w

o il |

ey

.

Journal of Sdciety for Aesthetics in Slovakia
and Institute of Aesthetics and Art Culture

Vol. 7, No 1
June 2018

Europe: allegory of cg@
2 Unk
Slovak Natig
Source: W



ESPES (online journal of the Society for Aesthetics in Slovakia)
Vol. 7/1 - 2018

Editor in Chief
Prof. PhDr. Jana Soskova, CSc. (Institute of Aesthetics and Art Culture, Faculty of Arts, University of
Presov, Slovakia)

Editorial Board
dr. Ancuta Mortu (Centre de recherches sur les arts et le langage, Paris, France)
dr. hab. Mateusz Salwa (Institute of Philosophy, University of Warsaw)
doc. Mgr. Petra Sobaniova, PhD. (Department of Art Education, Faculty of Education, Palacky
University, Olomouc, Czech Republic)
dr. Matgorzata Szyszkowska (Research Center for Philosophy of Music Institute of Philosophy,
University of Warsaw, Poland)
Mgr. Adrian Kvokacka, PhD. (Institute of Aesthetics and Art Culture, Faculty of Arts, University of
Presov, Slovakia)
Mgr. Lukas Makky, PhD. (Institute of Aesthetics and Art Culture, Faculty of Arts, University of Presov,
Slovakia)
Mgr. Jana Migasova, PhD. (Institute of Aesthetics and Art Culture, Faculty of Arts, University of Presov,
Slovakia)

Advisory Board
Dr. Aleksandra Y.ukaszewicz Alcaraz (Institute of History and Theory of Art, Faculty of Painting and
New Media Academy of Art in Szczecin, Poland)
Doc. PhDr. Renata Belicova, PhD. (Institute of Literary and Artistic Communication, Faculty of Arts,
Constantine the Philosopher University in Nitra, Slovakia)
Prof. Markus Cslovjecsek, (University of Applied Sciences and Arts Northwestern Switzerland,
Switzerland)
Prof. PhDr. Tomas Hlobil, CSc. (Department of Aesthetics, Faculty of Arts, Chatles University in
Prague, Czech Republic)
Prof. PhDr. Zdénka Kalnicka, CSc. (Department of Philosophy, Faculty of Arts, University of Ostrava,
Czech Republic)
Prof. Christoph Khittl (University of Music and Performing Arts, Vienna, Austria)
Doc. PaedDr. Slavka Kopcakova, PhD. (Institute of Aesthetics and Art Culture, Faculty of Arts,
University of Presov, Slovakia)
Prof. PhDr. Peter Michalovi¢, CSc. (Department of Aesthetics, Faculty of Arts of Comenius University,
Bratislava, Slovakia)
Prof. UG, dr hab. Piotr Przybysz (Division of Aesthetics and the Philosophy of Culture, Faculty of
Social Sciences, University of Gdansk, Poland)
Dr. Artem Radeev (Department of Cultural Studies, Philosophy of Culture and Aesthetics, Saint
Peterburg State University, Russian Federation)
Dr. Zoltan Somhegyi (College of Fine Arts and Design, University of Shatjah, United Arab Emirates)
Prof. PhDr. Jana Soskova, CSc. (Institute of Aesthetics and Art Culture, Faculty of Arts, University of
Presov)

Editors
Mgr. Jana Migasova, PhD.
Mgr. Lukas Makky, PhD.

Published
Institute of Aesthetics and Art Culture
Faculty of Arts, University of Presov in Presov

& Society for Aesthetics in Slovakia. © 2018

ISSN 1339 - 1119



CONTENT

Editorial/ 1

Articles:

How distinction between work and object helps us in ontology of art? (Lamarque
on physical and cultural objects)/ 2
Jan Hrkat (SK)

“Now lett your constancy your honor prove...”: “Constant Art” of Lady Mary
Wroth / 10
Martina Kastnerova (CZ)

The Aesthetic Idea as the Essence of the Aesthetic/ 24
James Kirwan (ENG)

Cubism: Art and Philosophy/ 30
Dan O'Brien (ENG)

Aesthetics of Photography in the Era of Instagramism/ 38
Michaela Pastekova (SK)

Reconsidering Ingarden’s Contribution to European Aesthetics: Aesthetic
Experience and the Concept of Encounter/ 47
Malgorzata A. Szyszkowska (ENG)

Reviews:

KOPCAKOVA, Slavka - KVOKACKA, Adrian. (2018): Siiradnice estetiky, umenia a
kultiry III — Eurépske estetické myslenie a umeleckd tvorba: pramene, metamorfozy
a ich relevancia/ 57

Katefina Dytrtova (CZ)

BURLAS, Ladislav - KOPCAKOVA, Slavka (2017): Ladislav Burlas a slovenski
hudobni kultir/ 61
Renata Kocisova (SK)

KUSNIROVA, Eva (2017): The Theatre of Particular Features. Theatre Ensemble
Hviezdoslav Spisskid Novi Ves/ 65
Pavol Zubal (ENG)



Editorial

The editorial board of Espes journal have decided to follow the verified “steps” in 2018 and prepared a
representative selection of articles presented at the international conference The Coordinates of
Aesthetics, Art and Culture III (November 8th — 9th 2017 in Presov), organized by the Society for
Aesthetics in Slovakia. The topic of the conference (European aesthetical thinking and art creation:
resources, metamorphoses and their relevance) had the ambition to identify the specifications of
European thinking, art, culture, and discourse on it in the past and present form or eventually in another
perspective. The source of such a conceived thematic focus was the assumption that European culture
as a unit, but even its particular national elements, bring the individual approach to the research of art
features and aesthetic facts. The core of international conference was a return to the grounds of
aesthetics, art, and culture that are the stepping stone of a contemporary art and thinking what is proved
by the specifications of European thinkers or creators.

The setting of the selection of this editorial piece filled the goals of the conference at least partially. It
has been shown that aesthetics and art tradition, on which the Western thinking and art is built on, is in
spite of its limits still perspective. It is not only about the past and “the secluded” ideas, but even living
theoretical spawn that can still produce some ideas, even on the contemporary situation. In “the
tandem” with the conference proceedings (Kopc¢dkova — Kvokacka 2018) which has brought a complex
search for the examined problem, on behalf of a reader we have selected the texts which illustrate the
topic in various areas. Reader can meet the classical aesthetic tradition of Kantian thinking (J. Kirwan, D.
O' Brien) or its later transformation presented with the example of R. Ingarden (M. Szyskovska) with
ontological problems of art (J. Hrkit) or particular types of art, whether talking about literature art (M.
Kastnerova), visual art (D. O' Brien) or photography art (M. Pastekova). Every single presented study is
an example of actualization and creative work with already traditional theories and therefore, the current
volume brings interesting perspectives. We invite our faithful readers to an inspirational reading.

Your editorial team of Espes journal.



Ako ndm v ontolégii umenia pomoze odlisenie diela a objektu?

(Lamarque o fyzikdlnych a kultdrnych objektoch)

Jan Hrkuat; jan.hrkut@gmail.com

Abstrakt: Ontologicka otazka o umeni sa pyta na povahu existencie umeleckych diel. Text predstavuje zakladné
otazky, ktoré sa zmysluplne pytaju na ontologicky charakter umenia. Skima hypotézu fyzikilneho objektu, pricom
predstavuje argumentaciu R. Wollheima voci tejto hypotéze. Jadrom ¢lanku je rekonstrukcia pristupu P. Lamarque,
ktory vo svojej knihe Dielo & objekt rozlisuje tieto dva elementy ako kI'i¢ové pre vysvetlenie toho ako umelecké diela
existuju. Objekt povazuje za médium, pricom len z uhla pohladu (fyzikalnych) objektov umelecké diela neexistuja.
Lamarque tvrdi, Ze umenie nastava tam, kde sa vyskytuje aj kultirne a instituciondlne porozumenie objektom ako
umeleckym dielam.

Krucové slova: ontologia umenia, artefakt, fyzikalny a kultarny objekt, Wollheim, Lamarque.

Abstract: The ontological question challanges the nature of the existence of works of art. The text presents basic
questions that meaningfuly put questions about the ontological nature of art. It also examines the hypothesis of the
physical object and R. Wollheim's arguments against this hypothesis. The essence of the article is the reconstruction
of P. Lamarque's approach, which in his book, Arz & Object, distinguishes these two elements as key to explain how
works of art exist. The object is considered to be a medium, but from the point of view of pure (physical) objects,
artwork does not exist. Lamarque argues that art occurs where there is also cultural and institutional understanding
of objects as works of art.

Keywords: ontology of art, artifact, physical and cultural object, Wollheim, Lamarque.

Uvod

Ontolégia umenia je skimanie sposobu ako existuji umelecké diela, akej povahy je ich existencia.
Explicitné riesenie ontologickych otazok umenia sa objavuje az od 19. storocia. Hoci otizky s tym spojené
samozrejme moézeme najst’ aj umnohych filozofov v skorsej minulosti. Prominentné miesto zaujima
Aristoteles, ked v Poetike (Aristoteles, 1999, 1447216) hovori o povode umenia, teda o tom, Zze umenie je
napodobnenim. Alebo neskér ked’ opisuje funkcie a casti tragédie — ¢o by sme mohli povazovat’ vo
v$eobecnejsom zmysle za analyzu povahy literarneho diela ako takého. A tiez aj v Metafyzike (Aristoteles,
2008, 1045214), ked’ spomina Homérov epos llias, ked’ o fiom tvrdi, Ze vznikol spojenim viacerych Casti,
teda ze nie je jednotnym telesom, ale vznikol zjednotenim viacerych aspektov. Viac ako Aristotelovym
nepriamym odpovediam na otazku ako existuju umelecké diela sa chcem venovat’ polemike o tom ako s
umelecké diela, a to partikularne v tradicii analyticke;j estetiky.l Vzt’ah medzi estetikou a metafyzikou
Lamarque (Lamarque-Bradley, 2013, s. 13-14) opisuje ako obojstranne plodny a vyhodny; a hoci si musime
davat’ pozor na zjednodusenia a neadekvatne porovnania z oboch disciplin, predsa ide o podla neho

dvojsmerny vzt'ah.

! Hoci sa metodologicky limitujem na analytickd estetiku, samozrejme nastolené otizky a problémy s pritomné
u mnohych autorov. Dakujem anonymnému recenzentovi tejto state za upriamenie pozornosti na rozliSenie obrazu
amalby u Romana Ingardena. A tiez za podnetna paralelu, ktora predstavuje Virgil Aldrich ajeho delenie
fyzikalnych a estetickych objektov. K recepcii zastresujiceho terminu ,,materialny objekt® u Aldricha a jeho
zdovodneniu sa vyjadril aj Makky (2012, pozn. ¢. 20).



Na zaciatku ukazem tradicné otazky, ktoré sa s ontolégiou umenia spajaju a tiez stabilizované pristupy,
ktoré sa vyprofilovali. Vi¢siu pozornost’ vsak chcem venovat’ predstaveniu hypotézy umeleckého diela
ako fyzikalneho objektu. Ndsledne uvediem argumenty, preco tato hypotéza nesta¢i na vysvetlenie toho,
ako umelecké diela existuji. Ako kIicova cast’ chcem ukazat’ a rozdiskutovat’ pristup, resp. riesenie,
s ktorym prisiel britsky filozof Peter Lamarque. Lamarque principidlne rozliSuje diela a objekty.
Porozumiet’ existencii umeleckého diela ako odlisného od svojho média, teda od objektu, povazujem za

dobry zaciatok riesenia ontologickych otazok umenia.

Status quaestionis

Livingston (2013) v dolezitej Stanfordskej encyklopédii filozofie medzi najdélezitejsie otazky, ktoré sa
snazi zodpovedat’ ontolégia umeleckého diela, zarad’uje tieto: aky druh veci alebo entit st umelecké diela?
Existuje vObec nieco také ako jedna ontologicka kategéria pre vietky druhy a pripady umenia? Maju vsetky
diela opakovany alebo viacnasobny vyskyt alebo len niektoré druhy? St umelecké diela vytvarané alebo
objavované? Moézu byt umelecké artefakty zni¢ené? A ak dno, ¢o z umenia podlicha zniceniu a ¢o moze
ostat’ v kultirnej pamiti alebo v inom artefakte? Od odpovedi na tieto otazky zavisi filozofické riesenie

alebo pozicia, ktora opisuje ontologickd povahu diel umenia.

Stabilizované, teda najvyznamnejsie pristupy podl'a Livingstona (2013), st $tyri nasledovné:
1) platonske riesenie,
2) type-token rozlisenie,
3) norm-kind riesenie ako opak natural-kind,

4) artefakty a aktivity.

Vyssie uvedené kategérie st pochopitelne skupiny a tedrie v rimci jednej takejto skupiny si dalej
diferencované. Zamerom tohto textu je polozit’ niekolko systematickych otazok preto, aby sa ukazali

moznosti ako zmysluplne odpovedat’ na otiazku o povahe existencie umeleckych diel.

Kvoli vyjasneniu za¢nem elementirnou, snad az trividlnou moznost’ou. Celkom jednoducha odpoved na
otazku o povahe existencie umeleckych diel bude vyzerat’ nasledovne: Umelecké diela st predsa tie
objekty, ktoré sa vystavuji a predvadzaji v umeleckych institdciach ako galérie, divadld, operné domy,
muzed. Tiez s to tie diela, ktoré patria do kanonu, ¢ize stabilizovanej zbierky, vyberu hodnotnych
umeleckych artefaktov, ktoré st kolektované a opisované v dejinach umenia, v umeleckych kritikdch,
a ktoré tvoria obsah disciplin ako dejiny a te6ria konkrétnych umeleckych Zanrov. Je predstavitelné, ze
takto by odpovedal celkom normalny clovek, dokonca aj pravidelny recipient umeleckého sveta. Avsak

tato na pohl'ad jednoducha a samozrejma charakteristika umenia ma svoje problémy.

