presented and fully
depends upcen the aporehenSLOn of the work's categorical

structure and structure of gqualitative harmony. WOur
a’ .
intuitiOn of it is-a%function'of the laver of presented

w63

ob]ects in their phenomép 1 appearance. Once this

world' of represented objects is fullv concretlzed, then
it falls Fo the metaphysical quallty which is brought to

appearance to provide the keystone of the work's esseni
tial unity.64 _ . ' '

.In conclusion, each successive moment of the consti- .
Lo

tution of the aesthetic object'reveals more of the nature

~
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)

and p62é izlity of the individual work. The more af--

tentive and disciplined the observer is, the gregate¥

—r

| e,
(=34

the gékelihood of there occurring a rich éhé\?u 1 con-

cretization of the work. The variables in this|ceurse

of events are understandably enormous, as the;ﬁ'ﬁensity

affirms. But the course and direction the expert

r

ought to take is clearly indicated by the structure of
the work itself. It remains to the observer to enrich,

not alter, what the artist has provided. .,
This harmony, and in particular its determining
quality, is—if we may so put it—the final prin-
ciple of the constitution and existence of the
aesthetic object. . The work of art helps us {in
the case discussed) in this constitution by fur-
nishing us with the guidance of the highest qual-
ity and tHe structure of the aesthetic object.65

- ul‘

And once the aesthetic object is constituted, the aes-

thetlc experience approaq&gs its moment of achievement

LY ”

in the calm, peadfful contgmplétion of the riches that

works of art offer. Here lies {fe conclusion o the/r\\\\
aesthetic pné;eSsﬁ

It consists, on the one hand’, ‘in the constitution
of the aesthetic object and us in the "reali-
zation" of guite specific values which can be con-
cretized in only this way and, oh the other hand,
An the realization of an emotional-fontemplative
experience of the harmony of. aesthetically valu-
able gualities and thus also of the values founded
in-it. The performance of this essential funckion
enriches the world belonging to man by specific .
values which cannot be replaced by anything eIse;,

" At also enriches human life by a kind of experienge
%?ich opens the door to those values and, finally)

1so endows man himself with an ability which be-
- longs to his constitytion’as a™mman person.66
" .v.'_ _.r. . / \/ .-
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Section 21: Concludlng Remarks on the Sculptural Work
- of Art

Our description of the structure and concretizing

process-of the sculptural work of art results from the
° ;

‘applicatioﬁ\zé the essential principles derived from c.
A - , T
Ingarden's antlysis of other art forms, on one hand,

N W

P AR .
and from clofe attention to the manner in which he treated
. ; )

characterisfics not common'to every art form, on the N
other. This has had the effect of providing us Wlth a
'plc*ure of how the sculptural worlk of art would look
when viewed from the Ingardenian Derspectlve. .
In regards to the general categorv of work of art

the sculptural work of art shares every essential prin-

bc101e common to all the arts: it is not a real thing,

‘but is instead %'heteronomous lntentlonal ob]ect ons-

-
-

tlcallﬂ dependent upon réal ob]ects and acts of -con-
=N

k
sc\rousnessn it relle;fupon an observer for its con-

cretizatibn, and; it fs a polyphonic harmony of aesthe-
: : L B
tically valuable gualities. On the basis of Ingarden's

general aesthetic DrlnCLples, we are. justlFled in clalm—

;ng that our descrlptlon istcompatibl with Ingardenian

theory. : cd )

. N )

And, although a unique art form, Ingarden's guidance
[y

“£6r apdlying his pringiples allowed us to retain the dls—"

v - o k4

tinctive character of sculpture. By focusmng on ?ther

art forms‘which.had'some characterlstlcs ln common with

. -
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sculpture, e.g., representation, three—dimgnsionality,
and literary theme, we were able, through extrapolation,
.to present an Ingardenian view of the sculptural-work

of art which clearly distinguished this art form from
all others. -

Consequently, there seems to be good reason for
ciaiming that Ingarden has indeed provided an aesthetic
theory with general applicability. For not only are the
essential principles general, but they possess the neces-
sary flexibility to give an adequate account of individ--
ual difference among the arts. Both are essential to a
theory of aesthetics.

As regards the relative importance of the sculptural
work of art in the family.pf art forms, by Ingarden's
HSta;dards it ought'to be seen as guite high on the scale
of potential aesthetic value. For not only does it fully
correspond to the basic essential principles of Ingarden's
aesthetics, but it is both stratified and schematic as
well. Thus, it is capable of producing thosg aestheti-
cally valuable qualities.which go along w%th represen-
tation and the presentation of a literary theme. Aand, *
as Ingarden has clearly stated,ﬁgrt forms with these
capabilities are in ébme sense richer than those which

lack them.
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Section 22: Concluding Remarks Regarding the Exposition
and Extension of the Essential Principles
of Ingdrden's Theory of Aesthetics :

Three general conclusions can be érawn from the ef-
forts of this, the first part of our investigation into
the aesthetics of ingarden. Firstly, there are identi-
fiable principles which guide Ingarden's analysis of the
liteiary work of art (Chapter 1). All literary works of

art:

’ a) are distinct from real objects.

D) are heteronomous intentional‘objects dependent
upon three autonomous objects for the origin
and support of their existence, i.e., real ob-
jects, acts of consciousness, and ideal entities.

c) are schematic formations which reguire a reader
for completion and concretization, thus disting-
uishing them from any one of the many actual or

¥ possible concretizations. -

d) afé a polyphonic harmony of heterogeneous strata
within which are founded the work's aestheti-
cally valuvable gualities. :

Secondly, through the application of the essential
principles contained in rhe Literary Work of art, Ingarden
has demonstrated the manner in which his principles ought
to be applied to other art forms (Chapter 2). This gui-

, .
dance is predominately characterized by the ontological

character of his investigations. - No characteristic pe-

culiar to the literary work of art is 'seen”as in some

way sacred.  The investigation of other art forms must

first and foremost be directed by the kind of object un-

der consideration. Consequently, some of the érinciples
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essential to the literary work of art are not universal-

ly applicable to other art forms. Not all art forms are

schematic or stratified. And in some cases, there are

distinctions to be made within the same general category

of art objects, e.g., the abstract picture is neither
schematic nor stratified while the representational pic-

ture is both; absolute music is schematic though not
=
multi-layered while program music is both. The most im-

portant conclusion that can be drawn from this, then, is

that the object itself ought to guide the analysis of

art works.

4

But even given thé role of the art object in direct-
ing the course of the investigation, Ingarden'; analysis
of music, painting and architecture, still shows that
there are principles which are appiicable to the liter-
ary work of art which are also applicable to each art
form considered. The general, essential aesthetic prin-
ciples now look like this: all works of art

a) are distinct from real objééts:

b) are heteronomous: intentional objects dependent
upon at least two autonomous objects for the
origin and support of their existence, i.e.,
real objects and acts of consciousness.

€) require a reader/listener/observer for their con-
stitution and concretization. Schematicism is
not universally applicable. N

d) form a polyphonic harmony of heterOgenébus aes-
) thetically valuable gualities. Stratification

is not universally applicable nor necessary for
this characteristic.
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Thirdly, through the application of the general
essential principles of the work of art to the scdlp—
tural work of art, it may be concluded that Ingarden

has.;ndeed produced a general aesthetic theory having
implications throughout the artwdéld (Chapter 3). It
will fall to Part II of our study to evaluate the

* strengths and merits of his generalhtheory given sqmé

of the critical commentaries as well as the problems

which are posed by contemporary sculpture.

+
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PART IT

A Critical Examination of the Essential Principles

of Ingarden's Theory of Aesthetics with Particular

Consideration Given to the Sculptural Work of Art
S

Section 23: Introduction to the Critical-Exgminatioh
' of Ingarden's Theory of Aesthetics

i

Part I concluded with the claim that Ingarden has
indeed produced a general theory of ;esthetics. This
was accomplished by identifving principles which Ingarden
applied throughout his investigations. To further but-
tress this claim, these selfsame principles were appf&ed
to an investigation of the.structure of the sculptural
work of art, an art fpém which 15& beyond Ingarden’'s re-
search. Noting thelr.cbnsistent applicability, the con-
clusion that Ingarden has a general theory of aesthetics
was deemed well made. |

But, it is one thiﬁg to produce a &eneral theory |
and it is an altogether different thing %o produce a-gen-
eral theory which can withg?hnd strong aﬁa insightful
criticism without becoming diluted in conééssion and com-
promise. It is the task of this, the secogﬁ part of this
study, to show that Ingarden's theory doe§ Have (a) the
strength to stand against critical commentary, and (b)

the flexibility to accept necessary and justified modi-

fications without the loss of ¢oherency'and consistency.
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In accord with this two-£fold task, Part II will be
divided into two separate chapters. The first chapter
will examine some of the critical commentaries which .
have been aimed at those aspects Q% Ingarden's aesthe-
tics which have now™beén identified as general aesthe- "
tic principles. This will provide a fufther means of
assessing the strength.of Ingarden’'s general theory.

The second, and finql, chapter, will focus on the abil-
ity of Ingarden's theory to acceét necessary and justi-
fied modifications wi£hout loss of coherency and con-
.Sistency. This will be done, by examining the Ingardenian
-deécriptioé of the sculptural work of art presented in
“Chapter III in light of éontemporary sculptural develop-
ments. The point of significant interest will be whether
or not the modifications to the Ingardenian description
of the sculptural work of art will require the drawing
back from‘any of the principles previously identified

as essential to all art forms; this will indeed be a

test of the strength of Ingarden's aesthetic theory.

u



‘Chapter Four

Certain Critical Commentaries
Pertinent to Ingarden's Aesthetic Theory

Section 24: Iﬁtroductory Remarks Regardiﬁg the
. Critical Commentaries

The large number of scholérly responses to aspects
of Ingarden's writings is a testament to the importance
of his contributions to tﬁe field of philosophy in gen-
eral and to aesthetics in particular. Since his work
possessed the scope sé characteristic of great philosoph-
ic ventures, ?ritical rQSpénses have covered a very
broad range of topics, many of which have only in@irect
releyance to the field of aesthetics. And since it
would be neither possible ﬁof desirable to examine the
number of critical discussions sufficient to account
for the breadth of philosophic topics treated by Ingarden,
a reasonable principle of selection must guide the choice
of problems to be considered. Since this study is pri-
marily ‘concerned with Ingarden's general theéry of aes-
thetics, it would seem appropriate to allow the identi-
fied essential principles of the theory to determine
which critical discussions ought to be examined.

There is, of course, a certain artificiality to the
identification of some topicé as having applicability to

Ingarden's aesthetics and others as pertaining to his



CRITICAL COMMENTARIES . ’ 183

wider philosophic concerns. Ingarden's work can rightf
fully be called a unified whole; any oﬁe problem has
implications throughout the body. The problems selected
for treatment are simply seen as having immediate and
obvious implications for his general principles of aes-
thetics. The claim that Ingarden's general theory has
the strength to stand the ﬁést of critical appraisal
greaﬁly depends upon the strengths and weaknessess pf the
principles which comprise it. Though other aspects.df
Ingardén's thought have iﬁportance for his aesthetics,
it will be upon tﬂe essentlal principles previcusly iden-
tified that his theoryﬂwil%,rise or f£all. Discussions
-pertaining to other éopics will only result in nuance and_
mocdification. Discussions pertainiﬁg to the essential
principles, however, go to the very core of Ingarden's
aesthetic program. | |

Agaih, the four principles which resulted from Part
I are as follows: all works of arf

1) are distinct frpm‘real objects.

2} are heteronomous intentional objects dependent

upon at least two autonomous objects for the
origin and support of their existence, i.e.,

real objects and acts of consciousness.

3) require a réader/listener/observer for their
constitution and concretization.

4) form a polyphonic harmony of heterogeneous
aesthetically valuable gqualities.

Corresponding to these four principles, four critical

discussions of Ingarden's work will be examined.
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F

They are:

a) The Act of Consciousness as an Ontical Foundation

v

of Purely Intentional Objects. (This discussion-

‘relates directly to principle #2 and indirectly

* to principles #1, #3, and #4).

b)

d)

The Material Object as’ an Ontical Foundation of
Purely Intentional Objects. (This discussion
relates directly to principles #1 and #2 and in-
directly to principles #3 and #4).

On the Possibility of the Existence of Aesthetic
Objects. (This discussion relates directly to
principle #3 and indirectly to principles &1,

"#2% and #3.

Indeterminacy and the Rolg of the Reader/Listen-
er/Observer-in the Process of Concretization.
(This discussion relates directly to principles
#3 and. #4 and indirectly to principles #1 and #2.

Since these critical commentaries strike right at the

heart of Ingarden's general principles, the strength of

his:theory rests, at least partially, on its ability to

withstand or accommodate itself to these critical ob-

servations.
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;ection 25: The Act of Consciousness as an Ontical
Foundation of Purely Intentional Objects
Discussion of the role of acts of consciousness in
Ingarden's philosophy has been fairly constant since
the early 1930's. Sincg_conscious acts play an abso-
lutely crucial role in the process of éoncretization,
the bestowal of meaning, and the ontical founding of
the intentionél ébject, there is hardly a sfopic in
Inga;den'sawork which can be separated from them. In
193£‘P.'Leon questioned how it was possible to view
the concretization as ahything other than psychical
since "in the concretion the meaning is actually and
really (wirklich) meant and not merely.'lent.'"l. The
crux of Leon's question reveolved arocund consciou;-acts
as an ontic foundation of intentional objects. His call
for clarification was an alert for subsequent Ingardenian
‘réaders that an important element of Ingarden's philoso-
phy_required careful scrdtiﬁ;. “And in various ways,
this scrutiny was forthcoming. Discussions of Ingarden's
philosophy of man found the topié unavoidable.2 The
same was trde of the topic;of meaniﬁg.g Any discussion
of concretization and the companion éubject, places of
indeterminécy, forced confronting the ontical foundation
of conscious acts, as Section 28 will clearly show.

As a way of clarifying this aspect of Ingarden's-

thought, the challenge posed by Piotr Graff provides -an
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ex ent frame of reference for a.critical discussion.
He has raised the issue of the very possibility of acts
of consciousness serving as an ontjical foundation for
the work of art. Since his argument is direct and well
developed, it will serve to provide an gxcellent means
of access to tﬁis topic of such importance to Ingarden's
theqry.'

Recalling to mind that the work of art is a purely
intentional object, Graff's target caﬁ be stated as:
@ conscious act serves as an ontic foundation of the
pureiy intentional object. But herein lies the problem.
How are we to ‘understand the relationship which exists
between an intentional object and the conscious act?
Or, as Graff has stated it, "should acts of conceiving
be recognized as a foundation, or merely as a source of
the purely intentional object?"4 The problem revolves
around Ingarden's statement that purely intentional
objects "draw the source of their exiétence and their ¥

€ssence directly from concrete acts of consciousness

5

effected by an ego." Graff translates this passage

to read "that pugely intentional objects draw their
existence and their complete bestowal from an intentional
- .
experience of consciousness (ﬁrom an 'act').“6 This
translation more precisely addresses the problem. He
accepts the fact that intentional obigcts draw their

existence from conscious acts, but questions whether the
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complete bestowal and support of its gqualities ¢an be

attributed to an act of consciousness. He asks:

a) 1s the ontical foundation of an object in its

intentional

form (i.e., as the object of con-

ceiving), fully embodied in the act

and,

b) Does an act

constitute the ontical foundation

of the contents of the purely intentional ob-
ject, and if so, to what degree, i.e., does it

consti tut

such a foundation in whole, or only

in some part or aspect?7

If the response to both guestions is in the affirmative,

then one can rightly gquestion the role of any other on-

tic foundatiqn, e.g., the material‘gbject, if the purely

intentional object.

