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INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION: 
ROMAN INGARDEN’S PHILOSOPHY RECONSIDERED

Roman Ingarden’s (1893–1970) philosophical legacy is not limited exclusively 
to ontology, as it usually is regarded. His thought also addresses aesthetics, philosoph-
ical anthropology, epistemology, ethics, axiology, philosophy of mind, philosophy of 
language, logic, philosophy of literature and original considerations on the history 
of philosophy. Ingarden’s philosophical investigations concern, but are not limited to 
such topics as the status of the world, intentionality, experience, the notion of object, 
intersubjective cognition, the existence and cognition of the literary artwork, time, 
the question of aesthetic and moral values, responsibility, and causal relations. What 
unites these different topics and accounts in Ingarden’s philosophical enterprise as a 
coherent project is the phenomenological approach, which Ingarden employs at the 
preliminary stage of research. Ingarden — who is educated in Lvov under Kazimierz 
Twardowski (1866–1938) and later in Göttingen and in Freiburg im Breisgau under 
Edmund Husserl (1859–1938) — is one of the key figures of the Göttingen Circle and 
develops in the eidetic line of the phenomenological movement. Although from the 
very beginning, he criticizes Husserl for falling into idealism and for adopting a tran-
scendental stance, his own original philosophical project is formulated in a life-long 
discussion with Husserl’s ideas. At the same time, his project is influenced by other 
prominent philosophical personalities of modern and contemporary philosophy, in-
cluding Kant, Bergson, Scheler, Hartmann, Conrad-Martius, Stein, not to mention 
the Lvov-Warsaw School of logic, and many others with whom he discusses the most 
important philosophical questions. As a result, Ingarden’s philosophy connects dif-
ferent traditions, while also presenting an original contribution to the 20th century 
philosophy and, more generally, to humanities, e.g., to the New Criticism, one of the 
dominant trends in Anglo-American literary theory and criticism. 

On the occasion of and to commemorate the fiftieth anniversary of Ingarden’s 
death, this volume presents the reader with the present collection of in-depth studies 

INTRODUCTION
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that discuss the different complexities of and explore the many topics he addresses 
in his philosophy. The main ambition of the volume is to ask about the today’s rel-
evance of Ingarden’s philosophy in general and his phenomenology in particular in 
the 21st century philosophy. While commenting on Husserl’s philosophical approach, 
Ingarden labeled his thought as an “open philosophy,” i.e., an analytical method that 
enables one to explore new topics and issues. By raising the question of Ingarden’s 
relevance for contemporary explorations, we offer to comprehend also Ingarden’s 
philosophy as the “open philosophy” that still provokes us to undertake new inves-
tigations. Of course, Ingarden’s approach is designed in a permanent discussion and 
polemics with many leading thinkers of the 20th century, including Husserl, members 
of the Lvov-Warsaw School, not to mention Hartmann or Stein. For this very reason, 
the ambition of the volume is not limited to original explorations, or adaptations of 
Ingarden’s theoretical tools. The volume rather also explores Ingarden’s philosophical 
position in the context of the 20th century phenomenological movement. Many of In-
garden’s discussions and polemics still require thorough analyzes and interpretations. 
This volume of the Horizon. Studies in Phenomenology, binds both perspectives — i.e., 
systematic and historical — to explore and to reconsider Ingarden’s philosophy. 

The volume begins with the article on “Empathy and Emotional Coexperienc-
ing in the Aesthetic Experience.” In this text, Jeff Mitschering offers a detailed discus-
sion of the problem of empathy. The author contextualizes the problem by placing it 
in its proper historical context. He shows that the problem of empathy arose from, 
among others, Lipps’s philosophy, which reconsidered by Stein and explored by Ing-
arden in his aesthetic theory. Mitscherling shows that that for Ingarden the aesthetic 
experience is conditioned by two key elements: the “objective” ontic material founda-
tion of the work and the “subjective” condition consisting in an “aesthetic attitude.” 
The author track how Ingarden modifies Stein’s approach, leading the former to place 
emphasis on emotional coexperiencing with the portrayed persons various psycho-
logical occurrences. In sum, the article holds that emotional coexperiencing is central 
to Ingarden’s phenomenology of aesthetic experience. 

In his article — “Ingarden’s Husserl: A Critical Assessment of the 1915 Review 
of the Logical Investigations”—Thomas Byrne explores Ingarden’s early philosophy 
by engaging with his review of the second edition of the Logical Investigations. The 
text examines Ingarden’s assessment of the changes Husserl made or claimed to have 
made to the second volume concerning his eidetics, transcendental idealism, and log-
ic. Byrne demonstrates that even though Ingarden composed this review text at a 
unmooring point in his career — as the 1913 publication of Ideas I shook his under-
standing of Husserl’s theory — Ingarden was able to paint a mostly accurate picture 
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of Husserl’s alterations. Byrne further compares Ingarden’s analysis to contemporary 
interpretations of the Investigations. In doing so, the author not only demonstrates the 
value of Ingarden’s theory today, but also reveals how research on the Investigations 
has matured in the one hundred years since the release of that text. 

Marek Piwowarczyk’s article on “The Ingardenian Distinction Between Insep-
arability and Dependence: Historical and Systematic Considerations” concerns the 
problem of existential (or ontological) conditioning and its elaboration in mereology. 
The author draws from the historical sources of this debate in Twardowski’s theory 
of the object and Husserl’s theory of parts and wholes. Within this background, the 
author reconstructs the main ideas of Ingarden and Ginsberg-Blaustein’s reconsider-
ations of traditional formulations, especially a distinction between inseparability and 
dependence. Additionally, the article discusses Ingarden’s theory critically to track its 
ambiguity. 

Witold Płotka in his study — “Beyond Ontology: On Blaustein’s Reconsider-
ation of Ingarden’s Aesthetics” — explores influences and polemics between Ingarden 
and Leopold Blaustein, his student from Lvov. The author addresses the popular read-
ing of Ingarden that his aesthetic theory is determined by ontology. In contrast to 
this reading, Płotka ties to show that even if Ingarden’s aesthetics does adapt some 
results of his ontology, it is developed in new directions, e.g., as the phenomenology of 
aesthetic experience. The article examines how Ingarden’s aesthetics is redesigned by 
Blaustein, leading to his reconsideration of Ingarden’s theory of purely intentional ob-
jects by interpreting it in a descriptive-psychological, or phenomenological fashion. 
The article discusses Blaustein’s critical assessment of Ingarden’s method and offers a 
thorough analysis of similarities, as well as differences between Blaustein’s and Ing-
arden’s aesthetic theories. 

In her study “The Influence of Edith Stein on Ingarden’s Concept of Person and 
Soul (Controversy over the Existence of the World, § 78),” Simona Bertolini pinpoints 
the affinities between Ingarden’s analysis of soul and Stein’s understanding of psyche. 
Bertolini formulates the thesis that Stein influenced Ingarden in regard to the concept 
of soul. This transposition is clear if one investigates the description of the soul as 
a “force,” which is present in both Stein and Ingarden. The author shows that both 
philosophers develop similar views concerning the life of consciousness as a mani-
festation of a unitary psychic entity. Bertolini compares a terminology used by both 
thinkers and shows theoretical similarities. She argues also that Ingarden used Stein’s 
ideas in his ontological project.

In his article on „Zur Roman Ingardens Auffassung der ontischen Fundamente 
der Verantwortung: Die Verantwortung als Fundament der Ontologie?“, Tomas So-
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deika critically engages with the popular reading of Ingarden as a purely aesthetic 
thinker. He shows that the basis of the Ingarden-Husserl controversy over the exist-
ence of the world did not concern aesthetics, but rather ontology. Sodeika does not 
reconstruct Ingarden’s detailed ontological theory, but instead he explores his later 
ontological account of responsibility. He argues that this late theory is in fact an elabo-
ration and continuation of Ingarden’s early ontological philosophy. The key argument 
of Ingarden in his later work on responsibility resembles the argument known from 
his first works, i.e., its intention is to prove the reality of the world. A novelty of In-
garden’s late approach consists in focusing of the experience of responsibility, rather 
than on the a priori structures of the world. In the article, the author explores main 
concepts and topics of the late philosophy of responsibility, including, the idea of rel-
atively isolated systems. 

In his interesting article, “Virtual Objects: Becoming Real,” of Bartłomiej Skow-
ron adapts Ingarden’s philosophical, mostly, ontological tools to describe how virtual 
objects exist. The author critically engages with the popular view of virtuality as fic-
tive. The author argues that virtuality is created in a similar way to intentional objects, 
but later it becomes real, and only then counts as part of the real world. To show this, 
Skowron analyses Ingarden’s view of intentional objects and holds that virtual objects 
become existentially autonomous and moreover they become actual, temporal and 
are causally conditioned by other real objects. The author emphasizes that virtual ob-
jects are not equal to real objects, as they contain spots of indeterminacy. However, 
their impact on the real world can be so strong that they have to be considered as a 
part of it.

In his text, “Revisiting Ingarden’s Theoretical Biological Account of the Literary 
Work of Art,” Matthew E. Gladden accomplishes two goals. First, he executes a his-
torical of analyzes Ingarden’s often overlooked writings about the defining features 
of living organisms. As Gladden shows, Ingarden primarily developed his account of 
the living organism to further develop his theory of the literary work of art. Gladden 
reveals that Ingarden surprisingly concludes that literary works behave in a similar 
manner to organisms. Second, Gladden employs Ingarden’s account of the organism 
to arrive at the novel conclusion, that contemporary computer games and their artifi-
cial intelligence could be considered more like living organism than even traditional 
literary works of art. 

In their article, “Roman Ingarden’s Contributions to Solving the Ontological 
and Methodological Problems of Phenomenology of Music,” Anastasia Medova and 
Anna Kirichenko ask about Ingarden’s original account of music and its relevance for 
contemporary aesthetics. The authors discuss such problems as, for instance, spatio-
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temporal constitution of music, reduction of a work of music to its performance, and 
the equally important question of the ontological status of a work of music. Medova 
and Kirichenko, following Ingarden, comprehend a musical work of art as a purely 
intentional, heteronomous, yet intersubjective object. They argue that at mental and 
audial levels, musical time unfolds in different modes and they show that the study 
of these two musical modes of time clarifies the temporal aspects of embodied mind 
and discovers the principles of the interaction between consciousness and the body.

In his article, “Roman Ingarden’s Concept of the Filmic Work of Art: Strata, 
Sound, Spectacle,” Robert Luzecky focuses on the aesthetic theory of sound-synchro-
nized film. The author emphasizes that the analysis of this type of art is rather mar-
ginal in Ingarden. In addition, the Polish philosopher defends a disputable thesis that 
the phonetic elements of sound-synchronized film play a marginal role in the filmic 
spectacle. While discussing this view, Luzecky analyzes Ingarden’s theory of a strat-
ified work of art and he critically assesses the theory that the filmic work of art is 
a borderline artwork in relation to other types of artworks. From this, he comes to 
argue that Ingarden’s theory of filmic artwork requires revisions. Luzecky’s main point 
is that one has to problematize Ingarden’s thesis regarding the ontological primacy 
of the visible in aesthetics, because that thesis devaluates the role of the sound in 
sound-synchronized films.

Heath Williams’ text, “Challenging Ingarden’s ‘Radical’ Distinction between the 
Real and the Literary” argues, in contrast to contemporary interpretations, that Ing-
arden’s analysis of the difference between real and literary objects takes epistemology 
into consideration. This text therefore contests the purity of Ingarden’s ontological 
approach. Williams’ then argues that, from an epistemological perspective, Ingarden’s 
claim to establish strong distinctions between real and literary objects, particularly 
concerning themes centered around spots of indeterminacy, can be overturned. By 
doing so, Williams’ account shifts the distinction between real and literary objects and 
presents Ingarden in a new light. Concretely, Williams accomplishes his goal by argu-
ing for five theses, all of which are altered by the shift from ontology to epistemology. 
Examples of theses that Williams’ explores are the infinitude and the finitude of given-
ness of real and literary objects, and the relationship between real world possibility 
and the concretization of spots of indeterminacy. 

The volume ends with Charlene Elsby’s “Time and its Indeterminacy in Roman 
Ingarden’s Concept of the Literary Work of Art.” In her article, Elsby writes about 
how we cognize the time of a literary work and how the author can manipulate that 
cognition for aesthetic effect. Whether time is cognized through an empathic relation 
to the characters or abstracted from the represented objectivities (which we take to be 
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temporal objects), the time of the literary work of art seems subject to variation more 
so than actual time. Elsby posits that this is due to the fact that time is a schematized 
aspect of the literary work of art, and wherever there are schematized aspects, there 
are spots of indeterminacy. She includes an analysis of a nouveau roman, Alain Rob-
be-Grillet’s La Jalousie as an example of how the author can choose to manipulate time 
within a literary work.

The editors of the Special Issue are grateful to all authors who have contributed 
to main topics connected to Ingarden’s though. The publication of the volume was 
possible due to great support of the Editorial Board of the Horizon. Studies in Phe-
nomenology. We are especially thankful to Natalia Artemenko, the Editor-In-Chief of 
the journal, not only for her help and support, but also for the will to commemorate 
the legacy of Roman Ingarden in today’s phenomenological movement.

Witold PŁOTKA, Thomas BYRNE
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После сжатого обзора предшествующих интерпретаций понятия вчувствования (эмпатии) 
в философской и психологической литературе, я собираюсь очертить трактовку этого понятия 
в работах Эдит Штайн «К проблеме вчувствования» и «Философия психологии и гуманитарных 
наук», показав при этом проблематичную широту применения термина «эмпатия» — широ-
ту, на которую обращает наше внимание и сама Штайн. Кратко остановившись на понимании 
эмпатии и переживания ценности у Штайн, я обращаюсь к некоторым особенностям анализа 
эстетического опыта в работах Романа Ингардена «Литературное произведение» и «Познание 
произведения искусства», которые имеют дело с тем, что он называет «эмоциональным пере-
живанием» читателем представленных в произведении искусства ситуаций и событий. В за-
ключении я сравниваю понимание эмпатии у Штайн с пониманием эстетического опыта у Ин-
гардена: оба они тесно связаны с субъективной деятельностью «совместного чувства» и эмоци-
ональным сопереживанием.
Ключевые слова: эмпатия, эстетический опыт, эстетическая ценность, эмоциональное сопере-
живание, личные ценности, психология, феноменология, Эдит Штайн, Роман Ингарден.

1. THE CONCEPT OF EMPATHY IN EARLY 20TH-CENTURY  
PSYCHOLOGY AND PHENOMENOLOGY

Despite its having been the topic of discussion and analysis for more than a cen-
tury, the concept of empathy remains as desperately unclear now as it was when the 
discussion began1. Our English term was coined by Edward Titchener in 1909 as the 
translation of the German Einfühlung, which had been coined by Rudolf Hermann 
Lotze in his Mikrokosmos (1858) as the translation of the ancient Greek ἐμπάθεια, 
which meant “physical affection,” or “passion”2. The German term quickly entered the 
technical vocabulary of late-nineteenth-century German philosophy and psychology, 

1 See Koss (2006) and Zahavi (2014) for reliable historical summaries and extensive references to the 
literature.

2 The Greek πάσχω, pascho, is the root of the Latin passus, as well as the English “passive,” and “pas-
sion.” The ancient Greek and Latin verbs mean “to suffer, be affected by, be influenced by passion 
or feeling.” (It is interesting to add that in contemporary [modern] Greek, empatheia has come to 
mean “animosity, ill will.”)

mailto:jmitsche@uoguelph.ca
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being employed by Robert Vischer, Theodor Lipps, and Johannes Volkelt3—but now 
in a quite different sense. In Mikrokosmos Lotze seems to have been describing a sym-
pathetic reaction to, or an experience of being acted upon and physiologically affected 
by, some quality or qualities inhering in an external object. This is the sort of physi-
cal, spatially located empatheia that Galen, for example, spoke of. Vischer, however, 
described Einfühlung in quite different terms, placing far more emphasis on the emo-
tional, psychological and spiritual features of the experience. As Juliet Koss explains: 
“Vischer used the term to describe the viewer’s active perceptual engagement with a 
work of art. […] Physical, emotional, and psychological, the process of Einfühlung 
placed the spectator at the center of aesthetic discourse” (Koss, 2006, 139)4. Theodor 
Lipps further developed the nature of this engagement by identifying it as primarily 
an act of projection, which occurs not only in our encounter with works of art but in 
all of our encounters, be they with artworks, nature, other people, or what have you. 

Lotze, Vischer and Lipps were engaged in quite different projects, and we ob-
viously cannot be concerned here with detailed discussion of their many differences. 
But their respective views on empathy—especially that offered by Lipps—exhibit a 
few distinctive features that will prove of importance to our following examination 
of the aesthetic experience. We can easily see at the outset that Vischer differentiates 
his view from Lotze’s with respect to what Koss has referred to as “the viewer’s active 
perceptual engagement”; in other words, unlike Lotze’s passive recipient of external 
stimuli, Vischer’s spectator is actively engaging with the work, not just standing by as 
an idle spectator. Lipps too stressed the active character of empathy, but Lipps took a 
significant step further when he proceeded to analyze empathy as an explicitly cogni-
tive act that involves a ‘natural instinct’ to imitate others and to express ourselves. As 
Lipps explains in the description of empathy that he offered in Leitfaden der Psycho-

3 Robert Vischer used the term „Einfühlung“ in his 1873  PhD dissertation, Über das optische 
Formgefühl: Ein Beitrag zur Ästhetik [On the Optical Sense of Form: A Contribution to Aesthetics]. The 
Munich psychologist Theodor Lipps employed the term in his Leitfaden der Psychologie (1903) and 
other works, including his two-part Ästhetik (1903 & 1906). The philosopher Johannes Volkelt, in 
his three-volume System der Ästhetik (1905–1914) adopted the term from Lipps (speaking also of 
„Einempfindung“ as distinct from „Einfühlung“ [see note 9 below]). It was in the 1909 book, Lec-
tures on the Experimental Psychology of the Thought Processes, that the English psychologist Edward 
Bradford Titchener translated „Einfühlung“ into English as “empathy.”

4 In her opening paragraph Koss offers this helpful observation: “Frequently conflated with sympa-
thy or compassion, empathy usually signifies a process of emotional and psychological projection. 
More specifically, it can refer to the concept of Einfühlung — literally, the activity of ‘feeling into’ — 
that was developed in late-nineteenth-century Germany in the overlapping fields of philosophical 
aesthetics, perceptual psychology, optics, and art and architectural history to describe an embodied 
response to an image, object, or spatial environment” (Koss, 2006, 139).
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logie: “My understanding of the life-expressions [Lebensäußerungen] of another has 
its ground in, on the one hand, the instinctive drive to imitation and, on the other 
hand, the instinctive drive to express [äußern] my own psychic experiences in a par-
ticular manner.” Lipps adds (on the last paragraph of the same page): “In every case 
[…] I experience the affect or its drive to consummation as directly bound to or be-
longing to the perceived gesture. That is, it is felt into the gesture [Er ist in die Gebärde 
eingefühlt]” (Lipps, 1903, 193).

The descriptions of empathy offered by Lipps differ in detail in his various 
accounts, but we can outline the basic picture, at least in part, that emerges from 
them as follows5: When I observe another behaving in a manner that suggests to me 
some visceral or emotional significance—that is, when I witness the “life-expression” 
of ano ther’s experience of joy, sorrow, pain, pleasure, etc.—that suggestive expres-
sion “infuses” into me (as Hume might say)6 a corresponding affect. This “infusion” 
is in fact the product of a two-fold, natural instinctive drive (instinktiver Trieb) that 
both enables and compels me first to imitate inwardly that suggestion and then to 
express outwardly the significant content of that suggestion. This outward expression 
is achieved not by means of any physical or gestural act on my part, but through my 

5 A thorough and consistent summary of Lipps’s position may well be impossible, for his use of 
terminology is inconsistent, and his analyses are repetitive and often seem to be circular. Ingarden 
appears to have come to a similar conclusion. In a note in The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art 
(203, n31), he writes: “Lipps means by ‘empathy’ [Einfühlung] very diverse phenomena and sub-
jective activities, which he does not distinguish from one another. It is not possible to sort this out 
here.” Wilhelm Worringer presented what I’ve found to be the most helpful exposition of Lipps’s 
position, but it fails in the end to present that position as entirely coherent; it’s about two pages long 
and consists largely of quotations taken from Lipps’s 1905 paper, “Empathy and Aesthetic Pleasure.” 
See Worringer (1997), Abstraction and Empathy: A Contribution to the Psychology of Style, trans. 
Michael Bullock (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, Inc., 1997); passages quoted from (Rader, 1952, 444–446). 

6 As Zahavi notes in Self & Other: “Incidentally, Lipps might have been influenced by Hume’s account 
since it was Lipps who translated Hume’s A Treatise of Human Nature into German” (Zahavi, 2014, 
103, n2). Regarding “infused,” see David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, Book II, Part I, Sec-
tion XI: “Of the love of fame”: “A good-natured man finds himself in an instant of the same humour 
with his company; and even the proudest and most surly take a tincture from their countrymen and 
acquaintance. A chearful countenance infuses a sensible complacency and serenity into my mind; 
as an angry or sorrowful one throws a sudden damp upon me. Hatred, resentment, esteem, love, 
courage, mirth and melancholy; all these passions I feel more from communication than from my 
own natural temper and disposition. So remarkable a phaenomenon merits our attention, and must 
be traced up to its first principles.

 When any affection is infused by sympathy, it is at first known only by its effects, and by those ex-
ternal signs in the countenance and conversation, which convey an idea of it. This idea is presently 
converted into an impression, and acquires such a degree of force and vivacity, as to become the 
very passion itself, and produce an equal emotion, as any original affection.”
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act of projecting that significant content into the physical or gestural behavior of the 
other; this is what is meant by “feeling the emotion into the gesture” of the other. 
This entire psychological process is what Lipps refers to as “empathy,” and he further 
claims that this is “positive empathy” when it is in accord with my nature, and “nega-
tive empathy” when it is opposed to my nature. When it is a case of positive empathy, 
I may experience what Lipps calls “complete empathy” in the “consummation” of the 
projection; that is, I may immerse myself in the visceral or emotional significance of 
the projection to such an extent that the distinction between myself and the other 
vanishes, and a loss of the self and “oneness” with the other are achieved.

In her PhD dissertation, On the Problem of Empathy, Edith Stein described 
Lipps as the one “who has achieved the most toward our goal” of explaining how such 
objects “as the psycho-physical individual, personality, etc., arise within conscious-
ness” (Stein, 1964, 35)7, yet she at the same time found his achievement to be limited. 
As she explains (in the sentences immediately following the one just quoted):

He seems to be bound by the phenomenon of the expression of experiences. […] With 
a few words he lays aside the profusion of questions present in the treatment of this 

7 Stein offers many relevant details regarding both Lipps and Husserl in her autobiographical Life in 
a Jewish Family. For example: “Now the question needed to be settled: what did I want to work on 
[in her PhD dissertation]? I had no difficulty in this. In his course on nature and spirit [in the sum-
mer semester of 1913], Husserl had said that an objective outer world could only be experienced 
intersubjectively, i.e., through a plurality of perceiving individuals who relate in a mutual exchange 
of information. Accordingly, an experience of other individuals is a prerequisite. Husserl named 
this experience Einfühlung, in connection to the works of Theodor Lipps, but he didn’t speak about 
what it consists of. Here was a lacuna to be filled; therefore, I wished to examine what empathy 
might be. The Master found this suggestion not bad at all. However, almost immediately, I was 
given another bitter pill to swallow: he required that, as format for the dissertation, I use that of 
analytical dialogue with Theodor Lipps. He liked to have students clarify, in their assignments, the 
relation of phenomenology to the other significant directions current in philosophy. This was not 
his forte. He was too occupied with his own thoughts to take time for comparative study of others. 
And whenever he demanded that of us, he found us as unwilling. He used to say, with a smile: ‘I 
educate my students to be systematic philosophers and then I’m surprised that they dislike any tasks 
that have to do with the history of philosophy.’ 

 At first he was inexorable. Though it went against the grain, I had to make a thorough study of 
the long list of works by Theodor Lipps” (Stein, 1986, 269–270; I have slightly revised Josephine 
Koeppel’s translation of the German). “Often I spent a great part of the day [in the winter semester 
of 1914] in the philosophical seminar room, studying the works of Theodor Lipps. […] I read book 
after book, taking copious notes; and the more material I gathered, the more awhirl was my head. 
What Husserl, judging by his brief indications, thought of as ‘empathy’ and what Lipps designated 
as such apparently had little in common. For Lipps it was the concept point-blank at the center of 
his philosophy; it ruled his aesthetics, ethics, and social philosophy; and it also played a role in his 
theory of knowledge, logic, and metaphysics” (Stein, 1986, 277).
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problem. For instance, he says about the conveyor of these phenomena of expression, 
“We believe a conscious life to be bound to certain bodies by virtue of an ‘inexplicable 
adjustment of our mind’ or a ‘natural instinct’.”
This is nothing more than the proclamation of wonder, declaring the bankruptcy of sci-
entific investigation. And if science is not permitted to do this, then especially not phi-
losophy. (Stein, 1964, 35)

Stein rejected Lipps’s recourse to “natural instinct” as an explanation of how 
our consciousness comes to be linked to our bodies, for it struck her as scientifically 
and philosophically illegitimate: Lipps was attempting to describe the explanandum 
by reference to an inexplicable explanans. Moreover, by locating that inexplicable ex-
planans in the individual person’s nature (Wesen), Lipps was identifying the origin of 
personal identity as lying exclusively in the individual subject; that is, the role of the 
other in the development of the subject’s experienced individuality is minimized, if 
not entirely denied. Stein’s own account will do just the opposite.

In the opening chapter of On the Problem of Empathy, “The Essence of Acts 
of Empathy,” Stein proceeds to construct her own account of empathy by criticizing 
Lipps on several points, all of which seem to follow from his view of the act of empa-
thy as consisting essentially in “projection.” According to Lipps’s account, I am capable 
of accurately recognizing the behavior or gesture of another as the life-expression of 
a particular affective state (a particular emotion, passion, pain, etc.), and thereby to 
experience the innate drive to imitate it (i.e. to feel it) and to express it in my own be-
havior or gesture (smile, grimace, etc.), and then to project it (to feel it into) the other, 
only if I have myself previously experienced that affective state. In short, if I haven’t 
already experienced a particular affective state, I won’t be able to “recognize” it in 
another. Lipps fully embraces this conclusion. As Zahavi observes: “Consequently, it 
shouldn’t really come as a surprise that Lipps repeatedly speaks of other individuals as 
multiplications of one’s own ego, that is, as products of empathic self-objectification” 
(Zahavi, 2014, 105)8. Zahavi also provides us with the perfect passage from Lipps’s 
1905 book, Die ethischen Grundfragen:

The other psychological individual is consequently made by myself out of myself. His in-
ner being is taken from mine. The other individual or ego is the product of a projection, 
a reflection, a radiation of myself—or of what I experience in myself, through the sense 
perception of an outside physical phenomenon—into this very sensory phenomenon, a 
peculiar kind of reduplication of myself. (Lipps, 1905, 17)

Stein found such an egocentric account simply incomprehensible. In the sec-
ond chapter of her book, Stein describes in detail the many stages of development 

8 Zahavi cites (Lipps, 1907, 360).
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comprising “The Constitution of the Psycho-Physical Individual.” In the course of 
this development, empathy too evolves in complexity, from its earliest appearance as 
“sensual empathy” to its culmination as “the basis of intersubjective experience” and, 
thereby, “the condition of possible knowledge of the existing outer world.” A brief dis-
cussion of that early form of empathy will help us recognize the depth and subtlety of 
Stein’s view (especially in contrast to those offered by her predecessors). Stein begins 
her discussion of “The Conditions of the Possibility of Sensual Empathy” with an ex-
amination of this earliest form of empathy as follows9:

The possibility of sensual empathy (“a sensing-in,” we should say to be exact) is warrant-
ed [i] by the interpretation of our own living body as a physical body and our own physi-
cal body as a living body by virtue of the fusion of outer and bodily perception, [ii] by the 
possible change in position of this body in space, and finally [iii] by the possibility of the 
variation in imagination of its real composition while retaining its type. (Stein, 1964, 54)

One of Stein’s German terms here is an allusion to Johannes Volkelt (Stein, 1917, 
65): “sensual empathy [Empfindungseinfühlung] (‘a sensing-in’ [Einempfindung], we 
should say to be exact) […].” Einempfindung (as I mention in note 2) was a term used 
Volkelt used in his three-volume System der Ästhetik (1905–1914), distinguishing it 
from Einfühlung. As Stein will proceed to explain two pages later:

As we already noted, this basic level of constitution has always been ignored so far. 
Volkelt goes into “sensing-in” in various ways, but he briefly characterizes it as the re-
production of sensation and does not explore its own essence. Neither does he consider 
its meaning for the constitution of the individual, only considering it as an aid to the oc-
currence of what he alone designates as empathy. This is the empathizing of feelings and 
especially of moods. He does not want to call sensation [Einempfindung, ‘sensing-in’]10 
empathy because, if empathy stopped at sensations, it would be “something frankly pit-
iful and lamentable.” We do not want to impute this to empathy by any means. On the 
other hand, our preceding demonstrations show that sensations cannot be assessed quite 
so narrowly. (Stein, 1964, 56 / 1917, 67–68)

What Stein is basically arguing in these passages, and in fact throughout the re-
mainder of this chapter of her book, is that the term “empathy” is best understood as 
referring to “The grasping of foreign experiences [das Erfassen fremder Erlebnisse]—
be they sensations, feelings, or what not,” and this “grasping” of another’s experiences 

9 I have modified Waltraut Stein’s translation; I have also added the numbers in square brackets.
10 The mistranslation of Einempfindung (“sensing-in”) as “sensation” (Empfindung) slightly confuses 

the meaning of Stein’s sentence. Stein is saying that Volkelt refused to identify “sensing-in” as empa-
thy, because this would imply that empathy was exclusively a kind of sensing, or “sensation”; if this 
were the case, empathizing of feelings and moods would be impossible.
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“is a unified, typical, even though diversely differentiated modification of conscious-
ness.” Since this “grasping” requires a name, Stein has “selected the already customary 
term ‘empathy’ for some of these phenomena,” and she adds: “Should one desire to re-
tain this for the narrower domain, then he must coin a new expression for the broader 
one” (Stein, 1964, 56). In short, for Stein, “empathy” refers to an entire complex of acts 
of consciousness that grasp an enormous variety of “foreign” experiences, ranging 
from sense experience (the initial appearance of which involves the “foreignness” of 
the physical body to the living body), through passion, emotion and feeling, to the 
contemplation of ideas, the experience of wonder and awe, and the recognition of val-
ue. It has not often been pointed out that Stein’s view of empathy is in this sense quite 
similar to that of Lipps: Both thinkers describe empathy—or more precisely, a wide 
spectrum of instances of different, significantly distinct acts of empathy—as operative 
at every level of human consciousness (for Stein) or cognition (for Lipps).

2. STEIN ON EMPATHY AND THE EXPERIENCE OF VALUE

Bearing in mind that, according to Stein, at the social level the object of our act 
of empathy is the other’s experience, not the object of the other’s experience, how does 
this act proceed in the case of another’s experience of value? Or more significantly, 
how could it possibly proceed in the case of another’s experience of a value that I have 
not myself recognized, a value that itself is foreign to me? Stein deals with this issue 
in the concluding pages of the third and final chapter of On the Problem of Empathy 
(Stein, 1964, 104–105)11. After remarking that “In principle, all foreign experience 
permitting itself to be derived from my own personal structure can be fulfilled,” she 
adds that “I cannot fulfill what conflicts with my own experiential structure.” Nev-
ertheless, “I can still have it given in the manner of empty presentation.” Stein then 
offers this intriguing illustration:

I can be skeptical myself and still understand that another sacrifices all his earthly goods 
to his faith. I see him behave in this way and empathize a value experiencing as the mo-
tive for his conduct12. The correlate of this is not accessible to me, causing me to ascribe 
to him a personal level I do not myself possess. In this way I empathically gain the type 
of homo religiosus by nature foreign to me, and I understand it even though what newly 
confronts me here will always remain unfulfilled. (Stein, 1964, 104–105)

11 This chapter, “Empathy as the Comprehension of Mental Persons,” offers several extraordinarily 
rich phenomenological observations regarding value, all of which deserve lengthy discussion that 
we cannot pursue here. 

12 Stein’s German in this sentence recalls Lipps’s use of the verb einfühlen: „Ich sehe, daß er so handelt 
und fühle ihm als Motiv seines Handelns ein Wertnehmen ein…“ (Stein, 1917, 129).
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If I’m an unbeliever and have no personal experience (and therefore no “experi-
ential structure”) of faith, when I witness another whom I understand to be sacrificing 
all his earthly goods to his faith, I interpret his behavior as motivated by a value expe-
riencing. That value itself, however—which is the correlate of his behavior—I cannot 
comprehend, and I ascribe to the other a personal level (eine personale Schicht) which 
I myself do not possess. In other words, while I can understand what the other is do-
ing, I cannot fully comprehend the meaning of what he is doing—that is to say, I do 
not recognize its value. Nevertheless, I have become aware of both its presence and its 
power in motivating behavior that appears to be of value to others. And as Stein will 
explain further: 

By empathy with differently composed personal structures we become clear on what we 
are not, what we are more or less with others. […] Since the experience of value is basic 
to our own value, at the same time as new values are acquired by empathy, our own unfa-
miliar values become visible. When we empathically run into ranges of value locked into 
us, we become conscious of our own deficiency or disvalue. Every grasping of different 
persons can become the basis of a value comparison. […] We learn to see that we experi-
ence ourselves as having more or less value in comparison with others. (Stein, 1964, 105)

We can more deeply appreciate the significance of Stein’s illustration when we 
read that it seems to allude to her own personal experience, as we see in account of 
the influence Scheler exercised on her thinking during her time in Göttingen. She 
recounts that Scheler had recently returned to the Catholic Church, and “he was quite 
full of Catholic ideas at the time” (Stein, 1986, 260). This was, she tells us, her “first 
encounter with this hitherto totally unknown world,” and while it did not yet lead her 
to “the Faith,” “it did open for [her] a region of ‘phenomena’ which [she] could then 
no longer bypass blindly.”

The barriers of rationalistic prejudices with which I had unwittingly grown up fell, and 
the world of faith unfolded before me. Persons with whom I associated daily, whom I 
esteemed and admired, lived in it. At the least, they deserved my giving it some serious 
reflection. For the time being, I did not embark on a systematic investigation of the ques-
tions of faith […]. I was content to accept without resistance the stimuli coming from my 
surroundings, and so, almost without noticing it, became gradually transformed. (Stein, 
1986, 260–261)

So we see that such “gradual transformation” proceeds largely by way of our 
empathic grasping of another’s value experiencing, and that empathy is a necessary 
condition of our recognition and assimilation of those highest ethical and religious 
values upon which our societies are themselves grounded. We become members of a 
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social world when we discover and appropriate the values that define and make possi-
ble that world. And these same values also play a constitutive role in the world of the 
work of art.

3. EMPATHY AND VALUES BELONGING TO THE WORLD 
OF THE WORK OF ART

In Philosophy of Psychology and the Humanities, Stein remarks that “personal 
values, like all values in general (the existential values excepted) have substance inde-
pendently of the existence of their carrier. They can be experienced in fictive carriers 
just as well as in real carriers, and either way they deploy their full efficacy in the 
experiencing individual” (Stein, 2000, 216)13. When we read a novel or watch a film, 
we may understand the behavior of the “fictive” characters represented in the work 
as being motivated by, or being consistent with, the same “real,” substantially existing 
values that we find operative in our real world. But Stein is saying more than that. She 
is arguing that a work of art may present to us new and entirely unfamiliar values. 
Stein does not explain at any length how the work of art might be capable of doing 
this, or of precisely what conditions must be met in order to render this possible. As 
she explained in a letter to Ingarden (dated 27 April 1917), she “saw the whole thing 
merely as a plan [ein Schema]” that she “would fulfill in the course of [her] lifetime” 
(Stein, 1993, 16), and while she did fill out a good deal of this “schema” in the two trea-
tises comprised in her 1922 work, Philosophy of Psychology and the Humanities (Stein, 
2000), neither of these treatises deals with aesthetic experience14. Given the impor-

13 The passage continues: “Those values correspond to attitudes whose contents have an invigorating 
power intrinsic to them. The beauty of a figure that I behold ignites in me the enthusiasm that spurs 
me to artistic creation. The hero of an epic poem fills me with admiration, and out of that admi-
ration the urge wells up to emulate him. In both cases the experienced values are not only motives 
that prescribe the direction of my deed, but at the same time they furnish the propellant power that 
it requires” (Stein, 2000, 216).

14 The first treatise, “Sentient Causality,” attempts “to work out plainly the twofold basic lawfulness—
causality and motivation—operating together within one sentient subject with a sensuous-men-
tal essence”; the second treatise, “Individual and Community,” “broadens the consideration from 
the isolated sentient individual to super-individual realities, and thereby seeks to attain broader 
insights into the composition of the mental cosmos” (Stein, 2000, 1). Ingarden cites the former 
treatise (along with works by Husserl and Geiger) in his Literary Work of Art (Ingarden, 1973a, 
272, n. 21) with specific “regard to the difference between ‘internal’ and ‘immanent’ perception”; 
four notes later, Ingarden writes: “It is only the investigations performed by the phenomenologists 
(Pfänder, Scheler, Geiger, E. Stein), as well as by some tendencies in psychoanalysis, which have 
again opened the way for studying what is psychic in the true sense” (Ingarden, 1973a, 273, n. 25).
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tance that Ingarden will accord to value in the creation and co-creation of the world 
of the work of art, and to the role that aesthetic experience plays in our moral and 
spiritual development as individuals in a community of shared values (the importance 
of which Stein herself suggested), Ingarden’s further exploration of this topic comes as 
no surprise. It is also not surprising to find that key features of Ingarden’s account bear 
a remarkable similarity to features found not only in Stein’s account of empathy, but 
also in the descriptions of aesthetic experience offered by Volkelt and Lipps.

Ingarden presented his most extensive and detailed account of aesthetic experi-
ence in The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art. In Chapter 4 of that work, “Varieties 
of the Cognition of the Literary Work of Art,” Ingarden offers two notes that situ-
ate his own position with respect to Thomas Vischer, Theodor Lipps, and Johannes 
Volkelt (curiously making no mention of Stein):

In his System der Ästhetik, 3 vols. (Munich: Beck, 1905-14; 2nd ed. 1925-27), Johannes 
Volkelt speaks of a “supplementation” [Ergänzen] in the aesthetic experience of “real sen-
sation” [wirkliche Empfindungen] by “representational sensations” [vorgestellte Empfin-
dungen]. He speaks in this connection of an “empathy” [Einempfindung] and of a “seeing 
in addition to what is there” [Mitsehen]. It seems to me that both are closely connected 
with the facts I have described here. (Ingarden, 1973b, 182, n. 8)

The term here translated as “empathy” is Einempfindung, which we have trans-
lated earlier as “sensing-in.” Stein uses this term when speaking of the earliest (or at 
the least a very early) appearance of empathy: The fusion of outer and bodily percep-
tion giving rise to “the interpretation of our own living body as a physical body and 
our own physical body as a living body” makes possible (and perhaps gives rise to) 
“sensing-in” [Einempfindung], which Volkelt actually distinguished from Einfühlung 
proper (see our note 10), but which Stein wants to identify as a primitive, perhaps orig-
inary, form of empathy. Ingarden is claiming in the above passage that Volkelt’s and 
Stein’s concept of “sensing-in”—as well as the concept of Mitsehen, i.e., “seeing-with,” 
or “seeing” something non-sensible along with that which is sensibly given—is con-
sistent with the view that he is presenting. A note that Ingarden offers almost forty 
pages later returns to this topic of sensation and empathy, now going a step further:

The existence of numerous theories of “empathy” advanced in Germany from Fr. Th. 
Vischer to Theodor Lipps and Johannes Volkelt in order to solve the problems which the 
aesthetic experience posed at that time for scholars is proof that this “sensory” perceiva-
bility of certain works of art is to be taken with a grain of salt. That does not mean that I 
advocate these various theories of empathy. All that is “perceivable by the senses”—even 
in all “plastic” art—is merely the physical thing which constitutes the ontic foundation 
of the work of art, hence the “painting” in contradistinction to the “picture.” (Ingarden, 
1973b, 220, n. 47)
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While Ingarden does not himself “advocate” the theories of empathy promoted 
by Lipps and Volkelt, he cites them as indicative of the dissatisfaction of these authors 
with the view, expressed by Tatarkiewicz among others, that the work of art “is sim-
ply given to us in sense perception.” Ingarden obviously shares their dissatisfaction, 
maintaining that what is given to us in sense perception is neither the aesthetic object 
nor even the work of art, but simply the ontic foundation of the work of art, the ini-
tial encounter with which gives rise to our aesthetic experience of the work of art. As 
Ingarden describes this: “In order to apprehend the work of art, we must always go 
beyond the sense perception which serves as a point of departure and beyond the real 
things given in sense perception and, through a transition to the aesthetic attitude, 
allow the aesthetic object to be constituted” (Ingarden, 1973b, 221)15. In the course of 
that experience, while our sense perception provides us access to the material ontic 
foundation of the work, our access to the work of art requires some other means of 
cognitive access, and one that Ingarden has now suggested might be “closely con-
nected” to the Einempfindung and Mitsehen he spoke of in the preceding note. And 
indeed, “sensing-in” and “seeing-with” do play a central role in aesthetic experience as 
Ingarden describes it.

Our aesthetic experience is most fundamentally conditioned by two key ele-
ments, the first being the “objective” ontic material foundation of the work—the phys-
ical text, for example, or the painted canvas—and the second being the “subjective” 
condition consisting in our adoption of an “aesthetic attitude,” to the unique nature 
of which belongs what Ingarden calls “the disposition of reality acceptance.” As he 
explains in The Literary Work of Art: 

It is precisely this disposition for a reality acceptance that never reaches serious con-
summation, that is always held back at the last moment, as it were, that forms the special 
nature of the aesthetic attitude and carries with it that unique stimulation we get from 
dealing with works of art in general and with literary works in particular. (Ingarden, 
1973a, 342)

This disposition has traditionally been referred to as “the suspension of disbe-
lief ” in the non-reality of the world represented in the work of art. It is this suspension 
of disbelief which makes it possible for us to accept, and to be affected by, the actions, 
events and situations that are being presented to us as real in the world represented in 

15 Ingarden focuses on this issue in Cognition’s lengthy (42-page) §24: “The aesthetic experience and 
the aesthetic attitude.” For a defense of the notion of the aesthetic attitude against recent criticism—
in particular, that offered by George Dickie in his widely republished paper, “The Myth of the Aes-
thetic Attitude” (Dickie, 1964)—see Mitscherling (1988).
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the work of art. It has been widely recognized by theorists as a fundamental feature of 
at least some varieties of aesthetic experience since it was introduced by Samuel Tay-
lor Coleridge in his Biographia Literaria of 1817, and it has also been connected with 
sympathy since that time. Coleridge spoke of this feature as resting on the condition 
of what he identified as “the two cardinal points of poetry,” which are “the power of 
exciting the sympathy of the reader by a faithful adherence to the truth of nature, and 
the power of giving the interest of novelty by the modifying colours of imagination”16 
(Coleridge, 1817). When Coleridge and William Wordsworth agreed to collaborate 
on the project of Lyrical Ballads, they divided their respective tasks into two sorts of 
poetry. Coleridge was tasked with one sort, which would deal with supernatural “in-
cidents and agents” and would aim at “the interesting of the affections by the dramatic 
truth of such emotions, as would naturally accompany such situations, supposing them 
real.” And Wordsworth was tasked with a second sort of poetry, dealing with subjects 
“chosen from ordinary life” and with everyday “characters and incidents.” Wordsworth 
“was to propose himself as his object, to give the charm of novelty to things of every 
day, and to excite a feeling analogous to the supernatural” by directing the mind “to 
the loveliness and the wonders of the world before us…” (Coleridge, 1817). Coleridge’s 
work, on the other hand, was to “be directed to persons and characters supernatural, 
or at least romantic; yet so as to transfer from our inward nature a human interest and 
a semblance of truth sufficient to procure for these shadows of imagination that willing 
suspension of disbelief for the moment, which constitutes poetic faith.” “Exciting the 
sympathy of the reader” was of primary importance to Wordsworth and Coleridge, 
for this made possible the “transfer from our inward nature a human interest and a 
semblance of truth” into the “shadows of imagination” that in turn made the reality 
of their represented world believable to us. Wordsworth and Coleridge recognized, in 
short, that it is the realistic representation of characters with whom we can sympathize 
that makes possible our acceptance of the “reality” of the poetically represented world. 
And this “sympathy,” it seems, is itself conditioned by the presence and the power of the 
values belonging to the work being experienced. 

16 Coleridge is here recalling conversations that he and William Wordsworth shared from 1797  to 
1798 while neighbors in Nether Stowey, a village in South West England. In 1798 Coleridge and 
Wordsworth published the first edition of their co-authored Lyrical Ballads, containing 19 poems 
by Wordsworth and 4 poems by Coleridge (including his Rime of the Ancient Mariner). The date 
of the publication of this work is taken to mark the beginning of the romantic period in English 
literature.
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4. EMPATHY AS EMOTIONAL COEXPERIENCING IN  
OUR ENGAGEMENT WITH THE WORK OF ART

As we saw above, according to Stein we become members of a social world when 
we discover and appropriate the values that define and make possible that world. Stein 
also maintained that “personal values, like all values in general (the existential values 
excepted) have substance independently of the existence of their carrier. They can be 
experienced in fictive carriers just as well as in real carriers, and either way they de-
ploy their full efficacy in the experiencing individual” (Stein, 2000, 216). She explains 
further:

Those values correspond to attitudes whose contents have an invigorating power intrin-
sic to them. The beauty of a figure that I behold ignites in me the enthusiasm that spurs 
me to artistic creation. The hero of an epic poem fills me with admiration, and out of 
that admiration the urge wells up to emulate him. In both cases the experienced values 
are not only motives that prescribe the direction of my deed, but at the same time they 
furnish the propellant power that it requires. (Stein, 2000, 216)

The sort of values we are speaking of are those which, as we saw above, Stein 
called “personal values,” which “can be experienced in fictive carriers just as well as in 
real carriers, and either way they deploy their full efficacy in the experiencing individ-
ual” (Stein, 2000, 216). Such “personal values” play a large role in Ingarden’s aesthetics 
as well. These are the values belonging to the persons represented in the work of art, 
whose characters are exhibited through their actions and behavior in given situations. 
While Ingarden may have disagreed with Stein on the question of the substantiality 
and ontological independence of values, he appears to agree with her entirely on the 
constitutive role played by value in the establishing of social reality, be this the reality 
of the “real world” or that of the world of the work of art. As he explains in The Cog-
nition of the Work of Art:

But as soon as the act of empathy is performed, there takes place that strange direct in-
tercourse or companionship with the imagined person and his condition. 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 reality. These acts of emotional coexperiencing [des emotionalen 
Mitlebens] are the first form of the emotional response of the aesthetically experiencing 
subject [des ästhetisch erlebenden Subjekts] to the constituted aesthetic object. (Ingarden, 
1973b, 203) 

Stein insisted that in our act of empathy we do not experience the object of 
another’s experience but, rather, we experience the other’s experiencing of that object. 
Ingarden shifts the focus of Stein’s analyses in On the Problem of Empathy: Instead 
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of speaking of a subject encountering another subject whose attention is directed at 
some “object,” Ingarden speaks of our emotionally coexperiencing with the portrayed 
persons various psychological occurrences; for example, emotional responses to evoc-
ative events or situations in which these persons, and I along with them, find them-
selves. 

As Ingarden explains, when we engage aesthetically in the recreative process of 
the concretization of the various schematized elements belonging to a complex work 
of art, such as a lengthy novel, we find ourselves intimately involved in the herme-
neutic task of fulfilling aspects of that work which the author had left unfulfilled and 
thereby open to any number of possible actualizations. We flesh out the unfulfilled 
aspects by inserting features or elements drawn from our own experience and deter-
mined at least in part by our own prejudices—that is, our personal likes and dislikes, 
fears and desires, and so on. Basically, we inject a part of ourselves into the work as we 
concretize it, thereby assuring that the work possesses a personal significance for each 
one of us, and turning the work into a mirror of sorts: All of us readers see ourselves 
individually reflected in it because each of us has contributed something to its consti-
tution and full concretization, and a major part of our individual contributions will 
commonly be evaluative or value-laden17.

As readers we’ve already invested ourselves in the cocreation of the world of 
the work, and this means that we find it both personally significant and familiar at a 
very deep level—that is to say, even if we’re reading a novel set on an alien planet at 
some time far in the past or in the distant future, our own contribution as cocreators 
of the world of that work will guarantee that it contains sufficient familiar elements 
to render it habitable for us; that is, it will be world that we could imagine ourselves 
as living in. Such a familiar, habitable world invites the reader to engage emotionally 
with whatever situations might arise within it, and to do so quite unconsciously and 
without pause or hesitation. It is this familiarity of the world of the work that enables 
the reader to immerse herself so completely, not as idle spectator but as personally 
engaged participant, in the actions and affairs, as well as the emotional responses and 
states of mind, of the characters represented in the work. The reader comes to engage 
(as far as this is possible) in the same activities, and adopt the same emotional atti-
tudes and responses, as do the persons portrayed in the work. 

As we observed in the opening paragraph of this paper, whereas Vischer used 
the term Einfühlung in describing the viewer’s active perceptual engagement the work 

17 See Ingarden’s discussion of “the values revealed in the aesthetic experience” (Ingarden, 1973b, 
213).
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of art as proceeding at the physical, emotional, and psychological levels, Lipps further 
developed the concept of Einfühlung by identifying it as, most essentially, an act of 
projection. With regard to the empathy we might feel toward a person (real or fic-
tional), Lipps maintained that this act consists in our projecting ourselves into that 
person and subsequently identifying the emotion being experienced by that person as 
identical with the emotion we are feeling. In short, we feel our emotion into the person 
with whom we empathize. Both Stein and Ingarden reject this view, and while Stein’s 
observations on empathy extend across a wide range of quite different sorts of expe-
rience—from an originary encounter with our own body as “foreign” to the higher 
social orders of intersubjective participation in community—her basic description of 
the experience of intersubjective activity is far closer to Ingarden’s description than 
has commonly been acknowledged. The chief difference between their analyses lies 
in Ingarden’s not having employed the term “empathy” in reference to so many dif-
ferent sorts of experience, and this may have been due simply to the difference in the 
trajectories of their research: Whereas Stein’s research was initially focused on “the 
problems emerging one by one in the literature on empathy before [her]: aesthet-
ic empathy, empathy as the cognitive source of foreign experience, ethical empathy, 
etc.” (Stein, 1964, 3), Ingarden encountered the concept of empathy in the course of 
his analyses of the ontology and epistemology of works of art. And one fundamental 
feature—perhaps the fundamental feature—of the act of empathy is acknowledged 
and similarly described by both of them: namely, it always proceeds as a kind of coex-
perience.

We must stress again that this is not “projection” in the sense in which Lipps 
used the term. We’re not projecting ourselves into the person portrayed in the work 
of art. We are projecting ourselves into the situation represented in the world of the 
work, and we are co-experiencing the same emotion as the portrayed person who is 
located in that same position. This co-experiencing is an intersubjective act, i.e., an 
action performed by more than one subject in which the plurality of agents together 
constitute the single subjectivity, “we.” The “I” does not project itself into the “she,” nor 
does the “I” replace the “she.” Rather, the “I” and the “she,” through their participation 
in the same activity, become the “higher unity,” “we”18. 

18 See Stein (1964, 17): “Let us go back to sympathy with foreign experience. We said that the ‘I’ in 
co-experiencing another is turned toward the object of the foreign experience, that it has the fo-
reign experience present empathically at the same time […]. Now let us modify this case somewhat 
[…]. Now I intuitively have before me what they feel. It comes to life in my feeling, and from the ‘I’ 
and ‘you’ arises the ‘we’ as a subject of a higher grade.” 
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We are now in a position better to understand the following passage from The 
Cognition of the Literary Work of Art:

It was once very common to speak of “empathy [Einfühlung],” and perhaps this could be 
applied in the cognition of persons portrayed in literature, if there is actually such a thing 
as empathy [Einfühlung]. Basically, it is here more a matter of feeling along with [Mit-
fühlen] the people portrayed for us, hence of a certain sympathy [Sympathie] with them. 
In any case, it is no purely intellectual or mental act and also no mere mental image, but 
an experience in which the element of feeling [das Moment des Fühlens], as well as the 
element of an emotional coexperiencing [das Moment des gefühlsmäßigen Miterlebens] 
of psychological occurrences along with the portrayed persons, plays an essential role. 
(Ingarden, 1973b, 237)

In his note 31 to the “Varieties of Cognition” chapter (part of which we cited in 
our note 5 above), Ingarden observes: “Lipps means by ‘empathy’ [Einfühlung] very 
diverse phenomena and subjective activities, which he does not distinguish from one 
another. It is not possible to sort this out here. I should like, however, to emphasize 
that, when I speak of ‘empathy’ here, I mean only one kind of the facts which Lipps 
covers with this expression.” Given that he agreed with Stein that the “subjective ac-
tivities” of “feeling with,” and sympathy, and emotional coexperience do in fact take 
place, both in our real-world encounters in the social world and in our aesthetic en-
gagements with works of art, it is reasonable to suppose that here, in adding the con-
dition “if there is actually such a thing as empathy,” Ingarden is speaking of the term 
as it had once been commonly employed in imprecise reference to “very diverse phe-
nomena and subjective activities”19. Emotional coexperience is central to both Stein’s 
examination of empathy and Ingarden’s examination of the aesthetic experience, and 
their respective analyses are perhaps most profitably to be read as complementing one 
another.
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В статье дается критическая оценка написанной в  1915  году рецензии Романа Ингардена на 
второе издание «Логических исследований» Эдмунда Гуссерля. Я проясняю и критикую про-
ведённый Ингарденом анализ различий между первым изданием 1901 года и вторым издани-
ем 1913  года. Я отдельно останавливаюсь на трёх положениях его интерпретации. В первую 
очередь, я показываю, что Ингарден справедливо отвергает утверждение Гуссерля о том, что 
он начинает практиковать эйдетический подход к исследованию сознания только в 1913 году, 
поскольку Гуссерль уже проводил эйдетический анализ в 1901 году. Во-вторых, я показываю, 
что Ингарден заблуждается, полагая, что во втором издании Гуссерль полностью преобразовал 
собственную философию в трансцендентальный идеализм. В то время как Гуссерль, судя по 
всему, принимая трансцендентальную феноменологию и утверждая в своих программных за-
явлениях, что интенциональное содержание и объект отныне включены в область его исследо-
вания, фактически не изменяет описания интенциональных отношений соответствующим об-
разом. В-третьих, я показываю, что Ингарден верно предсказывает ряд логических идей Гуссер-
ля, свойственных его поздней философии. Этот анализ дополняет современные представления 
об эволюции философии Ингардена, более пристально акцентируя развитие его практически 
забытой ранней мысли. Моя критическая оценка опирается как на позднейшие труды Гуссер-
ля, так и на новейшую литературу, посвященную «Исследованиям». Действуя таким образом, 
я надеюсь продемонстрировать то, как развивалось восприятие «Исследований» в течение ста 
лет после выхода этого текста, а также изложить свои собственные взгляды на эти затрудни-
тельные вопросы.
Ключевые слова: Ингарден, Гуссерль, феноменология, Логические исследования, трансценден-
тальная редукция, логическая грамматика, сущность, дескриптивная психология.

1. INTRODUCTION

During his studies in Göttingen, Roman Ingarden came to interpret Edmund 
Husserl’s Logical Investigations (Husserl, 1984; Hereafter, Investigations)1 as endors-
ing metaphysical realism, a view which Ingarden looked favorably upon. Ingarden 
took Husserl as claiming that there existed an objective reality behind the presented 
phenomena. Certainly, Ingarden was not alone in this reading of Husserl, as both his 

1 I provide references to the corresponding English translation where available, following a slash after 
the page number of the text, in its original language.
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contemporaries from the Göttingen school and many later phenomenologists have 
understood the early Husserl in this manner2. Moreover, Husserl’s courses, which 
Ingarden attended, also seem to suggest that this interpretation was correct. In the 
1912/13 “Metaphysical and Scientific Exercises concerning Nature and Spiritб” Hus-
serl certainly does follow his more realist tendencies3. 

For these reasons, Ingarden was most surprised with the contents of Ideas I 
(Husserl, 1977), which was published in 1913 and discussed in the 1913/14 Winter 
Course, “Phenomenological Exercises for the Advanced Student.” Reasonably, but 
incorrectly, Ingarden perceived Husserl as abandoning his realist project, instead 
adopting the opposite position of metaphysical idealism4. Ingarden, as is well known, 
largely considered this to be a mistake on Husserl’s part and was rather disturbed by 
2 For example, Emmanuel Levinas, in his study of Husserl’s theory of intuition, interpreted Husserl as 

if his early descriptions of intentionality endorsed a metaphysically realist position (Levinas, 1978). 
For another case, Theodore De Boer unabashedly asserts that the Husserl of 1901 concluded that 
there is a world that exists behind the appearances of the phenomena (De Boer, 1978, 195–197). 
Finally, even J. N. Findlay, the English translator of the Investigations, argues that Husserl adopted a 
metaphysically realist position in his “breakthrough work” and that he had become a metaphysical 
idealist after the transcendental turn of 1907 (Findlay, 1972, 235–243).

3 It is surprising that this view has been so historically popular, because it is relatively clear, from 
many of Husserl’s statements throughout the Investigations, that his 1901 philosophy took a meta-
physically neutral stance towards the question of reality. In the Second Investigation, Husserl not 
only explicitly rejects metaphysical realism by denying that there is something that is independent 
of consciousness, but also affirms that all metaphysical definitions of reality need to be set aside 
during his analysis (Husserl, 1984, 129). Moreover, in the Fifth Investigation, he emphasizes that 
there is a fundamental distinction between metaphysical and phenomenological projects (Husserl, 
1984, 401). Finally, in the Sixth Investigation, Husserl rebukes Kant for falling into a metaphysically 
polluted philosophy (Husserl, 1984, 729–732). At the same time, I also do not fully understand how 
Ingarden, prior to 1913, did not realize that Husserl had begun to formulate and adopt transcen-
dental idealism. This seems curious to me, because Husserl, in his 1906–1907 lecture course—“In-
troduction to Logic and the Theory of Knowledge” (Husserl, 1985)—lays out his discovery of the 
three “paths” to the epoché and the transcendental reduction. Dan Zahavi explains that in those 
lectures, “Husserl argues that it is necessary to leave the project of a descriptive phenomenology be-
hind in favor of a transcendental phenomenology if one wishes to truly clarify the relation between 
the act, the meaning, and the intended transcendent object” (Zahavi, 2002, 102). Even though In-
garden did not attend these lectures, it seems that he naturally would have at least been informed 
about their contents. Cf. (Płotka, 2017, 84).

4 Mitscherling elucidates Ingarden’s views on the Husserl of 1901 and 1913, writing, “Ingarden main-
tains that Husserl clearly occupied a realist position at the time of the Logical Investigations but 
that from the time of the Ideas he headed in the direction of transcendental idealism. He further 
maintains that the arguments in support of Husserl’s idealist position are either unsatisfactory or 
even quite wrong” (1997, 49). To be noted is that Ingarden did not only initially oppose this osten-
sible turn in Husserl’s thought, but sought throughout his career to demonstrate why it was mis-
guided. This tendency of Ingarden’s philosophy culminated in his Controversy over the Existence of 
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this development5. It is just at this turning point in Ingarden’s philosophical career, in 
1915, that he wrote his first ever publication, which is a review of the second edition of 
the Investigations (Ingarden, 1915/1993; Hereafter, Review), which Husserl published 
in 1913.

Ingarden must have found himself in a difficult position when trying to review 
the new edition of Investigations. This is, in part, because Husserl sought, with his 
alterations, “to raise the old work entirely and truly to the level of the Ideas” (Husserl, 
1975, 10). At the same time, Husserl believed that this process of modification and 
raising had to be gradual6, where the Investigations could only conform to the insights 
of Ideas at the end of the text, that is, once the new draft of the Sixth Investigation 
was composed and released7. However, Husserl never completed this task, as he cut 
off his modifications of the Sixth Investigation after attempting to rewrite the entire 
text from scratch8. Accordingly, when reading the second edition of the Investigations, 
while one can see that Husserl is striving to achieve a unity with Ideas, it becomes 
clear that the Investigations never actually reach that point. Furthermore, because the 
revisions were only partially finished, further complications arise, where the insights 
of the First through Fifth Investigations seem to be not wholly consistent with those 
from the Sixth. As Ingarden had largely accepted Husserl’s descriptive psychology 

the World (Ingarden, 1947), wherein Ingarden advocates, in contrast to Husserl, for an ontological 
methodological approach. Cf. (Gierulanka, 1989, 8).

5 At that time, it was not only Ingarden who saw Husserl’s shift in perspective problematic. Rather, 
many of Husserl’s other students — especially his older pupils from the Göttingen circle — found 
Husserl’s new position upsetting. Ingarden recalls that in the seminars that followed the publication 
of the Ideas, “Quickly, there developed a very lively discussion, as many of Husserl’s older students 
raised objections against the idealistic tendency with regards to the sense and operation of the tran-
scendental reduction from Ideas I […]. A series of claims from Ideas I created a certain confusion 
among the circle of Husserl’s students from Göttingen, and thus there were many active confron-
tations between individual participants of the seminar and Husserl, who strived, above all else, to 
clarify the correct sense of his expositions in the Ideas and also to defend his standpoint from a se-
ries of questions […]. During the course of the discussion of Husserl’s seminar from 1913/15, there 
began to arise continually more sharp differences between Husserl’s standpoint and the standpoint 
of his students from the Göttingen school” (Ingarden, 1968, 113). For further discussion of this 
controversy, cf. (Plotka, 2020a, 2020b). 

6 Husserl writes that he wished, “To lift the reader gradually, in the course of discussion, to a relative-
ly raised total level of insight” (1975, 11/1970, 5). 

7 Husserl writes that the reader should, “in a conscious way be raised, and truly so, such that, in the 
final Investigation, in essence, the level of the Ideas is reached” (1975, 11/1970, 5).

8 For more information on Husserl’s incomplete revisions to the Sixth Investigation, now published 
as Husserliana XX-1/2 (2005, 2005), see (Bernet, 1988; Byrne, 2020a, 2020b; Melle, 1998, 2002).
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from 1901 and rejected his transcendental idealism from the 1913 Ideas, he must have 
been split about how to review the second edition, which is a strange mixture of both9.

Despite the fact that Ingarden’s Review was composed at this unmooring point 
in his career, where he was beginning to formulate his opposition to Husserl’s new 
theory, and even though it was published at this turning point in phenomenology as a 
whole, little attention has been paid to it. Scholars have instead chosen to focus more 
on Ingarden’s later work, where he presents his mature theory and his robust critique 
of Husserl in more detail10. This essay seeks to remedy this gap in the literature: The 
paper critically engages with Ingarden’s Review of the second edition of the Investigations. 
This analysis augments current readings of the evolution of Ingarden’s philosophy, 
by more closely examining the development of his largely neglected early thought. 
I execute this critical assessment by drawing both from Husserl’s later writings and 
from recent literature on Husserl’s Investigations. In doing so, I hope to additionally 
demonstrate how continental research on the Investigations has evolved and matured 
in the over one hundred years since the publication of that text, while also taking my 
own stance on these controversial interpretative issues11.

Throughout my critical engagement with Ingarden’s Review, I not only seek to 
point out the elements of his discussion of Husserl that are not fully justified, but also 
the fragments that seem to be adequate12. Concerning the former, with the hindsight 
of over a century of secondary literature behind us and with the continued publication 
of the Husserliana Editions, it is naturally possible to recognize where Ingarden did 
not interpret Husserl entirely correctly. More interesting; however, is that Ingarden’s 
Review is much more accurate than one would expect. Husserl’s designation of Ing-
arden as his “most serious and gifted” student (Schuhmann, 1977, 178), was certainly 
right, as his Review demonstrates that he had a better understanding of Husserl’s phi-
losophy than even many scholars today. The precision of Ingarden’s Review is, in large 
part, due to his methodological approach. Perhaps because Ingarden was torn about 
how to interpret the second edition—as it mixes transcendental phenomenology with 

9 Indeed, as Husserl says, in the new edition, he was struggling “to work the old and the new into 
one.” For more information on Husserl’s process of synthesis, see (Panzer, 1984, XVI–XVII).

10 Cf. (Bielawka, 2011; Bostar, 1994; Galarowicz, 1982; Kroński, 1933; Tischner, 1972; Wallner, 1987).
11 Zahavi writes, “I think it is virtually impossible to appraise the phenomenological project in Logical 

Investigations without taking a stand on its relation to Husserl’s later works” (Zahavi, 2002, 102).
12 In this sense, the goals of the current work stand in contrast to much of the contemporary litera-

ture. As Mitscherling writes, “Much of the most recent scholarship has attempted both to discred-
it Ingarden’s criticisms of Husserl and to establish that Husserl was not in fact an idealist at all” 
(Mitscherling, 1997, 44).
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descriptive psychology—there is, strictly speaking, not a single direct critical remark 
about Husserl’s changes. While Ingarden’s Review is certainly not neutral, he still states 
and explores some of the alterations Husserl made in a matter of fact way13. Because of 
Ingarden’s straightforward examination of the second edition, his Review is not tinged 
with the bias one would expect. Instead, Ingarden’s Review is rigorous and fair.

While Ingarden claims that his text addresses four tenets of Husserl’s theory14, I 
find it more appropriate to execute the critical assessment of his Review by examining 
three of Ingarden’s insights15. In section two, I look at Ingarden’s discussion of Hus-
serl’s views on eidetics in the first and second edition. In section three, I examine Ing-
arden’s conclusions about the importance of Husserl’s “discovery” of the transcenden-
tal reduction for the second edition. In section four, I explore Ingarden’s assessment 
of Husserl’s changes to his pure logical grammar16. Finally, in section five, I briefly 
mention how further study of Review could augment contemporary scholarship on 
the evolution of Ingarden’s thought. Concerning methodology, in each section of the 
body of the text, I first discuss Ingarden’s straightforward elucidation of Husserl’s the-
ory in 1901 and 1913. I then lay out Ingarden’s assessment or critique of Husserl’s 
understanding of the changes from the first to the second edition. Finally, I examine 
whether Ingarden is correct in his appraisal of Husserl. 

13 I would contend, in contrast to Szylewicz, that Ingarden did not publish his Review in Polish so as 
to be “non-confrontational” (Ingarden, 1993, 2–3) with Husserl, as there simply is no confrontation 
to speak of in the essay at all. Rather Ingarden likely released his Review in Polish to evangelize on 
behalf of phenomenology, as that school of thought was not well known by the Polish philosophical 
community at the time. This attempt was; however, ultimately less than successful. As Mitscherling 
writes, “It should be mentioned here that Ingarden remained in a sense ‘philosophically isolated’ 
for the better part of his career, for phenomenology never came to be widely accepted as legitimate 
philosophy in Poland” (Mitscherling, 1997, 17).

14 Ingarden asserts that, in his Review, he will address (1) the kinds of objects Husserl’s philosophy 
investigates, (2) the scope of Husserl’s analysis, (3) Husserl’s methods, and (4) the epistemic value of 
Husserl’s philosophy (Ingarden, 1915, 306/1993, 4).

15 For those further interested in historical details, Ingarden discusses some of the events that led up 
to his composition of the review of the second edition in his “My Memories of Edmund Husserl” 
(Ingarden, 1968), as can be found on pages, 57–58. 

16 To be clear, in this essay I only discuss that which Ingarden says about the Investigations and do not 
criticize him for not addressing other transformations Husserl made to his philosophy in 1913. To 
rebuke Ingarden, because he did not explore each and every one of Husserl’s changes would cer-
tainly be unfair to Ingarden, especially because he asserts–at the start of his text–that he will only 
examine “substantive changes in the solutions of problems” and “amplifications supported by new 
analyses” in his very short Review (Ingarden, 1915, 305/1993, 4).
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2. EIDETIC REDUCTION

Ingarden begins his Review by analyzing Husserl’s dubious claim, found both 
in the foreword to and in the body of the second edition, that a primary difference 
between the first and second editions is that, in the latter, but not in the former, he 
executes the eidetic reduction. According to Husserl, this results in a situation where 
the objects studied, the methods of investigation, and the nature of the discoveries of 
the two editions are fundamentally different.

In the first edition, because—as Husserl claims—he had not performed the 
eidetic reduction, he believes that he was only looking to describe real experienc-
es and was—ostensibly—not seeking to uncover the essences of those experiences. 
His descriptive psychology supposedly was studying the real events of the existing 
psycho-physical subject in the world. Summarizing Husserl’s view, Ingarden writes, 
“the objects of [the 1901] descriptive psychology are the real experiences of mind 
endowed individuals–hence, facts belonging to the real” (Ingarden, 1915, 306/1993, 
4)17. Methodologically, to study these real experiences of the subject, the descriptive 
psychologist simply executes an inner perception to examine their ongoing mental 
processes18. To further explain this point, Husserl writes in the foreword to the second 
edition that in the first edition, “the psychological description performed in inner ex-
perience are put on a level with description of the external events in nature performed 
in external description” (Husserl, 1975, 13). Finally, Husserl asserts that, because of 
its objects and method, the results of (descriptive) psychology are relative. As they are 
discovered via induction, they are “merely probable,” and contingent upon the factical 
nature of consciousness (Ingarden, 1915, 306/1993, 5)19.

In the second edition; however, Ingarden writes that, “Husserl adds extensive 
remarks concerning the phenomenological method, placing particular emphasis on 
reductions, which […] make it possible to adopt a stance oriented toward the pure 
essences of the items under investigation” (Ingarden, 1915, 305/1993, 5). By taking 
into account the eidetic goal of his philosophy in the second edition, Husserl can fo-
cus on the essence of different experiences, rather than on merely describing the real 

17 In his recent article, Płotka expertly discusses Ingarden’s conception of psychology. Cf. (Płotka, 
2020b, 154–157).

18 Ingarden explains Husserl’s point by asserting, “The objects of descriptive psychology, on the other 
hand, are accessible to knowledge in an act of inner experience, an experience that serves as the sole 
possible means for establishing their real existence” (Ingarden, 1915, 305/1993, 4).

19 Husserl makes one exception to this conclusion. As Ingarden states, “this does not, of course, apply 
to rational psychology, i.e., the pure ontology of mental states” (Ingarden, 1915, 305/1993, 5). 
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experiences of real persons. Husserl writes, in 1913, that, “The descriptions of phe-
nomenology are said to deal neither with lived experiences of empirical persons. […] 
Phenomenology knows nothing of persons: it raises no questions in regard to such 
matters” (Husserl, 1975, 13). Ingarden interprets this claim to mean that, for Husserl, 
the objects studied in the new edition are, “the essences of Experiences and the inter-
connections between them.” As a result of the eidetic reduction, the laws revealed by 
phenomenology are thus laws that “are valid irrespective of whether or not individual 
objects falling under a given ‘Species’ do exist in the mode of reality” (Ingarden, 1915, 
305/1993, 5). Accordingly, Husserl also can claim that the discoveries of phenome-
nology obtain a priori and are not relative in the way that the results of descriptive 
psychology are.

After outlining Husserl’s conclusions about his own work, we find several state-
ments by Ingarden, which, while not straightforwardly critical, do indicate Ingarden’s 
recognition of the fact that Husserl is not entirely accurate in his later assessment of 
the first edition. As Heidegger would later note in 1919, Husserl’s understanding of 
his project in the Investigations was deficient and that it is necessary to differentiate 
between and separately analyze Husserl’s meta-reflections about his own works and 
the actual analyses found in Husserl’s texts (Cf. Heidegger, 2010, 120). For Ingarden’s 
part, he claims that Husserl was incorrect in his 1913 interpretation that his 1901 text 
was—because of its methodology—unconcerned with essences. Instead, Ingarden as-
serts that Husserl was already studying essences in the 1901 work. Speaking of the 
first edition, Ingarden writes that, “as a matter of fact, already at that time the bulk 
of the analyses had the form of an a priori cognition of the essence of consciousness” 
(Ingarden, 1915, 306, n. 1/1993, 11, n. 26). At another point, Ingarden claims that, 
even though Husserl wants to say that there are these important differences between 
the first and second edition, “for the most part, it is in this spirit,” that is, in the spirit 
of the eidetic reduction, “that the logical investigations were carried out” in the first 
edition (Ingarden, 1915, 307/1993, 5). 

The important questions for current purposes are: Are these interpretative 
claims made by Ingarden correct? Is Ingarden right in his indirect criticism of Hus-
serl’s own reading of his 1901 and 1913 views on eidetics? While the answer is messy 
(as almost any conclusion about the relationship between the first and second edition 
is), one can say that Ingarden is mostly right in his assessment20.

20 Ingarden’s conclusions are not only correct in themselves, but they also correspond with his later 
findings. In both his essay On the Aims of Phenomenologists (Ingarden, 1919) and in his „Über die 
Gefahr einer Petitio Principii in der Erkenntnistheorie“ (Ingarden, 1921), Ingarden holds that the 
eidetic approach is fundamental for phenomenology, even if one does not call this level of analysis 
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On the one hand, Husserl himself admits, in his “Draft of a Preface to the Logi-
cal Investigations” (Husserl, 2002)21, that he had already, albeit inchoately, developed 
his philosophy as an eidetics in the first edition. He there writes that, “De facto, the 
analyses [of the first edition] were executed as analyses of essence” (Husserl, 2002, 
312)22. On the other hand, as just stated, we cannot trust Husserl’s own interpretation 
of his work. Indeed, as we find that Husserl presents conflicting readings of the first 
edition around the same time (in the foreword to the second edition and in “Draft of 
a Preface”), we have a clear example of why his own understanding of the first edition 
is particularly troublesome, to say the least.

Even though Husserl’s own words do not provide us with sufficient evidence, 
Ingarden’s interpretation can be recognized as correct, when it is noted that, in the 
100 years since the publication of the Investigations, scholars have consistently claimed 
and convincingly demonstrated that Husserl does formulate his 1901  theory as an 
immature eidetics. For some examples of such interpretations, Miguel Garcia-Baro’s 
1991  article is partially dedicated to arguing that, “In actuality, Husserl presented, 
already in the First Edition of his Logical Investigations, a very precise and elaborate 
theory of essence, one which he incorporated as a major constituent in his ‘Elements 
of a Phenomenological Elucidation of Knowledge’ (Sixth Investigation)” (Garcia-Ba-
ro, 1991, 233). Moreover, Robert Sokolowski, in his 1971  text, shows clearly that a 
core goal of the first edition is “to bring the essence out in such a process […] which 
Husserl calls eidetic intuition” (Sokolowski, 1971, 337). For one final example, Dieter 
Lohmar grounds his analysis of the Investigations on the fact that, in the first edition, 
“Husserl’s method is a descriptive analysis of acts of consciousness. It seeks not only to 
be an empirical-psychological investigation of factual consciousness but to determine 
the essential, necessary structures of consciousness” (Lohmar, 2019, 110)23.

‘eidetic reduction.’ Accordingly, it could be said that the Review of the second edition inspires or 
perhaps is in continuity with Ingarden’s later thought in this regard. 

21 While written in 1913, the text was only published in 1939. Ingarden, to my knowledge, was not 
acquainted with the Draft, as only Fink, Langrebe, and Stein worked on these relevant manuscripts 
to prepare them for publication. For more information on the history of “Draft of a Preface,” see 
(Bossert & Peters, 1975, XVII–XX).

22 Moreover, Husserl goes so far as to correctly state that, if he were simply studying the factical expe-
riences of consciousness in the first edition, his analysis would have fallen back into psychologism. 
He writes in “Draft of a Preface” that, “The entire refutation of psychologism rests on the fact that 
the analysis, especially that of the Sixth [Investigation], but also the other Investigations, were taken 
as analyses of essences” (Husserl, 2002, 312).

23 For other examples of prominent scholars who maintain this interpretation, see (Heffernan, 2013; 
Fisette, 2009; Kersten, 1975).
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At the same time, Ingarden is right to state that Husserl did not have a properly 
mature understanding of his philosophical project as an examination of the essences 
of experience. Ingarden correctly notes that the eidetic nature of phenomenology only 
became strongly emphasized in the second edition of Investigations. Ursula Panzer, 
in agreement with Ingarden’s interpretation, writes, “The pure eidetic orientation of 
phenomenology was stressed by Husserl in numerous editions and changes of the 
second edition” (Panzer, 1984, XXXII). Husserl also acknowledges this point in “Draft 
of a Preface,” stating that, even though he was performing eidetic studies, “they were 
not executed in an entirely clear reflective consciousness” (Husserl, 2002, 312). In 
particular, Husserl had not made evident what exact role the investigated examples of 
experience played in the uncovering of essences. It is only in the second edition that 
Husserl explicitly states that they are exemplary singular cases, on the basis of which, 
ideation can be performed (Husserl, 1975, 412).

3. TRANSCENDENTAL REDUCTION

While Ingarden claims that Husserl’s first and second edition are similar to 
each other as both study essences, he concludes that the second edition still “stresses 
a current conception of phenomenology that is somewhat different” (Ingarden, 1915, 
307/1993, 5). This change to Husserl’s project, which Ingarden notes, is that Husserl is 
now seeking to describe transcendental consciousness. Stated in more explicit terms, 
according to Ingarden, Husserl transforms his philosophy from a metaphysically real-
ist eidetic psychology into an idealist transcendental phenomenology. He writes that, 
this novel conception of the second edition, “is bound up with Husserl’s efforts to 
resolve the problem pertaining to [the notion of] pure transcendental consciousness” 
(Ingarden, 1915, 307/1993, 5).

Concretely, this means, according to Ingarden, that Husserl has altered how he 
conceives of consciousness. Husserl, in 1901, distinguished between phenomenolog-
ical and intentional contents of consciousness, claiming that only the latter can be 
studied by his descriptive psychology. Husserl—in his programmatic claims—asserts 
that the intentional content and object are excluded from his domain of research (Hus-
serl, 1984, 352–375)24. These phenomenological contents are understood, in 1901, as 
the “reell phenomenological unity of the I-experience” (Husserl, 1984, 411). Husserl 
described phenomenological consciousness as the reell Bestand of the intention, in-
cluding the Inhalt (sensations or sensory phantasms), apprehension, and quality of 
24 As a result of this choice, as Zahavi writes, “All that is left to phenomenology seems to be noetic 

analyses” (Zahavi, 2002, 101).
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the act (Husserl, 1984, 624–625). Ingarden summarizes this point by writing, “The 
domain of study was [in the first edition] pure consciousness as the totality of all 
‘Experiences’ […] one should note that in the First Edition ‘Experience’ signified all 
moments which really are consciousness (reele Momente des Aktes)” (Ingarden, 1915, 
307/1993, 6). The importance of this conclusion for Ingarden, which goes unstated 
in the Review itself, is that Husserl’s descriptions ostensibly make no explicit claims 
about the existence of the intentional object of consciousness, such that he can be read 
as the metaphysical realist, which Ingarden took him to be.

In the second edition; however, Husserl alters his notion of and terminology 
regarding consciousness. He states that the phenomenological contents, which are ex-
amined by his philosophy, include not only the reell contents, but also the intentional 
contents and object (Husserl, 1984, 335, 391–393). Ingarden writes, “Currently, in 
addition to those ‘reelle Momente (Inhalt) des Akte,’ (today) the subject matter of phe-
nomenology includes not only the ‘noesis,’ but also the ‘noema’ of the intentional Ex-
periences, which, as connected into a stream of consciousness, and as acts belonging 
to a ‘pure Ego,’ make up transcendental consciousness” (Ingarden, 1915, 307/1993, 6). 
Both the reel and intentional contents are now taken to be moments within the whole 
intentional correlation, where both must be studied always together. Importantly, 
Ingarden takes this to mean that Husserl has transformed the Investigations into a 
transcendental project. The object cannot be said to exist out there in what Ingarden 
takes to be the “real” world, but rather, “can only exist just as it constitutes itself in a 
strictly circumscribed manifold of pure acts, as the necessary correlate of those acts, 
acts from which it draws its very ‘sense’ and ‘existence’ ” (Ingarden, 1915, 307/1993, 
6). Ingarden believes that, as a result of this change, the fundamental goals of Husserl’s 
phenomenology have shifted. While Husserl’s philosophy was, on Ingarden’s account, 
previously conceived of as a preliminary epistemological investigation into the foun-
dation of sciences, it is now taken to be, “the ultimate and absolute elucidation of the 
sense of all objects” (Ingarden, 1915, 307/1993, 6).