Prvym problémom je jej zjavna kruhovost’. Odpoved, Ze umenie tvoria tie arftefakty, ktoré su umiestnené
alebo prezentované v umeleckych instituciach je tazko napadnutelna, ale zjavne zaroven aj malo
informativna. Tautologickd povaha tohto typu uvazovania bola podrobne diskutovana najmi v suvislosti
s tedriou Georga Dickieho (1969). Extenzivna kritika (pars pro foto Carroll, 1994) alebo neskorsia Dickieho
revidovana tedria (1984) vsak nie st predmetom tohto textu. Nielen preto, ze cielom je predstavenie
Lamarqueovej teorie, ale najmi preto, lebo otizka identifikicie umeleckého diela je odlisna od otazky
o povahe jeho existencie, teda o ontologii. A aj v pripade plauzibilnej teérie o identite a identifikacii

umenia este vobec nemusi byt’ otazka ontologickej povahy vobec poloZzena.



Vratim sa preto k trividlnym odpovediam, ktoré som uviedol vyssie a skusim ich analyzovat’ podrobnejsie.
Ako jedna moznost’, ktora sa ponuka, je chapat’ umelecké diela ako objekty, veci v beznom zmysle slova,
teda descartovsky tie, ktoré zaberaji priestor. Katedrala Notre-Dame v Parizi alebo Rodinove diela st
objektmi, ktoré mnohi nazyvaji umeleckymi dielami. Je vsSak celkom zrejmé, Ze to az také
neproblematické nie je. Ak burka poskodi chrlice vody na katedréle, alebo jej impozantny portal pod
vplyvom pocasia a ¢asu zvetrava, je nevyhnutné do diela zasiahnut’ a nahradit’ poskodené casti novymi.
A tu vyvstava problém naivnej podoby fyzikalistickej tedrie. Ak by umelecké dielo bolo ohrani¢ené istym
zhlukom atémov, kazdy zasah by musel viest’ k zmene, prip. k oslabeniu pévodnej identity diela. A ked’ze
ubytku a narastu nejakého poctu atdbmov na fyzikalnych objektoch zabranit’ nemozno, atomarna povaha
existencie umeleckych diel nie je plauzibilné riesenie. Ak sa niekomu zda priklad absurdny, uvediem iny,
celkom konkrétny z nedavnej minulosti. Ked’ bola poskodena Michelangelova Pieta, restauratori museli
nahradit’ cely nos a cast’ tvare uvedenej sochy.2 Teda, zmenila sa Pieta? Je to este Michelangelova Pieta?

Nikto ju nenazve inak, ani po tom zasahu, a bez pochybnosti ju obdivujeme ako ,,Michelangelovu Pietu®.

Wollheim a hypotéza fyzikalneho objektu

Z istého uhla pohladu sa mo6ze zdat’ trivialne snazit’ sa vysporiadat’ s fyzikalistickou povahou artefaktov
pri umeni. Ale tu nejde iba o poskodenia alebo zmeny tychto objektov. V centre pozornosti estetiky st
veci, ktoré su zmyslovo zachytitelné. To je prva podmienka aisthesis, tak ako ju uz formuloval
Baumgarten. Cize fyzikilne objekty alebo minimalne fyzikalne vlastnosti budd vzdy predmetom
pozornosti estetiky. A je vyzvou pre estetiku formulovat’ filozofickd teériu umeleckého diela tak, aby v nej
zakomponovala vysvetlenie pritomnosti fyzikdlneho objektu, resp. fyzikalnych vlastnosti a tiez vsetkého
dralsieho, ¢o este umelecké dielo obsahuje, a pravdepodobne toto d’alsie bude umenie robit” hodnotnym

alebo zaujimavym.

Teda, ak by si niekto myslel, Ze si vystacime s odpoved'ou na povahu existencie umenia pomocou tedrie
nejakych fyzikalnych umeleckych objektov, to je t'azké obh4jit’. Umelecké diela zrejme existuju nejakym
inym spésobom. Alebo minimalne je ich existencia heterogénna. Frank Sibley (1959) uz kdesi na zaciatku
tradicie analytickej estetiky rozlisil empirické terminy od esteticky pojmov a tym zvyraznil pomerne zrejmu
distinkciu, ktord mézeme vanimat’ pri kazdom umeleckom artefakte. A sice, ze estetika’ je oblast’, kde sa
stretava zmyslov§ vnem ajeho zmyslovo nezachytitePny vyznam. Cize umelecky artefakt zmyslovo

zachytavame, ale to nie je v$etko, co robi tento artefakt hodnotnym alebo hodnym pozornosti.

Fyzikalisticka intuicia s ohl'adom na ontologicky status umenia je zdrojom niecoho, ¢o Richard Wollheim
nazval ,hypotéza fyzikalneho objektu® (1980, s. 4). V jednom zo svojich kl'icovych diel (Umenie a jeho
objekt, 1980) podal robustnu kritiku tejto hypotézy. Pre tcely tohto textu sa pokusim zrekapitulovat
niektoré jej Casti. Britsky filozof Richard Wollheim teda argumentuje proti tvrdeniu, ze umelecké diela st
iba fyzikalne objekty.

Teda o ¢o ide v hypotéze fyzikidlneho objektu? Ak su umelecké diela artefakty, tak su to entity, ktoré maji
fyzikalne vlastnosti. Maja rozne vlastnosti, ale bezpochyby maja aj alebo vylucne len fyzikalne vlastnosti.

Hypotéza fyzikilneho objektu nas nuti tvrdit’, Ze na umeleckych dielach ako umeleckych dielach

2 Solidnu $tudiu o tomto pripade z roku 1972, ako aj nevyhnutnych zasahoch mozno najst’ v studii publikovane;j
o desat’roc¢ie neskor (Wreen, 1985). Wreen v nej predstavuje umeleckd a filozofickd polemiku o zmenach
v umeleckych dielach.

3 Z gréctiny aisthesis (aloOnotg), pochadzajice zo slovesa aisthinomai (aicOdvopat), ¢o znamena pocit’ovat’ alebo
vnimat’ zmyslami, a odkial’ pochadza nas vyraz estetika.



opisujeme fyzikalne vlastnosti. Z toho potom vyplyva, ze umelecké diela odlisuji od inych objektov

niektoré alebo $pecifické fyzikalne vlastnosti daného objektu. Tol'ko samotna hypotéza.

Pre proces recepcie diela je vsak dolezitejsie zodpovedat’, ¢o opisujeme alebo hodnotime na dielach.
Predstavme si, ze umelecké dielo, ktoré lezi na mojom stole, napr. roman Ulysses od Jamesa Joyca, je
umeleckym dielom-fyzikalnym objektom. Ak by bol roman na mojom stole fyzikalnym objektom, potom
by jeho strata alebo znicenie, znamenala stratu alebo zanik tohto umeleckého diela. Toto je zjavne reductio

ad absurdum.

Ale nielen to, my na romane Ulysses neopisujeme vlastnosti fyzikalneho objektu ako su hmotnost’,
opotrebovanost’ obalu, zazltnuty papier. Toto by nikto nepovazoval za zmysluplnd vypoved o romane
Ulysses, ktory lezi na mojom stole. Pri niektorych umeleckych druhoch nie je ani raciondlne identifikovat’
kandidata na to, ze to ma byt’ fyzikalny objekt (spominany rorném).4

Teda pri alografickych umeleckych druhoch sa to ukazuje jednoduchsie. Pri autografickych dielach (napr.
socha alebo malba) hypotéza fyzikalneho objektu rovnako neplati. Ale aj tak je to mozné preukazat’, hoci

trochu inym sposobom.

Wollheim tvrdi, ze dokaze tato hypotézu ako mylnu, a ponuka dve analogické stratégie (1980, s. 5-11).
Prvé spociva v poukaze na reprezentacné, teda zobrazovacie vlastnosti umeleckych diel. Druhd v poukaze

na expresfvne, teda vyjadrovacie vlastnosti umeleckych diel.

Struktira argumentu je v oboch pripadoch analogickd. Ak umelecké dielo nie¢o zobrazuje, napr. vojvodu
Wellingtona, potom to, ako opisujeme vlastnosti toho zobrazenia sa nezhoduje s tym, ako opisujeme
vlastnosti samotného vojvodu Welligtona. Vojvoda Wellington — v tomto pripade pre nas ako fyzikilny
objekt nie je rovnaky ako zobrazenie na platne. A ak opisujeme rovnaké vlastnosti — vynimocne — tak su

to periférne a okrajové vlastnosti.

Existujd malby (napr. abstraktné), ktoré ni¢ nezobrazuju alebo nezobrazuji fyzikilne objekty, ktoré
pozname z nasho sveta. Tieto artefakty vsak nieco vyjadruji. Opisy tychto vyjadreni vSak nezodpovedaju

opisom fyzikalnych vlastnosti.

Lamarque o rozliSovani diela a objektu

Autorom, ktory v nedavnom obdobi predstavil vel'mi zaujimavy prispevok k ontolégii umenia vo svojej
knihe Work & Object z roku 2010 je (takisto britsky filozof) Peter Lamarque. Lamarque tvrdi, Ze treba
rozliSovat’” medzi dielom a objektom. To je jeho zasadna téza. Dielo je taka entita, v ktorej je vzdy
konstitutivnym nejaky material alebo médium. Pre obrazy st médiami platno, papier, farba, rovnako vsak
aj konfiguracie linif a farieb. Pre tesand sochu je médiom kamen, mramor, drevo; pre odliate sochy to
potom bude bronz alebo iny material na to vhodny (Lamarque, 2010, s. 3). Pre literarne a hudobné diela je
s$pecifikovat’ konstitutivne médium zlozitejsie. Ak povieme, ze jazyk je médium pre literaturu a zvuk
médium pre hudbu, je to mozno pravda, ale nie je to celkom presné. Presnejsie by sme mali povedat’, ze
isty druh slovnych sekvencif alebo slov vistom slede konstituuje literarne diela. A podobne, isty druh
zvukovych sekvencii konstituuje hudobné diela. A tak by sme mohli pokrac¢ovat’ filmom (médiom sa
prezentovatelné obrazy, vided), tancom (sekvencie pohybov tela), architektirou (médiom sd tehly

a malta), atd. (Lamarque, 2010, 3). To je eSte celkom zrejmé aasi aj malo kontroverzné. Kliacova

#Tu velmi pomoze rozliSenie umeleckych diel na alografické a autografické umelecké diela. Vystizné vysvetlenie a
analyzu ponutka napr. Nelson Goodman (s. 96-97).



a zaujimava otazka je v akom vzt'ahu su diela a ich konstitutivne médid? Ak médium (teda kiasok bronzu,

alebo slovné alebo zvukové sekvencie) v istej skratke nazveme objektom, potom otidzka stoji takto:

V akom vzt’ahu je dielo k objektu, ktory ho Vytvéra?s

Zda sa, ze s uréitostou mozno povedat’, ze dielo nie je identické so svojim konstitutivhym objektom.
Inymi slovami, Lamarque (Lamarque-Bradley, 2013, s. 3) tvrdi, ze pre kazdé umelecké dielo existuje jeho
konstitutivny objekt, ktory vSak nie je s dielom identicky. Dielo ma zasadne odlisnu identitu, podmienky
existencie. Existencia konstitutivneho objektu (teda pomalovaného platna alebo kuska tvarovaného
bronzu) nie je nikdy dostatocna pre existenciu prislusného diela. Dielo nie je determinované iba svojimi
tyzikalnymi alebo Strukturdlnymi vlastnost’ami. Teda mohli by sme si predstavit’ mozny svet, v ktorom pre
kazdé dielo nasho aktudlneho sveta existuje izomorfny objekt, ktory vsak nie je vobec dielom, resp. nie je
tym istym dielom (Lamarque, 2010, s. 4). Dielo je kulturnou entitou, a jeho existencia esencialne zavisi na
prislusnych kulturnych podmienkach. Bez tychto podmienok by dielo neexistovalo, ato dokonca
ani v pripade, ze by materidly, ktoré ho tvoria existovali, a dokonca by existovali v tej istej forme
(Lamarque, 2010, s. 4).

K tymto suvislostiam sa hodi jeden myslienkovy experiment, ktorého autorom je Arthur Danto.
Predstavte si, ze mame pred sebou objekt, ktory vyzera ako malba. Ak by sme skutocne verili, ze je to
malba, pacila by sa ndm, dojala by nas, reagovali by sme na fiu podobne, ako reagujeme, ked’ pozerame na
Rembrandtove obrazy. Avsak zistili by sme, Ze objekt pred nami nebol namalovany Rembrandtom,
dokonca ani nikym inym, on totiz vobec nebol namalovany. Objekt pred nami je vysledkom cinnosti
cloveka, ktory do odstredivky nalial vel'ké mnozstvo farby, roztocil ju, nechal farbu vystriekat’ na platno,
aby zistil, co sa stane. Nejakym Statistickym zazrakom sa molekuly farby rozmiestnili tak, Zze vytvorili
objekt, ktory vyzera presne tak, ako obrazy jedného z najpremyslavejsich umelcov v dejinach umenia, ako

Rembrandtove obrazy, ktoré mnohym pomahaji porozumiet’ ich vlastnému zivotu.