Graff, therefore, is questioning

the range of Ingarden's ontic foundations. He readily

acknowledges that an act of conceiving stands as the

intentional object's source of existence. But the con-

tents and maintaining of the intentional object's exis-

tence do not seem to be fully attributable to. the act

of consciousness,, thu§éﬁhreaten1ng the intentional ob-

ject’'s heteronomy in this one regard.

Graff cites as
role of the form-of
He says that: "The

'conceived,” but it

.

t?e basis for his conclusion the
the intentional object's contents. 2z
form of a state of affairs is not

is taken up, used, applied."8 While

the color of a fictitious rose, for example, is conceived,

the operative state

of affalirs is nbdbt. Conseguently, it

is the role of ideal essences to provide the formal
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content of the intentional object, as well as to provide
the necessary support for the object’'s continued exis?
ténce. This is_cleariy contrary to Ingarden's position.
The purely intentional object is te be understood as

"ontically heteronomous in form and relative to the sub-

9

jective operation." If Graff is correct in his obser-

vation, a most impoétant element of Ingarden's general
aesthetic theory is in jeopardy.

In order to adeqguately respond to.Graff's comments
regarding the intentional object's heteronomous relation-
ship with the conceiving act, notation mustffirst be
made of a statement by Ingarden which would seem to give

strength to Graff's criticism.

For at the basis of the sentence being formed there
lies what one may call an empty formal schema, which
is predetermined b{ the general type of sentence-
forming operation.l0 : :

Graff has, in fact, made use of this statement to support
: gz

his position. But there is more to the guote which would
tend to complicate the issue:

If there were no sentence-forming operation, there
would be np sentences. As a result, the transfor-
mations in the individual word meanings appearing
in the sentence, which go hand in hand with sen-
tence-formation, are completely relative to the
execution of this operation; they originate from
it in the true sense of the word: But precisely
for this reason, the sentence as a whole, as well
as the organically interconnected parts appearing
in it, forms something which has nothing in common
with the purely ideal sphere of "concepts" and
ideal concepts in general, that is, with a sphere
in which individual objects are beyond reach of any
‘spontaneous activity of the conscious subject and
where they resist any attempt at’ changing them.
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The whole sentence, along with all the elements of
meaning appearing in it, is "established" (gestiftet)
to use Husserl's term—and is, in a manner of speak-

ing, maintained in its exégzgggggﬁy this operation.ll

On one hand, Ingarden seems to call for a ;éntential
form which precedes the act of consciousness, while, on
the other hand, "the whole sentence" is Seen as ontical-
ly founded in the act of conscioafness. One can hardly
ignore Ingarden's ultimate dependence upon ideal con-
cepts cleariy expressed in The Literary Work of Art.

The role, however; of ideal concepts in respect to the
intentional object's form is complicated in the above
passages. Does or doesn't the act of consciousness
support and bestow the formal content of the purély in-
tentional object? It would seem that in some sense the
form precedes the material content of the intentional
object and the act of intention: and in some sense, there
is nothing in the intentional object which was not first
in an act of consciousness because an act of concelving
establishes and maintains the content of the intentional
-objecg. Is Ing;rden in conflict?

Ingarden’'s use of the term ’'ontic foundation' clear-
ly indicates what meaning ought to.be attributed to it.
Graff's reading is correct; "the ontical foundation is
what formally and materially determines the defining
moments (loosely speaking, the 'gualities') of a some-

thing."12 Ingarden holds firm to the position that the

- -

act of consciousness is an ontic foundation cf the purely
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intentional object; there is‘indeed nothing in the in-
tentional object which is not formally and materially
dependent upon Ehe:act of consciousness. Graff's claim,
however, is that the formal content of the intentional
object has its foundation in ideal entities. He under-
stands this to mean that while the act of conceiving is
the source of the intentional object's being, it does
not either (1) bestow all of the object's content, or
(2) maintain the object's existence. The crux of the
problem lies in the relationship which exists between
one autonomous entity and another—acts of consciousness
and ideal essences. At its heart, it is the identical
problem which Leon called attention to almost five de-
cades ago. Let us return to what Ingarden has said on
the subject.

The formal content of an act of consciousness is

dependent upon ideal essences. Of this there can be no
doubt. It is for this reason that Ingarden speaks of
the sentence's empty formal schema as predeterminé@.
But Graff's statemeit that 'a form is "taken-up," "used,"
or "applied,"” is in need of precise clarification. For
if Graff means that the formal content of the intention-
al object is either identical with the ideal form of the
general idealor ‘caused' by the general idea, his posi-:
tion 1s open to questidn.

Firstly, as Ingarden has already stated, the content
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of the intentional object "has nothing in common with
the purely ideal sphere of 'concepts.'" Thus, there is
reason to believe that their content is not identical.
The intentional object has as its ideal correlate a par-
ticular idea "which‘contains all of the properties and
traits of an individuai object,"lB_while the purely i-
deal concept, or general idea, does got contain such

pProperties and traits,.

We may describe the relation between a particular
and a general jdea in the following manner: an
individual object is the direct individuation of
its particular idea, but only its (essential) con-
stitutive nature (and not its particular traits)
may be considered as "derived" from the constant
qualitative moment of the general idea under
which it falls, because the general idea does not
contain any of the object's variable particular
traits. Consequently, the particular idea is an
intermediary ideal correlate between the individ-
ual object and its corresponding general idea and
is therefore subordinate to that general idea.l4

Therefore, because the particular idea plays the inter-
mediary role which permits the participation of the gen-
eral idea in the intentional object, the content of the
intentional oﬁject is under the direct influence of the
particular idea and not the general idea: In this sense,
the act of consciousness is responsible for the suppbrt
and the complete bestowal of the intentional object's
formalf%ontent. And in further support of this éon-
tention: - (i
The intentional act of pure consciousness is not
creative in the sense that it can create genuine
realizations of ideal essences or ideal concepts

in an object that is intentionally produced by
it. . .Moreover, these are actualizations in which
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no ideal, realized (i.e., having the ontic form of

realization) meaning contents really (reell) in-

here, that is, they are not immanent in the true
sense that we find in the realization of ideal es-
sences in real (and ipso facto ontically autonomous)

objects.l5 a
The intermediary function of the particular idea guafan—
tees the act's of consciousness role of support and
bestowal.

Secondly, the relationship betﬁeen the ideal es-
sences and the acts of consciousness is derivative and
not causal.'16 The ideal essence does not produce an ef-
fect in an act of consciousness called formal content;
This is the case, however, in the relationship between
the act of consciousness and the intentional object.l7
The act of consciousness actualizes the formal content
of the ideal essence an@ then is the cause of this for-
mal coﬁtent in the intentional object. As such it is
the act of consciousness which is bestowing the formal
content on the intentional object, not the ideal essence.
And further, since it is the act of conscicusness, and
not the ideal essence which is the cause of the inten-—
tional object, the immediate continued support of the .
intentional object's existence must be attributed to the
act of consciousness since it contains everything within
i1t that is necessary for its effect's existence. If the
act of consciocusness diéappears, so does the intentional

object. The ideal essence is only indirectly, though

necessarily, the support of the intentional object. .
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.The situation ngt described is based upon Ingarden's .

assertion that an autonomous entity can also be deriv-
ative. It seems clear that the formal content of the
act ©f consciousness is to be understood in tpis way.
Within derivation ‘there is to be found dependence and
separateness simultaneously. Consequently, Graff is
guite correct in sayving that. Ingarden's -theorv contains
a certai; dependence on ideal essences. But this de-
prendence can only be seen by virtue of the active role
of the conscious act as it actualizes the ideal essence
in intentional objects. As su;H;the ideal éssence is
dependent upon the act of'conscisusness for its influ-
ence, in the intentional object. .-

The conclusion must be, then, that the act of con-
sciousness is an ontic foundation for the intentional
object in that it is responsible both for the formal
content and continued existence of the fntentiopal ob-
ject. It is responsible ;or the formal content of the
intentional object because it is its direct cause and
no other such cause can be found. Ideal essences do
not stand in such a rglationship. The act of conscious-
ness supports the intentional object's existencé.because
without it the intentional object goes out of existence.
The support which an ideal essence proviées, is depen-

dent upon an act of consciousness actualizing its con-

tent through a derivative relationship. Therefore, the
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act of consciousness is a direct ontic foundation for
the intenticnal gbject, while ideal essences are an in-
direct ontic foundation. Both are simultaneously re-

J -
quired.
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Section 26: The Material Object-as an Ontical Foundation
of Purely Intentional Objects

4

/As previously noted, Ingarden's primary concern was

v

A . . : .
alway's with resolving the controversy over the existence

of the world or, in other words, the Idealism/Realism
problem. Therefore, the relation of the real world to

[ 0 -,
purely intentional objects was of utmost importance.

Since he argued that the existence of intentional objects
implies the existence of real objects,18 the relation
which the work of art has to its material ontié foun-
dation had far reaching iﬁplications for Ingarden's
greater program.. It is, therefore, not surprising that
this topic has drawn significant interest. Max Rieser
found-this ontic dependence‘of the work of art to'be

nl9

"doubtful. . At the other exﬁreme others have claimed

that there is no reason to see the work of art as any-

20

thing .other than a material object. Since this topic

has import for Ingarden's general aesthetic thedry as
twell as for his entire philosophic program, it is worthy
of attention.

Once again, Graff has provided a.current critical
appraisal of Ingarden's position on the material object
as an ontical foundation of the work of art. In a rel-
atively brief discussion he raises several inte;esting

gquestions. Only one of these, however, is fully devel-

oped into a complete argument. And since it is by far
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the most threatening of those guestions he raises, we

-

will focus our attention on it. The argument 1s short
and can be quoted in its entirety.

‘There is no doubt that material objects which fund
artistic ones indeed can and often are multiple and
different for one and the same artistiec object.

The same text can be printed in many copies, in dif-
ferent types, according to different rules of or-
thography (as when old texts are modernized); it

can also be uttered by people with different voices
and accents and in different conventions of stage
declamation. The same picture can be realized in
many copies (if we assume that the copies need not
be identical, but only that a reasonable standard

of similarity is observed), etc.

But 1f this is so, can we still speak about the
material object as an "ontical foundation" of +he
artistic object, if it is a part of the meaning of
the terpontical foundation" that it warrants the
identitly of the funded object? Now, if different
objects (numerjically and, sometimes, gualitatively
diffeant) "fund” the same artistic object, then
there hust\pe some link between each of the mater-
ial things; indeed, there is such a link and a

very close one, namely they all "fund" the same

work of art. But such a usage of "funding" entails a
vicious circle. As it appears, it is not a mater—
ial object that "fixes" and "warrants the identity"
of a work of art, but rather the opposite seems to
be true; it is the artistic object that determines
the identical character of a certain set of con-
ceivable material objects; their identity with each
other consists precisely in that they .are all in
the same—and unexplained—relationship to the ar-
tistic object. If we say, as Ingarden does, that
the essence of the relationship is.that the artis-
L tic obj®ct is "funded" by any or all of its mater-
ial sugstrates, we are trapped in a vicious circle.

-

21

Although there are several possible approaches to
Graff's argument, for example, "What is{the relation-
ship which reproductions have to the original material
object?; 'Is a 'relationship' reproduced or are the

necessary conditions for the establishing of a relation-
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ship reproduced?, attention will be given to a particu-~
lar aspect of the argument which appears to be clearly
mistaken. Graff has used the terms "fund" and "funding"
to describe the relationship which material objects -
.have.to artistic objects. But he has also used these
same terms to describe the relationship which the act of
consciousness has to purely intentional objects:
Ontical foundations are, as it seems, mentioned or
listed on the underlying principle that there is a
pair of functions: "funding something" and "being
funded by something."22

And more precisely to the peint:

Perhaps it would be more to the point to say that
acts fund the form of purely intentional objects.23

Since Ingarden has clearly indicated that the re-
-lationship between the act %E\QOnsciousness and the puré—.
ly intentional object is c%&géil we woﬁld be justified
in interpreting Graff's use of the term 'fund' to mean
cause.24 Now, if we take Graff's Statement that the
underlying principle of all the onﬁical fPundaticns is
, that they 'fund' or 'cause' the respectiv; object, then
he is clearly misinterpreting-Ingarden. Ideal essences
ére not in a causal relationship with acts of conscious-—
ness, but rather a derivative relationship.25 But fof
the sake of argument, let us put_this aside. Let us
'assume that by claiming thattherelationship between the
acts of consciousness énd the purely intentional object

is a funding relationship, Graff meansaﬁéusal. (Either

-
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this is the case or he has not understood this relation-
ship correctly.} Then when he uses this term in the ar-
gument already gquoted, he wishes to gquestion whether or
not a multiplicity of material objects are the cause of
the artistic object. But the only ontic foundation
which Ingarden sbeaks of as causal is the act of con-
sciousness. To be an ontic foundation for a purely
intentional obﬁect does not necessitate a causal rela- -
tionship.‘ The terms 'funds' and 'fundingtjimply an
active dimension which can only be attributed to one
ontic foundation—the act of ‘consciousness. The ideal
essence 1s dependent upon Ehe act of consciousness for
its actualization in the pureiy'intentional object.
Likewise, the material object is only £he occasion for
the constitution of the aesthetic object. Any relation-
ship which exists begween a material object and an ar-
tistic object is dependent upon an act of consciousness,
not‘séme causal activity of the material obj%gt. TPere—
fgre, the relationship or "link" which Gtaff claims to

bt

.;bé the principle of identity between a multiplicity of

material objects cannot be attributed to Ingarden’'s
position.

If, on the other hand, we were to understand 'fund-

ing' to mean a foundational occasion for the constitu-

tion of the artist%c.object, thus ignoring the active

-

character of the term, we would immediately be in accord

t,

e
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with Ingarden. (This would, of course, result in the
questioning of the applicability of fhe term to the re-
lationship which exists between the act of consciousness
and the purely intentional object.) Given this inter-
pretation, the force of Graff'slargument is greatly
diminished. For the principle of identity of a multi-
plicity of material objects is found in the act of con-

sciousness as it actualizes the ideal meaning content

‘suggested by the material object. Material ontic foun-

"

dations direct the course of the act of intention in
accord with the ideal meaning intended by the artist.
The act of consciousness is the active occasion for the

actualization of the object's ideal content. Herein lies

-thexmaterial object's principle of identity, as well as

the identity of a multiplicity of concretizations. There
is simply no avoiding Ingarden's ultimate dependence

upon ideal essences. Although this would seem to be
éraff's‘ultimate conclusion as well, his means of get-
ting to it relies on a basic misunderstanding of the dif-
ferent roles of the three ontic foundations of the purely

intentional object.
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Section 27: On the Possibility of the Existéence of
: Aesthetic Objects

-

The problem of defining and locat;ng the work of
~art hés engendered as much contemporary debate as any
topic in the field of aesthetics. Between the poles of
Richard Wblheim‘s denial of the "physical-object hy-
pothesis“26 and Paul Ziff's"rejection of "the ghost of
aesthetics, the ﬁysterioué aestheﬁic object,"27 theor=-
ists have been invoived in a philosophic tdg-of—war of
little give and much finesse. Stephen C. Pepper has
argued for the existence of three related objects, namely,
a vehiclé generally understood to be a physical object,
the object which is experienced when a spectator encoun-
ters a vehicle, and, finally, the work of art—the ob-
ject of criticism.28 Denald Henze, in much the same
veih as Ziff, has thoroughly criticized giving the wqu
of art some special ."ontological status outside the
scope of experience and the realm of physical objects.“29
In féét, there are so many theorists that have wrestled
Qigh this most central of aesthetic problems, that lit-
-tle i$ achieved by enumeration.30 Since it is highly
.unlikely that the aebate can be settled in anf conclu-
sive fashion, more to the point are the merits of the
criticisms which have been directly leveled against

Ingarden's claim that aesthetic objects are to be dis-

tinguished from real objects.