Ingarden justifies this interpretation by turning to Husserl’s analysis of sensa-
tions and the objects, which they can intuitively represent. Ingarden summarizes Hus-
serl’s view by writing, “The sensations present, in corresponding perceptions of the 
material object, objective characteristics of those objects, and they do so by means of 
apprehensions that confer sense and categorial form on [sensations]” (Ingarden, 1915, 
308/1993, 7). From this, Ingarden concludes that, in the new edition, Husserl accepts 
the fundamentally transcendental conclusion that, “Nature is the necessary correlate 
of a certain determinate structure of a group of transcendental acts” (Ingarden, 1915, 
308/1993, 7).
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Is Ingarden correct in his interpretation concerning the importance of the tran-
scendental reduction for the new formulation of the second edition? While Ingarden 
is not entirely off the mark, his assertions are certainly less than accurate. On the 
one hand, Ingarden is correct to see that Husserl is attempting to raise his project of 
the second edition of Investigations to a transcendental idealism. On the other hand, 
the exact details of how successful Husserl is in this attempt are seemingly lost to In-
garden.

The first inadequate view of Ingarden’s reading of these ideas, which needs to 
be discussed, does not concern the changes Husserl made in the second edition, but 
rather his understanding of the first edition. These issues need to be raised, because it 
is on the basis of this misreading that Ingarden commits his misinterpretation of the 
second edition. Straightforwardly asserted, Ingarden is incorrect when he states that 
Husserl made no claims about the objects of intentions in 1901, but that he was only 
looking at the reell content of consciousness. Because Ingarden had read Husserl’s 
1901 Investigations as endorsing a metaphysical realism, he believed that Husserl’s de-
scriptive psychology would not come close to suggesting that the object is constituted 
by consciousness. Yet, it is evident that Husserl does make many statements about the 
intentional object in the first edition25. Despite Husserl’s methodological claims to 
the contrary, his descriptive psychology was never limited to an analysis of the reell 
content. Even in the introduction to the Investigations, where Husserl emphasizes that 
his project will examine the reell, Husserl writes that the intention possesses both 
the reel content and the ideal intentional content and that the intentional object is a 
descriptive trait of the intention (Hussrl, 1984, 5–23). Zahavi explains how Husserl’s 
descriptions of the intentional object become even more explicit in the Fifth Investi-
gation, writing:

Husserl’s last comment is confirmed in the Fifth Investigation, with its focus on inten-
tionality. A careful study of this Investigation immediately reveals that Husserl constant-
ly makes references to both the intentional object and the intentional content in his anal-
ysis. Not only does his investigation disclose that the act is composed of an immanent 
content, it also instantiates an intentional content, and constitutes an intentional object. 
(Zahavi, 2002, 101)26

This first inadequate view leads directly to Ingarden’s misreading of the changes 
Husserl makes in the second edition. Namely, Ingarden is misguided when he asserts 

25 On this point, see (Byrne, 2017a, 2017b).
26 While I largely agree with Zahavi, I would push back against his claim that Husserl asserts that 

consciousness constitutes the object in the first edition. 
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that Husserl’s terminological alterations fundamentally shift the substance of his anal-
yses to be an examination of transcendental consciousness and its constitutive pow-
ers. Even though Husserl claims that the phenomenological contents are now to be 
understood as the reell and the intentional contents, this does not materially change 
how Husserl executes his study. He does not, as he does in Ideas, execute a robust de-
scriptive analysis of the noema. Rather, his previous descriptions concerning the act 
and (to a lesser extent) the intentional object, stand in largely the same form as they 
appeared in the first edition. Ursula Panzer, in her introduction to the Husserliana 
edition, emphasizes this point in even more explicit terms, writing, “Irrespective of 
these changes in terminology, in the reworking of the Fifth Investigation, there is no 
indication of the fact that Husserl pursued this ‘methodological suggestion’ […] The 
original limitation of phenomenological analysis to the reel contents of experience 
was thus not [fully] repealed” (1975, LIV-LV). 

Furthermore, a close examination of the second edition reveals that Ingarden’s 
justification for his interpretative claims also falls flat. In contrast to Ingarden’s con-
clusions, in the first and second editions, Husserl’s descriptions of the apprehension of 
sensations are almost identical. That is, during his discussion of apprehension, Hus-
serl does not add any conclusions about the transcendental nature of consciousness, 
nor does he make any explicit metaphysical claims about the existence of the intended 
object (Cf. Drummond, 2003; Urban, 2010). From this, one can also conclude that the 
overall goals of the text do not shift as substantially as Ingarden asserts.

4. LOGIC

The final particularly noteworthy tenet of Ingarden’s reading of Husserl’s sec-
ond edition, which should be briefly touched upon, is his interpretation of Husserl’s 
new conception of logic. Indeed, Ingarden dedicates an exceptional number of words 
to this topic, as the Fourth Investigation was reworked extensively in Husserl’s new 
edition. 

Forgoing further introductory comments, I note that Ingarden states that, while 
composing the second edition, Husserl became clear on the relationship between for-
mal logic and epistemology. Ingarden’s 1901 Husserl concludes that formal logic in-
vestigates meanings in their unities so as to establish a “deductive system of logical 
propositions” (Ingarden, 1915, 309/1993, 7). In contrast, Husserl would conclude, in 
1913, that in order to attain philosophical knowledge of logical truths, so Ingarden 
states, “we must bring to philosophical clarity the basic logical concepts and laws” (In-
garden, 1915, 309/1993, 8). That is, we have to execute the pertinent acts of meaning 
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in an intuitive manner, so as to evidently perceive their validity. Moreover, Ingarden 
claims that these conclusions stand in contrast to those of the first edition, because 
they differentiate, in no uncertain terms, the orientation of epistemology and logic. 
While logic is concerned with the meanings of acts and their intuited meant objects, 
“the objects of epistemology are the essences of the very acts of cognitive conscious-
ness, and its ultimate aim is self-evident insight into the essence of cognition and its 
variants” (Ingarden, 1915, 309/1993, 8). Importantly, on this basis, Ingarden claims 
that Husserl also shifts his understanding of the interrelationship between logic and 
phenomenology. He states that Husserl now conceives of phenomenology as provid-
ing the foundation for logic, writing, “Having gained clarity concerning the essence of 
phenomenology, Husserl abandoned his earlier defense against the reproach of a ‘re-
lapse into psychologism’ and replaced it with an argument to the effect that philosophi-
cal logic has its foundations in pure phenomenology” (Ingarden, 1915, 309/1993, 7). 

To be finally noted is that Ingarden believes that Husserl also changes his ac-
count of the three levels of pure logical grammar — and specifically the second, which 
is meant as a safeguard against Widersinn. In contrast to the first edition, Ingarden 
claims, 

inconsistency of sense (Widersinn), which is determined by logical laws of validity is now 
conceived […] as the impossibility (or, in the case of consistency of sense, as the possi-
bility) of the existence of the objects expressed by the meaning, insofar as the objects are 
conditioned by meanings’ own peculiar essence. (Ingarden, 1915, 309/1993, 8) 

For Ingarden, this new theory of Widersinn is critical to determining the logical 
sphere of meaning and to describing the objects meant by the meaning.

One final time, we must ask, are Ingarden’s interpretative claims correct? 
Straightforwardly stated, Ingarden not only accurately outlines most of Husserl’s con-
clusions, but also predicts many of the later developments of Husserl’s thought. 

Concerning Ingarden’s reading of Husserl’s reconception of the relationship be-
tween logic and epistemology, he is by and large right. While Husserl’s understanding 
of that relationship, in 1901, was more precise than Ingarden gives him credit for27, it 
is still the case that Husserl does more maturely distinguish between logic and epis-

27 Rinofner-Kreidl writes, that for the Husserl of 1901, “the task of descriptive psychology [is] to 
determine the relationship between psychology and logic with the help of an investigation of inten-
tional experiences and their contents. Descriptive psychology is to deliver a description of the ori-
gin of the fundamental logical concepts in determinate types of acts and to explicate a doctrine of 
the intentionality of consciousness that clarifies how a consciousness must be constituted such that 
an objective relation to objects [objektive Gegenstandsbeziehung] is possible for it” (Rinofner-Kreidl, 
2019, 27). Cf. (Byrne, 2017c, 2018, 2019). 
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temology in the new edition in many of the ways that Ingarden outlines. At the same 
time, Ingarden exaggerates the evolution of Husserl’s understanding of phenomenol-
ogy and logic. Husserl had not yet, in the 1913  edition, recognized that he would 
have to “abandon” his attack of psychologism, to instead defend his philosophy by 
grounding logic in transcendental phenomenology. In fact, this insight would only 
occur to Husserl much later in his career; namely, in his Formal and Transcendental 
Logic (Husserl, 1977). Sonja Rinofner-Kreidl summarizes this turn in the late Husserl 
well, when she writes, 

In Formal and Transcendental Logic […] Husserl now sees the reason for the failure 
of a scientific logic up to this time in the objectivistic attitude of logical investigations, 
which separates the logical objects from every relation to subjective acts of thinking. A 
transformation in phenomenology’s conception of science underlies this turn against 
objectivism: Pure logic, as ‘objectivistic’ universal doctrine of science, is not the funda-
mental science, but rather pure phenomenology, whose object is the intentional relation 
(conceived in abstraction from existence). (Rinofner-Kreidl, 2019, 38)

Finally, it can be said that Husserl also did not completely reform his under-
standing of Widersinn, by claiming that such counter-sense could be recognized via an 
intuition of the impossibility of the meaning. Instead, Husserl retained his insight that 
counter-sense could only be discovered by intuiting analytic or synthetic inconsisten-
cy. It should be noted, as it is of importance to the evolution of Husserl’s oeuvre, that 
his theory of possibility and impossibility would undergo a radical transformation in 
his unpublished 1913/14 Revisions to the Sixth Logical Investigation (Hua XX-1/2). 
There, Husserl, via an extensive analysis, does shift his views in ways that are crucial 
for his understanding of the logical sphere and for his conception of the overarching 
nature of his transcendental idealism (Husserl, 2002, 171–217). As I cannot go into 
the details of Husserl’s new and complex theory of possibility and impossibility from 
the 1913/14 Revisions here, I direct the reader to Bernet’s expert 2004 article on that 
transformation28.

28 Bernet writes that, when developing this new account of possibility, “Husserl is never moved to 
cast doubt upon the intentional correlation between the act and the object […] Making headway 
in this direction, Husserl is not only brought to distinguish between a broad verses a strict sense of 
phenomenological idealism, but will also show that the transcendental consciousness that assures 
us of the actual reality of the world must be a consciousness that is once both embodied and inter-
subjective” (Bernet, 2004, 4). 
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5. CONCLUSION

In this essay, I explored and critically assessed Ingarden’s interpretation of the 
second edition of Husserl’s Logical Investigations. Despite the fact that Ingarden com-
posed his text at a tumultuous time in his philosophical career—as the publication of 
Ideas I shook his understanding of Husserl’s theory—and even though the phenom-
enological movement was in its infancy, Ingarden was able to paint a surprisingly 
accurate picture of Husserl’s changes to his “breakthrough” work. While Ingarden was 
not able to provide a fully accurate account of the role of the transcendental reduction 
in the second edition, he was able to clearly identify the similarities between the eidet-
ics of the first and second editions and he even anticipated some of the conclusions, 
which Husserl would arrive at in his future works on formal and transcendental logic. 
Moreover, by executing this analysis, I have shown how research on the Investigations 
has matured in the one hundred years since the release of that work, while also pre-
senting my own views concerning these difficult interpretative issues.

It is my hope that by executing the goals of this paper, other scholars will be 
inspired to draw not only from Ingarden’s later writings, as has often been the case, 
but also to produce research on his early texts, including this 1915 Review. On this 
point, I should mention that, while I have touched upon some of the important ten-
ets of Ingarden’s assessment, he develops many other insights about Husserl’s work 
throughout the Review, which are worthy of study, as those conclusions are not only 
fascinating in themselves, but also because they help to shape Ingarden’s later thought. 
These include Ingarden’s analyses of Husserl’s transformation of his descriptions of 
the ego and Husserl’s new insights about independent and non-independent objects, 
Husserl’s novel conception of the relationship between psychology and the natural 
sciences, and finally, Husserl’s different approach to his confrontation with Hume and 
Locke in the second edition. A more comprehensive investigation into these other 
interpretative claims and how they relate to and motivate Ingarden’s thinking about 
Husserl, transcendental philosophy, and ontology would; however, be the task of a 
much larger project. It was rather the more modest goal of this paper to present a crit-
ical assessment of Ingarden’s 1915 Review, so as to shed new light on his early thought 
and on the inception of the communal project of phenomenology. 
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В настоящей статье я собираюсь показать различение неотделимости и зависимости у Ингарде-
на. Мои размышления носят как исторический, так и систематический характер. Историческая 
сторона статьи преследует двоякую цель: во-первых, я показываю, что в идущей от Брентано 
традиции проблема экзистенциальной (или, шире, онтологической) обусловленности была пе-
ренесена в теории о соотношении части и целого. Лучшими примерами подобного подхода вы-
ступают теория предметов Казимира Твардовского и учение Эдмунда Гуссерля о части и целом. 
Во-вторых, я освещаю тот контекст, в котором Ингарден провёл границу между неотделимо-
стью и зависимостью. Кроме того, в статье показана мотивация Ингардена: проблема понима-
ния Гуссерлевской концепции «имманентной трансценденции», проблема существования чи-
сто интенциональных объектов и, наконец, проблема соотношения индивидуальных объектов 
и идей. Систематическая часть посвящена неоднозначности Ингарденовского определения не-
отделимости. Я предпринимаю попытку усовершенствовать это определение, ссылаясь на раз-
личие (сделанное самим Ингарденом) между абсолютной и суммарной целостностью. Я также 
привожу некоторые деления неотделимости и зависимости и исследую, являются ли эти типы 
экзистенциальной обусловленности рефлексивными, симметричными или транзитивными.
Ключевые слова: неотделимость, зависимость, абсолютная целостность, суммарная целост-
ность, Роман Ингарден, Эдмунд Гуссерль, Казимир Твардовский.

1. INTRODUCTION

If one accepts Aristotelian substantialism, she usually is convinced that accidents 
are somehow conditioned in existence by their bearers: substances. If our Aristotelian 
scholar is also a theist, she maintains that created beings are existentially conditioned 
by God. But does she have in mind exactly the same type of existential conditioning? 
We intuitively feel that although accidents are distinct from their respective substance, 
they are not separate objects and they cannot be separated from their bearer. In contrast 
to this, created beings are separate from God although they cannot exist without God. 
This difference can be expressed accordingly in terms of inseparability and dependence, 
which was introduced by Roman Ingarden when developing his ontology. Accidents are 
inseparable from their substances but created beings are dependent on God. 

In this paper I present the Ingardenian distinction between inseparability and 
dependence. This distinction is absent from contemporary analytical metaphysics al-
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though it seems to be very useful, particularly in the context of the problem of the 
inner structures of objects1. 

My considerations are both historical and systematic. In the second section I 
show that in the Brentanian tradition the problem of existential (ontological) con-
ditioning was entangled in parts—whole theories. The best examples of such an 
approach are Kazimierz Twardowski’s theory of objects and Edmund Husserl’s the-
ory of parts and wholes. Section three exhibits the context within which Ingarden 
distinguished inseparability and dependence. Moreover, Ingarden’s motivations are 
presented: a problem with understanding Husserlian “immanent transcendence,” the 
issue of the existence of purely intentional objects, and the problem of the relationship 
between individual objects and ideas. Section four deals with the ambiguity of Ing-
arden’s definition of inseparability. I improve upon this definition through reference 
to Ingarden’s distinction between absolute and summative wholes. Finally, I present 
several divisions of inseparability and dependence and investigate whether these types 
of existential conditioning are reflexive, symmetric, or transitive.

At the beginning, however, a terminological remark is necessary. The term “in-
separability” is my translation of „Unselbständigkeit“, „Unablösbarkeit“2, and the Polish 
term “niesamodzielność”. The first of the German terms and the latter Polish one are 
sometimes translated as “non-self-sufficiency” (Szylewicz),“non-independence” (Find-
lay), or simply as “dependence” (Simons). Due to that fact that Ingarden wanted to em-
phasize that unselbständig entities can exist only within a whole, I think that the term 
“inseparability” is more suitable. “Separability” is my translation of „Selbständigkeit“, 
„Ablösbarkeit“, and “samodzielność” as well. “Dependence” stands for the German term 
„Abhängigkeit“ and the Polish term “zależność”. “Independence” is also my translation 
of „Unabhängigkeit“ and “niezależność”. Adjectives corresponding to the above nouns 
are translated as “inseparable,” “separable,” dependent,” and “independent”3. 

2. THE PROBLEM OF EXISTENTIAL CONDITIONING AS ENTANGLED IN  
THE PARTS-WHOLE THEORY: TWARDOWSKI AND HUSSERL

In his most known book, On the Content and Object of Presentations, Kazimierz 
Twardowski not only explicates his work’s title distinction but also builds a very origi-
nal and sophisticated (for critics: intricate) theory of the object. An object is conceived 

1 I tried to apply the Ingardenian distinction in this area. See Piwowarczyk (2019).
2 This translation of „Unablösbarkeit“ is made strictly in the context of Twardowski’s theory.
3 In accordance with these terminological decisions I have allowed myself to modify the English 

translations of some cited works.
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by him as a composed whole having different types of parts. Twardowski provides 
many divisions which distinguish such types of parts as: physical and metaphysical, 
material and formal (among the latter: primary and secondary), and parts of different 
ranks, orders, and degrees. For the purposes of this paper there is no need to analyze 
all these concepts. In lieu of this, I focus only on the distinction between the depend-
ent (abhängig) and independent (unabhängig) parts of objects. Initially, Twardowski 
defines these parts in existential terms. Thus we have:

1. Independent parts “which can also exist by themselves, separated from the 
whole whose parts they are” (Twardowski, 1977, 48).

2. Unilaterally dependent parts “whose existence depends on others, while 
the existence of these other constituents does not depend on them” (Twar-
dowski, 1977, 48–49).

3. Mutually dependent parts “which depend for their existence mutually on 
each other” (Twardowski, 1977, 49).

Twardowski elaborated his theory of the object as applicable to both existent 
and nonexistent objects. Therefore, the value of the presented division was limited 
and Twardowski sought to replace existential criterion with the criterion of conceiva-
bility. At the same time, he felt forced to admit that this new criterion was more suit-
able for the parts constituting the content of presentations (Twardowski, 1977, 49). In 
this context, Twardowski uses the words “separability” (Ablösbarkeit) and “insepara-
bility” (Unablösbarkeit) and speaks of (Twardowski, 1977, 61):

1. Mutually separable parts: such parts, which can be conceived of without 
conceiving of other parts.

2. Mutually inseparable parts: such parts that can be distinguished but cannot 
be conceived of without each other.

3. Unilaterally separable parts: exemplified by parts A and B, such that A can 
be conceived of without B but B cannot be conceived of without A. 

In this new division and in the previous one as well, Twardowski does not take 
into account the unilateral inseparability. Eugenia Ginsberg-Blaustein4 supposes that 

4 Eugenia Ginsberg-Blaustein was born in 1905. After her studies at Lvov University under Kazimi-
erz Twardowski she was a very active member of The Polish Philosophical Society. In 1928 Gins-
berg-Blaustein studied in Berlin where she attended the lectures of Carl Stumpf, Max Wertheimer, 
Kurt Lewin, and Wolfgang Kohler. In 1930 she married Leopold Blaustein—a disciple of Kazimierz 
Twardowski, Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz, and Roman Ingarden. She was killed by Germans in 1942 (ac-
cording to some sources in 1944)  in Lvov. Her contribution to the phenomenological theory of 
dependence is analyzed in Żegleń (2018) and Magdziak (2016). On Leopold Blaustein’s philosophy 
see Płotka (2020).
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this decision was motivated by the identity of the extensions, but obviously not of 
the intensions, of the concept of unilaterally inseparable parts and of the concept of 
unilaterally separable parts: if A and B are unilaterally separable then they are also 
unilaterally inseparable and vice versa (Ginsberg, 1982, 284, fn. 13). In any case, the 
list could be completed with the concept of unilateral inseparability.

As an example of mutually separable parts, Twardowski gives the parts of the 
presentation of a book, i.e., the presentations of the individual pages and cover of a 
book. On the other hand, mutually inseparable parts are comparable to, for instance, 
the presentations of a surface and color. Presentations of a genus and of a subordi-
nated species serve as an example of one-sided separability or inseparability: a color 
is unilaterally separable from redness and redness is unilaterally inseparable from a 
color (Twardowski, 1977, 61–62). 

Concepts of inseparability (Unablösbarkeit) and separability (Ablösbarkeit) were 
in use in the Brentanian tradition at least since Vom Ursprung sittlicher Erkenntnis 
(1889), the work which Twardowski refers to. The aforementioned Polish philosopher 
of course follows in this tradition. Twardowski’s immediate source of inspiration was 
Alois Höfler’s Logik. It is worth emphasizing that within the school of Brentano, in 
a broad sense, the problem of existential conditioning was strictly connected with 
the problem of the part—whole structure. Existential conditioning was understood 
as obtaining within a whole or, in other words, dependent objects were always seen as 
parts of a whole. This is why Twardowski used the terms „unablösbare“ and „abhän-
gig“ interchangeably. It was a general attitude accepted in Brentano’s school that the 
concepts of part and whole “were preferred to the traditional metaphysical notions 
of genus-species, matter-form, substance-accident, etc. as intuitive, universal and, it 
seemed likely, clearer than the former ones” (Rosiak, 1998, 85). No wonder that the 
notion of existential conditioning was also defined in part—whole terms and was thus 
identified with the concept of inseparability.

Edmund Husserl seems to follow the same path as other students of Brentano. 
In his Logical Investigations he distinguishes two kinds of parts: pieces and moments. 
Roughly speaking this distinction corresponds to Twardowski’s distinction between 
physical and metaphysical parts or the much older distinction between concrete and 
abstract parts. The distinction between pieces and moments can be identified with 
the distinction between separable and inseparable parts. Inseparability is defined by 
Husserl as follows:

The sense of inseparability (Unselbständigkeit) lies likewise in the positive thought of 
dependence (Abhängigkeit). The content is by nature bound to other contents, it cannot 
be, if other contents are not there together with it. We need not emphasize the fact that 
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they form a unity with it, for can there be essential coexistence without connection or 
“blending,” however loose? Contents which lack separability (unselbständige Inhalte) can 
accordingly only exists as partial contents. (Husserl, 2001, 10)5

Inseparable objects are objects belonging to such pure Species as are governed by a law 
of essence to the effect that they only exist (if at all) as parts of the more inclusive wholes 
of a certain appropriate Species. This is what we mean by the terser expression that they 
are parts which only exist as parts that cannot be thought of as existing by themselves. 
(Husserl, 2001, 12)

As we can see, Husserl identifies both inseparability (Unselbständigkeit) and de-
pendence (Abhängigkeit). Inseparable objects must coexist with other objects and be 
united with them as parts of a larger whole. Husserl emphasizes that this necessary co-
existence within a whole is implied by the essence of an inseparable thing. Moreover, 
this essence also determines the species of the whole in question. Husserl also intro-
duces a definition of relative inseparability. According to this definition, an object that 
is a part of whole A is inseparable from A if it must coexist, due to its essence, within 
any whole belonging to the species determined by A or by any part an A (Husserl, 
2001, 22). Finally, Husserl defines inseparability not in relation to a more comprehen-
sive whole, but rather to another part (content) (Husserl, 2001, 22). 

Another concept that plays a significant role in the Husserlian theory of parts 
and wholes is the notion of foundation: “If a law of essence means that an A cannot as 
such exist except in a more comprehensive unity which connects it with an M, we say 
that an A as such requires foundation by an M or also that an A as such needs to be 
supplemented by an M” (Husserl, 2001, 25). Given the definition of relative insepara-
bility we can say that a foundation implies inseparability, but not vice versa (Rosiak, 
1995, 38). For an A is inseparable not only from its foundation in an M but also from 
a whole containing M. Yet, such a whole does not have to found an A. 

Husserl uses the concept of foundation in his definition of the whole. For him, 
some contents compose a whole if they are covered by a single foundation. With this 
subsequently meaning that each content is directly or indirectly connected with all 
other contents with this connection itself being the foundation (Husserl, 2001, 34). 
To avoid a vicious circle, Husserl was forced to remove reference to the concept of the 
whole from the definition of foundation and finally reduced the latter relationship to 
the necessity of coexistence implied by essence: “A content of the species A is founded 
upon a content of the species B, if an A can by its essence […] not exist unless a B also 
exists” (Husserl, 2001, 34). 

5 I revised this translation in accordance with the remarks made in the introduction (see above).
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It is worth remembering that, in his formal ontology, Husserl defines foundation 
as a formal relationship. Husserl’s formal ontology deals with such concepts as “object,” 
“relation,” “property,” “part,” “whole,” and so on. Such concepts are devoid of any quali-
tative content in contrast to material concepts such as “man,” “brotherhood,” “red,” “leg,” 
or “organism.” A foundation is not an additional content pressed between two other 
contents. A foundation is not a regular relation, but is rather a form of direct coexistence 
(Husserl, 2001, 19–20). In other words, formal relationships, such as a foundation or 
inseparability are not additional parts of the whole, which is unified by them.

Some of the early critics of Husserl pointed out that his concept of inseparabil-
ity cannot be applied to all cases of existential conditioning. For example, Ingarden’s 
student — Eugenia Ginsberg-Blaustein (already mentioned) — noticed that relative 
features existentially condition each other, for example being a wife and being a hus-
band, but they do not make up any whole (Ginsberg, 1982, 273). Unfortunately, Gins-
berg-Blaustein did not develop her intuitions because she focused on an immanent 
criticism of Husserl’s theory which intentionally neglected relational features.

3. ROMAN INGARDEN’S DISTINCTION BETWEEN  
INSEPARABILITY AND DEPENDENCE:  

THE CONTEXT OF DISCOVERY

Ingarden was one of the disciples of Husserl who never accepted the idealistic 
position of his teacher. Initially, the Polish philosopher attacked the idealism—re-
alism controversy on the grounds of both epistemology and ontology, but later this 
second perspective became dominant. Ontology was considered by Ingarden as a dis-
cipline which investigated the content of ideas (Ingarden, 2013, 61-62). When applied 
to the realism—idealism controversy, ontology focuses on the content of the idea of 
the world and on the content of the idea of pure consciousness. One of the results of 
these investigations was a list of possible relationships between the two mentioned 
domains. The relationships in question have an existential character in the sense that 
they are types of possible existential conditionings.

Ingarden formulated the idea that one shall carefully consider the possible re-
lationships between the world and pure consciousness before deciding whether ide-
alism is true, or not, in one of his early letters to Husserl. At the end of July 1918, 
Ingarden wrote to his teacher:

First of all an ontological question arises: is the essence of reality a separable essence and 
is it especially an essence separable from the essence of consciousness — as an essence—, 
or not? Principally spoken, four possibilities are given: 
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(1) Reality (as an essence) is inseparable and the essence of consciousness is separable, 
i.e. the latter could exist without the essence of reality. 

(2) The essence of reality and the essence of consciousness are separable. 

(3) The essence of reality is separable. The essence of consciousness is inseparable. 

(4) Both are inseparable from each other. (Ingarden, 1976, 435–436)6

Here Ingarden seems to use the word “unselbständig” in a looser sense than 
Husserl. Inseparability is just the necessity of coexistence with something else (in this 
case with the world or with pure consciousness). However, Ingarden does not men-
tion that these coexistent objects have to compose a whole. 

In the paper Bemerkungen zum Problem Idealismus–Realismus, published in 
1929, the Polish phenomenologist distinguishes four types of existential condition-
ings and their opposites, the latter being types of a lack of conditioning:

1. Originality and derivativeness, roughly: x is original iff it is implied by its 
essence that x cannot be produced nor destroyed; x is derivative iff it is implied by its 
essence that x is produced by something else (Ingarden, 1929, 165–166).

2. Autonomy and heteronomy, roughly: x is autonomous iff x has its ontic foun-
dation in itself, i.e. iff all qualities which characterize x are really concretized in x; x is 
heteronomous iff x does not have its ontic foundation in itself, especially if all qualities 
of x are only ascribed to it by another object (i.e. by pure consciousness) (Ingarden, 
1929, 165)7.

3. Separability and inseparability: “An object is existentially separable if for its 
existence it requires no other object which would supplement it within the unity of 
some whole. In other words, its existence is not a necessary coexistence with some 
other object within the unity of a whole. In contrast, an object is existentially insep-
arable if for its existence it requires a coexistence with another […] object within the 
unity of a whole” (Ingarden, 1929, 166–167).

6 I have edited the given English translation. For unknown reasons the translator (or the editor) 
translates “autonomous” and “dependent” as the same word. The original German is as follows: 
„[…] entsteht zunächst eine ontologische Frage: Ist das Wesen der Realität ein selbständiges Wesen 
und speziell ein dem Wesen des Bewusstseins gegenüber selbständiges Wesen — als Wesen — oder 
nicht? Prinzipiell gesprochen liegen 4 Möglichkeiten vor: 1) Realität (als Wesen) unselbständig, das 
Wesen-Bewusstsein selbständig, d.h. dass es ohne das Wesen Realität existieren konnte. 2) Wesen 
der Realität und Wesen des Bewusstsein<s> — selbständig. (3)  Wesen der Realität selbständig. 
Bewusstsein unselbständig, 4) Beides unselbständig und aufeinander angewiesen“ (Husserl, 1994, 
200).

7 These definitions testify that for Ingarden the term “foundation” had a different meaning than for 
Husserl. 
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4. Independence and dependence: “an object is existentially independent, if it is 
existentially separable, and does not require for its existence—according to its materi-
al essence—the existence of any other separable object. In contrast a separable object 
is existentially dependent if, despite its existential separability, it requires, according 
to its essence […] the existence of another separable object” (Ingarden, 1929, 168). 

As we can see, Ingarden follows Husserl’s idea that the listed relationships and 
their opposites are implied by the essences of given objects. This idea was absent in 
Twardowski’s formulations and was what made his concepts closer to the concepts 
of necessary dependence elaborated upon by contemporary analytical philosophers8. 
According to this approach, x is dependent on y iff it is necessary that x exists only if 
y exists. The main problem with this formula is that it makes an object dependent on 
all necessary objects. It is necessary that my dog exists only if trigonometric functions 
exist because the functions are necessary objects and exist in all possible worlds. Yet 
we feel that my dog has nothing to do with, for instance, the sine function. To avoid 
such questionable consequences, it is justified to define dependence and all existential 
conditionings partially in terms of essence. 

The distinguished relationships and their opposites are called existential mo-
ments. Some of them are compatible with each other while some are not. For example: 
independence is incompatible with heteronomy, originality is incompatible with het-
eronomy, inseparability, and dependence; dependence is by definition incompatible 
with inseparability. Complexes of compatible existential moments are called ways of 
being (Ingarden, 2013, 99)9. The Ingardenian approach to the realism—idealism con-
troversy consists in the identification of Husserl’s modes of givenness with ways of 
existence. Combinations of the possible ways of existence of pure consciousness with 
the possible ways of existence of the world are possible solutions to the realism—ide-
alism controversy. In all idealistic solutions, the world is conceived as heteronomous 
with respect to pure consciousness. In realistic solutions, the world is autonomous 
(Ingarden, 2013, 167–226). Husserl’s alleged transcendental idealism is understood 
as the position according to which consciousness is original, autonomous, and inde-
pendent with respect to the world and the world is derivative, heteronomous, sepa-
rable, and dependent with respect to pure consciousness (Ingarden, 2013, 180–181).

In the context of Ingarden’s polemics with Husserl, one can see the first and the 
main motivation for Ingarden’s distinction between inseparability and dependence. 
Husserl was convinced that the world is constituted, in many stages, by pure con-
8 For the modal approach to dependence see (Tahko & Lowe, 2016, section 2).
9 For an analysis of ways of being and existential moments see (Chrudzimski, 2015; Mitscherling, 

1997; Rosiak, 2007; Simons, 2005).
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sciousness. Ingarden conceived this constitution as a product of the so-called purely 
intentional object, i.e., an object that possesses only such properties and essence which 
are ascribed to it by pure consciousness. Thus a constituted object was both derivative 
and heteronomous with respect to pure consciousness. Yet, for Husserl, the constitut-
ed world was transcendent, it did not belong to the sphere of the immanence of pure 
consciousness. Leaving aside all nuances, we can say that this was one of the differ-
ences between Husserl and George Berkeley for whom real objects were bundles of 
ideas immanent to minds (Ingarden, 1931)10. In Ideas I Husserl emphasizes that “It is 
evident then that intuition and intuited, perception and perceived physical thing, are 
more particularly, essentially interrelated but, as matter of essential necessity, are not 
really inherently and essentially one and combined” (Husserl, 1983, 86). The world is 
somehow essentially connected with the sphere of immanence but is not immersed in 
it. In Cartesian Meditations (§ 47), Husserl uses the term “immanent transcendence” 
for this peculiar relationship between a constituted object and pure consciousness 
(Husserl, 1982, 103–105). The Husserlian concepts of inseparability and foundation, 
elaborated upon in the Logical Investigations, were not suitable for expressing this type 
of connection. Ingarden, having his own distinction, would say that for Husserl the 
world is both separable from and dependent upon pure consciousness. 

The distinction between inseparability and dependence was also motivated by 
the problems of Ingarden’s aesthetics. This is unsurprising. Ingarden started to deal 
with aesthetic issues in strict connection with the realism—idealism controversy. 
When Ingarden conceived of noemata as intentional objects and when he came to the 
conclusion that works of art are also intentional objects, his aesthetics was included 
in an attempt to resolve the problem of idealism. Ingarden refuted psychologism on 
the grounds of aesthetics. Works of art can “live” longer than the artists who created 
them and longer than their recipients (readers, listeners, spectators). Hence, works of 
art cannot be parts of individual conscious acts. Yet they are not physical. An artistic 
work is one object, although it can have many physical fundaments. Doctor Faustus is 
one novel, although it can be printed out in many copies. By no means are works of 
art ideal, they start to exist and can be destroyed. Thus, works of art require conscious 
acts in order to exist but they are not parts of these acts: “Purely intentional objects 
are ‘transcendent’ with respect to corresponding, and in general, to all conscious acts 
in the sense that no real element (or moment) of the act is an element of the purely 
intentional object and vice versa. Nevertheless, they belong to the corresponding acts 

10 Of course for Berkeley a mind is not pure consciousness. 
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from which they draw their source; and they constitute a necessary ‘intentional corre-
late’ of acts” (Ingarden, 1973, 118).

Another motivation to introduce the distinction between inseparability and 
dependence was the Platonism of Ingarden’s doctrine. Ingarden accepted Platonism 
in its ontological form. This means that Ingarden was concerned with only the pos-
sibility of ideas and pure ideal qualities and subsequently never decided whether or 
not they exist11. In Essentiale Fragen, an extensive text written earlier than Bemerkun-
gen, Ingarden accepts and creatively develops the main theses of Jean Hering. For 
Ingarden, all qualities that can be found within individual objects are concretizations 
of ideal qualities. The particular redness of the slice of the tomato on my sandwich is 
the concretization of the ideal of redness. Besides ideal qualities we also have ideas. 
Each idea determines the necessary relationships between the qualities of the object 
which instantiates an idea. The idea of a square determines that in objects instantiat-
ing this idea there coincides particular concretizations of ideal qualities, particularly 
equilaterality and equiangularity. According to Ingarden, ideal qualities are absolutely 
transcendent. They are not contained in any particular object nor in ideas. In particu-
lar objects and in the contents of ideas we can find only the counterparts of ideal qual-
ities. Nevertheless, the individual counterparts of some ideal qualities are necessarily 
conditioned by these ideal qualities (Ingarden, 1925, 170–173). In Essentiale Fragen, 
Ingarden uses the term “unselbständigkeit” but he does not define this term at all. The 
term “abhängigkeit” also appears in the paper, yet also is undefined and used only in 
the context of the relation between an object and an act of cognition (Ingarden, 1925, 
263). In his later writings, for example in The Controversy over the Existence of the 
World, Ingarden employs the distinction between inseparability and dependence and 
thus can say that ideal qualities are totally independent and that their concretizations 
are separable from ideal qualities but also dependent on these qualities. A similar 
relationship obtains between individual objects and ideas. The latter are independent 
of their instances. On the other hand, particular objects are separable from ideas but 
also are dependent on them12.

11 However, on the ground of Ingarden’s metaontology we have a problem concerning so-called on-
tological neutrality. Ingarden claims that ontology is not about factual existence, but characterizes 
ontology as an “investigation of the contents of ideas.” This characterization itself suggests that 
ideas factually exist.

12 Ingarden’s mature theory of the domain of the ideal being is presented in (Ingarden, 2016, 225–
265).
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4. INSEPARABILITY AND DEPENDENCE —  
SOME PROBLEMS OF DEFINITION

Although the analyzed distinction seems to be very useful it raises some doubts, 
especially when we consider original Ingardenian formulations. In The Controversy, 
Ingarden provides his most mature theory of inseparability and dependence, but the 
definitions given therein are almost the same as those quoted above (Ingarden, 2013, 
147, 153). Ingarden’s most controversial formulation is his definition of inseparability. 
As we could see above, inseparability can be defined as implied by the essence of a 
given object and the necessity of its coexistence with something else within a whole. 

It is quite easy to grasp the idea of inseparability when we take into account the so-
called metaphysical parts of objects, for instance properties or the aspects of pro perties. 
For instance, a particular roundness is inseparable from a particular ball and we under-
stand this fact very well. A redness in itself is somehow incomplete, it requires some sup-
plementation. The same can be said of a particular brightness of redness. But imagine a 
whole composed of some complete objects, complete individual subjects characterized by 
all the properties they should possess. Imagine also that these objects are connected by 
necessary relations, such relations that are the consequences of the essences of the objects 
in question. Ingarden (Ingarden, 2016, 350–355) believed that some properties of an ob-
ject are necessary in the sense that they are implied by the so-called constitutive nature 
of an object, this being the counterpart of Aristotelian essence. Analogically we can con-
ceive of some necessary relations13. A whole composed of some objects united by nece-
ssary relations can be named “a strong organic whole.” Are the objects which compose a 
strong organic whole inseparable from each other? If there are no restrictions imposed on 
the concept of the whole used in the definition of inseparability, we should answer that 
these objects are inseparable from each other. But previously we admitted these objects 
are complete and we intuitively feel that even if they stand in some necessary relation to 
other parts of a strong organic whole, these parts do not supplement each other in the 
same way as redness supplements a tomato or as brightness supplements a redness. We 
are apt to think that inseparable objects, metaphorically speaking, permeate each other 
or are alloyed with each other while dependent objects retain their boundaries although 
they are necessarily connected. If this is true, then the parts of a strong organic whole are 
separable despite the fact they compose a whole and must coexist with each other. 

13 In fact this analogy is rather weak. According to Ingarden, necessary properties are implied directly 
by the nature of a thing and do not depend on any external things. This is why Ingarden called 
these properties unconditionally intrinsic properties. However, necessary relations would be those 
relations which are implied by the nature of a thing but depend on external things as well. I only 
wish to emphasize that necessary regular relations are possible.
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I posit that this last statement corresponds to Ingarden’s theory. Thus, Ingarden’s 
definition of inseparability should be corrected through the imposition of some restric-
tions on the concept of the whole. Fortunately, clues concerning the demanded for a 
correction can be found in Ingarden’s writings. This is because Ingarden distinguishes 
two types of wholes: absolute wholes and summative wholes. Imagine a simple object, 
an object which lacks proper parts in the sense of Husserlian “pieces” (Stücke). Even if 
such an object does not have parts it can be called an absolute whole because it “is fully 
determined in the totality of its material qualification” (Ingarden, 2016, 113). Ingarden 
adds that this fact results in an “object’s all-around unequivocal delimitation and clo-
sure” (Ingarden, 2016, 113). Everything which is complete in itself, and does not have to 
be supplemented, is an absolute whole. Absolute “wholeness” means absolute complete-
ness. Such a whole does not have parts in the regular sense: “the ‘whole’ in the sense just 
given can absolutely not be partitioned into individual properties, or moments within 
these. Also in accordance with the sense of wholeness so understood, nothing can be 
‘contained’ in this ‘whole’ ” (Ingarden, 2016, 113). An absolute whole is just a fully sepa-
rable object within which some aspects can be distinguished but such that they are fully 
supplemented by each other. But what is the reason of the separability of an absolute 
whole and what is the reason for the exhaustive mutual supplementation of the aspects 
of such a whole? I determine the reason for this is that “in the matters that constitute it 
[i.e. the object] there is no continuous transition to other objects, and there is also no 
form that comprehends it and the matter of some other objects, provided it is not a term 
in a relation or in a higher-level entity” (Ingarden, 2016, 78). 

Ingarden also distinguished between material and formal ontology as Husserl 
did. Ingarden understood formal relationships in the same way as Husserl, as being 
non-qualitative (content-less) relationships. Some of these relationships obtain be-
tween separable objects, for example an instantiation (a relationship between an idea 
and an individual object) seems to be a formal relationship. On the other hand, some 
formal relationships obtain between the contents of an object. A complex of such rela-
tionships is called the ontological form of an object. The matter of an object is some-
thing that is united or organized by an ontological form (Ingarden, 2016, 19–43). The 
matter of an object is nothing more than all the qualities which can be found within 
an object. My matter consists of, among other things; my humanity, particular mass, 
height, intellectual powers and so on. The basic form of an individual object is the 
subject—properties structure. Thus, being a subject is one formal relationship among 
many others. Properties perform the function of the characterization of a subject and 
this function is a formal relationship as well. On the other hand, examples of regular 
relations include: brotherhood, parenthood, love, hate, being a student, and so on. 
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In the above quoted passage from The Controversy (Ingarden, 2016, 78), In-
garden clearly states that an ontological form is the principle of the unity of a separa-
ble object. This means that an absolute whole is such a whole whose components are 
united by some formal relationships. The latter are opposed to regular relations which 
include some of the content-full ties between objects. Ingarden states that an object is 
fully complete and separable if none of its qualities are united by a formal relationship 
within a whole, which contains the qualities of another object. Yet, an object does not 
lose its separability if it is the term of a regular relation and together with other objects 
composes a higher-level entity.

“Higher-level entity” is another name for a composed object like a table, a book, 
or a machine. Such an object is grounded upon, but is not identical to, some whole. It 
should be noted that such a whole is a whole in another sense, this whole is a summa-
tive, or relative, whole: “An entity is a ‘whole’ in this new sense only with respect to the 
parts contained in it: it is put together out of them. It is nothing other than the sum of 
all the parts, and is a ‘whole’ only relative to these parts and components” (Ingarden, 
2016, 113). Such a whole is not one unit, it is rather the plurality of some objects. The 
main difference between absolute and summative wholes is that the former are, as we 
have just seen, united by formal relationships and the latter are something “consisting 
of relations and resulting from relations” (Ingarden, 2016, 120). This is why summa-
tive wholes contain only separable objects. 

It is easy to identify that the concept of the absolute whole is entangled in the defini-
tion of inseparability. Of course, it is not true that in all cases two or more inseparable ob-
jects make up some absolute whole. Yet inseparable entities always make up a whole which 
is united by a formal relationship. The incompleteness of an inseparable entity consists, 
among other things, in the necessity of an object being directly supplemented, in being 
supplemented by such an entity which is not attached to an object due to some additional 
relative content such as a regular relation. Therefore, only objects which compose a strong 
organic whole are dependent on each other. Although these objects must coexist due to 
their essences within some whole, they are separable from each other because the whole 
in question is a summative whole, it is a whole united by regular necessary relations.

Having this in mind, we can provide updated definitions of inseparability and 
dependence:

x is inseparable from y iff it is implied by the essence of x that x has to coexist 
with y within a whole united by a formal relationship(s).

x is dependent on y iff it is implied by the essence of x that x has to coexist with 
y and that x and y are not components of a whole united by a formal relationship(s).
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Hence, there are three conditions of inseparability, each flowing from the es-
sence of an inseparable object: (i) necessary coexistence with something else, (ii) be-
ing a component of some whole and (iii) the formal character of the unity of the whole 
in question. Thus, a separable object is an object that does not meet at least one of 
these conditions. In this way we can distinguish three types of separable objects: (i) 
separable objects, which do not have to coexist with anything else, (ii) separable ob-
jects, which have to coexist with something else but do not make up any whole with 
this other object, (iii) separable objects, which have to coexist with something else 
and make up a whole with this other object, but this subsequent whole is not united 
by formal relationships. Objects of the first type are independent while objects of the 
last two types are dependent.

With the updated definition of dependence, I have omitted the original con-
dition, imposed by Ingarden himself, according to which dependence obtains only 
between fully separable objects. I think that this condition incorrectly limits the area 
of possible applications of the concept of dependence. Such a limitation generates 
problems with the ontological status of some properties, particularly the so-called 
externally conditioned properties (Ingarden, 2016, 345–348). Consider the shape of 
a portion of water poured into a glass. The shape is conditioned both by the portion 
of water and by the internal shape of the glass. Yet we feel these ways of conditioning 
differ in both cases. Without the distinction between inseparability and dependence 
we would be unable to express this difference. But with the distinction in mind we can 
say that the shape of the portion of water is inseparable from the portion itself and 
dependent on the internal shape of the glass. However, the concept of dependence 
could not be applied to properties if dependence would obtain only between abso-
lutely separable entities. In fact, we do not need absolute separability in the definition 
of dependence. The relative separability is enough: if x is dependent on y then x must 
be separable from y. This does not exclude the possibility that x is inseparable from 
other entities. Analogically, y does not have to be totally inseparable but rather only 
separable from x.

5. WHAT ARE THE LOGICAL PROPERTIES OF  
INSEPARABILITY AND DEPENDENCE?

Ingarden provided a few typologies of inseparability which were elaborated 
upon through the basis of various criteria (Ingarden, 2016, 148–152):

1. Inseparability comes in different degrees. The inseparability of the brightness 
of the red color of a tomato is of a higher degree than the inseparability of the color 
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red. For the brightness mentioned is inseparable from the redness, the color, and the 
tomato related to it. The redness thereof is inseparable only from the last two entities.

2. With respect to the range of objects from which a given entity is inseparable 
Ingarden distinguishes univocal (rigid) and multivocal (generic) inseparability:

Univocal (or univocally relative) inseparability occurs wherever an S, if it is to be able 
to exist at all as something individual, must be completed into one whole by an S’ that 
is qualitatively, totally, and unequivocally specified and is therefore unique with respect 
to this qualitative endowment. In contrast, multivocal (or multivocally relative) insep-
arability occurs whenever an arbitrary moment from some class containing a plurality 
of mutually exclusive moments can comprise the completing component of moment 
M, which simultaneously always requires one of these moments as such a component. 
(Ingarden, 2016, 149)

The updated definition of inseparability given above is in fact a definition of 
rigid inseparability, of inseparability obtaining with respect to a completely defined 
(determined) entity. All my properties are univocally (rigidly) inseparable from me. 
Yet, I am only generically inseparable from my contingent properties. For example, I 
must have a shape, but not necessarily the one which I have at the moment. 

3. With respect to the source of inseparability we can distinguish material and 
formal inseparability. In the first case, inseparability is caused by the matter of an 
inseparable object, in the second by an object’s ontological form. My particular hu-
manity is materially inseparable from my intellectual powers. Humanity as such is a 
specific quality, which needs to be supplemented by other specific qualities. On the 
other hand, my color is formally inseparable from myself. The inseparability of my 
color is caused not by its qualitative specificity but by the function of characterization 
that it performs with respect to me.

4. Inseparability can be unilateral (one sided) or reciprocal (mutual). I think this 
thesis is easily understandable and as such does not require any commentary.

Furthermore, dependence can be rigid or generic, material or formal, mutual 
or unilateral, and can also come in different degrees. Because existential moments are 
positive relationships (their opposites — separability and independence — are just 
lacks of a given conditioning), we can ask questions concerning the logical properties 
of these moments. We can ask whether they are reflexive, symmetric, or transitive.

It is not clear if whether inseparability is reflexive. Of course no object can exist 
without itself. But does an object make up a whole with itself? Notice that the word 
“whole,” as used in the definition of inseparability, can also be read as “unity.” Insep-
arable entities are formally united. It seems plausible to say that an object makes up 
a formal unity with itself. Moreover, this is the strongest unity because it is based on 
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a special formal relationship, identity. Thus inseparability is reflexive. The case of the 
reflexivity of dependence is now clear. A dependent object cannot make up a formal 
unity with the object upon which it is dependent. Thus dependence is irreflexive. 

Obviously, by introducing his explicit distinction between mutual and unilater-
al inseparability, Ingarden implicitly refutes the thesis that inseparability must always 
be mutual. Thus, inseparability does not seem to be symmetric nor antisymmetric in 
the strict logical sense. However, this issue is more intricate. Notice that Ingarden ap-
plies the distinction between unilateral and mutual inseparability only to rigid insep-
arability. Yet such a restriction seems to be too arbitrary. In the example I mentioned 
above, the inseparability that obtains between a subject and its contingent properties 
is more complicated. This inseparability is mutual, but in the sense that a subject is 
generically inseparable from each contingent property and each contingent property 
is rigidly inseparable from its subject. At first glance, there are three possible cases of 
mutual inseparability between two entities: (i) rigid in both directions, (ii) generic in 
both directions, and (iii) rigid in one direction but generic in the other. An example 
of (i) is a subject and one of its necessary properties: a particular square is rigidly in-
separable from a particular equilaterality and vice versa. An example of (iii) has been 
already given: a subject and its particular contingent property. Two particular contin-
gent properties which characterize one and the same subject can serve as an example 
of (ii). My skin color must coexist with my body shape but both can change, I can be 
red and bent or pale and straight. Yet I must have some color and some shape. Hence, 
these objects are mutually and generically inseparable. These three situations are also 
purely possible (mutatis mutandis) in the case of dependence. 

In this context we can raise another question. Is it necessary that if x is (rigidly 
or generically) inseparable from y, then y is at least generically inseparable from x? In 
my opinion, we should answer this question in the positive and perhaps in opposition 
to Ingarden. As I have said, an inseparable entity is somehow incomplete and makes 
up a formal unity with another entity. Yet notice that making up a unity seems to be 
symmetric. If x is united with y, then y is united with x. Moreover, this is a formal 
unity. Yet if y would be separable from x, then y could be united with x only through a 
regular relation. This would mean that y makes up a summative whole with x while x 
makes up a formal unity with y. This seems untenable. Thus, I think that the comple-
ment of an inseparable entity must be at least generically inseparable from this same 
entity. It is evident that an analogical statement is not true in the case of dependence, 
because dependent objects are not formally united with the objects upon which they 
are dependent. Thus x’s dependence on y is not necessarily associated with y’s rigid or 
generic dependence on x. 
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The transitivity of dependence does not raise any doubts. If x is dependent on y 
and y is dependent on z, then x is dependent on z. Imagine that a sort of Christian Pla-
tonism is true and God creates ideas and sustains them in existence. If this is the case, 
then individual objects are dependent on ideas and are dependent on God, because 
ideas also depend on God. The transitivity of inseparability is more controversial al-
though Ingarden presupposes it in his thesis concerning the degrees of inseparability. 
Is a particular brightness inseparable from a particular tomato, if the brightness is 
inseparable from a particular redness and the redness is inseparable from the tomato 
in question? One could say that in this case, the brightness does not make up a direct 
unity with the tomato and therefore the tomato does not supplement the concerned 
brightness. Moreover, the whole “brightness + redness” is different from the whole 
“redness + tomato.” 

My response to the second objection is the following. In the definition of in-
separability, the identity of a whole is not specified. Surely brightness, redness, and 
the tomato make up one whole that is united by formal relationships. It is then sub-
sequently true that the brightness of the tomato and the tomato itself coexist within 
such a whole.

The first objection is more problematic. It is true that the brightness and the to-
mato are not directly united, but are united via redness. Yet notice that redness is not 
a relation between the brightness and the tomato. The same should be said about the 
subject of a particular mass and of a particular shape. A subject ties together a mass 
and a shape not because it is a relation between them, but because a subject is generi-
cally inseparable from its properties and these properties are rigidly inseparable from 
their respective subject. It is still true that the brightness and the tomato or my mass 
and my shape must coexist within one whole, which is not united by regular relations. 
The lesson from these considerations is that a relationship of being directly comple-
mented must not be identified with inseparability. Being directly complemented im-
plies inseparability but not vice versa. Nevertheless, inseparability always obtains due 
to some complementation, but not necessarily due to a complementation obtaining 
directly between the two inseparable entities in question.

With this, there is one final issue. In the case of the transitivity of inseparability, 
as understood above, generic inseparability is dominant over rigid inseperability. If 
x is rigidly inseparable from y, and y is generically inseparable from z, then x is only 
generically inseparable from z. 
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6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Philosophers from the school of Brentano used to define ontological depend-
ence within the context of part—whole theories. Thus, according to the Brentanians, 
dependencies always obtain between the parts of a whole. Twardowski is a typical 
representative of this tradition. In his doctrine, different types of dependence are in 
fact types of a part’s inseparability. Husserl is also strongly rooted in this tradition. 
Yet Ingarden, Husserl’s disciple, noticed that such an approach to dependence was 
too narrow and suggested a more nuanced doctrine of existential moments. One of 
Ingarden’s distinctions, i.e., the distinction between inseparability and dependence, 
has a more general significance to ontology. Ingarden’s motivation to introduce such a 
distinction was strongly connected with his approach to the problem of idealism, with 
his aesthetics, and with his theory of ideas. However, this distinction is also applicable 
beyond these areas. Ingarden’s definitions need some clarifications. Ingarden’s notion 
of a whole, which appears in his definition of inseparability, should especially be de-
fined as a formal whole, that is, as a whole based on a formal relationship. Such wholes 
should be distinguished from summative wholes that are united with regular rela-
tions. Inseparability has quite interesting features. It is reflexive (unlike dependence), 
transitive (in a special sense) and can be mutual. The distinction between insepa-
rability and dependence is a very valuable tool which allows us to express different 
ontological situations.
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В статье рассматривается распространённое прочтение Ингардена, согласно которому его эсте-
тическая теория обусловлена онтологией. В  таком прочтении, во-первых, предполагается, что 
эстетика лишена автономии, и, во-вторых, что субъект эстетического опыта воспроизводим 
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эстетики Ингардена его студентом Блауштайном: теория последнего выходит за рамки онтологии. 
В частности, Блауштайн переосмысляет теорию Ингардена о чисто интенциональных объектах, 
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ном и Блауштайном. Раздел 2.1. посвящён феноменологическому подходу Ингардена к эстетиче-
скому опыту как многофазовой структуре. Исходя из этого, в разделе 2.2. следует остановиться 
на ранней теории интенциональных предметов Ингардена. Раздел 3 будет посвящён вкладу Бла-
уштайна в феноменологию эстетического опыта. Учитывая тот факт, что Блауштайн формулиру-
ет собственную теорию в полемике с Ингарденом, в разделе 3.1. будет рассмотрена критическая 
оценка Блауштайном метода и эстетики Ингардена. Далее, в разделе 3.2., представлена исходная 
теория представлений Блауштайна и её применение в эстетике. Наконец, в разделе 4 автор пере-
числяет сходства и различия между эстетическими теориями Блауштайна и Ингардена.
Ключевые слова: эстетический опыт, дескриптивная психология, чисто интенциональный пред-
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1. INTRODUCTION

According to a popular reading of Roman Ingarden’s (1893–1970) aesthetics1, 
which is maintained—to some extent—by the philosopher himself2, his aesthetic the-
ory is determined by ontology. In line with this reading, Ingarden mainly emphasizes 

1 “The Controversy dominates Ingarden’s philosophic work also in the sense that a large part of his achieve-
ments in the theory of art, and indirectly in aesthetics, axiology of man, philosophy of language, and logic 
arose on the basis of its ontological problematic” (Gierulanka, 1989, 12). See also (Casey, 1973, xx). For 
recent presentations and discussions, see (Sepp, 2005, 392; Bundgaard, 2013; Bortolussi & Dixon, 2015). 

2 In the “Preface to the first German edition” to Das literarische Kunstwerk, Ingarden declares: “Al-
though the main subject of my investigations in the literary work, of the literary work of art, the 
ultimate motives for my work on this subject are of a general philosophical nature, and they far 
transcend this particular subject. They are closely connected to the problem of idealism-realism, 
with which I have been concerning myself for many years” (Ingarden, 1973b, lxxii). 
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the questions of the aesthetic object, its structure, ontological properties, and its rela-
tion to other objects, e.g., to the work of art. This, however, has a far reaching conse-
quence: The first-personal aspect of aesthetic experience seems to be completely for-
gotten here. In other words, one can have an impression that Ingarden did not develop 
a phenomenology of aesthetic experience at all. Yet, this is false3. In the present article 
I challenge this ontological reading, and one of my tasks here is to discuss Ingarden’s 
phenomenology of aesthetic experience. Secondly, I want to ask about the develop-
ment of Ingarden’s account in the writings of his student, and later a critic, Leopold 
Blaustein (1905–1942 [or 1944]). My ultimate aim is a juxtaposition of both philos-
ophers to show in what respect Blaustein’s reconsideration of Ingarden’s aesthetics goes 
beyond his position. Of course, Ingarden in his considerations refer to both ontology 
and phenomenology, and, as I will argue, whereas Blaustein accepts some phenome-
nological observations of Ingarden, he rephrase, or even reject his ontological theses. 

Before summarizing the argument of the study, let me begin with a few histor-
ical remarks. Ingarden starts his studies in Lvov in 1911, but after a year he moves 
to Germany, first to Göttingen, later to Freiburg im Breisgau, and he completes his 
doctoral dissertation on Bergson in 1918  under Edmund Husserl (1859–1938). In 
1918–1925  he works as a high school teacher in Lublin, Warsaw, and Toruń. This 
period ends with a publication of his Habilitationsschrift (Ingarden, 1925). The book 
enables him to get a job as a Dozent at the Jan Kazimierz University in Lvov. There 
in 1927 he starts lecturing on the literary work of art, and in 1931 he publishes his 
main work on aesthetics — Das literarische Kunstwerk. Eine Untersuchung aus dem 
Grenzgebiet den Ontologie, Logik und Literaturwissenschaft (Ingarden, 1973b)—which 
summarizes these lectures. After this he attempts to become a Professor at the univer-
sity (see, e.g., Ingarden, 1999), and he get a chair in 1933. In 1934–1939 he teaches 
seminars on aesthetics. Precisely at these seminar meetings, Ingarden develops his 
phenomenology of aesthetic experience, summarized in § 24 of O poznawaniu działa 
literackiego [The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art] (Ingarden, 1973a), published 
in Polish originally in 1937. Ingarden moves from Lvov to Krakow in 1944, and after 
World War II he develops his aesthetics by introducing, e.g., the idea of an encoun-
ter with the artwork, or the concept of a situation to describe aesthetic experience 
as a whole (e.g., Ingarden, 1975; Stróżewski, 1972). During the Lvov period (1925–
1944) Ingarden meets a twelve years younger, talented student—Blaustein, who stud-
ies in Lvov probably in 1923–1927. In the summer semester 1925  Blaustein leaves 
Poland to study in Freiburg im Breisgau under Husserl. After his return to Lvov, he 

3 See, e.g., (Stróżewski, 1972; Küng, 1975; Takei, 1984; Mitscherling, 1997; Kocay, 2002). 
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writes—under Kazimierz Twardowski (1866–1938)—a doctoral dissertation on Hus-
serl’s theory of act and content4. Blaustein comprehends his book as an introductory 
research to his original research on aesthetic experience as a combination of so-called 
imaginative presentations. In the 1930’s, he investigates not only the theoretical basis 
for aesthetics, but he uses also phenomenology to analyze concrete aesthetic phenom-
ena, for instance, listening to the radio, watching a movie in the cinema, or a stage 
play in a theater5. Blaustein’s major work on aesthetics is completed just before World 
War II in 1939—Die ästhetische Perzeption. Unfortunately, the book manuscript is 
lost during the war, and Blaustein himself dies with his family in the Jewish ghetto in 
Lvov. Blaustein — together with Ingarden—is recognized as a member of the Polish 
phenomenological school in aesthetics (cf. Pazura, 1966, 90; Ptaszek, 2011, 120). 

Both biographical sketches show that Ingarden, and Blaustein share similar re-
search interests in aesthetics. Yet, the whole picture is quite complex. There are, of 
course, mutual interconnections, or even continuations between both thinkers. After 
all, Blaustein participates in Ingarden’s lectures on aesthetics as early as 1927. In his 
memories on Blaustein, Ingarden (1963, 87) notices that in the Lvov period he met 
Blaustein “almost every day,” and they discussed on aesthetics widely. It is not surpris-
ing, then, that in one of his later letters, Ingarden (1959) calls Blaustein “my student” 
[mój uczeń], which suggests that he comprehends Blaustein as a continuator of his 
own phenomenological project. This is evident if one refers the “Foreword to the Pol-
ish Edition” of Das literarische Kunstwerk, where Ingarden (1960, 15) acknowledges, 
and appreciates Blaustein’s attempts to develop the research project presented in this 
book also beyond the limits of the philosophy of literature, e.g., to study a radio expe-
rience. Indeed, in three reviews of the German edition of Das literarische Kunstwerk, 
Blaustein (1930a; 1932; 1935–1937) postulates to extend the thematic scope of the 
research program formulated in this book. So, following Dziemidok (1980, 178), it 
is justified to claim that “Blaustein’s views on many basic issues of aesthetics were in-
spired by Ingarden”6. Nonetheless, Dziemidok’s thesis should be read in an adequate 
context. My point is that the Ingarden-Blaustein discussion is marked also by criti-
cal reconsiderations, and reexaminations, or even breaks. Even if Blaustein accepts, 
and uses the theory of purely intentional objects, he criticizes Ingarden’s method: in 
contrast to Ingarden’s ontological phenomenology, he offered to understand phe-
nomenology as descriptive psychology which concerns types of concrete experiences, 
4 On Blaustein’s position in the school of early phenomenology in Poland, see (Płotka, 2017).
5 More on Blaustein’s philosophy, also in the context of aesthetics, see (Dziemidok, 1980; Miskiewicz, 

2009; Rosińska, 2013; Płotka, 2020c). 
6 See also (Ptaszek, 2011, 120).
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rather than—as Ingarden would insist—ideas of experiences. In response, Ingarden 
(1960, 15) accuses Blaustein of falling into psychologism by reducing the object of 
consciousness to a mere mental image. If Ingarden is right, Blaustein in fact misreads 
his aesthetics. All in all, the systematization of the Ingarden-Blaustein discussion is 
necessary. Remarkably, the discussion is explored (to some extent) only by Dziemidok 
(1980). In this study, I attempt to fulfill this striking lack in the scholarship on early 
phenomenology.

The article is divided into two main parts: section 2 is devoted to Ingarden and 
section 3 to Blaustein. In section 2.1. I present Ingarden’s phenomenology of aesthet-
ic experience as a phasic structure, divided into three parts: a passive preliminary 
emotion, concretization, and an emotional response to the aesthetic value. The first 
phase is described as a transition of the practical attitude to the aesthetic one. I de-
scribe this transition as distancing from the world. The second phase is grasped as 
a result of the preliminary experience, and it consists in a fulfillment of the spots of 
indeterminacy. The last phase consists in responding to aesthetic values which are 
constituted in a “polyphonic harmony” of Gestalt qualities. Next, in the section 2.2., 
I examine Ingarden’s theory of purely intentional objects as heteronymous in relation 
to the act. Here, I will sketch out a difference between purely intentional and also 
intentional objects. This will enable me to reconstruct the structure of aesthetic expe-
rience according to Ingarden. Section 3.1. is mostly polemical. It presents Blaustein’s 
critical assessment of Ingarden’s method and his aesthetics. Blaustein’s main goal is to 
reinterpret eidetic phenomenology of Ingarden in a Brentanian fashion as descrip-
tive-psychological discipline. I will argue that this shift in methodology has far reach-
ing consequences in Blaustein’s view of Ingarden’s aesthetics. I attempt at describing 
these consequences in section 3.2. where I will present Blaustein’s theory of presenta-
tions. I analyze Blaustein’s understanding of a psychological representation, different 
relations between the presenting content, and the object, and, finally, his theory of in-
tuitive, and non-intuitive presentations. Next, I use all these descriptive distinctions to 
reconstruct Blaustein’s view of aesthetic experience, wherein I focus on two examples: 
perceiving a painting, and watching a theater play. In concluding remarks (section 4), 
I will list main similarities, and differences between Ingarden, and Blaustein. Let me 
add that in the present juxtaposition of both thinkers, I do not claim to present their 
theories in length; this would require a separate study. I focus instead on selected el-
ements which bind, or differ both approaches. In this examination, I aim at showing 
how, if at all, Blaustein’s contribution to aesthetics situate him outside Ingarden’s on-
tology, or, speaking metaphorically, how he leads us beyond ontology.
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2. EARLY AESTHETICS OF INGARDEN:  
BETWEEN ONTOLOGY AND PHENOMENOLOGY

Ingarden’s aesthetics, as Gniazdowski (2010, 167) rightly states, is divided into 
three complementary parts which mirror a general structure of experience as such. 
So, (1) experience has its subjective, i.e., first-personal character. In classical terms, 
experience gives us an object in different ways, or—to employ Husserl’s term—in dif-
ferent modi. One can, for instance, judge about something, think of it, or want it. So, 
different acts correspond with different ways of experiencing the object. In aesthetics 
this means that while perceiving, say, a work of art, one perceives it in a specific way. 
Here Ingarden uses phenomenology, which enables him to explore these ways, or modi 
of experience (cf. Ingarden, 1961; 1973a). Next, (2) given that every experience is in-
tentional, i.e., it has its object, aesthetic experience is also directed towards its specific 
object. In general terms, for Ingarden, ontology is an a priori discipline, which ena-
bles one to describe possible modes, forms, and materials of every (non-contradict) 
whatsoever (cf. Mitscherling, 1997, 79–121). Ontology thus defined explores topics 
connected to every existing object, despite whether it actually, factually, or ideally 
exists. Briefly speaking, ontology is a general theory of an object. Accordingly, In-
garden’s aesthetics adopts an ontological framework and consequently it develops an 
ontology of the work of art. Here, as we will see below, Ingarden sketches a difference 
between the work of art and the aesthetic object, and he investigates their structures 
and interrelations. Finally, (3) while experiencing something, one constitutes values, 
say, a value of truth while judging that “I am reading a paper right now”. Therefore, 
axiology is necessary to examine this aspect of experience and it is of crucial impor-
tance for aesthetics. After all, aesthetic experience has an axiological aspect, since 
the object presents itself as aesthetically valuable; Ingarden (1961, 311)7 holds that 
the ultimate aim of aesthetic experience is to “realize” aesthetic values. In a word, 
the third part of Ingarden’s aesthetics is his axiology understood as the theory of aes-
thetic values. Since Blaustein refers in his aesthetics mainly to Ingarden’s ontology 
and phenomenology, I will limit my exposition in this part of the article to these two 
subdisciplines of Ingarden’s philosophy. In section 2.1., I will present components of 
Ingarden’s early phenomenology of aesthetic experience. At this basis, in section 2.2., 
I attempt a reconstruction of his contribution to aesthetic ontology in the theory of 
purely intentional objects.

7 See also Gniazdowski (2010, 168).
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2.1. Ingarden’s phenomenology of aesthetic experience in the 1930’s

Ingarden formulates his phenomenology of aesthetic experience in the context 
of the following question: How does one get knowledge of the literary work of art 
while reading, say, a novel8? As we will see, for Ingarden, the cognition of the work 
of art, and thus cognitive acts9, are different than the contemplation of the work, and 
thus aesthetic acts, or experience10. To examine the difference, in § 24 of O poznawa-
niu działa literackiego [The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art], Ingarden (1973a, 
175–218; see also 1961) describes the structure, and character of aesthetic experience. 
The important point is that aesthetic experience is not limited to the contemplation of 
artistic objects, but can also refer to non-artistic objects, e.g., a landscape. This form of 
experience has a specific function: it constitutes (or creates) its unique object, namely 
the aesthetic object as a whole, which, in turn, is irreducible neither to the work of art, 
nor to the real object. This means that aesthetic experience can (yet does not have to) 
begin with the perception of a real object, but it can also concern also a fictional, i.e., 
non-real object (Ingarden, 1961, 290; 1973a, 178–179)11. 

Next, aesthetic experience is understood by Ingarden as temporal. This means 
that it is neither momentary, nor reducible to a feeling of pleasure or displeasure. 
In turn, as Ingarden (1961, 295; 1973a, 187) puts it, aesthetic experience has phasic 
structure, and as such it is divided into three main phases: (1) its beginning is mainly 
passive, and it consists in a preliminary emotion. This moment is described by In-
garden as a transition of attitudes: from the practical one to the aesthetic one, and it 
is understood as a distancing from the world. Next, (2) the result of the preliminary 
experience is concretization of the aesthetic object by fulfillment of the spots of in-
determinacy. Finally, (3) an experience of the value of the object is constituted as an 
emotional response to the value. This, in turn, can led—yet, it does not have to lead—
to the formulation of the aesthetic judgment and conceptual expression. 

8 For a more straightforward phenomenological analysis of the experience of reading, mainly in Hus-
serl, see (Byrne 2017a; 2017b).

9 By “cognitive acts” Ingarden understands in this very context such acts as, e.g., knowing the story 
presented in a novel, noticing the structure of the text, identifying rhetorical devices used by the 
author of the text, etc.

10 It is worth to note, however, that cognitive acts can (yet do not have to) be founded on the basis of 
aesthetic experience. For Ingarden, cognitive experience can be both heteronymous, and autono-
mous in relation to aesthetic experience. 

11 On Ingarden’s understanding of the fictional objects, also in comparison to Husserl, see (Płotka, 
2020a). 
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In regard to (1), Ingarden (1961, 296; 1973a, 188) claims that the phase is “passive” 
and “fleeting” since one is “struck” with a peculiar quality or with a multiplicity of qualities 
which focus his or her attention, and which are not indifferent to him or her. In sum, one 
is “excited” about the quality or qualities. This preliminary emotion founds the change of 
a man’s attitude. Ingarden identifies further subphases of the preliminary emotion: 

a) an emotional, and as yet still in germ, direct intercourse with the quality experienced, 
b) a sort of desire to possess this quality and to augment the delight promised by an 
intuitive possession of it, c) a tendency to satiate oneself with the quality in question, to 
consolidate the possession of it. (Ingarden, 1961, 296; cf. 1973a, 190)

The preliminary emotion breaks the familiarity of the world, or rather it breaks 
man’s natural, i.e., practical life. For Ingarden, then, aesthetic experience interrupts the 
flow of daily life, and it situates the subject outside his or her practical interests. The shift 
of attitudes from the practical to the aesthetic consists in a shift from man’s focus on 
the fact of real existence of a particular quality to the qualities themselves. A conviction 
about the real existence of the world is neutralized, which Ingarden (1961, 300; 1973a, 
195–196) describes as the phenomenon of “forgetting the world.” This, however, as we 
will see below in section 3.3., situates Ingarden’s position close to Blaustein for whom 
aesthetic contemplation also situates us outside the world of praxis. 

Ingarden opposes the preliminary emotion with (2). Properly speaking, in this 
phase the preliminary emotion is passing and the aesthetic object is created. For this 
reason, in contrast to the preliminary emotion, which was passive, the present phase 
of experience is strictly active, though it does not introduce visible changes in the real 
world. According to Ingarden (1961, 302; 1973a, 197), whereas the preliminary emo-
tion opens one to experience the aesthetic quality, this emotion is still “initial,” and 
it invites one to improve the quality. Therefore, while experiencing the work of art, 
one seeks new aesthetic qualities, which can found further elements of the aesthetic 
object. The ultimate aim of this phase is to create the aesthetic object formed in a 
unity of qualities, which are harmonized in the object. Strictly speaking, the aesthetic 
object is a new, yet heteronymous, object which, in turn, is understood by Ingarden as 
the subject of properties, i.e., aesthetic qualities12. The process of concretization, thus 
described, is an active element of aesthetic experience. Curiously enough, this active 

12 “The new subject should be chosen in such a way that it could be a substratum just of the qualities 
given; or, in other words: this substratum is determined in its qualitative equipment by the choice of 
the qualities grasped as well as by the relations between them. As this new subject of properties—hav-
ing been posed by us—begins, in turn, to appear itself in concrete qualities given in an evident way, 
it assumes that character of a separate entity, which becomes present to us” (Ingarden, 1961, 304).
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concretization of the object also indicates an intersubjective level of experience sine 
it establishes, as Ingarden (1961, 305; 1973a, 203) puts it, “emotional community of 
experience.” The community enables an emotional response to the formed aesthetic 
object. To be precise, Ingarden holds that the emotion responses to “the structure of 
the qualitative harmony in the content of aesthetic object.” This means that the expe-
rienced object presents itself in certain Gestalt qualities. If this is indeed the case, the 
phase (2) corresponds with some aspects of Blaustein’s view of aesthetic experience, 
which, according to his theory of imaginative presentations, is directed toward Gestalt 
qualities, and moreover is intersubjective through and through.

Aesthetic experience, as described by Ingarden, culminates in (3). This phase 
consists in an “appeasement” of emotions which are finally formed as an emotional 
response to a harmony of qualities (Ingarden, 1961, 307–308; 1973a, 207). Here one 
can once again change their attitude to the investigating-cognitive one and, as a result, 
one is able to evaluate the aesthetic object by judging it as aesthetically beautiful or 
as ugly. Whereas the former evaluation arises in a positive response to the value, the 
latter is founded on a negative response. In both cases, however, the experience makes 
this judgement valid. This phase can end with cognitive act, yet this is not a necessary 
condition to experience the object. Nonetheless, Ingarden (1973a, 173–174) clearly 
emphasizes that this cognitive act is not aesthetic experience.

To sum up this part of the article, aesthetic experience is for Ingarden a complex 
phenomenon, which has a phasic structure. It involves emotional, active (i.e., crea-
tive), and passive elements, which all can culminate in a cognitive act. According to 
Ingarden, the aesthetic experience is active, or, as he puts it, full of dynamism. Given 
this, we can conclude, first, that aesthetic experience is not strictly determined by the 
ontological structure of the artwork, as Rybicki (1975, 95), Dziemidok (1980, 93, 106) 
claim. After all, the new, aesthetic object is created. Second and more importantly, 
Ingarden rejects the primacy of signification (or the primacy of cognition) in expe-
riencing the object, but — as presented above — the experience is first and foremost 
emotional. Significations play a role after aesthetic experience if one changes the aes-
thetic attitude for the cognitive one. 

2.2. The object of aesthetic experience:  
a sketch of the theory of intentional objects

As claimed in section 1, Ingarden’s aesthetic theory seems to be determined 
by ontology. Indeed, in the “Preface to the first German edition” to Das literarische 
Kunstwerk, Ingarden declares: 
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Although the main subject of my investigations in the literary work, of the literary work 
of art, the ultimate motives for my work on this subject are of a general philosophical 
nature, and they far transcend this particular subject. They are closely connected to the 
problem of idealism-realism, with which I have been concerning myself for many years. 
(Ingarden, 1973b, lxxii)

It is true that Ingarden “closely” connects aesthetical investigations with the 
problem of idealism-realism, yet it is too hasty to accept the thesis that the author 
of Das literarische Kunstwerk devaluates aesthetics in favor of ontology. Ingarden’s 
(1973b, 9–12) intention is to show that the question of the literary work of art requires 
one to ask the question of: How does the work of art exist? In short, aesthetics requires 
ontology, this, however, does not mean that ontology determines aesthetics. Ontology 
rather provides the conceptual tools to analyze different types of art. This is precisely 
the case of Das literarische Kunstwerk. While analyzing the content of the idea of the 
literary work of art, Ingarden (1973b, 30) identifies the work as many-layered object 
which is divided into four layers: (1) word sounds, (2) meaning unities, (3) schema-
tized aspects, and (4)  the stratum of represented objects. Every stratum exists in a 
specific way, and ontology enables one to describe these ways adequately. Ingarden’s 
key insight into the idea of the literary work of art in particular, and into aesthetics 
in general, is his theory of purely intentional objects; the theory describes the way of 
existence of different layers. In § 20 of Das literarische Kunstwerk, he writes: 

By a purely intentional objectivity we understand an objectivity that is in a figurative 
sense “created” by an act of consciousness or by a manifold of acts or, finally, by a forma-
tion (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 exist-
ence and its total essence. (Ingarden, 1973b, 117)

A purely intentional object, then, is an object, which does not build a whole 
with the act in which it is “created.” It is dependent in its existence on the act, but it is 
not a part of the act since this would lead us back towards psychologism. Therefore, 
“creation” does not meant that one produces an object which exists independently of 
the act, i.e., it cannot be “created” outside the act; the object is rather heteronymous, 
and exists only as an object of the act, but not as its part. For instance, if one imagines 
a Pegasus, this object exists purely intentional, meaning it has “the source of its exist-
ence” in the act of imagining; moreover, the imagined Pegasus has features ascribed 
only in this act, e.g., having wings as an eagle, etc., but the object is not a psychic part 
of the act. Rather it is transcendent as purely intentional (not psychic) entity. This gen-
eral theory is useful for understanding the existence of different strata of the literary 
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work of art: while reading a book, one images characters presented in the novel, how-
ever, their existence is purely intentional. More importantly, the theory can be also 
used in aesthetics: while contemplating, for instance, a painting one constitutes the 
work of art in a purely intentional fashion, and on this basis, one can also constitute an 
aesthetic object, i.e., the object of aesthetic contemplation. So, according to Ingarden, 
an aesthetic object is non-identical to any real object, say a painting, sculpture, or the 
literary work of art. One can destroy, for instance, canvas, but the aesthetic object is 
different than a material thing. Following Ingarden, the aesthetic object is formed by 
successive encounters with the art object in a process, which he calls, a concretiza-
tion13. This process involves the formation of an aesthetic object, which finally be-
comes the purely intentional object. To understand the way of existence of the object, 
let me refer to some elements of Ingarden’s early ontology.

In Ingarden’s (1929, 165–168; cf. 2013, 109–155; 2016, 171–219) ontology, 
which was formulated as early as the 1920’s, i.e., before publishing Das literarische 
Kunstwerk, one finds a precise description of four basic existential-ontological rela-
tions: (1) autonomy, and heteronomy, (2) originality, and derivativeness, (3) self-suffi-
ciency and non-self-sufficiency (or separability, and inseparability), finally, (4) depend-
ence, and independence14. Given this, a purely intentional object is (1) heteronymous, 
(2) derivative, (3) self-sufficient, and (4) dependent. Ingarden uses this description in 
the context of the work of art, and the aesthetic object respectively. The work of art is 
constituted purely intentionally in an act that “creates” an object with certain prop-
erties, e.g., a painting with a property of presenting a landscape, or being a portrait. 
This object is heteronymous, because it is constituted by the act of apprehension which 
apprehend, say, colors on canvas as a representation of the landscape15; derivative, be-
cause it is produced by the act of apprehension, or as a result of the act of concretiza-

13 On the concept of concretization, see (Takei, 1984; Szczepańska, 1989, 32–38).
14 According to Ingarden, to describe the object as (1) existentially autonomous means that it has its 

existential foundation in itself, while it is existentially heteronomous if it has its foundation outside 
of itself; (2) the object is existentially original if it is not “produced” by any other object; in turn, the 
object is derivative if it is produced by any other entity; (3) the object is existentially self-sufficient if 
it requires for its being the being of no other entity which would have to coexist with it, while it is 
existentially non-self-sufficient if this is not the case; finally, (4) the object is existentially dependent 
if it is possible for an entity to be self-sufficient and still require the existence of some other self-suf-
ficient entity; in turn, the object is existentially self-dependent if is it is self-sufficient and moreover 
it does not require any other entity for its existence. Cf. (Mitscherling, 1997, 90–99; Simons, 2005; 
Piwowarczyk, 2020).

15 The object is heteronymous also in the sense that it has features ascribed by the act. E. g., if one ima-
gines a Pegasus with white wings, the color is ascribed within the act of imagining. In other words, 
the object does not have features on its own. 
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tion; self-sufficient, because it does not build a whole with the act, so it is a transcend-
ent, non-psychic, yet purely intentional entity, and as such it is separable from the act; 
finally, dependent, because it requires the existence of a certain act, for instance, the 
act of concretization. To be clear, although the object is heteronomous and derivative 
it is not reducible to mental experiences; just the opposite, it is transcendent through 
and through (Ingarden, 1973a, 14). Furthermore, if one contemplates the work of art 
(or different non-artistic object), one can constitute the aesthetic object which — ac-
cording to the description presented in the section 2.1.—is a purely intentional object 
which has ascribed properties as qualitative equipment, i.e., the qualitative harmony in 
the content of aesthetic object. This object is heteronymous, because it exists only due 
to the act of aesthetic contemplation, and without this act, there is no aesthetic object 
at all; derivative, because it is created by the act of aesthetic contemplation; self-suffi-
cient, because it is a separable part of the entire act of the aesthetic contemplation, and 
it has features—the qualitative harmony—ascribed by the contemplating act; and fi-
nally dependent, because it requires for its existence the act of aesthetic contemplation. 