Ale v skutocnosti ide o nahodne vytvoreny objekt, ktory nema s Rembrandtom ni¢ spoloc¢né. Otazkou
zostava, ¢i sme schopni a ochotni tento nahodne vytvoreny objekt povazovat’ za umelecké dielo,

vzhl'adom k tomu, Ze uz vieme ako vznikol.®

Avsak rozdiel medzi dielom na jednej strane, a objektom na strane druhej nemusi byt vzdy az taky
zasadny, ako som spominal vyssie. Diela s4 objekty, ale objekty istého druhu, st to kulturne alebo
minstitucionalne objekty (Lamarque, 2010, s. 4). KI'd¢ovy rozdiel spociva v tom, ¢i nie¢o zavisi na I'udskej
predstave a kultirnej aktivite alebo nie. Objekty, v tom zmysle ako ich chiapeme v kontraste k dielam, nie
su zavislé na F'udskom mysleni, predstavach alebo aktivite. Otazka o existencii objektov, ktoré su akoby
nezavislé na kultdre, zavisi od stupfia skimania alebo hibky pohPadu, pokial sa az zaobideme bez
odkazovania ku kulturnej praxi a pouzivaniu, napr. jazyk na jednej strane a metddy fyzikalnych vied na

strane druhej (Lamarque, 2010, s. 4).

Peter Lamarque spomina v tejto sdvislosti Searlove rozliSenie vautornych vlastnosti prirody a vlastnosti,
ktoré maju vzt'ah k intencionalite pozorovatela, pouzivatela a pod. Tieto dva typy vlastnosti opisuje na

priklade skrutkovaca. To, ze mam pred sebou isty typ hmoty a istd chemickd zldceninu je vnutornou

> Zaujimavy prispevok k otazke kedy sa objekt stiva dielom pontka Michal Sedik (2008, s. 606): > Fyzicky a kultiirny
objekt sa stanii ... dielom (budii stelesnenim alebo interpretacion nmeleckého diela) iba v pripade, e ug doslo & ich spojenin v aktudlne
skiisenosti, sii teda vytvorené skisenoston”. V' Livingstonovej klasifikacii ontologickych pristupov povazujem Sedikov
pristup za priklad Stvrtej kategorie (artefakty a aktivity).

¢ Tento myslienkovy experiment parafrdzujem z knihy autorov Picha- Pichova (2010, s. 54-55). Pévodne sa Dantov
myslienkovy experiment o ndhodne vytvorenom objekte nachadza v (1981, s. 31).



vlastnost’ou tohto objektu. Je ¢iasto¢ne vyrobeny z dreva, a v podstatnej ¢asti z molekul nejakej zliatiny
kovov. Toto vsetko su vnutorné vlastnosti. Ale je rovnako pravdivé o tomto skrutkovaci povedat’, ze je to

rovnaky objekt ako skrutkovac. A ked ho opisujem ako skrutkovac, Specifikujem vlastnosti tohto objektu

vo vzt'ahu k pozorovatelovi alebo pouzivatelovi skrutkovaca.’

A ked sa vratime k rozliSeniu medzi dielom a objektom, tak vlastnosti malby, farby, bronzu, zvukov
a pohybov podliehaju rovnakému opisu. Toto rozlisenie sa vzt’ahuje aj na vlastnosti jazyka, hoci tam je to
komplikovanejsie. Ale aj v jazyku je mozné rozlisit’ medzi literarnym dielom a jednoduchym zapisom, teda

dielom a textom ako takym (Lamarque, 2010, s. 5).

V tejto stvislosti sa teda zda, Ze dielo nie je identické so svojim konstitutivhym materidlom, teda so svojim
objektom. Pritom, pri niektorjch materidloch, teda objektoch, je samotny material uz produktom Iudskej
aktivity, samotny materidl ako taky (napr. zliatiny kovov — bronz, platno, papier, farba) si cast’ou 'udskej
kultary a vyzadujua si premyslené spracovanie a vjrobu. Ale toto nie je protiargument voci rozliSeniu na
dicla a objekty. V tom rozliSeni ide o nieco iné. Ide oto, ze vSetky materidly, teda objekty si
analyzovatelné fyzikalne alebo naturalisticky, na rozdiel od kultirnych pojmov. Fyzikilna analyza
vnutornych vlastnosti objektov malby alebo bronzu nijako nepotrebuje kultdrne aspekty. Intencionalita
alebo iny typ myslenia umoznuje dat’ radikdlne odlisny druh opisu zdanlivo tomu istému objektu, alebo
ako dielu alebo ako prostému objektu. Kultdrne vlastnosti hraji podstatnua dlohu prave v opise diela. Teda
ako podstatné chapem tvrdenie, Zze pre kazdé dielo je zakladné konstitutivne médium, ktoré sa da opisat’
na kultare nezavislych terminoch (Lamarque, 2010, s. 6). Avsak vyznamnym a hodnotnym je na umeni

prave to, ¢o je zavislé na kulture, jej kontexte, spolocnosti, ktora ju tvorf a recipuje.

Zaver

Netrivialne tvrdenia o ontologickej povahe umenia obsahuju kultirne a institucionalne odkazy a kontexty.
Bez nich sa v skutocnosti ziadna zmysluplnd teéria umenia neda formulovat’. Artefakty materialneho,
textového alebo zvukového charakteru si nevyhnutné, ale nie postacujuce podmienky umeleckej
identifikdcie. Ak sa mi vyssie podarilo preukazat’, ze umelecké diela iba z objektového (fyzikilneho) uhla
pohladu neexistuji, potom pre identifikdciu a hodnotenic® umeleckych potrebujeme vzdy zvazovat
kultdrny a institucionalny kontext. Tymto kontextom nemyslim nieco statické, ale skor kultirne a
institucionalne porozumenie objektom ako umeleckym dielam. Je len prirodzenym désledkom, Ze vyskyt
objektu nezarucuje existenciu umeleckého diela, a preto neplati hypotéza (ani v slabSej ani v silnejsej

verzii) diela ako fyzikalneho objektu.
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How distinction between work and object helps us in ontology of art? (Lamarque on

physical and cultural objects)

Resume: Diverse and extended philosophical approaches to the art cover also the ontological questions.
There are plenty authors who are doing their research to explore the question on the nature of the
existence of works of art. What is challenging on the existence of works of art? Artworks are basically
things, but necessarily artifact, products of human intentional activity. But from the other point of view,
they are just objects, sometimes strange, sometimes old, but (physical) objects. Nobody denies particular
function and value of artworks. Nevertheless, this function and value of artworks is hidden in very
interesting way. Someone who is not familiar to the work could miss artistic meaning of the work at all.
Therefore, we can argue there are not explicit artistic properties in art. On the other hand, physical
configuration of the artwork-object offers magnificent and enormous source of meaning, pleasure and
content. But there are not other properties then physical. So, philosophers of art should explain how

artworks exist in contrary to the nature existence of others entities or artifacts.

The text examines the hypothesis of the physical object and R. Wollheim's arguments against this
hypothesis. He put the robust argumentation in his famous ‘Art and its objects’. But, the core of the article
is the reconstruction of P. Lamarque's approach. Lamarque in his book ‘Art & Object’ distinguishes two
elements: work and object. He considers this as a key to explain how works of art exist. The object is
considered to be a medium, and work is entity depending on cultural and institutional contexts. Lamarque
argues that art occurs where there is specific cultural and institutional background and understanding of
objects as works of art. Pure existence of object (physically similar to artwork) does not guarantee
existence of artworks. Surprisingly, identical entity could be and could not be artwork in the same time.

The difference is in the presence of absence of appropriate cultural and institutional contexts.



~Nechf stalost je dokladem tvé cti...“: ,Constant Art* Lady Mary Wroth*

Martina Kastnerova; kastnerm@kfi.zcu.cz

Abstrakt: Piispévek zamysli pfiblizit zptsob, jakym je v literarni kultufe alzbétinské, resp. jakobinské Anglie
prezentovana a chdpdna zenskd postava, jeji motivace a chovani; a jakym zpasobem se konceptualizuje Zenské
autorstvi, a to na piiklad¢ dila Lady Mary Wroth, dcery Roberta Sidneyho a netefe Philipa Sidneyho a Mary Sidney
Herbert, hrabénky z Pembroke. Mary Wroth se nicméné nestavi proti (muzské) poetické tradici, ale naopak z ni
cerpa, aby ji absorbovala a vyuzila. Své autorstvi utvafi zejména na zaklade ideje stalosti, jiz nabizi jako odpoved’ na
tradi¢ni obraz Zeny jako nestalé, nemoudré, povrchni, rozmarné, nepochopitelné, nebezpecné. Autonomie zeny roste
z jeji akceptované, zvolené podfizenosti, nikoli z opozice viuci dané spolecenské roli.

Krucové slova: Lady Mary Wroth; literarn{ kultura; alzbétinska renesance; jakobinsky dvir; William Herbert, hrabé z
Pembroke; Philip Sidney.

Abstract: The paper intends to analyse developing of the literary representation of women in Elizabethan and
Jacobean culture, forming an integral part of female authorship during this period. However, instead of taking aim at
the male poetic tradition, the genius of Wroth is to absorb it and use it for her own ends. Reclaiming the virtues of
the woman through constancy, she upends the conventional views of the woman. Thus, Wroth strengthens the
autonomy of the woman by allowing her to make the decision to accept a role subordinate to man.,

Keywords: Lady Mary Wroth; Literary Culture; Elizabethan Renaissance; Jacobean Court; William Herbert, Third
Earl of Pembroke; Philip Sidney.

NepostiZitelny prostor Zenské touhy: Zivot a dilo Lady Mary Wroth v kontextu

alZbétinské a jakobinské literarni kultury®

“I...] Keepe in thy skin this testament of me:

Which Love ingraven hath with miserie,

Cutting with griefe the unresisting part,

Which would with pleasure soone have learnd loves art

But wounds still cureless, must my rulers be |...]” (Wroth, 1983, s. 149-150).

V paté scéné predposledniho déjstvi Shakespearova Krile Leara ¢te Edgar Gonerilin dopis, v némz tato
Learova dcera odhaluje sviyj cit k Edmundovi a vyzyva jej, aby vrazdou jejtho manzela ziskal ji i majetek a

titul manzelav. Edgar reaguje konstatovanim: ,,O indistinguished space of woman’s will* (Shakespeare, 2008, s.

* Studie byla podpofena v rimci projektu SGS-2016-008 Komunikace a védéni: intelektudlni kruh Philipa
Sidneyho.

1V nasledujicim textu bude jméno autorky pouzivino v nepfechylené podobé¢. Studie vychdzi zejména z The
Countess of Montgomery’s Urania (vydani editované Mary Ellen Lambovou, 2011, pfihliZi se ale i k vybéru v edici
Josephine Robertsové, 1983) a basnické sbirky Pamphilia to Amphilanthus, jejiz autorizovana verze byla publikovana
spole¢né s Uranii, ale jez existuje rovnéz v ne zcela se shodujici podobé¢ v rukopisu. Vyuzita byla edice Josephine
Robertsové, 1983 a G. W. Wallera, 1977. S ohledem na téma studie je spiSe minoritné zafazeno také pastoralni drama
Love’s Victory (vybér v edici Josephine Robertsové, 1983)



«2

2403). ,, To distinguish™ v Shakespearové dobé nese zejména vyznam ,rozlisit ¢i klasifikovat™.® Tradi¢ni
vyznam ,wilf* odpovida spiSe ,,vili“ neboli ,,chténi”, je nicméné Casto pouzivan ve vyznamu touhy ¢
dokonce chtice. Ve spojeni se zenou se vétSinou tato touha, ,,wif, chiape jako iracionalni prvek
charakteristicky pro Zeny, nepfedvidatelny, pokousejici, amoralni, a tudiz désivy. V Ceském ptrekladu
Martina Hilského zni Edgarovo vyjadtent: ,,Bezedny ocedn je gensky chtic* (Shakespeare, 2011, s. 1200).
Metafora ocednu, jenz je bezedny, nepostizitelny, nepfedvidatelny, proménlivy, nelogicky, ohrozujici i
okouzlujici, tyto vyznamy vystizné ilustruje. Dovolme si nicméné pro nasledujici tvahy hovofit v s§irsim
smyslu, jak ostatné originalni text umoznvuje, o ,,nepostigitelném prostoru Zenské vile*. Tento prostor se ukazuje
byt klicovym rysem renesancni kultury, zaroven nezbytnym i désivim, zpochybiiujicim a pokousejicim
obvykly a staly fad veéci (Srov. Abate — Mazzola, 2003, s. 2).

Zustanime vsak jest¢ u Edgarova zhodnoceni situace a obratme jeho nazirani z pon¢kud konvencni
muzské pozice. Situace je nasledujici. Goneril, jedna ze star$ich dcer Learovych, zfetelné¢ projevuje
mocenské ambice a v mnohém je jeji charakter machiavelisticky. V tom smyslu je logické jeji spojeni
s podobn¢ utvofenym smyslenim a ,,hodnotami* Edmunda, Glostrova levobocka se shodnymi ambicemi.
Je tu ,wilf*, o niz se hovoii, skute¢né zakizanou mimomanzelskou touhou nebo je toto Edgarovo
vysvétleni spiSe muzskym zptsobem chidpan{ Zenského jednani, které miize byt podnécovano jen chticem?
Nebo je Gonerilino tsili a snaha ziskat Edmunda soucasti mocenské hry? Nemluvi Edgar o chtici spise
proto, ze racionalizuje, vysvétluyje a zbavuje obav zzenského jednani, jez je jinak pro muze

,»hepostizitelnym prostorem‘?