~
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Gary Iseminger and William Hamrick, in particular,
have both responded to Ingarden's article, "Aesthetic

w3l

Experience and Aesthetic Object. In a resporse to

4
2

f”@:£DIseminger, Peter McCormick ﬁas correctly noted that the
criticism is based upon one article without any consi-
deration being giygn to Ingarden's major works in.aes-
thetics. The sahe‘observation holds true of Hamrick's
' response, a peint he feadily acknowledges. The force
of McCormick's response can be directly attributed to
the famfliarity it displays with the whole of Ingarden's
work in the field. 1In order to adeguately appreciate
the merits of Ingarden's position, one indeed must be
familiar with
. three important aspects of Ingarden's treatment
*  which have been too often left without careful
enough scrutiny, namely the nature of real ob-

jects, the idea of aesthetic progerties, and the
notion of aesthetic perception.3

By examining Hamrick's criticisms we can easily
see the propriety of McCormick's fecommendation. Hamrick
is concerned with demonstrating that there are cases
where we are not justified in distinguishing between real
and aesthetic objects. ﬁe poses three arguments which he
attributes to Ingarden, qualifying each bf saying they
ohly apply to particular cases. There is a certain ar-
tificiality in the framing of these arguments, since

each represents an abstraction from the body o?{Ingarden's

work. Therefore, our primary concern will be the proper

~h
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contextualization of Hamrick's observat®ons.
The first argument runs as follows:

I. (1) We can constitute aesthetic objects in
imagination.

(2) Imagination does not directly imply the
perception of a real object.

(3) There can be aesthetic experience without
a prior perception of a real object.33

Tentatively accepting Hamrick's.distilling of the first
argument, the conclusion is that some aesthetic objects
are distinct from real objects. The argument is pro-
vided as support anq further cause for accepting the
distinction between real and aesthetic obﬂects. Hamrick
does not resist this conclusion. And the same is true
of the second argument since it likewise focuses on a

particular case: .

II. (1) We can sometimes constitute an aesthetic
object while having illusions.

(2) The aesthetic object still manifests aes-
thetic value which causes our delight or
or aversiop to it.

(3) The reality of the work of art-real object
is not a necessary condition for the emer-
gence of aesthetic value. 34

Neither the first nor the second argument presented
by Hamrick is sufficient for asserting a complete dis-
tinction between real and aesthetic objects; nor should
either argument be construed as attempting such an end.

Hamrick acknowledges this point.

The third argument pays attention to a peculiar

o}
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situation—deficient art works.

III. (1) We reldte to real objects (and works of
art qua real objects) in terms of scien-
tific cognition and other practical func-
tions (suchr as dusting statues).

(2) In scientific cognition, we want to in-
clude all the features of the real object
and exclude all factors which are foreign
to it (e.g., the viewer's psyvchic state).

{3) But in aesthetic experience, we often (as
in the "Venus" case) (A) "overlook" cer-
tain features of the rfal thing which in-
terfere with the constitution of the aes-
thetic object, and (b) supplement "in
thought" these deficiencies by providingsg

. gualities which contribute to the final
“harmony of qualities which is the aesthe-
tic object.

{4) The aesthetic object is not identical with
either the real object or with certain as-
pects of it.

and

(5) The sense-perceptions of the real object-
work.of art are only a basis for the sub-
sequent constitution of the aesthetic ob-
ject (the terminus a quo-terminus ad quem

relation) .35
Hamrick criticizes this argument because the generali-
zation (4) is not strictly limited to the experiepces of
s
(3). But in this example, Ingarden does indeed limit his
conclusion to deficient artworks. Hamrick's criticism
has gone beyond the argument. The conclusion is that

3% the reai object cannot be identified

"in this case"
with the aesthetic object. The cognition of deficient
art works is merely offered as further support for his

distinction between the two cbjects.
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To further buttress his position, Hamrick says that

There are a great many aeSthetically non-deficient

works of art, in the experience of which we do not

feel inclined to distinguish the work itself and

its qualities which stand out as aesthetically val-

uable. If, for example, I am studying Utrillo's

"Rue du Mont Cenis,” and am drawn to its use of

sweeping perspective, its contrasts and hues of

» colors, and so forth, there is here no distancing
- relation between the real work and its qualities.37
Though Hamrick may not "feel inclired" to make the dis-
" tinction, his statement would indicate it is necessary,
if we understand "real work" to mean material thing.
As soon as we.attend to a painting's perspective, we
have left behind the material thing, i.e., canvas and
pigment. Perspective in painting is concerned witha.the
creating of objects which appear to have their natural
dimensions. This implies that there are first certain
represented objectivities, which are in no way identi-
fiable with the material thing, and then that these ob-
-. ¥

jectivities are seen as standing in a particular rela-

tionship to one another.38 This relationship is in some

-~

sense as illusionary as are the represented objectivities.
ingarden hads, of course, characterized these phenomena

as quasi-real and as not beloﬁging to the real material

object.39

Utrille's work, conveniently, is an excellent ex-
ample of representational painting. It is peculiar that
Hamrick would turn to a painter who is so heavily de-

pendent upon representation to make his point. It would

e
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be guite impossible- to épéieciate the perspective of
Utrille's work without first leaving behind the materiai
'substrate and constituting the represented objectivities
which are the precondition for the work's perspective.
Familiarity with Ingarden's two=layered description of
the work of painting clearly demonstrates the necessity
of distinguishiné between the real materials and the

0

two strata of the work.4 Contrary to Hamr%ck's posi-

tion, the distinction is valid for non-deficient as
well as deficient works of art. )

Now, 1f Hamrick wishes to contend that he is exper-
ienéing the Rue du Mont Cenis without experiencing the
represented objectivities, i.e., the experiences of
color patches and contrasts, one could rightly ques%ion
the plausibility of his claim.. It would be guite dif-
ficdult to imagine a viewing of such a representational
work which was totally devoid of any associations arising
out of the cbjects represented. And_even if this were
possible, onerwould be forced intd a kind of reduction-
ist position which is, minimall;, devaluing of the work.
The Rue du Mont Cenis 1s certainly much more than the
physical elements of color patches on canvas. It 1is
even possible that we could speak of such an experience
as entirely within the investigative attitude, thus not -
permitting the experiencing of aesthetic Qualities at

all. Hamrick has not, however, provided a complete

-~
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LI

enough description of the elements of his experience to
¥

make this final judgment7

The first three arguments presented by Hamrick do
not individually or collectively refute or affirm
Ingarden's claim that there are aesthetic objects.
Hamrick's reference to Utrillo, however, inadvertantly
sets‘the Proper course for appreciating the merits of
not'identifying the work of art .with a material object.
Hamrick seems to place his grea%est wager on a fourth
argument which is clearly different from the first

three in that it does not address particular cases, but

-
L

instead confronts the more basic Ingardenian apparatus.
Let us turn to Hamrick's framing of a fourth so-called -

Ingardenian argument.

Iv. (1) In the “preliminary emotion" of an aes-

. thetic experience, we seize on a certain
quality of the (possibly) real object
which strikes us with its beauty and lures
us to it.

(2) This guality effectively "checks" our nor-
mal behavior by means of a "narrowing of
the field of consciousness."

(3) In this narrowing, the reality-reference
of the guality and the object to which the
guality pertains is either "partially ex-
tinguished" or "completely removed."

{4) (In this "specifically aesthetic"” attitude)
the object of an aesthetic experience can-
not be a real object.4l

0f this argument, Hamrick makes three criticisms:

2} The conclusion does not follow from the premise.
"That is, from.the fact that I mentally exclude,
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.

or find excluded, the reality-feference of a
given quality,. . .it does not follow that the 42
quality is not a feature of a real work of art. )

b} "It seems that the entire structure of the pre-
liminary emotion. . .is also present in non-
aesthetic experiences of real objects.” * There-
fore "in what sense does the preliminary emotion
create a 'specifically aesthetic' attitude?"43

- ¢) The third criticism is made from two perspectives.

The first unacceptable conclusion can be made to
appear in the following reductio ad absurdum
argument. '

(1) Suppose that sense-perception of a real
object cart include no apprehension of aes-
thetic value.

(2) Works of art, such as statues, or paintings,
as well as non-aesthetic things, are avail-
able to us an sense-perception.

(3) If a work of art has no aesthetic value,
then sense-percepticnief it contains its
apprehension.

(4) If a work of art has no aesthetic value,
then it cannot be distinguished from a
real thing. (That is, what would make it
a work of art?) '

(5) Ingarden says that a work of art can be
distinguished from-a thing (a literary
work from a book, the "Venus" from a plece
of marble.) -

(6} (5). denies the consequent of (4) and (by
Modus Tollens) implies that a work of art
does have aesthetic value. But this is the
antecedent of (3): therefore, (by Modus
Ponens), sense-perception does contain the
apprehension of aesthetic valuesewhich
makes (1) both true and false, which is
impossible. And, since (1) leads td a °
contradiction, it seems that, over against
Ingarden, we must reject it.44
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And secondly,

Suppose, on. the other hand, that a work of art is
not a real object. . .Then, not remaining "within
the limits" of a real object "when becoming ac-
quainted with a work of art" either means congti-
tuting an aesthetic object in which the reality of
things is "neutralized," or some other kind of S~
constitution. 1If the former, then it would follow
that, as against Ingarden, work of art and aes-
thetic object are identical. But since Ingarden
only allows the work of art to be a background
source of data on the basis of which aesthetic ob-
jects come to be constituted, we must assume that
coming to recognize something as a work of art
involves some other kind of constitution. But the
type of constitution required is surely correlated
to the same factors that Ingarden has discussed in
terms of the constitution of the aesthetic object,
such that we are able to say in the £first place
that Carroll's Through the Loocking Glass or Monet's
"Sea Coast at Trouville" are works of are. But if
this 'is the case, how then do we distinguish the 45
object of aesthetic experience from the work of art?

Each of Hamrick's criticisms suffers from the same
general weakness that.McCormick brought against Ise-
minger—a basic lack of familiafity with the essential
elements of Inéarden's aesthetics. Thié is easily de-
monstrated by examining the way in which each of the argu-
ments is framed. ObGiouslf, it does not féllow-that be-
cause the reality reference of a guality is excluded
the quality is not a feature of a rgal thing. Such a
conclusion could only be made if there were persuasive
evidence that there was a cause for this exclusion which
was not solely the product of a subjective dperation.
The argument’which Hamrick has attributed to Ingarden

cannot be-drawn from either the ﬁéxt under consideration
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or any other of Ingarden's works on aesthetic objectsf

A clo;ér look at the pertinent passage shows that
this conclusion i§ never drawn~as a logical coqseéuent
of the premises Hamrick has framed. The original emo-
tion does cause a "check" of normal behavip;. This
check does fesult in a "narrowing of the field of con-
sciousness" in reference.ﬁo the real’world. The real
world "loses its importance and sérength;" ﬁut Ingarden
écknowledges that this moment "is:not cﬁaracteristic
of an aesthetic experience,"4§ éince the same thing can
occur in other situatiéns, e.g., in mathematical or
philosophical researches. ©Now, if the experience is to
continue in the aesthetic modé, there occurs a change ip
attitude, a shift from the natural attitude to thgfsmxhig
thetic attitude which is "directed to an intuitive inter~

P - .
course with gqualitative essenccs."47 We must now look
for thﬁ conclusion which Eamrick has attributed to
Ingarden, nanely, thatfbecause of the above course of
events, "the object of an aesthetic 2xXperience cannot
be a real object.“. Hamrick would seem-to draw his con-

4
clusion from the following statement: .
[T)he quality, which hag primarily occurred as a
property of a real thing given in this perception,
becomes, as it were, freed”from the formal struc-
ture; it remains for a moment a pure guality, us-
ually to become in the further phases of the pro-
cess of the aesthetic experience a center of cry-

stallization for a new object: an aesthetic ob-
ject.4

[ 4
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Ingardeﬁ is saying that sometimes this gquality re-
sults in the constiﬁution'of an aesthetic object; but
not always. In respect to the expefience of art works
founded in real objects, the quality is a necessary, but
not sufficient condition for the constitution and exis-
tence of the aesthetic object. There is no proof heré

-

for the existence of aesthetic objects. All that
Ingarden ;: doing is describing the stages of £he cog-
nitive experience of the work of art. Ingardén's sup-
éort for the existerice of the work of art and the aeé—
thetic object as distinct from_the-reai object comeé out
of an analysis of the desthetic properties' ontic foun-
dations and their relationship to the work of art.

Simpiy because an observer fakes up an aesthetic a;ti—
tude which results in a lack of concern for the object's
reality status does not érgue for the existence of aes-
thetic bbjects. .What is needed, in addition, is an ex-
plication of the ontic foundations of the gualities which
are experienced within this attitude; and this Ingarden
has provided on numerous occasions and in works acces-
sible ;n English translation. This.is'the significance
of Ingarden's statement regarding the "intuitive inter-
course with quélitative essences.” Here we find the de-
termining factors for the distincﬁion between real ob-
Jjects and aesthetic objects. The aesthetic attitﬁde in

its passive mode merely becomes the necessary condition
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for the emergence of aesthetic properties. The content,
and the source and support of the content of the work
of art and aesthetic object, provide the argument for

the distinction Between real objects and aesthetic dpix

r

Jects. And these areas remain unexplored in Hamrick's
article.

Coﬁsequently, the three criticisms which Hamriok
‘has made of his fourth argument, fail to make the case
against'duaexistonce of aesthetic objects in the context
of Ingarden's theory since the argument does not adequate-
ly represent Ingarden's position.

We must return to McCormick's recommendation. To
appreciate Ingarden's position one must be familiar with
the essentials of his philosophy. Though McCormick's
demands must bo considered great, since the three aspects
he émphasizes come close to embracing the entire terri-
tory of Ingarden's aesthetics, they are justified in
light of the carefullv constructed edifice whlch Ingarden\
has erected. Both haopf&y and regrettably, one article
cannot provide access to the very extensive and inter-
related body of literature Ingarden has produced. His
position on the aesthetic object is not only an 1ntegral
element of his aesthetic theory, but his aesthetlc
theory must be seen as %ntegral to a greater philosophic
progrém which occupied his entire career. Here are

found ontological, metaphysical, and axiological
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investigations which permeate his conclusions in aes-
thetics. Both the strengths and the weaknesses of

Ingarden's work can onf; be assessed in this broader

context.