To be precise, Ingarden’s description concerns both the aesthetic object (the 
object with the ascribed qualitative harmony), and the work of art (the object with 
the ascribed artistic qualities), but his descriptions do not hold for the real object, e.g., 
canvas of the painting, or a marble in a sculpture. As claimed above, for Ingarden, 
the work of art, as well as the aesthetic object are non-identical to any material ob-
ject. The aesthetic object does not represent the material object, but rather is a new, 
constituted (or “created”) object (just as the art object is created by the artist). To 
understand this aspect of Ingarden’s aesthetics, let me refer to his analysis formulated 
in Vom formalen Aufbau des individuellen Gegenstandes, originally published in 1935. 
Ingarden’s (1935, 33) theory of the individual object refers to Aristotle’s hypokeime-
non (ὑποκείμενον), i.e., the object as the subject of properties. Although properties 
of the object are non-self-sufficient, or inseparable from the object, the object is a 
whole that is self-sufficient. As Ingarden (1935, 68) states, “the subject of properties 
and the endless multiplicity of properties as properties are essentially connected.” The 
individual object (1) is determined in all its properties, and as such is self-sufficient; 
next (2) it is a unity, i.e., a whole that cannot be divided; (3) if the individual object 
is divided it is destroyed, so it stops to exist; (4) two individual subjects cannot have 
the same property; (5) yet the individuality of the object is undefined as such since 
it is a specific moment of the way of existence; finally, (6) if the object is individual, 
everything that can be pointed out in it is also individual, including properties (In-
garden, 1935, 79–80). To adapt this ontological theory to aesthetics, it is instructive to 
comprehend the work of art and the aesthetic object as ontologically founded on the 
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individual object, e.g., a book. Nonetheless, the above mentioned layers have different 
formal-ontological structure: they are not autonomous. They are rather schematic, or 
intentional layers and as such they are constituted in corresponding acts, but, at the 
same time, they are co-constituted by the individual and autonomous object. The ma-
terial thing, say a book, a brick of marble, then, is autonomous, but both the artwork, 
and the aesthetic object are—heteronomous. As claimed, the formal structure of the 
real object (say, canvas) is different than that of the aesthetic object (or the artwork): 
whereas the former, as the individual object, is determined in all its properties, the lat-
ter contains so-called “spots of indeterminacy” (Ingarden, 1973b, 246–254). As early 
as 1925, Ingarden (1925, 276) refers to the idea that some objects are to be understood 
as a sketch (Skizze), and as such they cannot be determined in all properties. The spots 
of indeterminacy as defined in Das literarische Kunstwerk mirror this early concept. 
They are understood as gaps in a content that cannot be fulfilled by further acts16. In 
this context, aesthetic experience can be described as an attempt at fulfilling the spots 
by its concretization, i.e., by the act of “creating” the new subject, which would be the 
subject of aesthetic properties, including qualitative harmony of aesthetically valuable 
properties. But if this is indeed the case, concretization—contra Rybicki (1975, 95), 
and Dziemidok (1980, 93, 106)—is a strictly active aspect of experience since it “cre-
ates” a new object. However, “spots of indeterminacy” form the content of the purely 
intentional object, so, as Ingarden (1973b, 371) puts it, the work of art also “works on 
us,” namely it begins the process of constitution, or “creation” of the new, i.e., aesthetic 
object.

Concluding this part of the article, let me indicate that for Ingarden the real in-
dividual object exists autonomously, and as such it can be an “also intentional” object 
which is the basis for a constitution of the purely intentional, i.e., heteronomous object, 
the work of art, or the aesthetic object. Ingarden’s thesis that the aesthetic object can 
be the object of derivative intentionality means here that it is not founded exclusively 
on mental (or intentional) acts, but also on the individual, i.e., autonomous object: the 
real object. This is evident in Ingarden’s (1973b, 317–323) short analysis of the stage 
play: people on the stage are individual, and autonomous objects; Ingarden calls them 

16 The object is schematic, following Ingarden, in the sense that it is not determined in its properties, 
so it has spots of indeterminacy. Ingarden introduces these ideas while differing the real, and purely 
intentional object. He writes: “every real object is unequivocally, universally (i.e., in every respect) 
determined. Unequivocal, universal determination means that in its total essence [Sosein] a real 
object cannot have any spots where in itself it would not be totally determined, i.e., either by A or 
by non-A, an indeed where it would not be so determined that as long as A was its determination 
in a given respect, it could not, at the same time, in the same respect, be non-A. To put it briefly: its 
essence does not show any spots of indeterminacy” (Ingarden, 1973b, 246).
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“representing objects,” which “represent” purely intentional objects, i.e., the “repre-
sented objects,” whereas the performance is a certain concretization. Here people on 
the stage are ultimately determined in their properties since they are autonomous and 
individual objects. Moreover, they are also intentional objects, but the objects they 
represent—the “represented objects”—are purely intentional, and as such—schematic. 
This ontological description of the stage play formulated by Ingarden would be sup-
plemented by Blaustein with an descriptive-psychological analysis.

3. BLAUSTEIN ON AESTHTIC EXPERIENCE AND  
ITS STRUCTURE

Blaustein has an opportunity to study Ingarden’s aesthetics since 1927 when the 
latter holds lectures on the theory presented later (in 1931) in length in Das literarische 
Kunstwerk. Moreover, in 1930  and in 1931  Blaustein publishes two short books in 
Polish on Przedstawiania imaginatywne. Studyum z pogranicza psychologii i estetyki 
[Imaginative Presentations. A Study in the Borderland Between Psychology and Aesthet-
ics], and on Przedstawienia schematyczne i symboliczne. Badania z pogranicza psycho-
logii i estetyki [Schematic and Symbolic Presentations. A Survey from the Borderland of 
Psychology and Aesthetics], which both adopt and develop some of Ingarden’s ideas17. 
In his books, Blaustein engages not only with Ingarden, but also with, amongst others, 
Husserl, Brentano, Twardowski, Alexius Meinong (1853–1920), and Stephan Witasek 
(1870–1915). During the 1930’s, Blaustein closely works together with Ingarden. He 
participates in Ingarden’s aesthetic seminars, where ideas later (in 1937) presented 
in O poznawaniu działa literackiego [The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art] are 
discussed. First and foremost, however, Blaustein establishes a permanent dialogue 
with his Lvov teacher (Ingarden, 1963, 87). At the basis of this cooperation, Blaustein 
(1937; 1938; 2005) formulates an original phenomenology of aesthetic experience. 
Given all these influences, and interconnections, the aim of this part of the article 
is to present, and to discuss Blaustein’s view of aesthetic experience. First, however, 
in section 3.1., I attempt to reconstruct his continuations, as well as his breaks with 
Ingarden’s heritage. Next, in section 3.2., I read his theory of presentations, and I re-
construct how Blaustein use that theory when developing his aesthetics. 

17 Ingarden notices this fact in a footnote to Das literarische Kunstwerk. See (Ingarden, 1973b, 319–
320, fn. 10).
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3.1. Blaustein’s critical analysis  
of Ingarden’s method and his aesthetics

It is hard to deny that Blaustein is influenced by Ingarden, first and foremost by 
his aesthetics, but also (to some extent) by ontology and epistemology. Nonetheless, 
his reading of Ingarden is critical because of methodological reasons. This, in turn, 
results in reinterpretation of some basic concepts of Ingarden. Of course, a recon-
struction of Blaustein’s critical evaluation of the method of phenomenology has to 
be understood from within the entire context of methodological disputes in Lvov, 
especially with regards to phenomenology in relation to descriptive psychology (cf. 
Płotka, 2020b, esp. 19–23). This, however, goes beyond my aims here. Let me empha-
size only the key insight of Blaustein. 

In two talks, given by him on the 28th of April and the 5th of May 1928, during the 
meetings of the Polish Philosophical Society, Blaustein questions the eidetic approach 
of phenomenology. Phenomenology is understood by him as “descriptive discipline 
which concerns ideal essences of lived experiences of pure consciousness” (Blaustein, 
1928–1929, 164b). In the first of these two talks, he formulates a series of arguments, 
which show that essences are in fact presupposed in their existence before one starts 
doing phenomenology. Phenomenology is interested in describing the general objects 
that exist, as Blaustein puts it (1928–1929, 166a), in “the world of ideas.” If so, howev-
er, one presupposes the ontological thesis about the existence of essences before she 
or he phenomenologically describes essences as such. In a word, phenomenology falls 
into the petitio principii error. Nonetheless, Blaustein’s reading is problematic. Already 
in his Logische Untersuchungen, Husserl presents the method of eidetic analysis in 
discussion with the modern theory of abstraction; precisely in this context, Husserl 
(1984, 127; 2001, 248; see also Hopkins, 1997) is clearly against a hypostatization of 
ideas as general objects. Surprisingly, then, Blaustein’s criticism misses the point. But, 
as Kuliniak & others (2016, 97, 114) suggest, Blaustein’s criticism is directed not to-
wards Husserl, but rather towards Ingarden. Indeed, it is Ingarden (1915, 306; 1919a; 
1919b; Szylewicz, 1993, 4) who popularizes the notion of phenomenology as a study 
of the content of ideas in the act of a direct seeing of essences (immanente Wesenser-
schauung). In his first presentations of phenomenology, one can find a quasi-Platonic 
understanding of essences as “ideal objects,” which do not exist in time or in the real 
space. As such, they are invariable (Ingarden, 1919b, 322). In contrast to Husserl, Ing-
arden (1919b, 324) claims that in the act of the direct apprehension of essences, there 
is also a moment of the affirmation of the ideal existence of the general objects. Such 
objects exist in the world of ideal objects. Even given the fact that Ingarden’s notion 



HORIZON 9 (2) 2020 567

of an idea is ambiguous (Chrudzimski, 1999, 25–29), it is striking that in his early 
writings in phenomenology, Ingarden, contra Husserl, adopts quasi-Platonic reading 
of essences. Precisely in this context, one has to understand Blaustein’s criticism of 
phenomenology.

But if phenomenology as an eidetic enterprise is impossible, how does Blaustein 
understand phenomenology at all? In contrast to Ingarden, he suggests that phenom-
enology should be developed in a Brentanian fashion, as suggested by Husserl (1984, 
24, fn. 1; 2001, 176–177) in the first edition of Untersuchungen, namely as descriptive 
psychology. In his opinion, instead of investigating ideal essences, the phenomeno-
logist should examine individual phenomena, and at this basis she or he should aim 
at types of these phenomena, where types are to be understood as the lowest species. 
Therefore, phenomenology is not an eidetic discipline which operates with a ques-
tionable—at least in Blaustein’s view—method of seeing essences, but rather it exam-
ines individual phenomena, and due to inductive generalizations, it enables one to 
achieve types of these phenomena. As Blaustein (1928–1929, 165b) puts it, “phenome-
nology is possible only as empirical and descriptive science of types (the lowest spe-
cies) of lived experiences of pure consciousness, [s]ince no direct investigation into 
higher species, unless it is held on the way of inductive generalization, is reliable.” For 
the Polish philosopher, then, Husserl’s eidetic intuition is replaced by the Brentanian 
introspection and retrospection. 

It is not surprising that this important shift in methodology has far reaching 
consequences for Blaustein’s philosophy in general, and for his aesthetics in particu-
lar. First, however, let me note consequences for his reading of Ingarden, which are 
clear while analyzing Blaustein’s (1930a; 1932; 1935–1937) three reviews of Ingarden’s 
Das literarische Kunstwerk. In general terms, Blaustein appreciates Ingarden’s detailed 
analysis of the literary work of art which, in his opinion, are one of the most valuable 
in philosophical literature of the time. More explicitly, he emphasizes the following 
five aspects of Ingarden’s theory: (1) his refutation of psychologism in literature which 
consists in reducing the literary work of art to the psychic life of a reader (Blaustein, 
1935–1937, 98b); (2) his theory of meaning according to which meaning is irreducible 
to the psyche or to ideal entities, and as such it is heteronomous in relation to the acts 
of understanding (Blaustein, 1930a, 454); (3) a clear differentiation between the act, 
contents, and the represented objects, which are key notions for understanding what 
the literary work of art is (Blaustein, 1932, 346); as a consequence of point 3, (4) his ac-
cent put on intentional objects which are schematic, and purely intentional (Blaustein, 
1932, 347); in this context, let me note that although Blaustein does not adopt Ing-
arden’s phrase, “purely intentional object,” he was aware that the theory of purely in-
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tentional objects—understood as quasi -real objects—corresponds with his original 
theory of imaginative objects (Blaustein, 1935–1937, 101b); finally, (5) his view of the 
literary work of art as a multi-strata object (Blaustein, 1935–1937, 99a). Despite these 
positive assessments, Blaustein formulated two charges against Ingarden’s aesthetics: 
(1) the issue of identity of the literary work of art is unclear, since different concret-
izations do not allow one to comprehend the work absolutely adequately (Blaustein, 
1932, 349); more importantly, (2) as a result of his criticism of the phenomenological 
method sketched above, one has to use “Ockham’s razor” on Ingarden’s contention 
that ideas are general objects and metaphysical entities (Blaustein, 1930a, 454; 1935–
1937, 101a); simply put, Blaustein rejects the ontological, and metaphysical context 
of Ingarden’s aesthetics. Instead he offers to develop a descriptive-psychological or 
phenomenological analysis of aesthetic experience, which leads him to his original 
theory of presentations.

3.2. On the variety of presentations in aesthetic experience

According to Blaustein’s (1928, 95) self-commentary, his aesthetics is closely 
connected to a criticism formulated in his doctoral dissertation on Husserl’s theory 
of act and content. Of course, a detailed reconstruction and a thorough discussion 
of this criticism is not my aim here (cf. Płotka, 2020c), however, let me note three 
important points. (1) Blaustein’s leading idea is to reinterpret Husserl’s lived-experi-
ences as sets or wholes of presentations, which apprehend sense-data. Consequent-
ly, lived experiences are, just as for Brentano (1995, 61), presentations or are based 
upon presentations (Blaustein, 1930b, 61; 1931b, 123). (2) Blaustein claims that pre-
sentations are different from sense-data in such a way that whereas presentations 
are lived through (durchlebt), sense-data are just experienced (erlebt). By claiming 
this, Blaustein is following Ingarden18. Given this differentiation, only sense-data are 
originally experienced; in turn, presentations apprehend them, and are founded on 
sense-data. (3) What follows, Blaustein is interested in lived experiences as such, and 
their character, rather than in their objects, and structures. What does this reading of 
Husserl mean for aesthetics? First of all, Blaustein (1937, 399; 1938a, 4; 2005, 4, 136) 
comprehends aesthetic experience as a complex act what means for him: as a whole 

18 As Ingarden emphasizes, „[j]edenfalls sind die Empfindungsdaten—und in noch höherem Maße 
die Ansichten verschiedener Stufen—Inhalte, die den Bewußtseinsakten auf bestimmte Weise 
gegenübertreten und selbst (in sich) nicht bewußt sind. D. h. ihre Seinweise ist die des Erlebtwerdens 
und nicht die des Durchlebens. Die Seinsweise des Erlebens der Empfindungsdaten dagegen ist die 
des ‘Durchlebens’“ (Ingarden, 1921, 562).
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which combines different presentations. In his analysis, Blaustein examines mainly 
visual artworks and for this reason, he claims that the basis of aesthetic experience 
is first and foremost perception, however, components of feelings, judgments, and 
volitional acts are also present. If sense-data found all experience, different presenta-
tions in aesthetic experience are defined by Blaustein in regard to the relation between 
presentational content and the object. A theoretical basis of Blaustein’s aesthetics is, 
then, an attempt at defining different types of presentations included in aesthetic ex-
perience. In turn, for Ingarden the aim of aesthetics is a description of the ontolog-
ical structure of the object constituted in such an experience. Let me look closer at 
Blaustein’s classification19.

To begin with, by “presentation” Blaustein (1930b, 13, fn. 1; 2005, 47, fn. 12) un-
derstands an “elementary intentional act sui generis.” As such it includes sensations 
(or sensational acts) or is founded upon sensations. However, this theory cannot be 
apprehend as a form of naïve sensualism since it also accepts immanent, or introspec-
tive sensations20. As such, following Blaustein (1931b, 99–100), presentations have the 
function of a psychological representation, which consists in someone’s presenting of 
the represented object via the presenting object. Therefore, the phrase “A represents 
[…] for X—B, if X presents […] him or herself B due to A” should be read—within 
Blaustein’s psychology—as “X presents him or herself B using A in such a way that A 
is given (mostly intuitively) to X […], and that X comprehends B through the pre-
senting content of A” (Blaustein, 1931b, 101–102). However, the relation between the 
presenting content, and the object can be defined at least at four levels as: (1) adequate 
(if every element of content has a corresponding element of the object, and every el-
ement of the object has a corresponding element of content), (2) quasi-adequate (if 
every element of content has a corresponding element of the object, but it refers to 
improper object of intention, rather than to the proper object), (3) inadequate (if at 
least some elements of content have some corresponding elements of the object), and 
(4) quasi-inadequate (if at least some elements of content have some corresponding 
elements of the object, but it refers to improper object of intention, rather than to the 
proper object) (Blaustein 1930b, 53–58). Blaustein uses here the notions of “proper” 
19 For the presentation of Blaustein’s theory of presentations in the context of cognitive acts, see Chudy 

(1981), and in the historical context of inquiries into the nature of intuition, and imagination, see 
Płotka (2019).

20 Rosińska (2013, 77) writes: “Sensations are the most elementary perceptual processes in which sen-
sual data is given. At this level there is no distinction between a presented object and a presenting 
content. According to Blaustein, sensations are purely receptive acts. They are intrinsic presenta-
tions. All other presentations are based on them, and, in this sense, are derivative—they need sen-
sations. In all other presentations there is a distinction between an object and a presenting content.”
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or “improper” objects of presenting content; whereas by the “proper object” he un-
derstands the object of direct intuition which is directly founded on sensations, and 
by “improper object” is to be understood the object of indirect intuition which inter-
prets or apprehends sensations (Blaustein, 1931b, 20). With this in mind, Blaustein 
(1931a, 124–128; 2005, 24–27) distinguishes three forms of intuition: (1) perceptual 
or direct intuition where the presenting content is a function of “original sensory con-
tents,” and it characterizes the function as strictly intuitive; (2)  secondary intuition 
where sense-data can be either (a) reproduced (e.g., in the act of remembering), or 
(b) created (e.g., in the act of imagining, say, a Pegasus), and (3) imaginative intui-
tion. The last form of intuition is instantiated by imaginative presentations in which 
the presentational content is a function of “original sensory contents,” however, the 
presentation so-to-speak duplicates the object as both intuitively given in perception 
and imagined, i.e., the presentation has both proper and improper objects. Let me 
note that both secondary, and imaginative intuitions are indirect. Blaustein defines 
also two types of non-intuitive presentations, namely: (1) schematic presentations (if 
the function of representation is realized by inadequate signs, e.g., judgments; here 
“the schematized object” is represented by “the schematizing object,” e.g., a schematic 
presentation of Europe can be schematically represented by a map), and (2) symbol-
ic presentations (if the function of representation is realized by symbols which are 
founded of conventions, e.g., a skeleton symbolically presents death since a cultural 
convention binds these two elements) (Blaustein, 1931b, 7–9). Both schematic, and 
symbolic presentations are non-intuitive, i.e., abstract, and conceptual presentations.

As claimed, Blaustein refers to formulated descriptive differences, and he uses 
these classifications in his analysis of different aesthetic experiences. At bottom, he 
agrees with Ingarden that aesthetic experience has temporal structure, meaning it 
develops over time. Moreover, he is perfectly aware that, given the various kinds of 
works of art, there are different forms of intuition at play in the domain of aesthetic 
experiences (Blaustein, 1937, 400–401; 2005, 136–137). For him, the fact of the variety 
of different forms, or types of works of art is prima facie justified. In this regard he 
considers, e.g., static works of art, like a painting or a sculpture, where only perception 
and perceptual presentations can be at play. He notices, however, that given tempo-
ral nature of aesthetic experience, other presentations can go to the fore, e.g., addi-
tional schematic, or symbolic presentations can modify further experiences, if some-
one realizes that she or he comprehends objects as possessing a symbolic meaning. 
Blaustein makes an example in this context by referring to Husserl’s (1995, 251–252; 
1983, 261–262) famous discussion (from Ideas I) of Albrecht Dürer’s “Knight, Death 
and the Devil.” In Blaustein’s (1930b, 23–24, fn. 3; 2005, 54–55, fn. 20) view, Husserl 
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too hastily claims that the copperplate of Dürer represents, among others, death since 
the skeleton represents death only symbolically, and not directly; nonetheless, sym-
bolic presentation occurs on the basis (Blaustein speaks of “psychological foundation” 
in this regard) of perceptual and imaginative presentations. According to Blaustein, 
then, this particular experience goes as follows: (1) one directly experiences sense-da-
ta, which (2) are apprehended in perception as shapes; nonetheless, (3) one sees not 
the shapes, but through the shapes other objects, i.e., a skeleton, and this is possible 
because imaginative presentations produce the improper object of intention; finally, 
(4)  one realizes that the skeleton symbolically represents death, and this is possible 
because of symbolic presentations. All in all, aesthetic experience is constituted as a 
whole of all these moments, and its aim is to experience aesthetic pleasure (emotional 
component) which manifests itself in a polyphonic harmony of aesthetic qualities of 
different layers of the experienced object (Blaustein, 1930b, 47; 1938b, 53; 2005, 184). 
What distinguishes Blaustein’s (1936–1937; 1938b, 53–55; 2005, 184–186) view of aes-
thetic emotions from Ingarden’s position is the claim that the preliminary emotion 
is not necessary for the experience itself, and moreover, the work of art can found 
different—other than aesthetic—values, e.g., the educational value in an example of a 
movie. So, as we see, the structure of the aesthetic experience of perceiving a painting 
is for Blaustein indeed complex. 

Blaustein also uses his theory of imaginative presentations in regard to a theat-
er play, and, consequently, to watching a movie. Let me focus on the first example 
when Blaustein (1930b, 15; 2005, 48) considers Shaw’s Caesar and Cleopatra. What 
one directly, or perceptually experiences is something that is happening on stage dur-
ing the play. However, one sees not meaningless events, but, say, actors’ performances 
while Caesar talks with Cleopatra; here the different roles are constituted as quasi-real 
objects in the following way: the imagined object (e.g., Caesar) constituted in the 
imaginative presentation is given at once as intuitive (the real movements and words 
happening on the stage) and non-intuitive (Caesar meeting Cleopatra). Whereas the 
former is the proper object of perceptual intention, the latter is the improper object 
of the imaginative intention. The difference arises at the descriptive-psychological 
level: the intuitive object has properties “truly” ascribed to it by the act (e.g., being a 
man, or woman, having blond, or dark hair), and the non-intuitive object has prop-
erties ascribed in the modus “quasi.” From a phenomenological viewpoint, Blaustein 
compares this experience with illusion, however, what differentiates imaginative ex-
perience from illusionary experience is the lack of a belief that the object exist at all 
(in illusion, according to Blaustein, one has to believe that the illusion is true). Besides 
the perceptual and the imaginary object, there is also Caesar as a historical figure who 
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lived in ancient times. In this context, Blaustein differentiates between (1) the repro-
ducing object, (2) the imaginative object, and (3) the reproduced object. What is intui-
tively, or perceptually given, then, is only the reproducing object (events happening at 
the stage; object, or objects which have “truly” ascribed properties); this is the basis 
for a quasi-adequate presentation, i.e., the imaginative object, which is non-intuitively 
given (actor comprehended as Caesar; object, or objects which have quasi-ascribed 
properties); both, however, refer to the reproduced object, either the real, or the fic-
tional one (Caesar as a historical person, or, say a Pegasus; these objects can be situat-
ed “somewhere,” and “sometime” in the real, or fictional world). 

With this in mind, Blaustein (1938a, 14–15; 2005, 10–11) notices an important 
phenomenological difference: perceptual acts found imaginative acts, but inasmuch as 
presentational content in perceptual acts represent their reproducing objects adequately, 
in imaginative acts the contents cannot represent the imaginative object adequately. If 
one sees the actor who plays Caesar, the presenting content of this act refers adequately 
to the person as the person, but can we then say they represent the actor as Caesar either 
adequately or inadequately? As Blaustein puts it, presentational contents present the 
object in imaginative presentations only quasi-adequately. The difference is clear: the 
reproducing object is present in the same surrounding world as the viewer is, namely, in 
the theater; the imaginative object is present in the world inherent to the work of art, say, 
a Cleopatra’s Egypt; but the reproduced object is not real, but used to be real in the past. 
E. g., Caesar’s conversation with Cleopatra is performed on the stage not in the theater, 
but in the front of Sphinx in Egypt, just as Shaw writes about this in his play. To explain 
how imaginative objects are given, Blaustein (1930b, 23–24; 2005, 54–55) writes of qua-
si-real objects. For him, imaginative intuition is the act that creates quasi-real objects if 
the subject adopts the imaginative attitude. Blaustein (1938a, 13; 2005, 10) characterizes 
the object as given in a quasi-spatiality and a quasi-time (cf. Rosińska, 2001, 70–71). In 
other words, what a viewer is looking at is simultaneously the stage in the surrounding 
world and the quasi-world—which Blaustein also calls the imaginative world. While 
being directed towards the imaginative world, one “forgets” about the real world; this 
means for Blaustein: imaginative presentation, and the reference to the reproduced ob-
ject is possible because aesthetic experience does not contain the belief that the object of 
this presentation exists. In other words, aesthetic experience distances one from the real 
world, and enables one to “see” (only quasi-adequately) the non-real (imaginative, or 
fictional) world. If so, aesthetic experience distances one from her, or his “natural” life, 
it enables one to “take a rest” from everyday life (Blaustein, 1933, 46; 2005, 125). This, 
as stated above, is close to Ingarden’s approach for whom aesthetic experience distances 
one from the world of praxis. 
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4. CONCLUSION

Dziemidok (1980, 178) and, more recently, Ptaszek (2011, 120) claim that Blu-
astein’s aesthetics is inspired, or even influenced by Ingarden’s phenomenology. Given 
the historical context—discussed in section 1 of the present article—I take this gen-
eral hypothesis for granted. But, even if Blaustein is indeed influenced by Ingarden, 
the following questions arise: To what extent are both theories are interconnected?, and, 
more specifically: Which elements of Ingarden’s theory does Blaustein refer to, and how, 
if at all, does he reconsider this approach? By raising these questions, my aim here is to 
define specific elements which bind, and differ both approaches to aesthetics. To do 
this, I discussed at the beginning Ingarden’s phenomenology of aesthetic experience 
(section 2.1.), and its ontological background in the theory of intentional objects (sec-
tion 2.2.). Next, I considered Blaustein’s criticism of Ingarden’s method (section 3.1.). 
Finally, I reconstructed Blaustein’s theory of presentations, and I asked about its use 
in aesthetics (section 3.2.). The presented analysis, thus structured, allows me to con-
clude that, first, Blaustein takes over some particular aesthetic theses or insights of In-
garden; but, second, there are some elements of Ingarden’s aesthetics that are critically 
discussed, and redefined by Blaustein, and which mark clear breaks with his teacher’s 
theory. At the end, let me examine these points closer.

First of all, (1) Blaustein agrees with Ingarden that there is no general struc-
ture of aesthetic experience for all kinds of art; rather, the character, and structure of 
experience is strictly connected to the object that is perceived; in Blaustein’s terms, 
our experience combines different presentations dependent on what one perceives, 
e.g., schematic presentations if one reads a book, or imaginative presentations if one 
watches a movie. (2) Both Ingarden, and Blaustein (1938a, 8; 1938b, 26; 2005, 5–6, 
165) claim that the subject of aesthetic experience is active while constituting the aes-
thetic object. As a consequence of the description in point 2; (3) Blaustein (1937, 407; 
1938a, 7; 1938b, 42; 2005, 6, 144, 177) comprehends—just as Ingarden does—aesthet-
ic experience as a phasic structure, i.e., some phases of the experience are happening 
only if other phases are already passed21. Next, (4) Blaustein (1937, 403; 1938a, 18; 
2005, 13, 138) accepts Ingarden’s view of the work of art as a multi-layered object, and 
(5) he uses Ingarden’s theory of the spots of indeterminacy to describe aesthetic expe-
rience in general (Blaustein, 1938a, 23–24; 2005, 16), and, for instance, the experience 
of listening to the radio in particular (he considers, e.g., how one does understand the 
radio broadcast if not all required data are present [Blaustein, 1938b, 14; 2005, 155]). 
(6) Blaustein (1937, 402; 2005, 139) follows Ingarden in claiming that the aim of aes-
21 Here Blaustein refers to the Husserlian-Ingardenian idea of the living memory.
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thetic experience is to constitute a “polyphony,” or an organized whole of aesthetic 
value qualities (on different levels, or layers of the work of art), and (7) he compre-
hends—just as Ingarden (1961, 307–308; 1973a, 207) does—aesthetic experience as 
directed toward Gestalt qualities. Finally, (8) they both hold that aesthetic experience 
situates one outside the everyday life, or the world of praxis. 

As claimed, however, there are also elements that are critically reconsidered or 
redefined by Blaustein. (9) Even if he follows Ingarden to emphasize the dominant 
role of feelings (in relation to the intellectual attitude) in the experience of watching 
a movie (Blaustein, 1933, 26; 2005, 109), he claims—contra Ingarden—that there are 
also non-aesthetic feelings, and values, e.g., the value of education, involved in the 
experience (Blaustein, 1933, 34–35; 2005, 116–117)22. (10) Blaustein (1938b, 53; 2005, 
184)  agrees with Ingarden that the preliminary emotion is an element of aesthetic 
experience, but (different than Ingarden) he claims that the emotion is preceded by 
an anticipation of the emotion, i.e., by the act of perception of the object. (11) For this 
reason, while Ingarden insists that perception is unnecessary for aesthetic experience, 
Blaustein holds that there is no aesthetic experience without perception. Additionally, 
(12)  Blaustein speaks of Ingarden’s idea of quasi -judgements which enables one to 
refer to the object presented in the work of art; for him, the belief moment lacks in 
these judgements (Blaustein, 1933, 23; 2005, 107), and to explain this—different than 
Ingarden (1973b, 176–177)—he identifies quasi-judgements with Meinong’s assump-
tions (Blaustein, 1937, 402; 2005, 139). If this is the case, however, Blaustein misreads 
Ingarden in this regard. 

I think that Blaustein’s criticism of and break with Ingarden’s aesthetics is 
marked by his critical assessment of the eidetic method. As claimed in the section 
3.1., Blaustein offers to understand phenomenology as descriptive psychology, rather 
than as an eidetic discipline. This important shift in methodology has far reaching 
consequences for the Ingarden-Blaustein discussion: (13)  whereas Ingarden’s aes-
thetics is developed mainly as phenomenology, and ontology of aesthetic experience, 
Blaustein’s approach seems to go beyond ontology towards descriptive-psychological 
analysis; in result, (14) whereas Ingarden speaks of lived experiences, Blaustein pre-
fers presentations, and its complexes, or combinations. (15) Thus, although they both 
refer also to the notion of “constitution” to describe aesthetic experience in its relation 
to the aesthetic object, they understand it differently: for Ingarden, constitution is a 
“creation” of a purely intentional object; for Blaustein, in turn, constitution means a 

22 More on Ingarden’s post-war theory of a movie, also in relation to Blaustein, writes Rosińska (2001, 
90–91).
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“combination” of different presentations. (16) All in all, Blaustein’s central reconsid-
eration, if it is not a misreading of Ingarden’s aesthetics, lies in a different attitude, 
namely, to reinterpret the Ingardenian idea of pure and also intentional objects in a 
descriptive-psychological fashion, i.e., to describe these objects from a phenomeno-
logical viewpoint, or, in other words, to describe how one does experience these ob-
jects. In contrast to Ingarden, then, for Blaustein phenomenology determines ontology. 
In consequence, even if Blaustein (1937, 401; 2005, 138) adapts Ingarden’s (1973b, 
317–323) vocabulary of representing, and represented objects, and he gives some 
clues to interpret the imagined object given in the imaginative intuition—as defined 
in section 3.2.—as a purely intentional object which hides, or conceals its true, i.e., 
purely intentional nature, Blaustein obscures Ingarden’s clear relation between three 
objects: an also intentional object, a purely intentional object, and the real object (cf. 
Dziemidok, 1980, 34–35). By employing the theory of representations, namely, he 
reduces the real object to the complex of sensations which are absolutely adequate; 
but if sensations are indeed the basis for aesthetic experience, as Blaustein holds, the 
aesthetic object loses its purely intentional status in favor of the real status. So, para-
doxically, Blaustein’s attempt to go beyond Ingarden’s ontology, and to reconsider his 
aesthetics, is only partial since it misreads, to some extent, the theory of intentional 
objects.
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Как известно, во время пребывания в  Гёттингене и  Фрайбурге между Романом Ингарденом 
и Эдит Штайн началась крепкая дружба и интеллектуальное соратничество. Совместно про-
ведённое в тот период время, как и переписка, которую они поддерживали на протяжении по-
следующих лет, позволили им ближе ознакомиться с философскими воззрениями друг друга, 
а также испытать взаимное влияние. Цель настоящей статьи — показать сходство между тем 
описанием души, которое предлагает Ингарден в § 78 «Спора о существовании мира», и анали-
зом души и psyche, развитым Эдит Штайн в период между 1916 и 1922 гг. Кроме того, в статье 
будет выдвинута гипотеза о том, что этот анализ повлиял на формальную антропологию, раз-
работанную польским философом много лет спустя. Как рассмотрение души в качестве лич-
ностного ядра, которое проявляет себя в пережитом человеком опыте, так и его описание через 
понятие «силы», являются основными теоретическими элементами в зрелой онтологии чело-
века для Ингардена, и уже сыгравшими решающую роль в ранних работах Штайн. С разницей 
в несколько лет оба мыслителя разработали антропологический взгляд, который отказывается 
от жизни сознания как основного ориентира, но выявляет онтологическую значимость едино-
го психического источника предрасположенностей человека, человеческого характера и самого 
сознания. 
Ключевые слова: Роман Ингарден — Эдит Штайн, личность, душа, сознание, psyche, духовность 
человека, феноменологическая антропология, онтология.

1. INTRODUCTION:  
THE ROLE OF THE SOUL IN INGARDEN’S ONTOLOGY AND  

STEIN’S EARLY WRITINGS

As Ingarden declares in his Memories of Edmund Husserl, he first proposed the 
“essence of the person” as subject of his dissertation with Husserl (Ingarden, 1968, 
115–116)1. This demonstrates that the Polish thinker’s interest in the concept of per-
son has deep roots and dates back to his first years of study in Göttingen and Freiburg, 

1 As is well known, Ingarden’s dissertation actually focused on Henri Bergson’s philosophy (In-
garden, 1994). As we read in Memories of Edmund Husserl, Husserl told Ingarden that dealing with 
the notion of person would have taken five years, a period of time that Ingarden could not afford 
(Ingarden, 1968, 116). 
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probably under the influence of Max Scheler’s Formalism. Although Ingarden did not 
focus his main efforts on the investigation of this concept after returning to Poland 
(1918), the role of the notion of person in the development of his philosophy is not 
irrelevant, as Chapter XVI of Controversy over the Existence of the World (in particular 
§ 78)2 and the treatise On Responsibility3 show. While referring to different theoretical 
questions (respectively, the realism-idealism debate and the foundations of human 
responsibility), these writings also deal with anthropological issues and present a clear 
definition of the human being as a person, on the basis of conceptual cornerstones 
that Ingarden seems to take for granted and does not question.

Among these cornerstones, the central role of the soul (Seele) within the struc-
ture of the person is particularly significant4, as is the depiction of the soul as the 
primal and ineffable nucleus of human personality, which manifests itself in psychic 
phenomena and does not allow itself to be reduced to conscious, lived experiences. 
In this regard, Ingarden claims that the positivistic “psychology without soul,” which 
rejects any psychological entity beyond experience (lest philosophy degenerates into 
metaphysics), soon reveals its poverty because it cannot account for the point of ref-
erence of subjective dispositions and capacities, i.e., it cannot answer the unavoidable 
question “Who is the subject of such dispositions?”5. It is therefore the “power of 
facts” and the rigorous description of human phenomena that make the use of the 
term “soul” necessary, though released from metaphysical and religious implications 
(Ingarden, 1965/2016, 306–307/685–686). 

In chapter XVI of Ingarden’s magnum opus, a crucial question concerns the 
existential relation between soul and consciousness, with the aim of pondering the 
methodological assumptions of Husserl’s transcendental-constitutive analysis of the 
person6. Could the pure ego and the corresponding stream of consciousness exist 

2 When citing quotations from this work, I will indicate both the pages of the German edition and the 
pages of the English translation. Chapter XVI is entitled The Problem of the Form of Pure Conscious-
ness, whereas the title of § 78 is The Formal Problem of the Existential Self-Sufficiency of the Stream 
of Consciousness. 

3 The treatise is based on a paper read in Vienna in 1968. See Ingarden (1970). 
4 The second part of § 78 deals with The Stream of Consciousness and the So-called “Soul” (the “Per-

son”). See (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 305/684 ff.).
5 As Gerda Walther recalls, also Alexander Pfänder countered the notion of soul, intended as the 

result of a rigorous and faithful observation of man, with the positivistic “psychology without 
soul” (Walther, 1960, 188). Pfänder exposed these observations in the work Die Seele des Menschen 
(Pfänder, 1933). 

6 In this respect, the main point of reference is the second volume of Ideas, published in 1953 and 
explicitly mentioned by Ingarden in the German edition of Controversy (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 



582 SIMONA BERTOLINI

without being rooted in the person’s soul? Are they ontologically “self-sufficient” 
(seinsselbständig) and “independent” (seinsunabhängig) in relation to it7? Or—on the 
contrary—can they exist only as an “axis” and a manifestation of the soul’s individual-
ity (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 319/696)? These questions, which belong to the wider ques-
tion about the relation between consciousness and the real world, do not aim at con-
futing Husserl’s transcendental idealism from a metaphysical viewpoint, but intend 
to sift through its presuppositions by investigating the objective kinds of dependence 
that emerge from the description of the ideas of soul, consciousness, and person8. If 
this description proves—as actually happens to be the case—that the existence of con-
sciousness, according to its eidetic structure, depends on the identity of the soul and 
not conversely, the absolute way of existence of the pure ego would be contradicted. 
Accordingly, Husserl’s philosophical approach, which traces the constitution of man 
back to the field of pure consciousness, would turn out to be based on existential rela-
tionships without foundation9.

This is the problematic context in which the examination of man’s personal dis-
tinctiveness develops in § 78 of Controversy, starting from the eidetic observation of 
human phenomena. This examination brings to the fore that the unity of the soul is 
the focal point of human character and behavior, as well as the center of a “monad” 
that includes both the life of consciousness and the body (as is confirmed in the third 
part of § 78, dedicated to the existential relation between consciousness, body and soul 
(Ingarden, 1965/2016, 326/701 ff.)). The same anthropological view is also illustrated 
in the treatise On Responsibility, wherein Ingarden aims at delineating a structure of 
the human person able to ground and account for the existence of responsible deci-
sions and deeds. In this writing, as in Controversy, the thinker shows that addressing 
man as the product of transcendental constitution does not allow to understand hu-

305/684, 315/692). In addition, it is worth recalling that Ingarden personally attended Husserl’s 
Vorlesung on Nature and Spirit in 1913 (Ingarden, 1968, 109). 

7 The meaning of these adjectives is presented in the first volume of Controversy and refers to differ-
ent existential moments, concerning distinct modes of ontological dependence or independence. 
From this point of view, an entity can be: 1) autonomous or heteronomous, 2) original or derivative, 
3) self-sufficient or non-self-sufficient, 4) independent or dependent (Ingarden, 1964, 78–123). In 
particular, an entity is self-sufficient if its being, according to its essence, does not need the being of 
other entities within the unity of a whole, whereas it is independent if it does not need the existence 
of another self-sufficient entity in order to keep on existing. 

8 Ingarden presents the ontological foundations of eidetic ontology itself in Chapter X of Controversy, 
titled On the Form of Idea. On this topic, see also Ingarden’s Habilitationsschrift (Ingarden, 1925).

9 In this regard, Ingarden claims that Husserl confused the way of givenness (Gegebenheitsweise) with 
the way of being (Seinsweise): see (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 323/698, 371/739).



HORIZON 9 (2) 2020 583

man complexity, for the stream of consciousness is just one part of the wider structure 
of real man. The latter is defined by Ingarden as “a corporeal-psychic-spiritual being,” 
whose identity, as temporally extended, depends on the manifestation of its soul in 
temporal conscious life (Ingarden, 1970, 54, 66). 

While the concept of the person is a recurring topic in phenomenological tra-
dition, the constitutive relation between person and soul is specifically reminiscent 
of the anthropological analysis that is at the center of several works by Edith Stein. In 
Stein’s works the notion of soul plays a crucial role (Ales Bello, 2001; Calcagno, 2019; 
Knaup & Seubert, 2017, 334–338). In particular, Ingarden’s depiction of this notion 
is reminiscent both of the concept of soul that appears in the third part of Stein’s dis-
sertation on empathy (defended in 1916 in Freiburg and partially published in 1917 
(Stein, 2010b)) and of the definition of the psyche provided in other texts, which she 
wrote in the next few years, such as Introduction to Philosophy (Stein, 2004)10 and the 
two treatises gathered under the title Contributions to a Philosophical Foundation of 
Psychology and the Humanities (Stein, 2010a)11. In contrast to other following works, 
in which Stein interprets the results of the phenomenological analysis of man in light 
of Scholastic tradition conceptuality (see, for instance, Stein, 2005),12 here she devel-
ops a rigorous description of human psychic life by employing categories that will be 
present in Ingarden’s Controversy as well.

The aim of the following sections is to illustrate these similarities between In-
garden’s description of soul and Stein’s early writings (Sections 2 and 3), and to present 
the hypothesis that some of these writings influenced the anthropology elaborated 
by the Polish philosopher many years later (Section 4). After all, he was in Freiburg 
with Stein when she defended her dissertation, and the letters she wrote to him from 
1917 to 1938 prove the existence of a close intellectual relationship between the two 
thinkers (Stein, 2015). Hence it is plausible to assume that Ingarden, through the me-

10 Introduction to Philosophy was initially a manuscript, published posthumously in 1991. The writing 
of the text went through many phases (Stein, 2004, XX ff.), but the whole structure of the work was 
already finished in 1921, as the editor of the corresponding volume in the Edith Stein Gesamtaus-
gabe confirms (Stein, 2004, XXVI). 

11 The text was published in 1922  in the fifth volume of Husserl’s „Jahrbuch für Philosophie und 
phänomenologische Forschung.“ It consists of two treatises: Psychic Causality and Individual and 
Community. The title of the published English translation of the work is Philosophy of Psychology 
and the Humanities (Stein, 2000).

12 Stein’s project of connecting Husserl’s phenomenology and Thomas Aquinas’ metaphysics began 
between 1925 and 1929. An important milestone was the writing Husserl’s Phenomenology and the 
Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas (1929) (Stein, 2014, 119–142). 
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diation of his friend’s early works, elaborated an anthropological paradigm and a view 
of psychic phenomena that would play a central role in his mature ontology.

Although the reflections which Stein developed after her dissertation silent-
ly look to a metaphysical meaning of the term “soul” (as I will show in Section 3), 
they also bring to the fore a structure of the psychic individual that turns out to be 
well-suited for explaining the evidence of the human phenomenon. This structure, 
which was already mentioned in her writing on empathy, makes it possible to onto-
logically combine the identity of the human person and its manifestation through 
personal qualities and through the flux of lived experiences, thereby structurally jus-
tifying both the person’s dynamic expression and the person’s unity. It is probably this 
combination, faithful to the “things themselves,” that led Ingarden to include, in his 
systematic ontology, some theses presented by his friend many years before.

Besides the intentional openness to values, to cultural objects, and to other per-
sons13, the essence of the person also implies a sort of unitary, pre-conscious and 
non-transparent origin, which reveals itself in human acts and experiences, thus en-
suring that such experiences leave the mark of one’s own character and belong to the 
continuity of one’s own personal story. On the one hand, the admission of this ori-
gin echoes the relationship between background and surface that was presupposed in 
pre-Cartesian interpretations of the notion of soul, which theorized the existence of 
a substantial entity at the basis of human spiritual activities. On the other hand, this 
admission can go hand in hand with a faithful and non-dogmatic description of the 
human being, which focuses on its specific structure. As we will see, this phenomeno-
logical aim orients both Ingarden’s mature ontology of man and Stein’s early analysis 
of the human soul and psychic life. 

2. RELATION AND DIFFERENCE BETWEEN  
SOUL AND CONSCIOUSNESS IN § 78 OF  

“CONTROVERSY OVER THE EXISTENCE OF THE WORLD”

Stein, in the third part of her writing on empathy, defines the soul concisely and 
describes its relation to—and difference from—the pure ego: 

Our uniformly isolated stream of consciousness is not our soul. But, as we already saw in 
examining inner perception, among our experiences there is one basic experience given 
to us which, together with its persistent attributes, becomes apparent in our experiences 
as the identical “conveyer” of them. This is the substantial soul. […]. The acuteness of 

13 The centrality of these topics has been highlighted by several phenomenologists, such as Scheler, 
Hartmann, and Husserl himself. See (Hartmann, 1926; Husserl, 1952; Scheler, 1980).
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our senses apparent in our outer perceptions is such an attribute. Another is the energy 
apparent in our conduct. The tension or laxity of our volitions manifests the vivacity and 
strength or the weakness of our will. (Stein, 2010b, 55–56) 

This substantial unity is “my” soul when the experiences in which it is apparent are “my” 
experiences or acts in which my pure “ego” lives. The peculiar structure of psychic uni-
ty depends on the peculiar content of the stream of experience; and, conversely, […] 
the content of the stream of experience depends on the structure of the soul. (Stein, 
2010b, 56)

It is worth pointing out at least three essential elements in these quotations. 
Firstly, the soul differs from the stream of consciousness and is conceived as an iden-
tical and substantial “conveyer” of conscious experiences, which conditions them. 
Secondly, the unity and uniqueness of the soul lies at the basis of the inner coherence 
of the pure ego, i.e., of human subject’s life of consciousness. Further, from a meth-
odological viewpoint, Stein specifies that this definition of the soul “becomes appar-
ent in our experiences,” consistently with the assumptions of the phenomenological 
method. Although the thinker mentions Husserl’s Ideas in her dissertation (Stein, 
2010b, 6), a realistic and not transcendental approach towards the object is evident, in 
line with the realistic phenomenology of the so-called “Göttingen Circle” (Avé-Lalle-
mant, 1975a, 1975b), of which Stein and Ingarden were active members before mov-
ing to Freiburg to follow their master.

The same theoretical elements also play a central role in § 78 of Controversy 
over the Existence of the World, wherein Ingarden distinguishes between stream of 
experience and soul, regarding the latter as the core of the person’s uniqueness14, and 
claiming that the pure ego is “grown into” it (hineingewachsen) (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 
320/696). Moreover, the Polish thinker likewise argues that the admission of a close 
relation between lived experiences and their unitary foundation is evidence given to 
us, based on an original and concrete experience of ourselves (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 
320/696). This experience reveals that the unity of personality is not the constitutive 
result, but rather the source of the stream of consciousness, which manifests itself in 
it, thus guaranteeing its inner coherence and personal “tone.” Therefore Ingarden, as 
Stein, seems to circumscribe a notion of soul that presupposes a peculiar path of anal-
ysis, which implies the observation of man and consciousness in light of phenomeno-
logical reduction, and results in implicitly and ontologically denying the assumptions 
of Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology. In fact, the pure ego finally turns out to 

14 The terms “soul” and “person” are mentioned as synonyms (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 305/685, 307/686, 
320/696).
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be founded in yet another source. Instead of being regarded as the field of constitu-
tion, it is traced back to the ontological primacy of the soul.

Ingarden describes the soul as the “nucleus” (Kern) and the primal psychic en-
tity in which personal dispositions (Dispositionen), capacities (Fähigkeiten), and forc-
es (Kräfte) are anchored (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 308/687, 314/691)15, even though its 
definition cannot be referred to their totality and sum. If compared to the abilities and 
lived experiences that arise from its primacy, the soul appears to be the secret origin of 
every man’s singular nature and “haecceitas” (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 315/692), which 
never reveals its properties as a whole, showing itself fragmentarily and through the 
single traits of the individual’s character and behavior; as Ingarden claims, “this nature 
is precisely something that is alien to me, almost incapable of being grasped in its pri-
macy and uniqueness” (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 315/692). Because of this intangibility, 
we usually capture the soul’s properties “linguistically under the aspect of the ego’s 
modes of conduct or experiences, instead of grasping them directly in their distinc-
tiveness” (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 316/692–693). Thus, adjectives such as serious, intel-
ligent, bad, etc., when referred to a person, are not usually regarded as indications of 
the soul’s properties from which the corresponding behaviors and experiences origi-
nate, but they are assumed to indicate such behaviors and experiences. According to 
Ingarden, this is a “behavioristic” way of understanding that restricts itself to dealing 
with human expressions and neglects the determining role of both individual person-
ality and character traits (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 316/693). As the philosopher speci-
fies, this hurried interpretation of phenomena, which focuses on what is founded and 
forgets the evidence of its foundations, “is precisely what provided the impetus for 
the positivist critique […]—according to which the steadfast traits of the human or 
personal psyche are to be regarded as conceptual hypostases to which nothing corre-
sponds in reality” (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 317/693). In saying this, positivist philoso-
phy misses the chance of comprehending the constitutive nature of human individu-
als, on which their distinctiveness depends. 

It can be said that Stein’s expression “substantial soul” may be employed with 
reference to Ingarden as well, provided that the term “substantial” is intended in a 
formal and non-metaphysical sense, that is, with reference to the focal point of the 
structure of the human person, according to its eidetic evidence. Just as Stein affirms 
that the substantial unity of the soul is “apparent” in the acts of the pure ego, Ingarden 
maintains that the pure ego, by being founded in the peculiarity of the soul, is the 

15 I partially distance myself from the published English translation of the work (Ingarden, 2016), in 
which the terms „Kern,“ „Kraft,“ and „psychisch“ are translated as “kernel,” “power,” and “mental” 
respectively. 

https://www.dict.cc/?s=F%C3%A4higkeiten&failed_kw=fahigkeiten
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center (Zentrum) and the axis (Achse) around which the soul’s properties are con-
gregated, and from which lived experiences “emanate” (hervorschießen) and unfold 
in a flux. The fact of having this center, wherein what happens in the soul “becomes 
wakeful (wach wird) and attains appearance (zur Erscheinung gelangt),” characterizes 
the peculiar structure of the human soul (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 320/696). A consti-
tutive and inseparable relation between soul and consciousness thus emerges from 
Ingarden’s work, insofar as the former would be just a potential origin of forces and 
capacities without the latter, whereas the latter, without the former, would be just a 
“naked skeleton” (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 321/697). Almost echoing the last words of 
Stein we have cited, Ingarden theorizes the existence of a symmetrical correspond-
ence between the content of the stream of consciousness and the richness of the soul 
(Ingarden, 1965/2016, 324/699–700), which entails that analyzing them as if they 
were separated is just an abstraction that has to be overcome in order to recompose 
the complex articulation of human reality.

While an ego without a soul would be a naked and cold “skeleton,” a soul with-
out ego would lack the “dominant, ordering or organizing” factor that allows it to be-
come a person (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 321/697). Being a person, in fact, requires hav-
ing a soul and revealing its properties both to the external world and to the personal 
self-consciousness. Otherwise put, it is the emerging of the conscious identity of the 
ego, rooted in the unity of the soul, that ensures the organization and “liberation” of 
the personal potentialities of human essence, which implies the presence of conscious 
acts, conscious deeds, intentions, responsibility, and ethical life. Hence, the ego is not 
only the condition for the possibility of man’s expression and knowledge, but is the 
conditio sine qua non of the human person’s whole and very own essence (Ingarden, 
1965/2016, 322/697).

Ingarden also outlines this very same complex of conditionings in the treatise 
On Responsibility, which aims at illustrating a structure of man and world that is com-
patible with human responsibility and freedom16. With reference to this structure, he 
defines the soul as a “relatively isolated system”17 that is partially open and partially 
closed in its relation to the stream of consciousness: open because it expresses itself in 
and has effects on conscious life, closed insofar as man cannot become aware of the 
whole deepness of his soul (Ingarden, 1970, 93–94). Also in this writing, the ego is 
depicted as “the organizational center of the human soul, which embodies and repre-
sents it,” and which speaks on behalf of it, by performing acts, assuming responsibili-
16 On this topic, see (Bertolini, 2019). 
17 The concept of relatively isolated system is a formal concept that plays a crucial role both in this 

treatise and in the last volume of Controversy (Ingarden, 1974). See also (Makota, 1990).
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ties, entering into obligations, etc. (Ingarden, 1970, 92–93). Simultaneously, as for the 
concept of soul, Ingarden reiterates and confirms the theses exposed in his magnum 
opus, by asserting that the soul “is in itself not experience, but it expresses itself in ex-
periences,” thereby being the origin of both human thought and volitional decisions 
(Ingarden, 1970, 92). As is evident, the concept of a relatively isolated system does not 
serve to provide a radically new perspective in this treatise, but supplies a structural 
law that allows Ingarden to differently present and to complete the anthropological 
balance described in Controversy, to the extent that it formally justifies how different 
human elements, such as soul and consciousness, refer to each other and maintain 
their peculiarity at the same time.

The concept of a relatively isolated system and the notion of soul also provide 
the formal foundations of some reflections on the essence of man developed by In-
garden in other writings, which were published in 1983 in the volume titled Man and 
Value: Man and His Reality (1935), Man and Nature (1958), and On Human Nature 
(1961) (see Ingarden, 1983, 17 ff.). In these essays, the thinker depicts man as a pecu-
liar being which lives on the substratum of nature and exists “on the boundary of two 
different essences,” namely on the boundary between an animal essence and a human 
essence (Ingarden, 1983, 20). On the one hand, human beings differ from animals 
due to their spiritual life and to the actualization of this spirituality within a cultural 
and moral world. Unlike animals, man can transcend his immediate experience and 
actualize values such as goodness, beauty, truth, and justice (Ingarden, 1983, 29)18; 
this is valid both for human individuals and for the cultural context by which indi-
viduals are conditioned. On the other hand, these specifically human qualities and 
the human world constitute a “superimposed reality” that emerges from, depends on, 
and perpetually attempts to go beyond the natural world (Ingarden, 1983, 29): “such 
is the tragedy of man’s fate” (Ingarden, 1983, 20). In this regard, the notion of soul can 
be considered as the pivot of the psychic structure that underlies these higher and 
spiritual potentialities of the human person, and that makes it possible, from a formal 
point of view, to overcome a merely biological and animal way of living in the world. 

Let us return now to Chapter XVI of Controversy. By investigating in a more 
detailed way the psychic capacities that are “anchored” in the soul and constitute the 
concreteness of the person, Ingarden speaks of psychic forces that are “actively present 
and exert an effect” (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 309/687), thereby insisting on their actual-
ity and reality. This means that the capacities and dispositions that the individual feels 

18 Ingarden focuses on the notion of value in other essays published in the same volume: see (Ing-
arden, 1983, 119 ff.).
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in itself are not “illusions,” i.e., the final result of the temporal flux of lived experien-
ces, but imply real and effective forces and psychic entities that manifest themselves in 
personal life. Consequently, calling these capacities by a specific name does not sim-
ply represent a useful—but misleading—stratagem able to linguistically communicate 
the experience of human interiority, but objectively refers to actual elements of psychic 
reality. The ontological identity of this reality has to be admitted in order to faithfully 
conceptualize what emerges from our experience. To give an example, when we feel 
we have the ability to solve a problem, it is the concrete power of our capabilities that 
we find in ourselves. Instead, when we fail to do something (for instance to remember 
a name or an important fact), “we knock […] at the door of our selves, but there is no 
one to answer us” (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 309/688, 311/689). 

Besides the force of understanding and apprehending, Ingarden also mentions 
artistic competences among human psychic forces, such as the dexterity that the high-
ly-skilled musician feels when performing a symphony with naturalness. This natu-
ralness does not come directly from the mechanical acquisition of a good technique, 
but rather from the inexplicable energy thanks to which this technique can be trans-
formed into a unitary and moving performance: 

We sense that we can achieve certain accents, effects, mood characteristics, in which the 
whole excellence of the work becomes manifest, but in which also our whole power—the 
intensity of our feeling, the swing of fervor and submission, the power, finally, of our se-
cure mastery of all the reproductive and creative means that are available to us—attains 
intuitive expression. We are not at all reflectively oriented towards this, as if we meant to 
unveil all of this in the interest of theory. On the contrary, we experience it so-to-speak 
altogether involuntarily. (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 311/689)

Just as we feel the influence of our psychic reality when we find the key to solve a 
difficult problem, we likewise feel the presence of an almost uncontrolled force when 
the results of our exercise in a specific field take a spontaneous, holistic, and autono-
mous shape. Moreover—Ingarden adds—this psychic dynamic shows itself in human 
practical and moral life, coinciding with the interior vitality that urges us to overcome 
obstacles or even dangers when we defend our love for a person, when we uphold an 
ethical ideal, etc. (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 312–313/690). It is this actual and effective 
presence within us that gives us the courage to fight for what we believe in and to re-
sist, “though it would have been easier to capitulate” (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 313/690). 

As is evident, the formal hypostatization of the soul allows Ingarden to cir-
cumscribe the ontological identity of the diverse elements constituting the individual 
psyche: intellectual and moral predispositions, abilities, force of character, as well as 
the inner force and the qualitative tone that silently condition the way in which hu-
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mans experience the world. Instead of interpreting such elements in light of Husserl’s 
notion of constitution, the thinker regards them as potentialities that lie within and 
arise from the unitary source of our soul, which is the reason why every single one 
of us can refer to them by using the possessive adjective “my” (Ingarden, 1965/2016, 
314/691). Hence, conscious lived experiences are not the constitutive origin, but rath-
er the manifestation of these psychic personal traits, without which both the deepness 
and the inner consistency of the ego would be unfounded. For Ingarden, the pivotal 
role both of the soul’s nucleus and of the psychic complexity anchored in it is one of 
the most unequivocal results of the pure description of the “thing itself ” with refer-
ence to the human being. 

3. AFFINITIES BETWEEN INGARDEN AND STEIN:  
PSYCHE, CHARACTER, AND PSYCHIC FORCES

The affinity between Ingarden and Stein mentioned in the previous section goes 
beyond the brief definition of soul provided in the treatise On the Problem of Empa-
thy. Rather, this affinity is confirmed by other works of Stein, which were written in 
the immediately following years. By describing the human phenomenon in several 
respects, Stein also draws attention to the ontological unity that characterizes the psy-
chic structure of the person, while depicting this structure as the real basis of the life 
of consciousness. For Stein, as for Ingarden, the observation of human reality reveals 
a nucleus of identity that phenomenological research has to conceptualize as nucleus, 
without tracing it back to the constitutive becoming of lived experiences. By contrast, 
ignoring the evidence of this substantial structure of man would amount to neglecting 
the first aim of phenomenology, that is, the aim to describe reality as it manifests itself 
in our experience. 

A terminological specification is needed before considering Stein’s claims. If 
we compare On the Problem of Empathy with other works of the following years, two 
different meanings of the term “soul” become apparent: whereas Stein, in her disserta-
tion, defines the soul as a psychic center of phenomenal possibilities, she subsequently 
refers to the same center while using the term “psyche” and employs the word “soul” 
with a different meaning, influenced by Hedwig Conrad-Martius’ Metaphysical Di-
alogues (Conrad-Martius, 1921)19. According to this meaning, the concept of soul 

19 Stein expressly mentions Conrad-Martius’ work as a theoretical point of reference (Stein, 2010a, 
191). On the relationship between the two thinkers, see (Ales Bello, 1993; Avé-Lallemant, 2003). As 
we read in a letter, Ingarden considered Conrad-Martius’ Dialogues as a “poetic fabrication” (Stein, 
2015, letter 80, December 13, 1921).



HORIZON 9 (2) 2020 591

seems to lose its purely psychic and descriptive implications (as source of all the qual-
ities that actually characterize a person) and presents itself as a prescriptive notion, 
concerning the integrity that ought to guide the psychophysical unity of every person, 
in line with its interior purity. To give an example, Stein provides a moral definition of 
the term in Individual and Community (the second treatise of Contributions to a Phil-
osophical Foundation of Psychology and the Humanities), wherein the soul’s properties 
do not overlap with the whole set of the psyche’s dispositions20. Rather, they exclu-
sively coincide with those properties of character that enable the sensitivity to moral 
values, such as “purity, goodness, nobility” (Stein, 2010a, 193). By defining the soul 
as nucleus, root, and center of the person (Stein, 2010a, 191), the thinker links such 
terms to moral potentialities, whereas the psyche—and not the soul—is here depicted 
as the “substantial unity of the whole sensible-psychic-spiritual being and life of indi-
viduals” (Stein, 2010a, 199). In this regard, she claims that a psyche “without soul” is 
possible (Stein, 2010a, 192)21. 

It is undeniable that in 1922, in spite of the rigorously descriptive approach of 
both treatises published in Husserl’s Jahrbuch, a metaphysical interpretation of the 
notion of soul replaced the meaning sketched a few years before in Stein’s disserta-
tion—the same metaphysical interpretation that would play a primary role in her fu-
ture thought. After all, in Introduction to Philosophy Stein specifies that, for her, the 
meaning of “soul” is closer to a religious-metaphysical one (Stein, 2004, 145). Further 
she confirms that she speaks of “psyche” and “soul” while alluding to different entities 
(Stein, 2004, 124)22: the former is the “unity of all internal qualities and states of a real 
subject” (Stein, 2004, 144), whereas the latter is the profound origin of human per-
sonality and the internal “place” in which every person receives the world of values in 
itself (Stein, 2004, 136–137).

According to these assumptions, it is in Stein’s observations on the human psy-
che that the main structural affinities with Ingarden’s conception of soul can be found. 
In this respect, the section of Introduction to Philosophy dedicated to The Structure of 

20 “Unlike psyche, this being of soul is not a set of permanent properties” (Stein, 2010a, 192–193).
21 In this respect, in the treatise Freedom and Grace (1921)  Stein distinguishes between the soul’s 

natural-naive life and the soul’s liberated life. The former consists in a constant interplay between 
impressions and reactions, which implies that the subject is not free and that its actions are not 
rooted in a subjective center; this passive activity, Stein specifies, characterizes the animal level of 
life. In contrast, the latter is a kind of life that is not urged “from the exterior,” but “from above” and 
“from inside.” In this case the subject is not immediately conditioned by the external impressions, 
but receives them from its center (see Stein, 2014, 10–12). 

22 While reworking the text of Introduction to Philosophy, Stein replaced the word „Seele“ with the 
term „Psyche“ sixty-five times (Stein, 2004, XXXI).
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the Psyche provides significant indications (see Stein, 2004, 123, ff.). First of all, at the 
beginning of this section Stein stresses the difference between psyche and conscious-
ness, insofar as consciousness (understood as pure consciousness) is set against that 
which exists, whereas psyche is a transcendent entity belonging to the existing real 
world, i.e., a unitary “substance” the “accidents” of which are conditioned by external 
circumstances and change over the course of time (Stein, 2004, 124). Stein’s expla-
nation of the relation between psyche and consciousness reminds us of the relation 
between consciousness and soul delineated both in On the Problem of Empathy and in 
Ingarden’s Controversy:

Then, the states of the psyche are not only real psychic states, but also lived states of the 
ego, to which this psyche belongs; and the lived experiences through which they man-
ifest themselves can also be considered as pure lived experiences, without taking into 
account what they are in the context of the real world. Here we can see the relation be-
tween psyche and consciousness. The totality of lived experiences of a person, in which 
its psychic life manifests itself as conscious life, amounts to the flow of consciousness of 
this person. At the same time, the psychic states are real states, conditioned by reality and 
with real consequences. (Stein, 2004, 125)

Both consciousness and the possibility to observe its pure lived experiences are 
mentioned in the context of a wider ontology of man, in which the substantial core of 
the person conditions the temporal development of conscious life. Consciousness is 
the field of manifestation of a real subject having specific real qualities, which depend 
on it and contribute to constituting its unity at the same time. 

Stein defines these qualities as “dispositional” and claims that they “coincide 
with capacities in relation to certain states.” Additionally, she distinguishes between 
two kinds of dispositions, the order of which overlaps with that of lived experiences 
(Stein, 2004, 126): sensitive dispositions, such as the acuteness of eyesight and hear-
ing, differ from spiritual faculties, which include intelligence, willpower, passionate 
nature, etc. All these psychic qualities take shape through the sequence of psychic 
states and by means of the influence of the external world, on the basis of an initial 
predisposition: “what is not predisposed in the psyche cannot develop in any way” 
(Stein, 2004, 127). According to their substantial nature, psychic subjects contain a 
core that cannot change and this restricts the possibilities of individual development. 

Like Ingarden, also Stein places emphasis on the relationship between this core 
and the character of the person, which is conditioned by, but does not coincide with 
the totality of the psyche. As we read in Introduction to Philosophy, neither sensitive 
dispositions nor intellectual faculties are part of the character’s qualities. It is true that 
“the fact of being an intelligent or a stupid person” conditions the formation of the 
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person’s character, but it does not belong to its being, insofar as “the authentic domain 
of character is the sphere of temper and will”: “character is the capacity to feel and the 
force through which this feeling can turn into will and action.” Furthermore, since 
human feeling always entails the feeling of values, character also implies a certain 
openness to values and the specific way in which man acts to realize them (Stein, 
2004, 128).

Although a character can be understood in light of a model, it has an individual 
tone that represents the most significant mark of human personality, distinguishing 
one person from all others. This tone, this individual quality, concerns the experience 
of values but can also condition our intellectual life, such as when we face a problem 
in a specific way (Stein, 2004, 133); whereas our intellectual predispositions can be 
identical to those of other individuals, the way in which we feel and manifest them is 
unique. Among the predispositions that constitute the complexity of the psyche, the 
character’s inclinations are peculiar insofar as they contain an irreducible qualitative 
moment, which runs through the totality of the person, ensuring a unitary and dis-
tinctive expression. This qualitative moment, for Stein, 

is the essence of the person, which does not develop, but unfolds through the develop-
ment of its character […]; it is the identical nucleus which is present in all its possible de-
velopments and results (conditioned by external relations), while restricting the sphere 
of these possibilities. (Stein, 2004, 134–135)23

Not only does this nucleus condition the fact that a person is receptive to some 
values, but it also conditions the qualitative tone of this receptivity, such as the per-
sonal way of preferring a work of art, of loving someone, etc. (Stein, 2004, 135–136). 
Put another way, it influences both some dispositions, which a human being may have 
in common with others, and its inimitable individual traits (its haecceitas, as we have 
read in Controversy). 

These theses, systematically exposed in Introduction to Philosophy, also appear 
in the two treatises published in 1922. In Individual and Community, in particular, 
in the section dedicated to Psychic Capacities and the Community’s Character, Stein 
addresses the structure of the psyche and traces psychic capacities back to initial indi-
vidual dispositions. Furthermore, she highlights the peculiar role of personal charac-
ter and its relation to values, while defining it as the core of the person (Stein, 2010a, 
190). The above mentioned description of the unitary psychic reality is also present 
in this treatise, although here Stein draws attention to moral traits of character, rooted 
in the deepness of the soul. In this work, the phrase “nucleus of the person” refers to 
23 In this context, Stein mentions both Simmel and Schleiermacher (Stein, 2004, 135, fn. 155).
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character only indirectly, insofar as the authentic nucleus of the individual is the in-
tangible source of morality and sensitivity hidden in the soul’s interiority, the purity 
of which reveals itself in some qualities of character, such as nobility and goodness 
(Stein, 2010a, 193)24. In contrast, negative qualities, such as cruelty and insensitivity 
to values, have to be interpreted as clues of a superficial psychic development, i.e., of 
a psychic life that has forgotten the profundity of its nucleus. As already stated, a de-
scriptive approach and a prescriptive perspective intersect in the definition of psyche 
provided by Stein in this contribution. 

Stein also reiterates the distinction between psyche and pure ego in Psychic 
Causality (the first treatise of Contributions)25, as she defines the psychic ego as a 
transcendent reality that is bearer of its qualities and manifests itself in the contents 
of lived experiences (Stein, 2010a, 22). Unlike “the psychic” (das Psychische), con-
sciousness is the dimension of pure immanent experience and phenomenal causality, 
in which “psychic causality” shows itself on the basis of the real individual’s persistent 
qualities (Stein, 2010a, 24). Both the difference and the relation of dependence be-
tween the stream of consciousness and the unity of psychic life, which play a central 
role in the section of Ingarden’s Controversy dedicated to the concept of person, are 
confirmed in this treatise, proving themselves to be a common thread in Stein’s reflec-
tions of these years. 

Further affinity between Stein and Ingarden emerges from Psychic Causality 
with regards to the concept of force. Stein speaks in fact of “psychic force” and “life-
force” (Lebenskraft) in Chapter 2. Just like Ingarden several years later, she intends 
to describe the unitary pole of psychic reality and draws on the notion of “force” in 
order to explain both its articulation through psychic qualities and the way in which 
the latter affect conscious life26. “Life-force” is the fuel of the development of human 
psyche, without which human dispositions could not become actual; it is the driving 
force and the core of what Stein calls “psychic causality.” Whereas Ingarden mentions 
several psychic forces, such as those we have listed in the previous section (artistic 
force, moral force, etc.), Stein presents the same psychic structure in a different way. 
Firstly, she distinguishes between life-force (employing the expression in the singular) 

24 Stein, after dealing with the concept of character, deepens the concept of soul also in Introduction 
to Philosophy (see Stein, 2004, 136 ff.). She thus admits the relation between the character’s nucleus 
and the soul’s nucleus in this work, too.

25 I partially distance myself from the published English translation of the treatise (see Stein, 2000), in 
which the adjective „psychisch“ is translated as “sentient.”

26 Stein stresses a certain affinity between her concept of life-force and the concept of psychic force 
presented by Theodor Lipps in Leitfaden der Psychologie (Stein, 2010a, 22, fn. 30).
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and the diverse capacities that “feed on” it: “There is only one life-force, but there are 
many capacities” (Stein, 2010a, 165). Secondly, she specifies that life-force is limited, 
which implies that the development of one capacity necessarily goes to the detriment 
of others. In so doing, the philosopher offers the conceptual means to differentiate 
the predispositions of the psyche from the force that allows them to flourish and to 
become well-formed qualities. As Stein clarifies, life-force is the source of the “ten-
sion” (Spannung) and “coloration” (Färbung) of lived experiences, without which the 
psychic life would not be imaginable (Stein, 2010a, 26).

Besides this main affinity, other analogies between Ingarden and Stein can be 
highlighted. Firstly, Stein too stresses the reality and actuality of the psychic force, 
stating that it is “a persistent real property” having a “real state” and an effect in “ac-
tual life” (Stein, 2010a, 22, 23, 29). Otherwise put, Stein too connects the ontological 
identity of the psyche to the reality of the power by means of which it manifests itself. 
Secondly, both philosophers distinguish between spiritual and non-spiritual mani-
festations, thus admitting a sort of layering within psychic life. Just as Ingarden al-
ludes to the distinction between spiritual forces and “merely vital” forces (Ingarden, 
1965/2016, 313/691), Stein speaks of a sensitive and of a spiritual life-force, holding 
them to be “different roots of the psyche”: while the former coincides with vital states 
related to conditions of sensitive life (for example, “the freshness and the lassitude that 
seem to flow through the body and its limbs”), the latter is the strength that allows 
man to respond vitally to specific contents essential for human life (Stein, 2010a, 70, 
72–73). In this respect, the author cites the driving impetus of the feeling of value, 
which also appears as an example of spiritual force in Ingarden’s Controversy: 

I acknowledge the value of a work of art but I cannot get excited; I acknowledge the 
baseness of a feeling but I cannot be indignant; I acknowledge the particular value of a 
man but I cannot love him. This impossibility to experience contents of considerable im-
portance, rejecting the appeal of the world of values, […], unveils the spiritual life-force 
as a driving force that belongs to spiritual dynamics. (Stein, 2010a, 72)

Spiritual force, both for Ingarden and for Stein, is that which urges man to 
open himself to the world while fully experiencing it, either through the emotional 
acknowledgment of values or through the emotional way of living persons, things, 
actions, and situations. It is because of this force that man does not limit himself to 
being rationally aware of the world, but can feel the world in a personal way, by which 
human actions are conditioned in turn. In other words, it is because of this force that 
man has a character and achieves his full humanity, thereby differing from animals 
and from machines. On the one hand, spiritual actuality depends on sensitive life-
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force, inasmuch as persons, if their body is debilitated, can barely feel enthusiasm. On 
the other hand, in spite of this dependency, spiritual force is an autonomous source of 
psychic life, for it “can be capable of achievements that do not correspond to the state 
of sensitive life-force” (Stein, 2010a, 70–71). As is evident, the cooperation between 
these different kinds of life-force is the necessary condition for the psychic structure, 
which is described by Stein in other works, to coincide with the psychic identity of a 
real living person actually experiencing the real world. 

4. CONCLUSION:  
SOME REFLECTIONS ON THE RELATION BETWEEN  

INGARDEN AND STEIN

We can confirm that Ingarden’s concept of soul, presented in § 78 of Contro-
versy, presents essential similarities to Stein’s description of psychic life. Firstly, both 
views conceive the life of consciousness as manifestation of a unitary psychic entity, 
which belongs to the real world and is at the basis both of the person’s individual char-
acter and of personal specific dispositions. This, compared to the methodological as-
sumptions of Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology, entails an essential difference 
in that the ontological description of reality grounds the possibility of circumscribing 
the field of pure consciousness, and not conversely. Secondly, the notion of force turns 
out to be well-suited to describe psyche’s effect on human experience, inasmuch as the 
latter cannot be reduced to knowledge of the surrounding world, but implies that the 
whole human life has an emotional and vital “coloration” (with Stein’s words). This 
structure of the human being, on which Ingarden focused during his formal analysis, 
had already found in Stein’s early philosophy a rigorous systematization, within the 
context of a realistic-phenomenological description of man’s psychic sphere. 

Furthermore, both philosophers, while emphasizing the unity of this sphere, 
refer to its origin by utilizing similar terminology and conceptuality. They speak in 
fact of “soul,” “nucleus,” and “individual essence” of the person, they specify that this 
nucleus cannot be reduced to the totality of human capacities, and they stress its in-
tangibility. On the one hand, Ingarden does not link the term “soul” to the metaphys-
ical, purely spiritual, and moral meaning referred to by Stein in the writings following 
her dissertation27. As already stated, Ingarden limits his analysis of subjective reality 
to description and does not conceive of the soul as the interior source of personal in-
tegrity. Yet, on the other hand, the fact remains that both thinkers move from the ob-

27 Ingarden was aware of this change in Stein’s terminology (see Ingarden, 1999, 252).
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servation of the elements that constitute the person’s psychic identity to the question 
about the center and the origin of such elements, by tracing it back to a substantial and 
irreducible nucleus that can be indicated but not described. 

These affinities allow us to suppose that Ingarden, while expressing his con-
cept of soul in § 78 of Controversy, was looking to Stein’s early analyses as a point of 
reference and was developing a view elaborated many years before thanks to the dia-
logue with such analyses. Whereas he could not have read the text of Introduction to 
Philosophy, he certainly had read both On the Problem of Empathy and Contributions 
to a Philosophical Foundation of Psychology and the Humanities, as the correspond-
ence between Ingarden and Stein confirms. In this regard, in a letter dated April 27th 
1917  Stein alludes to some objections of Ingarden to her dissertation and adds: “I 
know the concept of the psychic is still not clear” (Stein, 2015, letter 17)—words con-
firming that Ingarden was interested in her definition of soul and psychic life already 
in 191728. Moreover, Stein’s letters show that in 1918 and 1919 she was bringing him 
up to date with the writing of her treatises Psychic Causality and Individual and Com-
munity (Stein, 2015, letters 37, 65), initially earmarked for a Festschrift dedicated to 
Husserl and only later published in the Jahrbuch. In 1920 she wrote to him: “I am cu-
rious to know what you will say about my work that will be published in the Jahrbuch. 
Will you like it more than the dissertation?” (Stein, 2015, letter 71). Ingarden certainly 
read the two treatises, also considering that the text of his dissertation was published 
in the same volume. It is therefore not surprising that Stein, in a 1930 letter, while sug-
gesting some revisions of the manuscript of The Literary Work of Art, claimed to have 
found in the text an implicit reference to her Contributions (Stein, 2015, letter 142). 

Ingarden probably found in Stein’s treatises a more detailed description of the 
psychic structure generically outlined in On the Problem of Empathy, as well as a clear 
explanation of how the human psyche differs from consciousness and determines its 
lived experiences; terms such as “life-force” and “psychic causality” are particular sig-
nificant in this respect. Additionally, he also found cause for reflection concerning the 
elements making up human subjectivity and about the need to admit a primal core of 
these elements, reminiscent of the traditional notion of soul.

Besides dovetailing with Ingarden’s interest in the concept of person, Stein’s 
reflections probably provided answers to questions that the Polish philosopher was 
asking himself in the same years, while beginning to question transcendental phe-
nomenology in light of the controversy between idealism and realism. As we read in 

28 It is not surprising that Ingarden, during a conference on Edith Stein’s philosophy held in Krakow 
in 1968, remarked upon the importance and the philosophical value of her friend’s early writings 
(Ingarden, 1999, 228). Her anthropology and her notion of soul are mentioned, too (250–253). 
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his Letter to Husserl about the VI Investigation and Idealism (written in 1918): “From 
a comparative point of view, I see clearly the essential difference only in the contrapo-
sition between real external world and consciousness. On the contrary, as for the con-
traposition between psychic subject and pure consciousness, I do not see it clearly” 
(Ingarden, 1998, 6). We can conjecture that Stein’s treatises published in 1922 helped 
him see more distinctly this conceptual pair, starting from the attempt—common to 
both thinkers—to investigate the ontological implications of the assumptions of Hus-
serl’s doctrine of transcendental idealism. After all, already in 1917 Stein revealed to 
Ingarden: 

I think I now have a reasonably clear understanding of constitution — but outside the 
context of idealism. Prerequisites for an intuitive nature to constitute itself are: an abso-
lutely existing physical nature and a subjectivity of a precise structure. So far, I have not 
gotten around to confessing this heresy to the Master. (Stein, 2015, letter 6)29

Since Ingarden aimed at cultivating a similar heresy by means of eidetic on-
tology, and since he was looking for a clearer view of this “subjectivity of a precise 
structure,” he probably welcomed Stein’s Contributions as a valuable input for his own 
research. 

Several years later, in Chapter XVI of his main ontological work, the Polish 
thinker deepened the same topic with reference to the same aim to investigate the 
ontological foundations of idealism. When describing the formal relation between 
consciousness and soul, i.e., between the stream of consciousness and the psychic uni-
ty of the person, he was faced with the descriptive task he had already faced roughly 
around 1918 (as we have seen in his letter to Husserl)—a task that had oriented some 
of Stein’s systematic analyses in the same years. It is therefore conceivable that these 
analyses kept on acting as reference models even during the writing of the section 
of Controversy dedicated to the person. The affinities between the two perspectives 
which emerged in the preceding sections of this article seem to corroborate this hy-
pothesis.
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The Polish phenomenologist Roman Ingarden gained recognition primarily due to his research on aes-
thetics. However, he considered the ontology to be the main area of   his philosophical interests. At the 
beginning of his scientific career, Ingarden realized that he could not agree with his teacher Edmund 
Husserl, who considered phenomenology as a transcendental philosophy. From Ingarden’s point of 
view, the fallacy of this approach lies in the fact that it leads to metaphysical idealism and makes it im-
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marily with research on ethics. The article attempts to show that the book can be read as an ontological 
study that continues the “debate about the existence of the world,” i.e. as an attempt to prove the reality 
of the world. However, this proof is no longer based on an analysis of the a priori structures of various 
objects, but on a direct experience of responsibility.
Key words: Roman Ingarden, responsibility, phenomenology, ontology, responsibility.
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Польский феноменолог Роман Ингарден приобрел известность в  первую очередь благодаря 
своим исследованиям по эстетике. Однако он сам основной сферой своих философских инте-
ресов считал онтологию. Уже в начале своей научной карьеры Ингарден осознал, что не может 
согласиться со своим учителем Эдмундом Гуссерлем, который рассматривал феноменологию 
как трансцендентальную философию. С точки зрения Ингардена, ошибочность такого подхода 
состоит в  том, что он ведет к  метафизическому идеализму и  лишает возможности схватить 
разницу между предметами, существующими реально, и интенциональными предметами, т. е. 
предметами, порождаемыми чистым сознанием. В своем основном труде «Спор о существо-
вании мира» Ингарден пытался выявить различия между онтологическими структурами ре-
альных и  интенциональных предметов, надеясь таким образом отстоять правомерность ре-
алистической точки зрения и доказать, что реальный мир не является порождением чистого 
сознания, а существует вне зависимости от него. Все же результат, достигнутый при помощи 
проведенного в этой работе экзистенциально- и формально-онтологического анализа априор-
ных структур различных предметов, оказался недостаточным для того, чтобы опровергнуть 
трансцендентальный идеализм Гуссерля. В статье основное внимание уделено последней при-
жизненной публикации Ингардена — его книге «Об ответственности. Ее онтические основа-
ния» (Über die Verantwortung. Ihre ontischen Fundamente), вышедшей в 1970 году. Поскольку эта 
работа Ингардена посвящена исследованию феномена ответственности, то может показаться, 
что здесь мы имеем дело в первую очередь с исследованием по этике. В статье предпринимается 
попытка показать, что книгу можно читать как онтологическое исследование, продолжающее 
«спор о существовании мира», т. е. как попытку доказать реальность мира, которая однако ос-
нована уже не на анализе априорных структур различных предметов, а на непосредственном 
опыте ответственности.
Ключевые слова: Роман Ингарден, ответственность, феноменология, онтология, ответствен-
ность.
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1. VORBEMERKUNG

Vielleich ist kein Fehler zu sagen, dass Roman Ingarden in erster Linie als Äs-
thetiker bekannt geworden ist, obwohl er selbst die Ontologie als den eigentlichen 
Schwerpunkt seiner philosophischen Arbeit betrachtete. Ethische Problematik da-
gegen ist am Rande seiner wissenschaftlichen Interessen geblieben, obwohl nicht 
völlig übersehen1. Jedoch schon 1931 hat er als junger Dozent an der Universität zu 
Lemberg über die Ethik unterrichtet. Die Ethik war das Thema auch der Vorlesun-
gen, die Ingarden schon als Professor an der Jagiellonian-Universität zu Krakau im 
akademischen Jahre 1961/1962 gehalten hat. Eben in diesen Vorlesungen wurde zum 
ersten Mal auch die Verantwortung thematisiert. So bemerkt Ingarden am 23. Januar 
1962 Folgendes: „Darüber was die Verantwortung an sich ist, haben wir noch nicht 
nachgedacht. Das Wort taucht übrigens zufällig hervor und so prima vista ist für je-
den verständlich, wirft jedoch eine Reihe von Fragen auf, die einer Klärung bedür-
fen“ (Ingarden, 1989, 295). Die „Reihe von Fragen“ sind vor allem die Fragen nach 
den bestimmten „Bedingungen“, die erfüllt sein müssen, damit der „Subjekt des Han-
delns“ verantwortlich werden kann. Dieselbe Perspektive finden wir auch in Ingar-
dens Vortrag über die „Ontische Fundamente der Verantwortung“, mit dem er im 
Jahre 1968 auf dem 14. Internationalen Kongress für Philosophie in Wien auftrat (In-
garden, 1968). Der Vortrag wurde zur „Keimzelle“ für das letzte von Ingarden selbst 
veröffentlichte Buch, das unter dem Titel „Über die Verantwortung. Ihre ontischen 
Fundamente“ im Jahre 1970 im Reclam Verlag erschien. 