Lze konstatovat, ze az do dvacatych let 17. stoleti zustava literarni reprezentace tohoto ,,nepostizitelného
prostoru® v rukou muzi. V roce 1621 je vSak publikovano dilo The Countess of Montgomery’s Urania spole¢né
s dodatkem v podobé souboru sonett Pamphilia to Amphilanthus, jejichz autorkou je Lady Mary Wroth,
dcera Roberta Sidneyho a netef Mary Sidney Herbert, hrabénky z Pembroke, a Philipa Sidneyho. Mary
Wroth je tak autorkou prvni vyznamné sbirky sekularnich basni, prval romance a druhého dramatu
napsanych anglickou Zzenou (Brennan — Hannay — Lamb, 2015b, s. 77.).3 V kontextu dal$ich uvah povazuji
za piiznacné, ze v zavéreéné basni sbirtky Pamphilia to Amphilanthus odmita Pamphilia, autorcino alter ego,
wthe disconrce of Venus, and ber sunn* (Wroth, 1983, s. 142), tedy diskurs Venuse i Kupida, jejtho syna, a
vytvaii alternativni obraz lasky, jimz je Stalost (,,Constancy) ztélesnénd v ni samé: ,,Necht’ stilost je
dokladem tvé cti,** (srov. Kingsley-Smith, 2010, s. 128) citace, jez byla jako reprezentativni vyuZita v titulu
studie.

Pro Uranii je charakteristické nékolikanasobné stinovani pocith zenskych postav; acinek, jejz Mary Wroth
ziejmé produkuje zamérné. Pfikladem muze byt soubor sedmi sonett Lindamiry zklamané zradou a
nestalostf lasky. Lindamira byla Zarlivou kralovnou odejita ode dvora, jelikoz jeji city k milenci byly pfilis
zfejmé. Musela se vratit k zarlivému manzelovi, ziskala na cas sice zpét lasku svého milého, nynf je vsak

vse pryc. Jeji verie® viak recituje autoréino alter ego Pamphilia:

swPogddala bych lékare, ale je prilis pozde,

aby zastavil krvdcejic rann mého granénébo srdee.

2 to differentiate or to classify (Abate — Mazzola, 2003, s. .)
3 Stoji za Gvahu, ze v porovnani s ostatnimi evropskymi zemémi se tak déje pomérné pozdé.
&, Now lett your constancy your honor prove (Wroth, 1983, s. 142).

> Sdileni ptibe¢hu a versi je pro Uranii typické, obzvlasté ve spolecenstvi Zen.



Koreny json podkopany a posledni slzy vyplakdny,
Jjak volaly po jiném osudu** (Wroth, 2011, s. 164).6

Po takovych slovech ostatni postavy podeziraji Pamphilii, Ze vypravi svij vlastni piib¢h, nikoli snad bez
davodu, vzdyt’ i sama Pamphilia je podrobovana neustalym zkouskam, z nichz povétsinou vitézné vychazi
stalost jeji lasky, ale je odhalovana nestalost citu jejlho Amphilantha. Stejn¢ tak byla Mary Wroth
podeziivana, ze ve skute¢nosti v ptibéhu Pamphilie a Amphilantha vypravi piibéh svij. Zatimco ona sama
je Pamphilif, postava Amphilantha, syna kralovny neapolské, zfejmé zrcadli jejtho bratrance Williama

Herberta, tfettho hrabéte z Pembroke. Pamphiliin otec, kral z Morey je stinovym Robertem Sidneym, jeji
stryc pak Philipem Sidneym (srov. Alexander, 2010, s. 285).

Lady Mary Wroth se narodila roku 1587 a stejné jako jeji teta nesla jméno Mary Sidney. Byla nejstarsi
dcerou Roberta Sidneyho, ktery pfevzal vedeni rodu po smrti bratra Philipa. Své détstvi a mladi stravila
zejména v Penshurst, dome rodict, ve Wiltonu u své tety Mary Sidney Herbert a také na hradé Baynard,
londynském sidle Herbertd. Pro jeji budouci literarni ambice byla jisté podstatna skute¢nost, ze byla
pfitomna literarnim aktivitdim své tety. Ve Wiltonu a Baynard se také mohla setkat se svymi bratranci

z4sadnim.

V zaff 1604, tedy v sedmnacti letech, byla provdana za Sira Roberta Wrotha. Jiz mésic po svatbé si vak
Wroth stézuje na jeji chovani, divodem je ale ve skute¢nosti spiSe otdzka platby jejtho véna a jejich
rozdilné osobnosti a zajmy. Zatimco Wroth byl naruzivy lovec a z této zaliby plynula i jeho funkce u
Jakubova dvora, Mary travila svij ¢as u dvora a tancila s kralovnou Annou a jejimi dimami v Jonsonové
Masque of Blackness. Pravé s Benem Jonsonem ji pojilo pfatelstvi, on sam svtj obdiv k nf vyjadfuje ve dvou
epigramech, sonetu, i v jeho dedikaci Akhymisty z r. 1610 pravé ji. Zda se ale, Zze rozdilnosti byly pied
Wrothovou smrtf v roce 1614 urovnany, jelikoz mésic pfed ni se narodil jejich syn Jakub. Wrothova smrt
ovsem Mary Wroth zanechava v dluzich, které jest¢ nardstaji po smrti syna Jakuba, jejimz disledkem
pfechazi panstvi na dalstho Wrothova muzského dédice. Od té doby se de facto neustile potykala

s finanénimi tézkostmi a musela dokonce pozadat krale o ochranu pfed véfiteli.

Predpoklada se, ze mezi lety 1616-1620 napsala Mary Wroth vétsinu svych nejvyznamnéjsich dél. V této
dob¢ se také stal jeji vztah s Williamem Herbertem dtlezitou soucasti jejtho zivota. Jakkoli se vedou
diskuse o tom, kdy tento vztah zacal, s ohledem na dobu vzniku jejich dél a jejich biograficky charakter lze
ptedpokladat, ze to bylo mezi lety 1615-1620; stejné tak se ma za to, ze prave William Herbert byl otcem
jejich dvou dét, Williama a Catherine, pravdépodobné dvojcat, které se narodily kolem r. 1624. Vztah
s Mary Wroth nicméné nebyl prvnim vztahem Williama Herberta. Sam pfiznal otcovstvi nemanzelského
ditete Mary Fittonové, jedné z kralovninych dvornich dam. Roku 1604 se ozenil s Lady Mary Talbot,
dcerou bohatého hrabéte ze Shrewsbury. Toto manzelstvi se ovSiem od pocatku potykalo s tézkostmi,
podobné jako manzelstvi Mary Wroth. Par nezplodil Zidného potomka, ktery by prezil détstvi, jejich syn
zemfel v pouhych tfech mésicich roku 1620. I nadale byl pak Herbert znam pokracujicimi aférkami se
zenami, obzvlast¢ témi, které byly duvtipné a chytré (napt. Lucy Haringtonova, hrabénka z Bedfordu, ¢i
Christina Cavendishova, vévodkyné z Devonshire) (Lamb, 2005, s. 10-11).

6 A surgeon 1 wonld ask, but 'tis too late, | To stay the bleeding wound of my burt beart: | The root is tonched, and the last drops
depart | As weeping for succeeding other's fate.* Prozaicky pieklad basni Mary Wroth a Williama Herberta pro tcely studie
M. K. Shakespearovy Sonety citovany v piekladu Martina Hilského.



Dialog muZské a Zenské basnické tradice: akceptovany klam a akceptovana podfizenost

“Yet is there hope, then Love but play thy part,
Remember well thy selfe, and thinke on me;

Shine in those eyes which conguerd have my heart,
And see if mine, be slacke to answer thee” (Wroth, 1977, s. 25).

Jak bylo feceno vyse, Mary Wroth je autorkou tfech dél rtznych zanrd — romance The Countess of
Montgomery's Urania, sbirky soneta Pampbhilia to Amphilanthus a komedie Love's Victory. Prvni ¢ast Uranie byla
publikovana roku 1621 spolecné se souborem sonett Pamphilia to Amphilanthus v oddélené ¢asti pripojené
k romanci. Zachovala se nicméné také pivodni vlastnoru¢ni verze basni ulozena ve Folger Library, jez se
s tiSténou ,,oc¢isténou” verzi zcela neshoduje. Love's 1ictory byla nejspiSe napsana k inscenovani pro rodinu
a pratele, obsahuje tak fadu rodinnych aluzi. Hra se zachovala ve dvou rukopisech (tzv. Huntigton MS a
Penshurst MS), pficemz do minulého stoleti nebyla tisténa. Mozna nasledkem skandalu, po némz musela
byt Urania stazena z ob¢hu, zstava druhd kniha Uranie pouze v rukopisné podobé (tzv. Newberry MS)
(Brennan — Hannay — Lamb, 2015b, s. 77-83).

Ustfedni linif prochazejici vSemi zminénymi dily je téma stalosti v lasce, klamu, zrady a 1zi. Mnoho basni
evokuje nejistou pozici zeny u dvora. Laska je nejen klamavi, ale také omezujici a nebezpecna. Zena je
bezmocna pred klamem lasky, neschopna vymanit se z kolobéhu dalsi bolesti a zklamani. Zatimco
Amphilanthus md svobodu stalych dobrodruzstvi a nescetnych milenek, Pamphilia mus{ ¢ekat opusténa
v nejistote, neustale ohrozovana kvuli své vérnosti. Muzi jsou zdanlivé autonomni, svobodni ve svém
jednani a odchazeni, bezohledni k citdim Zen, jez jsou odsouzeny ¢ekat v pasivni bezmoci (Waller, 1977, s.
16-17). Takovy je ale jen povrchni pohled a standardni vyklad. V nasledujici ¢asti zamyslim ukézat, ze
interpretace dila Mary Wroth v kontextu vyse zminéné metafory ,,nepostizitelného prostoru zenské touhy*

odhaluje naopak autonomii zenského sebeutvatreni v danych limitech.

Pro tyto ucely vyjdéme z jedné z basni sbirky Pamphilia to Amphilanthus, jez byla vyuzita jako motto vyse:

»Dokud je nadéje, pak liska svon silohn sebrivd.
Pamétliv sebe sama bud’ a na mé mysii.

Svétlem bud’ v ocich, co dobyly srdee,

a pobled, zda to srdee mé v odpovéd prodléva.

Sidlo své méj v 1 hrudi a soucit méj s ndrken,
vZdy?’ ten obert ve mné $hne nejpravéisim plamenem,
prekondvd myslent, jehoF se nestilost dotkla,

(i ty, kter? marni je mimo uméni stilosts.

Snad jen ve spanku naleznu spolinuti,
nebot’ myslenky na Tebe tak sklicily mou dusi,

e jen bledi a stradajici o milost prosim.

Opustis snad svého siugebnika? Pomysli jen na to,
kdo nosi ldsky korunn, jako panovnik nema e jednat,



ale splicet dobrem tom, ke jeho moci podléhaji (Wroth, 1977, s. 25).

vevs

autenticnosti. Jasnym ndznakem autonomie zenského hlasu je jiz titul samotny: Pamphilia #
Amphilanthus. Jakkoliv Mary Wroth adaptuje tradi¢ni petrarkovsky model a dal$i vzory, mluvéim je
tentokrat jednoznacné zena.

Vyse uvedena basen obsahuje tfi nejobvyklejsi motivy ztvariované Mary Wroth: motiv nadéje, stalé lasky a
vztahu podfizenost. Pravé prostiednictvim uméni stalé lasky obraci autorka chapani zenské role. Zena je
mozna podfizena muzovym rozmarim, ale roghoduje se milovat stalou laskou, ¢imz se vymanuje z pasivni
role obéti, ukazuje svou lasku jako kvalitnéjsi nez je ta muzskd, ¢imz nachazi dastojnost i v natolik
nedustojném stavu, jimz je nevéra a klam. Velmi pfiznacné je tu pfirovnani podifzenosti Zeny milujicimu
muzi k poddanskému vztahu. I toto pfirovnani se stava prostiedkem, jimz Mary Wroth ukazuje, ze vztah
podfazenosti zeny muzi je vlastné vztahem svobodnym a pfirozenym, skytajicim vyhody obéma stranam.
Dobry milenec jako dobty panovnik pecuje o toho, kdo k nému patfi, zatimco zena mu vénuje svou
naklonnost nikoli v dasledku své podiizenosti, ale na zakladé vlastniho svobodného rozhodnuti milovat, a
tudiz podléhat.8 Metafora ,koruny lasky“ (Love’s Crown) je paralelou k ,tranu lasky (Throne of Love),
k némuz smétuji osudy hrdint v Uranii. Spatny milenec je naopak piirovnavan k tyranovi a takova laska

k otroctvi; klamna, falesna nadéje pojidajici své potomky je stavéna proti upiimné, stalé lasce:

wLalesnd nadéje nasyti, presto nic a rannge.
Co zprvn zrodi jeji lino, zas proti privodé
vede k smrti; plodic, aby zabijela

a vedla k dalsimu stradani,

Tak cini tyran, ktery zemi viddne falesné.
Navenek milost a ngitek nabizi,
povySuje by, jig json urceni k smirti,
naplnéninm jejich tugeb k padu je privede.