%

wd
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Section 28: Indetermlnacy and the Role of the Reader/
: Listener/Observer in the Process of
Concretization

Probably no topics in Ingarden's aesthetlcs mirror
. the concern which he hag for malntalnlng a balance be-
tween the creative acts of the reader/listener/observer
and the identiéy of the work of art as do the topics of
concretization and places‘of indeterﬁinacv Ingarden
absolutely refuses to give up either the work of art as
a self—ldentlcal object or the concretlzatlon of the
work as bearlng Characteristics of the reader/listener/
ob;erver. The line he has chosen to walk is precarious
indeed as the subsequent discussion will indicate
Since most theorists have found lt difficult to malntaln
this balance themselves, it is not éuggrising that the
subject has drawn a significant amount of attention.??
Ingarden's efforts in this area, have led to the
accusation that his theory of the literary work of art
is "clearly normative and elitist" and presents a "high-
ly static view of the relationship bétween text and

w50

reader. One cergainly cannot dispute tHe normative

and even elitist character of Ingarden's aesthetics,
though it is not immediately evident why either of these
observations need be taken as negatlve But the relation-

-

'ship between tHe text and reader as highly static indeed

does pose a serious challenge to Ingarden's theory.ﬂ

Wolfgang Iser frames the ériticism.as follows:
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For him [Ingarden], concretization was just the
actualization of the potential  elements of the
WOrk—it was not an interaction between text and
reader; this is why his "places of indeterminacy"
lead only to ‘an undvnamic completion, as opposed
to a dynamic process in which the reader is made
to switch from one textual perspective to another,
himself establishing the connections between .
"schematized aspects,” and in doing so transform-
ing them into a sign-sequence.51

Or as Menachem Brinker has put it in summarizing Iser's

position:
The 'original emotion' which sets the reader on his
way by attracting him to the artistic guality of
the literary work, is tied +o the actual words used
in the text rather than to the gaps, blanks and
hidden meanings of the work which are not formulat-
. ed in‘the_text- ) -

By taking empathy to be the.factor that explains
the continuation of reading, Ingarden turns the
unformulated aspects of the story and its meaning
into a passive, static and secondary’ accompaniment.
He does not realize that gaps, negations, blanks
‘hidden implications are the dynamic elements of
the literary text.52
Iser's dissatisfaction with the function of the
places of indeterminacy in Ingarden's theory, and con-
sequently the role of the reader, lies with an eguating
of the work's polyphonic harmony with "norms of classi-

53

cal aesthetics." The places of indeterminacy must be

filled in in accord with the norm of harmony, theréfore
not.permitting the reader to bring to the work the social
and psychological influenceg of his or her world. Thus
_the question revolves arouﬁd Ingarden's description of.
the role.of the places of indeterminacy in the literary

work of art in particular, and in tﬁe work of art in
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general.

Iser describes the "original emction” of the aes-
thetic experience as a propellant “fo; the aétualiza—
tion of the potential elements"54 of the work of art.

In accord with' Ingarden, he says that the original emo-
v

tiqn, which results from a particular guality or har-
mony ©f qualities of the.work, motivates the EOnstitu—
tive activity of the reaaer. The. places of indeter-
minacy arevnot seen as having any propelling force, for
this is left to the original emotion. Thus the conclu-
sion is that the places of indeterminacy-do not provide
for a genuine interaction between text and reader which
would give the reading the dyrnamic diﬁension Iser de-
mands. |

Ingarden's description of the role of the places
of indeterminacy does not seem to fully coincide with -
iser's description. On this descrepancy rests, at least
partially, Iger'é_conclusion that there is little room
fof the social and psychological contribution of the
reader. While.Iser recognizes that the_origiqgl emotion
is not responsible fof sustaining the aesthetic exper-.
ience—this is left to the empathy which the original
emotion elicitsssf—he does not satisfactorily describe
the changing character of the readérfs emotional response

to the work throughout the course of the concretization

process. Neither does he elucidate the effects which

-
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the places of indeterminacy have on the reader's emotion-
al response and thus on the concretization itself. This.
results in a lack of reéognitiOn of the dynamic which |
exists between text and reader. The reader is seen as
caught up in the momentuﬁ of the original emotion, re-
-moving the places of indeterainacy in accord with a rigid,
predétermined normative harmony, and driﬁen forward in

* the experience by empathy. If this were in fact the case,
the role of the reader would indeed be reduceé to a level
of secondary importance, supservient to the work's poly-
phonic harmony, bound to the very strict limits imposed
by the text. As a means of clarifying this discrepancy,
let us return to Ingarden's account of the concretization
process.

The original emotion which motivates the aesthetic
experience is not capable of sustaining the concretiza-
‘tion process all the way through to the actualization of
the aesthetic obgéct without the impetus which fesults
from the removal of places of indetérminacy. The dia-
lectic between the readeY. and text produces modifications
to the original_emotion, thus intensifying and sustaining
the experience. Every return to qualities previously
experienced is under the influence-of and is conditioned
by the previous experience, thus having the effect of re-
vealing new gualities not originally experienced. This

supplies new life to the overall experience and becomes

-
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the motivation for a further and déeper experience. Each

56

return "produces a new wave of emotion in us." ‘which

in turn is accompanied by a "new feeling of being un-

wa7 In resgonse -to this new feeling,:the

satisfied.
reader may be led to the supplementation of the exper-
ienced guality in an effort to satisfy the desire which
was caused by the originai emotion and intensified by

the subsequent emotional ppase- Thus, the new qualities
that are revealed throughout the course of the experience
play an important role in the continuance of the concre-
tization.

Following upon each return, the reader's emotional
response is significantly altergd. And it is this alter-
ation whiéh is responsible for sustaining the momentum
of the experience. The qualities which cause the alter-
ation of the original emoticn, and are thus responsible
for the continuance of Ehe concretization process, can
only come about by the remdbgl of places of indeterminacy.-
Therefore, the actualization of the poteﬁtial moments of
the work répresents a dyvnamic element of the work. Even
though the work's potential elements cannot be identi-
‘fied with the places of indéte}minacy, as Iser correctly
points out,58 the potential elements are determined by
the indetermined moments of the text. By what is ex-

pressly not stated, if it may be put this way, a set of

possibilities are determined. Iser would seem to separ-
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ate these two elements of the text morelthan they should
be when he says: "'Places of Indeterminacy' must be re-
moved,'whereas potential elements must be éctualizedafsg
Potential elements of the.work are actualized by the re-
moval of the places of indeterminacy. Aand t@e.continu—
ance of the e#perience is dependent upon this activity.
So although the places of indeterminacy cannot be under-
stood as the initia£ propellant of the experience, they
are responsible for sustaining the experience. Here
they plaJ a very dyﬁamiq role.

'This still does not directly address the extent of
the reader's social and psychologica1 contribution to
the actualization process. It is obvious that the reader
is responsiblé for the concretization itself, but the
gquestion is, rather, to what extent does the text deter-
mine and, therefore, control the course of the concre-
tization? .

During the process of concretizing the work the
reader is moving back and forth between passive/receptive
a;d active/ereative moments.60 And, as we have seen,
each active/creative moment results in a modification of
the subsequent passive/rpceptive:moment. It is durin%
the aétive/creative phases of the concretization that the
places of indeterminacy are filled in thus bringing to |

appearancé’new qualities which are responsible for the

modification of the next emotional phase. The questioﬁ
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thus focuses on how narrow the constraints of the text
are. Is there room here for the influence of the read-
er's social aﬁa psychological world?

Ingarden's position on the-relationship betyeen the
reader and the text is well known. The text does indeed
direct or guide the faithful concretization. But there
is also an acceptable latitude: "Any place of indeter-
minacy can be filled out in several different ways,"61
none of which would vioclate the identity of the work.
¢Iser is guite correct when he says that the harmony of
thg work's elements are the norm for the faithful con-
cretization, but this does not necessarily exclude a
reasonable amount of reader influence over the content
of the concretization. And.this influence is indeed
wedded to tﬁe reader's world:

Since. . .the concretizatioﬁs of a literéry work

are dependent on the attitudes of the reader, they

consequently carry in various respects the "traits
of the times" and to a certain degree take part in
changes of cultural atmosphere.62
Were it not for the attitudes of the reader, many of the
work's aesthetic qualities could never be actualized.
And, in fact, exactly which qualities will be actualized
is greatly dependent upon the social and psychological
perspective that is brought to the work.
.The potentialities which belong to the work are

great in number and not mitually exclusive of one another

One reading may bring about a set of actualizations which,
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while quite different from another set of possiblé ac-
: v

tualizations, rémain in accord with the work's harmony.

Because of the building process that resﬁits from the

dialectic between the reader and the text,.the actual-

ization of certain qualities will make possible the ac-
tualization of other gualities which would guite pos-
sibly not have resulted from having taken a different
perspective towards the work. This serves to explain
the diversity of valid concretizations of the same work
throughout the work's "life."

. It [the work of ért] has places of magnificent_de-
velopment and perfection as well as phases in which,
through impoverishment-of the concretizations, it
itself becomes more and more impoverished, etc. It
is also. possible for the language in which the work
is written to lose its manifestation qualities for

* us because it is no longer a "living" language. 63
Clearly the reader's contribution to the text
through dynamic interaction is of extreme importance to

Ingarden. 1In justice to Iser's criticism, however, one

cannot ignore the constraints which the harmony of tﬁiaf‘

work imposes on each reading. This is undeniably an )
essential feature of the work of art. But once it is
recognized that the work's harmony does not prevent the
reader's social and psycholegical contributions from
influencing the course of the concretization, but in-
stead only sets certain limits on them, then it becomes

a2 question of whether or not the reader's role can be

seen as greater given the necessity of preserving the
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identity of the work of art. The balance £hat Iﬁgarden
has sought in this mattér represents an attempt to give
adequate and appropriate weight to each factor.

This, then, brings the discussion to another im-
portant criticism raised by Iser which relates to the
use of harmony as a norm given the constant indeter-
minacy of every conc;etization.‘-For as he has correctly
observed, unfulfilled qualities can never be completely
removed. And since "aesthetic value and metaphysical
qualities, as condition and substance of the norm that
controls the 'a&équate' concretization,"64 are both
blanks which the reader fills in, the norm which govern§
the filling in of places of indeterminacy is itself a
place of indeterminacy. In Iser's opinion, this placesq
the norm for concretizations within the actualization -
process, whereas for Ingarden it must "possess a found-
ation in a reality that is quite independent of the con-~

65

cretization." Iser concludes:

Indeed, one would then have to abandon the postulate
of the 'adequate' concretization, for this ean only
be maintained so long as aesthetic value and meta-
physical gualities have a transcendental position °
beyond the act of concretizatioq$65 '

Iser’'s criticism hinges'on a proper understanding
of Ingarden's use of the term 'harmony.' 1Is the harmony
of the work which.is responsible for the work's identity

to be understood in terms of the work's structure or in

- terms of the concretized aesthetic gualities? Brinke;

PR
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is particularly helpful here; ‘the identity of the work
of art is located in the work's skeletal structure.
For Ingarden there is a distinction to be maintain-
ed. betweer the identitv of the work (a 'reading’
which misses that identity is not a 'concretization'
of it) and the value-potential inherent in the work
itself but actualized in a reading.67
The identity of the work of art is discovered through
adequate concretizations, but this does not lead to an
identification of the actualized aesthetic gualities
with the self-identical structure of the work. The:
diversity of .adequate concretizations precludes found-
ing the work's identity in actualized aesthetic qual-

ities since each concretization will differ in tke qual-

ities that are actualized. What remains constant is\ th

structure sf £%L work of art which %etermines the scope

of possible adequate conérefization .

| There is no guestion of breaking the identity of
the individual 1literary work of art-in the less
successful concretizations as all concretizations
are concretizations of the 'same' wgrk.GB

fhus the harmony of the work which provides the work's

identity is to be found in the work of art and as such

does transcend any concretization. The potential har-

mony of actualized aesthetic value qualities which gives

evidence to there being an appropriate concretization

is determined by the harmony of the work of art's struc-

tural elements. Brinker adds

those concretizations that achieve a maximalization
of aesthetic values will be regarded as closer to

-
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the 'style,' the 'idea' or the specific 'polyphonic
harmony' of the individual work.69

Therefore, it is grue that the 'better' reading will ac-

tualize more cof the work'é aesthetic value potential,

and accordingly the metaphysical qualities, but their

actualization is evidence of the work's identity which

is found in the work itself and no£ in the actualization.
The conclusion then is that since there is a sig-

nificant degree of latitude permitted the reader in the

filling in of places of indeterminacy, and that since

the aesthetic qualities which are actualized are a_direct

result of the reader's activity, and since these quali-

ties have éxséry significant afféct on the continuance

of the constituting process, as well as on the content

of the many possible appropriate Egncretizations, the

places of indeterminacy ought to béfseen as a dynamic

factor in the work of art. Further;asince the reader's

social and §sychological world greatly influences the

way in which places of indeterminacy are filled in, thus .

givingeachconcret;zation a unigque 1individuality, the

contribution which the reader makes to iE?/Gbrk,is not

at all slight nor insignificant.
Ultimately,fWhether or not the reader's\wyﬁgribu—

tion is judged to be great enough may very well rest on
philosophic preference. Obviously, Iser would like, to
extend the scope of the reader's influence. But there

would seem to be nothing resulting from an analysis of ‘
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- the work of art that .would require expanaing the reader’'s
range of influence. The maintenance of the work of art’'s
ideﬁtity argues fqr’extreme-cautiqn in any such effort.

"And finally, an appreciation of Ingarden's use of
the term harmopy is essential to a proper understanding
of the work of art's normative character. It must be
acknowledged thét this issue requires further examination
since ‘the very identity of the work of art is at stake.
éut we do not see any inconsistency in the position
which Ingazﬁgg\has formulated. This does not, however,
rule out some Eﬁtqre clarificapions of this position
which would provid;\for a clearer understandi .the

\ ..

~influence which the éégtheticfvaIﬁeaqua&iézes and meta-
physical qualities have over the concretization of the

work of art. Brinker has promised just such a study.70
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Section 29: Concluding Remarks.Regarding the Critiecal
Commentariestl

The critical commentaries which were selected for
special treatment are considered to.be representative
of areas in Ingarden's aesthetics which are of major
importance;-they are directly and/or indirectly related
to the essential principles of Ingarden's theory: &and
while.most of them ﬁust be.seen as meEP%y~{epresentative
of the body of criticél commentaries belonging to each
subject area, each waé regarded as truly indicative of
a basic critical tact theorists have taken towards each
of the general pPrinciples. This was true both in respecé-
to the quality of argumentation as well.as the topiec of
concgrn. : - .

But it must be acknowledged that any conclusions
regarding the overall strength of Ingarden's thfory as
a result of its ability to withstand the selected criti-
cisms are difectly-related to the strength of_the criti-
cisms. Beyond the challenges which these commentarieg
provide, it must be 1€ft to other critical appraisals
to test the limits of Ingarden's approach. Certainly
further evaluation will be forthcoming given the sig-
nificance of Ingarden's contribution to aesthetics.