2. WAS HEISST VERANTWORTUNG?

Seine Verantwortungs-Untersuchung fängt Ingarden mit der Klärung des Be-
griffs der Verantwortung selbst an. Es ist bemerkenswert, dass statt eine übliche De-
finition (etwa per genus proximum et differentia specifica) anzugeben, fixiert er „vier 
verschiedene Situationen“, in denen das Phänomen der Verantwortung hervortritt: „1. 
Jemand trägt die Verantwortung für etwas oder, anders gesagt, ist für etwas verant-
wortlich. 2. Jemand übernimmt die Verantwortung für etwas. 3. Jemand wird zur Ver-
antwortung für etwas gezogen. 4. Jemand handelt verantwortlich“ (Ingarden, 1970, 5). 
Die ersten drei Situationen sind voneinander unabhängig. So bemerkt Ingarden:

Man kann verantwortlich sein und nicht zur Verantwortung gezogen werden und sie 
auch nicht übernehmen […]. Und umgekehrt kann man für etwas zur Verantwortung 

1 Eine ausführliche Übersicht über Ingardens Moralphilosophie kann man in einem lehrreichen Auf-
satz von Maria Gołaszewska finden (Gołaszewska, 1976).
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gezogen werden, ohne tatsächlich dafür verantwortlich zu sein. Man kann auch tatsäch-
lich für etwas Verantwortung übernehmen, ohne dass man dafür wirklich verantwort-
lich ist. (Ingarden, 1970, 6)

Die vierte Situation dagegen, d. h. die Situation, in der „jemand handelt verant-
wortlich“, durchquert und in gewissem Sinne modifiziert die drei erstere. Dies kommt 
daraus, dass beim verantwortlichen Handeln die Verantwortung tritt als etwas Aktuel-
les (obwohl nicht unbedingt völlig Bewusstes) hervor, wenn aber wir zur Verantwor-
tung gezogen werden, Verantwortung übernehmen oder Verantwortung tragen (bzw. 
verantwortlich sind), so geht es um die Verantwortung ex post (Ingarden, 1970, 32). 

3. ONTISCHE FUNDAMENTE 

Doch diese Klärung des Verantwortung-Begriffs ist für Ingarden bloss ein Auf-
takt für die ontologische Erforschung der Bedingungen, „unter welchen von einer 
Verantwortung sinnvoll gesprochen werden kann“ (Ingarden, 1970, 5). Ingarden 
unterscheidet sechs solche Bedingungen, die er als „ontische Fundamente der Ver-
antwortung“ bezeichnet: (1)  das objektive Existieren von Werten, die miteinander 
verbunden sind und unter bestimmten Bedingungen verwirklicht werden können; 
(2)  strenge Identität des Täters (des Subjekts der Handlung); (3) die Realität (bzw. 
Substantialität) der Person als körperlich-psychisch-geistigen Wesens; (4) die Realität 
des „freien“, „eigenen“ menschlichen Handelns, bedingt durch die Grundstruktur des 
Menschen als Gesamtheit der relativ isolierten (d. h. „partiell offenen“ und „partiell 
isolierten“) Systeme; (5) das Existieren der realen Welt, als der Gesamtheit von relativ 
isolierten hierarchisch geordneten Systeme, zwischen denen kausale Beziehungen be-
stehen; (6) die Realität der Zeit im Sinne der realen Dauer der obengenannten onti-
schen Bedingungen.

Lassen wir uns jede von dieser Bedingungen näher anschauen. 

4. DIE VERANTWORTUNGSBEZOGENE WERTE

Ingarden unterscheidet zwei Hauptgruppen von verantwortungsbezogenen Wer-
ten. Die erste Gruppe besteht aus der Werten, die (1) das Ergebnis der Handlung, (2) die 
Handlung selbst, (3) die Intention der Handlung sowie (4) die handelnde Person als 
etwas in moralischen Sinne positives bzw. negatives bestimmen. Die zweite Gruppe 
umfasst die Werte, die entweder eine Entschädigung für angerichteten Schaden oder 
eine Belohnung für Verdienste bestimmen. Zwischen den Werten bzw. Unwerten der 
ersten Gruppe bestehen „generative Seinsbeziehungen“ in dem Sinne, dass der „Wert 
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des Erfolges bringt die Realisierung des Wertes der Tat und, in weiterer Folge, des Täters 
hervor“ (Ingarden, 1970, 37). Die Werte der zweiten Gruppe ihrerseits führen so etwas 
wie eine Aufhebung der Werte der ersten Gruppe durch. So z. B. der Wert der Wieder-
gutmachung hebt den negativen Wert des verursachten Schadens auf, der Wert der Ent-
geltung neutralisiert den positiven Wert des Verdienstes usw. Über alle diese Werte setzt 
Ingarden den Wert der Gerechtigkeit, die dann verwirklicht wird, wenn eine Person alle 
Anforderungen ihrer Verantwortung erfüllt (Ingarden, 1970, 37).

Solche Systematisierung der verantwortungsbezogenen Werte scheint völ-
lig plausibel zu sein und schafft dem Forscher keine grossen Schwierigkeiten. Die 
Schwierigkeiten tauchen auf, wenn man um den ontologischen Status der Werte fragt: 
was ist Wert überhaupt und was bedeutet seine Existenz? Аuf der Suche nach einer 
Antwort auf diese Frage konzentriert sich Ingarden zuerst auf die Kritik von relativis-
tischen Auffassungen, laut welcher die Werte sind bloss subjektive Fiktionen, die aus 
den gefühlsmässigen oder utilitaristischen Bestrebungen hervorgegangen sind. Ingar-
den hebt hervor, dass es bei solcher Auffassung keine sinnvolle Rede über Verantwor-
tung möglich sei. Es hat doch keinen Sinn, über die Sittlichkeit bzw. Unsittlichkeit ei-
ner Handlung zu sprechen, wenn das Beurteilungskriterium letztendlich lediglich die 
subjektive Meinung des Einzelnen ist. Doch auch alle Versuche die Werte „auf soziale 
oder staatlich aufgestellte Forderungen (Befehle) und auch auf die Aufstellung ganzer 
Rechtssysteme durch verschiedene soziale Organisationen“ (Ingarden, 1970, 42) zu-
rückzuführen können laut Ingarden die Verantwortung nicht retten, da der echten 
Sittlichkeit entsprechen die kategoriale und nicht bloss hypothetische Forderungen. 

Laut Ingarden, auch utilitaristisch aufgefasste Werte lassen keine Verantwor-
tung zu. Dieser Auffassung nach besteht der Wert der Handlung ausschliesslich in ih-
rer Nützlichkeit. Ingarden merkt dagegen, dass was für eine Person nützlich ist, kann 
für eine andere Person unnütz sein, und umgekehrt. So sollte der sittliche Charakter 
der verantwortlichen Handlung je nach konkreter Person, historischer Epoche, kul-
turellem Kontext und vielen anderen Faktoren variieren. Ingardens endgültige Urteil 
darüber lautet wie folgt: 

Auf diese Weise wandelt sich der werttheoretische Relativismus in einen skeptischen 
Subjektivismus um, bei dessen eventueller Geltung es keine echte Verantwortung für 
irgend etwas geben kann. (Ingarden, 1970, 45–46)

So, fügt Ingarden hinzu, würde die Sittlichkeit in diesem Fall überhaupt un-
möglich, da 

[w]er Werte für geschichtlich bedingte Wahngebilde der Menschheit hält (Wahn, weil 
man ja doch oft dafür sein Leben gibt!), muss sich jedenfalls damit abfinden, dass er 
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eben dadurch die Möglichkeit jeglicher Verantwortung leugnet und in der Folge auch 
darauf verzichten muss, die Übernahme der Verantwortung vom Menschen zu fordern. 
(Ingarden, 1970, 50)

Daraus wird klar, dass die Verantwortung möglich sei, nur sofern die morali-
schen Werte in irgendwelcher Weise objektiv (d. h. nicht bewusstseinsrelativ) existieren. 
Was aber sollte es heissen? Schon Hermann Lotze, der als Gründer der Wertphiloso-
phie betrachtet wird, hat bemerkt, dass es ziemlich schwierig sei den ontologischen 
Status der Werte zu bestimmen. So macht er den Vorschlag, die Wirklichkeit der Wer-
te nicht als das „Existieren“, vielmehr aber als das „Gelten“ aufzufassen (Lotze, 1911, 
501–502). Einen ähnlichen Vorschlag finden wir auch bei Heinrich Rickert (Rickert, 
1921, 127) und bei „frühem“ Max Scheler (Scheler, 1971, 99). Dietrich von Hilde-
brand dagegen spricht da über „das in sich Bedeutsame“ (Hildebrand, 1973, 77–79) 
und Nicolai Hartmann macht uns nur darauf aufmerksam, dass die „Werte bestehen 
unabhängig vom Bewusstsein“ (Hartmann, 1962, 149), ohne den ontologischen Status 
dieses „Bestehens“ näher zu bestimmen. 

Ingarden hält solche und ähnliche Vorschläge für keine befriedigenden Lösun-
gen des Problems. Laut ihm „gelten“ „kann nur etwas, das bereits irgendwie existiert 
oder besteht“ (Ingarden, 1969, 125). Mehr dazu, „die Existenz eines positiven Wertes 
in sich selbst ein positiver Wert“ ist (Ingarden, 1969, 127). An Max Schelers Auffas-
sung des Wertes anknüpfend, charakterisiert Ingarden den Wert als 

einen Bestand von Momenten […], die, sobald sie in einem Gegenstand auftreten, es 
nach sich ziehen, dass dieser Wert nicht einfach ein Ding oder ein Vorgang ist, sondern 
zu den „Gütern“ im Sinne Schelers gehört. Diese Momente sind individuiert und haben 
eventuell in den Ideen oder idealen Qualitäten ihre idealen Korrelate, sie sind aber als 
individuelle Entitäten von ihnen […] seinsmässig verschieden. (Ingarden, 1969, 118) 

Was aber diese „seinsmässige Verschiedenheit“ heissen sollte, bleibt für Ingar-
den selbst nicht klar. In einem Vortrag aus dem Jahre 1964 mit einem aussagekräftigen 
Titel „Was wir über die Werte nicht wissen“ spricht Ingarden darüber sehr vorsichtig: 

Es scheint, dass keine Gestalt und keine Abwandlung der Gestalt der Seinsweise, die wir 
kennen — also weder das ideale Sein noch das Realsein noch das reine Intentional-Sein 
(die Seinsheteronomie) — sich dazu eignet, den Werten zuerkannt zu werden und dass dies 
besonders bei den sittlichen Werten von grosser Bedeutsamkeit ist. (Ingarden, 1969, 125)2

2 Sehr ähnlich sieht es bei Nicolai Hartmann: „Was Werte eigentlich sind, lässt sich in keiner Weise 
befriedigend beantworten, wie mannigfaltig auch die Theorien sind, die uns darüber belehren wol-
len“ (Hartmann, 1962, 36).
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Und am Schluss des Vortrags gesteht Ingarden seiner Verantwortung als Phäno-
menologe völlig bewusst:

Es liegt da die Vermutung nahe, dass die Seinsweise des Wertes sich irgendwie mit sei-
nen verschiedenen Momenten verbindet, und zwar sowohl mit seiner Materie als auch 
mit dem Typus seiner Wertigkeit als endlich auch mit der Seinsweise derjenigen Gegen-
stände, an denen er auftreten kann. Wir können diese Fragen weder befriedigend klären 
noch die entsprechenden Behauptungen genügend begründen. In den verschiedenen 
Weisen des Seins, auf die wir im Gebiet der Werte stossen, scheinen wir es mit völlig 
neuen Seinsweisen zu tun zu haben, und zwar mit anderen als es zunächst in der allge-
meinen existentialen Ontologie vorauszusehen war. (Ingarden, 1969, 128)

5. ONTISCHE STRUKTUR VON SUBJEKT DER VERANTWORTUNG:  
IDENTITÄT, SUBSTANTIALITÄT, FREIHEIT

Doch die objektiv (obwohl auch nicht völlig klar in welcher Form und Weise) 
existierende Werte sind bezüglich der Verantwortung nur insofern relevant, inwiefern 
sie realisiert werden. Das letztere sei nur dank der Handlungen des Subjektes mög-
lich. Daraus wird klar, dass die entscheidende Rolle dabei der ontischen Struktur des 
handelnden Subjektes zukommt.

Laut Ingarden, es geht da um Identität, Substantialität und Freiheit des Subjek-
tes. Lassen wir uns diese Bedingungen näher anschauen.

Zuerst macht Ingarden uns darauf aufmerksam, dass die Verantwortung „ist 
im Moment des Vollzugs der Tat und ihres Erfolges zwar zur realen Tatsache gewor-
den, aber gerade deswegen, weil sie nicht vergeht und sich auch in ihrem Sinn nicht 
wandelt, scheint sie über die Realität hinauszugehen und ihre — wenn man so sagen 
darf — ideale Geltung unverändert zu behalten“ (Ingarden, 1970, 53). 

Dies aber ist nur insofern möglich, inwiefern die Person, die die Verantwortung 
trägt oder übernimmt, bzw. zur Verantwortung gezogen wird, mit sich selbst identisch 
verbleibt. Da aber alles Lebendige ist nur insofern lebendig, inwiefern es sich ohne Un-
terbrechung verändert, so ist es klar, dass Ingarden hier vor einer schwierigen Aufgabe 
steht: er soll für sich selbst sowie für uns eine phänomenologische Einsicht gewinnen, 
wie ein realer Mensch trotz dessen, dass er als Lebewesen in ständiger Veränderung 
begriffen ist, zugleich ein konstantes und identisches Subjekt der Verantwortung sein 
kann. Gewisse Andeutung für solche Identität findet Ingarden in der Tatsache, dass in 
jedem lebendigen Organismus so etwas wie „Fliessgleichgewicht“ waltet: „zwischen 
der eigentlichen Geburt, d. h. dem Moment der Befruchtung des Eies, und dem Tode“ 
gibt es „einen charakteristischen, geregelten Entfaltungsvorgang — des Wachstums, 
der Reife und des Alterns, bis zur Auflösung bzw. Zersetzung des Ganzen —, so ver-
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schieden auch dieser Vorgang im Einzelfall sich gestalten mag“ (Ingarden, 1970, 55). 
Es ist aber leicht zu sehen, dass ein solches „Fliessgleichgewicht“ bloss die „somati-
sche“ Identität des Menschen gewährleisten kann und deswegen kein zureichender 
Grund für die Verantwortungsfähigkeit des Subjekts ist. Laut Ingarden, es genügt, 
die in der Psychiatrie gutbekannten Phänomen der „Spaltung des Bewusstseins“ zu 
bedenken. Obwohl der Organismus des an solcher Bewusstseinsstörung leidenden 
Menschen sich in dem „Fliessgleichgewicht“ befindet und damit die somatische Iden-
tität bewahrt, nimmt der Mensch sich selbst jedoch in verschiedenen Zeitspannen als 
verschiedene Personen wahr, die nichts voneinander wissen, sodass es keine Möglich-
keit gibt über die Identität des Subjekts der Verantwortung zu sprechen. Daraus wird 
klar, dass die Identität des Subjekts der Verantwortung in der Beschaffenheit seines 
Bewusstseins fundiert werden sollte. 

So wendet sich Ingarden zuerst der Frage zu: wie sollte das Bewusstsein existie-
ren, damit die Verantwortung möglich wäre? Der wahrscheinlich von David Hume 
stammenden Auffassung nach sei das Bewusstsein nichts weiter als 

eine Art Theater, auf dem verschiedene Perzeptionen nacheinander auftreten, kommen 
und gehen, und sich in unendlicher Mannigfaltigkeit der Stellungen und Arten der An-
ordnungen untereinander mengen. Es findet sich in ihm in Wahrheit weder in einem 
einzelnen Zeitpunkt Einfachheit noch in verschiedenen Zeitpunkten Identität. (Hume, 
1904, 327)3 

Anders gesagt, das, was wir als „Bewusstsein“ bezeichnen, ist laut Hume keine 
Substanz, vielmehr aber bloss ein Bündel von Erlebnissen. Ein mächtiger Widerhall 
von solcher Auffassung findet sich nicht nur in mehreren auf die empirische For-
schung des Bewusstseins orientierten psychologischen Theorien der zweiten Hälfte 
des 19. Jahrhunderts, sondern auch in der Philosophie — etwa bei Wilhelm Wundt, 
Franz Brentano, Henri Bergson, William James oder Edmund Husserl.

Mit dieser Auffassung polemisierend, versucht Ingarden zu zeigen, dass solches 
„substanzlose“ Bewusstsein und das Phänomen der Verantwortung inkompatibel sei-
en. Es ist sinnvoll, sich daran zu erinnern, dass schon in seiner Doktordissertation aus 
dem Jahre 1920 Ingarden eine kritische Stellung gegen Bergson einnimmt, der das Be-
wusstsein als ein Fluss der ständig von neuem entstehenden und qualitativ voneinan-
der verschiedenen Momente auffasst. Gegen solche Auffassung argumentiert Ingar-
3 Laut Hume, „[d]er Geist ist eine Art Theater, auf dem verschiedene Perzeptionen nacheinander 

auftreten, kommen und gehen, und sich in unendlicher Mannigfaltigkeit der Stellungen und Arten 
der Anordnungen untereinander mengen. Es findet sich in ihm in Wahrheit weder in einem einzel-
nen Zeitpunkt Einfachheit noch in verschiedenen Zeitpunkten Identität; sosehr wir auch von Natur 
geneigt sein mögen, uns eine solche Einfachheit und Identität einzubilden“ (Hume, 1904, 327).
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den mit einer rhetorische Frage: „Muss es nicht eine beständige, identische Struktur 
des Bewusstseins — seine Form, seine ‚Substanz‘ — geben, — um derentwillen es ein 
Bewusstsein, überhaupt ein Etwas ist?“ (Ingarden, 1922, 406)4. Solche „Substanzlosig-
keit“ ist aber ein Manko, das Ingarden auch in Husserls Bewusstseinsauffassung auf-
findet. Das Moment, das die Mannigfaltigkeit der intentionalen Erlebnisse zur Einheit 
bringt, bezeichnet Husserl als „erlebendes Ich“. Dieses „Ich“ ist aber laut ihm „nichts, 
was für sich genommen und zu einem eigenen Untersuchungsobjekt gemacht werden 
könnte“: „Von seinen ‚Beziehungsweisen‘ oder ‚Verhaltensweisen‘ abgesehen, ist es 
völlig leer an Wesenskomponenten, es hat gar keinen explikablen Inhalt, es ist an und 
für sich unbeschreiblich: reines Ich und nichts weiter“ (Husserl, 1995, 179). Ingar-
den bemerkt dazu, dass „jenes ‚reine‘ Ich ist nur eine — methodologisch gewiss nicht 
unbegründete — Abstraktion von dem konkreten personalen Wesen des Menschen“ 
(Ingarden, 1970, 62–63; vgl. Ingarden, 1965b, 305  ff.). Es ist aber klar, dass solche 
Abstraktion keine reale und verantwortungsbezogene Handlungen vollziehen kann, 
da die Handlung, für die der Täter verantwortlich sein kann, muss „von einem realen 
Menschen mit einem bestimmten Charakter vollzogen werden“ (Ingarden, 1970, 64). 
So, — setzt Ingarden fort —, „[e]rst aus der Realität der Tat entspringt für den Täter 
die Verantwortung dafür. Und ein merkmalloses reines Ich, wie es Husserl zuerst auf-
gedeckt hat, könnte weder die Tat noch das Tragen der Verantwortung dafür auf eine 
aus dem Charakter der Person fliessende und durch ihn motivierte und bestimm-
te Weise realisieren“ (Ingarden, 1970, 64–65). Anders gesagt, ohne der substantiellen 
Identität der Person wäre die Verantwortung unmöglich5. Ingardens Ansicht nach, 
der Strom der Erlebnisse ist bloss eine Manifestation einer bestimmten Bewusstseins-
grundlage, die er als „Seele“ bezeichnet. Damit meint er das Fundament von unserer 
(meistens nicht bewussten) Kräfte und Vermögen, die um das unsere eigene „Ich“ als 
ein besonderes Zentrum konzentriert sind6. Die Seele selbst aber ist laut Ingarden kein 
Erlebnis, so dass nicht alles, was „in der Seele steckt“, kann klar und deutlich bewusst 
werden. So zum Beispiel die Liebe „ist etwas, was in unserer Seele entsteht und sich in 
ihr entwickelt, wächst oder vergeht und demjenigen, der liebt, gewöhnlich verborgen 
4 „Damit eine solche Realität ‚möglich‘ sein kann, muss es in ihr eine Struktur geben, der zufolge ein 

Ausschnitt des Veränderungs-kontinuums eine Veränderung, eine in sich abgeschlossene Einheit aus-
macht“ (Ingarden, 1922, 402).

5 Es ist interessant zu merken, dass in dieser Hinsicht die von Ingarden entwickelte Person-Auffas-
sung ist der Auffassung verwandt, die bei Edith Stein zu finden ist. Ausführlicher darüber siehe 
Stróżewski, 2013, vgl. auch Ingarden, 1971.

6 Im „Streit um die Existenz der Welt“ charakterisiert Ingarden die Seele als „ein Ganzes, das in seiner 
Gesamtbestimmtheit zugleich ein einziges ist und somit mit Recht ‚Monade‘ genannt werden soll“ 
(Ingarden, 1965b, 325).
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bleibt und nur von Zeit zu Zeit an der Bewusstseinsoberfläche sich kenntlich macht“ 
(Ingarden, 1965b, 337–338). Manchmal „versteckt“ sich die Seele vor dem „Ich“ und 
es erfordert viel Mühe, um zu enthüllen, was in ihr steckt. So z. B. solche Züge meines 
Charakters, wie innere Schwäche, Bosheit usw. oder ihre Antipoden — Männlichkeit, 
Grosszügigkeit usw. — oft lange Zeit als etwas von mir nicht bewustes verbleiben, und 
mein „Ich“ kann nur gelegentlich diese Züge in meiner „Seele“ entdecken. 

Die dritte von Ingarden hervorgehobene Charakteristik des Subjekts der Ver-
antwortung — die Freiheit — laut ihm beruht darin, 

dass die Tat aus der Initiative der Person erfolgt und im Moment des Unternehmens 
und in ihrem Vollzug wenigstens von denjenigen Tatbeständen der sie unmittelbar um-
gebenden und von ihr verschiedenen Weltsituation unabhängig ist, die im Prinzip auf 
die Entscheidung der Person und auf die Durchführung der Tat einen Einfluss ausüben 
könnten. (Ingarden, 1970, 67)

Eine Handlung könne nur dann als frei anerkannt werden, wenn sie nicht aus 
äusseren Ursachen, sondern ausschliesslich aus Willensentscheidung der handelnden 
Person hervorgegangen sei. Heisst es dann nicht, dass die Freiheit eine Isoliertheit 
des Handelnden von der Aussenwelt voraussetzen sollte? Es ist aber klar, dass eine so 
isolierte Person keine wirkliche Handlung vollziehen und folglich keine wirkliche Ver-
antwortung tragen kann. So steht Ingarden wieder vor einem schwierigen Problem.

Der Schlüssel zur Lösung dieses Problems glaubt er darin zu finden, dass „die 
handelnde Person (ein mit dem Leib zusammen eine Einheit bildendes Ganzes) muss 
[…] ein relativ isoliertes System bilden“ (Ingarden, 1970, 68). Es geht da um ein Sys-
tem, das „nicht allseitig offen […], sondern […] wenigstens von einigen Seiten her 
von der Umwelt abgegrenzt und von ihr teilweise isoliert oder  — besser  — abge-
schirmt“ (Ingarden, 1970, 70) sei7. Anders gesagt, das charakteristische Merkmal die-
ses Systems ist das, dass es so etwas wie „Schutzwände“ oder eine Art Hülle besitzt, die 
als eine Art Halbleiter fungiert, d. h. seine Durchlässigkeit für die Wirkungen von in-
nen und Wirkungen von aussen verschieden ist. Obwohl diese Hülle in verschiedenen 
Systemen unterschiedlich funktioniert, ist das Ergebnis in allen Fällen gleiches — „es 
vollzieht sich überall eine bestimmte Selektion der auf das System wirksamen Ein-
flüsse oder der in es eindringenden Stoffe und eine Selektion der aus dem System 
hervortretenden Kräfte und Stoffe“ (Ingarden, 1970, 78).

7 In dem dritten Band von „Streit“ diese Bestimmung lautet ein bisschen anders: „Relativ isoliert 
ist […] ein System, wenn es nur zeitweise und in mancher Hinsicht ‚isoliert‘ und immer nur bis 
zu einer bestimmten Grenze oder besser einem bestimmten Grade isoliert ist, während es in einer 
anderen Hinsicht nicht isoliert ist“ (Ingarden, 1974, 102). Vgl. dazu auch (Makota, 1990).
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Laut Ingarden dies ist wahr nicht nur bezüglich des menschlichen Körpers, son-
dern auch bezüglich des menschlichen Bewusstseins sowie des Menschen als ein psy-
chophysisches Ganze. Um die Möglichkeit der menschliche Freiheit (und damit auch 
der Verantwortung) aufzufassen, müssen wir das Bewusstsein als Gesamtheit von re-
lativ isolierter Systeme betrachten, das als Subsystem des höheren relativ isolierten 
Systems — des Menschen als psychophysische Ganzheit funktioniert.

6. KAUSALE STRUKTUR DER WELT

Da jegliche verantwortungsbezogene Handlung nur in der realen Welt vollzo-
gen werden kann, so ist es klar, dass die ontologische Struktur von dieser Welt für die 
Frage nach Möglichkeit der Verantwortung auch höchst relevant ist. Es ist leicht zu 
merken, dass die Grundrichtung des Fragens diesmal ist dieselbe, wie bei Erörterung 
der Bedingungen der Möglichkeit der Freiheit: damit freie (und damit auch verant-
wortliche) Tat in der realen Welt möglich wäre, sollte die Welt ganz bestimmte kausale 
Struktur haben8. 

Ingarden macht uns darauf aufmerksam, dass, „wenn die reale Welt ein solches 
Kausalsystem bildete, wie sich das aus der Auffassung von Laplace und im Grunde der 
gesamten modernen Naturwissenschaft und Philosophie ergibt, dann wäre […] keine 
freie Willensentscheidung und auch kein freies Handeln […] in dieser Welt möglich“ 
(Ingarden, 1970, 99). Es geht um eine Variante der realen Welt, in der jedes Gesche-
hen streng determiniert würde. Es ist leicht zu merken, dass solche Auffassung, die 
Ingarden als „radikalen Determinismus“ (Ingarden, 1970, 99) bezeichnet, keine Ver-
antwortung zulässt. Dasselbe gilt auch für die entgegengesetzte Auffassung — „In-
determinismus“, nach welchem zwischen den die Welt konstituierenden Ereignissen 
überhaupt keine Ursache-Wirkung-Zusammenhänge bestehen. Doch, so Ingarden, 
„die Leugnung des ‚radikalen Determinismus‘ durchaus nicht zum ‚Indeterminismus‘ 
[…] führen muss, sondern erst die Möglichkeit für andere Typen des Determinis-
mus eröffnet“ (Ingarden, 1974, 225). Um die Möglichkeit der Verantwortung in der 
realen Welt zu verstehen, sollte man laut Ingarden die Auffassung zusetzen, nach der 

8 Die kausale Struktur der realen Welt hat Ingarden sehr ausführlich behandelt im dritten Band vom 
„Streit um die Existenz der Welt“, wo er unter anderem auch Folgendes bemerkt: „Die Wichtigkeit 
des Begriffs des relativ isolierten Systems reicht aber viel weiter als die Rolle, die dieser Begriff in 
der Auffassung der ursächlichen Beziehung spielt. Denn es erweist sich seine grundlegende Be-
deutung für den formalen Aufbau einer jeden Seinssphäre, die eine Welt in unserem Sinne bilden 
soll. Und es ist hier auch ganz deutlich zu sagen: gerade diese seine Bedeutung ist es, um die es sich 
in unserer formal-ontologischen Betrachtung des Kausalzusammenhanges letzten Endes handelt“ 
(Ingarden, 1974, 410).
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die Welt bildete „eine immense Vielheit von teilweise offenen und zugleich teilweise 
isolierten (‚abgeschirmten‘) Systemen, die trotz ihrer gegenseitigen partiellen Abge-
grenztheit und Abschirmung untereinander durch kausale Beziehungen ‚verbunden‘ 
sind“ (Ingarden, 1970, 103). Anders gesagt, Ingarden schlägt vor, die Welt als ein hie-
rarchisch strukturierte Meta-System von relativ isolierter Systeme aufzufassen, wobei 
die Beziehung zwischen einzelnen Systemen von einem streng festgelegten Kausalzu-
sammenhang bis zu einer fast vollständigen Isolation variieren könnte. Die Neuheit 
dieser Auffassung sieht Ingarden darin, dass „sie verschiedene Grade und Weisen der 
‚Freiheit‘ und ‚Unfreiheit‘ — bis zur völligen Unfreiheit — zulässt, im Gegensatz zu 
der traditionellen Auffassung, nach welcher es entweder absolut freie oder absolut 
unfreie Entscheidungen und Handlungen geben kann“ (Ingarden, 1970, 108).

7. DIE ZEIT

Man kann aber sagen, dass alle besprochene Momente nur dank ihrer Tempo-
ralität können die Verantwortung ontisch fundieren. Bezüglich der Zeit als ontisches 
Fundament der Verantwortung bemerkt Ingarden Folgendes:

Auf dreifache Weise ist die Verantwortung und die Erfüllung ihrer an den Täter gestell-
ten Forderungen mit der Zeit verflochten: 1. dadurch, dass der Täter nach dem Vollzug 
der Tat verantwortlich bleibt, 2. dadurch, dass die Geltung der Werte erhalten bleibt, 
welche durch die Tat des Täters geschaffen oder vernichtet werden und für deren Ver-
nichtung er verantwortlich ist, und 3. dadurch, dass all diese Handlungen mit der kau-
salen Ordnung der Welt zusammenhängen, die ihrerseits die zeitliche Struktur der Welt 
voraussetzt. So hängt die Möglichkeit und das Sinnvollsein der Verantwortung davon ab, 
wie die Zeitstruktur der Welt beschaffen ist, bzw. worin sie besteht. (Ingarden, 1970, 109) 

Ingarden versucht zu zeigen, dass, um die Verantwortung ontisch fundieren zu 
können, kann die Zeit nicht einen beliebigen ontologischen Status oder eine beliebige 
Struktur haben. Zum Beispiel die Zeitauffassung von Kant ist laut Ingarden mit der 
Verantwortung inkompatibel. Wie bekannt, für Kant die Zeit, „wenn man von den 
subjektiven Bedingungen der sinnlichen Anschauung abstrahiert, gar nichts ist, und 
den Gegenständen an sich selbst (ohne ihr Verhältnis auf unsere Anschauung) weder 
subsistierend noch inhärierend beigezählt werden kann“ (Kant, 1956, 79, hervorge-
hoben von mir — T. S.) Man kann sagen, Ingarden interpretiert dieses kantische „gar 
nichts“ ontisch, d. h. in Bezug auf den realen Vollzug der Verantwortung. Es scheint 
aber, dass als guter Kant-Kenner9 ist Ingarden sich bewusst, dass solche Interpretation 

9 Unter anderem hat Ingarden die „Kritik der reinen Vernunft“ ins Polnische übersetzt (Kant, 1957).
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keinesfalls als einzig richtige gilt. Kein Zufall also, dass sein Fazit dazu Ingarden for-
muliert mit Vorsicht, in modus conditionalis:

Wäre die kantsche Auffassung in der ontischen Interpretation richtig, dann wäre we-
der das Tragen noch das Übernehmen der Verantwortung, noch endlich die Erfüllung 
der von ihr gestellten Forderungen möglich. Die Verantwortung könnte nur in der Er-
fahrungswelt bestehen und durch die Erfüllung ihrer Forderungen ausgelöst werden. 
(Ingarden, 1970, 110)

Wie dem auch sei, Ingarden ist überzeugt, dass, um über die Verantwortung 
sinnvoll sprechen zu können, wir die Zeit als objektive Realität betrachten müssen, da 
„nur bei einer echten, nicht bloss erscheinungsmässigen Realität der Zeitlichkeit der 
Welt und dessen, was in ihr geschieht, kann die Verantwortung und die Realisierung 
ihrer Forderungen wirklich und sinnvoll werden“ (Ingarden, 1970, 111).

Nicht weniger wichtig für die Möglichkeit der Verantwortung, laut Ingarden, 
ist auch die Struktur die Zeit. Weitverbreitet ist die Meinung, dass die Realität nur der 
gegenwärtigen Phase der Zeit gehört. Die Vergangenheit und Zukunft dagegen wer-
den als etwas irreales betrachtet. Als ein Beispiel nimmt Ingarden die Zeitauffassung 
von Augustinus. In seinen Bekenntnissen behauptet der grosse Kirchenvater: „Weder 
das Zukünftige ist noch das Vergangene (nec futura sunt nec praeterita)“ (Augustinus, 
2005, 564, 565). Sowohl „Gegenwart des Vergangenen“, als auch „Gegenwart des Zu-
künftigen“ sind laut Augustinus keine Modi der wirklichen Existenz, sondern ledig-
lich die Weisen der vermeintlichen Präsenz, die mit der Erinnerung bzw. mit der Er-
wartung zusammenfällt: „Gegenwart des Vergangenen ist die Erinnerung, Gegenwart 
des Gegenwärtigen die Anschauung, Gegenwart des Zukünftigen die Erwartung“ 
(Augustinus, 2005, 565). Ingarden lenkt unsere Aufmerksamkeit darauf, dass, wenn 
es so wäre, die Verantwortung wäre unmöglich. Blosse Erinnerung kann nur ein sub-
jektives Verantwortungsgefühl erwecken, das keine echte Verantwortung ist. Ingar-
den gesteht, dass „sowohl das Vergangene als auch das Zukünftige unterscheiden sich 
also in ihrer Seinsweise wesensmässig von dem in einem Jetzt real Existierenden; man 
darf aber nicht sagen, dass es überhaupt nicht existiert“ (Ingarden, 1970, 118). Laut 
Ingarden, ein in die Vergangenheit versunkenes Ereignis ist nicht etwas bloss Erin-
nertes, wie Augustinus meint. Erinnerung ist nur ein Hilfsmittel, um herauszufinden, 
was das Vergangene wirklich ist. Wenn die Vergangenheit nicht auf ihre eigene Wei-
se existieren würde, nämlich „als etwas, das in seinem Eigensein von dem Erinnert- 
oder Erschlossenwerden seinsmässig und auch in seinem Beschaffensein unabhängig 
ist“ (Ingarden, 1970, 119), so wäre auch die Erinnerung als Erinnerung nicht möglich.
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8. WERT UND ZEIT 

Das Problem der spezifischen Existenzweise von Vergangenheit wird beson-
ders akut, sobald wir über temporale Charakteristiken der verantwortungsbezogenen 
Werte nachzudenken versuchen. Wie schon erwähnt, Ingarden bekennt nicht in der 
Lage gewesen zu sein herauszufinden, wie die Werte eigentlich existieren. Trotz die-
ser Verborgenheit der Seinsweise der Werte können wir uns sicher sein, dass diese 
Seinsweise nicht mit der Seinsweise der realen Gegenstände, für die die Temporalität 
konstitutiv ist, identisch ist. Andererseits aber ist Ingarden überzeugt, dass die Werte 
irgendwie in der Zeit entstehen und vergehen. 

Laut Ingarden, man muss in erster Linie berücksichtigen, dass wir, indem wir 
mit den Werten zu tun haben, immer mit realen Menschen, Taten oder Dinge zu tun 
haben. Das heisst, dass der Wert „nie ein selbständig existierender Gegenstand“ (In-
garden, 1969, 109) sei, vielmehr aber immer ein Wert von jemandem bzw. von etwas. 
Ingarden stellt fest, dass „Werte in Beziehung zu ihren Trägern seinsunselbständig 
sind, und dass sie zugleich von ihren Eigenschaften oder von dem Bestand der Be-
stimmtheiten mehrerer Gegenstände […] seinsabgeleitet sind“ (Ingarden, 1969, 121-
122)10.

Anders gesagt, wir können über die Werte nur dann sinnvoll sprechen, wenn 
„wertvolle“ Handlungen ausgeführt werden, „wertvolle“ Persönlichkeiten auftreten 
oder „wertvolle“ Dinge entstehen: 

Ein bestimmter sittlicher Wert […] entsteht ganz zweifellos in dem Augenblick des Voll-
zugs der betreffenden individuellen Tat. Auch der / Mensch, der eine Tat vollbracht hat, 
erwirbt erst in diesem Augenblick ein Verdienst, sofern diese Tat nicht einfach ein rein 
mechanischer Reflex seines Leibes war. Man kann aber auch nicht leugnen, das Werte 
verschiedener Art, welche ein Mensch […] erworben hat und besitzt, „repräsentiert“, 
mit dem Moment seines Todes oder seines inneren Zusammenbruchs […] vernichtet 
werden, obwohl sie ihm auch nach dem Tode „zugerechnet“ werden und noch immer 
ein Gewicht haben. (Ingarden, 1969, 122–123)

Es ist leicht zu merken, dass eine solche (ohne Zweifel für Verantwortung kons-
titutive) „posthume“ Zurechnung möglich sei, nur wenn der Vergangenheit ein spezi-
fischer Modus der Realität innewohnt. Wie es aber möglich sei, bleibt für Ingarden 
offene Frage. Es ist notwendig, bemerkt er, 
10 Als „seinsabgeleitet“ bezeichnet Ingarden die Gegenständlichkeit, wenn es in ihrem Wesen liegt, 

„dass sie nur dank dem Geschaffensein durch einen anderen Gegenstand existieren kann bzw. exis-
tiert“ (Ingarden, 1964, 87). „Seinsunselbständig“ ihrerseits ist eine Gegenständlichkeit, „wenn ihr 
Sein ein aus ihrem Wesen fliessendes notwendiges Zusammensein mit einer anderen Gegenständ-
lichkeit […] in der Einheit eines Ganzen ist“ (Ingarden, 1964, 115).
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ganz neue Untersuchungen vorzunehmen, die der Weise gewidmet wären, wie der be-
treffende Wert in dem Gegenstand, an dem er erscheint, fundiert ist oder von den Um-
ständen, in denen sich dieser Gegenstand gerade befindet, abhängt oder endlich der 
Schein seines Auftretens in den Bedingungen gründet, unter welchen sich die Erfassung 
des Wertes vollzieht“ (Ingarden, 1969, 128).

9. GRETCHENFRAGE: WOZU DAS ALLES? 

Erlauben wir uns zum Schluss nur noch eine Gretchenfrage zu stellen: wozu 
das alles? Welches Ziel eigentlich verfolgt Ingarden mit seiner Untersuchung der „on-
tischen Fundamente“ der Verantwortung? Geht es ihm um etwa um „phänomeno-
logisch-ontologische Meta-Ethik“ (Bertolini, 2019, 83), die tiefere Fundierung von 
Verantwortung leisten konnte? Versucht er unser Verantwortungsbewusstsein zu in-
tensivieren und damit die Steigerung der Verantwortlichkeit in der Welt zu fördern? 
Auf den ersten Blick scheint es, dass die Antwort auf diese Fragen positiv sein sollte. 
Die Abhandlung erschien in der Zeit, wo die von Max Weber initiierte „Verantwor-
tungsethik“ (Weber, 1988, 551–552) Hochkonjunktur hatte. Es war die Zeit, wo die 
Werke von Georg Picht (1969a, 1969b), Walter Schulz (1972), Wilhelm Weischedel 
(1972), Hans Jonas (1979) oder Karl-Otto Apel (1988) erschienen, in welchen der 
Versuch unternommen wurde, die traditionelle normative Ethik durch eine Verant-
wortungsethik zu ersetzen. Jemand könnte zugeben, dass Ingarden das gleiche Ziel 
verfolgt. Doch beim aufmerksamen Lesen seiner Verantwortung-Abhandlung fällt es 
ins Auge, dass die moralphilosophische Problematik da nur eine Nebenrolle spielt. Je 
weiter, desto klarer wird es, dass sich der Autor weniger für Ethik als für Ontologie 
interessiert. Übrigens war dieses „ontologische“ Interesse schon in seinem auf dem 
14. Internationalen Kongress für Philosophie im Jahre 1968 gehaltenem Vortrag (der, 
wie schon erwähnt, die „Keimzelle“ der Verantwortung-Abhandlung ist) ausdrück-
lich signalisiert. Darin bemerkt Ingarden, dass „das Problem der Verantwortung auf 
verschiedene Weise in die tiefsten Probleme des Wesens und der Struktur der realen 
Welt führt, ohne die es sich überhaupt nicht behandeln und auch nicht lösen lässt“ 
(Ingarden, 1968, 235). Dies legt nahe, dass Ingardens Untersuchungen der „ontischen 
Fundamente“ der Verantwortung in erster Linie als Fortsetzung seines Streits mit 
Husserl betrachtet werden können. 

Lassen wir uns erinnern, dass Ingarden fast am Anfang seiner „phänomeno-
logischen“ Karriere zur Überzeugung gekommen ist, dass Husserls transzendenta-
le Wende eine falsche Wegwahl in der Entwicklung der Phänomenologie bedeutete. 
Seiner Meinung nach, ein mittels der transzendentalen Reduktion vollzogenes Re-
duzieren der Seinsweise von jeglicher Gegenständlichkeiten auf die Seinsweise des 
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„Vermeinten“, d. h. des intentionalen Korrelats der Leistungen des transzendenta-
len Subjekts, führt zur illegitimen Absolutisierung des reinen Bewusstseins als eines 
Seinsbereiches, in dem allein der Seinssinn der Seienden vermeintlich vollkommen 
erschlossen wird. Der Anfang des Streites ist in einem Brief an Husserl aus dem Jahre 
1918  (Husserl, 1994, 185–200) dokumentiert, wo Ingarden seinem Lehrer Folgen-
des vorwirft: „wenn Sie das Ding darauf reduzieren, dass es ein Vermeintes und nur 
ein Vermeintes ist und ‚darüber hinaus ein Nichts‘, so leugnen Sie freilich die Tran-
szendenz ausdrücklich nicht, aber deuten sie dermassen um, dass es eigentlich auf 
diese Leugnung hinauskommt“ (Ingarden, 1994, 190)11. Ingarden ist überzeugt, dass 
in Husserls transzendentaler Phänomenologie die reale Welt als das immanente „Er-
zeugnis“ des reinen Bewusstseins betrachtet wird.

In seinen später verfassten Werken — in erster Linie in seinem Hauptwerk Der 
Streit um die Existenz der Welt (Ingarden, 1964, 1965a, 1965b, 1974) — versucht er 
zu zeigen, dass es ein Fehler sei das reine Bewusstsein als die einzige und universale 
Seinssphäre zu betrachten. Ingarden war überzeugt, dass es auch andere Seinssphären 
und andere Seinsweisen der Gegenständlichkeiten gibt, die sich von der Seinsweise 
der intentionalen Gegenstände unterscheiden. Man kann sagen, Ingardens Grundan-
liegen war zu beweisen, dass die reale Welt kein bloss intentionales Korrelat des reinen 
Bewusstseins sei, sondern etwas „an sich“ Existierendes ist. Diese „an sich“ versucht 
Ingarden festzustellen mittels der präzisen Analysen der Notwendigkeitszusammen-
hänge von reinen Möglichkeiten, die die verschiedenen Gegenständlichkeiten sowie 
ihre Wechselbeziehungen strukturieren. Die Analysen sollten den Unterschied zwi-
schen der ontologischen Struktur der „rein intentionalen“ Gegenständlichkeiten (die 
Husserl als universale Struktur der Gegenständlichkeiten überhaupt betrachtet) und 
der ontologischen Struktur von realen Gegenständlichkeiten enthüllen. Ursprünglich 
hat Ingarden vier Forschungsetappen von diesen Analysen geplant: (1) existential-, 
(2) formal- und (3) materialontologische Untersuchungen, die „alle reine Möglichkei-
ten oder reine Notwendigkeitszusammenhänge zwischen bloss möglichen Momenten 
bzw. ganzen Tatbeständen von solchen Momenten“ (Ingarden, 1964, 29) betreffen, 
sowie die (4) metaphysische Untersuchungen von „Wesenstatsachen, die in der Not-
wendigkeit ihres tatsächlichen Bestehens im Wesen der betreffenden Gegenständlich-
11 Ingarden hat im Auge die Stelle aus Husserls Ideen I, wo Folgendes geschrieben steht: „Andererseits 

ist die ganze räumlich-zeitliche Welt, der sich Mensch und menschliches Ich als untergeordnete 
Einzelrealitäten zurechnen, ihrem Sinne nach blosses intentionales Sein, also ein solches, das den 
blossen sekundären, relativen Sinn eines Seins für ein Bewusstsein hat. Es ist ein Sein, das das 
Bewusstsein in seinen Erfahrungen setzt, das prinzipiell nur als Identisches von motivierten Er-
scheinungsmannigfaltigkeiten anschaubar und bestimmbar — darüber hinaus aber ein Nichts ist“ 
(Husserl, 1995, 106).
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keiten gründen und die sich durch Einsicht in die ideellen Zusammenhänge zwischen 
reinen Qualitäten voll verstehen lassen“ (Ingarden, 1964, 31).

Doch nur ungefähr die Hälfte von diesen anspruchsvollen Plänen wurde reali-
siert: durchgeführt wurden nur existential- und formalontologische Untersuchungen. 
Ingarden hat weitere Realisierung des Projekts unterbrochen. Möglicherweise war die 
Ursache dafür gewisse Enttäuschung über die Zwischenergebnisse der durchgeführ-
ten Untersuchungen. So schreibt Ingarden am Schluss des 2. Bandes seines Haupt-
werks wie folgt: „Das wichtigste Ergebnis unserer formal-ontologischen Betrachtun-
gen ist vielleicht, dass jede Welt seinsselbständig sein muss, dass sie aber zugleich von 
irgendeinem äusseren Faktor […] seinsabhängig sein kann“ (Ingarden, 1965b, 383). 
So wird es klar, man sollte sich auf den langen Weg „ins Unbetretene“ zu begeben, um 
nachzuprüfen, wie dieser „äussere Faktor“ beschaffen ist, und ob es da nicht um das 
reine Bewusstsein geht, wie Husserl meinte. Oder gibt es irgendeinen anderen Weg?

10. QUASI-FAZIT

Es scheint, dass eben die in der Verantwortung-Abhandlung durchgeführten 
Untersuchungen eine solche Alternative anbieten könnten. Es ist leicht zu merken, 
dass die von Ingarden entdeckte „ontische Fundamente“ der Verantwortung sind 
die konstitutiven Momente von realer Welt. Daraus folgt, dass jedesmal, wenn wir 
die Verantwortung in seiner unmittelbaren Gegebenheit mit Evidenz erfahren, sollte 
auch durch jene Momente konstituierte Welt für uns evidenterweise nicht als „Er-
zeugnis“ des reinen Bewusstseins, sondern als „an sich“ existierende reale Welt mit-
gegeben werden. Ist es aber in der Tat so? Um die Antwort auf diese Frage zu erhalten, 
müssen wir in der ersten Linie aufhören sich mit den „holen Wortanalysen“ (Husserl, 
1987, 21) zu beschäftigen und „zu den Sachen selbst“ zurückzukehren. Dies aber ist 
im Rahmen der akademischen Publikation leider kaum möglich.
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С онтологической точки зрения виртуальность обычно расценивается как симуляция, то есть 
не в качестве одной из вариаций подлинного бытия, а в качестве иллюзорной копии, в каждом 
случае отсылающей к её действительному оригиналу. Виртуальное рассматривается как нечто 
представленное — и, выражаясь феноменологическим языком, как интенциональный объект. 
Зачастую оно может быть охарактеризовано как фиктивное. С другой стороны, виртуальный 
мир сам по себе очень богат, и с помощью современных технологий развивается с невероятной 
скоростью, в  связи с чем может влиять на реальный мир весьма непредсказуемым образом. 
Поэтому он тоже иногда рассматривается как реальный. В этой статье, — в противовес тем, кто 
склонен рассматривать виртуальность либо как нечто фиктивное, либо как реальное, — я утвер-
ждаю, что виртуальный мир колеблется между этими двумя способами существования: он 
становится реальным. Я обращаюсь к экзистенциальной онтологии Романа Ингардена, чтобы 
показать, что виртуальные объекты становятся экзистенциально автономными и потому могут 
быть отнесены к форме актуальности и каузальной эффективности. Я заключаю, что экзистен-
циальная автономия и актуальность виртуальных объектов позволяет считать их реальными, 
одновременно указывая на то, что они претерпевают изменения в модусе существования.
Ключевые слова: виртуальный объект, реальный объект, интенциональный объект, становле-
ние реальным, экзистенциальная автономия, актуальность, экзистенциальная онтология, Ро-
ман Ингарден, эффективность.

1. INTRODUCTION

Virtuality tends to be considered a simulation of sorts (Steuer, 1992; Heim, 
1993), in the sense of something that does not really exist, that can at most be an 
illusory copy referring somehow to its model or original in the real world. Moreover, 
William Gibson has gone so far as to claim that by virtue of its referring to cyberspace 
it is a form of “consensual hallucination” (quoted from Chalmers, 2017, 309). It is 
treated as something invented by human beings, just like the ships one sees when one 
gazes up at certain cloud-formations in the sky. It is supposed to be a fiction, and to 
exist only in an “as-if ” sense. Meanwhile, the world of virtual objects, which is already 
extremely rich, is growing before our eyes with incredible speed, and thus often unex-
pectedly influences the real world. Hence, Chalmers (2017) feels perfectly entitled to 
claim that virtual objects are, in fact, real. In the present article, I myself shall argue, 
however, that virtual objects are neither fictional nor real. My intention is to furnish 
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readers with some ontological arguments in support of the thesis that virtuality—con-
trary to the thought that it must be once and for all either fictional or real—is created 
in a similar way to intentional objects, but then becomes real, and only then counts as 
part of the real world. It is therefore not merely a putative copy or simulation of reality, 
or just intertwined with reality; yet neither is it simply real. Matters are, indeed, other-
wise, in that virtuality, being intentional in what is initially a pure and then a derived 
sense, passes through a process of existential autonomization, so that it becomes real. 

The realm of virtual objects is so rich that it is probably not a single world. 
Ingarden would say that it is not an existential domain. Certainly, many fields of vir-
tuality can be distinguished within it. It is not possible to define virtuality, inasmuch 
as this does not constitute a separate realm of existence. Therefore, instead of giving a 
definition of virtual objects to show what I mean by this term, I shall offer some con-
crete examples: a website, an electronic text document, a Windows or Android oper-
ating system, applications used when operating smartphones such as Google Maps or 
Google Photos, a Pokémon Go game, the Google search engine, virtual assistants like 
Alexa, YouTube, and Facebook, Wikipedia, the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 
Gmail, and other electronic mail systems, Dropbox, WhatsApp, Bitcoin, the Second 
Life platform, Minecraft and other video games, and augmented reality. Holograms 
created by machines using the image from semi-transparent glasses such as HoloLens 
can also be considered a kind of virtual object. Regardless of whether it is possible to 
identify one single and essential aspect or feature in all of these as being sufficient to 
distinguish virtuality as such, I am prepared to regard them all as virtual.

All of these existences are in one way or another related to the development 
of computer science. Hence, I shall assume that these are “computer-based virtual 
objects” (CVOs), meaning they are computationally grounded—i.e. based on specific 
models of computation both in Turing’s sense and that associated with other mod-
els of computation (see Stacewicz & Skowron, unpublished). When listing them just 
now, I referred to them as virtual objects, even though it is by no means clear whether 
they are all objects in the narrow sense of exhibiting the structure of a subject (i.e. a 
bearer) of properties. The thought that virtual objects might be processes or states 
of affairs, or even ideas, cannot be ruled out as obviously incorrect. Perhaps they are 
objects without essences, possessing a vaguer mode of existence, such that it is simply 
not possible to effectively define or classify them. Thus, when I speak of a “virtual 
object” I am using the word “object” in the broadest sense, as designating anything 
and everything that can be referred to as “items” of one sort or another, whose precise 
structure remains undefined, but which can be discerned in acts of consciousness, 
much as we might (albeit in certain rather specific contexts) wish to talk of “a some-
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thing”. Following the scholastic model, the meaning of the term might be glossed as 
follows: “Everything which is not nothing, but which in some sense is ‘something,’ 
is an object” (Twardowski, 1977, 35). To use Ingardenian language for a moment, in 
the present article I make no assumptions about the formal construction of virtuality, 
choosing instead to leave the issue of virtuality’s form open-ended. 

In effect, then, my intention is to omit any formal-ontological characterization 
of virtuality, in order to focus instead on its existential-ontological features. For the 
purposes of the present paper, I shall assume that virtuality is a specific mode of be-
ing (sometimes referred to also as a mode of existence). I assume, following Ingarden 
(2013, §10), that the mode of being is, alongside matter and form, a certain trait of the 
object—one that can be discerned in it, and one that is, in general, analysable. Then, 
still adhering to the terms of Ingarden’s ontology as a precedent, I shall assume that 
within some such way of existence it is possible to distinguish, in more or less abstract 
terms, moments of existence, in the sense of elements that do not exist on their own, 
and which are inseparable “components” of this or that mode of existence. Among the 
many modes of being (i.e. compatible fusions of existential moments) pointed to by 
Ingarden, “intentional-being,” “real-being,” “possible-being,” “ideal-being” and “abso-
lute-being” can be treated as the principal ones. 

What is important to note here is that for Ingarden, objects have their modes of 
being assigned to them rigidly, so that a change in an object’s mode of existence would 
be tantamount to its losing its identity. Thus he writes: “one and the same [entity] can-
not first exist in one mode of being and then in another; the disparity [Verschieden-
heit] in mode of being excludes the identity of the object” (Ingarden, 2013, 104). The 
mode of being therefore divides everything that is, into inseparably distinct existential 
domains. Modes of existence may come to be interwoven, but they cannot interfere 
with each other. This ontological principle also applies, so to speak, “internally”; that 
is, if an object exists in a certain mode, then all its parts also exist in just that same 
way: 

when it comes to a mode of being such as, say, the being-real or the being-ideal of some-
thing, then it is impossible for something which is real to have some parts or properties 
that would exist in it in the mode of ideality. If something is real, then everything in it is 
real. (Ingarden, 2013, 105)

Modes of being are therefore highly important ontological components of all 
beings, in that they affect both the identity of an entity and its internal existential 
structure. What is more, the sheer fact of existence is itself an extremely important 
trait of an object: “Existence permeates, as it were, everything in the object, but it itself 
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is nothing new—no part, property, or formal moment of the object” (Ingarden, 2013, 
103, n.222).

My own goal, then, is to undertake an analysis of virtuality in the spirit of In-
garden’s existential-ontological approach to analysis. Thus, in order to examine the 
mode in which such virtual objects exist, I start by considering whether the relevant 
moments of being, and in particular the moment of such objects’ existential autonomy, 
can be discerned within them. More specifically, Ingarden (2013, 109) distinguished 
the following pairs of existential moments: 1. existential autonomy—existential het-
eronomy; 2. self-sufficiency—non-self-sufficiency; 3. originality—derivativeness; 4. 
independence—dependence. He also considered these existential moments: fissura-
tion (in Polish: szczelinowość), fragility, activeness, durability and empirical possibili-
ty. Then, with the help of these moments, he defined various modes of being. Painting 
with a broad brush, one can say that absolute supratemporal being “is characterized 
by the following existential moments: originality, autonomy, activeness, nonfissura-
tion, durability, selfsufficiency and independence” (Ingarden, 2013, 290), while ide-
al-being consists of autonomy, originality, non-activeness and selfsufficiency. Tempo-
rally determined real-being, in its present form, consists of autonomy, derivativeness, 
activeness, fissuration and fragility, while in its past form, it consists of autonomy, 
derivativeness, post-activeness and retroactive derivativeness, and in its future form 
of heteronomy, derivativeness and empirical possibility. Finally, intentional existence 
is characterized by heteronomy, derivativeness and non-activeness. 

My argument that virtual objects become real is structured as follows: at the 
moment of creation, they are intentional objects in Ingarden’s sense (i.e. they are cer-
tainly not real, because they are existentially heteronomous and non-active); in the 
course of their development, they begin to become existentially autonomous; they 
also begin to become actual and temporal and, what is more, they begin to enter into 
causal relationships. They therefore undergo an ontological process of becoming real. 
Since real objects, in Ingarden’s ontology, are existentially autonomous, they enter into 
relations of cause-and-effect and pass through the phases of pre-actuality, actuality 
and post-actuality that make them temporal beings.

The paper is structured as follows. I start in the next (i.e. the second) section 
by giving reasons why the Ingarden ontology should be used to study virtual objects. 
The third part is an analysis of the existential autonomy of virtuality, in that such au-
tonomy seems at first glance to constitute the principle moment differentiating reality 
and virtuality from one another. Subsequently, in the fourth part, I present Ingarden’s 
account of intentional objects and analyse the relationship between intentional and 
virtual beings. Then, in the fifth section, I examine the temporality of virtuality, look-
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ing to uncover similarities to and differences from the temporality of real objects. In 
the sixth, I seek to justify my own understanding of the ontological process of becom-
ing real as this relates to virtuality. Finally, in the seventh section, I set out my general 
conclusions. 

2. WHY INGARDEN’S ONTOLOGY?

There are four reasons to think that Ingarden furnishes us with the best avail-
able ontological model for studying virtuality. First of all, while there is no complete 
ontology of virtuality, Ingarden’s ontology is so rich and subtle that it seems to lend it-
self to being deployed here. The subtlety of an approach to ontological considerations 
can surely be gauged from the number of differentiations it makes possible within the 
subject under analysis. In this regard it will suffice to point to the very large number 
of inconsistent combinations of existential moments Ingarden picks out and refers to 
as “modes of being”1. Secondly, in the context of his ontological investigations, this 
philosopher examines the contents of certain ideas, such as that of ways of existence, 
and in so doing breaks away from an exclusive focus on objects that are currently 
and actually existent2. Thirdly, Ingarden offers us an open-ended ontology, if only in 
the sense that further ontological research conducted in that spirit may lead to the 
discovery of new existential moments not already analysed by Ingarden himself. The 
properties of being a simulation or affording a strong sense of subjective immersion, 
often attributed to virtual objects, could well turn out to constitute new existential 
moments if and when they are properly studied by phenomenologists. Fourthly, In-
garden, in examining not just imaginary objects, cultural objects, objects presented 
in a work of art, and intentional objects more generally, but also such logical objects 
as the meanings of sentences and names, or the structure of judgments (see Skowron, 
2014), has developed a myriad collection of ontological tools—ones that allow for the 
study of chimeras, fictions, and objects with a low “intensity of existence.” 

Since virtual objects are considered by realists to be unrealistic, or to be some 
kind of fake objects that are not real and sometimes even harmful or frightening as 
1 Just look closely at (Ingarden, 2013, §33).
2 As a Platonist, I myself believe that the proper object of ontological research is furnished by the 

combinations of ideally concretized ideal qualities in the contents of ideas, not that which can be 
grasped in our very hands and locked into a piece of real space. Furthermore, ontological research, 
thanks to its focus on the content of ideas, as distinct from that which exists in reality or at the pres-
ent time, is — at least in terms of its declared aims — independent of metaphysical research. And 
even if these are not entirely independent, the ontological attitude can at least be said to allow for a 
broader view, allowing the class of what is to be studied to be significantly expanded.



HORIZON 9 (2) 2020 625

simulacra, taking this realistic and common attitude seriously and getting down to 
ontological work requires one to have the right tools at one’s disposal for studying 
such potentially problematic objects. The bold assertion that they are not real, or that 
they do not exist, does not really address matters until one has explained what reality 
or existence as such amounts to. Existential monism, unfortunately, seems to have 
nothing helpful to offer here. To put it another way, any withholding of the “dignity” 
of existence from some mode or other surely ought to be preceded by a plausible anal-
ysis of the content of the very idea of existence itself.

Ingarden conducted his reflections in a specific and vivid way—one that can 
seem somewhat alien to the spirit and style of contemporary academic (and especially 
analytical) philosophy, in that he focused more on the subject itself than on achieving 
systematically reliable results. Many of the difficulties he highlighted were ones he 
sought to convey without taking up a position on them himself—albeit that in fact 
a good many of the issues he considered were clearly brought by him to a successful 
resolution. 

In this article, I do not mean to conduct my own deliberations in accordance 
with the exact letter of the Controversy over the Existence of the World, or in full ac-
cordance with its author’s intentions. Rather, I shall use some of Ingarden’s insights, 
but will also on occasion depart from his findings in order to better understand the 
virtual sphere of being as such. For me, the prime concern is not to arrive at an opti-
mal understanding of Ingarden’s own conclusions, and I certainly would not consider 
it a virtue to be slavishly deferential to these. Thus, I am inclined rather to treat his 
findings as a desirable point of departure than of arrival3. 

3. THE EXISTENTIAL AUTONOMY OF VIRTUAL OBJECTS

Ingarden calls beings that are determined exactly by what they contain in them-
selves, by what they perfectly are, “existentially autonomous.” As he puts it in his own 
words: 

An entity […] exists autonomously (is existentially autonomous) if it has its existential 
foundation within itself. And it has it within itself if it is something that is immanent-
ly determined within itself. On the other hand, an entity is existentially heteronomous 
(exists heteronomously) if it has its existential foundation “outside of itself.” (Ingarden, 
2013, 109–110)

3 For a review of Ingarden’s achievements, see (Płotka, 2017; Thomasson, 2017) and the literature 
quoted there. 
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Autonomous beings owe what they are to themselves, not to other objects. 
Nothing is attributed to them, and their basic qualifications are not imparted or allot-
ted to them. We may contrast that with, for instance, Mario, an Italian plumber who 
is currently one of the most popular virtual characters, and who owes his short build 
and pudginess to his creator, Shigeru Miyamoto, and the co-creators of his successive 
virtual incarnations. The pudginess of Mario is ascribed to him: he has acquired this 
property from his creator. It is not present in Mario himself, but was given to him 
by that creator, so that “it lives by the grace of the conscious act producing it, and it 
cannot make itself ‘self-willed’ [eigenwillig], ‘independent,’ ‘sovereign [selbstherrlich]’ ” 
(Ingarden, 2013, 116). In this sense, Mario has no existential foundation in himself, 
but has been created by the activity of a consciousness, as someone conceived and 
preserved in the works of some culture. There is no authentic essence here in the 
sense of a true set of qualifications embodied in him: his qualitative make-up has no 
basis in him, but only in something external to him. He has also been assigned a mode 
of existence: in video games, he appears as an inhabitant of the fictitious Mushroom 
Kingdom who has the task of saving Princess Peach from King Koopa. Mario is not 
autonomous in the existential sense, and as such may be contrasted with real objects, 
with ideal qualities such as pure yellow, and with ideas—all of which are so. These be-
ings have their existential foundation in themselves: the sources of their descriptions 
are contained within them, so that no person or thing can be said to have granted 
them anything.

Are virtual objects (or at least some of them) existentially autonomous? At first 
sight, they are not. Consider, for instance, any website. Is it autonomous? It does not 
seem to be. It is merely as its creators devised it. It is they who are the source of its 
qualifications; they decided that it should have this and not some other look, that it 
has the form of an open blog, that it is available at this and not some other address on 
the World Wide Web, and so on. It is they who are the source of its way of functioning 
in relation to reality. The website is just what they themselves have thought up, created 
and managed to preserve. It would not have been created without their activities, and 
would not be what it is were it not for them. 

Heteronomous beings should not be included in causal relationships. Strictly 
speaking, they should not be taken to cause anything in the real world. Nevertheless, 
the actual delay to an airplane resulting from an overload to the network responsible 
for operating flights is a good example of how disturbances to the functioning of a 
virtual object may engender real effects. Alternatively, let us just try for a moment 
to imagine the real world without Facebook! Then, on the occasion of a lecture on 
phenomenological ontology open to the public, surely nobody would come except the 
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organizers and the speaker, as it is not clear from where potential participants would 
get information about the event. Although promoting such a meeting on Facebook 
is something initiated by its organizer, this is already destined to be carried out inde-
pendently of him or her, by promotional algorithms that function without any role for 
human awareness.

At this point, one may well start to wonder whether Facebook is just some kind 
of communication tool—merely a medium, with no real effects4. Nevertheless, just 
being a medium of communication is itself a very important—might we say real?—
effect. Virtual communication on Facebook is primarily one-to-many: i.e. a Facebook 
user posts content, photos, videos on their virtual timeline. Other users, observing 
this person’s activity in a kind of Facebook auditorium, can simultaneously browse 
this data. The ease of sharing information, the low cost of the process, and the op-
portunity to gain a wide audience on Facebook is what makes us choose this medium 
of communication. In December 2018, Facebook was employed by over two billion 
active users. Nevertheless, this type of communication resembles a monologue rath-
er than any sort of dialogue. What is more, the way of communicating that social 
media sites such as Facebook exemplify has been shown to lead to an increase in 
egocentric behaviour patterns: one-to-many communication does somehow reinforce 
behaviour directed at promoting oneself and one’s own interests. (Wen-Bin Chiou, 
Szu-Wei Chen and Da-Chi Liao (2014) have experimentally demonstrated that using 
Facebook inhibits altruistic and pro-social behaviour.) In this way, then, real human 
behaviour is changed, and social relationships remodelled. Therefore, it is difficult to 
maintain that Facebook is only a virtual communication tool. Unlike Mario, it causes 
real effects, and this fact would seem to make it real to some degree, or in some fash-
ion, itself. 

Moreover, in this regard, it may also be worth noting the existence of Alexa-type 
virtual assistants. These are devices that recognize the voices and wishes of users, 
and so enter into interactions similar to those occurring between humans. They also 
manage smart devices at home, thus entering into causal relationships (e.g., turning 
on lights, heating up the oven, increasing the volume of music that is playing) and 
producing real effects (the light is on, the oven preheated, the music louder than be-
fore). The intelligence of these devices is not comparable to human intelligence—that 
much is clear. Yet, smart devices both cause and detect change, and are capable of 
“making decisions” themselves. In short: they become real. Why is that? Because it is 

4 My thanks go to Paweł Stacewicz for drawing my attention to his response as a relevant possibility 
here. 
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a characteristic of real objects that they enter into relations of cause-and-effect. What 
is more, the source of their action is in themselves; hence, they de facto become exis-
tentially autonomous. This existential autonomy brings them closer to real objects as 
construed in Ingarden’s ontology. 

Another argument in favour of their becoming existentially autonomous is that 
one can attribute essences to virtual objects, whereas heteronomous objects are beings 
without any essence of their own. Existentially heteronomous beings are beings to which 
everything has been allotted in advance, rather than being present in them as such. The 
essence of a given object, by contrast, is actually embodied in that object. Nevertheless, 
it does seem that Facebook is an object of sorts (at least in my broad construal of this 
term’s meaning, outlined earlier), with an essence. We can easily distinguish it from oth-
er objects, including other virtual objects such as Twitter. We are able to do this because 
there are moments in Facebook itself that set the boundaries of its immutability. Those 
boundaries determine its essence. The essence of an object is what remains constant in 
the object, even if the object goes through a series of changes. The number of current 
users is not important for Facebook: it could be different, yet Facebook would remain 
what it is. However, if we were to replace the Facebook timeline with ads for the sale of 
old computers, then I think we would all say that it is no longer Facebook. 

It seems that it is possible to alight upon a set of qualifications and necessary 
co-occurrences of moments immanent to Facebook, and with this also the form, mat-
ter, and mode of existence of Facebook, which together would constitute its essence. 
Were this to be the case, it would be an example of a virtual being having an essence, 
so it could be assumed that this virtual being would not be heteronomous. It would 
also then be an object that, while initially existentially heteronomous, had neverthe-
less become an autonomous being.

4. INGARDEN’S ACCOUNT OF INTENTIONAL OBJECTS

If one asks an Ingardenian ontologist what virtual objects really amount to, he 
or she will immediately answer that within the terms of Ingardenian ontology they 
count as intentional objects. This answer is natural. Virtual objects are clearly prod-
ucts of human creative activity, they do not make decisions about themselves in an 
ontological sense, and they form part of modern culture, just like money or laws. In 
this section, I shall be taking a closer look at the claim that virtual objects are inten-
tional objects.

Where existentially heteronomous objects are concerned, probably the most 
important group for Ingarden was that of intentional objects. These also played an 
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important role in the dispute between realists and idealists over the existence of the 
world. To be more specific, it was important in the context of that debate to distin-
guish between real objects and objects derived from consciousness, and it turned out 
that the concept of an intentional object served to meet this demand. Examples of 
intentional objects include literary characters, works of music and of architecture, 
money, scientific theories and—as it seems5—virtual objects. Of course, the examples 
given differ from each other: they do not all have an identical ontological structure. 
Ingarden was aware of this and distinguished many types of such object. But let us 
first start with the issue of how intentional objects are brought into play.

Among the various acts of consciousness, there are creative acts of a kind 
“whose entire purpose and sense consists in ‘forming’ their own, ‘non-actual’, and yet 
somehow existing, objects” (Ingarden, 2016, 200). The creation of a musical work, or 
of an algorithm that optimizes the solution to a given problem, as well as the creation 
of a literary character or the writing of the lyrics for a hip-hop song, all belong to this 
class. These acts, according to Ingarden, 

[…] always contain a distinctive intentional [act of] meaning that plays a decisive role, if 
not the exclusive one, in the formation of “fantasized” objects: it is this poetically animat-
ed [act of] meaning that so-to-speak magically conjures up the fantasized objects out of 
itself, shapes them, reshapes and transforms them […]. (Ingarden, 2016, 200)

Amongst these acts he distinguishes (Ingarden, 2016, 201)  two important 
groups. The first consists of acts of free fantasy, which create their intentional objects 
and meet the criterion for this by virtue of the fact that those objects immediately 
pass away, just as imagined objects do. The existence of such intentional objects is 
therefore fleeting and elusive. The second, meanwhile, is made up of acts that create 
intentional objects whose existence has a more solid existential foundation, in that the 
latter become fixed and can exist beyond the reach of the acts themselves. Sculptures, 
musical works, and works of literature are just such intentional objects. Intentional 
objects belonging to the first group are subjective, while those belonging to the second 
group acquire some sort of intersubjective objectivity and thus become accessible to 
other subjects. 

5 Ingarden did not himself analyse virtual objects in the sense that figures in the present article, as 
there were no Facebook, Skype, Gmail, etc., in his time. Also, in his ontology, there is no virtual 
mode of existence. Nevertheless, his analyses of works of art, and in particular intentional objects, 
point to close similarities between intentional and virtual objects. It is worth mentioning at this 
point that Zbigniew Król (2020) recently proposed to analyse information as an intentional object.
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Without a doubt, virtual objects are man-made objects in the sense of these two 
types of act mentioned above by Ingarden. Nevertheless, these virtual objects charac-
terized by intersubjective accessibility, such as Mario or Google Maps, are anchored 
or “fixed” in a very solid existential basis: from a “bottom-up” ontological perspective 
there is the electrical-information network6, while in “top-down” ontological terms 
there are the relevant models of computation, which determine in advance the ideal 
mathematical structures in terms of which any subsequent virtual events will take 
place7. Thus, it can be said that virtual objects are created in the above-mentioned 
acts, and that the more important of these objects, in the sense of those that have be-
come a significant part of contemporary culture, are ones created by acts belonging 
specifically to the second group distinguished by Ingarden. 

Returning to the topic of how purely intentional objects are to be characterized, 
here is what Ingarden has to say about this in general terms: 

By a purely intentional objectivity we understand an objectivity that is in a figurative 
sense “created” by an act of consciousness or by a manifold of acts or, finally, by a forma-
tion (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 exist-
ence and its total essence. (Ingarden, 1973, 117)

Meanwhile, in the Controversy over the Existence of the World, he emphasizes 
the existential heteronomy of the intentional object, conceived as

…an entity which draws its being and its collective stock of attributes from the enact-
ment […] of an intentional conscious experience, which in a specific integrated fashion 
is endowed with a content, and […] would not exist at all without this enactment. (In-
garden, 2013, 113)

Of course, the word “intentional” is associated with the property of conscious-
ness and, more precisely, with the fact that consciousness is directed towards some-
thing. Hence, it is just those objects currently illuminated by consciousness—those 

6 The imagery of “top-down” and “bottom-up” ontological perspectives, implying a “top” and a “bot-
tom” in respect of how such “fixing” takes place, is intended metaphorically here. The point is 
that in Ingarden’s ontology, modes of existence differ in their intensity. The weakest are purely 
intentional objects, these being shadows of the acts that belong to the first group (of acts), while 
the strongest are absolute objects. We must add, however, that the image of Ingarden’s ontology 
suggested by this metaphor is inaccurate, as it is not a “ladder of being.” To adopt the language of 
mathematics, what we are dealing with here is rather a complex partial and non-linear order — one 
that is probably dense.

7 I have pursued an exploration of ideal (mathematical, computational) aspects of virtuality else-
where. (See Stacewicz & Skowron, unpublished.)
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that consciousness is currently directed towards—that are called intentional objects. 
However, a purely intentional object is not an object that consciousness illuminates 
or grasps, but one created by it. Ingarden refers to objects captured by consciousness 
as being “also intentional,” and to objects created by acts of consciousness as “pure-
ly intentional” (Ingarden, 1973, 117). For an existentially autonomous object, it is a 
matter of existential indifference whether or not some consciousness happens to be 
directed at it, but for a purely intentional object this is not a matter of indifference 
under any circumstances, for the simple reason that the latter creates it. Looked at 
from another angle, we may say that objects that are “also intentional” correspond to 
a phenomenological category, while objects that are “purely intentional” instantiate an 
existential-ontological one. 

There are two types of intentional object, corresponding respectively to the two 
groups of acts distinguished above. The first are those which are directly produced by 
a certain act of the subject, and thus are accessible only to the fulfiller of the act, who 
is at the same time their source. (Let me remind readers that these are purely subjec-
tive.) The second are those for whom the source of their endowments comes from 
creations that have been given intentionality through intentional structures. Such an 
intentional structure may be the meaning of a sentence, or some part of it. This type 
of intentional object therefore gains some independence from consciousness and is 
intersubjective. Ingarden refers to the first type of object as “originally purely inten-
tional,” while calling objects of the second type “derived purely intentional objects” 
(Ingarden, 1973, 117–118; §21, 125–127).

In the case of virtual objects, the units of intentionality are the appropriate IT-de-
fined units of meaning: in particular, databases with their structures and variants. The 
latter, of course, come in many forms: deductive, graph, relational, document-ori-
ented, cloud, embedded, mobile, real-time, temporal, spatial, etc. They are managed 
and operated by means of so-called “database management systems.” These databases, 
regardless of their enormous diversity, are all based on mathematical structures of one 
sort or another. For example, the graph database is based on graphs: i.e. mathematical 
structures composed of points (vertices or nodes) and relations between these points 
(called “edges” or “lines”). Thus, there can be no doubt that were virtual objects to be 
intentional objects, they would have to be derived intentional objects. 

While one might well agree with the rather compelling thought that virtual ob-
jects are intentional, the previously described phenomenon of existential autonomiza-
tion seems to impose significant limits on this. An intentional object can itself neither 
create an autonomous object nor become existentially autonomous. Hence, the solu-
tion that I propose (which is incompatible with Ingarden’s ontology) is to treat virtual 



632 BARTŁOMIEJ SKOWRON

objects as derived purely intentional objects, which can become existentially autono-
mous. Thus, they cease to be intentional in Ingarden’s terms. The ensuing analysis of 
time-related structures pertaining to virtual objects will provide additional arguments 
in support of this position.

5. THE ACTUALITY OF VIRTUAL OBJECTS

In Ingarden’s existential ontology one can distinguish, amongst autonomous 
objects, those that have a special presence: i.e. those that are actual. In particular, real 
objects pass through a phase of actuality: the autonomous vehicle is initially an idea 
or a project, then it becomes possible thanks to the development of technology and 
is produced, making it part of reality. Thanks to the use of self-learning algorithms 
that react with the environment, such vehicles become independent in their “deci-
sions” and, in a way, individualize themselves. Being actual, they fulfil the possibility 
of their existence efficaciously, entering into causal relationships. They move from 
being pre-actual to being actual, and then, as a result of their transience, pass away, 
moving on to the phase of post-actuality. The imperfection of the existence of real 
objects manifests itself precisely in the fact that they cannot continue their existence 
in the actual phase without falling into the past:

Transience [Vorübergehen] as a mode of being is […] based […] on the constant trans-
formation of the being-active of what is present into this puzzling “no-longer-being-in-
the-present,” whereby it is nonetheless somehow sustained in being in the past, as some-
thing bygone [Vergangenes]. This transformation—comprising the innermost essence of 
temporality—is of course nothing accidental, but is essentially bound up with a certain 
deficiency of the entity existing in this fashion: namely, with its inability to persist in 
activeness, as it were, without succumbing to passage [Vorübergehen]. (Ingarden, 2013, 
239)

This activeness, in Ingarden’s view, distinguishes the present in relation to what 
is past (what has passed away and is not present) and what is future (what is yet to 
come). So what does this existential moment pertain to? Well, Ingarden distinguishes 
several characteristics of such activeness. He points out that for a present being to be 
active is for it to be somehow directly acting, and that another object can emerge as a 
result of this acting, and also that it is able to enter into causal relationships:

[…] what is active is distinguished by a capacity to exert an effect directly [direkte 
Wirkungsfähigkeit], or, to put it perhaps better: by an efficaciousness [Wirkhaftigkeit]. 
It exists, since it is efficacious, consequent to which it is in a way creative: it can enable 
some other existent to issue out of itself, although it does not always do so. Only because 
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actuality harbors this efficaciousness within itself can the causal relation attain its status 
within the framework of what is present, although […] not everything that shows up 
within the framework of the present can be “cause” or “effect.” (Ingarden, 2013, 240)

The actuality of the object fulfils (by filling out some present) and forfeits its 
existence. As an actual-being it exists more intensively (Ingarden, 2013, 245) than 
the past (what is past) that announces it, and closes itself to the future. The present 
that will transpire in the future somehow fulfils what its past promises: it becomes 
realized, effectively reaches its fullness, the articulation of its qualitative make-up, the 
plenitude of its being (Ingarden, 2013, 241)—which is then lost (as past) and can no 
longer return. What does return, even if it resembles in its qualifications what was, is 
in the real world always something else. In a way, the actual phase of a certain process 
shines through: that is to say, it is the process itself that is taking place, as it moves 
from a non-actual phase to a phase that is actual. The activeness is, in some manner, 
striking because it is present. Ingarden uses light as a metaphor here. The actual phase 
makes the process “shine” until the last phase of the process is actualized, after which 
the process is extinguished: 

The lead phase, the active one, which “shines” as it were in virtue of its activeness, and 
which until then had been constantly shifting onward, loses its activeness [once the pro-
cess is completed] and ceases to differentiate itself by means of activeness from the phas-
es that had flowed by. All phases had then passed away, none is active anymore, and all 
belong to the past. (Ingarden, 2013, 247)

So can virtual objects be actual? It may not be possible to offer an analysis of 
this issue in general terms: instead, such objects may have to be analysed, and their 
efficacious presence confirmed, on a case by case basis. Nevertheless, some things can 
still be said on this score. 