Tak zastind glomysiny, ohavny dmér,

gabarvi lo preblidkon dobra tim,

Ze v krdsnych predstavich skryje ho.

Tak nadéje zabije srdce a tyran prolije svou krev.

Nebot’ nadéje klamnd vede £ pyse
nasich prant, jes co stvort, padnout nechaji* (Wroth, 1977, s. 49).9

T, Yet is there hope, then Love but play thy part, | Remember well thy selfe, and thinke on me; | Shine in those eyes which conquer’d
have my heart, | And see if mine, be slacke to answer thee. /| Lodge in that breast, and pitty mooing see, | For flames which in mine
burne in truest smart, | Excelling thonghts, that touch Inconstancy, /| Or those which waste not in the Constant Art. /| With but my
sleepe, if 1 take any rest, | For thought of you my spirit so distrest, | As pale and famish d, 1 for mercy cry. [/ Will you your servant
leave? thinke but on this, | Who weares Love s Crowne, must not doe so amisse | But take their good, who on thy force doe lye.*

8 Podobny vztah (vybizejici ke srovnani) ukazuje Shakespearovo Zkroceni zI¢é Zeny mezi Katefinou a Petrucciem.

9 False Hope which feeds but to destroy and spill | What it first breeds, nnnaturall to the birth | Of thine owne wombe; conceiving but
to kill | And plenty qines to make the greater dearth. |/ So Tyrants doe, who falsly ruling Earth, | Ountwardly grace them, and with
profits fill, | Adnance those who appointed are to death; | To make their greater fall to please their will. /] Thus shadow they their



Volba stalé lasky je o to vyznamnéjsi, Ze obraci standardni pohled na zenu jako nemoudrou, ovladanou
chticem a nevérnou. Proti obrazu ,,bezedného oceanu® je zde stavéna zena jako bytost stala a klidna. Neni
ovsem jen schematickou bezzivotnou figurou — jeji volba stalé lasky, a¢ nenaplnéné, je bolestiva prave
proto, ze po naplnéni (i fyzickém) touzi. To je vlastn¢ specifickd odpovéd na muzské cernobilé chapani
zeny jako ctnostné a nedotCené nebo naopak ovlidané chticem a nebezpecné, v obou piipadech bez
vlastni (racionalni) vile. Mary Wroth konstituuje Zenské postavy, které touhu znaji, ale ukazuji ji jako

pfirozenou soucast lasky, jez neni ohrozujici, ale naopak uklidnujici svou stabilitou a stalosti.

V kontrastu s zenskou stalosti je muzska fales a nestdlost (rozmarnost pfisuzovana jinak zenim je v dile

Wroth vétsinou muzskym piiznakem):

5 INepiisahd nic neg fales,
lichoti, aby Ziskal své:
podef mu rukn a opusti t,

stale vitezny ve svém klamu.

Bude trinmfovat, zatimco naiikds,

a vést 1 k tvym selhdnim:

to jeho json schopnosti; prebligent

Je jeho talent; jeho naklonnost nestili (Wroth, 1977, s. 71).2°

Basne a texty Mary Wroth vS§ak nejsou monologem, ale utvaif se v dialogu s muzskou tradici milostné
poezie. Viznamnymi partnery v tomto dialogu jsou jednak William Herbert, bratranec a milenec Mary
Wroth, a William Shakespeare. Mary Wroth ¢erpa pochopitelné i z dalsich poetickych vzora (napt. Philipa
¢i Roberta Sidneyho), obzvlasté v technice a versi. Jejich verSe vsak téma stalosti lasky vyraznéji
nepromysleji, a byt" Philip Sidney konvenci basnika touzictho po nedostupném pasivnim objektu z¢asti
ironizuje, zustava do zna¢né miry v mezich tradice. Pro Pamphilii nenf stalost pasivni ctnosti netinavné
cudnosti, ale nepomijejici sexualni touhou, protoze jeji mily je neptitomen ¢i zapovezen. Doznan{ vlastni

zarlivosti zde podminuje hledani transcendentni lasky (Gaskill, 2015, s. 48).

Béasn¢ Williama Herberta jsou pozoruhodnym zdrojem pravé s ohledem na osobni vztah k Mary Wroth a
v fadé z nich lze cist pfimé ¢i nepfimé odpoveédi na Maryin obraz stalé lasky stojici v protikladu k muzské
falsi. Jeji znalost Shakespearovych sonetl lze rovnéz piedpokladat, nebot’ své texty publikuje zhruba
dvanact let po vydani Shakespearovych basni. Shakespearovy basné tematicky i lexikalné piekracuji
zavedena klisé, a poskytuji tak vyznamnou inspiraci. Shakespearovy Somety 1 Pamphilia to Amphilanthus
zaCinajl jako rukopisna poezie urcend pro soukromé publikum. Tisténa podoba v obou piipadech
zachovava jen obcasné stopy soukromého rozhovoru s milencem, jen natolik, aby pokousela a frustrovala,

naznacovala a zase ukryvala (Bell, 2015, s. 9).

Nejztetelnéji je dialog mezi Wroth a Herbertem viditelny v jeho nasledujici basni:

wicked vile intent, | Colonring evill with a show of good: | While in faire showes their malice so is spent; | Hope kill's the heart, and
Tyrants shed the blood. /| For Hope deluding brings us to the pride | Of our desires the farther downe to shide.*

10 Hee vowes nothing but false matter, / And to cousen you hee’l flatter: / Let him gain the hand, hee’l leave you, /
And sdll glory to deceive you. // Hee will triumph in your wailing, And yet cause be of your failing: / These his
vertues are, and slighter / Are his guifts; his favours lighter.“



s»Podezitvas mon ldskn, Fe se ménila

a chvdlis pritom viastni stilost?

To neprijimanm. Ty pochyby jsi nasla ve viastnim srdei,
v ném3 laska jen libd své predstayy,

ale nepobrbi je, nebot’ se obavd, e to libezné télo nad nim vyzraje
a ta socha bolesti pretrvay

vytesand v mém srdei bez, litosts,

dokud nebude

Jak g milosts, tak sily.

Jen tv nevlidnost tu prdci miige marit,

a 3prisobit tak zohaveni dila,
Jez ug nikdy nevytvoris (Herbert, 1961, s. 23).11

Mluvéi nepopie obvinéni, ale obrati ho proti jeho pavodci. Rika: je to tva chyba, vytvais si v mysli
pfedstavy, protoze se boji§ bolesti, k niz muze skute¢na laska vést. Lasku, jiz v srdci tesaime (doslova),
svym chovanim a obviflovanim poskozujes. To ty lasku ni¢i$ svymi pochybami a obviflovanim (ne ja tim,
ze jsem vinen), a muzes ji zni¢it nenavratné. Pozoruhodna je tu vychozi dikce — Herbert, aniz obvinéni
z nevéry popte, obratf je proti Mary Wroth. Neni to vak jen dsmévna ukazka muzského piistupu, naopak:

odhaluje niterné obavy, strachy a zarlivost jako aspekty nicici stalou lasku.

Stejné pochybnosti o hodnoté sebe sama vedouci k zatlivosti pfiznava i Lindamira v Uranii:

»Pochybovat o sobé ze strachu, e nejsem dobra dost,
Jsou to jen dblesky, ne snad plamen skuteny,

co oslepuje mié oli a syti mou povahu.

A je-li to Zdrlivost, vzddavim se
a prizndvam, e v plné 2broji do boje se vyddm,
nebot’ mé ldsce privé ona veli* (Wroth, 2011, s. 165-160).12

Jak ukazuje struktura Uranie, cesta ke stalé lasce je plna zkousek. Ziskat tran lasky muze jen ten, kdo zrusi
kouzlo véze touhy a lasky a vstoupi do veze stalosti. V prvni vézi trpi falesni milenci muky své touhy, ve
druhé zase nepravymi vasnémi jako Zzarlivost, beznadéj ¢i strach. Do tfeti véze mohou vstoupit jen ti
nejleps! rytifi a vérné damy, které zrusi kouzlo a osvobodi milence uvéznéné v prvnich dvou veézich.
Ptiznacné je, ze zatimco muzi jsou rozptyleni popijenim magické vody, do véze stalosti vstupuji jen zeny
(stov. Wroth, 2011, s. 26-27.). Na stalou lasku ovsem cekaji jest¢ dal$i kouzla v podobé ,,zakletého
divadla®“ a ,,pekla klamu® (srov. Wroth, 2011).

Zarlivost musi byt tedy na cesté ke stalé lasce prekonana, jak ukazuje rovnéz Herbert v dalsim ze svych

sonetu:

W Can you suspect a change in me | And value your own constancy? | O no! You found that doubt in your own heart, | Where Love
bis images but kissed, | Not graved, fearing that dainty flesh wonld smart | And so bis painful sculpture would resist, | But wronght in
mine without remorse, | Till he of it thy perfect statne made | As full of sweetness as of force. /| Only unkindness may the work invade,
/ And so it may defaced remain | But never can another form retain.

12 But doubt myself lest 1 less worthy am, | Or that it was but flashes, no true flame, | Dazzled my eyes, and so my humor fed. |/ If
this be jealousy, then do 1 yield, | And do confess I thus go armed to field, | For by such jealonsy my love is led.



LMiiges mé milovat a presto pochybovat,

tolik false piisuzovat srdei, |.. ]

Ne, ldska musi prodistit nedivérn

nebo ji ta rez pozre.

Kratkodobé zalibeni miige podléhat otvesiim,

ale liska, co trvd, rozbroje neznd’ (Herbert, 1961, s. 25).13

Stylistické a tematické paralely se znamym 116. Shakespearovym sonetem jsou zjevné; vice nez
pfedpoklad, ze Herbert jeho sonety cetl, vSak dolozit nelze.!4

5»INe, negndm nic, co prekasget by mélo
svazkn dvou dusi. Ldska ldskou nent,
kdyg Zradou trestd radné kiehké télo
a zménu tim, e sama se hned méni (Shakespeare, 2011, s. 1608).15

Otazka absence ¢i pi{tomnosti objektu, vérnosti ¢i nevéry, je vlastné irelevantni. Podobné jako se v Uranii
vyjadfuje Pamphilia k nestdlosti Amphilantha, i zde se mluve] tim, Ze svij objekt neoslovuje, hovoii
obecné, vzdava pokusu znazornit lidské spojeni skrze adresny kompliment, a svym zptsobem se tak jeho
vyjadfeni stava utokem, obvinénim (srov. Kinney, 2015, s. 30). ,,Marriage of true minds, snatek spiiznénych
dusi, tu evidentné nemusi korespondovat se svazkem manzelskym. Takovy svazek odpovida ideji stalé

lasky, ktera piijimd i zménu a na nestalost zeodpovida nestalosti.

Na rozdil od basni Wroth vztahujicich se pevné ke stilosti, jez je zdkladnim atributem lasky, Herbert i
Shakespeare ukazuji, ze o vérnost ve skutecnosti nejde. Podminkou lasky neni upiimnost a vérnost,
naopak oboustranné akceptovany klam mutze byt duvodem jejiho zachovani. Pivodcem pochybnosti je
nejistota pochdzejici z vlastni mysli, nikoli (at’ uz jakékoli) ¢iny milované osoby. V tomto pojeti se stava
laska oboustranné pfijimanou iluzi, bez niz vlastné nemutize existovat.

Poezie vénovana apologii stalé lasky, jiz dusledné utvati Mary Wroth, je tak reakci na muzské pojeti lasky
jako akceptovatelného klamu. Mary Wroth ukazuje rozum nejen jako kontradiktorickou soucast lasky.
Sidney, Shakespeare, Herbert pfipoustéji spojeni rozumu a lasky, ale pouze v téchto intencich. Do jisté
miry podléhani lisce potvrzuje nebezpecnou silu ,,nepostizitelného prostoru zenské touhy®. Je to sice
podnik mozny, ale ohrozujici a nejisty; podnik, v némz je mnohdy obtizné odlisit chti¢ a lasku; pfijmout
chti¢ jako soucast lasky znamena vydat se vSanc, pohybovat se na tenké hranici mezi blaznovstvim a

rozumem. Tak li¢i chti¢ Shakespeare ve svém 129. sonetu:

wMrbanim sil v tmdch hanby pustosivé

5 Canst thou love me and yet doubt | So much falsehood in my heart | That a way I should find out | To impart | Fragments of a
broken love to you, | More than all being less than due? | O no! Love must clear distrust | Or be eaten with that rust: | Short love
liking may find jars | The love that’s lasting knows no wars.

14 Byt’ nekteff autofi vytvareji komplexni piibeh milostného trojuhelniku zahrnujictho Shakespeara, Herberta a Mary
Wroth. (Srov. napf. McCarthy, 2015, s. 37-46). At uz byl vztah mezi Shakespearem a Herbertem jakéhokoli
charakteru (a osobné¢ se nepfiklanim k hypotéze, Zze je onim ,,W. H.”“ Shakespearovych sonetl, nebot’” Henry
Wriothesley, hrabé ze Southamptonu, byl prokazan jako presvedcivejsi kandidat), Herbert byl patronem jeho herecké
spole¢nosti a mecenasem, nelze si tedy myslet, Ze by ho znalost Shakespearovy tvorby minula.

15 Let me not the marriage of true minds | Admit impediments. Love is not love | Which alters when it alteration finds, /| Or bends
with their remover to remove.” (Shakespeare, 2008, s. 1985.)



Je chtit, kdyz rve, co chtél. KdyZ teprv chee to,
gnd jenom krev a grady, sliby kiivé,

surovec, vrah a lhdr a sketa je to.