On the basis othhe criticisms discussed,'however,
Ingarden's general éesthetic theory must be seen as

carrying significant force. Graff's examination of the
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role of conscidue‘acts and material objects as ontical
foundations of the .work of art, while dlsplaylng a good
familiarity w1th Ingarden S. work, must ultlmately be

found wanting.' In the case of. the discussion of con-

‘ ® : : :

scious actsg as a support for the continued existence of
: >

intentional objects, Graff 'has missed the essential in--

termediary role which conscious acts perform between
intentional objects- and ideal essences. In respect to

A . \.
con501ous acts and ideal essences, 1t is not a case of

e

elther/or, but lnstead both/and; neither ontic .-founda-
tion can be absent. Any attempt to drive Ingarden ‘away
from hisccommitment to the ontical foundations of con-
scioes acts would result’ in inconsistencies not attribu-
table’ to the position he so carefully and eéecisely ar-
ticulated.

Graff}s'efiticism of the ontical role of material
objects rests more blatantly on a misinterpretation of
the different kinds of relations which differing ontical
foundations heve to intentional objects.  Where he should
have distinguished between the active "funding' relation
of ‘acts of consciousness (here meaning a causal relatmon),
and the static foundatlonal precondition oé‘materlal cb-
jects, he did noe. Both relations were grouped togeth-

. er under the terms .'fund’' or 'fﬁnding thus obscurring
Ingarden s distinction between the two relatlonshlps

Toc be in .an ontical relation to an intentional object

RN

e | | I-.‘“n)
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does not neceésariiyq though it may, incorporate:. the
notion-of éausél conﬂeé;ion; And by sayiné that the
material object is in a\'fuﬁdiné' relation (taken to
mean causal relat?on) to-the inﬁéntiongi object, Graff
has misunderstood Ingarden. .

Hamrick's ériticisms of Ingérden's position on.théA
aesthetic objeét are of particular interest for two °
;easohs. Firstly, as one of the relatively'few critical
appraisals of an aspect of Ingarden's work in North
America, many initial encounters with Ingarden's work
will .occur thfough Hamrick's article. The acéuracy of

Hamrick's commentary is therefore of some importance to

the future infldéncé 0f Ingarden's thought in North Amer-

ica. Secondly, Hamrick's_comments are of interest be-

&
cause they address a very essential principle of Ingarden’'s

general aeéthetic theory, namely the existence'of aes-
thetic objects. 2And since this is a topic which has
had general interest in the field of aesthetics, the
highly developed nature of Ingarden's position argues
for its significance in future discussions -of the defi-
nition and location of the work of art. ‘

The assessment of the validity of Hamrick's criti-
cisms was necessarily negative. The arguments he framed
were either not conclusive or not attributable to the
philosophy of Ingarden. Hopefully this will indicate the

importance of -being attentive to, at least, Ingarden's



CRITICAL COMMENTARIES . \ 238

?eadily available ;ranélated works.

Iser's discussion of Ingarden's philosophy is fef
prese;tétive of a heightened interest in the active role
of the reader/listener/observer in the process of exper-
iencing a work of art. This could be looked upon as a

gpendulum swing away from what Iser referred to as the
norms of classical aesthetics, norms which so rigidly
governed the work of art that the experiencing subject
was reduced to playing a role of insignificance; But

as with ali ﬁendglum swings, there are extremes-at boéh
ends. Iser's concern with protgcting.the éxperiencing
.sﬁbject's contribution £6 the concretizing process led

- to the conclusion that In%arden's'position.did nﬁt allow
a great enough role to the gubﬁective pole. But given
‘the active and creative role of the subject in Ingqrden'é
process of concretization, it'must be asked why the sub-
ject ought to bg given more latitude than Ingarden has
allowed for. -Once again, the balance i; prgcérious and
the stakes are guite high. Nothing less than the identi-
ty of the work of art is at issue. Though there may
indeed be reason to closely scrutinize Ingarden's posi-
tion on this poinﬁ, it'woulq appear unjusﬁified to be-
gin from the contention that Ingarden attributes to the
experiencing subject a static'role.

And finally, regarding the critical problem of lo-.

cating the source of the work's identity, Iser and
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Ingardenrseem to be missing one another. While Iser has
located Engarden's norm for the adequéte concretization
in the concretization itself, Ingarden has loﬁéted it in
the struéture of the work. The means_of access to the
work is obviously via a concretization. Thé actualiza-
tion of the work's valué potential, however, is'igdica-
tive of the work's overall structural harmony, not iden-
tifiable with it. Brinker's readiné of Ingafden confirms
this interpretation.

Although our discussion of some critical commentar-
ies certaiﬁfy does not allow for any absolute judgments
regardiné the truth of Ingarden's claims, it does argde
for the formidable character of his generai aestheﬁic
theory. AaAnd although the truth of any theory is of
great importance, of equal importance.might be the level
of interest a theory engenders as weil as the new direc-
tions of development it suggests. From this perspective,
the strength éf Ingarden's theory would have to be con-

sidered extraordinary.
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Chapter Five

~Critical Evaluation of Ingarden's
Aesthetic Theory as Applied to Sculpture
- -~

Section 30: Introductory Remarks Regarding the

. Critical Evaluation

It has been shown in the foregoing treatment that
within Ingarden's writings on literaturé; mhsic,_paint-
ing and arch;tecture, he has provided us with the es-
sential principles of a general aésthetic theory. Once
again, the work of art

1) is not to be identified with any real thing..

2) is an heteronomous intentional object onticaliy
dependent upon at least two autonomous objects
for the origin and support of its existence.
They are '

a} real objects
and
b) acts of consciousness

N

3) requires a reader/listener/observer for its con-

- stitution and concretization. As such, it can-
not be identified with any one of its concreti-
zations. '

4) is a polyphonic hafmony of aesthetically valuable
gualities.

And through the application of his principles to major
arﬁ forms, he has also providmd us with concrete exam-
ples of how his principles should be utilized. As fur-
ther evidence of the general character of Ingarden's

theory, his principles°were applied to the sculptural
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Qork of art, an art form.which he did-not examingééé&he

Dl
result was a description of the sculptural work og'art
which was truly Ingardenian, cansistent in every way with
the essential principles. Part 1 was thus able to con-
clude with confifient assurance that Ingarden had created-
a general aesthetic theory which was capable of being
applied across the spectrum of art forms.

Part II began with an examination of the strength
of Ingarden's principles. By examining critical com-
mentaries which were directly aimed at each of the es-
sential principles, we were able to develpp a‘good sense
of the ability of Ingarden's theory to withstand severe
and critical evaluation. While no theory is-completely
correct or without need of modificatiop, our examination‘.
ogﬁi‘few of the commentaries showed thaE the principles

have the strength of character required to provide fur-

ther insight and assistance in the field of aesthetics.
) o

" But having shown all this, certain problems remain.

The extension of Ingarden's general théo;y to sculp-
ture indicates that the theory has the necéssary scope to
account for the central categories within the fine arts.
But, since he was predominately concernedswith clear-cut
instances-of each art form, questiqns must ‘arise fega&d—

ing the-versatility and flexibility of his theory in re-

lation to evolving contemporary movements in each of

the arts. And in the sculptural work of art we find an

)



CRITICAL EVALUATION 247

excellent opportunity to assess this aspect of Ingarden's
abproach. |

| Analogous to other art form;, sculpture has evolved

dramatically froﬁ the days oﬁ a classical wo;k such as

the venus de Milo. But maybe more than in any other art,

"the boundariés of sculpture have bécome almost totally
1ll-defined. ‘The breadth of phenomena which 5as been
categorized by the tefm sculptﬁre encompasses not only
traditionally sculpted figures, but also such:objects
as Caldér's mobiles and Christo's running fences. 1In
order for Ingarden's theory to be truly useful, it must
be ablé to give an adequate account of such phenomena.
It is Wifh this end in mind that we will now focus our
atte?tion on sculpﬁural works which are transitional
forms.

| As our point of departure, it is wdrthy of note
that regardiess of the art form under consideraticn,
transitional art forms remain in accord with the essen-—
tial principles of Ingarden's aegthetics. Abstract
painﬁipg, ébstract sculpture, program music, film and
'stage pléy, while possessing a peculiar status, do not
Qiolate thejﬁecessary conditions of a work of art. So
where is the problem.in Ingarden's position?

Let usrbegin by récalling Ingarden's clearly stated

pPosition on the sculptural work of art:

l-
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Similarly, if one seeks to realize an abstract

figure . in. sculpture, then it is only a transi-

tional form between sculpture, which according

to its nature is a form of representational art,

-and architecture, which is guite completely free

from the representational function.l
In consequence of the above distinction, those forms of
sculptu:e which are relegated to the area of a'transi-
ticndI\form, are viewed as being significantly different
from purEly expressed sculpture (essentielly represen-
tational) and‘purely expressed architecture (essentially
non-representational). Abstract sculpture would appear
to be neither, while in some respects.being both—a ra-
ther problematic status. (The same problem emerges in
other transiticnal forms, i.e., abstract painting, pro-
gram music, film and stage play.) If there are char-
acteristics which make both’ sculpture and architecture
what they are, then there must also be certain identi-
fiable characteristics which make abstract sculpture
what it is, if'Ingarden's distinction is to be'retained.
Ingarden's position thus results in a multiplication'of

the categories of art. And, in principle, given the
evolution of the arts, this multiplicationihas the po-
uential of being endless. Thus, whether or not this
multiplication is necessary becomes the guestion. For
if it could be shown that there are sufficient grounds

for distinguishing between sculpture of all kinds and

architecture, then it would not be necessary to create
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a new arxt category for abstract sculéturer and thereforé,
what Ingarden refers to as a fransitional form could be
adequately accounted fof in the alréady grovided cate-
gories of sculpture and architecture. One might then
be led to suspect that the same reduction of cétegories
could be perforﬁed with other transitionai‘art forms.

While this problem transcends the question of whe-
ther or not Ingarden has created a general aesthetic
theory applicable to thesmajor portion of past artistic
developments, it is of great  importance to the applica— 
bility of his.fhésry to much of'current and fufure'ar-_
tistic developments. For any theory which finas_de—
veloping art movements to be ‘exceptioﬁs' or as somehow
'living on‘Ehe friﬁge' of traditional art qategories,
is certain to have difficuities in giving an adequate
account of'poséible artistic developments. Thus, one
way of strengthening Ingarden's approach ﬁo the arts’
would be to show that what he has termed to be ifransi-
tional forms are, in fact, instances of gentral art
forms—art forms which simply possess a certain inher-
ent diversity-qf expression while maintaining a basic
commonality of purpose.. In qrder tOAshow-that this 1is
in fact the case, two guestions mﬁst be addresséd:

1) Is all sculpture necessarily representational?

2} Is the basis for élaiming that‘the characteris-

tic of representation ought to be used for dis-

tinguishing between various modes of sculpture
satisTactory? //
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The above questions- are sequentially related. By

resolving the first we are necessarily 'led to the second.’

Their resvlution will result in certain . modifications
to Ingarden's approach. Since these modifications do
not directly address the essential principles, they can-

nbt be looked upoh as a rejection of the general char-

-

acter and strength of Ingarden's theory. They should be
. rd

.‘ -
viewed as an attempt to strengthen an already strong

#

theory.

-@l
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Section 31: Are All Sc@lﬁtural Work's of Art
Necessarily Representational?

There is little diﬁficulty in accepting architec-
tufe as neon-representational, given Ingarden's usage of
the ter;; His claim for érchitecgure is that it is a
self-presentation which reproduces man's soul “through
the express;on bf his fundamental psychological struc-
tufe and his intellectual.capability, as much the

constructive-rational as the perceptual—aesthetic.“2

While représentational art forms do.this to some degree,

their representational character is ultimately a hinder-

ance to the presentational possibilities of the art form.

Ingarden's dichotomy between the two types of art forms

-~

is fairly complete. It hinges on an understanding of
the differences between the characteristics of pre-

sentational and qepresehtatibnal.

. g - ; | . ‘rﬁ
In the' architectural work of art ther@curs a
* ) . —. .
complete presentation of the spatial form. Neither the

. -

perceptual aspects nor the three-dimensional spatial

form are schematic. All is simultaneously present. \\\\

The logically and creatively ordered masses répresent

-

nothing. They are, simply put,-what they are. The ar-
chitectural work is a presentation of itsélf. The log-

ical interdependencies between the masses result in a
"pure self-opened play in the simultaneity of spatial
. - . >

forms" which "lead to correspondingly Zesthetically

)
\

N
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valuable gualities and to the aesthetic®value qualities
3

built upon them.” The observer does -not reconstruct

what the artist has intended since the architéctural
work of grt is not concerned with representing sifua—
tions or objects drawn from the life éxperiences of the
artist.
. p=
[Alrchitecture is creative because it rests upon
the discovery (upon a kind of artistic uncovering)
and realization or embodiment of new "forms"—
that 1is, shapes—and new qualitative harmonies—
new both in relation to the spatial forms of rigid
bodies encountered in our environing nature, and
in relation to the already discovered forms of
finished architectural works of art of earlier
ages.4 :
The aesthetic encounter with the architectural work of
art is an encounter with new forms apa gqualitative
harmonies—an "expréssioﬁ of the emotional and desider-
ative factors of the human soul"s——an experience of the
human soul manifest in the logically and creatively .
ordered spatial forms of the work. It is not an exper-
ience of a reproduction of the content of man's exper-
ience. It is in this sense *that the term presentation

ought to be understood in relation to the representation

of scuipture."

-~

Sculpture is also partially'presentational.6 As a

three-dimensional art form, the®spatial form of the work.

-

relies upon the sculptural aspects‘in a similar fashion

as does thesspatial form of the architectural work. But,

=
on the other hand, unlike abstract painting, the visual

4

v
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-aspects of sculpture must always be present fegardless
of the kind of sculptuge, abstract or otherwise. The
‘proximity which the sculpty%al work of art has to the
material thing demands that this be so, thus explaining
why it is that sculpture also possesses the presenta-
tiona} quality attributed to architecture, though not
/;/;o the same degree. And it is this question of the de-
gree of difference which becomes an issue, since it
would seem that Ingarden attributés this difference to
‘*sculpture's inab;lity to aﬁandon its representational
function. - | .

As we have seen, since pure scuipture is a repre-
sentatidnal art form it must always have a stratum of
represented objects. Through this stratum the artist
is capable of‘reconstruéting the individugl fortunes
of man and reprodﬁcing the content of his experience. 7
By embodylng the work with the guldlng principles which
dlrect the observer in the concretization of commonly
recognizable forms, the #ritist is capable of represent-
ipg certain ae;thetic qualities and harmonies of qual-
iEies which bring to appearance-the intended aesthetic
values. By way of a painterly example, the figu;e of
the damned man in The rast Judgpent by Michelangelo is
understood to represent the despair and anguish of

damnation. The representation of the human form with

a certain recognizable facial expression, situated

2

>
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within the context bf the entire work, can truly be said
‘to- represent these emotional gqualities.