Let us consider virtual objects such as Pokémon, and let us assume that these are 
objects genuinely located in real space. Let us say that they occupy the space of a cube, 
with a side equal to one metre. Let us also say that their boundaries are defined to a 
margin of error of 5 centimetres. In other words, using smartphones, we could easily 
find them in this space. They are not visible at first glance (just like air), and other 
objects can be put in their place (they are permeable, which is a material moment), 
but their existence is nevertheless marked by some kind of action. Even though they 
are not fully present, they can be located by many people, they can influence their 
behaviour, and they can “shine” (thus determining certain temporal perspectives) in 
the virtual world, also illuminating and changing the real world. Such an object can be 
circumvented, but it cannot be touched. It can be found in space, although it cannot 
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be seen directly. It passes through a phase of actuality, in that it was not here a moment 
ago, and in a moment will not be here again. It is in a certain time and can fill both 
the time in which it is present and the space in which it is located—although there 
can be many such densely arranged objects in one real place. Now for an object to be 
actual, it must be existentially autonomous (Ingarden, 2013, 232), yet this relationship 
does not apply in the other direction. Only what the source of its determination and 
qualitative make-up carries within itself can be actualized—can be in actu esse. Thus, 
if virtual objects could actualize themselves, as I am claiming, they would also have 
to be existentially autonomous, which would again be a proof of their becoming real.

The continuous process of moving from pre- to post-actuality is what gives objects 
their temporal characteristics. This passage or flow of a kind of luminescence—that is, 
being the actual phase still at the head of the process—is a sign of the latter’s temporal 
essence. Ingarden (2013, 235) characterizes the process in such a way that only one 
phase of it can be actual, so that this phase is, as it were, “at its head.” The actual phase is 
constantly moving into a new phase that is becoming actual. Thanks to this continuity 
with respect to the succession of actual phases, the process is densely filled up with actu-
al phases, making it temporally complete. In other words, there are no gaps in this com-
pleteness, which other phases that are becoming actual could fill. Such processual time 
cannot just be filled up, so to speak, “in one go.” So is it the same with virtual objects?

Consider any standardly developed Linux or Windows operating system. Is 
the temporality of this type of object (let us assume that its form is a process, not a 
thing or state of affairs) different from the temporality of real processes, such as, say, 
a triathlon? Undoubtedly, one of the differences is that virtual objects have “spots of 
indeterminacy” (cf. Błaszczyk, 2009), their updating (whatever it may be) not being 
continuous but rather occurring in leaps, from one version to the next. In addition, 
the actual or current version (let us say it is a phase of this object) carries the past, the 
present, and the future, which in a way extend the punctual structure of the present 
into to a more complex structure. Whatever the temporal structure of a virtual object 
may look like, it at least depends on its form, and one might suppose it to exhibit an 
algebraic structure (i.e. an algebraic lattice of sorts, possibly with additional struc-
tures). In this way, one could allow for the possibility of both discrete and continuous 
temporality, as well as anything that could be said to be intermediate in this respect. It 
is the temporal structure of virtual objects that can differ in effective terms from real 
objects, but—as in the case of the aforementioned spatial cube—this can also in some 
way mimic real temporal structure.

Gaps in a broader sense—i.e. not gaps specifically in the temporal structure of 
an object, but rather spots of indeterminacy in its content—were something Ingarden 
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sought to distinguish in relation to intentional objects (Ingarden, 1973, 246–254). 
Since they are not effectively defined in terms of all possible qualifications, Ingarden 
called these “schematic objects”: i.e. those that can be filled with additional qualities. 
Certainly, some virtual objects have gaps in their qualitative endowments, such as 
personalizations of Android apps, which the user may have in their repertoire of pos-
sible additions. The fact that at least some virtual objects have these qualitative gaps 
indicates that they are not real—and so, some of Chalmers’ arguments in favour of the 
reality of virtual objects fall. A real object is defined in respect of all qualifications, 
containing fully the basis of its qualitative makeup. Virtual objects can be “filled in,” 
so to speak, where this brings them closer to intentional objects. Thus, indeterminacy 
is what prevents virtual objects—or at least some of them—from becoming fully real. 
Hence, virtuality is destined to straddle the divide between the real and the fictional, 
leaning sometimes towards the one and sometimes towards the other, depending on 
the number of instances of the “filling in” of undefined places by qualities: that is, de-
pending on a specific ontological saturation.

6. THE BECOMING REAL OF VIRTUAL OBJECTS

Virtual objects, though they originally show up as just heteronomous entities, 
take on a real life. They become causes—sometimes only indirect ones, but causes 
nevertheless—of real events and processes, such as flight delays, for instance. Initially, 
the sources of their qualitative descriptions are diverse, but they then begin to deter-
mine themselves, adapting to users and the environment. By becoming existentially 
autonomous in the direction of real (and not, for example, ideal) objects, they become 
in some sense real, and through thus engaging in self-organized contact with the en-
vironment, just like neural networks they individualize themselves, becoming unique. 
Their actuality, presence and permanent updating is also tantamount to a form of 
existential autonomization. 

Ingarden (2013, 117) claimed that heteronomous beings cannot rebel against 
their creator, that they must always be what they were intended to be. However, virtual 
objects, which are said to be heteronomous, rebel against their creators with strik-
ing frequency. Every user of a virtual text editor has probably experienced rebellion 
on the part of a virtual object: the automatic correcting of the text one just entered, 
though not the most immediately striking example, is certainly one of the more fa-
miliar instances. Wherever virtual machines autonomously optimize our actions on 
the basis of self-learning algorithms, there is a kind of “decision-making” autonomy, 
and often a rebellion against the will of both the creator and users. Also, a self-driving 
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car, if it “determines” that it should rebel against the will of its creator, will simply do 
so. Thanks to artificial intelligence, any autonomization (though perhaps not in the 
existential sense) on the part of machines of the sort we are now dealing with can give 
rise to a rebellion of sorts against us.

Michał Głowala (2019) defends the non-reality of virtual objects, invoking the 
Eleatic criterion of reality according to which it corresponds to the power to cause or 
receive this or that particular change: an object is real if something genuinely causes 
things to happen, or is the object of such causation. Seen from this perspective, virtual 
objects would seem to be far from causally inert. Consider the Google Maps applica-
tion, which shows drivers the quickest or shortest route, often leading to the avoid-
ance of traffic jams. Let us assume that a certain number of drivers find themselves 
heading for a traffic jam, and Google Maps then directs them to take an appropriate 
detour which will save them time. (This is usually one route, though there may be 
several.) However, if too many drivers choose a given road to avoid the traffic jam, 
then the preferred (i.e. time-saving) detour will also become gridlocked —by precisely 
those drivers seeking to avoid the original jam. In this case, I would definitely say that 
a virtual object exhibits the ability to cause, in an indirect manner (cf. Ingarden, 2013, 
128–141), a traffic jam, so it has a real effect. Without the Google Maps app running, 
this new traffic jam would not exist at all. This app is therefore a factor that disrupts 
the current state of the real world (in that there was no traffic jam there before), and 
one that causes a new traffic jam, making it creative: 

The cause […] “brings forth” the effect. In other words, it is the effectuating [wirkende] 
factor, which is not only, so to speak, the emanation of some force, but which, in the 
occurrence of an event, is rather in itself the cause, or contains within itself a moment 
of effectuality [Aktivität] when occurring as part of the evolution [Sich-Abspielen] of a 
process. (Ingarden, 2013, 137)

The possibility of causing a traffic jam is not accidental, even though from the 
point of view of the creators of the application it is certainly not intentional, either: 
rather, this is directly inscribed in its essential function of directing traffic. In principle, 
this situation does not differ (at least in its real consequences) from the traditional man-
aging of traffic by a policeman, where what we encounter is a person who is authorized 
to direct traffic, and who in virtue of this fact has the power to do so, thus having a real 
impact on the state of the world. The only difference is that Google Maps directs traffic 
in an indirect way—not directly, like the policeman. The virtual equivalent of how the 
person in charge of traffic control issues commands and signals will be the appropriate 
algorithm in the application, which “decides on” the choice of detour, together with the 
application interface, whose function is to effectively pass this information on to drivers. 
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In the ontology of Ingarden (2013, 141), only real beings can be causes or effects. If it is 
the case that Google Maps is the (indirect) cause of some new traffic, then Google Maps 
must exist in the same way as that traffic itself: i.e. in a real way. 

Virtuality, then, is a way of existence which, while previously heteronomous, 
becomes autonomous, and which in so doing makes itself real, where this has come to 
pose a substantial challenge for ontologists. My own belief is that it straddles the on-
tological abyss between intentional and real objects, doing so not through accidental 
ontological similarities such as intersubjectivity or immersion (so popular amongst 
ontologists working in the IT industry these days), nor even through the interweaving 
of existential domains, but rather through the possibility of updating and, along with 
this, some sort of existential autonomization.

Chalmers (2017) analyses the difference between reality and non-reality in 
terms of four dimensions: existence as such (without any analysis of modes of being 
or moments of existence), the real occurrence or non-occurrence of virtual events, the 
illusory or non-illusory nature of experience, and the value of the experience of vir-
tuality (or lack thereof). Defending the validity and value of the experience of virtual 
objects, where this is an aspect of his position I myself would fully support, he writes:

In virtual reality environments, users make real choices, they really do things, and they 
are genuine sorts of people. Even in limited existing environments such as Second Life, 
a user can genuinely write a novel, or make a friend, or read a book (to use Nozick’s 
examples). They can choose whether to (virtually) attend a concert or to build a house. 
They can be honest or dishonest, and shy or courageous. In principle, a subject living in 
a long-term virtual reality could make their own life there. (Chalmers, 2017, 339)

One has to fully agree with that opinion: virtual reality surely does have undeni-
able value for humankind. However, I do not think that that is what reality is all about. 
Reality is, first and foremost, existential autonomy and the possibility of being in actu 
esse (though not only!). It is a certain mode of being which consists of such—and not 
other—existential moments. 

Ontological differences between reality and fiction, as well as between reality 
and ideality, reality and absoluteness, and so on, can only be fully explored in the 
wake of a detailed elaboration of the distinction between these modes of being—not 
to mention examining the issue from the perspectives of formal ontology (e.g., in 
terms of the thought that the basic form of an individual object is that given by its 
being a subject of properties, while the form of an intentional object exhibits a specif-
ic two-subject structure) and material ontology (e.g., exploring ways in which ideal 
qualities may be concretized). I certainly share some of Chalmers’ intuitions, such as 
the fact that virtual objects come close to real objects, or even that “[i]n the long term, 
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and in principle, virtual reality may well be on a par with physical reality” (Chalmers, 
2017, 350). Nevertheless, ontological analysis of these intuitions requires the use of 
means that go much further than the tool of ontological structuralism employed by 
Chalmers. Without distinguishing moments of existence (e.g., those chiefly brought 
to our notice by Ingarden, such as existential autonomy and existential heteronomy, 
self-sufficiency and non-self-sufficiency, originality and derivativeness, independ-
ence and dependence, fissuration, and many others), and without realizing the formal 
differences between, for example, the (formally) double-sided character of ideas and 
dual subjecthood of intentional objects, it will be difficult to carry out any analysis 
of virtuality. For this reason—and this seems like a point well worth reiterating—In-
garden’s ontology should be seen as offering a set of analytical tools very much called 
for in the context of contemporary philosophical disputes.

7. CONCLUSIONS

Computer-based virtual objects are man-made and, at first sight, belong to the 
field of intentional objects—as ones which owe their existential power to the fact that, 
being computationally founded, they are anchored or “fixed” in the structure of large 
IT-electrical networks. They are certainly not real objects, because they contain “spots 
of indeterminacy,” but their impact on the real world is so strong that they seem to 
inevitably tend in the direction of reality, becoming part of it. This tendency con-
sists primarily in their becoming autonomous and assuming certain forms of actuality 
(which may be specific to just them), and thus also of temporality.

On Ingarden’s reading of things, the stability of an object’s mode of existence is 
a condition of that object’s identity. If the mode of being were to change at all, then 
after such a transformation we would definitely be faced with another object. The 
aforementioned phenomenon of existential autonomization, at least if I have done 
justice to it here, breaches this ontological principle: virtual objects, while autonomiz-
ing themselves, remain the same objects, even if they come to be much closer to what 
counts as real than they were at the outset of their existence. If that is so, then the fun-
damental laws of existential ontology need to be rethought, and the issue of virtuality, 
thanks to its singularly challenging character, would seem like an excellent training 
zone for exploring possible new foundations in respect of Ingarden-inspired ontology. 
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From his earliest published writings to his last, Roman Ingarden displayed an interest in theoretical 
biology and its efforts to clarify what distinguishes living organisms from other types of entities. How-
ever, many of his explorations of such issues are easily overlooked, because they don’t appear in works 
that are primarily ontological, metaphysical, or anthropological in nature but are “hidden” within his 
works on literary aesthetics, where Ingarden sought to define the nature of living organisms in order to 
compare literary works to such entities. This article undertakes a historical textual analysis that traces 
the evolution of Ingarden’s thought regarding the nature of the literary work of art as an organism-like 
entity and uncovers its links with the simultaneous development of his systems theory and its central 
concept of the “relatively isolated system”: for Ingarden, a literary work and an organism are each a sys-
tematically transforming, “living,” functional-structural whole that comprises a system of hierarchical-
ly arranged and partially isolated (yet interdependent) elements whose harmonious interaction allows 
the literary work or organism to fulfill its chief function. Having completed that historical analysis, we 
test Ingarden’s assessment of works of art as organism-like entities in a novel context by investigating 
the organism-like qualities of the contemporary computer game; insofar as their AI-driven behavior 
displays a form of agency, such games might appear to be even more “alive” than traditional works 
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“organicity” of such games as works of art, despite the fact that they differ qualitatively from those art 
forms with which Ingarden was directly familiar.
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Начиная с самых ранних своих работ вплоть до последних, Роман Ингарден проявлял интерес 
к теоретической биологии с ее попыткой прояснения различия между живыми организмами 
и другими видами сущего. Однако многие его исследования в этом направлении упускаются 
из виду, поскольку они не появляются в работах онтологического, метафизического или антро-
пологического толка, а, скорее, «спрятаны» в его трудах по литературной эстетике, в которых 
Ингарден стремился определить природу живых организмов с целью сопоставления с ними ху-
дожественных произведений. В данной статье предпринимается историко-текстуальный ана-
лиз, прослеживающий эволюцию мысли Ингардена относительно природы художественного 
произведения, уподобляемого организму, раскрывая ее связь с развитием его теории систем 
и центральным в этой теории понятием «относительно изолированной системы»: с точки зре-
ния Ингардена, как художественное произведение, так и организм представляют собой систе-
матически трансформирующееся «живое» функционально-структурное целое. Оно охватывает 
собой систему иерархически организованных и частично изолированных (хотя и взаимозави-
симых) элементов, гармоническое взаимодействие между которыми позволяет художественно-
му произведению и организму выполнять свою основную функцию. Завершив этот историче-
ский анализ, мы проверим ингарденовскую концепцию произведения искусства в русле идеи 
организма в  новом контексте, исследуя организмические свойства современной компьютер-
ной игры; в той мере, в какой их поведение, направляемое искусственным интеллектом, являет 
собой форму агентности, такие игры могут показаться более «живыми», чем традиционные 
произведения искусства. Мы покажем, что концептуальная система Ингардена предоставляет 
полезный инструмент для понимания «органичности» этих игр как произведений искусства, 
несмотря на их качественное отличие от тех форм искусства, с которыми Ингарден был непо-
средственно знаком. 
Ключевые слова: Роман Ингарден, теоретическая биология, организмы, теория систем, относи-
тельно изолированные системы, философская эстетика, художественные произведения, ком-
пьютерные игры, Яигмунт Лемпицки, Макс Шелер.

1. INTRODUCTION

Philosophical aestheticians who are familiar with Roman Ingarden’s aesthetic 
writings will have noticed the occasional places in those texts—most prominently 
in Das literarische Kunstwerk (1931) and O poznawaniu dzieła literackiego (1937a)—
in which he compares the literary work of art to a living organism. When reading 
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such passages, one might easily picture Ingarden as an aesthetician who was using 
some incidental knowledge of biology to formulate analogies that could be helpful in 
elucidating the structure and dynamics of literary works. In fact, though, Ingarden’s 
interest in biology was far from superficial, and such analogies were not just casually 
assembled metaphors; rather, Ingarden was a pioneering thinker in systems theory 
and theoretical biology who drew on his knowledge of the structure and dynamics of 
literary works in order to deepen his understanding of biological organisms as partic-
ular kinds of “relatively isolated systems”1. Indeed, Ingarden’s work on systems theo-
ry—developed most explicitly in Über die Verantwortung: Ihre ontischen Fundamente 
(Ingarden, 1970c; 1983) and Über die kausale Struktur der realen Welt: Der Streit um 
die Existenz der Welt III (1974)—proved so significant that Sienkiewicz and Wojtala 
(1991) recognize him as one of the most influential figures in the history of systems 
theory in Poland. Nevertheless, systems theorists who are interested in Ingarden’s the-
oretical biology may find it difficult to contextualize those references to biological 
organisms that appear in Ingarden’s studies of literary aesthetics.

In this text, we seek to demonstrate the way in which the fields of philosophical 
aesthetics and theoretical biology were deeply intertwined for Ingarden, by carefully 
tracing the evolution of his understanding of the (literary) work of art as an organ-
ism-like entity. Building on that historical analysis, we then seek to link Ingarden’s 
thought with ongoing developments in aesthetics. In particular, the rise of new digital 
media and art forms in the half-century since Ingarden’s death raises the question of 
whether the unique characteristics of (for example) narratively and visually sophisti-
cated contemporary computer games might undermine or reinforce Ingarden’s analy-
sis of the organism-like nature of works of art. Examining such emerging technologies 
through the lens of his thought is arguably consistent with the spirit of Ingarden’s own 
philosophical project, insofar as he consciously developed his aesthetics with an eye 
toward novel types of artistic technologies that might appear in the future2. It is hoped 
that this text’s Ingardenian analysis of the organism-like nature of computer games 
can offer a novel illustration of the continued fruitfulness of Ingarden’s thought.

1 Półtawski (1978, 129) argues that from the beginning of his career to its end, Ingarden was at heart 
primarily a philosophical anthropologist, and his works on aesthetics, ontology, and other subjects 
were ultimately all aimed at making it possible to better understand the nature of the human being. 
Indeed, Ingarden’s work on theoretical biology and systems theory often focuses on investigating 
the human being as a unique type of organism and “system.”

2 See, e.g., Maluga’s (2006, 51) observations regarding the way in which Ingarden anticipated and 
analyzed the aesthetic implications of VR technologies that are only today becoming practical.



HORIZON 9 (2) 2020 643

2. THE ORGANISM AND ISOLATION:  
EARLY EXPLORATIONS (1919–1928)

Having been formed through his study with Twardowski and Husserl, Ingarden’s 
first and most natural philosophical vocabularies were those of the Lvov-Warsaw School 
and “classical” phenomenology, which lack direct theoretical links with the vocabu-
lary of biology. As a result, Ingarden’s earliest works approach the analysis of parts and 
wholes largely from a mathematically and logically oriented mereological—rather than 
biological—viewpoint (see, e.g., Ingarden, 1925). However, from his earliest writings, 
Ingarden had also demonstrated an interest in perspectives that he would later come 
to recognize as belonging to the field of “theoretical biology”—and the eagerness with 
which Ingarden (1947, 255; 1948b, 161; 2013, 272) explicitly embraced the language and 
conceptual frameworks of theoretical biology upon first encountering them in Berta-
lanffy’s writings in 1943 strengthens the impression that Ingarden had long understood 
questions of parts, wholes, and systems in a manner that was broader than what could 
easily be captured through conventional mereological language.

While typical empirical biology seeks to study the structures and behaviors of 
those living organisms that actually exist in our world, theoretical biology seeks to 
analyze the concepts of “life” and the “organism” at a more abstract level; for example, 
it asks what minimum characteristics an entity must possess in order to be considered 
“alive.” Ingarden’s investigation of such questions dates back at least to “W sprawie is-
toty doświadczenia wewnętrznego”, in which he discusses the nature of conscious and 
non-conscious biological organisms (Ingarden, 1922b, 527–529). More pertinently, 
in “Essentiale Fragen: Ein Beitrag zum Wessensproblem”, Ingarden (1925, 196–197) 
argues that an “organism” can be identified with an entity possessing many individual 
parts that play specific and characteristic roles and which demonstrate real relation-
ships of interdependence; a typical “class” or “set” of objects does not—by virtue of 
being a class or set—constitute such an organism.

Perhaps the conceptual framework that would prove most critical to Ingarden’s 
understanding of the organism is that of “isolation”: an entity is (at least partially) 
“isolated” from its environment when it possesses some boundary that differentiates 
the “interior” of the entity from its “exterior” and which through its structure or be-
havior renders the entity more “open” or “closed” to interaction with conscious sub-
jects or other elements of its environment. This language of isolation—of “openness” 
and “closure”—was present in Ingarden’s earliest thought. For example, in “Dążenia 
fenomenologów”, he objects to the view that the soul’s mental phenomena are nothing 
more than a system of dead contents that are closed within themselves (system takich 
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zamkniętych w sobie, martwych „treści”), while also discussing the way in which the 
real world constitutes a whole enclosed within itself (całość w sobie zamkniętą) and 
the manner in which, in Husserl’s understanding, pure consciousness constitutes a 
separate being enclosed within itself (Ingarden, 1919, 121–122, 338, 346).

More significantly, in Intuition und Intellekt bei Henri Bergson, Ingarden (1922a, 
353, 355) notes that for practical purposes, it is possible to think of the world as being 
divided into many isolated systems; however, in reality, there are “no absolutely closed 
systems” (keine absolut abgeschlossenen Systeme) but only many “relatively closed sys-
tems” (relativ abgeschlossene Systeme). This concept of the relatively closed or par-
tially isolated system would come to undergird many aspects of Ingarden’s thought; 
he would, for example, draw naturally on such language when offering his posthu-
mous reflections on the thought of Scheler, for whom—according to Ingarden (1928, 
347)—a human being was not an entity that could exist isolated from the rest of the 
world but rather a specifically organized living individual (pewnem szczególnie uor-
ganizowanem, żywem indywiduum) that stands in constant contact with the human 
community and possesses its own characteristic ways of reacting to the dead and liv-
ing world that surrounds it (otaczający je świat martwy i żywy).

3. THE LITERARY WORK AS A “LIVING” AND  
SYSTEMATICALLY TRANSFORMING WHOLE:  

„DAS LITERARISCHE KUNSTWERK“ (1931)

Ingarden would soon extend his thinking on theoretical biology and partially 
isolated systems into the field of aesthetics, devoting Chapter 13 of Das literarische 
Kunstwerk (1931) to “The ‘Life’ of a Literary Work.” He states explicitly that the word 
“life” is used in a figurative sense: while clear analogies exist between the “life” of a lit-
erary work and that of a living being, there are also many differences (Ingarden, 1931, 
356, 364), as discussed below.

3.1. The meaning of “life”

Ingarden’s analysis of the “life” of a literary work is complicated by the fact that 
even in its literal sense, the word “life” had not yet been satisfactorily defined (In-
garden, 1931, 356). Ingarden thus felt obliged to clearly explain the sense in which he 
would be using the word. For him, “life” has two primary meanings: it is (1) the whole 
that comprises all the events that a living being experiences from its conception to its 
death and (2) the “process” by which those events unfold (Ingarden, 1931, 356).
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Regarding the second sense, it is not enough for an object to endure through 
time (since even “dead” physical objects endure) or to undergo continual change 
(since a rock that is being worn down by erosion undergoes such change without 
thereby being “alive”); rather, a living being is characterized by the fact it undergoes 
continual change occurring within “a particular system of transformations” (ein bes-
timmtes System von Verwandlungen) that causes the course of the being’s life to cre-
ate a certain kind of unified whole that is typical for living beings (Ingarden, 1931, 
356–357).

What exactly is the system of transformations typical for living beings? It is a 
system that manifests itself through the creation of qualitatively and quantitatively 
distinct phases, which begin with conception (and a sort of maximal, almost raw, 
potentiality) and continue through stages of growth and development whose activity 
guides a being toward a culminating phase of robust maturity, following which the 
entity begins to break down (with particular changes coming faster or slower), until 
eventually it dies (Ingarden, 1931, 356).

3.2. The “opening” and “closing” of the living organism

Every such living being possesses (or at least appears to possess) an ability to 
actively respond to those forces that are impacting it; this capacity for directed reac-
tion seems to come from within the living being itself, and it distinguishes it from all 
“dead” objects, which can only passively undergo various transformations (Ingarden, 
1931, 357)3. Such reactive capacity is related to concepts of openness and closure: 
organisms that possess a soul are able to “open themselves up” („aufschließen“) or 
“close themselves within themselves” („sich in sich selbst verschließen“) before another 
psychic individual that is attempting to know them4; indeed, such organisms may 
also perform a “closing off of themselves to themselves” (ein „sich vor sich selbst Ver-
schließen“) that can be healthy or pathological behavior (Ingarden, 1931, 139). On the 
other hand, “lifeless” or “dead” objects are indifferent5 to their degree of closure and 
do not open themselves up or close themselves off to other things: while the possibility 

3 In the later Polish edition of the work, Ingarden would add a footnote connecting this observation 
with Scheler’s thought as presented in Die Stellung des Menschen im Kosmos (1928); see (Ingarden, 
1988, 425).

4 Ingarden (1931, 139) associates a soul’s ability to seal itself off from others with the “intimate 
spheres” („Intimsphären“) that Scheler describes in Wesen und Formen der Sympathie (1923).

5 Ingarden (1974, 104, 109) would further develop this concept of “indifference” in his mature sys-
tems theory.
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for an object to manifest “openness” („Aufgeschlossenheit“) or “being sealed within 
itself ” („In-sich-verschlossen-sein“) is rooted in the object’s structure, the fact that an 
object actually appears open or closed in a given moment depends on the cognitive 
subject who is experiencing the object in that way. A given object appears open to us 
because “we ‘unlock’ it, so to speak” (wir den Gegenstand sozusagen „aufschließen“) 
(Ingarden, 1931, 139).

3.3. Two ways in which a literary work of art “lives”

There are two (figurative) senses in which one can speak of a literary work as 
possessing such a “life.” First, as a schematic construct, the literary work (and any 
other kind of artwork) “lives” simply by expressing itself through a multiplicity of 
concretizations (Ingarden, 1931, 359, 362). Second, the work “lives” by undergoing 
transformations within itself (Ingarden, 1931, 359-60). In this second sense, the work 
itself lives (and not just its individual concretizations) (Ingarden, 1931, 366). However, 
once created, a work of art cannot change itself (Ingarden, 1931, 359), as it lacks that 
sort of agency; such transformation must be driven by those cognitive subjects who 
engage with the work. A relatively obvious kind of transformation occurs, for exam-
ple, when an author removes sections from (or adds sections to) a work while prepar-
ing a revised edition (Ingarden, 1931, 367)6. Indeed, changes that eliminate “unneces-
sary” parts can actually improve a work by making its internal dynamic more intense, 
without thereby transforming it into a different work (Ingarden, 1931, 358–359).

Another kind of transformation occurs as a natural result of the fact that the 
concretizations of a given work fashioned by conscious subjects are always novel and 
different (Ingarden, 1931, 359–360)—and the differences between concretizations are 
not random; they undergo an often qualitatively positive or negative “development” 
over time, which resembles the life cycle of a psychic individual: over the years (or 
centuries), a given work of art may come to be understood in a different way; it may 
become beloved and acclaimed for a time, only to later become unpopular or alto-
gether forgotten (and, even later, to potentially undergo a revival) (Ingarden, 1931, 
364). This typical cycle of growth, development, maturity, and decline represents an 
important analogy between the life of a living being and the “life” of a work of art 
(Ingarden, 1931, 364–365).

6 See also the somewhat different description in Ingarden (1988, 434).
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4. ŁEMPICKI’S ANALYSIS OF INGARDEN’S “ANATOMICAL”  
VIEW OF THE LITERARY WORK (1932)

An exchange that appears to have thus far been overlooked by researchers 
studying Ingarden’s systems theory but which (we would argue) was pivotal to the 
development of his theoretical biology occurred when the literary theorist Zygmunt 
Łempicki published an analysis of Das literarische Kunstwerk in Wiadomości Literack-
ie in 1932 and Ingarden published a reply, “Formy obcowania z dziełem literackiem”, 
in the same periodical the following year.

In particular, Łempicki reflects on Ingarden’s account of the literary work’s 
structure as a whole possessing distinct layers. One of Łempicki’s key points is to illus-
trate the way in which Ingarden’s analysis had focused primarily on the static, struc-
tural elements of the literary work of art, while largely ignoring its more dynamic and 
active elements. Łempicki (1932, 3) suggests that Ingarden has thus offered a “phe-
nomenological” account of the literary-work-as-organism that focuses on its visible 
“anatomical structure” (anatomiczna budowa) and its “external shell”; however, such 
an account should ideally be paired with a complementary analysis that focuses on the 
(literary) organism’s invisible internal activity and the functioning of its “organs”—
and which would thus be more “physiological” than “anatomical” in nature. It is only 
such a physiological analysis that can hope to identify and understand a literary work’s 
“internal force,” its “discharging […] energy” that externalizes and crystallizes itself in 
stylistically appropriate forms (Łempicki, 1932, 3). For Łempicki (1932, 3), the literary 
work is a sort of energy reservoir or charged battery, with the nature of that energy 
shaped by the particular psychic structure of its creator7. In such a physiological ac-
count, the literary work of art is an intensely active, energetic entity that is almost 
endowed with a sort of agency. Its internal energy not only seeks to express itself 
through the thoughts, speech, and observations of the work’s creator or readers (i.e., 
to ensure that the energy is expressed) but also to shape the particular choice of words, 
syntax, and larger arrangements of content through which it is expressed (Łempicki, 
1932, 3). Thus, the specific arrangements of printed characters and lines of text on a 
page are, in a sense, just a byproduct of the literary work’s internal force; they are the 
externally visible ossifications of that unique energy. In order for an arrangement of 
characters and paragraphs to qualify as a true literary work, it is not enough for it to 

7 Łempicki also introduces the thought of Wilhelm Dilthey into the discussion: in Łempicki’s (1932, 
3) view, Dilthey had also opposed purely visual analyses of the external structures of a literary 
work, instead holding the literary work to demonstrate an energy and dynamism whose expression 
reflects the activity of particular functional systems within the soul of the living human being.
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demonstrate a particular structure; the structure must have been generated by such 
internal psychically conditioned energy that remains present and active within the 
work. Otherwise, the structure is simply a lifeless shell—perhaps comparable to the 
fossilized remains of an animal that has long since died or an imitation animal fabri-
cated from wood and cloth8.

Even if his language had been more metaphorical than literal, Łempicki’s at-
tempt at a serious analysis of the literary work of art’s “anatomy,” “physiology,” “phys-
iognomy,” “organs,” “shell,” “energy,” “force,” “action,” and associated structure of “sys-
tems of psychic functions” seems to have emboldened Ingarden in his own thinking 
about the organism-like characteristics of certain non-biological entities.

5. THE LITERARY WORK AS STRUCTURAL-ANATOMICAL AND  
FUNCTIONAL-ENERGETIC OBJECT:  

“FORMY OBCOWANIA Z DZIEŁEM LITERACKIEM” (1933)

Łempicki offered his analysis not as a criticism but as a suggestion for enriching 
Ingarden’s model of the literary work of art, and Ingarden responded in kind, gra-
ciously accepting Łempicki’s suggestions. Comparing his own “anatomical” account 
of the literary work with Łempicki’s “energetic” analysis, Ingarden (1933, 3) contends 
that not only are the two treatments not mutually exclusive, but his phenomenolog-
ical analysis of the structure of the literary work as a multilayered whole provides a 
useful foundation upon which to carry out precisely such “energetic” analyses9. In 
other words, Ingarden here recognizes the literary work’s (1) enduring structure and 
(2) dynamic activity as two distinct yet interrelated constituent elements of the work, 
as two complementary perspectives through which it might be viewed. In this way, 
Ingarden subsumes the functional-energetic analysis of the literary work into his own 
structural-anatomical analysis. Through this dialogue with Łempicki, Ingarden has 
become comfortable speaking about the literary work as an object that—like a bio-
logical organism—reveals itself through both (1) physical structures of a more or less 
stable nature and (2) unfolding processes that are driven by a sort of internal energy.

8 For Łempicki (1932, 3), many “trivial” works of sensational and popular literature are such hollow, 
lifeless structures: they superficially appear to possess a sound literary structure but lack the dy-
namic internal energy of a true work of art.

9 Ingarden (1939) would later echo the language of the distinction made by Łempicki in, e.g., his dis-
cussion of the relationship between “anatomical-physiological changes” observed in another person 
and that individual’s psychic state.
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6. THE LITERARY WORK AS ORGANIC-STRUCTURAL AND  
TEMPORAL-DYNAMIC OBJECT:  

“FORMY POZNAWANIA DZIEŁA LITERACKIEGO” (1936)

Three years later, Ingarden published a lengthier article on “Formy poznawania 
dzieła literackiego” in Pamiętnik Literacki. Here, Ingarden suggests that the literary 
work encompasses two interrelated dimensions. The first is a “multilayered struc-
ture” whose individual layers’ particular construction gives rise to an “organic union” 
(związek organiczny) between those layers and the “structural unity of the work” as a 
whole (Ingarden, 1936, 165, 181). Indeed, Ingarden explains that all masterworks—
including (but not limited to) literary masterworks—are characterized by such a high 
degree of coherence and “organicity” (organiczność) in their construction that the re-
moval or distortion of even the tiniest element can result in the deformation of the 
entire work and the evaporation of all that is unique and essential within it (Ingarden, 
1936, 180). Despite its importance, though, this multilayered structure only provides 
a sort of “skeleton” for the work (Ingarden, 1936, 179).

The literary work’s second dimension is its ordering of the different temporal 
phases and parts that give it dynamic properties (Ingarden, 1936, 165). Such a work 
is constructed as a system of successive phases or parts that follow one another and 
are synthetically linked with one another (Ingarden, 1936, 183–184). We are unable to 
experience all of the work’s distinct temporal phases—its entire system of temporal as-
pects—simultaneously (Ingarden, 1936, 189); it is only by actively experiencing such 
dynamic properties through time that a reader can perceive the polyphonic harmony 
of the aesthetically valent qualities of the work as a whole (Ingarden, 1936, 179). Here 
Ingarden once again employs the concept of boundaries and “closure”: as a purely 
intentional object and a “whole that is closed within itself,” the literary work is tran-
scendent with regard to any particular psychic experiences of its author or readers10. 
This may be compared with Ingarden’s (1935, 79, 83) then-evolving understanding 
of every individual ontically autonomous object as a “whole” that is closed, self-con-
tained, and delimited or “fenced off ” on all sides11.

10 Ingarden (1936, 166) writes of the literary work of art that “[…] jest ono różne od wszelkich przeżyć 
psychicznych czy to autora, czy też czytelników, i jest w stosunku do nich transcendentne, t. zn. 
tworzy w stosunku do tych przeżyć całość w sobie zamkniętą.”

11 While in his 1936 article Ingarden thus highlights the ways in which a literary work possesses some 
properties or being within itself and cannot simply be identified with or reduced to individual 
mental experiences of its readers, he would soon state definitively (Ingarden, 1937a, 51–52) that a 
literary work is not ontically autonomous (regarding that point, see Section 8.3. below). The fact 
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In “Formy poznawania dzieła literackiego”, Ingarden thus moves beyond the 
tentative understanding of the literary work as a dual (1) structural-anatomical and 
(2) functional-energetic object that he developed jointly with Łempicki to begin for-
mulating his own, more rigorously reasoned understanding of the literary work as 
a dual (1)  organic-structural and (2)  temporal-dynamic object. Key concepts that 
will prove relevant in his later thought include those of “organicity,” an organic union 
of structural elements, a system of temporal parts, and the notion of a transcendent 
multi-sided object that is a whole closed within itself.

7. THE LITERARY WORK AND ACTIVE BOUNDARIES:  
“SPRAWA FORMY I TREŚCI W DZIELE LITERACKIM” (1937)

Ingarden explores such questions again in “Sprawa formy i treści w dziele lit-
erackim” (1937b, 164). In attempting to distinguish a literary work’s form from its 
matter, one possible approach that Ingarden (1937b, 157-58) highlights is an Aristo-
telian model that identifies the spatial form (or shape) of a material object with the 
“spatial boundaries of the material thing”; everything located within those boundaries 
comprises the object’s “matter.” Rather than understanding an object’s visible bound-
ary as an incidental side-effect produced by the structure and activity of the object’s 
internal contents, such a view attributes the active role and conceptual priority to the 
boundary itself. This perspective foreshadows Ingarden’s mature systems theory, with 
the critical role that it gives to semipermeable membranes in actively regulating the 
interior spaces and dynamics of a relatively isolated system. Here, Ingarden ultimately 
suggests that the “form” and “content” of a literary work can be analyzed from three 
perspectives: (1)  a purely “anatomical” viewpoint that is limited to the work itself; 
(2)  a “phenomenological-descriptive” perspective relating to the work’s concretiza-
tion; and (3) a “functional-aesthetic” perspective. 

8. THE LITERARY WORK AS ORGANICALLY BUILT  
HIERARCHICAL FUNCTIONAL-STRUCTURAL WHOLE:  
“O POZNAWANIU DZIEŁA LITERACKIEGO” (1937–1968)

The layers of a literary work form “mutually harmonized elements of an organ-
ically built whole” (dostrojone do siebie człony organicznie zbudowanej całości) that is 
more than just an assortment of disconnected layers that happen to lie in proximity 

that Ingarden held both of these positions to be true reflects the sophistication of his thinking on 
this issue.
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to one another (Ingarden, 1937a, 49). Ingarden considers Das literarische Kunstwerk 
to have addressed the question of how particular elements of a literary work produce 
such “organicity”; in O poznawaniu dzieła literackiego (1937a, 49–50), he wishes to 
clarify the theoretically prior question of exactly what the concept of “organicity” en-
tails (which, to his mind, has never been satisfactorily answered).

8.1. Distinguishing characteristics of the “organism”

More particularly, what is it that distinguishes an “organism” from any other 
cluster of elements (Ingarden, 1937a, 50)? Ingarden proposes three answers. First, the 
organism does not simply “exist”; it also fulfills some overarching chief function to 
which the functions of its particular “organs” are subordinated. A biological organ-
ism’s chief function is to preserve its own life, thereby enabling the production and 
maintenance of offspring and the long-term survival of the species. All other, more 
particular activities performed by the organism’s organs (e.g., involving respiration, 
circulation, locomotion, sensation, obtaining food from the environment, digestion, 
or the secretion of waste products) are subordinated to that overall goal of the indi-
vidual’s survival (Ingarden, 1937a, 50). The second distinguishing characteristic of 
an organism is the fact that its hierarchical system (hierarchicznie ułożony system) of 
chief and supporting functions—the hierarchy of dynamic processes occurring within 
it—is mirrored in a similarly hierarchical system of physical structures in the form 
of the organism’s individual organs (Ingarden, 1937a, 50). The third distinguishing 
characteristic of an organism is the fact that it displays a typical life cycle of growth, 
development, and decline, leading to an end (i.e., death) that is not “accidental” but is 
a natural result of the organism’s structure and functioning.

8.2. Isolation and interdependence in the organism

By itself, no one organ is capable of fulfilling the organism’s chief function of 
individual survival and the maintenance of the species; that can only be performed by 
the organism as a whole (Ingarden, 1937a, 50). In order for the organism as a whole to 
survive, an appropriate equilibrium must be maintained between the activities of all 
its organs: if the functioning of any one organ becomes too weak (or too strong), it can 
endanger the health of the entire organism (Ingarden, 1937a, 51). Such equilibrium 
is promoted by the organs themselves, which serve to support, regulate, and (when 
necessary) repair one another (Ingarden, 1937a, 50–51).

Regarding the role of “isolation,” in the original 1937 version of O poznawan-
iu dzieła literackiego, Ingarden (1937a, 51) noted simply that an organism does not 
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contain any completely isolated elements that are wholly isolated from (and thus 
functionally independent of) the remaining elements. However, in the revised edition 
from 1957, he significantly expands that line of thought, introducing a more detailed 
consideration of the question of partial isolation in biological systems that—we would 
argue—(a) draws on his maturing systems theory, as contained in the unfinished notes 
for volume III of Der Streit that he had composed in 1950–54 and (b) is a harbinger of 
the more developed theoretical biology of isolation that would be presented in 1970’s 
Über die Verantwortung.

In the expanded account found in the 1957  edition, Ingarden (1957, 48) ex-
plains that while an organism does not contain any completely isolated or functionally 
independent components, it is equally true that particular organisms or organ sys-
tems are partially isolated from one another: i.e., they are isolated “at least to some 
extent and in certain regards, during appropriate periods of time,” as evidenced by (a) 
the fact that such organs maintain their own unique functionality and normally be-
have in a manner that is relatively undisturbed by the activity of other organs and (b) 
organisms’ possession of diverse “isolating mechanisms” (urządzenia izolacyjne) like 
the diaphragm that separates the thoracic and abdominal cavities or the membranous 
meninges that protect the brain and spinal cord. This description of partial isolation 
resembles that found in the unpublished notes for Der Streit, volume III (in which 
Ingarden (1974, 102) described the relatively isolated system as being isolated during 
a certain time, in a certain respect, or to a certain degree), while the example of dia-
phragms and meninges as partial isolators would later be developed in much greater 
detail in Über die Verantwortung.

The addition of a deeper analysis of isolation in biological systems during In-
garden’s revising of O poznawaniu dzieła literackiego suggests (a) that he remained 
keenly interested in and committed to the systems theory that he had developed in 
his notes for volume III of Der Streit, despite the fact that he would never have an 
opportunity to complete that work, and (b) that by 1957, he believed that in order to 
help readers fully and properly understand his earlier literary aesthetics, it was useful 
(if not necessary) for him to incorporate a more detailed and explicit account of his 
biologically grounded systems theory.

8.3. Comparing a literary work to an organism

In O poznawaniu dzieła literackiego, Ingarden explains that a literary work can-
not be a true organism, because it lacks autonomous being (byt samoistny); it owes the 
fact of its existence and structure of its contents to acts of consciousness on the part of 
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its author and readers. However, one can—if only by way of a certain analogy or ap-
proximation (pewną analogia, przybliżeniem)—speak of a literary work as an “organ-
ism” (Ingarden, 1937a, 51–52). Here Ingarden focuses on two similarities between the 
literary work of art and a biological organism that allow the use of such language. First, 
a literary work’s layers display a hierarchical interdependence resembling that of an 
organism’s organs. Ingarden argues (in possible divergence from his earlier thought) 
that as a finished schematic creation considered apart from its concretizations, the 
literary work itself is unchanging, as no processes occur within it; this contrasts radi-
cally with the behavior of a living organism (Ingarden, 1937a, 52). However, when we 
move from the transcendent schematic work itself to the individual concretizations 
that are built up in the minds of individual readers during the reading process, various 
elements of the work begin to take on the appearance of activity, functionality, and 
life: particular elements fill supporting functional roles toward one another, and when 
the individual functions of the work’s elements are allowed to develop, the work is able 
to show us its “organic” face in its concretization (Ingarden, 1937a, 52–53).

The second similarity between a literary work and an organism is the fact that 
each—taken as a whole—fulfills a single chief function. Just as an organism’s dual 
functional-structural hierarchy supports the overall function of the survival of the 
individual, a literary work potentially (in itself as a schematic creation) and actually 
(in a particular reader’s concretization) fulfills the main function that is its “sense,” its 
« raison d’être », its “destiny” (Ingarden, 1937a, 57–58). Nonetheless, while Ingarden is 
certain that every literary work has a chief function, he acknowledges ongoing debate 
regarding what that function is (Ingarden, 1937a, 53). For him, the literary work’s 
chief function is neither to express the thought of its author nor to convey some fac-
tual assertion, imperative, or moral (Ingarden, 1937a, 54–56); rather, the chief and 
proper function of a literary work (as a whole) is to help its reader to constitute one 
of those many potential aesthetic objects that belong to it and which it makes possi-
ble. All of the work’s elements and subordinate functions should be directed toward 
achieving that chief function; if the work does not fulfill it, it nonetheless remains a 
literary work of art—but a “bad” or “misguided” one that is devoid of artistic value 
(Ingarden, 1937a, 57).

For Ingarden, constituting such an aesthetic object involves mentally experi-
encing a certain essential relationship of harmonized qualities that creates a unique 
qualitative whole and reveals itself to a given reader through some concrete visualiza-
tion. This essential relationship is the “idea” of a literary work understood in its prop-
er sense; it provides the work with the “organic uniformity of structure” (organiczna 
jednolitość budowy) that is visible in its concretization (Ingarden, 1937a, 58). Each 
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layer of the literary work contributes different kinds of qualities that are all brought 
together in such a relationship, and the nature of the relationship as a whole differs 
for each literary work of art (Ingarden, 1937a, 58). This relationship always gives rise 
to a hierarchy in which some qualities are more vivid than others; that subset of vivid 
primary qualities provides a “crystallizing center” (ośrodek krystalizacyjny) (Ingarden, 
1937a, 58–59) around which all other qualities are organized, to complement and 
accentuate the qualities of the crystallizing center. However, the nature of that center 
varies between literary genres and individual works: in one work, it may be the per-
sonalities or motivations of the leading characters that form the work’s center, while in 
another it may be a theme of love or redemption or (e.g., in the case of certain poems 
or children’s books) the sound of words or structure of sentences (Ingarden, 1937a, 
58). Indeed, not only does the crystallizing center help structure the literary work’s 
idea; it is the work’s idea (Ingarden, 1937a, 59). The best works appear to be those that 
have exactly one crystallizing center: while such a work may have many complemen-
tary qualities that enhance its “polyphony,” they are all subordinated to that one center 
(Ingarden, 1937a, 59)12. It is possible for a work to have several crystallizing centers 
that cannot be harmonized with or subordinated to one another (which may even 
lend a work a certain “charm”); however, such a work fails to present a “unitary 
face” (jednolite oblicze) and lacks a single qualitatively united “idea” (Ingarden,  
1937a, 59).

A work’s ultimate organic structure is only revealed to us by visualizing the 
work’s “idea” under the influence of the work itself; to aid us in that task, one needs 
a certain sensitivity regarding how to best tease out and employ the hierarchy’s many 
supporting qualities so that they might reveal that chief idea (Ingarden, 1937a, 59–
60). Many readers lack such a sensitivity, and as a result they are unable to grasp the 
essence of a given work of art; instead of experiencing it as a living entity with an 
organic uniformity and individual organic “face,” they encounter only “a certain cold 
and dead skeleton of a literary work” (tylko pewien zimny i martwy szkielet dzieła lit-
erackiego) (Ingarden, 1937a, 60).

In the revised edition of the book published in German in 1968, Ingarden re-
moved language (Ingarden, 1997, 85) referring to the “anatomical” (in)dependence of 
a literary work’s layers, while simultaneously expanding use (Ingarden, 1997, 85) of 
the concept of “isolation,” reflecting a shift away from Łempicki’s language and toward 
Ingarden’s own mature systems theory. He also elaborated his understanding of the 

12 This description of the center that crystallizes the whole is reminiscent of the language that In-
garden will later employ in Über die Verantwortung (1970, 92–93) to describe the intentional “I” as 
the “organizing center” of the human soul.
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phases of an organism’s life cycle (Ingarden, 1997, 84); explicitly connected (Ingarden, 
1997, 82) his theoretical biological account of literary works from O poznawaniu dz-
ieła literackiego (Ingarden, 1937a) with his later analysis of the “organic whole” in 
volumes I and II of the Spór o istnienie świata (Ingarden 1947, 1948b); and added a 
discussion of the way in which an organism’s nervous system allows it to sense and 
react to its environment (Umwelt), in a manner reminiscent of Uexküll’s (1928) un-
derstanding of the Umwelt as the union of Merkwelt and Wirkwelt13.

8.4. Summarizing Ingarden’s mature view

By the end of his career, Ingarden had thus come to understand both (literary) 
works of art and biological organisms as systematically transforming, “living,” func-
tional-structural wholes that comprise a system of hierarchically arranged and par-
tially isolated (yet interdependent) elements whose harmonizing interaction allows 
an entity to fulfill its chief function14. Indeed, both kinds of entities can be understood 
as particular types of relatively isolated systems—which suggests that the mutual re-
semblance of literary works and organisms is more than just metaphorical; the two 
kinds of entities are, in a sense, (ontological) “cousins.”

13 Ingarden had studied and taken meticulous notes on Uexküll’s Theoretische Biologie (1928) in 1943. 
Although that fact is not widely known, the notes are preserved in the archive of Ingarden’s personal 
papers (Ingarden, 1943).

14 Due to space constraints, this historical analysis has focused on the direct links between Ingarden’s 
theoretical biology and his literary aesthetics; a broader account of the evolution of Ingarden’s the-
oretical biology and systems theory would also need to take into account, e.g., relevant passages in 
Ingarden (1947, 122, 260–261, 266; 1948a; 1948b, 161, 166–167, 553–556, 566, 848; 1960, 256–257) 
and Gierulanka (1981, 5–6). A turning point in the development of Ingarden’s thought came in 
1943, when he encountered Bertalanffy’s Theoretische Biologie (1932), as recounted in Ingarden 
(1947, 255; 1948b, 161; 2013, 272); Bertalanffy’s concepts of the “open system” and “dynamic equi-
librium” would provide Ingarden with inspiration for more rigorously developing his own systems 
theory. Ingarden similarly acknowledged (1997, 85) his reading of Rothschuh’s Theorie des Organis-
mus (1959). In lectures given in the months before his death, Ingarden would, in passing, again 
discuss Bertalanffy and various biologically grounded approaches to understanding the essence of 
an organism (offering a critique of the “machine-like” theory of the organism) (Ingarden, 1970a) 
and again note the complex synthetic nature of the organism (and “organicity”) (Ingarden, 1970b).
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9. CONTEMPORARY APPLICATIONS:  
THE COMPUTER GAME AS AN ORGANISM-LIKE ENTITY

9.1. Ingarden and contemporary studies of artificial life

Since Ingarden’s initial exposure to theoretical biology in the 1940s, the field has 
evolved in various ways. For example, as part of contemporary astrobiology, it explores 
what radically different forms of life might exist on alien planets whose environments 
bear little resemblance to that of our earth, while as part of synthetic biology, it inves-
tigates the extent to which novel biological life-forms might be artificially engineered 
here on earth15. Another branch of theoretical biology has become intertwined with the 
fields of artificial intelligence, computer science, and robotics, as it investigates whether 
sufficiently complex simulations, computer programs, computer networks, robots, or 
other digital-physical entities that have been artificially designed or arisen through evo-
lutionary processes might theoretically possess some form of (artificial) “life”—and if 
so, how it would resemble or differ from the life of biological organisms16.

In some ways, Ingarden’s study of the organism-like nature of the literary work 
of art foreshadowed elements of today’s research into artificial life. While the inves-
tigation of the “life” of literary works that Ingarden launched in the 1920s and 1930s 
differs greatly from today’s field of artificial life and its creation and analysis of dig-
ital-physical “organisms,” both lines of thought broadly share a common approach: 
they posit that it may be possible and appropriate to describe certain non-biological 
entities or objects as being “alive” in a sense that is more than simply metaphori-
cal, even though the kind of life possessed by such entities differs in some essential 
qualitative way from the life of biological organisms. The best contemporary comput-

15 Regarding the relationship between theoretical biology, astrobiology, and synthetic biology, see, 
e.g., Deplazes-Zemp (2012).

16 Olson (1997) develops an early (critical) exploration of such questions that explicitly compares the 
ontological status of purported forms of digital “artificial life” with the ontological status of works 
of fiction like novels and films—although the understanding of works of art presented there dif-
fers substantially from Ingarden’s phenomenological aesthetic perspective. It should be noted that 
while the development of increasingly sophisticated technologies relating to robotics, evolutionary 
computation, and artificial intelligence has given new impetus to scholarly debate regarding what 
types of entities should be considered to be “alive,” the same question arises in other contemporary 
contexts that have no connection with computer science or technology. For example, microbiol-
ogists and philosophers continue to debate whether the largest and most complex viruses should be 
considered to be “alive”; see, e.g., Forterre (2016). If such longstanding debates within the natural 
sciences have so far escaped definitive resolution, it should perhaps not be surprising if the question 
of whether the most sophisticated contemporary computer games are “alive,” “non-alive,” or “qua-
si-alive” should prove to be more complex than it might first appear.
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er games are sophisticated works of art that players access through highly dynamic, 
interactive, semiautonomous, artificially intelligent digital-physical systems; investi-
gating the extent to which such games might be considered to be “organisms” thus 
provides an opportunity for linking Ingarden’s aesthetic and ontological thought with 
current studies of artificial life.

9.2. Computer games’ similarities with  
earlier art forms understood as “organisms”

In some ways, computer games possess organism-like characteristics very sim-
ilar to those of older and more conventional types of artwork like novels or films. For 
example, while the computer game is a relatively young art form, it has existed long 
enough that some games developed in the 1980s have already undergone the sort of 
organic “life cycle” that Ingarden (1931, 359–369) describes: certain games that had 
been largely neglected for decades are now being revived and appreciated anew for 
their “retro” aesthetics, contents, and gameplay style17. Moreover, the fact that some 
persons (especially, though not exclusively, the young) readily lose themselves in the 
gameworld of certain computer games while other persons who are “non-gamers” 
perceive in the same works only a “cold and dead skeleton” (Ingarden, 1937a, 60) is 
consistent with Ingarden’s suggestion that for any work of art, many recipients will 
lack the “sensitivity” needed to perceive the work as a living entity possessing an or-
ganic unity and single organic “face” (Ingarden, 1937a, 59–60)18.

9.3. Computer games’ differences from  
earlier art forms understood as “organisms”

In other respects, a computer game would appear to be much more “alive” than 
a novel or film. Novels, films, and computer games all “live” by virtue of the fact that 
they are schematic constructs with areas of indeterminacy that must be “concretized” 
in diverse ways in the minds of individual recipients19. However, the typical computer 
game displays a much greater degree of “biodiversity” in its concretizations, due to the 
fact that while everyone reading a novel encounters (more or less) the same written 

17 See, e.g., (Swalwell, 2007; Makai, 2018).
18 Regarding generational differences in the appreciation and use of computer games, see, e.g., (Brown 

& Marston, 2018).
19 Regarding the role of concretization (in the Ingardenian sense) in computer gameplay, see, e.g., 

(Marak, Markocki, & Brzostek, 2019, 9).



658 MATTHEW E. GLADDEN

words on the page and everyone watching a film experiences (more or less) the same 
shapes and colors appearing on the screen, different persons playing “the same” com-
puter game may be presented with radically different schematic constructs to con-
cretize—as the choices made by particular players within the game can, for example, 
cause one player to be shown entire geographical areas or experience whole subplots 
that are not presented to another player.

A typical computer game also possesses a more complex and robust “anatomy” 
and “physiology” than a novel or a film, insofar as it unifies into a seamless organic 
whole not only its constituent visual, literary, and musical works of art (which a film, 
too, possesses) but also the player’s carefully choreographed movements, which repre-
sent a form of artistic “dance.” Moreover, when a computer game is being played, the 
human player is not the only agent or actor involved: the game itself seems to possess 
a degree of agency that more traditional art forms lack; thanks to its sophisticated 
artificial intelligence and (reactive and proactive) agency, the typical computer game 
can dynamically “open” and “close” itself to players in ways impossible for “lifeless” 
objects (Ingarden, 1931, 139, 357). Indeed, many games are enjoyable precisely for the 
manner in which they work dynamically to “out-think” players by challenging, parry-
ing, or anticipating their actions; such games detect, interpret, and respond to players’ 
actions in real time in ways that other works of art cannot.

Might the possession of such “life-like” agency mean that a game truly is an or-
ganism—and not simply “organism-like”? From an Ingardenian perspective, we would 
argue that that is not the case. It is indeed true that a game system’s hardware and soft-
ware manifest a kind of agency vastly surpassing that of a relatively “passive,” “insensi-
tive,” “indifferent” (Ingarden, 1931, 139, 357) work of art like a novel or film. However, 
Ingarden would contend that the “computer game” as a work of art is not to be identified 
with electrical activity occurring in a game console’s circuits or with the emission of 
photons by its screen; the real “computer game”—just like the real “novel” or “film”—is 
a purely intentional object constituted in the mental acts of the conscious human mind 
that is experiencing it. The ontic autonomy and complex behavior of the physical game 
system can mask the fact that the (purely intentional) game itself lacks such ontic auton-
omy; it depends for its existence on the mental activity of a human player.

10. CONCLUSION

It would thus appear that the account of the organism-like features and “life” of 
a work of art that Ingarden developed thoughtfully over the course of decades is not 
directly undermined by the emergence of richly interactive and seemingly (artificial-
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ly) intelligent computer games, understood as works of art. At the same time, though, 
we would argue that the rise of computer games possessing robust forms of agency 
illustrates in a new context the importance of the exchange of ideas with Łempicki in 
which Ingarden engaged in 1931–33.

In response to Łempicki’s observations, Ingarden acknowledged that the vision 
of the literary work of art that he had formulated in Das literarische Kunstwerk had 
emphasized the “anatomical” sense in which such a work contains a structure that 
is stable, passive, and inert. While Ingarden had not highlighted in Das literarische 
Kunstwerk the “physiological” sense in which a literary work of art possesses an inter-
nal energy or dynamism that actively seeks to express itself, he contended that such a 
functional-energetic analysis was entirely consistent with (and complementary to) his 
structural-anatomical analysis—and, indeed, that such a functional-energetic analysis 
could be readily built upon the ontological framework that he had developed. In the 
context of contemporary computer games, we would suggest that while Ingardenian 
aesthetic analyses of conventional works like novels, paintings, and films have high-
lighted the ways in which such works are purely intentional objects that lack ontic 
autonomy and agency, the rise of interactive, artificially intelligent computer games 
provides us with an opportunity (if not the need) to recover and explore another, 
less appreciated, aspect of Ingarden’s thought: his acknowledgement that works of art 
can—despite their ultimate lack of ontic autonomy—demonstrate some form of dy-
namism, energy, and activity which resembles that of a living organism. Fully recon-
ciling the structural-anatomical and functional-energetic strands within Ingarden’s 
aesthetic thought in this manner is a project that remains to be completed, and the 
example of contemporary computer games suggests that it is an area that will become 
an increasingly fruitful field for philosophical reflection, as new forms of art continue 
to emerge that are ever more sophisticated, intelligent, active, and “alive.”
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Phenomenology of music has been a perspective trend of phenomenological aesthetics for more than 
a hundred years. The topic of the paper is fixation the main problems and vectors of development of 
phenomenology of music. The authors execute an analysis of Roman Ingarden’s position in the discus-
sions concerning the methodological and ontological problems of phenomenology of music. The paper 
aims at revealing succession in Roman Ingarden’s solutions to the phenomenology of music problems. 
The other aim is reflection on the originality of Ingarden’s ideas in the context of phenomenological 
interpretations of music in 20th and 21st centuries. The solution to these tasks allows the authors to fix 
key problems and identify the principal positions of phenomenology of music. The main sources of 
the comparative and historical analysis are the studies carried out by Husserl, Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, 
Clifton, and Ihde. The most important ontological problems of phenomenology of music are: spatio-
temporal constitution of music, reduction of a work of music to its performance, and ontological status 
of a work of music. The analysis of Ingarden’s position on these problems allows us to characterize it 
as something different from the existing versions. According to the conception, the time of music is 
a special type of time, that is, quasi-time. A piece of music is a purely intentional, heteronomous, and 
intersubjective object. There are a number of methodological specificities of Ingarden’s approach: a 
refusal of reduction of musical theoretical data, a tendency for independence of a piece of music from 
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conscious and mental processes, and an interpretation of a piece of music as a non-sounding phe-
nomenon. In conclusion, the authors demonstrate how the originality and radical nature of Ingarden’s 
conclusions made his position defenseless against critique and simultaneously marked the tendency in 
the contemporary phenomenological studies of music. 
Key words: Roman Ingarden, ontology of music, acoustic phenomenon, musical time, space of music, 
bound idealities, intentional object, quasitemporal structure, semantic intention.
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Феноменология музыки является перспективным трендом феноменологической эстетики на про-
тяжении более ста лет. Статья посвящена рассмотрению основных проблем и векторов развития 
феноменологии музыки. Авторы анализируют позицию Романа Ингардена в рамках дискуссий, 
касающихся методологических и онтологических проблем феноменологии музыки. Статья на-
целена на раскрытие последовательности в решении основных проблем феноменологии музыки 
у Романа Ингардена. Другой целью статьи является осмысление оригинальности идей Ингардена 
в контексте феноменологических интерпретаций музыки в 20-21 вв. Решение этих задач позволя-
ет авторам зафиксировать ключевые проблемы и выявить принципиальные позиции в феноме-
нологии музыки. Основными источниками компаративного и исторического анализа являются 
исследования, проведенные Гуссерлем, Сартром, Мерло-Понти, Клифтоном и Иде. Важнейшими 
онтологическими проблемами феноменологии музыки являются пространственно-временная 
конституция музыки, редукция музыкального произведения к его исполнению и онтологический 
статус музыкального произведения. Анализ позиции Ингардена относительно этих проблем по-
зволяет нам обозначить ее отличие от современных подходов. Согласно концепции Ингардена, 
музыкальное время является временем особого рода, т. е. квази-временем. Музыкальное произ-
ведение — это чисто интенциональный, гетерономный и интерсубъективный объект. Подходу 
Ингардена присущ целый ряд методологических особенностей: отказ от редукции музыкальных 
теорий, установка на независимость музыкального произведения от сознательных и ментальных 
процессов, интерпретация музыкального произведения как неакустического феномена. В заклю-
чение авторы демонстрируют, как оригинальность и радикальность выводов Ингардена сделала 
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его позицию беззащитной перед лицом критики и одновременно стала тенденцией в современ-
ных феноменологических исследованиях музыки. 
Ключевые слова: Роман Ингарден, онтология музыки, акустический феномен, музыкальное вре-
мя, пространство музыки, связанные идеальности, интенциональный объект, квазитемпораль-
ная структура, семантическая интенция.

1. INTRODUCTION

On one hand, phenomenological aesthetics is a significant trend in philosophy 
that has developed considerably since the beginning of the 20th century; on the oth-
er hand, many problems of its specificity and methodology remain open and even 
controversial. One of the major concerns of this field is phenomenology of music, 
which starts from Der ästhetische Gegenstand. Eine phänomenologische Studie, written 
in 1908 by Waldemar Conrad, who was a student and follower of Husserl in Göttin-
gen. Many researchers have studied the problems of phenomenology of music over 
the course of the more than one hundred years of its evolution, but only a few of them 
have written works that reflect exclusively on the topic. Among them, besides W. Con-
rad, we can mention thinkers such as M. Dufrenne, A. Schütz, R. Ingarden, T. Clifton, 
L. Ferrara, and D. Ihde.

Roman Ingarden’s works on the analysis of art are commonly recognized as ex-
amples of phenomenological aesthetics. While his studies on works of literature have 
had the most considerable impact, Ingarden repeatedly refers to the problem of the 
comprehension of music throughout his oeuvre (Ingarden, 1955; Ingarden, 1962). 
Among his few works on philosophy dedicated entirely to music, The Work of Music 
and the Problem of its Identity (Utwór muzyczny i sprawa jego tożsamości)—published 
in Polish after his death in 1973—is particularly important. This text was both the cul-
mination of the philosopher’s aesthetic investigations up to that point and the starting 
point for his future studies in phenomenological aesthetics.

The aim of this paper is to reflect upon Ingarden’s contribution to solving fun-
damental problems in the development of phenomenology of music. These problems 
can be divided into three groups: methodological, ontological and eidetic, i.e. those 
related to the specifics of the constitution of musical phenomena as a result of eidetic 
reduction. We will examine key aspects of the first two groups of problems and retrace 
their attempted solutions, starting from theories preceding Ingarden’s aesthetics up to 
those of the present. We are interested in the succession of Ingarden’s position from 
that of Husserl to those of French phenomenologists, who were his contemporaries, 
most of all, Sartre. We will then point out Ingarden’s originality in the context of the 
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evolution of the phenomenological comprehension of music. Finally the authors will 
address the consequences of Ingarden’s conception of the development of phenome-
nology of music. 

2. INGARDEN’S SOLUTION TO THE METHODOLOGICAL PROBLEMS  
OF MUSIC. PHENOMENOLOGY OF MUSIC

The corpus of methodological problems of phenomenology of music is organ-
ized around issues concerning the procedure of phenomenological investigation. The 
common point of departure on this matter is Husserl’s program of phenomenological 
analysis as established in Logische Untersuchungen and later clarified in Ideen zu einer 
reinen Phänomenologie und phänomenologischen Philosophie. However, every phe-
nomenologist solves a number of methodological problems as applied to the study of 
specific pieces of music, therein adjusting his study program according to the ultimate 
goals of his research. Some of the relevant issues in this field are; what kind of acoustic 
data should we analyze in the process of phenomenological research of music (pitch 
of tones, timbres, harmonies, dynamic nuances etc.) and what we should subject to 
reduction. The problems are how to fix and process the obtained data, whether we 
should only resort to introspection or draw from data provided by other listeners, etc. 
Phenomenological investigation may imply developing a descriptive methodology for 
every piece of music just as modern composers create a new musical language for each 
piece of music they write.

Roman Ingarden’s methodological principles are determined by the common 
task of his musical studies — to reveal the unique ways in which a piece of music exists 
insofar as it is perceived as an intersubjective intentional object. The specific features 
of his method are as follows:

1. Focus only on pieces of classical music such as those by Chopin and Beethov-
en. Ingarden deliberately ignores non-academic and experimental forms in order to 
concentrate his efforts on examples of music itself, i.e. classical non-programmatic 
instrumental music.

2. Draw upon both musical and theoretical data. Thus, Ingarden does not carry 
out an reduction. He doesn’t underestimate scientific data; he doesn’t reduce regional 
ontologies to work his way to the pure phenomenal nature of music as it reveals itself 
in consciousness.

3. A shift from the constitutive process of music in consciousness to the being of 
music itself. Ingarden analyzes a piece of music as something independent of percep-
tion, mental activity and cognitive processes.
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4. Elimination of musical semantics, reduction of expressive and signifying inten-
tions of pure non-programmatic music, which rejects the idea of their being an onto-
logical connection between a piece of music and its score (Ingarden, 1986, 47, 37–38).

5. The analytical attitude towards music as a non-sounding phenomenon. That 
position is implicit but it is followed by a number of Ingarden’s theses:

1) pieces of music do not exist as physical phenomena in continuity with the 
real world; they are not acoustic phenomena (Ingarden, 1986, 2–3, 5, 10); 

2) a piece of music is not its performance; it continues to exist even if no one 
performs it;

3) a piece of music is not a part of anybody’s psychic life; it is not a composer’s 
or listeners’ conscious experiences, i.e. a piece of music is not a set of acous-
tic representations (Ingarden, 1986, 2–3, 32–33);

4) there are the non-sounding elements such as temporal structure, inner 
movement, the “forms” of sound constructions, and their emotional prop-
erties (Ingarden, 1986, chapter 5).

Ingarden is inclined to perceive music not only as sounding phenomena but as 
non-sounding phenomena as well. This aspect of his study is extremely interesting 
and demands special study. Here we restrict ourselves to only a few comments. It 
would be wrong to say that Ingarden disregards the acoustic nature of music. At the 
same time, it is worth mentioning several subtle remarks, which show that he treats 
the structure of music as accomplished beyond the acoustic data both of a composer’s 
consciousness and of a listener’s. The first remark concerns Ingarden’s statement of 
the relationship between a piece of music and its score. He introduces the notion of 
“lowest proprieties” which concerns the qualities of musical sound that are not fixed 
in a score.

One may legitimately doubt whether a musical work is in every respect univocally and 
ultimately determined by its “lowest” properties that cannot be further differentiated. 
[…]. This applies for example to the tonal coloring which forms part of the work. The 
score prescribes simply the kind of instrument on which the work is to be performed, 
therefore indirectly determining the type of tonal coloring, but not the lowest variant 
of that type, that absolutely individual coloring which is realized only in a certain per-
formance. The same applies to the fullness of tones or sounds that is strictly connected 
with the tonal coloring. To a certain extent the same problem arises with reference to the 
absolute pitch of the notes. (Ingarden, 1986, 21–22)

These observations lead Ingarden to the following statement: “There is a ‘sphere 
of irrelevance’ within musical works and perhaps in all works of art. […]. It appears 
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that this is possible only when the work itself is not in every respect univocally de-
termined by the lowest qualities” (Ingarden, 1986, 23). The lowest qualities that In-
garden discusses are the ultimate specificity of musical sounding. When we listen to 
music, these are the very qualities that we hear. Those are the only qualities acceptable 
to the audial experience. But Ingarden says that a work of music is not exclusively 
determined by these qualities alone. Already at this stage of his research, we see him 
formulating the idea that not only sounds, but non-sounding elements allow for the 
possibility of hearing music. 

In the fourth chapter of “The Work of Music and the Problem of its Identity,” 
Ingarden explicitly states this idea. From the quotation given below, we understand 
that he considers the non-sounding basis to be a structural element of music that is 
inseparable from its sounding “surface” but that, at the same time, determines the 
uniqueness of its specific and supra-temporal musical unity. 

[…] I will endeavor to show that it is the various nonsounding elements in musical com-
positions that play the chief role in musical ‘beauty’. They do not form separate strata 
in the work, nor in particular do they constitute a distinct stratum in relation to what 
constitutes sound, or a certain structured cluster of sounds. They are so closely tied to 
sounds and sound-constructs that the musical work forms an extremely compact and 
cohesive whole and in this respect outshines work in the other arts, especially literature. 
(Ingarden, 1986, 51)

Ingarden studies the constitutional basis of music so profoundly and carefully 
that he is able to discern the non-sounding and non-acoustic elements of music. If we 
miss this distinction, it may seem that Ingarden contradicts himself when he says that: 
“We have seen the failure of various attempts at pointing to some new, and in particu-
lar nonacoustic element of a musical work, to differentiate it from acoustic signals and 
sound phenomena in nature” (Ingarden, 1986, 48).

A short survey of Ingarden’s methodology shows that on one hand, his approach 
is very close to Husserl’s phenomenological program. His analysis can be character-
ized as transcendental insofar as he takes a musical opus to be constituted as a cor-
relate of pure consciousness, as the phenomenological analysis it demands. It is as-
sociated with Ingarden’s attitude to the acoustic nature of a piece of music: “No work 
is a hic et nunc developing acoustic phenomenon, as it would have to be to undergo 
change resulting from variations in the range of auditory aspects randomly develop-
ing in particular listeners” (Ingarden, 1986, 19, original emphasis). 

But, on the other hand, Ingarden’s methods differ both from classical phenome-
nology and from other later formulations of phenomenological procedure. Ingarden 
does not carry out a transcendental and phenomenological reduction and does not 
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concentrate foremost on elementary and unaffected data of consciousness. He also 
does not use the method of eidetic variation or treat constitution as a process which 
permits a work of music to appear and represent itself.

The originality of Ingarden’s method then, which is largely due to his principled 
stance on Husserl’s “transcendental idealism,” consists of his criticism of the transcen-
dental reduction. This attitude toward the method of the transcendental reduction marks 
the main point of disagreement between Ingarden and Husserl in their comprehension 
of the tasks of phenomenology (Sodeika, 1989). According to Ingarden, the phenom-
enological reduction is de facto an operation which immediately resolves the problem 
of the existential relation of the world and other fields of being to pure consciousness. 
The phenomenological reduction suspends belief in the existence and determination of 
objects of knowledge. It prevents “prejudging in a positive manner the cognitive validity 
of the investigated cognition at the moment when this validity is still to be disclosed or 
evaluated in the very epistemological investigation” (Ingarden, 1975, 39). 

Ingarden understands the phenomenological reduction to uncover a separate 
field of individual being, namely, that of pure consciousness. This is the very field 
where it is possible to encounter a framework of absolute and indubitable knowledge 
as obtained in immanent perception. But Ingarden does not follow Husserl’s precept, 
according to which it is impossible to separate a real object from the perception of 
that object. He rejects this point of view, primarily because he sees concretization as 
an individual process that varies from one person to another, whereas the work of art 
remains the same for every perceiving subject. “Further, reducing the art object to the 
subjectivity of the viewer leads to solipsism, according to Ingarden, and ultimately 
therefore denies the possibility of ever attaining to knowledge with respect to art ob-
jects” (Kocay, 2002, 202). The problem applied to music is far more complicated by 
the fact that a work of music “is not an ideal object, it does not follow that it is a real 
object, since the domains of those two concepts do not cover all objects” (Ingarden, 
1986, 15).

As Jeff Mitscherling notices, Ingarden had his own “realist rejoinder” to Hus-
serl’s approach. It begins with the contrary claim that epistemological investigations 
may only proceed after completing the fundamental ontological investigation of the 
objects of cognition. Ingarden responded to Husserl in a way that “the demonstration 
that even such purely intentional objects as works of art, which everyone recognizes 
as originating in acts of consciousness, in fact owe their existence to more than these 
acts of consciousness alone” (Mitscherling, 2012, 436).

All of these points to some extent explain why Ingarden does not apply the phe-
nomenological reduction to music. In spite of this, Ingarden masterfully implements 
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the eidetic reduction. He chooses the way of describing and observing a phenomenon 
again and again until it discloses its essential features. To see an essence, Ingarden 
employs negative definitions, which brings him to original understanding of music. 
A piece of music is not an acoustic or mental phenomenon, nor is it a purely phe-
nomenal given, since only the performance of a concrete piece of music can be given 
directly, not the piece of music itself. Thus, a piece of music is neither its performance 
nor its score. Music is also not a part of anybody’s mental life. It can’t be reduced to 
the conscious experiences of its creator or of its listeners due to the fact that sounds 
as physical phenomena are entirely transcendental to acoustic-sensitive experiences:

[…] if the data of auditory perception constitute the content of auditorily perceived ex-
periences, then the sounds, tones, chords, and melodic products that we perceive objec-
tively are not the content of auditorily perceived experiences, and therefore, a fortiori, 
are not the content of any conscious experiences. (Ingarden, 1986, 31)

Ingarden’s phenomenological methodology brought him to the paradoxical 
conclusions explained by his ontological interpretation of a piece of music.

3. THE ONTOLOGICAL PROBLEMS OF  
A PHENOMENOLOGICAL STUDY ON MUSIC

One can point out three problems that have been discussed over the course of 
the development of phenomenology of music: the spatiotemporal constitution of mu-
sic, the reduction of a piece of music to its performance and the ontological status of 
a piece of music.

As for the problem of identifying the spatiotemporal aspects of music, the spe-
cifics of temporal syntheses that make music available to consciousness are of the 
most interest. The concept of time-consciousness, which Husserl developed for his 
seminars in 1905 and perfected in his other essays, is based on examples of melody. 

A set of retentions, protentions, and the retention of the actual present explain 
the listener’s experience of the wholeness of a melody in his consciousness; an experi-
ence only characteristic of music. The temporal retentions and ‘contractions’ of such 
a broad radius observed during the perception of certain large-scale pieces of music 
are also of considerable phenomenological interest. The phenomenological tradition 
of understanding musical time was developed by Roman Ingarden, Alfred Schütz 
(1976), F. Joseph Smith (1973), Thomas Clifton (1983)  and Judy Lochhead (1986). 
Ingarden also pays considerable attention to describing temporal grasps, though he 
is more interested not necessarily in how acts of consciousness form an intentional 
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correlate of a piece of music, but what kind of causal relationships take place between 
works of art and facts of the world, in the context of which these works exist. This 
shows the ontological focus of his phenomenology of music, which is consistent with 
all of the other areas of the philosopher’s work.

The spatial aspects of music are also a significant subject of phenomenological 
study. Among such spatial aspects are the objective spatial conditions of the existence 
and perception of a piece of music (Merleau-Ponty, 1962; Clifton, 1983; Ingarden, 1986; 
Ihde, 2007) and the spatial modus of music in its correlation with corporeality (Du-
frenne, 1953; Ferrara, 1984; Ihde, 2007). Researchers also study the “immanent” space, 
which is spontaneously constituted in audial experience. Due to that spatial intention, 
musical tones are perceived as high and low, timbres are comprehended as light and 
heavy, interval chords are perceived as contracted and wide, etc. Don Ihde found that a 
rearrangement of spatial considerations helped to identify some unnoticed characteris-
tics of music. The spatial modus of the givenness of music is significant insomuch as the 
visual-spatial imagery cannot be completely rejected in a phenomenological description 
of music (Christensen, 2012, 7). Reflections upon spatiotemporal moments of music are 
directly connected with the problem of the ontological status of a piece of music. This 
is indeed the problem that is most disputed among phenomenologists. Their discussion 
concerns ultimately of modus of existence of music: whether a piece of music is materi-
al, ideal, virtual, intentional, or some other kind of object (Conrad, 1908; Sartre, 1940; 
Ingarden, 1973; Schütz, 1976; Clifton, 1976; Ihde, 2007; Geniusas, 2018).

The discussion about the ontological status of a piece of music reveal one more 
problem, which can be formulated as follows: whether a piece of music is equivalent 
with its performance (Husserl, 1980; Sartre, 1940; Ingarden, 1973; Pryer, 2013; Geni-
usas, 2018)? In other words, does a piece of music exist without its performance and, 
consequently, without an auditory perception of it? This purely phenomenological 
problem is extraneous to the other spheres of music such that music experts, experts 
on culture and aesthetics and musicians indeed find it perplexing. Ingarden develops 
this issue through the problem of the identity of a piece of music; the main concern of 
his effort to comprehend the nature of music. 

4. THE CORRELATION BETWEEN A WORK OF MUSIC  
AND ITS PERFORMANCE

In contrast to the perception of visual arts and fiction, it is impossible to directly 
comprehend a piece of music without its actualization in sound by a performer-inter-
mediary. This feature of music is precisely what necessitates defining the ontological 
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and phenomenological relation of a piece of music to its performance. In this regard, 
the following question is vital for a phenomenologist: what do we hear when we listen 
to music; physical sounds, a performer’s interpretation, audial images, a piece of mu-
sic itself or something else? This is the starting point of any phenomenological study 
of music.

Husserl argues that actual performances of musical works are reproductions 
of the original: “The original is the sonata just as Beethoven meant it. […] Everyone 
has his ideal Beethoven. Every artist interprets him differently” (Husserl, 1980, 158). 
From the point of musical practice and common sense, Husserl’s statement is rather 
trivial but in the context of phenomenological study it results in a paradox. Geniusas 
formulates this paradox as follows: 

It is exactly what I never really hear — the ideal work itself — that plays the normative 
role in my act of aesthetic listening and thus stamps each and every performance as a 
more or less adequate presentation of the work itself. (Geniusas, 2018, 240)

Nevertheless, Sartre develops Husserl’s position. He claims, for instance, that 
the performance of the Seventh Symphony by Beethoven is its own analogon. A work 
of music can be manifested only through analogons that unfurl over time. But in 
order to grasp a piece of music by these analogons, it is necessary to conduct the im-
aging reduction, which is to say, to precisely apprehend the real sounds as analogons 
(Sartre, 2004, 193).

The necessity for music to sound and to be performed conceals many para-
doxes. Ingarden’s greatest interest was the contradictions of the identity of a musical 
opus. One and the same piece of music can be performed by different musicians many 
times and simultaneously in different places but none of these facts cause the piece of 
music itself to lose its uniqueness. Various performances of one and the same piece of 
music do not need to be the same for the piece of music to remain self-identical. At 
the same time, a piece of music cannot be substituted by any other work of art due to 
its uniqueness. A piece of music can exist in many ways. It is equally an artistic image, 
an author’s conception, musical scores, a digital recording, a concert performance by 
a specific musician in a specific place and at a specific time. A piece of music is then 
realized in the muscular-intellectual memory enacted by a performer’s motor skills. 
In this sense, people say about a pianist that Chopin’s h-moll Sonata is “in his hands.” 
And at first glance, nothing of the aforementioned is primary to other ways of the 
existence of music.