Hunusi se ndm, jak poskytne ndm slast,

Jjak mdme to, co Zoufale jsme chtéli,

hned nepricetné zoufime si zas,

e jsme mn blazni takble naletéls.

Blazni, kdyz cheem to, blazni, kdyg to mdne,
Silime pred tim, pri tom, po tom 163,

vtefinu $ésti dlonze odpykdme —

3 prislibu blaha bldhova je e,

To vSechno kazdy vi, vsak nikdo nevi,

Jak peklu uniknont, kdyz iihd v nebi (Shakespeare 2011, s. 1610).16

wPast reason hunted, past reason hated, rozum je s chtiCem nekompatibilni, slibené stésti (,,proposed joy*) se

ukazuje jako sen (,,behind, a drean), tedy klam.

Proti tomu Mary Wroth nabizi ldsku zahrnujici sice chti¢ (nebo lépe feceno touhu), ale svou stalosti

nabizejici klid, stabilitu, bezpeci. Rozum se stava silou vedouci lasku, laska soucasti rozumu:

w»Ldska s Rozumem kdys méli svar,
Zeus na gem sestoupil ukoncit ten spor.
Kupid rekl, e lsky je to dilo,

Rozum zas, %e to jebho privab byl.

Zeus rozuzlil to tak:
Rozum by mél byt v ldsce pritomen,
Lidska zas rogum ma vést,

Rozum se g 2t vytratit nemiizte.

Tak shodli se, kagdy byl potésen,

Rozum viddne, Kupid svij $ip posild

tak jisté, e Ldska minout nemiige,

nebot’ jeho smeér Rozum vede* (Wroth, 1983, s. 212-213)17

S0 as sure love can nott miss | Since that reason ruler is.“ Laska je jista jediné tehdy, spojuje-li v sobé oba

principy.

16 Th'excpense of spirit in a waste of shame | Is lust in action; and till action, lust | Is perjured, murd’rous, bloody, full of blame, |
Savage, extreme, rude, cruel, not to trust, | Enjoyed no sooner but despised straight, | Past reason bunted, and no sooner had | Past
reason hated as a swallowed bait | On purpose laid to mafke the taker mad; | Mad in pursuit and in possession so, / Had, baving, and
in quest to have, extreme; | A bliss in proof and proved, a very woe; | Before, a joy proposed; bebind, a dreanm. | All this the world well
knows, yet none knows well | To shun the heaven that leads men to this helf (Shakespeare, 2008, s. 1990).

17 Love’s Victotie, H6.: ,,Love, and Reason once att warr | Jove came downe to end the jarr; | Cupid said love must have place |
Reason that itt was bis grace. |/ Jove then brought itt to this end: | Reason should on love attend | Love takes reason for bis guid |
Reason can nott from live slide. || This agreed, they pleasd did part | Reason ruling Cupids dart | Soe as sure love can nott miss |
Since that reason ruler is.%



Imaginarni dialog mezi Herbertem a Wroth je rdmcem, ktery umoziuje 1épe rozumét ideji autorstvi
utvafené skrze identifikaci se stalou laskou. Nelze sice dolozit pfimé reakce mezi autory, nejen proto, ze
autorstvi a datace Herbertovych basni jsou stile diskutovany, ale zejména z toho davodu, Ze i tento dialog
Opustil jsem T¢ a ted je to, $e T¢ znovn mdm, dvojiton vyhron* (Herbert, 1961, s. 28)'® a nasledujici sonet
identifikovat jako autobiografické:

»Ma mila, opust’ svaij domov a pojd’ se minou,
Svét, ktery pobrdd nasi laskou.
Budeme it v tomto sadu,

dvore radosti a arse potéSent.

Zde budeme lovit a stidlet,
stali v ldsce, nase kratochvile sdilet.
A jestli snad ména v srdeich nastane,

budes mit mé a ji si Tvé na oplatkn vezmu* (Herbert, 1961, s. 32).19

Nikoli bezdivodné jsou Herbertovy basné az obsesivné zaujaty stilou laskou. Podobnym ténem je

konstruovan jeden ze sonett v Uraniz:

s Jsem-li v ldsce & Tobé nestaly

(i fales kdy v ni prokdzn,

necht’ mé Stésti opusti

a nikdy ug chut’ lasky nepogndn.
Ale je gel prilis brzy oplakdvat,
pokud na mé zapomene,

mou nadéji a radost zabije
a k_falsi mé privede” (Wroth, 1983, s. 187).20

Tedy, neobvifluj mé ze stalosti, ale pokud na mé zapomenes, k falsi se obratim. V druhé éasti Uranie
diskutuje Pamphiliina spole¢nost Amphilanthovu schopnost zustat stilym, a Pamphilia pro pobaveni
ostatnich zpiva pisetl, jiz Amphilanthus slozil pro Antissii. M4 se za to, ze autorem téchto vlozenych verst
je pravé William Herbert. Obsah basné je, strucné parafrazovano, nasledujici: Miloval jsem, nez jsem
potkal osud? Zensky druh mi pozdé&ji plné oplatil mé hfichy tim, Zes mé piehlizela. Nevinim t& za tvij
nezajem, jen ukaz, ze jsi zenou a za mou lasku nabidni chlad (Wroth, 2011, s. 188-189; srov. téz Wroth,
1983, s. 217-218). Tén této basné je zjevne protikladny obrazu Amphilantha utvafeného Wroth, jako by

zde Amphilanthus pfejal Pamphiliinu dikei a zdarazfioval svou stdlost a vytrvalost navzdory odmitani.

18 1 left you, and the gain of you is to me a double gain.*

19 Dear, leave thy home and come with me | That scorn the world for love of thee; | Here we will live within this park, | A conrt of joy
and pleasure’s ark. [/ Here we will hunt, here we will range, /| Constant in love, onr sports we’ll change; | Of hearts if any change we
make, | I will have thine, thou mine shalt take.

20 When I unconstant am to thee | Or faulse doe ever prove, | Lett hapines bee banisht mee | Nor have least taste of love; | Butt this
alas too soone criede she | Is by thee forgott | My hopes, and joys now murderd bee, | And fanlshood is my lott.



Zavér: poetické svédectvi Mary Wroth

S vou vidbu dej mi, nedopust, at’ uschnu.

Nicim neziskdm vice neg témito neskodnymi sizanii,

Jjez odneson bolesti strachu lisky

a konecné dosahnou véiného krdalovstvi” (Wroth 2011, s. 139).21

Nejen stalost lasky, ale také zal se stiva svobodnou volbou zenskych postav Uranie. Jeho ztvarnéni,
prezentace, sdileni jsou prostifedkem sebeutvafeni. Stile nepfitomny milenec, volba truchleni, stilost
v lasce, jez nemuze byt naplnéna, jako zivotn{ volba, jsou stéZejnimi motivy. Psani se pak stava zptusobem,

jak myslenky a smutky znovuprozitim ucinit snesitelnymi.

Pamphilia svou touhu po nepfitomném Amphilanthovi vytesa do kmene stromu:

Mayestdtni, vlidny strome, nes se mnon
cast mého utrpent, jest krutd ldska mi do srdee Zasela,

uchovey ve svych vrdskdch mé svédectvi,

Jjeg laska vyryla svym trapenim,

Zal vrdsnil nechranénon (ast,

Jeg radosté se brzgy vzdéla v ldsky uméni,

avsak riny, jes vylélit nelze, mi stile viddnon’ (Wroth, 1983, s. 149).22

s Bear with me, ,imitate’* - zada-li Pamphilia strom, aby ,,nesl jeji zal, usiluje o ucinky ,,terapeutické®, strom
odnima svym piijetim a soucitem ¢ast utrpeni, ale zaroven je zakousi na vlastnim téle (Wroth zde pouziva
vyraz ,skin'), cimz se stava prostfednikem pfenosu a sdileni jejtho pfibehu. Slovni obraty, jez jsou zde
pouzivany, stiraji rozdily mezi stromem a Pamphilii, vytvafeji hmatatelny obraz absorbovaného zalu —
stdce, kize, strom, kmen. Udinek je posilovan rovnéz tim, ze Pamphilia vyrjva své vere do kmene
stromu, ¢imz de facto imituje bolest, jiz laska vyryla do jejiho srdce.

Uvodni metafora »hepostizitelného prostoru zenské vale® ¢ ,,touhy™ umoznila piibliZit zptsob, jakym je
v literarni kultufe alzbétinské, resp. jakobinské Anglie prezentovana a chapana Zenska postava, jeji
motivace a chovani; a jakym zpusobem se konceptualizuje Zenské autorstvi. Jakkoli se jedna o literarni
reprezentaci, skrze niz nelze jednoduse zobecfiovat v oblasti kazdodenniho Zivota, osobnost a dilo Mary
Wroth ukazuji specifickou formu sebeutvareni skrze zenské autorstvi, coz lze povazovat za vyznamné
zejména z toho divodu, ze zenské autorstvi je zde teprve v pocatcich. Mary Wroth se nicméné nestavi
proti (muzské) poetické tradici, ale naopak z ni Cerpa, aby ji absorbovala a vyuzila. Své autorstvi utvati
zejména na zakladé¢ ideje stalosti, jiz nabizi jako odpovéd na tradi¢ni obraz zeny jako nestalé, nemoudré,
povrchni, rozmarné, nepochopitelné, nebezpe¢né. Autonomie zeny roste zjeji akceptované, zvolené

podiizenosti, nikoli z opozice vuci dané spolecenské roli.

2 Rain on me rather than be dry. /I gain nothing so much as by such harmless tears, | which take away the pain so floving fears, /
and finally wins an everlasting reign.

22 Beare part with me most straight and pleasant Tree, | And imitate the Torments of my smart | Which cruell Love doth send into
my heart, Keepe in thy skin this testament of me: | | Which Love ingraven hath with miserie, | Cutting with griefe the unresisting part,
/ Which wonld with pleasure soone have learnd loves art | But wounds still cureless, must my rulers bee.



Ve svém vypravéni Mary Wroth konstituuje ideu stalé lasky, reprezentovanou zejména postavou
Pamphilie. Pravé piibéhy, ,,svédectvi®, se stavaji prostiedkem utéchy a sdileni; skrze né muze byt hlas
autorky slysitelny a muze zadat o své misto v dialogu. Obraz zenské lasky, touhy a mysli, podnécujicich
zenské jednani, ktery skrze své texty Mary Wroth utvafi, vychazi z petrarkovské tradice, vyrtsta
z rodinného intelektualntho zazemi rodiny Sidneyl, z této konvence se vSak vynofuje asertivni a
autonomni obraz zeny vypravéjic svij piibéh, poetické svédectvi, ,,2his testament of me,” (Wroth, 1983, s.

149-150) o némz v Uranii hovoii Pamphilia, a skrze toto svédectvi uplatfiuje moc nad svym osudem.
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“Now lett your constancy your honor prove...”: “Constant Art” of Lady Mary Wroth

Summary: In the fifth scene of the fourth act of Shakespeare’s King Lear, Edgar reads a letter written by
Lear’s daughter Goneril to his bastard brother Edmund. In it, she reveals her longing for Edmund,
inciting him to kill her husband in order to win her heart and body and lay claim to her husband’s title and
property. Shocked by the discovery of her treachery, Edgar cries out, “O indistinguished space of woman’s willl”
(Shakespeare, 2008, p. 2463). In Shakespeare’s time, the word “distinguish” meant “to differentiate or to
classify” and was synonymous with “faithfully acknowledging or recognizing something and giving
reason...its due” (Abate — Mazzolla, 2003, p. 2). The meaning of “will” in a modern context is related to
desire, longing, even lust. But traditionally, a woman’s “will” was thought of as irrational, unpredictable,
capricious, amoral. In Hilsky’s Czech translation of the play, “will” is compared to a bottomless ocean, a
fitting metaphor given that the ocean itself is often characterised as indistinct, unfathomable, mutable,
illogical and dangerous. 1 argue that this “indistinguished space” is one of the important motifs in
Renaissance culture, which allows us to explore the restrictive gender roles during this time (Abate —
Mazzolla, 2003, p. 2).

The literary representation of the “indistinguished space” was largely a male invention. This hegemony
was shaken in 1621 with the publication of Lady Mary Wroth’s romance The Countess of Montgomery’s Urania
and her sonnet sequence Pamphilia to Amphilanthus. The daughter of Robert Sidney and niece of Philip
Sidney and Mary Sidney Herbert, Countess of Pembroke, Wroth was the first English woman to compose
a prose romance (Urania) and original dramatic comedy (Love’s Victory) (Brennan — Hannay — Lamb,
2015b, p. 77.) and the second English woman to write a sonnet sequence (Pamphilia to Amphilanthus). In
the final poem of her collection Pamphilia to Amphilanthus, Pamphilia, Wroth’s alter ego, rejects “%he disconrce
of Venus, and her sunn” (Wroth, 1983, p. 142). I contend that this marks the point at which Wroth creates an
alternative discourse of love based on a new erotic mythology in which the key element is Constancy
(Kingsley-Smith, 2010, p. 128). As Pamphilia herself remarks: “Now lett your constancy your honor
prove” (Wroth, 1983, p. 142).

Based on the imaginary dialogue between Herbert and Wroth, Wroth’s identification with the constancy
of love emerges. It is difficult to assess to what degree their poetry can be seen as forming mutual
responses to each other, but it is possible to assume a strong biographical basis given that both authors
pick up and riff on the themes of the other.