. In contrast to non-representational art forms, The
Last Judgment is not merely a presentation of cextain
emotional gualities, but the representation of forms
which, in their gquasi-real character, could be said to
express such emotions. The very same kind of represen-
tation can be.seeﬂ in some sculpture. Certainly, there

can be no disﬁﬁte over the representational’pharhcter

éf either thé vénus-or thé‘David. Firsﬁly, they are
clear representations of thre human form. Secopdly,-they
;re representations of an individual woman and an indi-
vidual man. Thirdly, they each have a physiéal posture -
which repfesents qualities peculiar to each—vVenus with
her soft, gentle and relaxed attitude, and Davi§ with
hlS powerful, confident and.noble stature.  And fina}ly,
there are numerous aesthetlcally valuable qualltles
Whlch result from the qualltatlve determlnatlons of the
spatlal form brought to appearance through the repre—
sented object. Even the work of Pablo Picasso can be

. seen‘és representational. In this case, the artist
attempted to "reduce the images given in visual per-
ception to a schematic or structural brde;‘.“8 As:such,
Picasso's work remained representatiOhal éna neverNT

achieved a style of pure abstraction. But the’aaéstibn

must be asked, does this exhaust the possibilities of



CRITICAL EVALUATION 255

-

the field of sculpture, as Ingarden would seem to indi-

cate?

-

There is indeed sculpture which does not attempt to
represent anything in the sense +hat Ingarden has em-
ployed the term. Iﬁ much the same way that Ingarden
has spoken of architecture, there exists a sculpture
which is an act of discovery—an uncovering of the poten-
tialities of the medium. The artist is, in this sense,
exbloring the principles which gﬁvern the.relationship
of mass' and volume and the aesthetic gualities which-the

medium is capable of receiving. 0ddly enough, Ingarden's

-
-

statement regarding the architectural work of art is

~

equally applicable to sculpture of this kind. 'By sub-
stituting the word Sculpture for architecture, we can
indicate the direction we would like *o take.

But [sculpture] is creative because it rests upon
the discovery (upon a kind of artistic uncovering)
and realization or embodiment of new "forms"— .
that is, shapes and new gualitative harmonies—
new both in relation to the spatial forms of ri-
gid bodies encountered in our- environing nature,
and in relation to the already discovered forms of
finished [sculptural] works of art of earlier
ages. . .At the same time it is an expression that
man .is capable of forcing forms onto lifeless mat-
ter, which corresponds most to his intellectual
life and emotional needs; since they quiet his
yearninq/after beauty and aesthetic char_m.9

The terms which have been used to describe this
)
kind of non-representational sculpture have gone through

their own evolution. Cubism provided the necessary im-

petus for the development of a non-fepresentational
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movement in the plastic arts. We have already stated -

. o
that Cubism can easily be understood as rgpreseﬁtationalt

-

This is now in need of qualification. Cubism went o
through its own evolution which left representation be-
hind. 1In its early developments it attempted to reduce

common forms to their constitutive elements of planes

and surfaces, thus remaining representational (See
Picasso's Head of a woman, 1909-1910). But in its later
devglopments, the objects_begame increasingly more dif-.
ficult to recognize, until finally they reached, a stage
which was non-figurative. At this point these later
moments in Cubism's evolution were no longer idgntified
with the original intent of either Picasso or Juan Gris,
but instead became known as‘non-objective; non-figur-
étive,-or most commonly, as abstract art.

Finally, along came artists who said: Why bother
to introduce representational elements at all? Why
not let your geometric or architectural structure
speak for itself, in terms of pure form and colour?
And they proceeded to paint pictures and carve ma-
terials in conformity with such principles. Thus a
new type of.art was born which has been called@ ab-
stract, constructivist, neo-plastic and several
.Oother names, but all these varieties of abstract
art agree in rejecting the nmotion that art is in
any way dependent on nature. They neither 'screen'
nature, in the manner of Reynolds nor respect
nature, in the manner of the Impressionists; they
will have nothing whatsoever to do with nature-.
Some of them may attempt to represent what is fund-
amental to Nature—namely, the laws of harmony in-
herent in the physical structure of the Universe -
itself; but others claim to be independent even of
this given quantlty, and to invent an entirely

new reality.
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Artists such as Naum Gabo and Antoine Pevsner at-

tempted to "research into basic elements of space, vol- |
ume and colour, in order to discover, as they said,_

‘ :
"the aesthetic, physical and functional capacities’ of

wll

these materials. Their works became known as 'con-

Astructionﬁﬁg The sﬁift was from reproduction to ére—
ation-—the creation of works which presented space and
time'embodied in a mateélal construction. The obse;ver
encountering either the works of Gabo or Pevsner is sel-
dom inclined to make associations between commonly ident+
ifiagle objects and the sculptures. These Qorks aggres—
sively resist such attempts. The a?tist, instead of '
representing, presents a constructipn of the world in
respect to itf space and volume. Of Franz Marc, and the

-constrqctivists in general, Karsten Harries has said
that they are "engineers of the spirit. . .chanting

magical formulas to force a hidden reality to show it-

self."12

+ .
. Abstract sculpture, therefore, is capable of pro-

« . ) .
viding an immediacy between the world and the observer
whqph is in every respect presentational in the fashion

of architecture. By asserting that there are transi-

tional forms, Ingarden would seem to be acknowledging

.

- N -
that there a%e non-representational objects such as Réad”

has described. Whether or not he would call them sculp-

ture is another matﬁer, since they lack the feature of

]
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representation. In any casé, the problem which must be
facéd is whether or not abstract presentational sculp-
ture ought to be séen as in some way outside of oxr on
the fringe of the art fofm of sculpture by virtue of its

.presentational character.

7
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Section 32: The Unigqueness ¢f the Sculptural Work
of Art :

In order to justify the position of a new art cate-

gory, i.e., abstract sculpture as a transitional form,

it woild seem necessary to. demonstrate that there are
a significant enough number of essential differences

between th%kﬁwo sculptural expressions to justify the
i ' -‘5‘\0’ .
claim that there is indeed a difference in the kind of

art objects involved. Obviously, the exact number of,

differences which is sufficient for such a distinction

s1s difficult to determine. But it must be noted that

Ing;rden has moved abstractbsculpture, abstract paint-
ing and program music out of the category of a 'purely-
expressed’ ar£ form on the basis of one characteristic—.
representation. If it can be shown that the similgr-
ities which these two.forms of sculpture have with one
another are in some respect peculiar to a general cate-
gory of sculpture and,  in turﬁ, far outweigh the sim-
ilaritieg which are peculiar to architecture and pre-
sentational-sculpfure, then it would sgem unnecessary
to create s%hew category for presentational sculpture.
Only then can an attempt be made to identify exactly
what daés separate  sculpture in general from other
works of art,!\and specifically architecture.

A priméry difference between architecture and sculps
ture is that architecture is essentially h@llow. It ié: .
SN . .

=X

s
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not only concerned wigh exterior space, but must take
into account the arrangement of interiox space as well.
Sculpture, on the other hand, is either solid or else
presents voids whiéh are only intended to be seen from
an appropriate distance and not from within. It-caﬁ
never become fully architectural since there is truly-

no interior space in the architectural sense.l3. Whether

or not a sculptural wo;k is'}epresentational or pre-
sentational, this is true. There is no basis here for
distinguishing bétween kinds of sculpture.

Another difference between sculpture énd archiﬁecl
ture lies in the degree of dependence tﬁese two art
forms have on the material world and the consequent ef-
fects of this dependence. ‘Architectﬁre ls bound to the
physical world iﬁ a way that limits the creg}i&é possi-
bilities aQaiiable to the artist to a greater degree b
than is_fhe case with the sculpture and sculptor. Ar-
chitecture-must have a base, or founéation, which takes
into account the demands of the terrain. As a work of
art,- it is tied to its foundation and is not readily
mobile. Sculpture, on the other hand, only minimally

=,
faces such limitations. Many small‘sculptural works

are transported from one place %to another with the
greatest of ease. This was particularly true of arti-
facts of early art history, i.e., amulets. Particularly,

’ »
abstract sculpture can often be turned over, around, and
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even 'upsiae down' and still remain aeéthetically val-
uable. Calder's mobiles are an exégilent instance of
the compleﬁely free character of abstract sculpture.
And even representational sculpture must Se similarly
diétinguished from architecture in this regard. While
a base is necéssary for Miéhelangelo's David, the work

still remains relatively mobile.. And in an ‘essential

way, the base is not part of the work of art itself.

It supplies a horizon line, not really necessary in

this case; as well as giving the work physical stability.
But because of the work S representatlonal character,
the base actually serves as a dlstractlon to the pavid.
The center of gravity of the block of marble is dlfferené\\_
.-

from the center of gravity of the work itself. In this -
sense, abstract sculpture 1s freer to achieve its artis-
tic ends than is representational sculpture. And sculp-
ture on the whole is much freer than architec éze. The
balance and proportion of the.sculpturalﬂdggixof af% are
more determined by factors internal to the work of art
itself than they are by external Eactors which effect
the real material. Just the opposite is true with
architecture.

A third characteristic .which serves to separate
sculpture of any. kind from archltecéure is the over-

whelmlng practical character of architecture. Very

simply, human beings live within architectural structures.

-
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4

The arrangement of the interior spaces are .determined
by the work's practical function. Even the exteg}or de-

sign must be practically determined since the interior

and exterior are to a very great degree mutually deter-
mining. Nothing similar can be said of any kind of
sculpture. Even in the decorative, memorial, and ar-

chitectural use of sculpture, e.g., the caryatides,

-
-~

sculpture does not perform a practical function which

.y - S
in any way approaches the practical character of archi-

tecture. And it must be seen that it is essential to

architecture and oﬁly peripheral when it occurs in sculp-
g

@ :
ture. In architecture it determines design, thus once

-

again demonstrating the freer character of sculpture.

Even the most contemporary architects have not heen
able to bring themselves to the actual denial of the
practicél factor inherent in the architectural work.
"Though we no longer argue over the primacy of form or

function (which follows which?) we cannot ignore their

w14 )

interdependence. Aand more poignantly, Robert Venturi

has said:

Architecture occurs at the meeting of interior and
exterior forms of use and space. These interior

and environmental forces are both general and par-
ticular, generic and circumstantial. Architecture
as the wall between the inside and the outside be-

comes the spatial record of this resolution and its
drama.l5

g -

Although there are certainly many questions regarding

the nature of the relationship between the functional
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. P
determinations and the formal gqualities of

tectural work, these poles are genuine and always pre-

sent.

In'the'above three ways sculpture is clearly dis-

‘tinct from architecture. Although there are many very

specific differences, as Ingarden's analysis of archi-

tecture has shown, these three are major.‘ Ingarden has

I

also based his dlstlnctlon between these two art forms

on the characteristics of presentatlon and representatlon.

This is deserVLng of closer attentlon.j

Architectural presentation, while indicative ofe
difference, does_not_truly provide what.is-necessary to

distinguish'archftecture from all  other art forms, as

Ingarden:would seem to want to indicate. It must be .

stressed that literature, painting, and scudgture are

also presentationei, although not to the sam® deg ee.16

Consequently, according to Ingarden, there are art|}forms

which are absolutely presentational, i{e., architecture |

/
B L 4 -
a;E/;usic, and there are art Sorms which are both pre-=

sentational and representational in varying degrees.-
L]

A purely representatignal art form does not'seem to be’a
A - . i

pogsibility- Therefore, to distinguish between abstract

sculpture, representational sculpture, and architecture

on the’basis of presentation is to make the distinction

-

on the basis of a degree of difference and not on a dif-

ference of kind. This would not seem to justify the

T,

- -
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creation of-aﬂﬁéw ért'category. And furthr, by_virt&e_.
of the charaé;eristics which presentati&égz\de, if it
may now be sai&, presentatibnal/representational sculp-

- ture.share_}n commOn,Jiﬁ ordéf‘to”avoid needlessly mui;
tiblying cétegorié;%?twould seem more reasonable to
maintain one catégory of sculpture which emb;aces‘ﬁgth
modes of expression than to_argue that represe%fff}on
is suffic;ent in itsélfﬁto set one form of sculpture

~_apart. But, by not"ailéwing the characteristic of re-

presentation to be used as the basiﬁ_fbr'multiplying
catedories<3fart, we enter into a basic conflict with.
the mainléhrust of past oﬁinion. The conflict, Hoﬁever,
is simply unavoidable. A closer Zook at the consequences
whiéh result from distinguishin& art éategories*on the

, basis of represenfétion shows this to be the case.

Rhys.Carﬁgiter provides an excellent statement of
the more traditional-=attitude toward sculpture:
2:;"_{Sjcuiptu£efi§ﬂa visual and Hot a tactile art, be-

* cause igyris made for the eyes~ko contemplate and
not for the fingérs to feel. Moreover, just as it
reaches us through the’eyes and not through the
finger tips, so it™&€ created visually, no matter .-
how. the sculptor may use his hands to produce his

work. . .sculptural form cannot be apprehended
tactilely or evaluated by its tactual fidelity.

that sculpture freguently involves an appeal to our
<~ sense of touch and physical contact; but so does

painting. Such tactile sensations are, in either

art, induced andpmsecondary, being derivative of

. T7 " It may be argued-—and with entire warrant—

‘subjective mdg¥dd? association. In a%bainting of
+ Titian.or Broi%iad, the representation of material
textures such.-ad fur and velvet may be so visually
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exact that it evokes in us a memory ‘of how velvet
and fur may feel when we stroke them. I do not
think that sculpture's tactual appeal 1is very dif-
ferent or much stronger. Any dissenting opinion
is probably, inspired by the heightened physical
actuallty of sculptural presentation: we cannot
dlrectly sense a painted texturé by touching the
canvas, whereas we can actually explore with our
flngers the solid sculptural shape. But the logic
.is faulty if it is thence*inferred that sculpture
is more immediately involved in theltactile sense;
for, at best, we can only touch the material. medlum
and not the artistic representatlon which is

tended and calculated for the eye's contemplatlve Y
vision.17 =,

At first it may appear that Ingarden would tend to be in

agreement with Carpenter. Certaitly Ingarden wouid agree

with the emphasi$ placed upon sculpture's representational

guality. He alse would‘agree that the repres;;%ation of

velvet does not permlt a dlrect experience of the texture

of velvet, this would be a co—presented quallty dependent
3

upon memory. And, he would ‘also agree that our exper-
t

iences of artistic representation are not experlences of

’
the maﬂeflal medlum But Ingarden dQes, not seem to be )
committed to all_that Carpenter's asse®®ions imply. F.

David Martin has said: "The eminence of the eye and,

.An turn, the subordination of sculpture as a‘species of

painting pzesupposes the t“ﬁltlonal theorxy of sense

"18

perception. This theory sees the prlvate sgbjept as

set adainst the public objects of the world. Sensory
LY

data are organlzed irto objects whlch while suocosedly

'reflectlves f the world, are not identified with it.