Few researchers are indifferent to the phenomenological problem of the relation 
between a piece of music and its performance. From Ingarden’s point of view, the de-
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scribed contradictions are more than enough to admit an inconsistency in the efforts 
to equate a piece of music with its performance. Ingarden does, however, have some 
serious opposition to his position. Researchers’ positions can be primarily divided into 
two poles: on one hand, we have Ingarden’s interpretation, according to which the per-
formance does not supplement the piece of music; on the other hand, we have a theory, 
according to which a piece of music and a performance are identical and equivalent. 
Merleau-Ponty was one of the first thinkers to articulate the latter position. He com-
prehends a piece of music via an analogy with the human body. Like our body, a work 
of music is individual, i.e. it is something in which an expression is indistinguishable 
from the thing expressed and its meaning, and which is accessible only through direct 
contact without any change in its temporal and spatial situation. It is a nexus of living 
meanings but not a law for a certain number of covariant terms (Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 
175, 212). Pryer holds to a more radical point by proposing to free performance from 
the “tyranny” of preexistent works, i.e. “dissolve the supposed hierarchy between work 
and performance” (Pryer, 2013, 200), which means that “there are no musical works as 
such, there are only musical performances” (Pryer, 2013, 212).

5. INGARDEN’S INTERPRETATION  
OF THE SPATIO-TEMPORAL MODUS OF THE EXISTENCE OF MUSIC

According to the traditional phenomenological understanding of music, time is 
a duration constituted by consciousness, which is activated in a particular way and set 
in motion by audial experience. But musical time can also be comprehended as the 
time of objective being. D. Ihde holds this position when he claims that the temporal 
horizons of music are an indicator of time. According to Ihde, a sound reveals time 
(Ihde, 2007, 102). Ingarden suggests the third version: musical time is an independent 
kind of temporality.

We should notice that Ingarden’s point of view proceeds from the line of argu-
mentation started by Sartre in his work L’imaginaire: Psychologie phénoménologique 
de l’imagination written in 1940. At the end of his work, Sartre states the ideas which 
Ingarden would develop in The Work of Music and the Problem of its Identity.

To the extent that I grasp it, the symphony is not there, between those walls, at the tip of 
the violin bows. Nor is it “past” as if I thought: this is the work that took shape on such 
a date in the mind of Beethoven. It is entirely outside the real. It has its own time, which 
is to say it possesses an internal time, which flows from the first note of the allegro to 
the last note of the finale, but this time does not follow another time that it continues 
and that happened “before” the beginning of the allegro, nor is it followed by a time that 
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would come “after” the finale. The Seventh Symphony is in no way in time. It therefore 
entirely escapes the real. (Sartre, 2004, 192)

Ingarden’s theory of musical time is rightfully regarded as his most developed 
and influential contribution. By fixing the characteristic features of musical time, In-
garden is able to summarize his ontological and phenomenological viewpoints. Ac-
cording to Ingarden, musical time is:

1. Inseparable from the audial filling of its concrete moments, which consti-
tute the basis of its being.

2. Not homogeneous as compared to the physical time of the performance of 
a piece of music.

3. Fractional and composed of units (“moments”) that detachable from each 
other and which contain the principles of that detachment.

4. Hierarchical at all levels with precise segments (“cuts”), which nevertheless 
do not break the continuity of the piece.

5. Characterized by anticipating of the earlier phases before the later ones 
(from all appearances, this phenomenon is something of another order 
than protensions of temporal synthesis, i.e. primary anticipations of future 
in present).

6. Absolutely bilaterally completed, self-contained, and not included in the 
temporal continuum of the real world (Ingarden, 1986, 71–79).

Ingarden emphasized the following point after Sartre: if the finitude of any kind 
of object and process always implies a perspective of further temporal phases, the end 
of a symphony or a sonata does not open any musical, temporal perspective. Ingarden 
concludes that musical time is an organized quasi-time, which can be easily “inte-
grated” into any other type of time, whether it is historical, physical, or mental. By its 
nature, a piece of music is beyond time and, therefore, can be performed at will at any 
moment. The same can be said about the spatial mode of the being of music. Thus, 
the spatiotemporal mode of the being of music does not correspond with any mode of 
being in Ingarden’s ontological system (Ingarden, 1987, §§ 27–29). Musical existence 
is neither an object, nor a process nor an event. It has its own time and space.

6. AN ONTOLOGICAL STATUS OF A WORK OF MUSIC

Husserl identifies a specific feature of a piece of music which provides an impor-
tant solution to the problem of its ontological status: works of music have no identity 
based on their spatiotemporal data (Husserl, 1973, 265–266). Though a work of music 
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is always comprehended as a concrete real object correlated with the spatiotemporal 
conditions of its appearance, it may appear in different realities (things) as self-iden-
tical. Such specific features of music brought Husserl to assert the concept of the irre-
ality of works of art. He characterized a piece of music as an ideal object and, for this 
purpose, brought in certain new, special notions such as “free” and “bound idealities” 
to light. To illustrate the notion of “bound idealities”, he refers to word-types, and to 
illustrate the notion of free idealities that are not bound to the real world, he refers 
to numbers (Husserl, 1973, 267). To all appearances, music is to be related to “bound 
idealities,” so long as we take into consideration that the notion of the “boundedness” 
(connectedness) of idealities requires further clarification.

From here, Husserl opens a wide field for understanding concerning how music 
is connected with reality: it may be an original musical score, it must be listened to, 
it may be performed, etc. The “bound” factor can be understood as a real denotation 
(like in the case of a word) and also as a spatiotemporal fixedness or a cultural context. 
According to Geniusas, musical works are bound idealities, which are inseparable 
from their reproductions. However, there is also a temporal aspect of their ‘bound-
ness’: they do not have retroactive validity (Geniusas, 2018, 241). Geniusas suggests 
that we should understand free idealities as spiritual essences that are generated by 
human culture and the mind. But their correlate exists in the real world regardless of 
whether or not they are created. For instance, the law of gravity is a free ideality, be-
cause the effect of the law of gravity does not depend on its discovery. It already exist-
ed in antiquity even though it was not yet discovered. A work of music is a bound ide-
ality. Its effect is possible only from the moment of its appearance and is only spread 
to later periods on the time scale. A work of music is not real, but ideal; nonetheless, 
its validity is not retroactive.

The conceptions of applied phenomenology and post-phenomenology devel-
oped from the second half of the 20th century provide yet another point of view. They 
are aimed at revealing the mutual connection between phenomena and a perceiving 
subject (Ihde, 2003; Rose & Wylie, 2006; Lea, 2009). In the context of phenomenology 
of music, this position should be understood from the point of view that music and a 
subject mutually constitute each other.

I intend, or tend-toward the object of feeling, but at the same time submit to it by allow-
ing it to touch me. Possession itself is thus two-directional: I possess the music, and it 
possesses me. (Clifton, 1976, 76)

This tendency was developed under the influence of object-oriented ontolo-
gy which negates any “privileged access point” to reality in a human consciousness. 



HORIZON 9 (2) 2020 675

Post-phenomenology attempts to escape subject-centered classical phenomenological 
thought and, specifically, the Husserlian concept of the transcendental subject or ego. 
A subject as an agent of cognition is someone who is simultaneously under the influ-
ence of a given phenomenon and yet who is still responsible for that influence.

The affected subjectivity and its role as an intermediary and environment of 
phenomenolization becomes a field of phenomenological analysis. As a result, the 
phenomenological angle shifts and the emphasis on the analysis of music turns to 
its objectivity. This tendency was evident in the first generation of French phenom-
enologists. Thus, Sartre characterizes a symphony as follows: “It is evidently a thing, 
which is something that is before me, that resists, that endures” (Sartre, 2004, 192). 
Merleau-Ponty also describes a performance of a piece of organ music as the eman-
cipation of music from an instrument and an organist’s body (Merleau-Ponty, 2002, 
168). Such “enslavement” of a listener or a performer carried out by music often at-
tracts the attention of a phenomenologist as an important subject-matter of reflection.

The most radical version among such formulations of the ontological status of 
music is that of Don Ihde, who does not draw a boundary between musical and un-
musical sounds: “There is a fundamental sense in which the sounds of the world are 
the first music, with what we call music in a narrower sense as a kind of abstracting 
from this auditory realm” (Ihde, 2007, 191). Thus, according to D. Ihde, music does 
not exist as an individual phenomenon, but is simply a particular case of the reality of 
objective sound.

7. INGARDEN’S VERSION OF THE ONTOLOGICAL STATUS  
OF A WORK OF MUSIC

Ingarden does not adhere to any of the foregoing positions in his solution to 
the problem of the ontological status of a piece of music. Ingarden’s key question is 
as follows: “As for the musical work that is neither physical nor mental (surely not a 
conscious experience or any part of it) […], how can it ‘await’ our perceptions and 
manifest itself to us as exactly the same?” (Ingarden, 1986, 3).

Certain aspects of the existence of a work of music are important to him: a) its 
unreality; b) the heteronomy of its existence; c) its supratemporal and supraspatial 
nature; and d) its self-sufficiency, i.e. that the sphere of musical and audial forms does 
not require anything except itself for music to be an intentional correlate.

Conforming to Husserl’s principles, Ingarden insists on the transcendence of a 
piece of music; moreover, he considers the transcendence of music to be multi-lay-
ered. The first layer is the transcendence of an opus in relation to its performers. The 
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fact that a work of music is outside of conscious experiences and listeners’ percep-
tions constitutes the next layer of transcendence (Ingarden, 1986, 33). The ontology 
of a piece of music is connected with its unique individuality, defined by Ingarden as 
its purely qualitative, undetermined and spatiotemporal definiteness. In spite of its 
uniqueness, a piece of music exists in all of its performances and therefore has a su-
praindividual and supratemporal nature. 

Finally, instrumental and non-programmatic music, which Ingarden calls 
“pure” and “absolute,” does not have any equivalent in the real world.

The world of sound-constructs and the edifices built upon them forms a distinct realm. 
Every work forms an ideally self-contained whole, not related to the real world either 
through its sound material, through the gestalt of sound-constructs of a higher order, or 
through its quasitemporal structure. (Ingarden, 1986, 82)

What should a piece of music be, from an ontological point of view, to corre-
spond to all of the aforementioned points? The solution to the problem lies in treating 
a piece of music as a purely intentional object.

Ingarden borrows the term “intentional object” from Husserl. By intentional ob-
ject, Husserl means any object or state of affairs of an act, regardless of whether the object 
is real, unreal, fictitious or absurd. An intentional object need not be a concrete material 
thing in its givenness but can be a number or the Roman god Jupiter (Husserl, 1901, 
352–353). An intentional object is only perceived but not really experienced. Rather, as 
Moran and Cohen notice, even fictional objects are transcendent above our mental expe-
riences, intentional experience always transcends itself towards the object, its character is 
a “pointing beyond itself towards” (über sich hinausweisen) something (Moran & Cohen, 
2012, 216). This means that the object is given in an act of feeling but does not form a 
part of the very same act as a piece of music does in Ingarden’s description, which is ex-
perienced in perception but does not constitute any part of a listener’s mental life.

Ingarden comprehends an intentional object as a special kind of correlation be-
tween a certain conscious process that corresponds to an ordered process of experi-
ence. Such an object is constituted by means of consciousness and from conscious-
ness, but as if it is objectified in relation to consciousness. It is important that an inten-
tional object is always transcendental to an act of consciousness. Therefore, according 
to Husserl, the world can never become an experience of a person who reflects upon 
it. An experience is an affirmation of the world but that world is an identified object 
(Husserl, 1901, 365).

One would think that the notion of the “intentional object” consists precisely in 
all those things, that brought Husserl to transcendental idealism, and that Ingarden did 
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not accept. (Ingarden, 1975). An intentional object can be construed as a marker of the 
inaccessibility of the world to a subject. Furthermore, this notion is entirely epistemo-
logical and it liberates the matter from ontological obligations. Husserl is not concerned 
with whether or not an intentional object exists or how it exists. An intentional object is 
simply a subject of possible predications that exist in an act. Therefore, strictly speaking, 
a definition of a piece of music as an intentional object is not a definition of its ontolog-
ical status. Nevertheless, Ingarden insists on this particular definition.

We should compile all of Ingarden’s reflections on music in order to under-
stand why he does not define a piece of music in some other way. According to In-
garden, pieces of music are not real, i.e. they are neither material nor ideal; they are 
neither things, nor processes, nor events. Here Ingarden’s position stands aside from 
other phenomenological accounts. From his point of view, a work of art of any kind 
is neither a real thing nor an object independent in its existence. It differs by certain 
principled existential relativity which cannot be eliminated in any other kind of art 
(Ingarden, 1958, 267). Every work of art fundamentally differs from the real thing in 
which it has its existential basis. Meanwhile, it does not depend on the qualities of its 
existential correlates, in particular the qualities of its “material.” In this regard, it is 
similar to Husserl’s “bound ideality.”

From the perspective of being, a piece of music is relative and heteronomous but 
its existential relativity is not one-sided as a work of art has a reciprocal effect on real 
things. A work of music affects its composer and his psychophysical acts; it also influ-
ences the psychophysical acts, known as the “aesthetic experience,” of listeners. Since 
a piece of music as a purely intentional object is intersubjectively available, it must 
be the same object for many various psychophysical subjects. In this respect, it exists 
on the basis of its concreteness, i.e. real musical scores, recordings and performances 
(Ingarden, 1986, 121–122).

The comprehension of a piece of music as an intentional object coherently ex-
plains why music is impossible without its sounding, performance, musical scores, 
a composer, and a listener, while it is not synonymous with any of these elements. A 
work of music is an intentional object; that is, an object represented by something given 
concretely. In contrast to the other kinds of art, its principle of being is such that in the 
process of perception one may not exceed the sphere of the concretely given, i.e. the 
sphere of musical sound formations to create a totally new intentional object on this 
basis. According to Ingarden, this feature of music is akin only to architecture. Both in 
music and architecture there is an immediate grasp of the given in visual or auditory 
perception which immediately and without any intermediaries “brings” a contemplat-
ing person to a work of art (Ingarden, 1958). 
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Evidently, Ingarden herein refers to moments of the substance of art. In most 
kinds of art, painted “views” and verbal forms refer to an extraneous layer of being, 
i.e. to the things as depicted or designated by words. It is impossible to constitute the 
intentional objectivity of a picture, a sculpture or a poem without passing to that layer. 
Meanwhile, music and architecture are completely restricted by the sphere of the con-
cretely given, i.e. sound or geometric forms and their relations. Appealing to Sartre’s 
words, “а melody refers to nothing but itself ” (Sartre, 2004, 191).

Finally, Ingarden’s argument is ultimately a complex solution to the problem of 
what identifies something as a piece of music. No matter how one solves this problem, 
the very complexity of its solution shows that we are not faced with some particular 
real thing but an ideal boundary to which all intentional purposes of creative acts of 
a composer or perceptual acts of a listener are directed; that is, a completely intersub-
jective intentional object of a higher order (Ingarden, 1986, 119).

8. CONCLUSION: DISCUSSIONS AND PERSPECTIVES

By the moment Ingarden wrote The Work of Music and the Problem of its Iden-
tity, he had already completed his mature conception of aesthetics and disseminated 
it to the world. On one hand, Ingarden’s interpretation of a piece of music continued 
his endeavor to comprehend the work of art. On the other hand, it combined all the 
elements of his phenomenology and resolved the key problem of the identity of a 
piece of music. 

Ingarden’s aesthetics of music became one of the essential “growth points” in 
phenomenology of music which inspired further reflections by other thinkers and 
revealed altogether new branches of study. 

The features of Ingarden’s methodology show that many of his theses exceed the 
sphere of pure phenomenology. They stretch even to the sphere of musical culture and 
thus become assailable for critique (Pytlak, 1989). It is obvious that Ingarden’s analysis 
of a piece of music cannot be extended to many other musical phenomena. One may 
point to improvisational styles like jazz, a technique of partially controlling a musical 
score, and aleatory music, to call into doubt Ingarden’s thesis that a piece of music is 
not its performance and that performance does not add anything to a piece of music.

From Ingarden’s point of view, a piece of music is not at all synonymous with its 
performance, as performance is not an acoustic process and a piece of music is not an 
acoustic phenomenon (Ingarden, 1986, 10). A work of music does not cease to exist 
in the moments when it sounds. But works of the forms of music mentioned above 
exist in their uniqueness only when they sound. A new performance brings about 
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new forms of sound. Moreover, Ingarden’s argumentation is undermined by musique 
concrete1, as a recording of certain sound forms, both noise and musical ones. Such 
a work only exists as a recording on a certain device. It means that there is not any 
performance for a concrete work of music and a composer does not fix it in scores. 
Consequently, it does not have its invariant and the ideal bound of intentional pur-
poses, i.e. the intentional objectivity discussed by Ingarden. We also cannot agree that 
the incompleteness of musical scores shows that every piece of music is just a scheme 
signifying the plurality of its potential concrete forms. Ingarden believes that every 
musical score has its own gaps and moments of incomplete designation which provide 
a good reason to consider a piece of music designated by musical scores as a purely 
intentional object (Ingarden, 1986, 117, 152). In fact, if it is not aleatory music, it is 
difficult to imagine what kind of gaps traditional or modern musical scores have. 
Naturally, there can be some insignificant dynamic, agogic, and tempo-based fluctua-
tions though the latter may exist only if a composer does not provide any metronomic 
indications. From the time of Beethoven, all nuances have been thoroughly fixed, 
leaving no freedom for a performer whether it is in the form of strokes, phrasing, ac-
centuation, character of the performance, pedaling technique for piano music or bow 
direction for violin musical scores. Modern composers’ musical scores are preceded 
by dozens of sheets of transcription of the elements of notation and performance di-
rectives to be given by a composer. Ingarden’s comprehension of musical scores as an 
incomplete and imperfect way of music fixation cannot be verified in musical prac-
tice. Consequently, there is an underestimation of the value of musical scores and 
signifying intention for an identity of a piece of music.

The question also remains as to whether Ingarden’s study of music achieves the 
aim he sets out in the title of his work. According to Ingarden, a piece of music is an 
intersubjective and intentional object, the identity of which cannot be expressed in a 
simple statement. Nevertheless, here is Ingarden’s conclusion as to what he considers 
to be the source of the purely qualitative individuality of a piece of music. He sees it as 
a singular correlation between the moments of time immanent to a piece of music and 
sounding musical formations, which gives rise to a unique quasi-temporal structure.

The originality of Ingarden’s method is connected with the fact that he is not 
directly interested in the sounding matter of music. He is interested in the cognition 
of music as an absolutely quasi-temporal intentional object without any equivalent 

1 It is remarkable that L. Ferrara chooses one piece of music from musique concrète, Edgar Varèse’s 
Poème électronique written in 1958  (Ferrara, 1984)  to demonstrate his phenomenological pro-
cedure. It means that the ideas of music phenomena and aims of phenomenology of music had 
changed by the end of the 20th century.
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in the real world and without any essential connection with it altogether (Ingarden, 
1986, 82). But in spite of the richness of his analysis, the main object of considera-
tion of all of Ingarden’s reasoning and the key argument of his theses is the specific 
feature of musical time. Here Ingarden demonstrates his talent for phenomenology 
and determines analytical steps for further interpretations. Thus, for instance, he pays 
attention to the point that performance is a process during which all parts of a piece 
of music follow one after another in a certain consecution of temporal phases. Parts of 
a piece of music exist simultaneously, preserving some specific “order of consecution” 
(Ingarden, 1986, 16). This part of Ingarden’s thesis is to be understood as follows: a 
piece of music in its unsounding aspect is some kind of plan or a scheme. It exists in 
musical scores or in a performer’s memory simultaneously in of all its phases. As long 
as music does not sound, its time is “rolled up.”

There appears a perspective which allows us to determine a number of the es-
sential peculiarities of how musical time unfolds. If we call to mind a melody, we may 
begin to sing it aloud or in our mind. Then the musical time of a melody, having been 
rolled up earlier, begins to unfold in its “original scale,” slightly varying in accordance 
with tempo but maintaining an invariant structure of rhythmic and altitudinal rela-
tions. It is worth mentioning that we are not able to bring about a melody unless we 
initiate its immanent procession in time and ‘superimpose’ it on the time of physical 
and psychic processes. This means that at mental and audial levels, musical time un-
folds in different modes; also, mental time is not audial. Eventually, the study of these 
two musical modes of time clarifies the temporal aspects of embodied mind and dis-
covers the principles of the interaction between consciousness and the body. This is 
one of many possible examples of the perspectives opened by Ingarden’s ideas.

The further development of phenomenology of music has marked a withdrawal 
of the notion that music is purely intentional and entirely a transcendental correlate 
of acts of consciousness. The emphasis went from a fixation on conscious perception 
and analysis of constitutive acts to a fixation on physical intentions, emotional states, 
constituting of intersubjective correlates and eventful and cultural contexts of music 
experience. The concept of ‘embodied cognition’ has become a topical matter in con-
temporary phenomenological studies. Analysis of the interaction between corporeal 
nature and sound is of great importance (Clifton, 1983; Brown, 2006; Welten, 2009; 
Siu, 2016). This trend is of great interest in applied musical phenomenological studies 
oriented towards psychological, therapeutic, media-based and educational practices 
(Adorno, 2006; Christensen, 2012, etc.). It is hard to overestimate the significance of 
Roman Ingarden’s contribution to phenomenology of music in the context of new 
trends. He left the fundamental work of comprising patterns of classical procedures of 
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phenomenological analysis to later generations. At the same time, The Work of Music 
and the Problem of its Identity opens new vectors in the development of phenomenol-
ogy of music starting from the emancipation and objectification of music to opening 
the way for interdisciplinary approach to the matter though a synthesis of phenome-
nology and other sciences.
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В данной статье я осуществляю модификацию некоторых аспектов Ингарденовского анализа 
кинематографического произведения искусства, синхронизированного со звуком. Аргумента-
ция осуществляется в два этапа: (1) я проясняю утверждение Ингардена о том, что произведение 
искусства — это стратифицированная формация, в которой различные аспекты представляют 
собой объективности; (2) я разъясняю и критически переосмысляю тезис Ингардена, согласно 
которому произведение киноискусства является пограничным случаем по отношению к другим 
видам произведений искусства  — картинам и  литературным произведениям. Здесь я считаю 
проблематичными утверждения Ингардена о функции звука в конкретизированной кинемато-
графической презентации вымышленного им мира. Ингарден отождествляет вселенную, пред-
ставленную кинематографическим произведением искусства, с габитусом реальности, но стран-
ным образом противоречит своему собственному понятию габитуса. Я  утверждаю, что это 
обусловлено концептуализацией кинематографического произведения искусства Ингарденом 
в качестве феномена, состоящего, в первую очередь из слоя представленных «видимых аспектов», 
конститутивных как для немого, так и для синхронизированного со звуком кино, а также ограни-
чением роли фонетического содержания в озвученных фильмах. Я предполагаю, что, если бы мы 
переосмыслили роль звукового представления фонетического содержания в конкретизирован-
ном звуко-синхронизированном фильме, мы могли бы лучше понять, каким образом в фильме 
появляется кажущаяся магической способность поражать нас.
Ключевые слова: Ингарден, фильм, звук, онтология, немое кино, эстетика.

1. INTRODUCTION

Roman Ingarden only wrote about the filmic work of art twice during his philo-
sophical career1. Despite their relative brevity—especially in comparison to Ingarden’s 
exquisitely detailed analysis of literary works—the two sets of remarks (separated by 
the span of sixteen years) on the filmic work of art have generated substantive critical 
response2. Ingarden’s first “analysis” (Ingarden, 1973b, 323) of the filmic work of art 

1 Ingarden discusses the filmic work of art in The Literary Work of Art (Ingarden, 1973) and Ontology 
of the Work of Art (Ingarden, 1989). 

2 While the three volumes of Analecta Husserliana (Tymieniecka, 1976; Rudnick, 1990; Tymieniecka, 
1991) that are devoted to explorations of Ingarden’s ontology and aesthetics, contain little discus-
sion of how these might be applied to the filmic work, volume forty-one rectifies this oversight with 
the inclusion of a marvelous paper addressing Ingarden’s aesthetics in reference to filmic works of 

mailto:rluzecky@purdue.edu


HORIZON 9 (2) 2020 685

is a mere six paragraphs long; whereas his second set of remarks on the filmic work 
of art is thirty-nine paragraphs in length. Strangely, Ingarden characterizes the latter 
as “introductory remarks” (Ingarden, 1989, 320). In both of his sets of writings on the 
filmic work of art, Ingarden maintains that it is a “borderline case” in relation to other 
works of art, and it presents a world that is quasi-real (i.e. a habitus of reality that is 
partially removed from the world inhabited by the viewer of a film). 

Ingarden’s first set of analyses of the filmic work of art focuses on the silent film, so 
it is quite understandable that he would exclude the stratum of words and word sounds 
from the essential ontological structure of the filmic work of art. Ingarden’s later re-
marks on film address films with synchronized sound (i.e., “talkies”)3. Though Ingarden 
maintains that (in terms of its ontology) the sound-synchronized filmic art is primar-
ily made up of visual aspects, he suggests that the phonetic elements of a concretized 
sound-synchronized film—i.e., the sounds; “the words spoken by presented persons 
(perhaps also the sounds made by animals)” (Ingarden, 1989, 321); as well as the sounds 
not typically associated with any visually presented narrator, i.e., the voice-overs that 
have been used to great effect in Francis Ford Coppola’s Apocalypse Now (1979), Ridley 
Scott’s Blade Runner (1982), as well as in the opening sequences of Lars von Trier’s The 
Element of Crime (1984) and Europa (1991)—only play a marginal role in the concret-
ized filmic “spectacle” (Ingarden, 1989, 317). I observe that there is something a bit off 
with Ingarden’s account of the limited role of phonetic material in sound-synchronized 
film. While Ingarden’s insistence sound-synchronized films are primarily composed of 
represented visual aspects is adequate, in the sense that it does specify something essen-
tial about the filmic work of art’s ontological structure, his associated claim that the pho-
netic content of sound-synchronized films only enjoys a diminished role is an unusual 
mis-step for such a rigorous thinker4. Though I concur with Ingarden’s suggestion that 

art (Helman, Osadnik, Plesnar, & Wilk, 1994, 377–397). B. Dziemodok’s and P. McCormick’s On the 
Aesthetics of Roman Ingarden: Interpretations and Assessments (Dziemidok & McCormick, 1989) 
contains essays which trace out Ingarden’s thought with respect to the literary work of art, the 
sculpture, and the painting, but the filmic work of art is barely discussed. Recently, Marek Haltof 
presents a substantive elaboration of Ingarden’s contributions to early phenomenological film 
theory in Poland and—still more recently—Olivier Malherbe offers a wonderful reconstruction 
of the Ingarden’s thought that prioritizes its relevance to the French tradition of film theory 
(Haltof, 1998, 67–78; Malherbe, 2016, 185–214). 

3 The first “talkie” (Alan Crosland’s The Jazz Singer) premiered on October 6, 1927 in New York City 
(Bradley, 2004, 7). In all probability Ingarden, who was living in Lwów (the Ukrainian city of Lviv) 
at the time, had no access to or knowledge of sound-synchronized films while he was writing The 
Literary Work of Art. 

4 Ingarden does not use the term “hierarchy” or any of its lexical equivalents in either of his analy-
ses of the filmic work of art. However, Ingarden’s conceptualization of the strata as hierarchically 
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the phonetic elements in sound-synchronized films do not need their own ontological 
stratum, I suggest a modification to Ingarden’s claims about the function of phonetic 
elements in concretized sound-synchronized filmic works of art—i.e., I suggest that the 
that Ingarden is too quick with his suggestion that the phonetic elements of sound-syn-
chronized films only enjoy a diminished status in relation to the presentation of visible 
aspects. I claim that—in concretized sound-synchronized filmic works—the phonetic 
elements should be granted a status that is on par that associated with the presentation 
of objects by visual (i.e., photographic) means. 

It is difficult to overstate the importance of Ingarden’s analyses of filmic works 
of art, if for no other reason than they have contributed to a vibrant discussion of the 
ontological nature and the affective capacities of the filmic work of art. Witold Płotka 
does an admirable job of elaborating on Ingarden’s crucial role in the development 
of early phenomenology (Płotka, 2017, 86). Elaborating on Ingarden’s importance to 
phenomenological aesthetics, Helman observes that Ingarden “introduces order and 
rigour into the study of an art which is notoriously resistant to these virtues” (Helman, 
1975, 98). Much of this this order is derived from Ingarden’s suggestion that works of 
art (of various types) enjoy an ontological stratification—a concept that was taken up 
almost immediately by Bolesław Lewicki and Zofia Lissa (Lewicki, 1935, 69–87; Lissa, 
1937)—after its identification in The Literary Work of Art (Ingarden, 1973b). Elabo-
rating on the number of ontological strata involved with auditory sphere of film Lissa 
suggests that film music involves two strata—roughly corresponding to noises and the 
speech of psycho-social entities. In his argument against Hartman’s competing theory 
of ontological stratification, Ingarden explicitly notes that music is an artistic form 
which enjoys none of ontological stratification (Ingarden, 1989, 28–32). Were one to 
transpose Ingarden’s arguments here, they would amount to a decisive rejection of 
Lissa’s suggestion. Helman, Osadnik, Plesnar, & Wilk offer a detailed account of the 
limits of Lewicki’s similar suggestion that one should multiply the number of strata 
involved in filmic works of art (Helman, Osadnik, Plesnar, & Wilk, 1994, 379–380). 
Perhaps motivated by these perceived failures to adequately identify the number func-
tion of the various strata involved in filmic works of art, Helman abandoned her plan 

arranged is presupposed in his writings on various works of art. Anita Szczepańska highlights this 
hierarchical arrangement of the strata when she writes: “The work of art is generally composed of 
several strata arranged in a hierarchic order. The functions of all the strata in relation to the others 
determine their mutual organic relationship and their structural unity, with successive ‘lower’ strata 
forming foundations for the ‘higher’ ones, conditioning their existence and defining their charac-
teristics” (Szczepańska, 1989, 24). Though he makes no mention of the filmic work of art, Daniel 
von Wachter elaborates on the nature of Ingarden’s utilization of ontological dependency relations 
(Wachter, 2013, 55–82). 



HORIZON 9 (2) 2020 687

of “exploiting” the strata in service of filmic analysis. (Helman, Osadnik, Plesnar, & 
Wilk, 1994, 382). Stefan Morawski takes Helman’s critical assessment of Ingarden to 
its extreme with his suggestion that virtually everything Ingarden ever wrote about 
works of art in general and filmic works of art in particular is without philosophical 
merit—i.e., according to Morawski, a “film does not consist of manifestations, repre-
sented objects and events; it is not intentional, and it is not unreal” (Morawski, 1985, 
28). Morawski’s polemical extravagances should be regarded as dubious, if for no oth-
er reason the surfeit of philosophical literature which tacitly (and sometimes quite 
explicitly) accepts many of the claims that Morawski denies. Illustrative of this point 
is Osanik’s and Plesnar’s acceptance of Ingarden’s suggestions that the filmic work of 
art involves representations which enjoy stratification (Osadnik & Plesnar, 1991, 63).

Though Ingarden suggested much that is essential to our contemporary un-
derstanding of the filmic work of art, I suggest a modification to his remarks on the 
function of sound in concretized sound-synchronized films. The argument progress-
es through two stages: (1) I clarify Ingarden’s claim that the work of art is a stratified 
formation in which the various aspects present objectivities; (2) I elucidate Ingarden’s 
suggestion that the filmic work of art is a borderline case in respect to its relation to 
other types of works of art—paintings and literary works—. Here, I identify a problem 
with Ingarden’s claims about the function of sound in the concretized filmic work’s 
presentation of a quasi-reality. Ingarden identifies the presented universe of the filmic 
work of art as a habitus of reality, but Ingarden seems oddly conflicted with respect to 
his notion of habitus. This stems from Ingarden’s conceptualization of the filmic work 
of art as primarily composed of the stratum of represented “visible aspects” in both 
the cases of the silent film and the sound-synchronized film, and his restriction of 
the role of phonetic content in the latter. I suggest that were we to reconceptualise the 
role of aurally presented phonetic content in the sound-synchronized film, we could 
better understand how film has the seeming magical capacity to transfix us—allowing 
us to participate with the habitus of its world. Taken together, these claims yield that 
suggestions that were we to reconceptualise the role of aurally accessible phonetic 
content in sound-synchronized films, we could better understand how these draw us 
into presented habitus of their worlds.

2. THE “WORK OF ART” AS A STRATIFIED FORMATION

When Ingarden uses the term “work of art,” he is not simply referring to the 
sort of entity that enjoys spatio-temporally localization (e.g., the novel on the table, 
the painting on the wall, the sculpture in the garden, the building adjacent to the city 
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square, etc.). For Ingarden, “the work of art” is that which can be actualized, concre-
tized, and therefore functions as an aesthetic object. For example, the filmic work of 
art is not “the ribbon of celluloid that is covered with a series of pictures” (Ingarden, 
1989, 317). Were we to assert that the work of art was reducible to its physical materi-
al, this would yield the dubious result that there are as many versions of a film as there 
exist its instantiations as material entities—a view which has suffered the ignominious 
distinction of being met with almost universal rejection. As Noël Carroll elaborates:

The film performance is generated from a template—standardly a film print, but it might 
also be a video tape or a laser disc, or computer program. These templates are tokens, 
each one of them can be destroyed and each one can be assigned to a special location. But 
the film—say Broken Blossoms by D. W. Griffith—is not destroyed, when any of the prints 
are destroyed, including the negative or master. Indeed all of the prints can be destroyed 
and the film will survive if a laser disc does, or if a collection of photos of all the frames 
does, or if a computer program of it does whether on disk, or on tape, or even on paper 
or in human memory. (Carroll, 1995, 77)

Were one to attempt to reduce the film to its material components, this would 
entirely overlook Ingarden’s nuanced ontologies of the film involve substantive dis-
cussions of the complex relations that obtain among the processes of concretization, 
actualization, and the formation of the aesthetic object. As Jeff Mitscherling notes, 
to properly understand Ingarden’s concept of a work of art, “we have to distinguish 
between three terms: (1) realization (or actualization), (2) concretization, and (3) the 
aesthetic object” (Mitscherling, 1997, 160, fn. 13). The first of these terms refers to the 
activity by which the potential of a given material object is made to obtain. For exam-
ple, when Alexandros of Antioch sculpts a block of marble into the Venus de Milo, it is 
realized as something which has various schematic—not fully determined—aspects. 
A material work, once it has achieved realization, has various elements that are held 
in readiness (i.e., they exist as elements of the “work of art” that are awaiting fulfil-
ment by the intentional acts of psycho-social entities). In other words, the work of art 
for Ingarden is not the physical object, but that which stands ready for actualization, 
which is achieved through the separate processes of a) the artist’s creation of the work 
of art and b) the process of the audience’s viewing the work of art. The actualization of 
the potential of the physical work of art is the ongoing concretization of the work of 
art as an aesthetic object. This concretization is a process distinct from the process of 
its physical work of art’s realization, but dependent on it. The entity produced by these 
analytically distinct processes is not yet, complete—fully realized; determined in all 
of its possible properties—, in the sense that it undergoes a further concretization by 
the psycho-social entities that particulate with it through acts of viewing or otherwise 
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interacting with it. Only once this final process of concretization has been initiated, 
does the entity “achieve [sic.] its full incarnation” (Ingarden, 1973b, 372) as an aesthet-
ic object. Taken together, these analyses yield the identification of the work of art as 
that entity which (unlike utilitarian objects—pencils, film projectors, penknives, etc.) 
has the potential to be actualized as an aesthetic object through the separate processes 
of its realization and ongoing concretization. 

Ingarden conceives of the work of art as an ontologically stratified formation in 
which the strata differ from each other in terms of both “their characteristic material”5 
and “the role each stratum plays in relation to other strata and the structure of the 
whole work” (Ingarden, 1973b, 29). To understand the work of art as a stratified struc-
ture, it is important to distinguish between a) the elements of a work of art and b) the 
strata that constitute a work of art. Ingarden points out that, to qualify as a stratified 
structure, a work of art must satisfy four necessary and sufficient conditions. First, 
the “work of art is composed of “heterogeneous elements that appear in it” (Ingarden, 
1989, 32). I. e., a literary work of art involves words and word combinations, a filmic 
work of art involves different shots, scenes, and series. Second, the heterogeneous ele-
ments of a work of art “unite together into formations of a higher order that ultimate-
ly pervades the whole of its structure” (Ingarden, 1989, 32). E. g., the various shots 
of a filmic work of art combine together to form scenes, etc. Third, these elements 
do not lose their “relative independence and delimitation in the whole of the work” 
(Ingarden, 1989, 32). That is, we can discern the various scenes and shots of a film. 
Finally, Ingarden notes that “an organic union obtains” (Ingarden, 1989, 32) among 
the constituent elements of the work6. The stratified structure of a work of art is what 
5 Ingarden’s rather odd use of the term “material” in his elaboration of the strata of literary works 

of art invites misinterpretation and demands clarification. The term “material” does not refer to 
material in any physical sense (i.e., the material of the various strata does not have physical exten-
sion). Rather, the matter of a stratum is its ontological elements. In this sense, the material of the 
schematized stratum is the particular ways by which meanings are schematized (i.e., the material 
is schematization itself). Similarly, the material of the stratum of represented objectivities is the 
particular represented objects in a text, none of which have any particular spatio-temporal location 
in the physically extended world. This use of the term “material” gets a bit confounded when we try 
to apply it to the phonetic stratum, which has physical signs (i.e., the inscribed text on the pages of 
a book) as one of its ontological elements. Ingarden repeatedly points out that the phonetic stratum 
cannot be reduced to the inscribed text. Though the phonetic stratum involves physical graphic 
representations, it also involves the non-physical sounds of phonemes. It is the interrelation of these 
elements that constitutes the characteristic material of the phonetic stratum.

6 Ingarden’s claim that artworks are organic structures is left under-developed in The Literary Work 
of Art. As a consequence, the claim is too easily dismissed as a mere metaphorical flourish. It seems, 
however, that Ingarden was being quite literal. Ingarden elaborates on the nature of an organic 
structure (taken in its generality) in The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art (Ingarden, 1973a). 



690 ROBERT LUZECKY

designates the relations of the various elements to each other, and these relations are 
necessary to the unity of description of the work of art as a whole. When we speak of 
the strata of a work of art, we are referring to the relations of the elements (specifically, 
for instance, the graphically represented objects in a painting). For example, Ingarden 
maintains that literary works of art are constituted by four strata: (1) the “linguistic 
stratum” of phonological elements. This stratum is constituted by the inscribed words 
of a text, their requisite sounds, and the higher linguistic and phonetic formations 
built on the words and word sounds in a given piece of literature (i.e., the sentences, 
and paragraphs); (2) the stratum of meaning units; (3) the stratum of represented ob-
jects; (4) the stratum of schematized aspects.

All types of works of art except for the musical work of art present visible as-
pects. In order to understand the role of visible aspects in the filmic work of art, it 
is necessary to clarify Ingarden’s use of the term “aspect” (Ansicht). The aspects of a 
work of art are the various modes of appearance of the objectivities—i.e., the objects 
and states of affairs presented in the literary work of art, the painting, the sculpture, 
the architectural work, and filmic work of art7. Perhaps it is helpful to understanding 
the nature of this stratum through reference to Ingarden’s elucidation of its function 
in the ontology of literary works of art. The aspects of a literary work of art are pre-
sented by means of words and word formations. For example, Yukio Mishima’s The 
Temple of Dawn presents particular objects like “a small design of scattered cherry 
petals” (Mishima, 1990, 196) and states of affairs like “the faint ringing of a distant 
bell” (Mishima, 1990, 196) as aspects that are present in the novel’s reality. Ingarden 
notes that, in literary works of art, the aspects are schematic because they are not 

In order to be considered “organic” an entity must fulfill three conditions: (1)  the entity should 
“perform a particular main function, to which various other functions, performed by its individual 
organs, are subordinated” (Ingarden, 1973a, 74); (2) this system of functions is “closely related to 
the structure of the organism, which is adapted to them” (Ingarden, 1973a); (3) the entity has “a 
certain typical course of life [that] is manifested in all organisms” (Ingarden, 1973a, 76). The strata 
of a literary work of art each have certain aesthetic value qualities, and these coalesce to form a “pol-
yphonic harmony” of values which define the literary work of art as an aesthetic object (Mitscher-
ling, 1997, 139). In this sense, the literary work of art fulfills the first of the conditions of being 
organic. The function of the literary work of art is to obtain its realization as an aesthetic object, 
and the particular value it has as an aesthetic object is dependent on the ontological structure of the 
literary work of art. The literary work of art meets the second of these conditions, in the sense that 
it fulfils a function that is identical to that of other literary works of art. This point is amplified when 
we recognize that the literary work of art’s function is derived from an ontological structure that is 
identical with the ontological structure of other literary works of art. Finally, the literary work of art 
meets the third condition, in the sense that it enjoys a peculiar form of “life” as an aesthetic object.

7 Mitscherling is one of the few who have elaborated on Ingarden’s (often overlooked) discussion of 
the architectural work of art (Mistcherling, 2004). 
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gene rated by the experience of any psychic individual but instead have the basis of 
their determination, and in a certain sense, their potential existence in the states of 
affairs projected by the sentences or in the objects represented by means of states of 
affairs. (Ingarden, 1973b, 264).

The aspects are not a product of reader’s psychic operations, though the aspects 
guide these operations when the reader is experiencing the literary work of art. Thus, 
the work of art’s aspects “portray determinate real objectivities” (Ingarden, 1973b, 
264) that are real within the context of the work, and which are actualized by the per-
son who experiences the work of art. Because the aspects of works of art present the 
particularities of things and states of affairs which the reader has not experienced in 
his own reality, their actualization “never succeeds in such a way that the contents of 
the aspects actualized by him could be similar in detail to the aspects he would have 
experienced” (Ingarden, 1973b, 264) had these aspects been presented in their partic-
ularity in the person’s non-fictive reality. 

The filmic work of art presents its reality through the “polyphonic” inter-relation 
of its strata. Ingarden claims that both silent and the sound-synchronized filmic works 
of art possess only two strata: the stratum of represented objects (i.e., the objects and 
states of affairs that are presented on the screen) and the stratum of schematized aspects, 
by which the presented objectivities become manifest. Works of art are schematized, in 
the sense that their presented aspects are not fully determined—i.e., they are presented 
as lacking complete, specification of their predicates or properties. Ingarden refers to the 
aspects of the latter stratum as schematized, because no object or state of affairs is pre-
sented by a work of art in a fully determinate manner. With respect to the concretized 
filmic work, these elements are presented as schematic aspects, because they are pre-
sented to the viewer as part of a schematized whole, and they achieve their realization 
through their presentation to the viewer. This ongoing act of participation with a work 
of art is one of the ways a work of art can be concretized. For example, when a film is 
projected to the audience, the audience concretizes the schematic aspects of the film that 
have been realized in the presented images, but which have not yet been concretized un-
til the film is viewed; these images are given meaning through the viewer’s perception of 
them. This act of attentively viewing a film yields the ongoing concretization of the film 
as an aesthetic object. The objectivities presented by a work of art are schematized, inso-
far as they exist potentially in the states of affairs and things presented by the work of art. 
These are fulfilled by the intentional processes of the person who experiences the work 
of art as a potential aesthetic object. Ingarden carefully identifies the difference among 
real objects and schematized objects through reference to their formal characteristics. 
Ingarden observes: (1) real objects tend to enjoy complete determination—i.e., “every 
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real object is unequivocally, universally (… in every respect) determined”; (2) real objects 
enjoy a primary ontological unity, which serves as the ontic base of intentional acts of 
constitution; (3) each real object is “absolutely individual,” in the sense that any general 
property or quality predicated of it—such as a particular colour—is predicated of it as 
an individuated entity (Ingarden, 1973b, 246–247). Schematized entities enjoy only di-
minished determinations, in the sense that some of their properties are unfulfilled. I. e., 
schematized entities involve what Ingarden characterizes as “spots of indeterminacy” 
(Ingarden, 1973b, 246)8. These under-determined properties are the entity’s schema. To 
the extent that objects and states of affairs are not fully determined in a work of art, they 
are “schematized.” For example, not all details of a character’s appearance are given by 
the author of a literary work, so the reader is required to fulfil these aspects to constitute 
the entity as an intentional object. Similarly, in filmic works of art, the objects and states 
of affairs in a film are not given in a fully determinate manner. (E. g., the weight the stat-
uette in John Huston’s The Maltese Falcon is not specified in the film, so the viewer is re-
quired to fulfil these aspects to make the objects or fully manifest to his consciousness.)

8 In his elaboration of the nature of schematized aspects and their fulfilment, Ingarden makes explicit 
reference to Husserl’s complex elaboration of intentional fulfilment. Spiegelberg observes that Hus-
serlian intentional directedness at an object involves four discrete characteristics: (1) objectivation; 
(2)  identification; (3)  connection; (4)  constitution. The intentional act of fulfilling schematized 
aspects occurs in the intuitive fulfilment of an entity which appears as an incomplete—not yet 
fully determined—form. This tends to be associated with the intentional process of connection 
(Spiegelberg, 1965, 108–111). Mitscherling presents an excellent elaboration of Ingarden’s concept 
of schematized aspects (and their fulfilment), while these remarks are about the stratum of sche-
matized aspects in a literary work of art, the identification of the nature of schematized aspects is 
transposable to filmic works of art, in the sense that these involve the presentation of schematized 
aspects—albeit in a different way. Mitscherling writes: “Some basic phenomenology is necessary 
for the clarification of the nature of this stratum. When consciousness attends to (or ‘intends’) a 
particular object, it is usually the case that only some of the ‘aspects’ of that object are presented 
immediately to consciousness, and these aspects are said to be either fulfilled or unfulfilled. For 
example, when we look to a table from above, the table presents us with the aspect of ‘table-top’ 
and ‘table-bottom’, and the former is fulfilled while the latter remains unfulfilled. When we look 
at the table from beneath, the former (table-top) aspect is unfulfilled and the latter (table-bottom) 
is fulfilled. A similar situation obtains in the case of the literary work of art, but here the reader is 
often forced to fulfil for herself many of those aspects that are presented by the author as unfulfilled, 
and she does so with regard to those aspects that are presented more fully, i.e., as fulfilled. The latter 
provide the reader with a direction to follow in her intentional activity of fulfilling these unfulfilled 
aspects, which are said to have been presented as ‘schematized’. This intentional activity of the ful-
filment of schematized aspects is a central component of the general activity of ‘concretization’. As 
no character, for example, can ever be exhaustively presented by an author—no character, that is to 
say, can ever be portrayed as fully and completely determined—the manner in which this concreti-
zation is to proceed can only be schematically determined by the literary work through its stratum 
of these schematized aspects” (Mitscherling, 2010, 143–144, fn.10)  .



HORIZON 9 (2) 2020 693

3. THE “BORDERLINE” QUALITIES OF FILMIC WORK OF ARTS  
AND ITS PRESENTATIONS OF HABITUS

Given the ontological similarities that seems exist among the ontologies of var-
ious works of art—that, for the most part, they enjoy ontological stratification—one 
might be led to the erroneous claim that various types of works of enjoy identity with 
one another. Ingarden cautiously observes that works of art are non-identical to one 
another in terms of both their ontological structure and their modes of presentation 
as entities undergoing concretization. One might observe that works of arts bear a 
similarity in terms of their capacities to express (or from the viewer’s perspective, 
produce) affects. Andrey Tarkovsky once characterized his films as attempts to fulfil 
the “fervent wish… to speak out…to say everything with total sincerity and without 
imposing my own point of view on others” (Tarkovsky, 1986, 12). This sentiment has 
perhaps been echoed by other artists—painters, poets, sculptors, musicians, novelists, 
architects—throughout the ages. One possible implication of this claim is the sugges-
tion that art of various types is similar, in the sense that it fulfills a similar human need 
to express something essential about the human condition. Tarkovsky’s allusion to the 
profound beauties of various works of art brings to mind Witkiewicz’s suggestion that 
works of art express the metaphysical feelings of the artist’s “experiencing of the se-
cret of existence as unity in variety” (Ingarden, 1973b, 294, fn. 9). Ingarden identifies 
these as any of “the sublime, the tragic, the dreadful, the shocking, the inexplicable, 
the demonic, the holy, the sinful, the sorrowful, the indescribable brightness of good 
fortune, as well as the grotesque, the charming, the light, the peaceful, etc.” (Ingarden, 
1973b, 290–291). Roland Barthes further elucidates on the nature of these in his elab-
oration of punctum of still photographs—i.e., those visual elements “which rise [sic.] 
from the scene, shoots out of it like an arrow, and pierces” the viewer (Barthes, 1981, 
26). Though we can recognize the capacity of art to express these sorts of qualities, 
Tarkovsky cautions against the attempt to establish an identity relation among various 
types of art on the basis of their capacity to express these qualities, when he notes 
that there is something unique to cinema—something “distinctively cinematic”—, 
which is lost when one attempts to translate one type of art into another9. Perhaps 
here one may draw reference to the breath-taking penultimate shot of Tarkovsky’s 

9 Tarkovsky makes this point explicitly through reference to making a filmic work of art out of a lit-
erary work of art: “Trying to adapt the features of other art forms to the screen will always deprive 
the film of what is distinctively cinematic, and make it harder to handle the material in a way that 
makes use of the powerful resources of cinema as an art in its own right. But above all such a pro-
cedure sets up a barrier between the author of the film and life” (Tarkovsky, 1986, 22).
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Nostalghia (1983): the camera follows the character of Ardrei Gorchakov as he la-
boriously trudges across the drained pool of a mineral spring, desperately trying to 
preserve the flickering light of a candle during his journey to the other side of the 
fetid ruin. The agonizing frustration conveyed in these nine minutes and seven sec-
onds (the temporal duration of the uninterrupted shot), could scarcely be conveyed 
in literature, or a painting’s presentation static images. Ingarden carefully notes that 
any metaphysical qualities that may be evoked by a particular work of art subsist from 
its particular concretizations. (Ingarden, 1973b, 294-295). Due to the particularity 
of these concretizations, these qualities, are not directly involved with the generality 
implied by work’s ontological stratification. The suggestion here is that while works of 
art of various types may bear a relation to one another, to characterize them as having 
identical ontologies is as much a disservice to the particular beauty and meaning of 
any given work art work of art as it is an assault on any notion of rigorous ontology. 
Throughout his numerous intricate ontologies of various types of art, Ingarden al-
ways carefully identifies what is the ontological makes each type of work ontologically 
unique. Ingarden specifies the ontology of the filmic work of art through comparison 
to both the painting and the literary work of art. 

Ingarden notes that the primary stratum of the filmic work of art is that of “visu-
al aspects”10. In this respect, the filmic work of art has an ontological structure which 
is analogous to that of a painting. The difference between these two types of works of 
art is that, in the painting, the stratum of represented visible aspects presents a single 
isolated moment in the temporal continuum, whereas in the filmic work of art, the 
stratum of visible aspects presents a temporal flow. In the painting, the stratum of rep-
resented visible aspects shows “single moments of a process, but also intimates certain 
earlier and maybe also certain future phases of the process, which may be guessed by 
the viewer” (Ingarden, 1989, 325). Here Ingarden’s point seems to echo André Bazin’s 
claim that photographic images of cinema function to liberate temporal progression 
from the limits implied by a painting’s isolation of temporal progression to the statis-
tic presentation of a stationary entities. Bazin writes:

10 The filmic work of art presents the viewer with “a discontinuous manifold of ‘images’ that conceals 
its discontinuity, each image being a reconstitution by photographic means of a visual aspect of a 
determinate object or objective situation” (Ingarden, 1973b, 323). This claim is repeated in On-
tology of the Work of Art, where we are told that the filmic work of art is composed primarily of 
“visual aspects which are reconstructed on the screen with the help of patches of colour or of light 
and shadow [to] make possible the quasi-perceptual presentation of Objects that have been made 
visible, of things, of people, and of events.” (Ingarden, 1989, 324) 
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Viewed in this perspective, the cinema is objectivity in time. The film is no longer con-
tent to preserve the object, enshrouded as it were in an instant, as the bodies of insects 
are preserved intact, out of the distant past, in amber. The film delivers baroque art from 
catalepsy. Now, for the first time, the image of things is likewise the image of their dura-
tion, change mummified, as it were. Those categories of resemblance, which determine 
the species of photographic image likewise, then, determine its aesthetic as distinct from 
that painting. (Bazin, 2005, 14–15)

For example, Paul Cézanne’s Rideau, Cruchon et Compotier presents the view-
er with a manifold of aspects arrested in their temporal progress (e.g., the painting 
shows an apple poised to slide off the table). The viewer of the painting can intimate 
a past event where the apple slid to its position at the table’s edge, and he can imagine 
a future event in which the apple will slide off the table, yet neither of these events is 
directly presented in the painting. Were one to attribute any movement to any of the 
images within a painting, this would only be through the attribution of a unrepresent-
ed movement. A filmic work of art, by way of contrast, presents objects “just as paint-
ings do, yet in a manner essentially expanded and altered, since in their succession 
and fusion they permit the appearance of temporally extended events in their total 
concrete development” (Ingarden, 1973b, 324). (E. g., in Louis Lumière’s Workers Leav-
ing the Lumière Factory [1895], the represented objectivities of the workers bustling 
about and the dog sauntering across the frame depict time’s progress as something 
realized in the film, and not requiring the psychic processes of the perceiver.) For 
Ingarden, the filmic work of art “does not confine itself to presenting merely a single 
situation that is taken out of the whole story and is thus made static” (Ingarden, 1989, 
325). Thus, though the stratum of represented visible aspects is present in both the 
painting and the filmic work of art, the function of the visual stratum is qualitatively 
different in each case. Though both the painting and the filmic work of art have the 
same primary stratum of represented visible aspects, the function of this stratum in 
each type of work of art presents aspects in fundamentally different modalities (i.e., 
as that which is presented to the viewer in temporal progression, or as that which is 
frozen in time). 

Ingarden observes that the filmic work of art differs from the literary work of art 
to the extent that the latter possesses strata which are wholly absent from the former. 
The primary two strata of the literary work of art are the phonetic stratum of words 
and word sounds, and the stratum of meaning units. The silent filmic work of art lacks 
one of these and only has access to the other in a modified sense11. The implication 

11 Ingarden writes: “In the cinematographic drama, however, there is neither the stratum of phonetic 
formations nor that of units of meaning, both of which appear in a literary work. Therefore, roughly 
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of observation that there are no spoken words in a silent film suggests that the rep-
resented objectivities of a silent film enjoy a diminished reality. This can be demon-
strated through a caparison of the silent filmic work of art and the literary work of 
art when it is read aloud. In the case of the literary work of art, Ingarden observes 
that the meaning of the represented objectivities (i.e., the actions of the characters, 
the setting, etc.) involves a dependency relation of among the vocalized aspects of 
the phonetic stratum and the stratum of meaning units—the manifold of words and 
associated word sounds suggest the meaning of what is represented in the vocalized 
aspects of a literary work of art. This is clearly not the case with silent films, for the 
simple reason that the phonetic content only obtains in a very diminished sense (i.e., 
as the non-auditory dialogue which interrupts camera shots, sequences, and series of 
images). The dependency relation of phonetic content to meaning fails to obtain in a 
silent film because one of the terms of the relation (the phonetic content) is lacking 
one of its means of its realization. This can be illustrated by the sense of near preter-
natural dread that a viewer of F. W. Murnau’s Nosferatu, eine Symphonie des Grauens 
(1922) may experience when she witnesses the shadowy form of Count Olaf slowly 
sulking up the stairs. In absence of any spoken words, gasping breaths, and terrified 
cries words (which would—perhaps—specify the meaning of Olaf ’s furtive actions) 
the viewer is left painfully unaware of what motivates the monster. The claim is that 
the lack of the phonetic stratum in silent film diminishes the clarity of the meaning 
which associated with the rendering of representative objectivities in a literary work 
of art. This diminishment is particularly obvious when one attempts to discern the in-
teriority of a character—something not always revealed by an entity’s physical actions. 
Ingarden suggests that the schematized aspects of a silent film are presented through 
strictly visual means. The suggestion here is that meaning of the silent film has its 
ontic base in presented visual images. This essentially diminishes the precision and vi-
vacity of possible meanings we can derive from the silent filmic work. The silent film 
presents a series of representations whose meaning is emaciated, in the sense that the 
discontinuous series of images presents only a diminished means by which to appre-
hend a given character’s psychic attributes (i.e., thoughts, motivations, and emotional 
states). This is not to say these lack existential character, but it does have the effect 
of producing “a certain shift in the center of gravity of psychic existence” (Ingarden, 

speaking, only half the strata that are essential for the literary work remain. Consequently, it is not 
a literary work in a true sense… [T]he ultimate constituent stratum in a cinematographic drama is 
exclusively the stratum of visual aspects and not the stratum of meaning units. In other words, here, 
the sole constituting “material” is the reconstituted visual aspects, and they perform their consti-
tuting function by effecting the appearance of corresponding objectivities” (Ingarden, 1973b, 324).
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1973b, 325), wherein the psychic operations of the character have the quality of a 
certain “roughness,” (Ingarden, 1973b, 325) and the mental life of the presented ob-
jectivities is “pushed to the background, if not altogether removed” (Ingarden, 1973b, 
325) from the silent filmic work. 

Oddly, Ingarden seems to suggest that the diminished role of sound is not much 
different in the case of the sound-synchronized films. While word sounds are obvi-
ously part of the concretized sound-synchronized film, Ingarden implies that these 
are restricted to the role “of an ancillary means of presentation” (Ingarden, 1989, 331). 
Ingarden explicitly notes that in concretized sound-synchronized films, role of words 
and word sounds is only of marginal importance12. While language is present in the 
sound-synchronized filmic work of art, Ingarden claims that it is an inessential com-
ponent that is not fundamentally part of the ontological structure of the filmic work of 
art. To the extent that words and word sounds are present in the modern filmic work 
of art, it bears some similarity to the literary work of art, but insofar as the words do 
not constitute the primary means of the sound-synchronized filmic work of art’s pre-
sentation, the sound-synchronized filmic work of art is distinct from the literary work 
of art. The filmic work of art and the literary work of art are related to the extent that 
both utilize the same material (i.e., words and word sounds), but the function is rad-
ically different in each case. This is particularly evident in their respective modes of 
presentation—the reading aloud of a literary work (which has been the aim of litera-
ture from at least the time of the lyric poems of Ancient Greece); the viewing of a film. 

In both of his writings on the filmic work of art, Ingarden describes the filmic 
work as presenting a quasi-real world which involves the viewer, but which is of a fun-
damentally different order than that of the real world. The represented objectivities on 
the screen are projected images that are not “real,” because they lack ontic autonomy 
in two senses. Their existence as objects is dependent on the fact that they are filmed 
(i.e., they are representations), and their reality is established through the psychic op-
erations of the spectator. For Ingarden, “[t]he objects which are photographed, are so 
to speak, not simply real objects. They perform here a function of reproduction and 
representation; they play a ‘role’ ” (Ingarden, 1973b, 327). Insofar as they are playing 
a role, the objects presented on the screen have existential characterization as real 
12 Ingarden writes: “The mediating role of language, is not indispensable in the [sound-synchronized] 

film… Not language, but a multiplicity of flowing visual aspects, reconstructed photographical-
ly or graphically, constitutes the proper… means of presentation which gives the spectator access 
to the phenomenally appearing presented world not indispensable in the [sound-synchronized] 
film… Not language, but a multiplicity of flowing visual aspects, reconstructed photographically or 
graphically, constitutes the proper… means of presentation which gives the spectator access to the 
phenomenally appearing presented world” (Ingarden, 1989, 326.)
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objects within the presented world of the filmic work, but their position as existential 
objects is that of representations within a fictive universe, which gains reality as a fic-
tion through the psychic operations of the viewer13. This presented world is a habitus 
of the viewer’s reality, insofar as its ontic existence is derived from—at minimum—the 
process filming of the actor and other objects that the actor interacts with, and the 
intentional acts of the viewer who fills in the schematic aspects presented in the filmic 
work.

In his discussion of the habitus of the sound-synchronized filmic work, In-
garden seems to conflate the presented world of the filmic work with the film viewer’s 
reality. In Ingarden’s discussion of silent filmic works of art, the objectivities presented 
in the filmic work are removed from our own world be virtue of the very fact that 
they are representations of an entity that is non-identifiable with our own reality. The 
images on the screen are just images, presented as flickers on the distant screen in 
the darkened room. But Ingarden’s conceptualization of the filmic habitus undergoes 
some rather drastic modification in his discussion of the sound-synchronized filmic 
work of art. Here, Ingarden writes:

In his mental experiencing of these aspects [the objectivities presented by the sound-syn-
chronized filmic work], the spectator ceases to see the screen, and in its place sees in an 
almost perceptual manner things and people which conduct themselves in a certain way 
in the presented space (Ingarden, 1989, 326).

The language of partialities is still present here. Ingarden’s use of the term “al-
most” suggests that the filmic habitus is still removed from the reality inhabited by 
the film viewer. But it is difficult to grasp what constitutes the difference between the 
presented objectivities of the filmic reality and the viewer’s reality, because the viewer 

13 Ingarden draws this distinction in reference to the function of nominal words (i.e., nouns and noun 
phrases) in the literary work of art. The presentation of nominal words denotes the existence of an 
object. This is the existential characterization of an object. Borrowing one of Ingarden’s examples, 
when the reader is presented with the noun phrase “‘the capital of Poland,’ the city in question is 
intended not simply as a ‘city,’ but also as something which according to its mode of existence, is 
real” (Ingarden, 1973b, 70). Existential characterization designates that an object is characterized 
such as it would be were it to exist. Existential position, by way of contrast, determines the type of 
reality enjoyed by the object designated by the nominal word or word phrase. The name of a fiction-
al character, for example, denotes an “object that never existed or will exist but one which if it were 
to exist, would belong among objects to which the existential mode of ‘reality’ applies” (Ingarden, 
1973b, 70). In terms of the filmic work, the represented objectivities (i.e., the things and people the 
viewer sees on the screen), are existentially characterized as real and existentially positioned within 
the filmic world, which is rendered as a series of schematic aspects that are concretized by the psy-
chic operations of the person who views the filmic work. 
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no longer sees the screen. The presented space and the space occupied by the viewer 
seem to merge into one, insofar as the thing mediating the division between the two 
modes of reality (i.e., the screen) disappears from the viewer’s experience of reality.

The separation of the sound-synchronized filmic habitus from the viewer’s real-
ity gets a bit more difficult to determine when Ingarden specifies that:

The individual presented things and persons [of the sound-synchronized filmic work] 
move in a way that is independent of the spectator and apparently autonomous, and they 
comport themselves like real beings. This conduct comprehends not only what one can 
see, but also…all that can be heard, such as tones, noises, spoken words, etc. In particu-
lar, the presented people in general behave physically in a way completely similar to that 
of real people. (Ingarden, 1989, 326–327)

The presented objectivities of the filmic universe now seem to comport them-
selves in a way which is no longer simply representational, insofar as their conduct 
“comprehends” (begreift)—i.e., contains within itself—the experiential reality inhabi-
ted by the viewer of the film. This seeming conflation of the filmic world and the 
world inhabited by the viewer is amplified when Ingarden notes that the behaviour 
of the represented objectivities behave in a way which is “completely similar” (i.e., 
identical) to how the viewers of the filmic world behave. In other words, the filmic 
universe appears to be something which is no longer simply a habitus that is only qua-
si-real. Ingarden is indicating that the viewer enters into the presented world of the 
filmic universe to such an extent that he is no longer present merely as voyeur, but as 
someone who is participating with the film’s presented objectivities, existing with the 
“fictive figures and their fortunes, almost as in daily life” (Ingarden, 1989, 327). 

This entry into the presented reality of the film, and the seeming conflation of 
the viewer’s reality with the reality of filmic universe, is facilitated by the existence 
of sound (i.e., the aurally represented phonetic content of word sounds, noises, and 
other aural phenomena). The suspension of disbelief which occurs when the view-
er apprehends sound-synchronized films is a consequence of the presence of sound. 
Thus, the role of sound in modern filmic works greatly augments the reality of the 
filmic universe (increasing it to the point that the existential position of the presented 
objectivities seems to be the same as the viewer’s). This augmentation of the habitus of 
the reality of concretized sound-synchronized films indicates that Ingarden unfairly 
restricted the role of aural content in these. Sound functions to draw the viewer into 
the presented world to such a degree that the distinction between the quasi-real of the 
presented universe borders on conflation with the viewer’s universe. While the dis-
tinction still remains between the two (the presented world and the world of the view-
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er), this distinction becomes all the more difficult to specify. (I. e., the existential po-
sition of the presented realities gets called into question due to the presence of sound 
in the sound-synchronized filmic work.) This indicates that, if we are to maintain the 
fineness of the distinction between the habitus of the filmic world and the world of 
the viewer, it is necessary to modify Ingarden’s conceptualization of the function of 
sound in concretized sound-synchronized films to recognize that it plays more than 
an ancillary role. Because phonetic content (identified as involving any of vocalized 
word or animal sounds, noises, music either used as part of the diegetic narrative or as 
an aspect of the film’s soundtrack) in the concretization of sound-synchronized films 
functions to diminish the existential gap between the filmic work’s presented universe 
and the lived universe of the spectator (between the real and the quasi-real), we have 
to alter Ingarden’s claim that sound merely plays an inessential role in the concretized 
sound-synchronized filmic work of art.

4. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Ingarden’s conceptualization of the filmic work of art needs revision. For In-
garden, the work of art is not simply the physical work of art. Rather, the work of art is 
that which undergoes ongoing processes of concretization. These process of concreti-
zation of a work of art involve either of the two distinct processes of the artist’s reali-
zation of the physical work of art or the viewer’s beholding of the realized work of art. 
In concretizing the work of art, we recognize it as an organic unity. The filmic work of 
art is constituted by strata which are similar to those of the painting and the literary 
work of art, though these strata function differently in the painting, the literary work 
of art, and both types of filmic work of art —i.e., silent and sound-synchronized films. 
Like paintings, the filmic works of art presents things and states of affairs primarily 
through the stratum of represented visual aspects, yet the visual aspects presented in 
the painting show things and states of affairs arrested in their temporal progression, 
and filmic works of art shows entities and states of affairs in temporal progression. 
Like the literary work of art, the sound-synchronized filmic work of art involves pho-
netic material, but the role of the phonetic material is radically different in these two 
types of works of art. Ingarden carefully observes that phonetic content does not en-
joy a role of ontological primacy in filmic works of art — represented visible aspects 
are more fundamental in both silent and sound-synchronized filmic works. Oddly, 
Ingarden seems to suggest that this ontological primacy of the visible implies a prior-
itization of the visible in reference the importance of the sound-synchronized filmic 
presentation. Ingarden’s restriction of the role of sound in the sound-synchronized 
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filmic works of art is odd, since the presence of sound in these serves to blur the 
distinction between the reality inhabited by the viewer of the filmic work of art and 
the universe presented by the filmic work of art. That is, in the sound-synchronized 
filmic work of art, sound functions to obscure the existential position of the present-
ed objects and states of affairs. If we are to accurately describe the role of sound in 
the sound-synchronized filmic work of art, then it is necessary to modify the role of 
sound in the modern film. 
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Феноменология эстетики Ингардена характеризуется, прежде всего, реалистичным онтоло-
гическим подходом, который вторичен по отношению к актам сознания. Этот подход приво-
дит к принципиальному различию между пространственно-временными и художественными 
объектами. Онтологически первый автономен, полностью детерминирован и обладает опре-
деленными атрибутами в то время, как последующий акт — гетерономный интенциональный 
объект, имеет лишь ограниченные определения и  бесконечно много «моментов неопреде-
ленности». Хотя моменты неопределенности часто обсуждаются, роль, которую они играют 
в противопоставлении реального и литературного объекта, зачастую не оспаривается. После 
скрупулезной работы с онтологическими работами Ингардена и его текстов по эстетике, ав-
тор этого эссе ставит под сомнение чистоту онтологического подхода Ингардена и вытекающее 
из этого несоответствие между реальным и литературным объектом, особенно в отношении 
«моментов неопределенности». Я обосновываю свою позицию, приводя следующие пять тези-
сов: 1) Утверждение Ингардена о том, что реальный объект обладает бесконечным количеством 
свойств, противоречит эпистемологии, и вместо этого мы должны заключить, что онтологиче-
ские свойства реального объекта конечны. 2) Априорный аргумент Ингардена по поводу того, 
что отсутствующие свойства реальных объектов онтологически детерминированы, не обосно-
ван. 3) Радикальное различие между бесконечностью и конечностью данности или отсутствия 
реального и литературного объектов должно быть релятивировано. 4) Неопределенности в ро-
мане конкретизируются примерно так же, как и отсутствующие свойства реальных объектов. 
5) В литературе выносятся истинностные утверждения, которые мы приписываем автору.
Ключевые слова: эстетика Ингардена, онтология Ингардена, реальный и литературный объек-
ты, моменты неопределенности, конечность и бесконечность, истина в литературе.

1. INTRODUCTION

The philosophical projects of Roman Ingarden and Edmund Husserl are often 
motivated by the same concern: what is it exactly that grounds the judgements con-
tained in the special sciences, both empirical and a priori (Husserl, 2001a; Ingarden, 
2013). For Husserl, the solution to this concern lay in an epistemological investiga-
tion that interrogated, like Kant, thinking’s capacity to acquire objects of knowledge; 
Husserl account emphasises that the objects of knowledge are the products of the 
constitutive activity of consciousness. His emphasis is therefore epistemological, i.e. 
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concerned firstly (but not exclusively) with acts of consciousness. For Ingarden, the 
difficulties in grounding knowledge arise because we do not yet have a clear idea of 
the types of possible objects that might exist, and the way they might bear properties 
and enter relations. What sort of “formal structures” of objects or processes are pos-
sible. Ingarden’s focus is therefore objectual. For him, the problems of grounding the 
sciences “all pertain to pure possibilities or the strictly necessary connections between 
merely possible moments, or between entire ensembles of such moments. I shall call 
them here ‘ontological’ problems” (Ingarden, 2013, 57–58). 

A fundamental difference between Ingarden and Husserl (and one that they were 
quite explicit in acknowledging), then, is the fundamental orientation of philosophy. 

Whereas Husserl repeatedly stressed that phenomenological analysis must proceed from 
an epistemological starting point and concentrate on analysing the constitutive activity 
of consciousness, Ingarden maintained that such analysis can be properly undertaken 
only after the completion of a preliminary ontological examination of the object whose 
constitution is to be analysed. (Mitscherling, 1997, 83)

For Ingarden, literary works compose a peculiar category of objectivity which 
he expended much effort analysing (Ingarden, 1973a, b). This essay interrogates and 
challenges Ingarden’s thesis that “spots of indeterminacy” “radically” and “fundamen-
tally” distinguish the literary from the real object (Ingarden, 1973b, 246, 248). I con-
tend that Ingarden’s desire to conduct epistemology only after he had carried out his 
ontological analysis leads him to an unjustified dogmatism concerning this radicality. 

This paper attempts to marry the rigour of philosophical analysis characteristic 
of ontology and epistemology with the liveliness of aesthetics and the phenomeno-
logical demand to closely analyse the matters at hand (or, “return to the things them-
selves,”) much like Ingarden himself and commentators such as Mitscherling (1997), 
and Thomasson (1999). Spots of indeterminacy are often discussed in the context of 
literary theory (Iser, 1978; Chrzanowska-Kluczewska, 2015), but in the philosophical 
context the radicality of Ingarden’s distinction between real and literary objects on the 
question of spots of indeterminacy is seen as relatively straightforward and is often 
presented without criticism (see for example Johansson, 2010, Uemura, 2019). My 
contribution points out the unnoticed fact that Ingarden actually fails to compare the 
real and the literary object purely along ontological lines and without incorporating 
an epistemological framework and, moreover, once the latter framework is employed, 
the fundamentality of the distinction between them is blurred. 

After briefly laying some critical groundwork via the provision of Ingarden’s ac-
count in the next mainly expository sections (§2.1-§2.3), this article quickly moves on 
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to critically argue for its major claims (§3-§7), the overall effect of which is a relativi-
sation (though not a collapse) of the distinction between the real and literary object. I 
shall conclude with a summary and some brief remarks on the consequences of these 
discussions. 

2.1. INGARDEN AND THE ONTOLOGY OF REAL-WORLD OBJECTS:  
THE DETERMINED

According to Ingarden’s ontology, real-world objects are “autonomous.” For an 
object to be autonomous, it’s attributes must be immanent ones that constitute the ob-
ject properly speaking: “Where this immanence is lacking, the respective entity can-
not be autonomous, and is for this very reason heteronomous” (Ingarden, 2013, 112). 
The immanence of properties presents the object and constitute it: “presents its very 
self ” as a “concrete unity” (Ingarden, 2016, 87). Relatedly, the qualities of autonomous 
objects (and thereby the objects themselves) are “concretised.” Ingarden explains that 
the “concretisation” of a quality entails “that existentially constrained form of a quality 
which it displays once it appears in some particular, individual mode of being” (In-
garden, 2013, 112). 

For Ingarden, concretion is synonymous with the notion of being determinate; 
indeed, one of the German words Ingarden uses for the qualities of real-world objects 
is „Bestimmtheiten“ whilst “determinate” is „bestimmt“; to be “determined” means very 
much just to be an immanent, particular, and individuated concrete attribute. And so, 
to say that all the attributes of a concrete object are ‘determined’ is almost analytically 
true; one could just as well say that all determinations are determined. The real object is 
“unequivocally, universally (i.e., in every respect) determined” (Ingarden, 1973b, 246).

Ingarden uses “determined” as an adjective denoting an existential situa-
tion, equivalent to “definite” or “particular,” and not as a success verb equivalent to 
“known.” To be determined is to be one way and not another and to not be further 
specifiable. Moreover, the real object exists without “being perceived or in some other 
way intended […]. Reality exists only insofar as it is something ‘in itself ’ ” (Ingarden, 
2013, 425–426). The same holds for determinateness: the real world, the objects in it, 
and their properties, “is a being completed at all times, and universally determined. 
There is no indeterminateness in the world” (Ingarden, 2013, 426). An autonomous 
object is “completely… exhaustively”, determined (Ingarden, 2016, 79); “universally 
(i.e., in every respect) determined” (Ingarden, 1973b, 246). Thus, all the properties of a 
real object are determined, regardless of whether they are known. And so, Ingarden’s 
account of the determinateness of spatiotemporal objects arises from an a priori on-
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tological analysis conducted prior to epistemological considerations, i.e. prior to con-
sideration of the manner or mode of givenness.

2.2. THE INFINITY OF DETERMINATE PROPERTIES

Yet, not every aspect of Ingarden’s analysis of real objects is divorced from an 
epistemological context. Even though, as will be shown, Husserl and Ingarden disa-
gree over the status of the determinateness of properties that remain unknown (and 
the independence of the real world from consciousness), Ingarden follows Husserl in 
claiming that the determinations of real objects that can be given to us and known 
via perception constitute an “infinite, i.e., inexhaustible manifold” (Ingarden, 1973b, 
247). As Husserl states, the “spatial object is without fail, more” (Husserl, 1977, 136). 
What might such claims amount to? Already to answer this we must shift into a mode 
of analysis which takes not only ontology into consideration (i.e., an analysis of the 
possible modes of being of possible objects) but also epistemology (i.e. an analysis of 
the way that objects are given to acts of consciousness). 

The essence of the object is inexhaustible because as I turn an object over or 
move around it, every presentation of a new side leads to the concealment of the 
current side, but I might then turn the object over again and re-view the side I had 
just concealed, and so on, ad infinitum. Thus, the cognition of real objects is always 
inadequate; one can never experience a presentation which views all sides contem-
poraneously. So, no matter how much of the object we have viewed, or how many 
perspectives we have taken on it, there is an infinite possible givenness’ of perceptual 
objects, “always other determinations still to be apprehended”1 (Ingarden, 1973b, 247). 
Thus, for Ingarden, the existential status of the properties of the real object is totally 
determined, while the number of potential properties that can be perceived is infinite. 

2.3. ON THE ONTOLOGY OF THE LITERARY OBJECT

Unlike the real object, the literary work of art is constituted by the intentional 
activity of consciousness, and 

every purely intentional entity is heteronomous, hence an entity which draws its being 
and its collective stock of attributes from the enactment of an intentional conscious ex-
perience, which in a specific integrated fashion is endowed with a content, and it would 
not exist at all without this enactment. (Ingarden, 2013, 113)

1 My italics. — H. W.
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More specifically, the literary work is a complex, founded entity that owes its 
existence to four ascending strata which constitute it: (1) linguistic sound-formations 
(individual word-sounds and higher-order word-sound formations). (2)  meaning 
units of various orders (e.g., word-meanings, sentence-meanings). (3)  schematized 
aspects and, finally, (4) represented objectivities (things, characters, situations, events 
in the novel) (Ingarden, 1973b). The intentional and thus heteronomous nature of the 
literary work of art arises because 

the represented objects [4] exist solely by virtue of the fact that they are projected — i.e., 
intended — by those units of meaning (‘contained in’ the words and sentences [2]) whose 
intentionality is, in turn, ultimately dependent upon the reader’s acts of consciousness. 
(Mitscherling, 1997, 136)

For the novel, “determinations” belong to the layers of objects (4) within the lit-
erary work. They are the analogue of properties of real objects and events. But they are 
constituted via assertoric sentences and nominal expressions (layer 2). If I write that 
“the dog is red,” we know there is a dog (which is not a cat) and that dog has the at-
tribute of being red (and so is definitely not black). For the intentional object, all “the 
material attributes appearing in its content […], are merely ‘allotted’ to it, ‘intended,’ 
but not ‘embodied’ [i.e. immanent] in it in the genuine sense” (Ingarden, 2016, 115). 

What makes the objects in the novel “schematic” (layer 3) is the fact that some of 
the features of the represented objectivities are “determined,” others not. Unlike the real 
world, the world of the novel is incomplete, like a blueprint. It contains “spots of inde-
terminacy” (Ingarden, 1973a, 50; 1973b, section 38; 2016, section 47b). This indetermi-
nacy arises from two factors. Firstly, language is often general but, as Ingarden notes, it 
“is always the ‘last,’ ‘lowest’ differences that determine [autonomous objects] materially” 
(Ingarden, 2013, 77). For example, a spatial object will not only be ‘red’ but also the most 
specifiable shade of red, yet the adjective “red” can be used generally without specifica-
tion. This means that even if I describe an object as “red” it has been partly determined 
(we know it is not black) but partly not (we don’t know which shade of red it is); it is 
up to the reader to decide exactly which shade of red via the process of intentional 
“concretisation” (Ingarden, 1973a, section 11). So even singular simple intentional acts 
which intend only one property might be indeterminate. Though it might be possible 
to describe in excruciating, technical detail some properties so they are completely de-
termined (I might describe an object as “Red Crayola colour P75126”), to do so in all, 
most, or even frequent occasions would take away from the aesthetic value of the novel.

Moreover, Ingarden is adamant that spots of indeterminacy remain ineliminable 
in principle, and this remains true even for complex founded intentional acts. Why is 
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this? Ingarden writes that the explicit “content of the straightforward act of meaning is 
always finite […], even when the act is closely interconnected with a multitude of acts 
that refer to the same intentional object” (Ingarden, 2016, 215). Put otherwise, even 
multiple detailed descriptions of an object list a finite number of features. 

Yet at the same time that content always contains intentive moments, which, in accord-
ance with their essence, in principle require an unbounded multitude of object-mo-
ments, hence would have to occur with them in the unity of one object in the event of 
their occurring in an autonomous object. (Ingarden, 2016, 215)

Put otherwise, intentional objects are intended as “concrete unity” which, just like 
their real-world counterparts, contain a potential infinity or “unbounded multitude” 
of properties. 

Thus, if we enrich a simple nominal expression with further predicates, adding 
“old, Chinese man” to “Chinese man,” the gap has still not been lessened between the 
finite determined and infinite potential of properties, much as listing the real num-
bers sequentially never brings one any closer to numerical infinity (Ingarden, 1973b, 
249). So, despite what Mitscherling suggests (1997), the indeterminacy of the novel 
not only arises because single acts cannot constitute an infinitely complex object. No 
matter how many properties we list and intend in a complex act, “the number of spots 
still left open […] is not at all diminished” (Ingarden, 2016, 217) because it “is impos-
sible to establish clearly and exhaustively the infinite multiplicity of determinacies of 
the individual objects portrayed in the work with a finite number of words or sentenc-
es” (Ingarden, 1973a, 51). Spots of indeterminacy in fact result from the “opposition 
between the finitude of content-moments in an intentional act of meaning […] and 
the infinitude of the determinations compelled by the established individuality of the 
object” (Ingarden, 2016, 217–218). These spots constitute a “horizon” of intended but 
unfilled meaning (Ingarden, 2016, 216) and the intentional object remains “always 
unfinished in terms of its Content, always just in the midst in being formed” (In-
garden, 2016, 219). 

Table 1. Axiomatic ontological differences that radically distinguish  
the real from the literary object

Type of  
object

Properties that  
are intended or meant

Properties that  
are given

Absent  
properties

Real individual Infinite Infinite Determined

Literary individual Infinite Finite Indeterminate
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3.1. THE INFINITUDE OF PROPERTIES

As has already been indicated, we should not conclude from these discussions 
that Ingarden’s account of the difference between the real and the literary object is 
divorced from an epistemological context. On his own lights this is not entirely cor-
rect. Take the thesis that the properties of the real-world object are infinite. He states: 
“There are many properties in an individual object — and indeed, it would appear, 
infinitely many” (Ingarden, 2013, 77). As it just exists, prior to being known, the spa-
tiotemporal object surely has a great many properties. Think of all the properties of an 
object that might be revealed by an ongoing analysis; subjecting the object to all sorts 
of different conditions and listing properties like “soft,” “4 grams,” “soluble,” “acidic,” 
“composed of quarks,” etc. We might thus imagine all the primary, secondary, dispo-
sitional, and essential properties that any object possesses. The list of such properties 
which might emerge indeed appear endless. 