Wroth’s narrative foregrounds the constancy of love as personified in the character of Pamphilia. “This
testament of me”, as Pamphilia puts it, becomes a story of her own journey of finding solace through
consolation, sharing and communication with other women, an act of self-fashioning that reasserts female
power through the fulfilment of both real and fictional destinies.



The Aesthetic Idea as the Essence of the Aesthetic

James Kirwan; kirwankandai@hotmail.com

Abstract: This paper suggests that Kant’s concept of the ‘aesthetic idea’ is a useful starting point for understanding
the nature of aesthetic experience once we reject the formalist interpretation that Kant gives to the relationship
between those ideas and that experience.

Keywords: aesthetic experience, art, Kant.

Kant’s Critigue of the Power of Judgment is not a work about art. Today, although there is perhaps less need to
emphasize this point than there was even a decade ago, it is still a point worth making. It is worth making
because Kant’s work continues to be considered a key text within the field of aesthetics, even while this
tield, as an academic discipline, has become overwhelmingly a matter of the philosophy of art (see Kirwan,
2012). Aesthetics and the philosophy of art should, of course, be discrete areas of inquiry: having an
experience of art is neither a necessary nor even a sufficient condition for having an aesthetic experience.
Aesthetic experience is entirely personal and fleeting; art is a class of objects in the world. Thus, since one
cannot define experiences in terms of objects, nor (shared) objects in terms of (individual) experiences,
there is probably nothing that is generally true about either aesthetic experience or art that is also generally

true about both.

There was, nevertheless, an awkward period of several generations during which aesthetics, as an academic
discipline, became, in practice, the philosophy of art, while at the same time the Critigue of the Power of
Judgment continued to be regarded as a key text within the discipline. (Possibly if the work had been written
by someone less prestigious than Kant this would not have been the case.) This was to some extent
possible so long as “art” remained an evaluative term, and a “genuine” experience of art was posited as a
particular kind of experience, though these practices themselves were obviously philosophically untenable.
During the period when such discourse prevailed, Kant’s work was very much associated with the
formalist theory of art. This is unsurprising, given that his account of the aesthetic experiences of beauty

and sublimity is, in its explicit rejection of a role for individual psychology, a formalist account.!

This kind of formalism was regularly offered, particularly in the early twentieth century, as explanatory of
“what art does”. Part of the reason for this was, of course, the feeling that the positive experience of art is
an end in itself: a feeling that leaves the philosopher with the conundrum, also at the heart of ethics, of
accounting for a non-instrumental value. Nevertheless, while there are artforms to which some kind of
formalism seems peculiarly applicable, such as architecture, abstract painting, and music, and without

denying that purely formal qualities (like symmetry) can be a significant source of aesthetic effect within

' While Kant’s theories of beauty and the mathematical sublime are obviously formalist, his account of the dynamic
sublime, insofar as the experience depends on the individual subject’s idea of the overwhelming, has a psychological
element that allows for a less formalistic description of what is happening, though, internally, the source of the effect
can ultimately be resolved to the same mechanism as the mathematical sublime.



art, it is clear that such formal qualities cannot exhaust the aesthetic effects of art, even with architecture,
abstract painting, or music. Moreover, once we move to artforms that are more obviously a matter of
narrative, it becomes clear that formalism gives us almost nothing to say about the work — or, at least,

nothing that is likely to be germane to the work in its particularity.

However, having asserted that Kant’s account of aesthetic experience, as an account of aesthetic
experience, is not patticularly relevant to the concerns of modern philosophical aesthetics, as the
philosophy of art, there is, I believe, one concept he discusses that is, nevertheless, particularly pertinent
to the aesthetic expetience of att, insofar as that expetience is the experience of a stable, public/shared

object. This concept is that of the ‘aesthetic idea’ (dsthetischer Ideen).

1 will only briefly outline what I take Kant’s concept of the aesthetic idea to be, since I am anxious that
this paper should 707 become about the interpretation of Kant. Therefore, if you find yourself violently
disagreeing with the way in which Kant is interpreted here, I would ask you to imagine that every time 1
say “Kant’s concept of such and such”, what I am really saying is “my concept of such and such”. In this

way, we can concentrate on the concept itself, regardless of its provenance.

Kant introduces the concept of aesthetic ideas to account for the way in which beauty can be, despite
what he has hitherto said regarding its non-psychological character, sometimes dependent on concepts. It
can be dependent on concepts, he claims, without actually being determined by a definite concept. An
aesthetic idea, according to Kant, is that representation of the imagination that occasions much thinking
though without it being possible for any determinate thought, any concep?, to be adequate to it, and which,
consequently, no language can render fully intelligible (Kant, 2000, p. 192). Such representations of the
imagination may be termed “ideas”, according to Kant, insofar as they have some semblance to objective
reality, that is, they ,,at least strive toward something lying beyond the bounds of experience, and thus seek to approximate
a presentation of concepts of reason (of intellectnal ideas)” (Kant, 2000, p. 192). Such ideas of the imagination
become aesthetic ideas when they prompt so great a wealth of associations as to defy comprehension in a

definite concept:

|10 2his case the imagination is creative, and sets the faculty of intellectual ideas (reason) into motion, that
is, at the instigation of a representation it gives more to think about than can be grasped and made distinct in
it (althongh it does, to be sure, belong to the concept of the object)... [The] aesthetic idea is a representation of
the imagination, associated with a given concept, which is combined with such a manifold of partial
representations in the free use of the imagination that no expression designating a determinate concept can be
Sound for it, which therefore allows the addition to a concept of much that is unnameable, the feeling of which
animates the cognitive faculties and combines spirit |Geist] with the mere letter of language (Kant, 2000,
pp. 193-94).

Kant gives the particular example of language as a form which can be infused with ‘spirit’ at the end of the
previous quotation because this passage occurs in the course of a consideration of a poem by Frederick
the Great. It is in poetry, according to Kant that ,,zbe faculty of aesthetic ideas can reveal itself in its full measure
(Kant, 2000, p. 193). This is unsurprising, given that literature is the most obviously conceptual of the arts,
its very material (language) being inescapably symbolic. However, any object that is capable of sustaining a

symbolic interpretation, that is, any object, might be the object of an aesthetic idea.

That the aesthetic idea cannot be resolved into a definite concept that can be expressed in language

explains why Kant later claims that art can only be beautiful if it gppears as nature. If all that we discern in a



work of art is the intention to produce a definite concept that could be expressed otherwise, then that
work, while perhaps it may appeal to our reason, cannot be said to be making an appeal to our aesthetic
sense, to our sense of what art is for. To do this, it must appear to us that the pleasure or sadness, or sense
of profundity that we feel is attributable to that object as an object devoid of any specific end. (In the case
of art, this is precisely the sense of art’s value that is captured in the expression “art for art’s sake”, literally
meaningless as that phrase is). Our estimate of the object, even if we are aware that it is not made
independently of any concept, must nevertheless appear to be a response to something in excess of that
conceptual element: the effect must be greater than the sum of the parts. This excess will appear to the
subject, paradoxically, as something less than a concept, that is, as the “superficial form” of the object, the
object in itself: this order of words, these colours, these lines. Thus, though we remain intellectually aware
that the object (as a product of art) and its properties were humanly intended, if the object actually
succeeds in moving us it does so only insofar as this intellectual awareness comes to appear irrelevant, that

is, insofar as the object appears, like nature, to be devoid of a definite end with respect to our response.?

I think there is something intuitively correct about this idea of a host of associations approximating to
concepts but irreducible to concepts, and, therefore, as Kant says, ultimately resistant to the explicable.
Much of what we say about art, particularly about the way in which it “speaks to us” in a way that we
cannot translate, makes sense in terms of this concept of aesthetic ideas. What, however, is unconvincing
in Kant’s account is the idea that it is merely the animation of the cognitive faculties through the exercise
of following a host of irresolvable representations of the imagination that is responsible for the way in
which we value the experience. That is, what is unconvincing is the formalistic account of how aesthetic
ideas lead to aesthetic feeling. No doubt there are experiences, the pleasure of which could be explained

this way, but the experience of art is not one of them.

What I would suggest is that it is the conzent of the representations of the imagination involved that is
responsible for the aesthetic experience. This is not to say that a definite concept is involved, but only that
it is not the irresolvable interplay of just amy representations of the imagination that leads to aesthetic
experience. That is, the interplay of concepts is irresolvable not because those concepts are the fluid result
of the wealth of associations created by the elements of the work but rather because those concepts are
such that we resist their resolution in a definite concept: we do not wish to acknowledge what the work
“says”. My reasons for believing this is so are, ironically enough, formalistic. For, while the concept of
aesthetic ideas has much to recommend it, and appears to account for a great deal of the peculiar nature
of aesthetic experience, it does also contain the weakness previously mentioned. That is, it would make
aesthetic experience something akin to simply being “mentally occupied”, and it would make the pleasure

of, for example, comedy and tragedy, the same pleasure.

It is quite clear that concepts are involved in the experience of art. Indeed, this is what criticism is
supposed to be for: to say what the work wants to say. (Even at its best, criticism is trying to say how the
work made you feel the way you felt, and this is always a matter of concepts.) What is interesting,
however, is that no one, except desperate students, has ever thought that criticism was a substitute for a
first-hand encounter with the work. Within criticism, I may say that I admire this work because it is
profound, and even that its profundity lies in its expressing this or that proposition, in this or that way,

about the world (or that it is exciting, or graceful, or funny, or tragic, and so on, because it possesses these

2 Kant’s point here finds obvious confirmation in the way in which such epithets as “contrived”, “manipulative”,
“obvious”, and so on, are so readily used as terms of aesthetic condemnation. As soon as we become conscious of a
work’s intention to move us, it ceases to do so. It must be the story itself, the image itself, that moves us.



or those properties), yet there is still something in the experience which leads me to attribute my pleasure
or admiration to the object itself. That is, we feel that the idea somehow justifies our pleasure or
admiration, and may indeed even assert a necessary connection between the two, yet, ultimately we can
neither point to an objective principle, nor the satisfaction of a universally intersubjective desire, that
would establish such a necessary connection. The “truth” we might find is never one that can be lifted out

of the work and continue to do the same job that the work does.

It is for this reason that I would suggest that the imaginative representations we are entertaining when we
are having a positive aesthetic experience of a work are such that they give rise to ideas that we do not wish
to resolve into definite concepts. I would further suggest that we would not wish to resolve them into
definite concepts, and criticism never succeeds in doing so, because they are concepts we could not
continue to entertain if we made them explicit to ourselves; they are concepts that, given their wish-

tulfilling nature, could not survive the light of day.

Art, then, where it succeeds for an audience, is a way for that audience to entertain certain ideas without
having to entertain those ideas as rational concepts. Works mean, but what they mean always seems to
exceed what we can say of their meaning. This is not because such meaning is by nature ineffable but
rather because, for the sake of that meaning, we are unwilling to reduce the aesthetic ideas to definite
concepts, since to do so would make the wish-fulfilling nature of those ideas or of their interplay explicit,
and render us incapable of entertaining them as ideas about real possibilities. It is not, then, as Dante said,
that art is a ‘beautiful lie’ (una bella menzogna) than conceals an important truth, but rather than art is an

acknowledged lie, a fiction (beautiful or otherwise), that conceals a beautiful lie (Dante, 1903, p. 63).

Such a conclusion, however, can be misleading if not put into context. It is too easy to think of life and art
as antonyms. (Perhaps never more so, indeed, than when one starts to think of one’s life as a work of art.)
Art is, of course, something that may be contrasted with life — the fictional versus the real — insofar as it is
something that is encountered within a life, set apart from everything else by the frame that makes it art.
Aesthetic experience, however, is neither coterminous with works of art, nor even with what we designate
“aesthetic experience”. The discrete aesthetic experience, such as one might have in connection with,
among other things, a work of art, always takes place within a continuum of experience that is already
aesthetic. What I mean here by “aesthetic” is what that word has meant throughout this essay: an
experience in which what makes our encounter with an object, whether real (for example, an artwork) or
imaginary (for example, a memory), significant to us, that is, actually part of experience, is the
unacknowledged symbolic meaning of that object. We are, of course, quite ready to expand the compass of
the aesthetic, in this sense, beyond the rather narrow field of what is actually covered by aesthetics as a
philosophical discipline: for example, to everyday design, objects of consumption, sex, religion, politics,
and so on. However, this domain of what makes life meaningful needs to be expanded further: to our
morality, our attachments, our goals, the very narrative sense of our life that makes it “our” life. At this
point, of course, unless one is committed to the idea of some irreducible, non-contingent core of
individuality (a soul, for example), it becomes clear that the use of “out” is becoming untenable. What is
being described is actually everything we are: there is no “I” aside from these things. That is, to say that
there is an “I” that is experiencing these things is to introduce one more entity than is required. Rather it is
the accumulated experiencing of these things that constitutes an “I”. This “I”’ may, of course, have

discrete aesthetic experiences of the artwork/sunset type, that is, aesthetic experiences in which it is aware

3 Indeed, even physical experience, which we are inclined to believe is exclusively a matter of the senses, can be
largely aesthetic in character: see Rousseau (1998, p. 324).



that it is “having an aesthetic experience” (perhaps because the object is not so embedded in a context of
specific desires as are the objects of the rest of its experience), but it does so only against the background of

the rest of its ineluctably aesthetic experience.