‘The subject, never truly experiences the world, as such,

re

I

——
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but instead expe?iences the mind!s logical constructions
of sensory data. 1In short, the traditional theory of
sensé perception results in the commonly referred to
subject/object dichotomy. |

According to Martin, this-approach_"ﬁroclaims the
i -

eye the fundamental sense organ that establishes a world

. 1 . .
of objects." 2 As a consequence, representation occupies

a2 place of preeminence. What this ignores that is so
crucial to sculpture, is the phenomenon which precedes
and is the precondition of the mind's logical construc-

tions of sensory data:

We are not in space; we inhabit space. We are naet
encapsulated bodies, egos wrapped in skin,. distinct
from things and space. We are open bodies.with
things Jjourneying through space. BAs primorMially
perceived, our bodies, things, and space are an
inseparable community, a pre-given unity.20

In prlmordlal perceptloﬁ wé\hqg_izgre of the essential
unity of the 'world'; there exists direct contact in

which we are aware of our essential 'oneness' with the

(-—’

world. The objects of the world are not set off against

¥

the subject as 'things out there'’ to whififﬁgronly have

access via logical patterns and models. The abstractions

v

of traditional éense exﬁerience do not pérmit a 'reveal-
ing’' of the world we are in, but ‘instead result in a
diétortion of the phenomenon. BAs such, logical-con-
structions are oqge removed from the ‘'concrete suchness'

of things. This is the necessary consequent of seeing
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the‘body‘as radically separate from mind—as an object )
of knowledge. Again, we turn to Martin:

Our minds are incarnate, ‘embodied, a unity of aware-
ness of body with things within a world so tightly
interwoven in primordial perception that the threads
can be separated only by the abstractive knives o

+  secqpdary perception.2l

-Thus the key to appreciating“the sculptural work™of art

lies iﬁ an undérstanding of the way in which sculpture
presents itself to ﬁs. If this presentation is reduced
to that which is pregént via sensory percepiion, parti-
cularly visual perception, then the sculpture's being-
in-the-world is distorted and cnn:fﬁeing—with the sculp-
ture is obscurred. While this does not result i; the
denial of the representatibna;jquality of some works,

it does reduce its overall igportance to sculpture.

Therefo}e, in conjunction with the three very spe-

cific sculgtu al characteristics already discussed, there

t

‘would still appear to be much/more that needs to be sald

regarding the unigqueness o e scutptural work of art.

By transcending the question of representation versus

presentatign, this has begun to become apparent. Henry
.

Moore provides an insight of particular merit and,
it may be said, typical of artistic insight:

The unden§tanding of three-dimensional form involves
all point of view about form——spaqe, intérior, and
exterior form, pressure from within; they're all

orne and the same big problem. 'They're all mixed -up
with the human thing, with one's own body and how
one thinks about everything. This talk of repre-
sentational and non-representational art, spatial

“ p
3
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and non-spatial sculpture, 1is all nonsense. There's

no cutting it up into separate compartments. it's
~all one.22 .

By placing the discussion of presentation versus repre-

sentation in its proper place, Moore truly focuses Qn -
\h"

+he crux of the matter; three-dlmen51onal form is "mixed

up with the human thing, with one's own body." A more
o

precise statement of this insight reads: "The autonomy

of sculpture follows from the istinctive way sculpture

' 2 ’ '
_Read speaks of the autonomy of sculpture in the

followlng way: : ; —
. .

s

The peculiarity of sculpture as art is that it cre-
ates a thregfdimensional object in space. Painting
may strive to give, on a two-dimensional plane, the
ionfof space, but it is space itself as a per-—
ceived gyantity that becomes the partlcular concern
lptor.24

Thus he cohc{;;e;\bhat sculpture is an art of "touch-

space," in contrast with painting which is an art of
1m - _HZS
sight-space: -
For the sculptor, tactile values are not illusions
to be created on a two-dimensional plane: they con-
stitute a reality to be conveyed directly, as exis-
tent mass. Sculpture is an att of palpation—an
art that gives satlsfactlon in the touching and
handllng of quects That, indeed, is the only way
y in which we can have direct sensation of the three-
t>d1men510nal shape of an object.Z26

Read is also argdlng for a rejection of the p051tlon

represented by Carpenter, although he needlessly limits

' the dipect experiénce of sculpture to "touching and

R 2
handling." Martin supplies the - proper corrective B

L1

.
5

®
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to Read by saying that

the space around a. lpture, although not a part
of its material dy, is still an essential part .

of the pPerceptible\ structure of that sculpture.
And the perceptual Sorces in that: surrounding
Space’ impact on our bodies directly, giving to
that space a translucency, a thickness, that is
largely missing from the space in front of a
painting. . .With a sculpture, on the other hand,
even though we do not actually touch the material

body, we sense its power and pressing on our bodies. .

The shadows cast, the reflective surfaces, the
bulges and hollows, the textures, and the attraction
Or repulsion of the material itself pull our bodies
in and out. The hidden aspects-—especially with
sculptures in the round—1lure our bodies around. 27
It is in the above sense that the sculptor’s activity
ought to/ge viewed as not only concerned with the mass
R ) . .
of the medium, but with space and voids as well.

For the éculptor, space 1is much more than the mere

" absence of a material mediu?:' Space is as much the

recipient of the Sculptor's rreative acts as %g the real
material. To ;éulpf is to reorder the relationship' which
exists between the two necessarily related sculptural
elements. Similar to the way in which Venturi so elo-,
quently.spoke of architecture, sculpture is the wall be-
tween mass aﬁd space: é record of the essential identity

of the two elements, as well as their percéptual diver-

sity. .The traditional theory of &nse perception em-

phasizes the perceptual differénces while the premordial

experience of ourselves with the world reveals the es-
) . -«
éahtial identity of the space and b of the world in

which we are immersed. Thus, it can by said that a

)

¥

N

D_
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sculptor does not ﬁérely manipulate a material medium. ‘ 5

as 1f it were an object set apart, as 'an object 'over-

there.' The sculptor reveais the 'concrete suchness'

of the wd%ld\by highlighting -ﬁﬂﬁazﬁersity of percep-
o

tual possibilities which bel to it. ., Therefore, the

-

not an end in itself, but
LI

instead only a means; aﬁi@ans of revealing our place

presentation of objects ;“

with the world. And it is here where our awareness of
Ingarden's metaphysical qualities occurs. ' /

Within the aesthetic expe;ience.Qf sculpture the é,'

unigueness of the art form presents itself. No longer

merely an object set apart, the sculpture resonates with
us. - AT, ' -

The tactile-haptic harmony in the perception of
sculpture gives us a sense of "withness" that no
other art achieves. . .The mass and volume of our
bodies and the mobile flow of our tactual feelln?s
come forth with the sculpture.28

And, as Moore has suggested, this is not a question of
representation or ndn—representatidn. It is, rather,
a guestion of our deep involvement with the world; an
involvement which sculpture is able to call us back to \\‘\_/nn
in a unigque way-'via its visual and tactual character.

Sculpture revives the withering of our tactual

senses by bringing us back in direct contact with

the raw power of reality: the bumping, banging,

pushing, pulling, soothing, Balpitating tangibility
of our withness with things.

&

w The sculptural work of art, therefore, must be dis- (:-
tinguished from architecture on the three basic grounds
- i . : ' ~ &

" 7' ‘
1 * -
M' -
/ L
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¢ _
already discussed. By themselveia;hey are sufficient

to support the claim that both sculptural forms ought

to belong to a single categgry art obj s. And the

visual-tactual_¢& acter of /sculpture-~the way it ;ani-
fests itself to our perception—simply confirms the
propriety of maintaining one éategory for all sculptural
works of art as well as dispellifg any thoughts of sculp-

ture being either inferior td or}derivative of any other

art form.

These characteristics élearly establish a difference
in kind between sculptufe and any other art forqé and
particg}érly architecture and painting. And further,
any distinction that is made within the generalAcategbry
of'sculbture is pased’upon‘a degree of diffeérence, thus
not justifving a multiplication of categories. By main-
taining this position Ingardgn's theory is strengtheheé
since a significant portion of existing sculbtyres, as
well as sculptural works to come, are not relegated to
the periphery of~the art form. Té maintain the distinc-
tion of téansitiopal forms seems to imply that abstract
sculpture is.%n some sénse a 'lesser'.art expgession

than representational sdulpture. 1In fact, Ingé}den has

indicated that representational art works are potentially

aesthetically more valuable than non-representational

art works, as we have seen. Modeap art. in general, has

been forced to fight this perspective and any[thgory

.



CRITICAL EVALUATION 272

which encourages it can only serve to negatively affect

the positive cédntribution which. developin t trends
provide. &and as we have attempted to shojjafiﬁhsﬁrﬁe-
of sculpture does not lie mereiy in its ability £§ re-
.pPresent. Hgnr§\%oore knows from whence he speaks.

| "If anything, the development of abstract sculpture

¥

can be said to be an attempt to call sculpture back to

7 its primary historical concerns. The artist throughout
history hés.sought, above .all else, to 'see! clearly
and to present that_ clarity of insight to his or her
community. ﬁ& moving away %rom represqntation, the ab-
stract.aftist has éttempted to aid in the disclosuré of
the forces, laws and harmonies which govern and comprise
m?terial and spiritual existence. Such sculptubﬁl works

of argi::% poem and appraisal united

a repreésented object, but the objec

n che object—not

which is matter and \'h
- \J

spirit momentarily locked in/an Areflective idéntity.

-~ ‘ .
Can this possibly b%’lookeéi Zon as a transition from .
. . .
one art form to another? Rather, it would seem to be _ :5

N

the ultimate achievement of sculpture, that towards

. -
which it has striven throughout history. In fact, a

case could well be made that represenigt@onal,sculpture
. ~ .

-l

is more of a transitional form than presentational

N 2 %
fk;:hg\h*djjgaipture, attempting to free itgself from_the limitations
ﬁJ/J " placediupon it by

4

world of material appearance in order

gndé lying unity implicit within.
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Interestingly enough, Inéarden's positioﬁ on-non—repre-

. + - ’ * l‘-- - -
sentational music as the highest musical expression .co-

incides with this view of the sculptural work of art. \)ﬂ_///'

When viewed from this perspective, all art forms
p
possess a certain common purpose—an Sdgntical goal of
ultimate acﬁievement towardS‘Hhich they all strive. Each
must contend with the barriergggnd limitations their
medium imposes. But all attempé*to transcend the pecul-
iarities ﬁn;que to the art form, revealing the core of.

the artistic enterprise as a whole. True, it is because

f the peculiarities of each art -form, which can never

Pg totally relinquished, that there exists the possi-

bility of diverse expressions. {But all art forms, to

the extent that they are presentational, possess the

potentiality of'€2hieving a commonality of purpose.

Music and architecture do this quitelnaturaliy and, as

such, exemplify the highest pdrpose to which an art can
aspire. Sculpture and-painting, on the other hand, are’
forced to contend with the natural sch}zophredﬁa of.the
Jlt forms whi ises §ﬁt of the human tendency to imi-
tate, of which Aristotlé spoke. Thus these art forms

must surpass imitation in their attempt to disclose the
universality which stands in stangk contrast to the imi-
tation of anything. - |

Resulting frof the uniting of sculpture within one

category, the description of sculpture's sﬁxucture needs

4
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reréxamination. Since some sgylptufe is ngwbconsiderea
.p;esenta£ional and representéfiomal'and some sculpturg
~ié‘n0w-cohsidered simply‘presentaﬁibnal, our earlief-
description of the stratified structure of the sculp-
_tural worM/Sf art regu%res'sdme.modification if both

sculptural forms are to be accommodated for.

4

@j

L1

A

Nadbal
.
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- Section 33: °*A Modificdtion of the Sculptural Work of

Art's Structure

‘F;;\respect to representational sculpture, e.g.,

-

the venus de ¥ilo, our @atrlier description of the work's

-

strata is in need of no modification. Representational
rl

sculpture has two layers; namely a layer of schematic

.aspects and a layer of represented objectivities. Tf

the work has a literary theme, then three layérs ought

-~

to be distinguished. There are distinctions to be ‘made,

r

.however, regarding the purely abstract, or presentation-

-+

al sculpture. . | a

Since all forms of sculpture aré spatiaiﬁ three-
dimensional, there must always be a stratum o spects.
Ingarden's analysis of the architectural work of art

shows that this is clearly the case. The aspects of |

-architecture are so closely connected with the physi-

cal building itself, that the arrangement of the-real
material is in fact a process of aspect selecﬁion which
ié directed at the bringing to appea¥ance of a three-
dimensional shape. #Unlike the abstrgct painting, where
the real material's role in the work.fz not as ggeat,

neither the architect nor the sculptoi'can mexely aban-

don the stratum of aspects, ,going directly to the re-

presentation@of an object's ‘essential structure as,

for example, PWcasso attempted to do. Both architecture

and sculpture are restricted by the essential three-
. ’ o~
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dimensionality of the art forms.  to the fact

v

that architecture is never re?resentational and sculp-

ture can be either re§g§sent§tional or purely presenta;
tional, unlike archlteétural aspects the aspects of ' -
sculpture w1ll sometimes play dlfferlng roles in tne
sculptural work of art. r

In architecture the stratum of tﬁe work's three-
d;menSional spape is'qhe structurdlly constitutive fac-
tor ofkthe entire wbrk. In represen;atibnal painting,
as-noted_in out earlier trea;ment'of painting, the laver
of aépects was‘aetermining o% the entire work. But in
sculpture it would ‘appear that the stratum of aspects
is always the objéctively determining factor regardless

of whether the sculpture is representational or presenta-

tional. This can be explained by the absence of the re-

-

presentational element in presentational sculpture. 1In

architecture, the -three-dimensional shape is the ob-

jectively determining stratum of the work, e.g;,‘s : ’ /’—\)

cathedral or a theater. This(;annwt be the case with:
. ] j '
presentational sculpture, however. There are nokohjecﬁs -

td be ‘represe'nted and there are no three—di\insional S

edrals or 5\__\//’/

theaters.{ The aspects are always the objectively de-

forms which could'possibly correspond to cat

termining stratum of the sculptural work of art; they'

bring to appearance represented 6bje¢ts on one hand

or they provide for a shwfltaneous presentatlon'
. g S

<
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of the work's percgptuai‘form,,on the other. 1In pre-

sentational sculpture there is simply no second stra-
tum. Consegquently, the stratum of aspects has a dif-

ferent function in each of the two sculptural expres-

sions, while remaining objectively determining.:
’ < 1

It can be concluded, there ré; that presentational

.

sculpture is quite similgr to th? musical work of art,

also a single-layered formation. The basic material

of music and presentational sculpture is homogeneous.

-

In architecture and representational sculpture,-however,
. N . ) °

-

it 1s necessary that theré be a second stratum within
thch the spatial form of the work is brought to apéear;
ance. Since neither.of these strata are present in
either purgly expressed-mus%c or presentational sculpture,
;e can attain'to tﬁe musical wérk of art and the presen-

.ational sculpture "through §éprehensjgﬁ of- the directly
) ’ :

- . . f : .
glven."3O It 1s nelther necessary to make the transition
. . s . - ' . . ~
to a represented objeé% nor to/an appearirfg spatial form
- - ' '

such as a cathedral. Conseguently, thesfirst result of

our re-examination of sculpture's structure is that it

1s sometimes a multi-layered formation and at other
. £

times -a single-lavered formation depending upon whethe &

or not the work is purely presentational.
A second conseguent of‘including presentational
sculpture within the general catééory of sculpture is

that not all sculpture can be said to be a schematic

. . . v
.
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formation. In representational sculpture the repré-
sented objects are only schematically presented. The
aspects oE presentational sculpture, however, are per- .
ceptual and thus complete. They provide a full pre-
sentation of the work. So as a result of. presentational
sculfture's close proximity to the work's real material
aqd the absence of represented objects, the .aspects can-
not be see as schematic.