But, surely, it is not. Surely nothing could be more realistic than to admit that 
there is in fact a complete list of all the properties an object has. Even though the list of 
properties might change (its location, for example), ontologically speaking, at any giv-
en time an object has a finite number of features. Poli (Poli, 1998, 107) (citing [1975]) 
suggests that Ingarden recognises this finitude in Cognition of the Literary Work, but I 
have not been able to substantiate this reading, as in this work Ingarden still refers to 
“the infinite multiplicity of determinacies of the individual objects”2 (Ingarden, 1973a, 
51). Importantly, then, an account stating that the spatiotemporal object has “always 
other” properties which might unravel via ongoing perception relies on the notion 
of this finite number of properties being presented, and potentially re-presented, and 
re-presented, etc., to a knowing subject who cannot present them all at once. 

Ingarden does acknowledge the cognitive nature of the infinity of properties 
when he states that “an autonomous, individual entity cannot be exhausted by any sort 
of finite process of cognition that studies the object with regard to its individual proper-
ties”3 (Ingarden, 2016, 218). He admits the epistemological nature of this thesis when 
he says that the determinations of real objects are ontologically a “fused unity,” and 
it is only when perceived that they can be said to constitute an infinite, inexhaustible 
manifold (Ingarden, 1973b, 247). Thus, the notion that objects have infinitely many 
properties is one which only makes sense when correlated with a knowing subject. So, 
Ingarden states that the infinitude of properties is one axis which purportedly con-
stitutes the fundamentality of the difference between the real and the literary object 
2 My italics. — H. W. 
3 My italics. — H. W. 
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(Ingarden, 1973b, 248), yet, following his own line of thought, we cannot divorce this 
discussion from an epistemological context4. 

3.2. THE DETERMINATE BUT UNKNOWN PROPERTIES OF  
REAL-WORLD OBJECTS

Ingarden holds that determinacy is an essential structure of real objects, it “is part 
of the intuitively apprehendable essence of real objects, and it would be absurd to claim 
to the contrary” (Ingarden, 1973b, 246). He also makes the claim that the properties of 
real objects are determinate with modal force: real objects not only are determined but 
cannot and could not be indeterminate (Ingarden, 1973b, 246). It is therefore impossible 
that any property of a real object, whether known or unknown, given or ungiven, could 
be indeterminate. These claims are mutually implied. An ontological claim about an es-
sential feature of an object of a certain type correlates with the modal claim that it is im-
possible that there could be an object of that type which lacks that feature. For example, 
to claim that extension is an ontological feature of all real objects is to make the modal 
claim that it is impossible that a real object could fail to be extended. 

Essential features show in two ways. Firstly, positively speaking, every example 
of an individual which partakes of an essence, shows that essence when we expe-
rience that object. For example, every spatial object that is seen is extended. But of 
course, proof of an essential property is not inductively constituted by an nth number 
of examples, though it may be suggested by them and can be falsified by one coun-
terexample. Thus, additionally, a claim about an essential feature does not admit the 
possibility that the contrary could be the case. We cannot vary the object to produce 
a counterexample. As a further consequence, there arises the negative criterion of the 
impossibility of imagining a counterexample. It is this inability to imagine a counter-
example that underwrites the modal claim, off the back of the ontological structure.

There is an obvious problem of applying these criteria to the determinacy of un-
known properties. There is no sense in which we see that any example of a spatiotem-
poral object’s properties ‘partakes’ of being determinate when unknown, nor is there 
any possibility of falsifying them. Unknown determinate properties are reminiscent of 
the Kantian Ding an sich. There is not and never could be one single positive example 
of an unknown but determinate property. Unlike properties which are given, we have 
no positive cases to suggest this structure pertains. If we point to properties that are 
given as proof or indication, we are of course making an ontological claim (about the 
4 Yet, as we shall see in §4, the epistemological infinity of given properties can be challenged on a 

practical level.
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structure of a type of object) off the back of an epistemological thesis (i.e., one based 
on the way properties are given). The positive criterion could only be satisfied in the 
context of a metaphysics that accepts, perhaps, an inference to best explanation (or 
some other form of reasoning along those lines). Ingarden, however, relies on eidetic 
intuition for his claim.

Ingarden’s claim regarding the determinacy of ungiven properties seems more 
common-sensical than essential. There is no incoherence, contradiction, or absurdity 
to the idea that, once a property is no longer known, it ceases to be determinate. It 
is possible to imagine a spatial object whereby, once its aspects become hidden, they 
become indeterminate. This conceivability is more than a theoretical possibility. In-
garden notes that Heisenberg’s principle of uncertainty might bear some relation to 
the thesis of spots of indeterminacy (Ingarden, 1973b, 249, footnote), but it does so as 
a comment on the purported determination of unobserved properties of real world 
objects. Quantum physics holds that quantum states are indeterminate until observed, 
quantum objects behave like both waves and particles, and that any quantum object 
can be in a state of superposition, and thus quite literally in two incommensurable 
states at once. Most importantly, all these effects cease to apply once states or objects 
become observed, suggesting that we cannot automatically assume that what is true of 
the observed carries over to the unobserved. Such arguments, I admit, need fleshing 
out and are prey to the claim that what holds at the ultra-micro level may not carry 
over to the phenomenal macro-level. The only important point for my discussion is 
that the indeterminacy of unobserved properties is conceivable, and so the negative 
criterion is not satisfied. Ingarden’s modal ontological a priori claim is false. 

Table 2. Comparison of my account and Ingarden’s thus far

Account of real objects Absent properties Properties that are given

Ingarden Determined a priori Epistemologically infinite

My account Not necessarily determined Ontologically finite

4. EPISTEMOLOGICAL VS. ONTOLOGICAL DETERMINACY

Unlike Ingarden, for Husserl, it is not merely being a lowest differentia that pro-
vides determinateness; the notion of determinateness is always also linked to intuitive 
givenness. Regarding intentional objects, Husserl and Ingarden agree, for example, 
that meaning remains abstract until the addition of intuition provides a higher de-
gree of determination in perception or imagination. It is at this point that intuition 
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“in fact gives complete determinateness” (Husserl, 2001b, 197). For Husserl, however, 
intuition is linked to determinateness even in the case of real objects too  — to be 
determined is to be known in fullness. The difference between the two on the issue 
of the determinateness of real objects can be understood as a difference in approach. 

For one, the notion of ‘determinate’ is a state of being, for the other it is an 
epistemic acquisition. For Husserl, because the perceptual object includes intentions 
directed towards aspects which are non-intuitive and not given, the perceptual object 
includes indeterminations. When we see an object, “only very little ‘of it’ is presented 
in ‘actual,’ ‘proper,’ perception” (Husserl, 1989, 185). Thus, the physical objects is not 
completely determined. In fact, perception “of something physical, in conformity with 
its essence, includes indeterminations” (Husserl, 1989, 185). Husserl goes on to say, 
however, that these indeterminates are included “as determinable”5 (Husserl, 1989, 
185). This analysis suggests that what separates the real from the literary is not the fact 
that absent properties are determinate, but that real objects possess indeterminates 
that are determinable. 

Table 3. Key difference between Ingarden and Husserl

Author Absent properties of spatiotemporal objects

Ingarden Determinate

Husserl Indeterminate but determinable

But we can go further than even Husserl does. When we take an epistemological 
perspective, the notion of absent properties of real-world objects present themselves 
as analogues for the spots of indeterminacy in the novel. I do not merely mean by this 
that the world contains many places of epistemological indeterminacy — properties 
we don’t know about for certain, such as the colour of the backside of the object in 
front of me right now. The situation for these indeterminates is indeed disanalogous 
to that of the novel, as in the actual world I can just move around the object and view 
its backside and make the indeterminate determinate. I cannot do so in the case of the 
literary object; there is no backside to see.

What is unchallenged by previous accounts of spots of indeterminacy is that 
other aspects of the real world are epistemologically indeterminate in a deeper sense. 
Johansson writes that “Nothing like [spots of indeterminacy] can be true of ordinary 
things and their property instances” (Johansson, 2010, 91). Yet, how many litres of 

5 My italics. — H. W. 
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water passed through the Suez Canal yesterday, for example, is deeply indeterminable, 
and not just in the way that the backside of the object in front of me is indeterminate. 
Not only do I not know about the Canal, it was entirely unobserved, and I never could 
find out the precise answer to this query. For another example, I may not see my 
friend Pierre between Monday night and Tuesday morning, and so not know what he 
did, and he may have been alone and then lose his memory, so it is forever impossible 
for anyone to find out what Pierre actually did. These sorts of deep indeterminacies 
are epistemologically analogous to the places of indeterminacy of the literary novel, as 
they are directly unknowable with any certainty. 

Ontologically speaking, in the case of Pierre and the volume of water in the 
Canal, something did indeed happen. The places of indeterminacy in the novel are not 
merely unknown and unknowable in the same way, they do not (and never did), in 
fact, exist. In a novel, we may read about a characters adventures on Monday, and then 
in the next chapter, about his adventures on Tuesday morning, but it makes no sense 
to say that something happened in between, even something that we may forever 
know not what. We, “as readers, not only do not know what happened in the stretches 
of time not portrayed, but the events are not determined at all; they are neither A nor 
not-A” (Ingarden, 1973a, 51). 

In practice, however, I may as well construct an answer as to what Pierre did on 
Monday night, and the only constraint will be that I provide a plausible one (see §5). 
The essential epistemological difference is that the indeterminate places in the novel 
never afford the possibility of being determined. But even though every indeterminacy 
in the real world may present such a possibility at some point, this point may have 
passed. Thus, Pierre’s actions may turn out to be indeterminable as a matter of fact, 
the novel’s spots of indeterminacy are indeterminable in principle. It is this less radical 
distinction that epistemically divides the ungiven properties of the real world from 
the spots of indeterminacy of the novel. 

Table 4. The epistemological difference between  
the absent properties of the real and literary object

Type of 
object

Epistemological status of  
the properties that are absent  

(my account)

Ontological status of  
the properties that are absent 

(Ingarden’s account)

Real Sometimes indeterminable as a matter of fact
Sometimes determinable Determinate

Literary Indeterminable in principle Indeterminate



HORIZON 9 (2) 2020 715

5. INFINITUDE AND GIVENNESS

Further evidence for the relativisation of Ingarden’s so-called radical distinction 
between real-world and literary objects on the question of determinacy can be found 
in a closer examination of the extent to which real world objects are indeterminate6. 
There is much that is absent and not given to consciousness. For Ingarden, the inad-
equacy of real-world objects is established due to the infinite givenness of perceptual 
properties, but as I will show, in practice this givenness is finite and there are also an 
infinity of absences which is corollary to the degree of given properties. As we will see 
at the end of this section, Ingarden is aware of these structures but does not spell them 
out in detail nor draw out their consequences.

Part of this absence has already been hinted at. As I mentioned, the infinity of 
givenness stems from the fact that, as I turn an object over and present a new profile, 
I cover another, but I can always re-receive that covered profile by turning the object 
back over, and I can carry on in this fashion forever. Yet, of course, to get that profile 
back I must lose the perception of another, and so, an infinity of profiles will forever 
remain imperceptible to me at the same time. Due to the very infinite determinacy, the 
perceptual object is riddled with unavoidable absences and unknown indeterminacies 
too. Everything that is given implies something has been taken.

Husserl noted this interplay, because he always has in mind the correlation be-
tween the object and its mode of givenness to conscious acts. He stated that when 
we examine a series of perceptions of a material object we see that gain and loss are 
“balanced at every step: a new act has richer fullness in regard to certain properties, 
for whose sake it has lost fullness in regard to others”7 (Husserl, 2001b, 227-228). As 
highlighted, this loss is not ontological but an epistemological one (the real number 
of properties having not changed). Naturally, the dis-appearing profiles are not imme-
diately lost, as we hold them briefly in retention. However, as perception continues, 
they slip further and further into retention and lose more and more of their fullness, 
and with the presentation of every new profile we empty others further down the re-
tentional chain. Every perception is formed by a network of partially full and partially 
empty intentions. My point here is that the infinity of knowable and given properties 
of perceptual objects is relative to an infinity of absent properties. The real-world ob-
ject has an infinity of determinations to be known (in effect it has only an infinity of 
knowable properties; not known, and certainly not actual, properties), whilst the liter-

6 In what follows, I use the term “determined” not as coextensive with “real,” but with “known” or 
“given.” 

7 My italics. — H. W. 
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ary object has only a finite number of knowable properties, but both have an infinite 
number of unknown determinations.

It is worth stressing the above distinction between knowable and known prop-
erties. For Ingarden, the fact that the perceptual object can forever be known in other 
detail is a reason to consider it fuller of knowable determinacies, therefore placing it in 
greater contrast with the literary object, which is composed of only a finite number of 
knowable determinacies. As discussed though, the idea of an infinity of properties only 
makes sense if correlated with an act of perception. Given this framework, however, 
another essential feature of inadequately given real-world objects is that properties must 
be revealed one after another, sequentially, over time. In practice, due to the finite ex-
panse of time that every perception goes on for, in effect we only ever come to possess 
a finite number of known properties of their admittedly infinite knowable potentiality. 
Many if not most of the perceptions that occur in our ongoing dynamic experience of 
the spatial world are fleeting. Essentially, an infinitum of revelation could only ever be 
realised during an infinitely long perception, which is of course impossible. 

Ingarden notes that the finite nature of literary objects is inevitable because ob-
jectual spots of ontological indeterminacy are created through the limited intentional 
process of reading, but the determinacy of real objects is similarly finite due to the 
temporally limited nature of the act of perception, and the continual unfolding and 
concealment of properties drives an unsatisfiable demand for further examination. 
The fundamental difference is that the literary object meets a certain limit in principle 
at which point it cannot in fact ever be known anymore. However, in practice, this 
limit point is also met by every perception. Ingarden’s radical distinction thus, again, 
becomes relativised. 

Finally, it should be mentioned that Ingarden acknowledges the finite nature of 
perception and the infinity of absences when he states that because cognition “occurs 
in a finite manifold of actions, we can never know how a given real object is deter-
mined in every respect; the great majority of its properties is always concealed from 
us” (Ingarden, 1973b, 247). Yet, he immediately goes on to point out that “However, 
this does not mean that in itself [the real object] is not unequivocally, universally 
determined” (Ingarden, 1973b, 247). This may be the case, but whether we wish to 
consider the determinateness of properties independent from epistemology is a sepa-
rate issue (one discussed in the previous section). The axis that was under discussion 
was the finitude/infinitude of givenness/absence. In changing the topic at this point, 
Ingarden overlooks the fact that, because ontologically speaking there seems to be a 
finitude if not a singularity of properties, and, as he has just admitted, epistemologi-
cally speaking the number of properties that we know about the real object is finite 
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and the number of properties we do not know about is legion, then real objects fail to 
contrast strongly with literary ones along this particular axis. 

Table 5. Summary

Account Absent properties Given properties.

Ingarden.  
Real Objects Determined a priori Ontologically/

epistemologically infinite

My account.  
Real Objects

Not determined a priori
Sometime epistemologically indeterminable 

as a matter of fact
Infinite

Ontologically finite and 
epistemologically finite in 

practice

Ingarden/myself.  
Literary objects

Ontologically indeterminate.  
Epistemologically indeterminable in 

principle
Infinite

Finite a priori

6.1. THE ABSENT PROFILES OF THE REAL-WORLD OBJECT

What I also think is that the intending of the absent properties of the real and liter-
ary object share an important similarity that Ingarden fails to notice in his discussion of 
the process of the “concretisation” of the literary work. Regarding real world perception, 
every instance includes an “inauthentic” or apperceptive surplus: that dependant part of 
the intention which has no corresponding sensational data, what I am calling “absent” 
or “empty” properties. These empty profiles of real object are, as Byrne points out, not 
“imaginative intentions. Partial signitive intentions are rather, as moments of a perceptu-
al intention, simply directed perceptually at the occluded sides of the perceptual object” 
(Byrne, 2019). The significance of absent or empty profiles is that they merely intend per-
ceptual possibilities. They intend emptily what would happen were I to bring the absent 
profile to givenness, but this is not the same as constituting an expectation. I have empty 
intentions even if I never expect to reveal the occluded side of an object; empty intentions 
are revealed in the analysis of perceptual intentions as connected with perceptual profiles 
even in a hypostatised, purely static moment. Instead of empty intentions referring to de-
termined properties, “the series of possible future perceptions of, say, one side of a thing, 
leave open a range of different possible fulfilments” (Mulligan, 1995, 205). 

Not all possible fulfilments, however, are equal. Husserl makes a fundamental 
distinction between “pure” or “empty” possibilities and “real” or “motivated” possibili-
ties. His most well-known demonstration of this distinction comes in Ideas 1, where he 
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writes that it “is emptily possible for the desk I am writing on to turn out to have thirty 
legs; the possibility of the desk having four legs is motivated” (Husserl, 1983, 337). Thus, 
absent perceptual profiles are paradigmatic examples of motivated possibilities. Pure 
possibilities are arbitrary and unlikely (Husserl, 2005, 661); we are justified in think-
ing that real or motivated possibilities will probably come about in the future. Empty 
perceptual profiles, meanwhile, intentionally represent perceptual profiles that we find 
likely to be revealed, if an individual’s perceptual orientation were to change. Empty 
perceptual intentions are therefore indications, rather than expectations or imaginings, 
and are not pure but motivated perceptual possibilities (Mulligan, 1995, 193). 

6.2. WHAT IS ABSENT IN THE CASE OF THE LITERARY WORK

Ingarden’s account of spots of literary indeterminacy has some similarities and dis-
similarities with the above account of the absent profiles of perceptual objects. In at least 
some cases, we “overlook the places of indeterminacy as such and involuntarily fill many 
of them out with determinacies” (Ingarden, 1973a, 52). Although many places of indeter-
minacy remain totally unfilled and empty, sometimes the imagination spontaneously “‘fills 
out’ various places of indeterminacy with elements chosen from among many possible or 
permissible elements” (Ingarden, 1973a, 53). Ingarden goes on to state that the imagina-
tion is given “free rein” and “complements the objects with a series of new elements, so that 
they seem to be fully determined” (Ingarden, 1973a, 53). This “filling out” is analogous to 
empty intentions in function, in that it represents absent profiles, but is disanalogous in 
that does so by adding intuitive content (imaginative “phantasms” and “quasi” elements).

Ingarden does not consider indeterminate details that are either implied or 
consequences of places that are determinate as “proper” places of indeterminacy (In-
garden, 1973a, 243). If the novel depicts a human, we can assume she has the regu-
lar features of a human, even if the novel never states as much. Other indeterminate 
details present a variety of possibilities that we might fill in many ways that make 
no essential difference; the range of possibilities is very wide and unconstrained. For 
example, “the text of Shakespeare’s Hamlet does not indicate the height of the Danish 
prince or how his voice sounded or what position he assumed when he spoke with 
Yorick’s skull” (Ingarden, 1973a, 54). We may thus fill such characteristics in however 
we want within a broad scope (Ingarden, 1973b, 253).

However, in some cases the number of possibilities we may choose from are 
limited. Ingarden states that 

many places of indeterminacy, for instance those concerning the character of the person, 
his sensibility, the depth of his thought and of his emotionality, may not be filled out in 
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just any way because the filling-out of these places of indeterminacy is of great impor-
tance for the portrayed person. (Ingarden, 1973a, 54)

Some concretisations (“filling ins”) add or detract from the aesthetic value, oth-
ers can deviate from an author’s intentions. The reader ought to lend themselves “to 
the suggestions and directives proceeding from the work and in actualizing not just 
any aspects [she] chooses but rather those suggested by the work” (Ingarden, 1973a, 
57). Importantly, for Ingarden, constraints to the filling in process, when they exist, 
are internal to the world of the novel; concretisation should occur “within boundaries 
set by the work itself ” (Ingarden, 1973a, 51). 

However, even where one is given some direction by the novel as to the range of 
possibilities which might fill a spot of indeterminacy, 

the reader is not forced to choose a particular one of the possibilities predetermined 
by the representing states of affairs. The literary work does not necessarily have to be 
“consistent” or to be contained within the bounds of what is possible in the actual known 
world. (Ingarden, 1973b, 253)

He says elsewhere that the reader “is never completely bound by the work itself ” 
(Ingarden, 1973a, 57). In the process of concretisation, we can intentionally project 
what is improbable (Ingarden, 1973b, 253). These are critical points. For Ingarden, 
one need not fill in spots of indeterminacy in a fashion consistent with the world of 
the novel, or according to real world possibility. Due to the non-autonomous nature 
of intentional objects, I am always at liberty to exercise my freedom, and cannot be 
constrained by what may or may not be possible or likely both within the novel and 
especially in the real world. So, because these constraints are internal to the world of 
the novel, and the novel is a heteronomous object, part of the essence of the literary 
work is that these constraints are both “loose” (in that a variety of choices will always 
present themselves) and also “non-binding” (we may disregard the internal sugges-
tions we encounter, and in doing so we only contravene the sense of the novel). 

For example, I might claim that, during the periods of time in which Ron Weasley 
is not portrayed in the novels, he is in fact an underground spy working for Slytherin 
and a co-conspirator with Snape for resurrecting He Who Shall Not Be Named. The 
portrayed determinations which indirectly suggest otherwise could just be explained 
away by the necessity of presenting as a realistic double agent8. As this thesis concerns 
that which is in principle indeterminable, it is neither true nor false, neither A nor not 
8 Let us assume, merely for the sake of argument, that none of the novel’s determinations explicitly 

forbids this interpretation, i.e. that Rowling nowhere wrote “Ron Weasley was not a spy working for 
Slytherin…”. This would then, of course, constitutes a binding spot of determination. 
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A. It can never be said I am wrong (or right), because what Ron Weasley did when he 
was not being portrayed is indeterminable in principle, and it is this which grants me 
the freedom to interpret the novels this way. Ingarden’s point is that nothing short of 
making the indeterminate precisely determinate (or a direct consequence of what is de-
terminate) could constrain this interpretation, especially not real world probability. The 
most we may say is that this does not seem to be the sense of the novels. Ingarden’s thesis 
is that, although the reader of a literary text is loosely and non-bindingly constrained in 
this interpretation via the portrayed spots of determinacy concerning Ron’s character in 
the novel, nothing, really, stops me from holding this position.

I think Ingarden oversteps the mark here, because he underestimates the role 
that real-world possibility plays during imaginative representation. The imagination 
is, like the capacity to intend empty perceptual profiles, a possibility generator. As 
Husserl notes, an “experience ‘in’ phantasy is itself a possible experience” (Husserl, 
2005, 661). Ingarden is right that I undoubtedly have the capability or the capacity to 
concoct pure possibilities, and am afforded the opportunity to exercise this capacity 
because of the in principle indeterminability of the novel, but to say as much disre-
gards the fact that our imaginings are rarely completely pure and random. Normally, 
the imagination does not in effect operate in such an unconstrained fashion. Most 
imaginative acts are at least partially conditioned and shaped by reality, and thereby 
depict impure possibilities. 

Not only is it unlikely that we would imagine Ron this way but and this unlikeli-
hood arises because, though we are free to choose the content of imagined possibilities, 
we are not altogether free to imagine them in any light we choose. Not many of the 
readers of the Harry Potter novels imagined that Ron was a traitor, and most of them 
would agree that such an interpretation is implausible. What might such an assessment 
be based on? What Ingarden’s analysis does show is that this implausibility is not (in-
deed could not be) constituted by internal constraints. Although the process of filling 
might be conducted in a random fashion, we are never free to unshackle ourselves from 
the constraint of real-world possibility which colours a phantasy world, and such a con-
straint adds a normative dimension to the representation of indeterminacies. 

Because rooted in the real world, the relationship between represented possibil-
ity and notions like plausibility and likelihood are binding. The reason it is unlikely 
that Ron is a traitor is the same reason that it is unlikely that someone who exhibited 
Ron’s loyalty in real life would turn out to be a traitor: the fact that so few people who 
are loyal behave in an egregiously dishonest manner constitutes a generally harmo-
nious social style. Thus, the imagination at the base of the filling operations in the 
case of the novel is informed by probability calculations, and the process of filling in 
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is shaped by the general tendency of the imagination to fill in indeterminables with 
likely possibilities. 

In both the novel and the real world, this background of reliable styles informs 
the analogous ways we go about filling in or representing empty profiles. As stressed, 
the absent aspects of real objects given via empty intentions are not constituted as 
something which we expect to be given in the future. Individuals intend them whether 
there is any possibility of bringing them to givenness and thus do not strictly expect 
them. Yet, they are constrained. They are constrained, however, not by the fact that 
they are determinate but, as possibilities, by how strongly they are motivated. There 
are normative constraints on the degree of probability of our perceptual indications. 
Patterns will continue, what has come before will reoccur, if most desks have four legs, 
the one I am writing on probably will too, etc. We might represent to ourselves, per-
haps in a hallucination or delusion, that when I turn an object over, like a chair, it will 
have ten legs, or will have changed colour since I last saw it, etc. But we cannot moti-
vate these possibilities. So, the indeterminate spots of the real world are only loosely 
but bindingly constrained too, but by normativity, not determinateness. 

To say that the process of concretisation is open to pure fantasy as Ingarden does 
is to tell only half the story, and we cannot conclude that the literary world is therefore 
potentially open to pure possibility and unconstrained because it contains spots that are 
in principle indeterminable. The interpretability of the novel’s spots of indeterminacy is 
not a function of the possibility of bringing them to givenness, just as the motivated na-
ture of possibilities is not a function of our expectation that they will appear. The factors 
that constrain what is absent do not do so on the condition that what is absent might at 
some point be given but based on probability driven motivational relations.

The implication of this discussion is that we are not as free to reconstruct the in-
determinate spots of the literary novel as Ingarden makes out. Or at least, his account 
fails to mention some important addendums. Though he might be right that we are not 
tightly constrained by what we can purely possibly represent, what is likely, and thus con-
stitutes a motivated possibility, provides the loose yet binding constraint of plausibility, 
and this latter constraint forms a common structure for our experience of literary works.

6.3. DISCUSSION

The view just articulated should be distinguished from the possibility theory of 
fiction, which holds that characters are examples of possible but unactualized people; 
I just think that the concretising process of the representation of spots of indetermi-
nacy is constrained by being subject to motivated possibility. To give a definitive state-
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ment on the ontological status of literary objects is beyond the scope of the present 
essay, but generally I resonate with Thomasson’s sentiment that fictional characters 
are real cultural artefacts (Thomasson, 1999). 

Indeed, my view answers one of the major questions that the possibility theory can-
not. After outlining the indeterminacy of the literary world, Thomasson points out that 

we run into trouble immediately if we try to identify characters with possible people, for 
the features of a character left open by the story could be filled out in an infinite variety 
of ways by different possible people. Selecting any one as identical with a particular char-
acter seems hopelessly arbitrary. (Thomasson, 1999, 17, 18)

On my view, this arbitrariness is not only removed because of the dependence of the 
literary object on the intersubjective and ergo objectified cultural community that 
constitutes it, but the concretisation of spots of indeterminacy is also non-arbitrary 
due to the shared constraints on imaginative functioning. 

My claim is that the representation of the absent profiles of aesthetic objects 
is constrained by the same factors that constrain the representation of absent pro-
files of perceptual objects, i.e., the probability driven motivation relation. I agree with 
Płotka’s reading of Ingarden which maintains that the fictional object has “a double 
foundation […] in the actual (immanent) experiencing, and, on the other hand, in the 
real object, say, a novel or a drama” (Płotka, 2020, 17). My point is that, not only are 
literary objects constituted by their real world material foundation and their actualis-
ation within a cultural community (as Thomasson stresses), but what Ingarden fails to 
appreciate is that even the intrapsychic (or, immanent) act of imaginative intention and 
concretisation is often one which has motivational real-world possibility as a moment. 
Not only is the intentional object founded twice, but even the complex intentional act 
which founds it brings with it an anchor into the real world. The literary object is both 
intra- and extra-psychically embedded against the background of the real-world. 

Finally, what should be appreciated is how much the idea that literary objects 
are partly constituted or concretised against a background of real-world possibility in 
fact adds instead of detracts from the thesis of the worlds realism. As Bernard-Donals 
points out, one of the problems with Ingarden’s thesis that concretisation is a subjec-
tive operation constrained only by the world of the novel is that it seems to leave us 
in a predicament as to how intersubjective communication about the novel arises. If

decisions about reading […] are made differently from decisions about everyday recep-
tions of autonomous objects, two receivers of the same work cannot make a transition 
from the reception of some aesthetic object to agreement upon those receptions in terms 
of the everyday […]. What one is left with […] is an impasse between actual aesthet-
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ic understanding and the negotiation of that understanding between various subjects. 
(Bernard-Donals, 1994, 51–52)

In the case of spots of determinacy within the novel we can obviously just in-
tersubjectively consult the text. Yet, how is that we can realistically engage in dialogue 
about spots of indeterminacy (discussing, for example, about what drove Zenia to 
steal her friends’ partners in Atwood’s The Robber Bride) as we often do? Even in-
tra-subjectively, how is that we can wonder about a character, i.e., who Leonard was in 
Nolan’s screenplay of Momento, whether the Hulk could really defeat Captain Ameri-
ca, even what happened to Chiron and Kevin after the events depicted in In Moonlight 
Black Boys Look Blue. These thoughts only make sense against the admittedly loose 
yet binding constraints of real-world motivational relationships. These constraints 
must be shaped independently of our acts of consciousness, or else we would be in-
volved in a regressive, pointless soliloquy. That is to say, what constitutes a motivated 
possibility itself must arise from within our intersubjectively shared life experience of 
a world which is independent of consciousness if it is truly to exert a normative force 
on our acts of cognition, and it is only because we transpose this realistically formed 
framework into the novel that we can converse about spots of indeterminacy.

7. ARE THE THINGS CHARACTER’S SAY “TRUE,” 
AND CAN WE ATTRIBUTE THEM TO THE AUTHOR?

A similar and final example serves to relativise the distinction between the real 
world and the world of literature, this time a reply to Ingarden’s article On So-Called 
Truth in Literature (Ingarden, 1983). For Ingarden, the utterances characters make 
should only be considered in relation to the internal context of the literary work. When 
a character makes a statement, it “refers to the presented world […]. It is not permis-
sible to consider its truth or falsity in relation to any extra-artistic world, the real 
world especially” (Ingarden, 1983, 146). Ingarden wants to maintain that all assertoric 
sentences uttered by a character within a literary work are “quasi”-judgements, ones 
made with a certain half-heartedness and not in seriousness. This claim is repeated by 
Johansson, who states that fictional assertions “lay no claim to be true, and are there-
fore neither true nor false” (Johansson, 2010, 13). So, apparently, even when we find, 
a series of statements which resemble the sort we might find in a work of non-fiction, 
we ought not to take them as referring to reality. 

A theory of fictional truth is an important project. Moreover, it is indeed a mis-
take to assess the judgements that a character makes and attribute them to an author 
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without further ado. Some seeming truth claims contained within the literary work 
are there for dramatic effect, or they serve as a premise for the plot that adds a sense of 
realism, etc., but the author does not in all seriousness endorse such an idea. Ingarden 
explores many cases where we are often tempted to assign a truth value to a character’s 
claims and attribute them to the author but ought not to, and his analysis adroitly un-
covers various functions these propositions perform (Ingarden, 1983). 

However, Ingarden leaves no room for real truth in literature. I think that au-
thors have an artistic freedom to use the novel (or the poem) and the characters in it 
as a medium for conveying truths. Indeed, they sometimes do, and Ingarden misses 
some of the important roles that propositions which are supported by an author and 
purport to contain truths about the real-world play in literature. Thus, where both 
Johansson (Johansson, 2010, 13) and Ingarden hold that the following two options 
exhaust the possibility space: 1) factual assertions that are either true or false, 2) fic-
tional assertions that are neither strictly true nor false, I would add the third option, 
that 3) assertions made in fiction that are either true or false. 

Recall, for example, the way that Professor Pangloss, in Voltaire’s Candide 
(2006), continues to expound the metaphysical speculative philosophical claim that 
this is the best of all possible worlds, as the characters contemporaneously undergo 
horrific experiences that demonstrate the world’s imperfection. One can infer from 
this satire that Voltaire disagrees with the Leibnizian thesis. It is not only the plot of 
the novel but the characters which express Voltaire’s disdain for metaphysical phi-
losophy when they implore us that we should humbly “cultivate our garden” because 
“work […] is the only way to render life tolerable” (Voltaire, 2006, 59). The characters 
give voice to the moral of the story, a moral which Voltaire supports, and one which 
applies not only to the fictional world. 

Another clear example is John Galt’s infamous speech towards the end of Ayn 
Rand’s Atlas Shrugged (1957). This novel articulates Rand’s views concerning the in-
herent superiority of the capitalist class and their right to own private property, amass 
wealth, and control the means of production. The plot of the novel demonstrates what 
Rand thinks will happen when the class of innovators and natural born leaders of 
industry are stymied by a jealously motivated political bureaucracy that prevents the 
possession of intellectual property. The ruling class is forced to retreat from public 
life in order to create their own utopia which promptly brings about the collapse of 
modern civilisation. Not only can this novel be read as an extended parable of sorts, 
but Rand ends the narrative when Galt gives direct voice to some of Rand’s beliefs 
hitherto conveyed only by the plot of the novel. The claims Galt makes in this speech 
clearly do not only apply to the context of the novel. When Galt says: “Man’s mind is 
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his basic tool of survival” (Rand, 1957, 1056) one understands that this claim is made 
about the real world, and that Galt is voicing Rand’s opinion. 

These are examples where an author uses a fictional world as a type of thought 
experiment which serves to give vivid justification to a purportedly factual claim. One 
then has a character, such as Candide or Galt, give voice to the claim, which the author 
holds, that has been demonstrated by the thought experiment of the novel. Ingarden 
rightly emphasises that there is no reliable method for determining when we should 
make such an attribution (Ingarden, 1983, 146). But is reliability really the deciding 
factor when it comes to methods of literary criticism? I admit that sometimes we ought 
to be very careful about attributing views to an author, especially to those who spe-
cialise in irony, gleefully trapping naive readers into thinking they hold a perspective 
espoused by one of their characters that they in fact do not (i.e., Kierkegaard). Yet 
Ingarden is again going too far when he states that therefore we ought never to make 
such an attribution. Sometimes this attribution is relatively straightforward, and it is 
too intellectually timid to claim that one can never make it. 

Ingarden does allow that we can impute a position stated by a character to the 
author only if 

there is clear evidence for this either in the text of the work itself or in some extraneous 
evidence in the form of instructions from the author that he wished certain sentences in 
the work to be interpreted as his own views. (Ingarden, 1983, 164)

Yet, the connection between the views of the author and the character need not be 
explicitly formulated in the form of instructions. Ingarden underestimates our capacity to 
read between the lines. Even when we know nothing about an author like Ayn Rand, there 
is already often an automatic, ongoing transference and interchange between the views 
of imagined interlocutors and the author as we read the novel with its imagined world 
against the background of our own. When we begin to read Galt’s speech, for example, the 
sentences in the novel suddenly ‘punch through’ the fourth wall of the literary world into 
our own and we tacitly know the author is now communicating with us albeit indirectly. 

One might contend that the examples I have provide here (Rand, Voltaire) com-
prise examples where there is clear “evidence” in the text, and so perhaps Ingarden 
escapes the charges I put forward. However, he immediately goes on to say that it is 
precisely in these cases, when we do find such serious reflections in literature, we ought 
to recognise the novel as 

merely a pretext for the expression of certain views that should have been expressed in 
a proper and unambiguous way in a written work like a diary, a scientific treatise, or a 
political article, and not in a work of art. (Ingarden, 1983, 146)
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A little further on, Ingarden says something similar regarding lyrical poetry. 
He thinks that if someone wished to communicate true judgements, they would not 
employ emotionally infused imagistic verse form but “suitable arguments and justifi-
cations” (Ingarden, 1983, 155). Ingarden intimates that any example containing both 
quasi and real assertions should be classified as “borderline works […] more or less 
far removed from a pure literary work” (Ingarden, 1983, 156). However, this seems to 
be an artificial constraint on the essence of literature, and the examples I have given 
here prevent this line of argument. The simple fact is that some characters in some 
works of literature (as “purely” literary as they come) espouse factual claims that the 
author is making, and we know this, and this does not detract from literary value. 

Moreover, I think it false that “sentences uttered as judgments by a portrayed 
person […] claim to be true only within the framework of the portrayed world” (In-
garden, 1973a, 148) and that the ensuing purported truths “adds nothing to their 
character of being works of art” (Ingarden, 1973a, 147). Seeing as Rand’s novels voice 
her political views, we can judge the merits of Galt’s speech against the background 
of whether it is a true statement about the world we live in. We might say to ourselves 
“what a heap of nonsense,” and, in doing so, criticise the novel, Rand, and Galt. Con-
versely, we value novels that seem to provide us with some sort of deep insight into the 
nature of the real world, such as the works of Voltaire, or Orwell. Thus, considerations 
of truth and falsity in relation to the extra-artistic real world about what a fictional 
character says factor into the aesthetic experience and evaluations of the novel. Our 
judgements directly result from the transposition of the intentional state of affairs 
depicted by the sentences in the literary work through the literary world and over into 
the corresponding ‘ontic/existential’ state of affairs in the real world. The nature of 
this detour deserves a paper all of its own, but though we detour through the world 
of the novel, it is this transposition that Ingarden identifies as definitive of genuine 
judgements (Ingarden, 1973b, 161)9. 

8. CONCLUSION

In summary, it should not be thought that I am urging a collapse of the distinc-
tion between the real and literary. The first major portion of this article just demon-
strated that there are some axes, such as the intersection between the determined/
undetermined and the finite/infinite axes, whereby aspects of the real and the literary 
object sometimes occupy places along a continuum. The final two section showed that 
9 Ingarden operates with a correspondence theory of truth. It is beyond the scope of this essay to 

assess this theory.
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the literary object and the aesthetic experience is one which occurs within the real 
world and is enacted by real cognisors, and both the created world and the propo-
sitions it contains cannot and should not always be divorced from this background. 

That we need a conceptual distinction is uncontroversial, it is the nature of the 
distinction, its radicality or fundamentality, that I have contested. Real and literary 
objects are not antonymic, but neither do they thereby occupy the same place on this 
continuum. Generally speaking, I do not think the positions I have articulate lean to-
wards an idealism but further away from it. I would dub my view a phenomenological 
hyper-real theory, one which affirms the primacy of the things themselves as they are 
given but is happy to see the real in even the fictional. 
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Время литературного произведения является схематизированы аспектом наглядным образом 
представленных объективностей литературного произведения. Проводимый Романом Ингар-
деном анализ времени литературного произведения выходит за пределы гуссерлевской фено-
менологии сознания времени, но, тем не менее, следует ей, поскольку и в литературном про-
изведении, и в действительности, объективное время или же объективное время литературы 
конституируется на основе опыта временных объектов (или, в случае с произведением искус-
ства, представленных объективностей). Время литературного произведения искусства пережи-
вается через его представленные объективности и зависит от уже существующей концепции 
объективного времени. (Мы рассматриваем время литературного произведения как вариант 
реального времени). Время литературного произведения, однако, приобретает неопределен-
ность, так как автор литературного произведения способен манипулировать нашим опытом 
времени внутри литературного произведения, предугадывая, как читатель будет конкретизи-
ровать события, характеры и объекты по отношению ко времени. Я использую представление 
сороконожки в «Ревности» Алена Роб-Грийе как пример возможных манипуляций со време-
нем, которые можно объяснить при помощи ингарденовского анализа времени литературного 
произведения искусства.
Ключевые слова: Ингарден, литература, неопределенность, сознание времени, схематизирован-
ные наглядные образы, конкретизация.

1. INTRODUCTION

Time in the literary work of art is, according to Roman Ingarden, surprisingly 
similar to actual time. Time is apparent to and conceived of by the reader of a literary 
work of art in a similar way to how time is apparent to and conceived of in actuality. 
The temporality of represented objectivities appears as a schematized aspect of those 
represented objectivities, the timeline of characters and events fulfilled by the reader 
in a concretization of the work, differing from the mode of cognition of temporality 
more general in degree, not in kind. On the other hand, implicit in Ingarden’s writ-
ing on the temporal progression of literary works of art, is the assertion of a form of 
consciousness suited to fictional objects, i.e., a mode of cognition that conforms to 
the presentation of the fictional, rather than actual, persons, objects, and sequences of 
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events that define the literary work of art as what it is—a stratified structure through 
which literary objects become in some way cognized by the reader. We are left to spec-
ulate on the exact relation between the cognition of literary objects and actual objects. 
For example, when we encounter redness in the universe, we categorize it among the 
possible objects of consciousness accessible by sight, made possible by sense organs. 
As a quality of a represented object within the literary work of art, on the other hand, 
the mode of cognition by which we are aware of such things as redness becomes de-
pendent upon, but irreducible to, prior experience of redness in actuality—and the 
sense in which an experience of redness as represented in the literary work of art is 
“visual” is obscure. The cognition of literary redness is dependent upon perception, 
but it is not a perception, if by “perception” we mean only the reception of sensory 
data.

The temporal aspect of a work of art is similarly dependent upon but irreducible 
to the experience of temporal objects in actuality—that is, the experience from which 
our idea of time comes to be elucidated. “Time,” considered in itself as an object of 
cognition, is always somewhat schematized. In the literary work of art, it is more so. 
In The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art, Ingarden develops a theory of how the 
reader becomes cognizant of the work of art, both with respect to its temporal aspects 
(the temporal existence of its objects) and also with respect to the temporality of the 
reader, whose concretization of the literary work of art results in the aesthetic object. 
Ingarden proposes a dual awareness of the literary work of art, experienced as it is, 
in its reading (or listening), as a diachronous object and as a synchronous object, of 
which we are aware through what Husserl would call a “glancing ray.” The difference 
between these two cognitions is that the former is a temporal experience itself—an 
experience of an object with duration where the experience itself takes time, whereas 
the latter is an experience of an object with duration as if in an instant, e.g., in the 
case where someone mentions The Metamorphosis, and I am for a moment aware of 
the literary work of art to which the title refers without, however, running through 
the contents of the work. (Of course, according to Ingarden, there is no such thing as 
a minimum unit of time, for as he repeatedly points out, this concept is a fiction im-
posed upon psychologists by the mathematical-physicalistic theories of time.)

An important conclusion that I take away from Ingarden’s assertions on the 
nature of time in the literary work of art is that, while Ingarden admits an analogy 
between spatiality and temporality, he still denies the contemporary (to him) view 
that time is both (1) reducible to something atomic, in the sense that he denies that 
there is some smallest bit of time which might be summed to constitute experience; 
and (2) he contradicts the views of the analytic metaphysicians who in the early 20th 
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century proposed removing time from verbs1. Ingarden, on the other hand, retains 
the temporality of verbs (predicates) proposed by Aristotle in De Interpretatione and 
does so by integrating the reader’s temporality into the cognition of the literary work 
of art. That is to say, for Ingarden, we do not need to perform a complex calculation 
between the time of utterance and the time of cognition in order to determine the 
temporality of a sentence ultimately leading to the abolition of time. Instead, we take 
into account the temporality of the reader’s concretization of the literary work of art 
and define the aesthetic object as contemporary to the reader (assuming that the read-
er is successfully able to concretize the literary work of art)2.

That is to say, when the author of the literary work of art uses present tense, 
the aesthetic object is contemporary to the reader’s cognition of it. If the author uses 
past tense, the aesthetic object is conceived of as past. (While we might be tempted 
to equivocate the aesthetic object with the reader’s concretization of the work, these 
terms are not equivalent for Ingarden.)3 These assertions may not seem revolutionary 
when stated this simply, but they do imply the retention of Aristotelian notions of 
temporality and its expression in language, and this retention provides an important 
counterpoint to the fashionable views of the time. To illustrate the theory of time I 
am attributing to Roman Ingarden, I analyze a limit case of the objectification of time 
within a literary work of art—the disjunct time of La Jalousie by Alain Robbe-Grillet4.

1 E. g., J. M. E. McTaggart, whose “Unreality of Time” proposed that the only way to resolved contra-
dictions in our conception of time would be to propose a non-temporal series for ordering events 
(McTaggart, 1908).

2 The exception would be dead works of art.
3 The concretization of a literary work of art is a necessary precondition for the cognition of an 

aesthetic object, but not sufficient. As Jeff Mitscherling explains, “Concretization refers to the 
‘filling out’ of that which is given only schematically in the work,” but such a concretization does 
not yet constitute an aesthetic object. The aesthetic object is the object of an aesthetic experience. 
Mitscherling refers to Ingarden, at LWA 372: “It is not the concretization itself which is the aesthetic 
object, but rather the literary work of art taken precisely as it is expressed in a concretization in 
which it achieves its full incarnation.” The concretization is not yet the fully incarnated aesthetic 
object. (Mitscherling, 1997, 160, fn. 13) Ingarden differentiates between the concretization and the 
aesthetic object in The Cognition of the Literary Work of Art, with a helpful example: “For we must 
basically leave the block of marble behind in a peculiar way, we must forget it to a certain extent, in 
order to achieve the unfolding and the free continuation of the aesthetic experience, in which the 
Venus would not merely be constituted but also felt as beautiful.” That is to say, he aesthetic object 
only arises as the content of an aesthetic experience—when the Venus is felt as beautiful (Ingarden, 
1973b, 178).

4 The fact that Ingarden’s analyses might be applied to this work of art along with so many others 
never examined by Ingarden himself confirms their accuracy. See also the analyses in Jeff Mitscher-
ling’s Roman Ingarden’s Ontology and Aesthetics of James Joyce’s The Dead and Edgar Allan Poe’s 
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2. THE STRUCTURE OF THE LITERARY WORK IN GENERAL

In The Literary Work of Art, Roman Ingarden conceives of the work of art as a 
heterogeneous, stratified structure—a polyphonic harmony. 

The fundamental stratum of the work of art is its material, i.e., the book, its 
pages, the bits of ink on the page, or the individual syllables of a reading. I say that the 
material stratum is fundamental to the work of art, because the work of art (itself not 
a material object) is ontologically dependent on its material. As Anita Szczepańska 
elucidates, the work of art has two ontological foundations, one being its material 
and the other being the creative act through which the work of art is realized. (This 
differentiates the work of art from other intentional objects, as it has this aspect of 
material existence in which it is preserved and is therefore not as ephemeral as some 
other objects for consciousness)5.

The words represent ideal meaning units, and the ideal meaning units are com-
bined to form higher order meaning units—phrases, sentences, paragraphs, etc. Thus 
the stratum of meaning units includes not only words corresponding to represented 
objects but also the situation implied by their combination—word order and sentence 
structure, grammatical structures and the author’s manipulation of them. The ideal 
meaning units function together according to some formula determined by the au-
thor in order to conjure for the reader represented objectivities—the subjects and ob-
jects which I, as reader, conceive of as existing within the fictional world, the fictional 
world itself, and its reality as far as it extends. As Jeff Mitscherling writes, “if we read 
that a person is sitting in a room, the potential stock of the word meanings leads us to 
‘place’ this room in a building, and to regard this building as surrounded by a more 
comprehensive ontic sphere extending far beyond its walls” (Mitscherling, 1997, 136).

In addition, there are “schematized aspects” to the literary work of art—aspects 
of the represented world that are not given to the reader, but are schematized as nec-
essary aspects of the represented world. For instance, if an author describes a rep-

The Raven. Mitscherling’s analysis, like mine, “serves to verify further Ingarden’s conception of the 
literary work of art” (Mitscherling, 1997, 152).

5 Szczepańska writes: “The specific character of this ontological situation, compared to that of purely 
intentional and not preservable objects, lies in the fact that works of art rely not on a single but on 
two different autonomous subjects, one of them being an act, creative or perceptive, the other a ma-
terial object enabling their ‘embodiment’ and preservation. The part played by these two ontologi-
cal foundations may be summarized as follows: the material, existential foundations are the basis of 
the deurability of the work of art, which makes these foundations more important than the acts of 
perception; the latter, however, are of a creative or co-creative nature and so are more important in 
their own right” (Szczepańska, 1989, 25).
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resented object as a human, these details are conceived of as “schematized.” In The 
Cognition of the Literary Work of Art, Ingarden uses Consul Buddenbrook’s eyes (from 
Thomas Mann’s 1901 novel Buddenbrooks) as an example, saying, “We know implicit-
ly, through context and by the fact that he is a human being and has not lost his eyes, 
that his eyes are of some color; but we do not know which.” Jeff Mitscherling provides 
an excellent summary of the schematized aspect and its role as one of the strata of the 
literary work of art:

When consciousness attends to (or “intends”) a particular object, it is usually the case 
that only some of the “aspects” of that object are presented immediately to conscious-
ness, and these aspects are said to be either fulfilled or unfulfilled. For example, when 
we look at a table from above, the table presents us with the aspect of “table-top” and 
“table-bottom,” and the former is fulfilled while the latter remains unfulfilled. When we 
look at the table from beneath, the former (table-top) aspect is unfulfilled and the latter 
(table-bottom) is fulfilled. A similar situation obtains in the case of the literary work of 
art, but here the reader is often forced to fulfill for herself many of those aspects that are 
presented by the author as unfulfilled, and she does so with regard to those aspects that 
are presented more fully, i.e. as fulfilled. The latter provide the reader with a direction 
to follow in her intentional activity of fulfilling these unfulfilled aspects, which are said 
to have been presented as ‘schematized.’ This intentional activity of the fulfillment of 
schematized aspects is a central component of the general activity of ‘concretization.’ As 
no character, for example, can ever be exhaustively presented by an author—no charac-
ter, that is to say, can ever be portrayed as fully and completely determined—the man-
ner in which this concretization is to proceed can be only schematically determined by 
the literary work through its stratum of these schematized aspects. (Mitscherling, 2010, 
143–144, fn. 10)

Time, within the literary work of art, is especially schematized, for it is always 
assumed but hardly ever specified that the world of the literary work of art proceeds in 
a temporal fashion in much the same way as our real world does. We assume that the 
objects represented are temporal objects—also that they exist in space. While there is 
always a temporal progression implied just by the fact that the words of the novel are 
placed in sequence, their duration or temporality is even less explicit than many other 
aspects. Ingarden writes,

To a certain extent we choose a formal temporal schema for the events which are report-
ed and try, in a purely conceptual way, to fit them into it, although it is never actually 
filled by them. The schema in such a case has many gaps, for two reasons: first, because 
the events are missing in many phases (at least for us, to whom they are completely un-
known); and second, because we do not construct it conceptually in all its phases. Only 
when we think it necessary for some reason do we bridge those gaps mentally by making 
mental connections among the phases of the schematic time with the help of relations 
and dependencies among the facts related to us. (Ingarden, 1973a, 106–107)
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That is to say, while we are usually tasked with filling in gaps in all represented 
objectivities, the temporality of those objectivities is left even more to the imagina-
tion, for the author is much more likely to write, “His hair was brown,” than she is to 
write, “His hair was brown at 2:07 in afternoon on that Thursday in late May, and it 
would be for quite some time.” While there are schematized aspects to the sentence, 
“His hair was brown,” (such as the fact that there exists a human male who has not lost 
his hair), the temporality we infer from the sentence is even less explicit. We assume 
that the human male has duration, as does his hair, but we must fill in these durations, 
for they are but schematized aspects. We assume, for instance, that the hair does not 
outlast the man, that it may change color over the course of his lifetime, and that the 
human male probably has 100 years on him at best, but these things are never stated.

3. THE MODE OF COGNITION BEST SUITED TO  
REPRESENTED OBJECTIVITIES

Ingarden purposefully defines the mode of consciousness of the literary work 
of art in the broadest way possible, calling it “cognition.” The fact of the matter is, this 
general definition is required in order for whatever mode of consciousness it is to be 
able to conceive of the varied objects within the literary work of art. For every object 
there is, there is a mode of consciousness suited to it. This we know from our everyday 
experience of actualities.

The Husserlian conception of the intentional act specifies a hylomorphic structure 
to any intentional act, whose aspects (separable only in thought, i.e., consciousness is 
always consciousness of) are a form of consciousness and an intentional object. The con-
tent of an intentional act is its object, and the form of consciousness is particularly suited 
to that object. This is to say no more than that we are conscious of the blueness of the sky 
in a different manner than the manner in which we are conscious of grandma’s birthday. 
The way in which we are conscious of an object is suited to the object itself. But while 
Husserl conflates the intentional object and the content of an intentional act (for he even-
tually, i.e., in his later works, sees no difference between the world and the lived world), 
Ingarden distinguishes between the intentional object and the content of consciousness 
in The Literary Work of Art. The content is the object intended—the table, real, wooden, 
and the source of many bruises to the shins. The “intentional object” is the same table 
considered as an object of consciousness—the table as cognized (Ingarden, 1973a, 118). 
The table as content is not an intentional table; the table as intentional object is.

The concretization of the literary work of art results in the possibility of an 
aesthetic object for an aesthetic consciousness. But in order to conceive of the literary 
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work of art as an aesthetic object, we must conceive first of its represented objectiv-
ities. These are the objects represented in the literary work—Thanos, his evil plot, 
and the valiant efforts of the Avengers to stymy his intentions. The point is, the rep-
resented objectivities are of all sorts. In order to conceive of the objects of the literary 
work of art—and the fact of the matter is, that we are conscious of them—we must be 
capable of a multitude of forms of literary consciousness, corresponding to but not 
equivalent to the forms of consciousness by which we are conscious of actual objects. 
There is a way in which we must conceive of the literary blue as a presently existing 
quality of a literary object, but this is not perception through a sense organ. Nor is it 
through retention. 

The temporality of a represented object, too, is conceived. There is a literal sense 
in which the represented objectivities within a literary work of art, the consciousness 
of which constitute the formation of an aesthetic object, become present to the reader. 
If they are represented to the reader as if in the past (i.e., if the author uses the past 
tense), then they are present to the reader analogously to any other past event. But if 
the represented object is written about in the present, then its quasi-existence is pos-
ited in a quasi-judgment on the part of the reader that lends present existence to the 
object.

Ingarden’s analysis here rests on the concept of “temporal distance.” If an author 
writes of something as if in the past, then we conceive of it as temporally distance from 
our present situation. That is, for instance, if a writer starts a book saying, “A long, 
long time ago, in a land far, far away…” then we conceive of the events as happening 
in the past. They are, on the other hand, presently concretized by the reader, but con-
cretized as temporally distant. The past lends an element of necessity to the events, for 
the past is done and gone and cannot be altered. On the other hand, while Ingarden 
doesn’t go into it, we can imagine a future time in which things are not as necessary 
but still possible. The represented objectivities of the future are still potentialities, 
and therefore more malleable or broader in scope. They are plucked from among the 
things that could happen, rather than the things that could have, the latter category 
being much smaller than the former.

The author may also choose to represent something in the present, and in that 
case the temporal distance between the reader and the object is reduced to zero. While 
the author is long dead, the reader may yet read, and concretize the objects represent-
ed by the author as presently existing. This is the case, for instance, in the example 
Ingarden gives us of a Rilke poem, which reads: “Death is great. / We are his / with 
laughing mouth. / When we think ourselves in the midst of life, / he dares to weep / in 
the midst of us” (Ingarden, 1973b, 136). The reading of this poem in no way trans-
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ports us to the past, such that we might conceive of death as imminent to the long 
dead author at some point in the far past. Rather, we read this and are aware that death 
is presently great.

4. THE TIME OF THE VERB

In this section, I will elucidate temporality as a schematized aspect of all verbs. 
The argument contemporary to Ingarden’s writing would be that not all verbs indicate 
temporality. This view is meant to contradict the so-called temporalism of Aristotle 
and all those who admit the distinction between past, present and future. Relative to 
this debate, I will place Ingarden squarely among the temporalists, and I will argue 
that his reasoning is sound. 

The conception of verbs against which Ingarden is arguing claims to be atem-
poral. That is to say, when we read the sentence, “Death is great,” we are meant, ac-
cording to these theorists, to interpret the predicate to be irrespective of time. Death 
is always great, or eternally great, or even better, great in such way that isn’t expressible 
within time at all. We call these people “detensers,” for they wish to remove the present 
tense from verbs such as “is,” and to hold that statements like “Humans are mortal” 
are not temporal statements at all, but atemporal statements about facts irrespective 
of time6. Thus, they conceive of a verb as if it had no time at all, contrary to Aristotle’s 
definition of the ῥῆμα in De Interpretatione as that “what additionally signifies time, 
no part of it being significant separately; and it is a sign of things said of something 
else” (Aristotle, 1984, 16b6–7).

6 Jeremy Butterfield is a contemporary detenser and proclaims that the defining premise of the move-
ment is the belief that, “the present is an epistemological/subjective notion reflecting our limited 
knowledge at any time of a temporally extended reality” (Butterfield, 1984, 161) I believe that the 
movement began with J. M. E. McTaggart’s “The Unreality of Time”, written shortly after Einstein’s 
publication of the theory of special relativity. According to McTaggart, to conceive of the same 
event as all of past, present and future is contradictory, and to take recourse in the claim that the 
same event is all of past, present and future at different times just assumes the premise one aims to 
prove—and the only solution is to declare the unreality of time. His argument against the temporal-
ity of time results in the attempt to remove time from logical statements—the detensing movement. 
It is not clear that Ingarden was aware of this movement, only that his views are directly contradic-
tory to it. Helena Eilstein summarizes in “Against Detensers”: “An old and persisting metaphysical 
dispute focuses on the problem whether the concept of happening or [synonymously] becoming of 
events pertains to the very way of existing of the universe; in other words, whether the way of exist-
ing of the universe consists in the incessant succession of temporal triads whose members—that is, 
the respective Past, Present and Future—objectively differ from one another” (Eilstein, 2002, 93).
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The difference between these views is that Ingarden, contrary to other theorists, 
recognizes that the literary work of art (which may be as small as a single sentence) 
is only actualized in its concretization by the reader. The literary work of art exists 
as a potentiality, as does the sentence, “Death is great,” only to be actualized by the 
cognitive processes of a conscious subject. In the attempt to objectify language, the 
detensers have removed time from the sentence, but they have also denied what the 
sentence is. What it is, is something depending on a further concretization. That con-
cretization places something expressed in the present tense in the present. And that 
is just to say that when we read the sentence, “Death is great,” we become conscious 
of a represented objectivity, death, which is great, and most relevantly, it is something 
that is great now.

The motivation for removing temporality from the statement is to make lan-
guage appear more objective, as if it is a thing removed from the human commu-
nity that formed it. But that is to remove the communicative aspect from language. 
The telos of a linguistic formation is to communicate, i.e., to call to consciousness a 
represented object present to the consciousness of the author at the time of writing. 
Without its reception, language does not perform its communicative function; it does 
not fulfill its telos and therefore is not what it is. Language that does not communicate 
is analogous to an eye that does not see—it is not an eye at all, but some bit of flesh 
that resembles an eye. That is just to say that language is symbolic, and it is essentially 
symbolic. If it were the case that language existed that did not call anything to con-
sciousness for the reader, we would say that language is dead. 

The most general claim to infer from this analysis is that there is no represented 
objectivity that we conceive of as existing outside of time. Objects, as we know them, 
are temporal, as are we. Objects exist in time, and we experience them as such, even 
when their temporality is schematized. If we do in fact experience an object as exist-
ing outside of time, it is only through abstracting from a present experience that it is 
possible, i.e., we take a temporal object and remove time from it.

5. THE TIME OF THE WORK

The literary work of art is temporal in a sense not determined by the tempo-
rality of its materiality or the creative act of its author. At every level we discover a 
sequentiality to the work of art significant of its temporality. (The graphic marks are 
presented sequentially, word order matters, the represented objectivities follow a co-
herent timeline, etc.) The particular sequencing of words determines, for the reader, 
the objects represented. That is to say, the same content, ordered differently, results 
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in the consciousness of different represented objects. The fact that the material and 
ideal strata of the literary work of art are presented in an order determines that it is an 
object with duration. Ingarden says in a footnote, in order to explain why he is using 
terms that he will only later explain, “We cannot say everything at once” (Ingarden, 
1973b, 7). In much the same way, it is impossible to experience the entirety of a work 
of art at once—at least in the first encounter. For before one can refer to Crime and 
Punishment as a unity, one must experience it over time through a reading—which 
necessarily takes place over time. Catherine Kietz makes this a key feature of literary 
experience, saying, “The whole work cannot be apprehended in a single moment, 
but only in temporal phases” (Kietz, 2015, 53)7. Experience of a literary work of art is 
temporal, but it is not merely because of such experience that the work of art is tem-
poral. We look at a long book or a short book and correlate its length with the time it 
will take to experience it—the number of words on a page has temporal significance. 
Some books are a quick read while others are a slog, depending on the verbiage and 
sentence complexity. All of these descriptions indicate the work’s temporality (a tem-
porality besides the time represented through the events of the book). After the fact, 
we may think back to the work as a whole, such as Crime and Punishment, but never-
theless, we must recognize that to become conscious of Crime and Punishment as an 
aesthetic object is to have lived through experiencing it over time.

Thus, there are two ways to access the literary work of art, one as a synchronous 
unified object only synthesized after the fact of its experience, but nevertheless recog-
nizing it as a diachronous object that must be experienced over time. Ingarden gives 
us an example of such an experience: World War I. 

There are two main ways of remembering past processes: either we apprehend a whole 
temporal interval and what happened in it from the standpoint of our actual present in 
a single act of remembering, all at once (for example, as we call to mind in one act the 
long period of World War I); or else we transport ourselves in memory back to the be-
ginning of the period in question and, in the process of remembering, progress as it were 
simultaneously with the remembered period by calling to mind the successive events 
and processes phase by phase. (Ingarden, 1973b, 110)

Even when we cast a glancing ray to the object of consciousness, “World War I,” 
we recognize that the object itself took place over an extended period of time, i.e., it 
is an object with duration. The literary work of art, too, is necessarily an extended 
object. Its objects and events are presented in sequence. It has a length, and its length 

7 This aspect of the literary experience is the topic of Kietz’s paper. (It’s not just a throwaway sen-
tence).
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corresponds to a time over which it must be experienced. Its sentences lie there one 
before the other, and the “before” refers not only to an ordering on a page, but an in-
tended order of reading that will take place over time. 

We can conceive of the literary object as extended but not in time, but again, this 
is to abstract time from an object that is essentially temporal. 

6. THE TIME OF THE WORLD OF THE WORK

The objective time of the book, by which I mean the general “time” of the liter-
ary work of art, in which all of its represented objectivities are conceived of as existing, 
appears to us as itself an object of consciousness8. I submit that I am conscious of the 
time of the characters of book as if it were the time of another person—it’s time that 
belongs to someone (though that someone may be indeterminate) and which provides 
the basis according to which I order things chronologically. (And I will order things 
chronologically, because that’s what I do). Unlike my present times, literary times ap-
pear as subject to my will, just as Husserl describes non-present times. That is to say, 
I can run my consciousness through the events of a novel at a slower or faster pace, 
or I can cast a “glancing ray” at some time within the novel, such that my conscious-
ness of it itself seems to take no time at all. (These are the various modes according to 
which I access past times or, to use Husserl’s terms, “The Modes of Accomplishment 
of Reproduction” (Husserl, 1964, 59–60).) Non-present times are malleable, just as 
Husserl described in his 1905 lectures on time consciousness, and I add, so too are the 
fictional times of the literary work of art. As an object of my consciousness, literary 
time is malleable in a way that my present time is not, but which is similar to how I 
remember other times or conceive of the times of other people. Edith Stein examines, 
as analogous cases, my conceptions of my past self, my future self, an imagined self 
and an other (Stein, 1989, 8–11). I take this as given and in addition specify that every 
conceived self is temporal.

8 I am using the phrase, “objective time” as does Husserl in the lectures on time consciousness, to 
refer to the one and unified time that we abstract from our experience of temporality (for we access 
temporality through our experience of temporal objects), and put forth as an object for conscious-
ness. “Objective time” is what we mean when we colloquially say “time”—we make the assumption 
that we share a common temporality, and we use that temporally to undergird and fix individu-
al temporal objects and our experiences. Husserl says, “Finally, what is constituted here as valid, 
Objective being [Sein] is the one infinite Objective time in which all things and events—material 
things with the physical properties, minds with their mental states—have their definite temporal 
positions which can be measured by chronometers” (Husserl, 1964, 26).
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If we accept Ingarden’s account of time as a schematized aspect of the represent-
ed objectivities of a literary work of art, alternate times come to be possible objects 
for cognition (as I argue later, in the case of the nouveau roman). This is possible 
because of our capacity to experience the fictional other in much the same way that 
I experience the actual other. I take the fulfilled aspects of their temporality and I fill 
in the unfulfilled aspects of their existence, constituting a person whose temporal ex-
perience seems analogous to my own. In order to describe our experience of the time 
of a fictional person, it’s useful to point to Stein’s description of empathy, and the apt 
analogy between the experience of other persons and the experience of ourselves at 
other times. She starts the third section of Chapter II of her dissertation, “The Essence 
of Acts of Empathy,” saying, “There is a well known analogy between acts of empathy 
and acts in which our own experiences are given non-primordially” (Stein, 1989, 8). 
She proceeds to discuss the relevant commonalities between empathic experiences 
and memory, expectation and fantasy. My analysis builds on this by introducing an 
empathy for fantasized persons, i.e., the characters of fiction. Whereas the subject of 
phantasy is, for both Stein and Husserl, a fantasized self, it’s not too far of a stretch to 
specify that in addition, we can have an experience of a fantasized other—the fictional 
character. And these fantasized others are temporal. The empathic experience of read-
ing a literary text, I argue, places the reader in the sort of “neutral present” that Stein 
attributes to the experience of fantasy. She states,

The fantasized experiences are in contrast with memory because they are not given as 
a representation of actual experiences but as the non-primordial form of present expe-
riences. This “present” does not indicate a present of objective time by an experienced 
present which in this case can only be objectified in a ‘neutral’ present of fantasized time. 
(Stein, 1989, 9)

That is to say, whereas the forms of consciousness of memory and expectation 
are consciously located in the past and the future, respectively, the experience of fantasy 
introduced a neutral, and non-primordial present. There is a secondary present, but it 
is not mine. This sort of present is the present in which we may locate the events of the 
novel we are currently reading. We recognize that the time of the book may not coin-
cide with our own—it may even be a period piece, or otherwise give explicit reference 
to a time that isn’t coincident with our present9. The objective time of the novel itself 
9 It is also important to recognize that the time of the literary work of art need not be conceived of 

as the time of any one represented character, i.e., while it is possible to empathically consider the 
time of other subjects, the time of the literary work of art is not, consequently, subjective. Ingarden 
makes a particular case in his own discussion of Lipps with regard to impersonal statements, saying, 
“T. Lipps asserts that in each sentence we read, a speaking—in his words, an ‘ideal’—I is given. This 
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is perhaps anchored by an actual time, for instance if we are told that the novel takes 
place in 1957 or if we infer such a time from a description of the setting, but the time in 
which the novel takes place is not identical to world time. A fictional 1957 and a worldly 
1957 are not identical (and all we need to observe in order to confirm a multitude of 
temporalities within literature is that there are events in the fictional 1957 that did not 
take place in our own 1957, i.e., we need only admit that fiction is possible). Nonethe-
less, I am conscious of the time of the literary work of art as another kind of present—a 
neutral present, not located anywhere within my own objective time.

Alain Robbe-Grillet’s book La Jalousie (Robbe-Grillet, 1957) is a nouveau ro-
man whose innovations include but are not limited to an alternative presentation of 
time. I argue that the nouveau roman alters our consciousness of an objective time 
within the world of the book, our conception of temporal objects within the book, and 
ultimately reveals a literary objective time that cannot be conceived of as the time of 
either the character or the reader, but reflects a temporality of the work of art, which 
is (as Ingarden described) a stratified structure comprised of material, ideal and in-
tentional elements. There is a literary temporality that we conceive of as analogous to 
our own time, a literary time in which the events and characters of the novel subsist 
(their consciousnesses and their objects). But in addition, there is within the nouveau 
roman a frenetic, recursive and discontinuous time, where the temporal objects (e.g., 
the centipede and its demise at the hands of Franck) still appear as temporal unities, 
but which belongs to the book neither in virtue of its created world (the world of the 
book) nor the world in which it was created (our world). And this is just what we 
mean when someone asks us, “Where are you in the book?” And I respond, “Franck 
just killed the centipede for the fourth time.”

7. FRANCK AND THE CENTIPEDE

In La Jalousie, the killing of the centipede repeats, and this is what distinguish-
es the objective time that I constitute from my own temporal experiences from the 
literary objective time that I constitute from an empathic experience of the neutral 

view, however, strikes me as being not quite correct” (Lipps, 1903, 497 (as cited in Ingarden, 1973a, 
206)). It is not the case that the literary work of art’s narration be pinned to any one subjectivity, 
for the work of art may include such impersonal statements that are not necessarily the expressions 
of a narrator, whom we might conceive of as a represented objectivity. Ingarden writes, “In other 
words, if the meaning contents of the sentences or the circumstances under which they appear 
do not indicate the author as the narrator, the entire work is, so to speak beyond the reach of the 
author; he himself does not belong to the work as a represented character. It is different when the 
author represents himself as narrator in the corresponding states of affairs” (Ingarden, 1973a, 207).
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times of the represented objectivities in the novel. When I read the novel, it is as if I 
am going over the same event multiple times, remembering it this way and that, im-
agining it from other perspectives, and all the while attempting to attribute numerical 
identity to the centipede as a temporal object as well as to describe the unique event of 
its murder. But there are not several events described, and they are not present to my 
consciousness in the same way as something I may choose to remember or imagine 
or expect—the content of the intentional act is the same, but placed within a neutral 
present, and this neutral present has the capacity for repetition that my objective time 
does not. The experience of repetition defies the form of my present experience of 
time, in which past impressions recede into the past, constantly replaced by protended 
realities becoming present and then, too, receding. When we read of other subjectiv-
ities within the context of the novel, we conceive of time appearing to them in much 
the same way as it appears to us, but the events of the novel appear to us neither within 
our own time nor in the times of its characters, and this is true for any novel. But the 
nouveau roman actualizes a capacity of literary objective time to become something 
different from and more than objective time—literary objective time is not an imita-
tion of objective time, realized within a novel. Literary objective time has a capacity 
that my objective time does not, and it should therefore be conceived of as a distinct 
object.

My empathic relation with the fictional character allows for me to describe their 
temporality as subjects along with the objective time that we can infer from their 
experience. The correlate of their temporal experience is, of course, the temporal ob-
ject, for all objects within the novel also appear as existing within its non-primordial 
time. The literary temporal object appears as existing within the time of the world of 
the novel. To me, it appears also as malleable; it appears as a present potentiality that 
could be actualized in a reading at any particular time. That is to say, while temporal 
objects in my time are conceived of, and retain identity through their modification 
by a quality of pastness, the literary temporal object achieves neutral temporality. Its 
temporality is relative to literary objective time, as opposed to worldly objective time 
(our time). It does not appear to me as present, past, or future relative to my own time, 
but its time is determined relative to an objective time of the literary world. Relative 
to the time of the novel, the centipede appears as something that was born, dreamed 
of crawling up a wall, and met an untimely demise. 

The difference between our objective time and the objective time of the literary 
world that I want to point to in this paper is the capacity for multiple neutral presents 
to coincide. The repetition of a singular event—the death of the centipede—appears at 
multiple points within the novel, such that I might be tempted to conceive of it either 
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as multiple events or as one event experienced at different times. These are the forms 
of consciousness that I am used to applying within our own world of objectivities. 
There are two possible ways of conceiving of the death of the centipede within my 
own objective time, and both attempts are doomed to fail.

The first would conceive of the centipede and its demise as an intentional object. 
I may go through the novel and count up five centipede deaths and then attempt to 
conceive of these events as distinct, in which case there would be five centipedes (five 
intentional objects) and five deaths. This fails, because killing five centipedes is an expe-
rience with which we’re all familiar, and we can readily point to the differences between 
the experience of killing five centipedes and of killing the same centipede five times.

In another futile endeavor, I might apply a notion of identity over time to the 
centipede, and attribute the variation to subjectivity. I attempt to fit the repeated death 
of the centipede into a form of consciousness that ascribes a varying subjectivity to the 
same object. In this attempt, there are no longer five centipedes but one, and its death 
is multiple because of the various intentional acts applied to it. This would be similar 
to how I might look at an object in my office from multiple angles (to see if it is ar-
ranged properly) over some period of time. This too fails, because our intentional acts 
are temporal, along with their objects, and there is a temporal distinction between 
the intentional acts applied to the same object which I might claim are applied to an 
object that maintains identity over time, but here too there is a relevant distinction. 
The various intentional acts relative to the centipede’s death in the novel are all to take 
place within the same neutral present, of which I am conscious at several moments. 

That is to say, the experience of the death of the centipede within the novel can-
not be subsumed under other forms of consciousness with which we are already fa-
miliar. It is distinguished because of its temporality—the death of the centipede takes 
place within a neutral present, and it is possible for multiple neutral presents in a 
literary objective time to coexist, or be spread out over a period of our own objective 
time, without contradiction. The same literary time, i.e., the temporal consciousness 
of its characters and its temporal objects, can subsist in multiple neutral presents that, 
within our temporal experience as the reader, appear not as distinct and simultaneous 
events, but as within one literary time, and thus indicates that literary time conscious-
ness does not hold to the same rules as does our objective time—specifically, linearity 
and the stark distinction between past and future events. The neutral present of the 
literary work of art is neither atemporal, nor is it an imitation of objective time; it’s 
something distinct.

That is to say, when I conceive of the fictional time of La Jalousie, it is not the time 
of any of the characters in particular, nor is it the time of the temporal objects that ap-
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pear and reappear to me (as a constant potential object for consciousness). There is a 
time that I have constituted as existing within the world in which those characters live. 
I conceive of an objective time of the novel in which I, as reader, chronologically order 
the novel’s events, and in which I conceive of the characters as living. And I conceive 
also of an objective time that I constitute based on the author’s presentation of events 
which, in the nouveau roman, is a time of which no character in the novel is aware, 
but I as a reader am, although it is not my objective time. There is an additional tem-
porality to the literary work of art that cannot be attributed to the experienced time of 
any of the characters in the novel, which appear to me imaginary others through an 
empathic relation with the literary character. There is a time that is reserved for the 
reader precisely because of their distance from the world of the book, but which is also 
nowhere in the reader’s actual world. It belongs to the novel and yet is not of the world 
of the novel, nor is it of ours, and it is not analogous to our consciousness of objective 
time, as its properties diverge significantly from the properties of our time. 

8. CONCLUSION

As Husserl describes phenomenological time consciousness, our consciousness 
of objective time is achieved through our experience of temporal objects. When In-
garden applies this phenomenology to the literary work of art, literary time becomes 
a schematized aspect of represented objectivities. That is to say, time is an implicit 
quality we attribute to the represented objects of a literary work of art, and from that 
schematized aspect we are able to constitute an objective time in which the world of 
the book takes place. This is an application of how, for Husserl, our concept of “objec-
tive time” is constituted from our experience of temporal objects. Husserl says, in The 
Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness:

It is indeed evident that the perception of a temporal Object itself has temporality, that 
perception of duration itself presupposes duration of perception, and that perception of 
any temporal configuration whatsoever itself has its temporal form. (Husserl, 1964, 42)

This is to say that the object of consciousness is temporal, and so is conscious-
ness. An objective time is inferred, as that which must undergird any particular tem-
poral experience or temporal object10. Husserl takes it as a necessary precondition of 

10 At this point we must vehemently object to the idea that Husserl conceives of two sorts of time—one 
objective and one subjective. While objective time is not perceived (it is abstracted from temporal 
objects, as the essence of anything is intuited from its instances), it is nevertheless that upon which 
all of our experience depends. The fact that we can experience time subjectively is only possible if 



746 CHARLENE ELSBY

temporal objects and temporal consciousness that they all refer to an objective time. 
All temporal objects, including consciousness, implicitly refer to an objective time 
in which they are placed. Husserl even goes so far as to claim that a fantasized time 
must refer to the same objective time, if we are in any way able to conceive of the 
fantasized time as real. He says, “Even every arbitrarily phantasied time is subject to 
the requirement that if one is able to think of it as a real time (i.e., as the time of any 
temporal Object) it must subsist as an interval within the one and unique Objective 
time” (Husserl, 1964, 96).

There is, therefore, a relevant distinction to be made between fantasized time 
and the literary objective time that is the object of my analysis. Whereas a fantasized 
time is one that refers to objective time, which is one and unique, literary objective 
time presents itself alongside objective time, to question whether it is, in fact, one and 
unique. In general, my experience of the fictional world is not equivalent to a fanta-
sized world, for a fantasized world refers necessarily to the real world. The world of 
the literary work of art, on the other hand, does not present itself as grounded within 
this world. It is an alternate reality with its own time (literary objective time).

This temporality cannot be explained by the temporal existence of the novel in 
the world, i.e., its temporal existence as a work of art. We may describe the genesis of 
the novel according to its creation by an author. It comes into existence as a potential 
object for consciousness, realized by the author and ready to be concretized by the 
reader. At some point, the novel may lose its cultural relevance. We may no longer be 
cognizant of the meaning of the novel, as it had been conceived of by the author in 
their own time. We may gather all of the copies of the novel in a storage locker and 
then burn the place down, at which point the work of art would exist only in the con-
sciousnesses of its readers who, at some point, will all die and their memories along 
with them. Thus a literary work of art may be conceived of as having a timeline within 

there is a one and same objective time to which we all take recourse to ground any subjective varia-
tions. Here I disagree with Kietz’s interpretation of Husserl, where she says that Husserl believes we 
perceive time directly and gives the example of a succession of musical notes. (Kietz, 2015, 54–55) 
The experience of objective time is similar to the experience of an “I,” a comparison Ingarden makes 
in a 1937 lecture, „Der Mensch und die Zeit“, (published in Polish in 1938). The publication in Pol-
ish contains a passage not contained in the Paris lecture and which Półtawski translates in his, “The 
Problem of Time in the Philosophy of Roman Ingarden.” Ingarden writes, “…a contemplation of 
how my ‘I’ is constituted for me indeed strongly undermines my belief that I exist as a human being 
who transcends his actual experiences and his actual present. But at the same time this contempla-
tion is not capable of banishing this belief entirely…” (Półtawski, 2002). In the same way, objective 
time transcends moments of time and temporal objects, and yet we cannot dismiss it as a fiction 
constituted by subjectivity.
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the world of the reader and yet, this time is also not identical to the bumpy, jumpy, and 
anxiety-ridden time of the nouveau roman.

In The Literary Work of Art, Roman Ingarden conceives of the work of art as a 
heterogeneous, stratified structure. The most basic element of the work of art is its 
material, i.e., the bits of ink on the page coming together to form words. These words 
represent ideal meaning units, and the ideal meaning units are combined according 
to some formula in order to conjure for the reader some represented objectivities—
the subjects and objects which I, as reader, conceive of as existing within the fictional 
world. In addition, there are “schematized aspects” to the literary work of art—aspects 
of the represented world that are not given to the reader, but are nevertheless neces-
sary aspects of the represented world. For instance, if an author describes a represent-
ed object as a centipede but does not go on to specify the appearance and number of 
its legs, these details are conceived of as “schematized”—they are necessary to our 
conceiving of the centipede as a centipede, and the fulfillment of this expectation is 
how the centipede comes to be an object for us in the represented world.

There is a literary temporality that we infer to belong to novel and its events. It is 
possible for an author to describe a particular time within the book, but such a time is 
necessarily an aspect of the world of the book. There is, therefore, a schematized time 
that we attribute to the world of the novel that is consistent, linear, forward-moving, 
and in which all of the events of the novel take place, and it is also the time that I im-
agine the characters of the novel experience. But this is not the only schematized time 
of the novel. Whereas this sort of literary time would be constituted as a schematized 
aspect of the world of the book—the content of the book—the literary objective time I 
wish to distinguish is a time of the novel’s form. In the nouveau roman, at least, we can 
see the potentiality for another schematized time, which appears to us as a schema-
tized aspect not of the represented objectivities of the novel, but of the book’s form—
another objective time, in addition to that which we attribute to the book’s content.

This other objective time is the literary objective time, and it appears within 
the schematized aspects of a represented objectivity that appears to us as temporal 
but which defies being objectivated as within a time analogous to ours. The centipede 
and its death indicate to us another sort of time, a schematized aspect of the event 
in its multiple representations. Whereas what we are given is multiple represented 
objectivities, including the centipede, the napkin, and Franck’s murderous intention, 
we are led to fulfill the unfulfilled aspect of these representations, which is the literary 
objective time, with its capacity for multiple neutral presents.