What has been suggested regarding scdlpture's struc-
ture is not without implications for other art forms.
As soon.as a trangitional form is seen as capable of
being subsumed within a basic category ©of the fine arts,
the purity of Ingérden‘s description of thé structure

of art works is tarnished. And this leaves open the

possibility that program mﬁsic, abstract painting, film
and stage play could likewise&be subsumed.beneath other
central art categories. Whether or not this is the cése,
however, canbonly be determined through individual ex-
aminations of each art, form such as was carried out on -
the sculptural work of art. It would be nice if the com-

-

plexitfés of art forms could be eliminated by the care-
ful determination of categories, but this regrettably
cannot help but distort the phenomena under consideration.

Much of an art form's richness lies in its complexity

and diversity of expressive possibilities.
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Although the universal presence of characteristics
such as 'multi-layered' or 'schematic' would create an
aesthetically pleasing and somewhat homogeneous theory
of aesthetics,. the absence_of such universality does
not suggest a weakening of the theory. In fact, i;
would seem to‘suggest that the theory has the necessary

flexibility to account for the many and diverse phenomena

which must come under consideration in aesthetics. From

£his pefspective, one should not ke negatively influenced
by the disappointment Ingarden expressed when he discov-
ered that not all art forms are schematic of multi-layer-
ea.?l 1f anything, just the opposite should occur. He
found that his central assertions need not be abandoned

in the face of these unexpected deviations.

[
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Section 34: Concluding Remarks Regarding the
Critical Evaluation

Given our analysis, it would seem that sculpture
can be either presentational and representational simul-
taneouély, or it can be purely presentational. It is
neeessary to aigue, therefore, that since sculpture
need not aiways be representational, it is best distin-
guished from architecture by (1) its lack of interior

~

hollow space (space which is meant to be entered); and
(2)'by its relationship to the real world as exemplified
by the difference betweén the sculptural work of art's
center of‘gravity and the real object's center of grav-
ity, as well as the sculpture's mobile character; and
(3) by the absence of practical determinations which
govern architectural design, e.g., size of rooms, light-
ing, plumbing, &tc.
If this is Qot found acceptable, then a-new cate-

_gory would have to be introduced, i.g., presentational

" sculpture, which would be éonsidered distinguishable
from all other art forms, inéluding representational
- sculpture. But given the unique way in which sculpture
in general creates an awarenéss of our being-in-the-
world, such a distinction would be guilty of an abstrac-
tion which would have a tendency to emphasize less sig-
nificant features of sculpture, i.e., non—representation'

and representation, to the detriment of the much more

significant potentiality of the art form. Regrettably,
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Ingarden's position on the essential representational
character of sculpture results in this kind of multi-
piication of categories. And claiﬁing that a new cate-
gory would be needless because presentational sculpture

is merely a transitional form between sculpture and
architecture, ignores the unigueness of the sculptural

art form in general, as well as leaving the basic gques-
tion unanswered; one §till-has to ask, 'What is this
thing?' It is obviously not architecture and, since it

is not representational, according to Ingarden it is

not sculpture. A better approach would appear to be to
recognize the distinction between sculpture and all othen
art forms to lie in the characteristics peculiar to sculp-
tﬁre in general and, in particular, the unique way its
three-dimensionality calls us to a\priﬁordial experience
of the 'concrete suchness' of the world; a world where

the human does not stand off and peer in, but is instead
deeply immersed.

Certainly there are distinctions to be made based
upon very specific structural characteristics. And in
this regard, the sculptural work of art is indeed com-
plex. It is sometimes representational and sometimes
presentational. Thus it is sometimes schematic and at
other times not. It may have either one, twe, or three

strata, the first always being the structurally consti-

tutive factor of the entirecnork. But it is this very .
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.c0mplex£ty which argues for a transcending of categor-
ies too narrowly defined. The very richness of the art
form lies in the diversity of distinctions which pertain
to the general category. To muItiply catégories on the
basis of ‘this diversit&,'however! is to threaten the
essential unity of the scuiptural enterprise—the com-
monality of purpose belonging to all sculptural expres-
sions fréﬁ the masterpieces of Phidias to the explor-
ations of}Gabo. J

And finally, though it was found necessary to sug-
gest certain adjustments to Ingarden's perspective on
the sculptural work .of art, his theory is able to.accept
these course corrections withéut any alteration of his
essential principles. Thus 1t must be concluded that
his theory does possess the necessary flexibility and
versatility to give a very st&ong account:  of developing
art movements, as well as the artistic developmenﬁs of
the past. Though it is imbéssible to foretell the
future course of artistic evolution, there is every
good reason to believe that Ingarden's aesthetics will
occupy a place of permanent importance in our attempts
to understand and appreéiate'the gifts éf the artistic

spirit. _ N

5
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Although Ingarden's primary concern always remain-
ed focused on the problems relating to the controversy
between the philosophical positions of Realism and Ideal-
sim as they emerged from Husserl's philosophy, his at-
tempt to articulate the specific nature of intentional
beihgs led to an aesthetic theory of monumental signif-
icance. To lose sight of this is to deprive aesthetics
of one of its most rigorous and promising advances.

But Ingarden's general aesthetiq theory is not easily
mined. And it was at this point that our investigatiqn
begah. |

Since Ingarden's or;qinal intent wa;:;Lt the devel-
opment of a general aesthetic theory, he came to the
field through the investigation of a single art form—"
the literary work of art. Remarkably, however, the
.guiding érinciples for_é complete t-eory of aesthetics
can be found in his two major wdrks on literature. This
has been our confention from the start. 1In support of
this claim there has been an attempt to identify those
principles essential to the literary work of art and
then to show how they are iﬁffact applicable to cother
art forms. Ingarden s later work on music, painting
and archltecture serve to demonstrate this p01nt if

the guiding principles of the literary work of art are
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completely traced through these subseguent investiga-
tions. By doing so we have shown that Ingarden has not
only provided us with the essential principles of an
aesthetic theory, bqt has alsc shown us the prdper
manner of applying his principles to a diversity of art
fofm;.

To further buttress the claim that Ingarden's aes-'
thetic pfinciples form a general theory of aesthetics,
we have app{ied the Ingardgniap perspecﬁive to the ;culp—
tural work ¢f art, a central art form which was not in-
cluded in his.studies. While it was-concluded that cer~ -
tain modifications to his theory are necessary if-it is
to adequately account for the many and diverse objects
which.are subsumed beneath the category of sculpture,
the basic essential principles of his theory are‘appli—
cable and remain intact.

As with all works of art, the sculptural work of
art is an intentional object. It neithe;‘falls prey
to the consequences af being.identified with the trans-
itory order of-real beingé nor the eternal unchanging
‘order of ideal entities. However, it is gua:anteed
its public accessability and identity through its ontic
depéndence upon autenomous objects. As such, it is
essentia}ly a heteronomous object.”

Each work of art is ontically dependen£ upon a real

thing, though each art form varies in its degree of
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dependence. The literagy work of art is the least de-
pendent while tng architectural work of art is the most
dependent. Consequently, the basic similarities betweea
sculpture and architecture would indicate that the sculp-
tural work of art's dependéncy on its real material is
only second to that of the architéctural work. But in
any case, a real material object serves as an ontical
foundation for alli works of art.

In response to the subjective—inéentional role of -
conscious activiEy in the constituting of works of art,
Ingarden asserts that'all works of art are ontica;ly de-
pendent on thg cpnscious'acts of the artist, on the one
hand, and the conscious acts of the reader/lisiener/
observer, on the othéf. It is through the creative and
constituting acts of the artist and observer that the
work of art has a 'life' within the human community:

a dynamic ebbing and flowing of acclaim and silence.

And much more +than this, it‘is because of the creating
and constituting role of &onscious acts that works of
art must be understood'as belonging to the order of in-
tentional being;.as intentional objects which find their
origin and continued support in such activity.

It is by asserting the two-fold ontic dependence
of all works of art that Ingarden has attempted to bring

together the transcendental life-world of Husserl with

the objective structure of reality. Through the work
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of art, ontoclogically transcendent of both.the real
world and the subjective-intentional processes of con-
sciousness, Ingarden has attempted to show a 'way-out'
of the Realism/Idealism problem as traditionally con-
ceived. As such, these two ontic dependences are and
must comprise a central feature of works of art in
general. To have drawn back from this position at any
point in his investigation would have posed a threat to
his entire program. <

The thifd ontic foundation of ideal entities was
only discussed in his earlier work on the literary.work
of art. All indications would point to an increasing
discomfort_with their role in works of art. Like Graff,
we have come to geelit as an abandoned position not ap-
plicable to Ingarden's general aesthetic theory. Con-
sequehtly, sculpture was treated as haviﬁg two ontié
foundations, sufficient in théir owﬁ right to adegquately
account for the contributions of artist and observer and
the sculptural work of art's stability within the col-
lective consciousness of human history.

Ingarden demonstrated the flexibility of his theory
through the manner in which some principles pertinent to
- one art form were not seen as essential to all art forms.
Specifically, this was the case with schematicism and
stra;ﬁfication. The art forms discussed ranged from hav-

ing no layers, as such, to having four. All representa-
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tional art forms are schematic. Even within a single
art form, there are yariations. Ingarden's theory does
not force art forms into a preconceived mold. He vehe-
mently rejected. any such mechanical extension of his
principles. To this he remained.ﬁrue even to the point
of several theoretical disappbintmenté. It is probably
as much for this reason as any other that his thgory can
truly be viewed as general. For were it not for the
flexibility inherent in his aesthetic theory, any modi-
fications to account for developing art trends, e.g.,.
contemporary sculpture, would likely have the gffect of
threatening his entire system. This was not the case;
however, as we showed in our discussion of sculpture.
Truly of utmost importance to all art forms is the
role and significance of.the work's aesthetically val-
uable gqualities. Not wedded to a multi—layereﬁ descrip-
tion of the work of art, the aesthetjic value of an art_
work is determined by the overall harmony of the work"'s
aesthetically valuable qualities. 1In the case of multi-
layered art forms, each léyer brings to the work aes-—
thetically valuable qualities which then enter into a
harmonic whole which in turn is identified with the
work's overall agsthetic value. When there are no lavers
there are still aesthetic value qualities which enter
into harmonic relations, and they likewise comprise the

aesthetic value of the work. Stratification is not
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essential to the polyphony of aesthetically valuable

gualities, although Ingarden has claimed, that: when there *

is a stratum of represented objects the work is capable'

of having a greater aesthé®?¥c value than when this does
not occur. But as we noted, Ingarden would séem to be
inconsistent on this point given his view on absolute
music as beiﬁg in some sense superior tO program music.
In'any case, it is by virtue of the polyphony of all
work's of art's aesthetically valuable gualitles that
there comes to appearance the highest of aesthetic val-
ue qualities—-ﬁgtaphysical gualities. Here again, we
see a principle of universal applicability throughout
the world of art works. .

By viewing sculpture thrdugh the Ingardenian per-
spective, we found it necessary to indicate wavs in
which Ingarden's approach might be strengthened to give
an account of contemporary sculptural developments.
fhese sugge.tions did not dhallenge any of Ingarden's
essential principles. They 4did, however, point to areas
where there appeared to be problems of emphases.

Ingarden seems £o be committed td an implicit heir-
archy of art forms based upon thelr potential aesthetic
value. While this does not in itself pose a broblem,
at times he seems to connect poteﬁtial aesthetic value
with representation, i.e., representational painting is

of greater potential aesthetic value than abstract

v
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painﬁing and the same would be true of sculpture which
is seen as essentially,-énd always to some.degree, re-
presentational. While this may be a result of ingarden's
first formal entre into aesthetics occuring wigh the
literary work of art, it is a principle which &an only
. cause theoretical problems. Even within Ingarden's
oyn work itraiseéquestions of consistency, as already
noted. . b

The whole notion of their being transitional art
forms needlesslymultipliescategories on the basis of

1

characteristics which,do not seem to be essential to
an art form. The claim that all sculpture is to some
degree representational i1s to take an eﬁce;sively nar-
row view of the art form. The same could be said of
painting. This could easily have the effect of alto-
gether missing that which might clearly separate, sav,
palnting in general from sculpture in gengral. In fact,
if our extension of Ingarden's theory to sculpture ac-
curately reflects his prinetples, then this is exabtiy
what occured. By focusiné£:i the characteristic of
representation versus presentation, one could easily
miss what is truly distinctive about the sculptural
art form.

The manner in which sculpture ménifests itself to

our perception would indicate that the essential struc-

ture of the art form, that which is sought in an onto-
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logical analysis of objects, lies beyond the character-
‘ ’ .

istics Ingarden uses to establish the category of trans-
itional forms. Certainly there .are differences between
sculptural wogks which are representaéioﬁai and those
which are presentational, bu£ these would appear to be
differences of degree which obscure the fact that all -
of sculpture is capable of re-inwolving us with the

. world. It is for this reason that we have suggested
that the problem here is a matter of emphasis. To em-
phasize the. structural diffefenpes which exist between
.one sculptural formpand_another tends to fragment the

e

phenomenon as a whole thus giving the impression of es-

.
sential diversity whéée one ought to be emphasizing the
. .
art form's essential ynity. Here it can be seen that

fragmentation is equivadent to abstraction which is in

irn equivalent to dis tion. 1In the case of sculpture,
{M#Jilhe price of suéh a move 1is very hiéh for it poses an
- )immediate threat to the potential progress gnd discovery

bbelonging to the art form of séulpture. And sculpture,

ré; no other art, addresses our deep involvement with |
our bodies and the body Qf the world. ©No other art form,
by its very nature, possesses tﬁe same. potentiality fér
healing the contemporary schism of Sody and spirit. -Seen
in this light, the problem of emphases surrounding the

concept of transitional forms ought not to be understood

as minor or insignificant. For that which does not serve
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to heal, to restore, to disclose, further misleads and

reinforces our disér;entation. ’
Ou¥ conclusion, then, is that Ingarden has indeed

provided us with a general theory of aesthetics which

1s clearly articulatedsin his writings on individual

art forms. There afe essential aesthetic principles

which are universally applicable throughout the fine

arts. And not only has he provided essential principles,

but he has also shown how it is that they ought to be

utilized. A major strength of his theory can be fouﬁd

in its inherent flexibiXity—a flexibility which does

nét require paying the price oﬁ a radical relativism

or rigid idealiSm. It is a theory which promises to

remain essentially intact ir the face of futuré artistic

developments while_not perm;tﬁing.thé diluting of the

arts to the petty and éhaélic. His theory is not a

closed bui;ding offering no means of escape, but is in-

" stead a rigorous and systematic mind-course within a

field too often composed of piecemeal effortigleading

no Qhere but to disappointment and frustration. Ang,'

fiﬂally, from the iofty perspective of a sculpﬁof:
When possessed by my art, when my materials of space
and mass lovingly reveal their natural order, I know
it 1is working. Something has been recovered, some- #
thing which is true. Reasons may be found and ex- - -
planations given, but they cannot threaten the mo-
ment of clarity that is the work of art. and here®

lies the vision of Roman Ingarden; he insists that
there are things we are about—reasons why our forms -

;

-
-z
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and textures and colors and sounds ‘'work.'t And

even more importantly, he leaves room for the

judgment that threatens every act of artistic

courage—sometimes it deesn't work. And may

God help us when this possibility no longer

remains; for on that day, art will be dead.

) G. David Pollick
September 4, 1981

hd
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