That is to say, the time that Robbe-Grillet presents to me is not the time as it 
appears to Franck as he pulls out his napkin to destroy the terrible, many-legged in-
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truder. The nouveau roman is the vehicle for a time that (1) belongs to the form of the 
novel, as opposed to its content; (2) is not the time I attribute to the events and charac-
ters of the novel (which I can yet describe as an objective time of the world of the nov-
el, and that through which I interpret the temporality of its represented objectivities); 
(3) is not the time of the novel’s existence as a literary work of art in the world; and 
(4) is significantly differentiated from our objective time with respect to linearity and 
the capacity for the repetition of numerically identical events. Concurrent with the 
nouveau roman comes the genesis (in time) of another kind of time, which is literary 
objective time. Roman Ingarden’s assertion that the time of the literary work of art is 
a schematized aspect of its represented objectivities allows for a variability of literary 
time that distinguishes it from objective time, while actual objective time provides the 
foundation for literary time, insofar as it gives us something to vary. The indefinite-
ness of a schematized aspect (the spots of indeterminacy of a literary work of art, as 
described by Ingarden) allows for such manipulations. 
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становящегося смысла».
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This paper is a presentation of Russian translation of the article « La Défenestration » (1971) by Marc 
Richir. In this paper we depict the philosophical context in which the article was written and define its 
place in the totality of Richir’s works. Our main goal is to help the reader to understand the features of 
Richir’s complex thought and to give explicit definition to the term “defenestration.” The defenestra-
tion, understood as a philosophical concept, is a process of reconsideration of major phenomenological 
presuppositions. Thus, we distinguish three main steps of defenestration basing on Richir’s critique of 
previous phenomenologists: 1) the abolition of the transcendental ego as a structure external to “the 
world”; 2) the rejection of the universe of beings as the one and only universe people inhabit (moreover, 
such a universe of beings should not be anymore considered as homogenous space of representation); 
3) rethinking the phenomenalisation on the basis of “nothing” (rien) as a primary universe and, there-
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Бельгийский философ Марк Ришир (1943–2015  гг.) по праву считается 
одним из крупнейших представителей третьего поколения феноменологов, во 
многом определившим путь развития феноменологической философии с кон-
ца ХХ века. Само пространство, в котором развивалась мысль третьего поколе-
ния, очерчивается противопоставлением его философского проекта и проекта 
Жан-Люка Мариона, на фоне общего возрождения интереса к феноменологии 
в  постструктуралистской Франции 80-х годов1. Особенностью новых фено-
менологических программ является их фундаментальная направленность: ос-
новным объектом исследования теперь служит феноменальность как таковая 
в контексте пересмотра и радикализации изначальных интуиций феноменоло-
гии — так, например, Ришир гиперболизирует гуссерлевскую редукцию, пред-
лагая не ограничиваться «выключением тезиса мира» и вынести за скобки всю 

1 См. (Chernavin, 2013).
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структуру интенциональных отношений2 — что приводит к переосмыслению 
роли субъективности с ее последующим смещением из центра онтологической 
системы на периферию. Именно этой тенденции к преодолению примата субъ-
ективности, или, вернее, внутренней ритмике становления феноменологиче-
ской мысли, — от зачатка трансцендентализма в философии Декарта и через 
проекты Э. Гуссерля, М. Хайдеггера и М. Мерло-Понти — ритмике, которая под-
вела к этому преодолению, и посвящена ранняя статья Ришира «Дефенестра-
ция», предлагаемая к рассмотрению.

Работа была опубликована в  1971  году, и из  статей по онтологической 
проблематике ей предшествовала только написанная Риширом на основе его 
диссертации статья «Свернутое ничего». Однако если последняя уже начи-
налась со слов «здесь мы представляем теорию» (Richir, 1970, перевод мой. — 
Д. М.), то «Дефенестрация», на первый взгляд, представляет собой краткий 
историко-философский экскурс в  проблематику субъективности у  крупней-
ших представителей предшествующих поколений феноменологов. Тем не ме-
нее, роль этой статьи в построении Риширом своего проекта не стоит недооце-
нивать: посредством этой работы очерчивается та плоскость, в которой далее 
будет разворачиваться его философия. И неверно было бы считать, что Ришир, 
подытоживая — а тем самым и ограничивая — предшествующие системы, та-
ким образом «расчищает место» для собственного проекта. Это означало бы 
противопоставление, нацеленное на низвержение и забвение, выключение себя 
из  поступательного становления традиции, что противоречит ходу развития 
философской мысли Ришира в целом. Дело в том, что в контексте смещения 
субъективности, ее оттеснения на второй план, асубъективные и  структура-
листские3 мотивы, которыми отмечена философия Ришира, не позволяют го-
ворить об исключительности как об исключенности. Иными словами, в этой 
статье Ришир описывает то положение феноменологии, в котором он, как ее 
представитель, находит себя, и  которое он, как ее часть, должен преодолеть, 
вместе с тем продолжив.

Эксплицитного определения термина «дефенестрация» на страницах од-
ноименной работы Ришир не предлагает. Само слово, образованное от латин-
ского «fenestra» (окно), приходит в его философию из истории: дефенестрацией 

2 См. (Chernavin, 2014, 208).
3 Как пишет А. В. Ямпольская: «Интерес Ришира к  анонимным, безличным формам суще-

ствования и становления смысла, и, в первую очередь, к языковым структурам связывает 
его со структурализмом» (Jampol’skaja, 2019, 98).
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обозначается вид казни, при которой человека выбрасывают из окна4. Исполь-
зование подобной образности Риширом неудивительно — среди множества его 
работ значительная часть посвящена политической и социально-антропологи-
ческой проблематике — и для философской концептуализации этого понятия 
он вводит фигуру мыслителя-затворника, изображенную на картине Рембранд-
та «Философ в раздумье» (1632). Эта фигура — философ, сидящий за письмен-
ным столом в башне; из расположенного напротив него окна льется свет, но он 
не смотрит на мир снаружи: он отводит взгляд в акте рефлексии, мысля себя 
мыслящим в уединении, на дистанции от мира. В этой сцене Ришир видит отра-
жение классической модели репрезентации, основу дуализма чувственно вос-
принимаемого и умопостигаемого, когда для созерцания истины необходимо 
в медитации отрешиться от всего того, через что мир доносится до познающего.

Такая модель познания представлена в  философии Декарта, цитатой 
из  «Метафизических размышлений» которого Ришир начинает свою работу: 
картезианский познающий смотрит из  окна на идущих по улице людей, он 
видит только силуэты, и судить о том, действительно ли за ними скрываются 
люди, может только разум, гарантом суверенности которого выступает боже-
ственное могущество. Такой познающий заперт в башне собственной субъек-
тивности, где окном в мир выступает поток чувственно воспринимаемых обра-
зов, истинность которых только предстоит установить посредством способно-
сти суждения. Отрешенный таким образом от мира, познающий занимает по 
отношению к нему привилегированную позицию: он удостоверяет мир, одно-
временно утверждаясь в собственном затворничестве. По этому пути, согласно 
Риширу, следуют все философы сознания Нового времени; в такой же исклю-
ченности из мира находится познающий и в феноменологическом проекте Эд-
мунда Гуссерля. 

Согласно гуссерлевой теории интенциональности, человек также полага-
ется воспринимающим от вещи исключительно силуэты. Эти сменяющие друг 
друга «оттенения» (Abschattungen) формируют поток актуально переживаемо-
го, они никогда не равны исходной вещи, но, тем не менее, всегда воспринима-
ются как оттенения одного и того же предмета. Однако, несмотря на то, что ис-
тинное схватывание (Wahrnehmung) объектов мира невозможно, — поскольку 

4 Обычно говорят о двух Пражских дефенестрациях: первая произошла в 1419 году во вре-
мя Гуситских войн, вторая — в 1618 году и предшествовала Тридцатилетней войне. Тем не 
менее, эти дефенестрации не были единственными ни в  истории Чехии, ни и в  истории 
всей Европы, где подобные публичные казни с периодичностью проходили на протяжении 
Средних веков и Нового времени.
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человеку всегда дан только набор силуэтов  — само по себе восприятие есть 
предвосхищение этого истинного схватывания. Wahrnehmung, таким образом, 
как «идея в  кантовском смысле», как формальная возможность есть то, что 
предписывает воспринимаемой вещи ее тождество, оно есть та точка, вокруг 
которой собираются различные оттенения объекта. Такая регулятивная идея 
является «чистой формой без содержания», бесконечным, и  именно в  рывке 
(bond) из  актуальной конечности в  формальную бесконечность заключает-
ся, для Ришира, сущность гуссерлевой интенциональности. Иными словами, 
именно познающий в интенциональном акте предписывает вещам идею тож-
дественности, которая открывает горизонт, в котором (этим же познающим) 
вещам впоследствии придается смысл.

Далее, наряду с  апперцепцией отдельных объектов познающий аппер-
ципирует и тот фон, на котором эти объекты расположены, то есть и сам мир. 
Последний предстает как внешний горизонт воспринимаемой вещи, в то время 
как внутренний горизонт состоит из ее потенциальных и прошлых впечатле-
ний, которые предполагаются во впечатлении действительном. Поскольку вещь 
никогда не дается одна, но в окружении других объектов, с которыми она нахо-
дится в одном пространстве и времени, она необходимо обладает и внешним 
горизонтом, открывающим новое поле возможного опыта. Сама вещь всегда 
воспринимается именно как вещь в  мире, а  идея такого мира немыслима без 
объектов в нем, — таким образом, внутренний горизонт имплицирует внешний 
и одновременно имплицируется им. Апперцепция же мира (как общей почвы 
всех апперципируемых объектов) есть его полагание; она служит основой той 
исконной веры в существование мира, которую в виде тезиса естественной уста-
новки Гуссерль предлагает вынести за скобки в акте редукции, что в итоге при-
водит к утверждению трансцендентального эго как внешней миру структуры. 

Так Ришир излагает систему Гуссерля, которую впоследствии ставит под 
вопрос. Возвращаясь к метафоре сидящего перед окном философа, Ришир от-
мечает, что первофеноменолог остается заперт в башне. Заперт фактом, кото-
рый ему не удается подвергнуть редукции, фактом «Я есть». Мысля себя мыс-
лящим через призму концепции трансцендентального Я, философ отрывает 
себя от мира, помещает себя во тьму затворничества, где ему остается только 
смотреть на жизнь из окна, однако для Ришира такая исключенность познаю-
щего из мира — ошибка. Более того, для Ришира «“онтологическая симуляция”, 
приписывание трансцендентальному эго подлинного бытия на основе доступ-
ности cogito для психологической рефлексии оказывается не только интеллек-
туальной, но и моральной ошибкой» (Jampol’skaja, 2019, 105), поскольку ведет 
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к  «абсолютному нарциссизму» субъекта, полаганию его единственно ответ-
ственным за феноменализацию кажимости. Такая схема все так же утверждает 
классический дуализм умопостигаемого и  чувственно воспринимаемого, как 
это было у Декарта, поскольку вначале отделяет смысл от потока переживаний, 
обуславливая его когнитивными способностями субъекта, а  затем отрывает 
этого субъекта от мира, — но если у последнего гарантом истины выступал Бог, 
то для Гуссерля истина — смысловое единство феномена. Для преодоления этой 
схемы в первую очередь необходимо подорвать позицию трансцендентального 
субъекта, и с этой целью Ришир обращается к философии Хайдеггера, согла-
шаясь с которым пишет, что единство субъекта, «мое собственное Я», найден-
ное Декартом cogito есть такая же «идея в кантовском смысле», как и истинное 
схватывание что объектов мира, что самого мира. И эта формальная идея име-
ет смысл только в горизонте мира: «вне горизонта мира нет никакой истинной 
жизни трансцендентального субъекта. Как и восприятие объектов мира, cogito 
полагает факт апперцепции. Как и сам мир, Я только предполагается, оно на-
ходится снаружи, в бесконечности, в  горизонте. Я — за окном, Я подверглось 
дефенестрации» (Riсhir, 2020, 769).

Как мы писали выше, Ришир не дает эксплицитного определения поня-
тию «дефенестрация», однако уже на этом этапе становится понятно, что под 
дефенестрацией имеется в виду кардинальное изменение парадигмы философ-
ского мышления. Согласно новой парадигме, субъект полагается заброшен-
ным в мир, который он познает, а не противопоставляется ему как абсолютный 
наблюдатель. Однако за дальнейшим ходом мысли Ришира проследить не так 
просто. И дело не только в неординарной образности, свойственной филосо-
фии Ришира в целом, но в разнице понятий, сквозь призму которых он рассма-
тривает представленные в  статье системы предшествующих философов. Так, 
например, он пишет об истине в философии Декарта, вскользь упоминает о ее 
месте в системе Гуссерля, и уделяет относительно много внимания ее положе-
нию в онтологии Хайдеггера, однако оставляет это понятие на середине работы 
(заключая, что теперь его статус «в высшей степени загадочен») и не рассма-
тривает его применительно к феноменологии Мерло-Понти. Стоит ли упоми-
нать, что содержание понятия «истина» у Декарта и Гуссерля, с одной стороны, 
и у Хайдеггера — с другой, настолько различно, что проводить параллели мож-
но разве что по общности названия, за которым стоят разные референции? Все 
это не позволяет связать ведущееся Риширом сквозь различные философские 
проекты повествование общностью одного последовательно разрабатываемо-
го, рассматриваемого с  разных сторон понятия. Можно попытаться сказать, 
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что красной нитью через всю статью проходит проблематика дуализма умо-
постигаемого и чувственно воспринимаемого, однако она оформляется и экс-
плицитно выражается только во второй половине работы, и системы Гуссерля 
и Хайдеггера не исследуются напрямую через эту призму. Ввиду этого, чтобы 
сделать наглядной смысловую целостность статьи, мы предлагаем выделить 
в дефенестрации три основных этапа, каждому из которых соответствуют раз-
ные плоскости рассмотрения.

Первый этап дефенестрации  — отказ от концепции трансценденталь-
ного эго, и, согласно Риширу, Хайдеггер был одним из первых, кому удалось 
его осуществить5. Человек для Хайдеггера  — вот-бытие, где «вот» отсылает 
к принципиальной помещенности человека в мир. Человек заброшен в мир, он 
обитает в ясности «вот» как в открытости бытия, его просвете, истине. Одна-
ко Хайдеггер не доводит дефенестрацию до конца, поскольку определяя чело-
веческий универсум в  качестве отправной точки своего исследования, он до 
определенной степени остается зациклен на сущем. Дело в том, что «человек 
вмещает в себя не только просвет бытия, он также и варвар вне “своей” сущ-
ности: он также обитает в  универсуме грез, мифов и  фантазмов, которые не 
есть нечто сущее, однако и не являются не-сущим» (Riсhir, 2020, 771). Иными 
словами, помимо описываемого Хайдеггером бытия среди сущего есть другой 
способ бытия  — среди не-сущего, который не является сугубо формальной 
возможностью, но всегда в определенной степени уже «реальность», и который 
Хайдеггер упускает из  рассмотрения. Сказать, что человек исконно обитает 
в истине, принципиальной открытости бытия, значит поместить человека в од-
нородное пространство репрезентации, в  котором нет ничего принципиаль-
но невидимого, а такое пространство, согласно Риширу, вторично. Обращаясь 
к  философии М. Мерло-Понти, он подчеркивает, что кажимость всегда иска-
жена, никогда не закончена и не замкнута на самой себе, а потому она всегда 

5 Рассматривая философские проекты относительно места в них трансцендентального субъ-
екта, Ришир ставит философию Гуссерля на одну сторону с предшествующими философи-
ями сознания. Однако не стоит забывать, что гуссерлева теория интенциональности внесла 
большой вклад в сближение субъекта с познаваемым им миром, являясь попыткой преодо-
ления классической схемы репрезентации. Так, если у схоластов, выделявших в структуре 
познания «species impressa» (репрезентация вещи в сознании) и «species expressa» (накла-
дываемая когнитивными способностями форма), интенциональный объект имманентен 
сознанию, и Брентано, заимствуя средневековое понятие интенциональности, заимствует 
и имманентность объекта интенциональной направленности, то Гуссерль, полагая интен-
циональный объект трансцендентным, делает первый шаг на пути к «вписыванию» субъек-
та в мир.
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ложна. Истина в таком случае является не исконным местом обитания чело-
века, а вторичным эффектом, «выправлением» искаженного, доведением неза-
конченного до законченных форм, и статус самой истины в этой схеме остается 
неясен. Таким образом, Хайдеггер, не задаваясь вопросом о ложности явления, 
упускает из вида целую плоскость исследования, и, как следствие, помещает че-
ловека в «выправленный», вторичный мир, продлевая тем самым его затворни- 
чество.

Второй этап дефенестрации — отказ от универсума сущего как однород-
ного пространства репрезентации, исключительно в котором обитает человек. 
Этот этап удалось осуществить Мерло-Понти, и в  этой части статьи Ришир 
опирается на его трактат «Видимое и невидимое» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964; 2006). 
Если для Гуссерля, напоминает Ришир, кажимость представляла собой пустую 
форму, которую можно бесконечно наполнять репрезентацией, а  единствен-
ным принципиально невидимым для познающего в таком случае была субъек-
тивность Другого, то Мерло-Понти, отказываясь от идеи бесконечного, вводит 
принципиально невидимое в  саму кажимость. Ришир поясняет: «Невидимое 
изначально представлено как таковое, — как нечто изначально непредстави-
мое — как недостаток видимого, превращающий последнее в нечто неизглади-
мо неполное, изъеденное коррозией и эрозией» (Riсhir, 2020, 774). Кажимость 
больше не является замкнутой поверхностью, скрывающей от познающего то 
ядро, вокруг которого она центрирована, то есть саму вещь, которая нам ни-
когда не может быть дана как таковая, но лишь как силуэт. Теперь «кажимость 
следует понимать не как наружный слой тряпичного мешка, скрывающий то, 
что находится у  него внутри, но  и  выдающий его содержимое, а  как руины, 
у которых то, что находится внутри, и то, что находится снаружи, сообщаются 
без нарушения единства» (Riсhir, 2020, 775). Видимое всегда свидетельствует 
о невидимом, которое присутствует именно как принципиальная сокрытость, 
выступая ядром отсутствия, вокруг которого центрирована кажимость. Та-
кое ядро — сингулярность, искривляющая пространство репрезентации и на-
рушающая его однородность, размыкающая универсум сущего и  ведущая 
к «ничему» (rien), на основании которого кажимость изначально феноменали- 
зируется.

Третий этап дефенестрации — мышление феноменализации на основа-
нии универсума «ничего» и, как следствие, преодоление классического дуа-
лизма умопостигаемого и чувственно воспринимаемого. Открытие в видимом 
принципиально невидимого открывает новый универсум, объединяющий 
в  себе как саму кажимость, так и  то не-сущее, которое в  своем становлении 
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эту кажимость образует. Такое не-сущее Ришир называет «ничем», которое не 
является ни присутствием (бытием), ни отсутствием (ничто), которое завора-
чивается и одновременно разворачивается, впадает само в себя и в то же вре-
мя разрастается. В этом двустороннем движении кажимость образуется не как 
замкнутый верхний слой, полностью прячущий за собой «ничего», но как одна 
из граней его становления, как фасад руины, одновременно открывающий то, 
что у нее внутри. Такая синхронность сворачивания и разворачивания в еди-
ном движении как раз и позволяет мыслить «ядро отсутствия» — что в преды-
дущих традициях воспринималось как вещь-в-себе, — и кажимость, которую 
полагали репрезентацией последней, в качестве частей одного процесса станов-
ления, что помещает их в один универсум, открывает плоть мира. Такой под-
ход упраздняет классическую систему репрезентации: если раньше кажимость 
в философии выступала силуэтом, за которым скрывается вещь, то теперь ка-
жимость обретает вид гребня волны в  бушующем океане «ничего», из  кото-
рого она про-исходит, и  который она, вместе с  тем, в  определенной степени 
составляет. Таким образом, происходит отказ и от классического представле-
ния о вещи-в-себе, которая находится в линейной взаимосвязи с кажимостью, 
поскольку теперь кажимость отсылает к «ничего» как к единому универсуму, 
находящемуся в процессе становления. Кажимость в таком случае выступает 
в качестве одного из подпроцессов последнего. Поскольку традиционная фи-
лософия полагала плоскость сущего однородной и придерживалась концепции 
вещи-в-себе, возник дуализм чувственно воспринимаемого и умопостигаемо-
го, ведь иначе познание было невозможным сквозь замкнутость поверхностей 
и закрытость «ядра» от смотрящего. Преодоление же традиционной структу-
ры репрезентации позволяет отказаться от дуализма «чувственного зрения» 
и  «духовного ока», заменив его на разницу двух перспектив восприятия  — 
фронтальной и боковой — поскольку теперь кажимость и сущность находятся 
в одном универсуме «ничего».

Активно ссылаясь в последней части работы на Мерло-Понти, Ришир, тем 
не менее, использует собственную пространственную образность и вводит соб-
ственное понятие «ничего». Насколько точно он при этом трактует «Видимое 
и невидимое», а не вчитывает в работу Мерло-Понти собственные идеи, требу-
ет отдельного исследования, поскольку в результате Ришир приходит к такой 
картине мира, в которой следующим шагом является введение понятия «само-
становящегося смысла» (le sens se faisant), которое он и разрабатывает в более 
поздних работах. Представляя же ранее в статье системы Гуссерля и Хайдегге-
ра (последнему он уделяет меньше внимания) Ришир последователен и точен. 
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Однако рассматривая необходимость преодоления концепции трансценден-
тального эго, Ришир, упоминая в сноске Гегеля как первого в своем проекте от-
казавшегося от системы репрезетации и поместившего «духовное око» в мир, 
обходит стороной фигуру другого философа, феноменолога, труд которого был 
построен на основании отказа от трансцендентального Я. Мы имеем в  виду 
Жан-Поля Сартра, параллели с философией которого не могут не возникать, 
поскольку он тоже осуществил то, что мы выделили как первый этап дефене-
страции. Так, Сартр в своей первой крупной работе «Трансценденция Эго» ста-
вит вопрос, является ли Я следствием синтетического единства наших пред-
ставлений или тем, благодаря чему подобное единство изначально становится 
возможным. Критикуя феноменологию Гуссерля, он приходит к заключению, 
что в структуре сознания будет совершенно неверным выделять непрозрачную 
точку в виде трансцендентального Я вместо того, чтобы подходить к сознанию 
как к некоторому трансцендентальному полю, которое совершенно прозрачно 
по своей сути. Сознание, согласно Сартру, является не-субстанциальным аб-
солютом (абсолютом, поскольку оно является сознанием самого себя), и, если 
в самой его структуре присутствует Я, тогда именно это Я и будет возведено 
до абсолюта, что приведет к монадологии Лейбница. «Трансцендентальное Я — 
это смерть сознания» (Sartre, 2015, 22) — заключает Сартр, утверждая таким 
образом, что Я должно рассматриваться не как трансцендентальный субъект, 
а как трансцендентный сознанию объект, обладающий относительным суще-
ствованием. Таким образом, сходство предпосылок Сартра и  Ришира стано-
вится очевидным, однако пройдя первый этап дефенестрации, философы идут 
разными путями (например, Сартр, выносящий в  акте редукции за скобки 
структуру Я, не так радикален как Ришир, редуцирующий всю структуру ин-
тенциональных отношений).

Подведем итоги. В корпусе работ Ришира «Дефенестрация» не занимает 
центральное место, однако именно в этой ранней статье становятся отчетли-
во видны те философские предпосылки, из которых он исходит в построении 
своего проекта. Анализ систем предшествующих поколений феноменологов 
очерчивает тот контекст, в  котором Ришир находился в  начале творческого 
пути, показывает отправную точку его философии «от первого лица». Одна-
ко эту работу нельзя назвать историко-философской, а  сам концепт дефене-
страции нельзя прировнять к  выделенной Риширом в  акте философской ре-
троспекции тенденции в развитии феноменологической мысли. Дело в том, что 
историко-философский подход требует анализа со стороны, взгляда извне. Так, 
например, Поль Рикёр пишет о «философии подозрения» Ф. Ницше, К. Марк-
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са и  З. Фрейда в  «Конфликте интерпретаций» (Ricoeur, 2008, 222-226), и  точ-
но так же Мераб Мамардашвили выделяет «неклассический тип рациональ-
ности» в  работе «Классический и  неклассический идеалы рациональности» 
(Mamardashvili, 2010) (обе описываемые философами тенденции характеризу-
ют движение в сторону отказа от примата субъективности в философии; эту же 
тенденцию представляет и «Дефенестрация»). Однако Ришир не рассматривает 
становление феноменологической мысли как сторонний наблюдатель: он видит 
себя частью этой традиции, частью этого становления. В этой статье Ришир не 
просто перечисляет то, что было (дуализм чувственно воспринимаемого и умо-
постигаемого, «онтологическая симуляция», ограниченность сущим), но пред-
восхищает то, что будет (концепция «самостановящегося смысла», смещение 
субъективности на периферию онтологической системы). Иными словами, 
упразднив трансцендентальное эго, вырвавшись за пределы сущего, преодолев 
классический дуализм, поместив смысл и кажимость в единый универсум «ни-
чего» и поставив вопрос о феноменализации как таковой, Ришир очерчивает 
то направление, в котором будет развиваться его философский проект в даль-
нейшем.
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Данный текст представляет собой перевод ранней статьи одного из крупнейших феноменологов 
третьего поколения Марка Ришира « La Défenestration ». Ее автор поднимает вопрос о положе-
нии познающего субъекта относительно мира, который тот познает. Обращаясь к образности 
смотрящего из окна на мир философа, Ришир отмечает, что именно в такой отрешенности от 
мира находится познающий в философиях сознания Нового времени. Такую же исключенность 
из мира унаследовал познающий и в системе Эдмунда Гуссерля, анализируя которую, Ришир 

* Перевод выполнен по изданию: Richir M. La Défenestration. L’ARC n° 46: Merleau-Ponty — Aix 
en Provence — 1971, pp. 31–42.
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приходит к заключению, что первофеноменоменолог остался заперт в Декартовском cogito, уч-
реждая в результате ошибочную структуру трансцендентального эго. Обращаясь к Хайдеггеру, 
Ришир опровергает концепцию трансцендентального Я, однако, исследуя далее философию са-
мого Хайдеггера, отмечает, что тот остается зациклен на сущем, полагая человека обитающим 
в принципиальной открытости бытия, поскольку он таким образом помещает человека во вто-
ричный мир «истины». «Космология видимого» Мерло-Понти — то, что способно, по мнению 
Ришира, преодолеть остатки традиционной философии в хайдегеровской онтологии. Исследуя, 
вслед за Мерло-Понти, кажимость как таковую и соглашаясь с последним, что у всего видимого 
есть принципиально невидимое, Ришир вводит новый универсум, универсум «ничего» (не су-
щего и не не-сущего), который включает в себя как кажимость, так и то, что за ней стоит. Это 
позволяет ему преодолеть классический дуализм чувственно-воспринимаемого и умопостига-
емого, и тем самым поместить познающего субъекта и познаваемый им мир в один универсум. 
Перевод статьи на русский язык осуществлен впервые.
Ключевые слова: Марк Ришир, Эдмунд Гуссерль, Мартин Хайдеггер, Морис Мерло-Понти, де-
трансцендентализация, субъективность, феноменализация, искаженность, истина.
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The article « La Défenestration » by Belgian philosopher Marc Richir has been translated into Russian 
for the first time for this issue of the “Horizon. Studies in Phenomenology.” In his early work “The De-
fenestration” Richir raises the question of relation between the subject and conceivable world. Here, a 
philosopher is pictured contemplating the world through the window of his tower. In such detachment 
from the world the thinker finds himself according to all Modern philosophies of consciousness. Hus-
serl’s phenomenology inherits this detachment, since Husserl imposes the structure of transcendental 
ego as external to the world. Richir abolishes the concept of transcendental ego with the help of heide-
ggerian Dasein, but analyzing Heidegger’s ontology he comes to the conclusion that the latter remains 
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fixated on beings. Believing a person to live in the fundamental openness of Being, Heidegger places 
such a person in the secondary world of “truth.” In order to overcome the remains of traditional phi-
losophy in Heidegger’s ontology Richir turns to Merleau-Ponty’ “cosmology of the visible.” The author 
takes the Merleau-Ponty’s thesis that everything visible has something fundamentally invisible in it. 
This allows him to discover the universe of “nothing” (rien), which includes both the visible and what 
is “behind” it. As a result Richir overcomes the classical dualism of the sensual and the intelligible. The 
concept of defenestration places the subject and the world in the same universe.
Key words: Marc Richir, Edmund Husserl, Martin Heidegger, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, detranscenden-
talisation, subjectivity, phenomenalisation, distortion, truth.

… если я случайно вижу из своего окна проходящих людей, то непременно говорю, 
что вижу людей, […], а между тем вижу из окна только шляпы и плащи, которые 
могли бы покрывать и искусственные машины, двигающиеся посредством одних 
лишь пружин. Но я заключаю, что это люди, и, таким образом, благодаря одной 
только способности суждения, заложенной в моем уме2, я понимаю то, что мне 
казалось, будто бы я вижу глазами3. (Descartes, 1950, 349)4

Декарт, философ: оградившийся в тишине своей комнаты, вдали от мира 
и его шума, он анализирует, разбирает, исследует, размышляет. Стремится от-
делить истинное от ложного и теряется в своих попытках. Он смотрит в окно, 
созерцает картину мира снаружи из спокойного уединения комнаты, видит лю-
дей, идущих по улице. Но что если это только видимость людей, что если пред-
ставленная в оконной раме сцена — лишь постановка театра марионеток? Но 
нет, заложенная в уме способность суждения говорит ему, что это настоящие 
люди. Его ум суверенен5: он позволяет ему считать истинным то, что зрение 
может предоставить лишь на веру.

2 Перевод « l’esprit » изменен с «дух» [как в (Descartes, 1950)] на «ум». В латинском оригинале 
«Метафизических размышлений»: “…quae in mente mea est…”, где “mens” — скорее ум, рас-
судок, сборник когнитивных способностей в духе. — Прим. пер.

3 Декарт, Второе метафизическое размышление. Курсив мой. — М. Р. Идеей дефенестрации я 
обязан чтению книги Макса Лоро (Loreau, 1971).

4 Всего существует три перевода «Метафизических размышлений» на русский: В. М. Невежи-
ной с французского, выполненный в 1901 году и вошедший в (Descartes, 1950); С. Я. Шей-
нман-Топштейн с латыни 1994 года, вошедший в собрание сочинений Декарта в 2х томах; 
М. М. Позднева с латыни 2000 года. Поскольку Ришир приводит цитату на французском, для 
сохранения структуры и ритмики текста было решено использовать перевод В. М. Невежи-
ной. Сам же французский перевод «Метафизических размышлений», вышедший в 1647 го-
ду, редактировался Декартом. — Прим. пер.

5 Сохранение слова в переводе обусловлено тем, что оно несет в себе смыслы как независимо-
сти, так и главенства. — Прим. пер.
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Однако чтобы судить, чтобы предоставить одному лишь уму выносить 
решения в полной независимости, философ не должен больше смотреть, дол-
жен отвести взгляд от разыгрывающегося спектакля: «Теперь я закрою глаза, 
заткну уши, отстраню все свои чувства, удалю из своего ума все образы теле-
сных вещей»6 (Descartes, 1950, 352). Секрет картезианства и философий созна-
ния Нового времени (вплоть до Гуссерля) изображен на картине Рембрандта 
под названием «Философ в раздумье»: последний сидит перед окном, из кото-
рого не доносится ничего, кроме рассеянного косого света. Он отворачивает 
от него взгляд, опускает глаза, его чело обременено мыслями. Мир находится 
снаружи, невидим. Рядом с ним, в левом углу комнаты, причудливая винтовая 
лестница, ведущая в темноту, из которой спускается некто тревожащий, едва 
выступая из тени — дух ли это, привидевшийся философу? — в то время как на 
переднем плане, также слева, служанка поддерживает огонь, самое сердце уеди-
нения. Философ находится между окном, из которого льется свет, и лестницей, 
чьи ступени ведут в темноту. Но пока он продолжает сидеть, ему не приходится 
выбирать сторону. Мы же находимся в другой комнате, перед другим окном, 
через которое рассматриваем картину. Мы — значит опять же — философ. Фи-
лософ видит себя размышляющим, он мыслит себя мыслящим. Благодаря пада-
ющему из окна косому свету. Бог — это гарант истины. 

Так насаждалась как структура7 репрезентации, так и ее врожденный кор-
релят, рефлексивность. И так оно осталось надолго. Именно в такой ситуации 
все еще существенным образом находится философ, каким его видит Гуссерль.

Хорошо известно учение Гуссерля о восприятии «через оттенения»: ви-
дящий всегда воспринимает только силуэт вещи, ее оттенение (Abschattung)8, 

6 Декарт, Третье метафизическое размышление, начало.
7 « Le cadre » в данном контексте лучше всего переводится английским словом “framework” 

(сущность, форма, схема). — Прим. пер.
8 « …ne voit jamais qu’une silhouette (Abschattung)… » — русский перевод „Abschattung“ как 

«оттенения» предложил Г. Шпет, и в этом же виде термин встречается во всех русскоязыч-
ных переводах крупных работ Гуссерля. Устоявшийся перевод „Abschattung“ на француз-
ский — « esquisse » (эскиз). Именно в таком переводе термин представлен во французских 
изданиях «Пяти лекций», «Идей I» и «Логических исследований». П. Рикёр, автор француз-
ского перевода «Идей I», в комментариях к тексту объясняет выбор перевода этого термина 
следующим образом: «Мы перевели „Abschattung“ как « esquisse », что в полной мере переда-
ет идею фрагментарного и постепенного открытия объекта. Профиль, аспект, перспектива, 
штрих и т. д. подходят в равной степени, но не позволяют образовать глагол для перевода 
„sich abschatten“, « s’esquisser » (оттеняться)» (Husserl, 1985, 132; перевод мой. — Д. М.).

 Однако Ришир как в этой фразе, так и на протяжении всей статьи обозначает „Abschattung“ 
не как « esquisse », а как « silhouette ». Это можно трактовать двояко: Ришир спорит с усто-
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и тем не менее, пусть даже он обойдет ее или закроет глаза, пусть даже само 
оттенение вещи изменится, воспринимаемая вещь останется той же. В то вре-
мя как последняя расположена в пространстве, оттенение не имеет простран-
ственных измерений: оно является чем-то переживаемым9, оно — «гилетиче-
ская данность ощущений»10. Парадокс заключается в том, что поток внепро-
странственных оттенений, находящийся в  текущем переживании видящего, 
может служить основой восприятия пространственной вещи: в  этом вся за-
гадка интенциональности, и  удел философа  — феноменолога  — разгадать ее 
смысл.

Если обратить на это внимание, окажется, что такой видящий далеко не 
безучастен: это видящий, представленный философом, другими словами, этот 
видящий и есть философ. Мир для него — это картина, заключенная в оконной 
раме. Его же комната, так сказать, темна11: от вещи он получает лишь впечатле-
ние, составляющее его переживаемое как кинопленку, которая проигрывается, 
приводимая в действие маховиком времени. В этом впечатлении («гилетиче-
ской данности ощущений») ему недостает измерения, образующего простран-
ство; оно является своего рода простым образом без глубины, единственное, 
что сознание видящего может запечатлеть от вещи на своей светочувствитель-
ной пластинке12. Всегда только тень, отражение. Для философа, который на-
блюдает за представленной таким образом жизнью видящего, мир находится 
за окном и отражается в видящем лишь всплеском чувственных впечатлений, 

явшимся переводом, поскольку «эскиз» подразумевает некоторую активность со стороны 
внимающего, в то время как «силуэт» — пассивная представленность вещи в сознании; Ри-
шир использует «силуэт» как дополнительную образность для передачи заложенного в по-
нятие „Abschattung“ смысла, делая связку с «силуэтами» людей из приведенной в начале ра-
боты цитаты Декарта. Поскольку перевод „Abschattung“ как «оттенения» утвердился в кру-
гу русскоязычных читателей и соответствует смыслу пассивной представленности объекта 
в сознании, далее в переводе мы придерживаемся его, сохранив в этой фразе «силуэт» как 
дополнительное средство выразительности. — Прим. пер.

9 «  Etre de l’ordre  » в  данном случае означает не быть схожим с  чем-то равноположенным, 
но скорее возможность быть отнесенным к определенному «классу». — Прим. пер.

10 «  Datum hyletique de sensation  » впервые вводится Гуссерлем в  лекциях о  внутреннем со-
знании времени 1905 года. В переводе «Идей I» А. В. Михайлова встречается как «данность 
ощущения» (Husserl, 2019, 345), «гилетические данные», «материальные данные» (Husserl, 
2019, 270). — Прим. пер.

11 «  La chambre noire  », помимо понимаемого буквально значения «темная комната», имеет 
значение комнаты для проявки пленки. — Прим. пер.

12 « La plaque sensible » может обозначать как фотографическую пластинку, так и своего рода 
аналог лакмусовой бумажки. — Прим. пер.
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оставляет в нем поток из оттенений. Мир был бы ничем, если бы в самом видя-
щем не было жизни, чтобы одушевить его, привести его в движение. Для того 
чтобы мир существовал, для того чтобы вещи за пределами темной комнаты 
обрели плотность (consistence), необходимо усилие13 интенциональности. Если 
философ сумеет познать последнюю, он сможет пересобрать мир, даже не по-
кидая комнаты, все объяснить, находясь в полной безопасности, найти абсо-
лютную точку обзора, оставляя остальных — тех, на кого он смотрит, кого он 
себе представляет — на его [прежнем] месте.

Что же такое интенциональность, согласно Гуссерлю? Видящий не по-
лучает от вещи ничего, кроме внепространственного впечатления, и  тем не 
менее, это все-таки вещь, находящаяся там, в мире, который он воспринима-
ет. Он никогда не сможет одновременно воспринять все возможные стороны 
вещи и  увидеть ее полностью во всех ее проявлениях, и  никогда сумма всех 
впечатлений, даже бесконечная, не будет равняться вещи, такой, какая она есть 
сама по себе; и  тем не менее он знает, что этот односторонний вид, данный 
в настоящем, — это вид этой вещи. Он также знает, в то время как видит еди-
ничное проявление вещи, что может увидеть и другие ее проявления, и что все 
эти чувственные впечатления объединяются как впечатления от той же самой 
вещи. Не происходит истинного схватывания (Wahr-nehmung)14 объектов мира; 
есть только впечатление, такое, каким оно присутствует в  живой актуально-
сти15 cogito. Восприятие, пишет Гуссерль, есть апперцепция (Apperzeption), то 
есть предвосхищение истинного схватывания, принципиально невозможного, 
но единственно отвечающего за объединение впечатлений как впечатлений от 
вещей. Адекватное восприятие — в строгом смысле Wahr-nehmung — объектов 

13 Образность «силы» или «усилия» не свойственна Риширу, и в оригинальном тексте стоит 
слово « tension », дословно переводящееся как «напряжение», «натяжение». Однако если во 
французском « la tension de l’intentionalité » — понятная ввиду общности корня составляю-
щих связка, то на русском языке словосочетание «напряжение интенциональности» скорее 
препятствует пониманию текста, чем способствует. Поэтому было решено в данном случае 
перевести « tension » как «усилие». — Прим. пер.

14 „Wahrnehmung“ обычно переводится на французский язык как « l’acte de perception » и на 
русский  — как «схватывающий акт восприятия». Однако во всех текстах Гуссерля, где 
встречается этот термин, он пишется слитно; написание термина через дефис образует 
связку „wahr“ (истинный) и „Nehmung“ (схватывание), переводимую Риширом как « la prise 
véritable » и нами как «истинное схватывание». — Прим. пер.

15 «  Le présent vivant  » в  переводе «Идей I» А. В. Михайлова  — «живое настоящее» (Husserl, 
2019, 345). — Прим. пер.
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мира есть «Идея в кантовском смысле»16, которая обуславливает их «стиль»17 
явления, некоторый logos, регулирующий временнýю последовательность воз-
никновения их оттенений. Другими словами, совершенная данность вещи 
предписывается в  качестве регулятивной Идеи, которая находится за преде-
лами окна актуального впечатления, бесконечному, необходимо отделенному 
от любого конечного опыта. Она есть тождество (le Même) вещи, непрестан-
но определяемый X, который собирает (legein) вокруг себя все ее возможные 
проявления. Невидимая сама по себе, она является открытостью к восприятию 
как таковая, она есть определяемость объекта как горизонта всех возможных 
впечатлений о  нем в  переживании видящего. Прикованный к  актуальности 
своего живого настоящего, последний определяет ее лишь как чистую форму 
без содержания, чистое понятие, объединяющее поток опыта. Идея, таким об-
разом — это полюс чистой интенции, не несущий в себе никакого определенно-
го объекта; из своей недосягаемости, видимой как таковая воспринимающим 
субъектом, она [Идея] открывает ему горизонт, в котором опыт — беспрерыв-
ный поток впечатлений — обретает смысл. Напряжение между этим бесконеч-
ным и конечностью оттенения, установленное в настоящем, открывает бытие 
интенции. Интенциональность есть моментальный переход, осуществляемый 
в  апперцепции, от актуального настоящего к  всегда потенциальному беско-
нечному — воспринимаемый в настоящем как всегда реализуемая формальная 
возможность, хотя фактически обреченная на неудачу18. Как пишет Гуссерль: 
«любой опыт имеет свой горизонт» (Husserl, 1964, 27; 2017, 193).

Однако видящий никогда не воспринимает вещь изолированно. Послед-
няя в то же время является объектом мира, она воспринимается среди других 
вещей, которые даются как все принадлежащие одному миру. И если не суще-
ствует истинного схватывания мирских вещей, то тем более нет истинного схва-
тывания самого мира. Точно так же, как существует горизонт всех возможных 
впечатлений одной вещи, существует и горизонт мира, установленный Идеей 
«в кантовском смысле», согласно которой мир представляет собой бесконечно 
исследуемое и определяемое единство, хотя и является принципиально непо-
знаваемым в актуальности живого настоящего. Эта регулятивная Идея предпи-
сывает всем объектам мира определенный общий стиль явления и делает воз-

16 Подробнее об истинном схватывании как «идее в  кантовском смысле» см. (Husserl, 2019, 
§ 143). — Прим. пер.

17 Подробнее о «стиле» см. (Husserl, 2019, § 44). — Прим. пер.
18 Обо всем вышесказанном см. замечательный комментарий Ж. Деррида в  его введении 

к «Началу геометрии» (Husserl, 1962a, 147–155; 1996, 181–191).
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можной апперцепцию нескольких вещей, находящихся в одном пространстве 
и в  одном времени. Так, существует и  апперцепция мира (Welt-apperzeption), 
которая служит основой для всех остальных апперцепций отдельных объек-
тов, поскольку она создает общую почву, на которой стоят все объекты мира. 
С  этой перспективы, проблема расположения объектов в  пространстве и  во 
времени преобразуется в проблему отношения между внутренним и внешним 
горизонтами. У любого опыта изолированной вещи есть внутренний горизонт, 
поскольку к каждому впечатлению этой вещи относится — в скачке интенци-
ональности  — предвосхищение возможных будущих впечатлений, которые 
служат последующими определениями той же самой вещи; и  поскольку все 
прошлые впечатления вещи собираются вокруг нее. Но этот опыт также имеет 
и внешний горизонт, поскольку, получая впечатление от конкретной вещи, ви-
дящий предвосхищает и другие вещи, которые являются в одно время с первой, 
но  только на заднем плане, где открывается поле их возможного опыта. Со-
гласно Гуссерлю, этот горизонт второй степени «соотносится с горизонтом пер-
вой степени (т. е. внутренним горизонтом), имплицируя его» (Husserl, 1964, 28; 
2017, 194; курсив мой. — М. Р.)19. Опыт объекта мира встраивается в наложение 
двух горизонтов, чья взаимосвязь в высшей степени парадоксальна: внешний 
горизонт (горизонт мира) соотнесен с внутренним горизонтом, а значит неот-
делим от него и в определенной степени имплицируется им, и тем не менее, он 
сам его имплицирует, поскольку служит его основой, его бессменной почвой, 
и поскольку не существует горизонта мира без вещей в мире. Следует со всей 
тщательностью вывести следствия этой двойной импликации. Однако чтобы 
довести их до конца, необходимо вначале осмыслить значение учения Гуссерля 
о горизонтах, задаться вопросом, не ставит ли оно философа в неудобное по-
ложение.

Кажется, у Гуссерля получилось пересобрать мир вокруг его башни. Одна-
ко что-то всегда от него ускользало. Для него, безостановочно редуцирующего 
факты в поиске сущности, мир, как и интенциональность, остается необъясни-
мым фактом. Почему видящий осуществляет этот переход между его конечным 
настоящим и сугубо формальной бесконечностью? Откуда происходят кажуща-
яся несводимость двух горизонтов и моментальный скачок, который представ-
ляет собой апперцепция? Ответ Гуссерля прост, и его следовало ожидать: то, на 
чем основывается прыжок видящего из передовой позиции рефлексирующего 
философа — из актуальности cogito — это его исконная вера (Urdoxa) в бытие 

19 См. (Husserl, 1964, 26–36).
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вещей и мира. Апперцепция мира есть полагание бытия мира (Weltthesis). Бла-
годаря ему видящий верит, что видит то, что видит, как это было у Декарта. 
Но в то время как последний обладал суверенностью ума, гарантом которой 
в последней инстанции было божественное могущество, Гуссерль был этого ли-
шен: ему оставалась лишь скрытая жизнь трансцендентального сознания. В то 
время как Декарт еще доверяет проникающему из окна косому свету, Гуссерль 
больше не может ему верить: свет приходит изнутри, из того, что составляет 
интенциональный скачок; он должен закрыться в себе, спуститься в глубины 
жизни, чтобы там найти свой собственный свет, и кто знает, не приведет ли 
этот путь к тому, что он в итоге поднимется по лестнице, ступени которой ве-
дут во мрак? 

Гуссерль будет до конца опираться на этот опыт, даже если в бесчислен-
ном множестве его рукописей (сорок пять тысяч страниц) у него и будут возни-
кать попытки вырваться [из этой схемы]. Последние никогда не будут доведены 
до конца. Несмотря на все усилия выключить тезис мира, раскрыть глубинную 
жизнь, на которой этот тезис основывается, он остается «заперт» в факте, ко-
торый, на самом деле, есть не что иное, как коррелят факта мира. Он напишет 
следующие строки:

«Я есть»  — это интенциональное первооснование (der intentionale Urgrund) не 
только для «этого» мира, который я полагаю реальным, но также и для любого 
«идеального мира», который я признаю; и то же самое со всем без исключения, 
что я сознаю как существующее, в каком бы то ни было мыслимом или принима-
емом мной смысле… включая самого меня, мою жизнь, мое мышление, как и все 
прочее, что я осознаю. Вне зависимости от того, удобно ли мне это или нет, и не 
покажется ли мне это чудовищным (в силу каких-либо предрассудков), это пер-
воначальный факт, который я должен принять (die Urtatsache, der ich standhalten 
muss), и на который я как философ не должен закрывать глаза ни на мгновение. 
Для тех, кто в философии еще дети, это может показаться темным углом, в ко-
тором прячутся призраки солипсизма, или даже психологизма и  релятивизма. 
Настоящий же философ предпочтет не бегать от привидений, а осветить темное 
место. (Husserl, 1965, 317-318)20

20 Этот фрагмент взят из  работы Э. Гуссерля «Формальная и  трансцендентальная логика», 
которая не была переведена на русский язык. Ниже приведен немецкий оригинал текста: 
„Intentionaler Urgrund ist aber das ‚Ich bin‘; für ‚die‘ Welt nicht nur, die ich als reale anspreche, 
sondern auch für die mir je geltenden ‚idealen Welten‘ und so überhaupt für alles und jedes, das 
ich in irgendeinem für mich verständlichen oder geltenden Sinne als seiend bewußt habe — als das 
bald rechtmäßig, bald unrechtmäßig ausweise usw. — mich selbst, mein Leben, mein Meinen, all 
dieses Bewußthaben eingeschlossen. Ob bequem oder unbequem, ob es mir (aus welchen Voru-
rteilen immer) als ungeheuerlich klingen mag oder nicht, es ist die Urtatsache, der ich standhalten 
muss, von der ich als Philosoph keinen Augenblick wegsehen darf. Für philosophische Kinder mag 
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Как Хайдеггер пытался объяснить Гуссерлю в  1927  году21, схватывание 
самого себя также не есть истинное схватывание, но апперцепция, поскольку 
cogito свершается во времени и имеет горизонт прошлого и будущего. Един-
ство собственного Я может только предполагаться: это лишь бесконечная Идея 
«в кантовском смысле», открывающая бесконечный единый горизонт времени. 
Проекция себя в настоящем не имеет смысла вне этого горизонта. Вне гори-
зонта мира нет никакой истинной жизни трансцендентального субъекта. Как 
и восприятие объектов мира, cogito заключает в себе факт апперцепции. Как 
и сам мир, Я только предполагается, оно находится снаружи, в бесконечности, 
в горизонте. Я — за окном, Я подверглось дефенестрации. Я означает видящий.

Дефенестрация предполагает основательное переосмысление философ-
ских понятий. Она открывает другой мир, другое время, другой горизонт. 
С отказом от концепта бесконечного — как экстраполяции конечного — она 
позволяет утвердиться ничему (un rien), которое не является ни присутствием 
(бытием), ни отсутствием (ничто), и которое все же несет в себе отпечаток го-
ризонта. Комната вмиг опустела, философ больше не может полагать себя аб-
солютным наблюдателем; он тоже подвергся дефенестрации; он отправляется, 
куда глаза глядят22, вырванный из своих грез, наконец, погружается в суматоху 
мира и осознает, что вынужден попытаться понять, чего его лишило уединение, 
а не сожалеть об этом. Но у него больше нет особенного пути, нет привилеги-
рованной позиции.

За исключением Гегеля23, Хайдеггер был первым, кому удалось осуще-
ствить дефенестрацию. Для Хайдеггера человек есть «вот-бытие» (Dasein), где 
«вот» означает «в мире», то есть в просвете бытия (die Lichtung des Seins), и он 

das der dunkle Winkel sein, in dem die Gespenster des Solipsismus, oder auch des Psychologismus, 
des Relativismus spuken. Der rechte Philosoph wird, statt vor ihnen davonzulaufen, es vorziehen, 
den dunklen Winkel zu durchleuchten“ (Husserl, 1974, 244). — Прим. пер.

21 В 1927  году философы совместно работали над редакцией статьи «Феноменология» для 
Британской энциклопедии (Encyclopædia Britannica). Это дало Хайдеггеру повод адресовать 
Гуссерлю крайне назидательное письмо, которое было опубликовано в „Phänomenologische 
Psychologie“ (Husserl, 1962b, 600–602).

22 В оригинале стоит « il part a l’aventure »; русское выражение «куда глаза глядят» позволяет 
языковую игру, особенно подчеркивающую концепт дефенестрации. — Прим. пер.

23 Известно, что философия Гегеля, в  той мере, в  которой она придает совершенно новый 
смысл понятию «Разум», означает упразднение структуры репрезентации, и что это упразд-
нение является его «отправной точкой». Однако этот прорыв слишком сложен, чтобы иссле-
довать его здесь. 
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проявляет себя таким способом, что составляет это «вот». В этом проявлении 
он эк-статически находится внутри истины (открытости, просвета) бытия24. 
Как эк-зистирующий, он обитает в ясности «вот»25, которое есть открытость 
бытия.

Несмотря на то, что не стоит вдаваться здесь в подробности сложной мыс-
ли — сложность которой, вероятно, заключается в том, что ее воспринимают 
недостаточно буквально — можно, тем не менее, рискнуть, сказав следующее: 
бытие человека — вот-бытие — состоит в обитании, значение которого сильно 
удалено от привычного смысла, поскольку «местом» такого обитания являет-
ся вне-пространственный просвет «вот» — «местность» (Ortschaft) — на осно-
вании которого само пространство определяется как скопление пространств. 
Но как в «Бытии и времени», так и в более поздних текстах (например, в ра-
боте «Строить, проживать, мыслить»26), отправной точкой аналитики, пред-
шествующей открытию этого «вот», всегда является уже человеческий универ-
сум, культивируемый и «обитаемый» в узком смысле слова. В этом отношении 
мысль Хайдеггера по большей части герменевтична27, путь мнимого круга 
(онтического), который в  возвратно-поступательном движении приходящего 
и  уходящего раскрывает «местность» бытия (Ortschaft des Seins)  — формула, 
которой Хайдеггер описывает выражение «истина бытия», и которая подразу-
мевает определение сущности места как просвета, в котором то, что есть (су-
щее), являет себя. Как только эта «местность» определена, мысль меняет на-
правление, поскольку теперь именно исходя из бытия, то есть из ничего — ни 
отсутствия (ничто), ни присутствия (бытия в традиционном смысле) — исходя 
из этого двойного движения, которое само уже стало бытием, сущее обретает 
облик (prend apparence) — феноменализируется. Осуществленный после «Бы-
тия и  времени» «удивительный» поворот (Kehre) есть не что иное, как обра-
щение двустороннего движения герменевтического толкования в двустороннее 
движение феноменализации28.

24 См. (Heidegger, 1964, 60–61; 1993b, 199).
25 См. (Heidegger, 1964, 96–97; 1993b, 205–206).
26 Ришир ссылается на работу 1951 года „Bauen, Wohnen, Denken“; на русский язык не переве-

дена. — Прим. пер.
27 Cf. (Heidegger, 1959, 120–155). (Ришир ссылается на работу «Из диалога о языке» в сборнике 

«На пути к языку», которая была переведена на русский В. В. Бибихиным и опубликована 
в книге «Время и бытие» (Heidegger, 1993a, 273–302). — Прим. пер.).

28 См. мою статью «Свернутое ничего» (Richir, 1970).
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Однако не похоже, что Хайдеггер довел это обращение до конца. Дело 
в том, что оно предполагает основательное переосмысление отправной точки 
исследования: оно ставит вопрос о  феноменализации человека на основании 
ничего (rien), то есть на основании того, что Мерло-Понти называет «сырым 
и диким бытием»29. Как эк-зистирующий, человек не обязательно предопреде-
лен либо к истине бытия, либо к заблуждению, понятому сугубо как «одержи-
мость сущим»30. Человек вмещает в  себя не только просвет бытия, он также 
и  варвар вне «своей» сущности: он также обитает в  универсуме грез, мифов 
и  фантазмов, которые не есть нечто сущее, однако и  не являются не-сущим. 
Он живет в кажимости, которая (не) является ничем и которая, тем не менее, 
имеет над ним загадочную власть. Ошибка — или заблуждение — состоит не 
только в забвении бытия, но в своеобразной форме инобытия; это не потеря 
себя в обнаружении того, что есть, но обретение себя в возникновении того, 
чего, в строгом смысле, нет: человек может выколоть себе глаза и выжечь все 
чувства, он может «быть» вне самого себя, то есть вне места, определенного 
ему его бытием, вне какого-либо «места», без места. И не только может «быть», 
но всегда в какой-то степени уже таков. Человек носит внутри иное, которое 
выступает из него, покушается на него, спрятано в нем и в то же время в нем 
нуждается, завершается в нем, укореняется в нем: это иное — варварство, или 
же дикость, необитаемая природа, которая теплится в человеке, обитает в нем; 
это природа, которая с первых дней всегда неизменна, это море, из которого мы 
все исходим, и по которому мы худо-бедно плывем через бури, то и дело откло-
няясь от курса; это море, которое переворачивает31 наши устои, мысли, в ко-

29 Здесь и далее цитаты из работы М. Мерло-Понти «Видимое и невидимое» приводятся в со-
ответствии с переводом на русский О. Н. Шпараги (Merleau-Ponty, 2006). — Прим. пер.

30 Cf. (Heidegger, 1954; 1991), параграфы «Неистина как сокрытость», «Не-истина как поиски», 
как и „Anmerkung“ (имеется в виду «Рецензия на Психологию мировоззрений К. Ясперса»; на 
русский язык не переведена. — Прим. пер.) в сборнике «Путевые знаки» (Heidegger, 1967, 
96–97).

31 « …qui fait rouler nos édifices, nos pensées les plus certaines et le plancher de nos navires… » — 
« fait rouler » дословно переводится как «заставляет крутиться» или «приводит в движение» 
и в данном случае отсылает к развиваемому Риширом понятию «ничего», которое сворачи-
вается (s’enroule), одновременно разворачиваясь (en se déroulant). Это понятие более подроб-
но раскрывается в следующей части работы и означает особый универсум, на основании 
которого кажимость феноменализируется как таковая. В движении сворачивания-развора-
чивания «ничего» происходит становление сущего и не-сущего, поэтому вышеприведенную 
часть предложения можно понимать как «…в нем [море] становятся наши устои, мысли, 
в которых мы больше всего уверены…». Этот универсум «ничего» схож с «плотью мира» 
Мерло-Понти, поэтому его характеристики переносятся Риширом на последнюю, из-за чего 
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торых мы больше всего уверены, и наши корабли, есть «плоть, мать» (Merleau-
Ponty, 1964a, 321; 2006, 348).

Осуществить обращение, мыслить феноменализацию на основании ниче-
го (rien) — значит вместе с тем поставить вопрос о феноменализации человека 
в диком универсуме, в котором он исконно не обитает, который он не создает, 
хотя и меняет его, как только появляется; это предполагает мышление фено-
менализации как «космологии видимого»32, по выражению Мерло-Понти, ко-
торая, как будет пояснено далее, вынуждает пересмотреть то, что благодаря ей 
предстало как остатки традиционной философии в хайдеггеровской «онтоло-
гии».

РУИНЫ БЫТИЯ

Осуществить дефенестрацию удалось и Мерло-Понти в его последних ра-
ботах: «У нашей души нет окон: это значит In-der-Welt-Sein33» (Merleau-Ponty, 
1964a, 276; 2006, 301).

Мир и  Бытие: Их отношение  — это отношение между видимым и  невидимым 
(латентность), невидимое — это не другое видимое («возможное» в логическом 
смысле), не просто отсутствующее позитивное. Оно является принципиальной 
Verborgenheit34, то есть невидимым видимого, Offenheit der Umwelt35, а  не Unend-
lichkeit36 — Unendlichkeit находится в глубине (бытия) В-себе и есть объ-ект37 — 
Бесконечность бытия, в  отношении которого может возникать вопрос,  — это 

получается, что море (плоть) «ворочает» «ничего» и в этом смысле является тем, «из чего 
мы все исходим». Имея в виду все вышесказанное, было решено перевести в данном кон-
тексте « fait rouler » как «переворачивает», чтобы сохранить корень, а вместе с ним и связку 
с «ничего». Однако это «переворачивает» следует понимать не как действие с возможным 
результатом (как если бы что-то в итоге перевернулось), но как длительное становление, как 
«пере-ворачивание». — Прим. пер.

32 Полная фраза: «Я подвергаю сомнению эволюционистскую перспективу: я заменяю ее кос-
мологией видимого в том смысле, что, когда я рассматриваю эндовремя и эндопространство, 
у меня больше не остается вопросов ни об истоках, ни о границах, ни о сериях событий, вос-
ходящих к первопричине, а остается только раскол бытия, которое есть всегда» (Merleau-
Ponty, 1964a, 318; 2006, 346; курсив мой — М. Р.).

33 Бытие-в-мире (нем.). — Прим. пер.
34 Сокрытость (нем.). — Прим. пер.
35 Открытость окружающего мира (нем.). — Прим. пер.
36 Бесконечность (нем.). — Прим. пер.
37 В оригинальном тексте М. Мерло-Понти стоит «  ob-jet  ». Слово «объект» (« objet » фр.) 

происходит из латинского “objectus”, состоящего из “ob” (перед) и “jacio” (бросать). Латин-
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действующая, воинствующая конечность: открытость der Umwelt38  — … .(Mer-
leau-Ponty, 1964a, 305; 2006, 331)39

Для Гуссерля актуально воспринимаемое видимое не имеет иного смысла, 
кроме как проявления или стороны вещи, центр которой закрыт [от нас] со 
всех сторон, которая невидима как таковая в живом настоящем, но интуитив-
но воспринимается как законченная пустая форма, которую можно бесконечно 
наполнять другим потенциально видимым. За исключением случая восприя-
тия Другого, в  философии Гуссерля нет ничего принципиально невидимого. 
Поскольку для него вещи суть поверхности, огибающие центрированный объ-
ем, всегда возможно — в идеальной ситуации — обойти их с другой стороны, 
чтобы увидеть до сих пор скрытую сторону. Воссоздание вещи полностью из ее 
разных проявлений — лишь вопрос времени. Время же здесь означает беско-
нечность тянущегося потока настоящего.

Осуществляя дефенестрацию, Мерло-Понти отвергает Идею бесконечно-
го. Первое следствие — которое, как мы увидим далее, повлечет за собой се-
рию последовательных потрясений — заключается в том, что отныне у всего 
видимого есть принципиально невидимое. Восприятие «свидетельствует о не-
воспринимаемом» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 274; 2006, 298); в видимом всегда есть 
невидимое. И это невидимое есть «открытость der Umwelt».

Почему? Потому что невидимое 

не просто является не-видимым (то, что было или будет увидено и невидимо те-
перь, или то, что видимо другим, нежели я, но не мной), но его отсутствие при-
числяется к  миру (оно «позади» видимого, предстоящая или выдвигающаяся 
видимость, она urpräsentiert40 именно в качестве nichturpräsentierbar41, в качестве 
другого измерения), в котором его лакуна, помечающая свое место, является од-
ной из переходных точек «мира». (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 281; 2006, 306)

Сказать, что отсутствие невидимого как-либо влияет на мир, значит ска-
зать, что есть нечто отличное от чистого ничто или от пустоты, которой мож-
но полностью пренебречь: это значит сказать, что его отсутствие составляет 

ский корень сохранился и в  современном французском, где «бросать» обозначается как 
« jeter ». — Прим. пер.

38 Окружающий мир (нем.). — Прим. пер.
39 См. также (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 223; 2006, 245): «Истинное бесконечное… необходимо, что-

бы оно было превосходящим нас: бесконечностью der Offenheit, а не Unendlichkeit».
40 Первично представлена (нем.). — Прим. пер.
41 Первично непредставимое (нем.). — Прим. пер.
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видимое, что оно [отсутствие] так или иначе присутствует, в том смысле, в ко-
тором говорят об отсутствии, что его «заметили». Это значит сказать, что неви-
димое изначально представлено как таковое, — как нечто изначально непред-
ставимое — как недостаток видимого, превращающий последнее в нечто не-
изгладимо неполное, изъеденное коррозией и эрозией. Постоянно находясь на 
грани восприятия как выступ, продолжение или «обратная сторона» видимого, 
невидимое, тем не менее, тут как лакуна. И последняя является одной из пе-
реходных точек мира: она есть «место», куда проваливается взгляд, «каркас», 
соединяющий видящего с тем, что он видит, и с тем, что не видит42. «Невидимое 
находится тут, не будучи при этом объектом, это чистая трансцендентность 
без онтической маски» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 282-283;, 2006, 308). Видимое не 
экран, который полностью закрывает собой невидимое; а также невидимое не 
находится просто позади видимого, как будто последнее его заслонило. Хотя 
невидимое и  являет себя как определенное отсутствие, показывает себя как 
«принципиальная Verborgenheit», дело в том, что оно не прилегает к видимо-
му полностью, оно есть нечто другое, нежели потенциально видимое, располо-
женное с другой стороны от фасада вещи. Видимое позволяет догадаться о не-
видимом, [ощутить его] «окольно», косвенно, в обход; «сами “видимые вещи”, 
в конечном счете, являются точно так же всего лишь центрированными вокруг 
отсутствующего ядра» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 283; 2006, 308): они прогнили до 
корней, и гнилое в них, их ядро, их глубина, все же являет себя снаружи как 
внешнее (без чего это отсутствие было бы видимым присутствием, дырой). Во 
всем видимом есть необычная искаженность43, которая мешает поверхностям 
замкнуться на самих себе, поскольку ядро, вокруг которого они центрированы, 
предстает ядром отсутствия. Кажимость следует понимать не как наружный 

42 Невидимое не есть «другое «возможное» видимое или «возможное» видимое для другого», 
поскольку это разрушило бы «каркас, который соединяет нас с ним» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 
282; 2006, 307).

43 В оригинальном тексте стоит слово « distorsion », используя которое Ришир отсылает к «Ви-
димому и невидимому» Мерло-Понти. В переводе на русский О. Н. Шпараги (Merleau-Ponty, 
2006) слово дано как «искажение», в  таком же переводе оно встречается и  во «Введении 
в  метафизику» Хайдеггера (Heidegger, 1998), на которое Ришир ссылается далее в  тексте. 
Однако в контексте данной работы перевод « distorsion » как «искажения» требует уточне-
ния: искажение подразумевает некоторое предшествующее ему «нормальное» состояние, 
что не соответствует закладываемому Риширом смыслу, поскольку для него искаженность 
кажимости является ее сущностной характеристикой, своеобразным отклонением без нор-
мы и изначальным несовпадением с самой собой. В связи с чем, здесь и далее по тексту, где 
это позволял контекст, было решено переводить « distorsion » как «искаженность», а не как 
«искажение». — Прим. пер.
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слой тряпичного мешка, скрывающий то, что находится у него внутри, но и вы-
дающий его содержимое, а как руины, у которых то, что находится внутри, и то, 
что находится снаружи, сообщаются без нарушения единства. Хотя видимое 
и «центрировано» вокруг отсутствующего ядра, это ядро является вихрем, ко-
торый затягивает внутрь, одновременно вытесняя наружу в едином движении. 
Дефенестрация предполагает, что сущее более не является крепостью, защища-
ющей свои богатства от взглядов мира, но оно является ничем, которое каждый 
раз схлопывается и одновременно разрастается, сворачивается и одновремен-
но развертывается, которое стабилизируется, вступая в контакт с собой, нахо-
дя в этом соединительную ткань, которая феноменализируется как сама кажи-
мость44. Последняя больше не является видимой стороной завершенной вещи, 
невидимой в настоящий момент, но является руиной, оставленной невидимым, 
которое вздувается, вваливаясь и  разъедая само себя; так и  гора есть не что 
иное, как руина, оставшаяся от двойного движения грунта и эрозии. Далекая 
от того чтобы спрятать истинную реальность за собой, кажимость есть не что 
иное, как она сама. Она — поверхность, искаженная соприкосновением ничего 
с ничем, она никогда не будет закончена, всегда ложна, псевдо-реальна — по-
скольку это искаженность по-гречески: pseudos45. Кажимости суть руины бы-
тия и руины истины. По отношению к феноменализации, к проявлению ниче-
го, истина — только «вторичный» эффект, искажение искажения, завершение 
незавершенного, чей статус становится в высшей степени загадочным.

В любом случае, искаженное более «всеобще», чем выправленное, по-
скольку есть фантазмы, грезы, галлюцинации, наряду с тем, как есть бытие и су-
щее. Если бы Хайдеггер, в свою очередь, не осуществил дефенестрацию, у нас 
было бы искушение поверить, что истина свершается в изотропном простран-
стве, равномерно заполненном репрезентацией, как представление о мгновен-
ном единстве конечного и бесконечного, в мечтах философа, закрытого в своей 
комнате. Но эта «всеобщность» искаженного вынуждает пересмотреть в совер-
шенно новом ключе хайдеггеровскую мысль и только больше подчеркивает тот 
факт, что Хайдеггер так и не приступает к рассмотрению вопроса, поставлен-
ного «статусом» «ложной» кажимости. Можно задаться вопросом, было ли рас-
спрашивание бытия как бытия доведено до конца, не осталось ли оно несмотря 

44 «Сама мякоть ощущаемого, его неопределяемое является не чем иным, как единством в нем 
“внутри” и “снаружи”, плотным контактом себя с собой. Абсолютное “ощущаемого” — это 
тот взрыв, который стабилизировал себя, то есть допускающий возвращение» (Merleau-
Ponty, 1964a, 321; 2006, 349).

45 Cf. (Heidegger, 1966, 146; 1998, 264).
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ни на что тайно связано с сущим (тем, что есть), и, следовательно, обязательно 
ли это расспрашивание ведет к «сырому и дикому бытию», к которому Мер-
ло-Понти все время возвращается в его последней работе.

ГОРИЗОНТЫ, ПЛОТЬ

В классическом представлении о законченной форме — учении Гуссерля 
об интенциональности — центр вещей дается одновременно с их периферией. 
Поскольку пространство однородно, искаженность попросту немыслима, раз-
ве что в воображении и оторванных от реальности фантазиях видящего. Зам-
кнутая поверхность, закрывающая содержание, предполагает центр как свое 
основание. Но что примечательно в таком мире, так это то, что воплощенный 
взгляд схватывает от вещи лишь плоский образ, картинку без рельефа (как мы 
помним, для Гуссерля Abschattung внепространственно), глубина которой ис-
ключена. Чувственно воспринимаемое не имеет смысла вне восприятия Идеи 
замкнутой на самой себе и, следовательно, центрированной формы. Чувствен-
ность препятствует постижимости, она имеет дело только с подобием, иллюзи-
ей реальности; если все-таки видящий и связан с миром, то только потому, что 
он осуществляет переход из себя в идеальное. Нет принципиально невидимого, 
поскольку невидимое есть не что иное, как «сверх-видимое», которое можно 
узреть только «третьим глазом», оком разума. Замкнуть и центрировать фор-
мы — значит обречь восприятие на своего рода раздвоение (диплопию): один 
глаз смотрит на фактичное, чувственное и  наличное видимое, второй  — на 
видимое сущностное, идеальное и «за-наличное»; один взгляд обращен на по-
верхность вещей, другой — в их центр. Только в единовременной суперпози-
ции этих взглядов кажимости конституируются как наружные фрагменты ве-
щи-в-себе. Последняя есть единственная истинная «реальность», в то время как 
чувственная кажимость — разновидность «суб-реальности», — подобия реаль-
ности — которая обретает смысл только в соотношении с «реальностью-в-се-
бе», единственной, которая есть. Сама по себе кажимость не позволяет судить 
о том, что есть, и о том, чего нет: для этого необходимо око разума. Считается, 
что кажимость ложна, когда она не соотносится ни с каким центром, когда она 
есть чистая иллюзия (только поверхность), когда два взгляда несовместимы.

В такой вселенной, глубина — удаленность фона от поверхности на гра-
ни вещей — не обладает, собственно говоря, [самостоятельным] статусом: она 
между ментальным (тем, что воспринимается духовным оком) и физическим 
(тем, что воспринимается чувственным зрением), она есть непостижимая раз-
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ница между ними, то, на чем основаны соответствующие им области, то, что им 
предшествует, в то время как кажется следующим за ними, поскольку создается 
впечатление, будто она возникает именно из их наложения (суперпозиции).

Постановки вопроса о глубине достаточно, чтобы полностью разрушить 
классическое представление о пространстве46, вокруг чего, по всей видимости, 
и выстроен весь труд Мерло-Понти47.

Удаленность фона вещей от их границы должна иметь какое-то глубинное 
основание, а не быть простым эффектом рекомпозиции на основе двух «пози-
тивных» сущностей (вещи-в-себе и чувственно воспринимаемой кажимости). 
Если в традиционной философии существует диплопия, которую она не иссле-
дует как таковую — несмотря на то, что та является скрытым источником всех 
ее проблем  — она должна быть основана на какой-то загадке повседневного 
восприятия мира. Ведь мир не должен быть пересобран, чтобы быть увиден-
ным: источник его смысла не может быть вне него, но только в нем. Если есть 
философия, а именно вопрошание, — то не потому, что кто-то стал жертвой 
странного опьянения, из-за которого у  него двоится в  глазах, но  потому что 
сам мир порождает из самого себя собственное вопрошание, потому что загадка 
обитает в нем, далеком от того, чтобы быть надстройкой того странного бытия, 
которым является человек с его заблуждениями.

Чтобы добраться до основания классической диплопии, дуальности 
из двух элементов (чувственное — умопостигаемое), традиционно составляю-
щих видимое, чтобы понять, почему постановка вопроса о глубине ведет к пре-
одолению этой дуальности, достаточно уже увидеть, что последняя в действи-
тельности основывается на замкнутости форм на самих себе, на их устройстве 
как центрированных сфер. Таким образом, становится видно, что первооснова 
платонизма — его космология, выстроенная от сферы; что истинным родона-

46 На этом глубинном основании построен ритм, присущий истории живописи начиная 
с Ренессанса, что мимоходом отметил Мерло-Понти в работе «Око и дух» (Merleau-Ponty, 
1964b), и четко показал М. Лоро в своей статье, озаглавленной «Слабая и полная отговорок» 
(Loreau, 1973).

47 От «Феноменологии восприятия» до работы, опубликованной посмертно («Видимое и не-
видимое»). В рукописи от февраля 1960 года он пишет: «Я ищу в воспринимаемом мире ядра 
смысла, которые являются не-видимыми, но не просто в смысле абсолютного отрицания 
(или в смысле абсолютной позитивности «интеллигибельного мира»), но в смысле другого 
целого измерений, наподобие того как глубина образует полость позади высоты и ширины, 
а время — полость позади пространства… Для того чтобы изучить включение всякого це-
лого измерений в  бытие,  — включение глубины в  восприятие и  языка  — в  мир тишины» 
(Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 289–290; 2006, 315; курсив мой. — М. Р.).
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чальником западных философий — до Хайдеггера включительно — является 
Парменид; что отцеубийство, к которому прибегли однажды, продолжает со-
вершаться; и что открытие глубины неизбежно проходит через открытие в ви-
димом не-бытия, «онтологический» статус которого как минимум равен стату-
су бытия.

В этом направлении, как мы сказали ранее, движется Мерло-Понти: неви-
димое является принципиально невидимым и невидимым видимого; оно изна-
чально являет себя как таковое, то есть как изначально неявленное, как «озеро 
не-бытия», «определенное небытие, погрязшее в  локальной и  темпоральной 
открытости» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 254; 2006, 278), «квалифицированное 
не-бытие»48, которое есть «полость, а не дыра» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 249; 2006, 
273), и которое не является «Nichtiges Nichts»49. Это квалифицированное не-бы-
тие является не-бытием видимого, квалией; оно коррелятивно бытию квалии 
и  не является простым не-сущим (дырой в  сущем или отсутствием сущего). 
Невидимое ядро отсутствия «есть» полость в оболочке кажимостей, из-за ко-
торого последняя «звучит полой», оно есть скорлупа, которая обнаруживает 
фон. Но этот фон, в свою очередь, не является поверхностью или станиной, он 
есть окружение, то, что снаружи, сам мир. Через носимое в себе озеро не-бы-
тия бытие кажимости открывает глубину: если кажимость не просто плоская 
картинка, если она кажет себя в определенном месте, находящемся на дистан-
ции, то дело в том, что она феноменализируется в приближении, которое есть 
и отдаление; в том, что она про-исходит из «фона» невидимого и в то же время 
в нем вязнет; в том, что в ее оболочке есть искаженность, превращающая дис-
танцию в близость.

Кажимость входит в  пространство ткани мира именно из-за своей 
не-замкнутости, своей незаконченности, именно благодаря тому, что она есть 
руина, открытая со всех сторон внешнему, искаженное пространство, слия-
ние внутреннего и внешнего, накладывающихся друг на друга. Глубина суще-
ствует, поскольку в кажимости есть искаженность, поскольку, как выразился 
Мерло-Понти, видимое — «разновидность пролива между всегда разверстыми 
внешними и внутренними горизонтами» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 175; 2006, 192; 
курсив мой .— М. Р.).

48 « non-être qualifié » — в переводе О. Н. Шпараги характеристика « qualifié » опускается. Мы 
же переводим ее как «квалифицированное», чтобы сохранить заложенную связь с понятием 
«квалиа»; переводы «ощущаемое» и «воспринимаемое» подходят по смыслу, но утрачивают 
эту связь. — Прим. пер.

49 «Ничтожное ничто» (нем.). — Прим. пер.
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С учетом искаженности кажимости смысл понятия «горизонт» радикаль-
но меняется: он «в той же малой степени, что небо и земля, является собрани-
ем устойчивых вещей, как и обозначением некоторого класса или логической 
возможностью понимания, или же системой “потенциальности сознания”» 
(Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 195; 2006, 216) — чем он, как мы видели, является у Гус-
серля — поскольку 

актуальное, эмпирическое, онтическое видимое посредством своего рода склады-
вания, впячивания (invagination) или обивания выставляет напоказ саму види-
мость, возможность, которая оказывается не тенью чего-то действительного, 
а его принципом, не собственным вкладом «мышления», а его условием, стилем, 
содержащим намек и, как и всякий стиль, немногословным, но и, как и всякий 
стиль, неподражаемым и неотчуждаемым, оказывается внутренним и внешним 
горизонтами, между которыми и располагается актуально видимое в качестве 
их предварительного водораздела, но которые, тем не менее, непрерывно откры-
ваются все новому видимому. (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 199-200; 2006, 221; курсив 
мой. — М. Р.)

Таким образом, видимость так же снаружи, на внешнем горизонте на-
личного видимого, как и в его нутре, которое внешний горизонт создает, свер-
тываясь, впячиваясь. Кажимость двояко связывается с миром: через невиди-
мый фон, из которого она выступает (про-исходит), и через полость, которая 
обустроилась в ней, удерживает ее и укрепляет [в мире]: если внешний гори-
зонт «известен каждому», то внутренний — «темнота, набитая видимостью» 
(Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 195; 2006, 216)50. Кажимость обита, и  наполнение этой 
обивки — сама субстанция мира, его плоть, как ее удачно назвал Мерло-Понти.

Что касается основания классической диплопии, то оно заключено в са-
мой искаженности. Хотя видимое — «моментальная кристаллизация видимо-
сти», тем не менее «всякая кристаллизация с определенной точки зрения явля-
ется иллюзорной» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 267; 2006, 292), поскольку «все видение 
является кристаллизацией невозможного» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 327; 2006, 355; 
курсив мой.  — М. Р.), поскольку «мнимая позитивность ощущаемого мира… 
оказывается как раз чем-то неуловимым» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 267-268; 2006, 
292). Искаженность кажимости в действительности представляет из себя не-
возможность, которая состоит из  наложения, абсолютного перекрытия вну-
треннего внешним и  внешнего внутренним, хиазмы внутренних и  внешних 
горизонтов, конституирования видимой и  расположенной [в пространстве] 

50 Перевод « bourrée » изменен с «переполненная» [как в (Merleau-Ponty, 2006, 216)] на «наби-
тая». — Прим. пер.
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поверхности, которая является «пределом» безграничности, не-располагаемо-
сти-в-пространстве и невидимого. Загадка состоит в том, что эта искаженность, 
являясь причиной вступления ничего в контакт с самим собой так, что [обра-
зуется] наружный слой соединительной ткани, определяет последнюю как саму 
кажимость, которая являет себя как наличное (il y a), и которая конституиру-
ется вне зависимости от всех «форм» — понимаемых, разумеется, в совершен-
но другом смысле, нежели согласно классическим представлениям — которые 
суть они сами, которые утверждаются собственными средствами, которые суть 
«сцепление себя с собой», «глубинная тождественность (динамическая тожде-
ственность)», «трансцендентность» (Merleau-Ponty, 1964a, 262; 2006, 286), и ко-
торые, тем самым, являются началом позитивного. Именно ввиду невозможно-
сти остановиться на этом наложении, классическая мысль в заблуждении, на 
котором она основана, полагает такое буквально неприкосновенное «позитив-
ное» как чистую позитивность, замкнутую на самой себе сферу, как разделение 
внутреннего и  внешнего. Это заблуждение заключается в  заворачивании на 
самом себе того, что в действительности принципиально не может быть свер-
нуто, поскольку его сворачивание есть в то же время и развертывание. Именно 
потому, что кажимости нельзя придерживаться, она, за невозможностью огра-
ничиться искаженностью, может предстать свернутым ничего (le rien enroulé). 
Именно потому, что видимое всегда предполагает косой взгляд или искривлен-
ную перспективу — одновременно боковую и фронтальную — [классическая] 
мысль, выравнивая углы обзора51 и смотря прямо перед собой, открылась ди-
плопии, которой она, тем не менее, никогда не могла придерживаться до конца, 
поскольку постоянно пыталась скрыть эту бинокулярность за невозможной 
суперпозицией двух составляющих ее взглядов52. 

51 « …ramenant ses deux yeux “en face des trous” » — непереводимая на русский игра слов. Фран-
цузское выражение «  ne pas avior les yeux en face des trous  » отчасти передается русским 
выражением «глаза выпали из орбит» (дословно переводится как «не иметь глаза напротив 
дырок», подразумевается «глаза смотрят не туда, куда направлены глазницы») и означает 
«иметь затуманенный взгляд», «не видеть то, что прямо под носом». « Ramener les yeux “en 
face des trous” » в таком случае означает «возвращать на место “выпавшие из орбит глаза”», 
однако в оригинальном выражении сохраняется и образность восстановления перекошен-
ного взгляда. В результате, Ришир пишет, что в классической традиции, выправляя таким 
образом направление взгляда, полагали, что «зрят в корень», в то время как на самом деле 
совершали ошибку, отказываясь от искривленной перспективы и тем самым открывая до-
рогу дуализму. — Прим. пер.

52 Ришир противопоставляет «чувственное зрение» и «духовное око», составляющие класси-
ческий дуализм, «искривленной», одновременно боковой и фронтальной, перспективе. — 
Прим. пер.
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