It is also necessary to note that aesthetic experience, as defined above, does not always have a positive
character: feelings of, for example, disgust, boredom, or depression are also clearly a matter of
experiencing the world aesthetically. To say that our sense of life is inescapably aesthetic is not, then, to

say that life is invariably a source of pleasure.*

If we take these two factors together — the fundamentally aesthetic quality of our experience per se and
the way in which the aesthetic can be as much a pain as a pleasure — it becomes clear why those positive
aesthetic experiences that we are conscious of as “aesthetic experience” have the value they have. It is not
the case that the ‘beautiful lie’ of art can be contrasted with the plain fact of life as it is, since there is, for
us, no plain fact of life as it is. Moreover, there will never be a sense of life that is “true”, since all senses
of life, all symbolic interpretations of the world around us, will always be driven by a desire for the
impossible, and thus will always contain their own negation. What the discrete, acknowledged, aesthetic
experience does is alter the aesthetic sense of life we already have. (This is also the reason it is experienced
as discrete.) The extent to which it does so is also the basis of the kind of value we place on that
experience. Hence the difference in the way we experience those works that simply pass the time by
distracting us from the burden of our existing aesthetic sense of life, those that reinforce an existing sense
that presently satisfies us, and those that move us profoundly, that, as we say, “make us see the world
differently”. It is the last kind to which we normally attribute “truth” (though truth about what we cannot
say), since it is these that have moved us by somehow demonstrating to us the falsity of our previous
aesthetic sense of existence. They have, in short, replaced an ugly lie with a beautiful one: a restricted and
unhappy sense of life with a sense of life’s plenitude, its possibilities, or its possible significance. This
happens even though we were not aware — as, indeed, we cannot be — that our previous sense was a

restricted one. We love the art that can make life more liveable.

That all this happens, and indeed can only happen, without our conscious acknowledgement that it is
happening, explains why the topic of aesthetics is essentially the question of how to account for the
experience of an object as possessing non-instrumental value, as being the source of “disinterested
pleasure”. Kant’s notion of the ‘aesthetic idea’, shorn of that rejection of the psychological that follows
from the demands of Kant’s larger critical project rather than from the topic itself, is a useful starting

point for answering this question. 3
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Cubism: Art and Philosophy

Dan O'Brien; dobrien@brookes.ac.uk

Abstract: In this paper I argue that the development of cubism by Picasso and Braque at the beginning of the
twentieth century can be illuminated by consideration of long-running philosophical debates concerning perceptual
realism, in particular by Locke’s (1689) distinction between primary and secondary properties, and Kant’s (1781)
empirical realism. Daniel-Henry Kahnweiler (1920), Picasso’s dealer and eatly authority on cubism, interpreted
Picasso and Braque as Kantian in their approach. I reject his influential interpretation, but propose a more plausible,
Kantian reading of cubism.

Keywords: Braque, cubism, formalism, Kant, Locke, Picasso, realism, space and time.

The Cubist Revolution

Since the Renaissance artists have attempted to represent how things look from a particular, one-point,
perspective. The picture frame can be seen as holding a transparent sheet through which viewers look, and
from which, behind the painting, the scene recedes. Cubists reject such an ‘illusionist’ approach since,

according to Braque:

»The whole Renaissance tradition is antipathetic to me. The bard and fast rules of perspective which it
imposed on art were a ghastly mistake which it has taken four centuries to redress. |...| Scientific perspective is
nothing but eye-fooling illusionism. 1t is simply a trick—a bad trick—which makes it impossible for an
artist to convey a full experience of space, since it forces the objects in a picture to disappear away from the
bebolder instead of bringing them within bis reach, as painting should (cited in Verstegen, 2014, p.
294).

Further, it is a misrepresentation of what we actually see. Such perspective assumes that the viewer is
motionless, that their vision consists of input to a single eye, and that everything in the visual field is in
focus. In contrast, cubist works represent simultaneously the shapes and surfaces of objects from different
perspectives. Objects are ‘analysed’ in terms of facets at shallow angles to the picture surface, and they do
not recede from the eye. Facets are held together by grids or scatfolding lines, a constraint that contributes
to the angular geometry of the works. In a series of drawings by Juan Gris, starting with The Eggs (1911),
one can sense traditional perspective beginning to fracture, with the journey to full-blown cubism
culminating in Bottles and Knife (1912).! (That same precariousness can be sensed in cubism itself:
holding sway for a few short years, shimmering, briefly, before it fragmented into futurism,
constructivism, abstraction and all the rest.) Gris is usually considered to be the third serious cubist, along

with Picasso and Braque. These true, high or austere cubists are distinguished from salon cubists, such as

1 See Weiss et al. (2003) and Galassi & McCully (2011, p. 18) for the claim that it is important to consider series of
cubist works and that ‘certain essential abstract principles of the oeuvre can be accounted for only by observing the
individual works in their fullest expression as multiple permutations of a single idea’ (ibid. xv).



Fauconnier, Gleizes and Metzinger, who created works with a superficial cubist look, as a mere ‘decorative
idiom’ (Cooper, 1971, p. 128). The latter were widely disparaged: ‘their appreciation of true cubism was
barely skin-deep and they employed a timid sort of faceting and cubification as a pictorial system’ (ibid. p.
127). The Italian writer and artist, Ardengo Soffici, accused them of ,.deforming, geometrizing and cubifying
randomly, without aim or purpose, perbaps in the hope of hiding their innate, ineradicable, and fatal banality and
academicism behind triangles and other shapes* (cited in Rubin, 1989, p. 44).

Cubists employed various techniques to realise, in Braque’s phrase above, a ‘full experience of space’. The
emphasis on volumes led cubists away from the eye and visual appearances, to tactile experience of reality.
The subject matter of their paintings were things that you wanted to touch. Braque explained that his still
lives evoked ‘tactile space’ (cited in Verstegen, 2014, p. 293): there are tables with newspapers to leaf
through, musical instruments to grasp and pluck. Braque, always more willing to articulate the approach
than Picasso, says: ‘It isn’t enough to make visible what one paints; it must also become tangible. A still-
life ceases to be a still-life the moment it can no longer be reached with the hand’ (cited in Gantefuhrer-
Trier, 1996, p. 42). Volume is also given by ‘passage’ ‘The merging of planes with space by leaving one
edge unpainted or light in tone’ (Richardson, 1996, p. 97). Objects are tipped so volumes can be seen from
within. Richardson describes Picasso as having ‘a fetish for keys’ (1959, p. 127)—keys being the most
tactile of objects; grasped and manipulated many times a day: ‘A key in a centrally placed drawer in a
cubist still life invites us to turn it so that we can probe the space and touch the objects’ (ibid.). There is
no vanishing point in cubist works, no destination behind the transparent screen towards which one’s eye
is led; one’s eye, rather, is loosely directed by the artist to rove over rooftops and table tops. Thus, ‘[s]|pace
was |...| “materialised” instead of being evoked by illusion’ (Cooper — Tinterow, 1983, p. 72). Paradoxically,

though, at the same time the flatness of the picture surface is emphasised.

By thus bringing objects nearer than ever before to the surface of the canvas, the artist hoped to put the
spectator into the closest possible touch with the physical reality of things and so draw him into the spatial
element which they inhabit* (Richardson, 1959, p. 9).

Cezanne was a key influence. Gleizes and Metzinger, in Du Cubisme (1912), the first major study of the
movement, suggest that: ,,/¢/o understand Cezanne is to foresee cubism'* (cited in Chipp, 1975, p. 209). He, too,
created volumes from flat coloured planes, and used subtle distortions of perspective: in Basket with
Apple, Bottle, Biscuits and Fruit (1893), for example, the plate of biscuits is tilted towards the viewer and
the two sides of the table do not seem to meet under the tablecloth. Picasso and Braque acknowledged
their debt to “The Master of Provence’, quoting from him in their works: the drapes in the proto-cubist
Demoiselles d’Avignon (1907) derived from Cezanne’s Female Bathers in Front of a Tent (1883-5), as are
the poses of some of the figures (Gantefuhrer-Trier, 1996, p. 9).

Some of the more impenetrable works such as The Dressing Room (1910) and The Accordionist (1911)
skirt close to abstraction or what Cooper disparagingly calls, ‘cubism’s misbegotten child” (Richardson,
1959, p. 40). Picasso and Braque, though, were vehemently ‘realist’. Their distortions may presage
surrealism and abstraction to come, but they were wholeheartedly engaged in ,,s0/ving the strictly pictorial
problem arising ont of their intention to find a wholly new and precise way of recreating tangible reality on canvas™ (Coopet,
1971, p. 62).2 Rubin nicely observes that ,,some of the dramatic tension of this high Analytic Cubism follows from the

2 Gombrich (1959, p. 263) is somewhat unimpressed by cubist claims to realism: ,,Cubists [...| kicked aside the whole
tradition of faithful vision and tried to start again with the “real object” which they squashed against the picture plane. One can enjoy the



paradoxical sitnation in which he [Picasso| finds himself as an utterly representational painter in an increasingly abstract
arf< (1989, p. 24). Viewers are aided by triggers or signposts—or what Picasso called ‘attributes’ (cited in
Gilot & Lake, 1964, pp. 65—6)—that enable us to orientate ourselves with respect to the shimmering
facets and thus appreciate the subject matter of these works. Carefully placed amidst otherwise inscrutable
configurations of facets and scaffolding we find a coat button, guitar strings, the f-holes of violins,
cigarette smoke, an ear lobe or eyelid, and a quiff of hair. An anecdote recalled by Richardson nicely
captures Picasso’s attitude to abstraction: ‘People who urged Picasso to look more favourably on abstract
art because it was the pictorial equivalent of music would be told “That’s why I don’t like music’”
(Richardson, 1996, p. 165).

Lockean Realism and Kant’s Transcendental Idealism

Kahnweiler (1920) related cubism to John Locke’s (1689) distinction between primary and secondary
qualities. Primary qualities are those whose existence is independent of the existence of a perceiver, such
as shape and size. Secondary qualities such as colour, smell and felt texture depend on the existence of a
perceiver and are not possessed by objects themselves: The haystacks that Monet painted at sunset (1890—
91) were not themselves golden, but the physical composition of their surface, and the particular way this
surface reflects light rays into our eyes, causes in us the experience of seeing this colour. Impressionists
painted the fleeting images and plays of light that strike the viewer; cubists, in contrast, can be seen as
focusing on primary qualities, those that constitute the volume of objects and the relations between these
volumes. Colours were muted—only there to depict form and volume; visual effects, as Lockean
secondary qualities, were of little interest. In order to depict this primary reality, Picasso and Braque were
not restricted to reproducing the natural effects of light. It was used where it was needed, as one might
explore a large sculpture or a building in the dark with a flashlight; figures had an inner light, diffusing out
between overlapped planes and facets. Cubist paintings are thus, in a sense, sculptural. Picasso did turn to
sculpture, but, at least at first, the results were a less radical departure from the canon. His Head of a
Woman (1909-10) is more or less a traditional bust, albeit with distortions. Radical departures, though,
were to come. Carving was replaced by the construction of cubist guitars and glasses of absinthe; voids
were used to depict volumes, light itself depicted by pointillist dots, and paint applied to works to inhibit
the natural effects of shadow. In Boccioni’s Development of a Bottle in Space (1912) and Archipenko’s

Head: Construction with Crossing Planes (1913) facets were slotted together in 3 dimensions.

The roots of the empiricist battle with scepticism lie in Locke’s distinction between primary and secondary
qualities. Berkeley (1709) and Hume (1739—40) provide arguments to show that we cannot have
knowledge of the primary properties of objects—of the world independent of our experience. Kant’s
(1781) transcendental idealism is a response to such wholesale scepticism. It may be the case that we
cannot have knowledge of things-in-themselves, but we can, as we will see in the next section, have

knowledge of empirical or phenomenal reality.

resulting confusion of telescoped images as commentary on the unresolved complexities of vision without accepting the claim that they
represent reality more really than a picture based on projective geometry“—Gombrich, here, echoing an early uncomprehending
review of an exhibition of Picasso’s drawings at the Stafford Gallery, London (1912), in which a reviewer quipped
that a depicted ,,s&u// |...] has obviously been under a steam roller* (Galassi — McCully, 2011, p. 40).

3 Semiotic interpretations of cubism take cubist pictures not to depict via resemblance, but via arbitrary signs. This is
not a convincing interpretation of analytic cubism given the clear, albeit fragmented, appearances that are presented.
It is, though, a more plausible interpretation of synthetic cubism: ,,From 1914 to 1917 cubism changed to rather flat
surfaces, it was no longer sculptural, it was writing“ (Stein, 1938, p. 39).



Cubists have been interpreted as Kantians, by, amongst others, Kahnweiler and Roger Fry (1978).
Kahnweiler uses Kantian terminology to delineate two phases of cubism. The analytic phase, that upon
which we focus here, involved the analysis of objects into facets, whereas, from 1912 on, the goal of
synthetic cubism was not the depiction of objects in the world, but the creation of new aspects of reality.
Tableau-objets were created using collage and papier collé; paintings of cluttered tables could now include
real newspapers. The self-conscious awareness of artifice was there from the beginnings of cubism in the
flattened perspective and focus on the picture surface, but synthetic cubism emphasizes this to a greater
extent. The Kantian terminology, though, is misleading; it does not mark the semantic distinction that it
does in Kant. Second, their move away from fleeting appearances has been seem as an attempt to capture
Kant’s transcendental thing-in-itself, with Gris explicitly committed to this approach, concerning himself

with ‘the relation between the things in themselves’ (cited in Green, 1992, p. 21).

It is not, though, illuminating to think of cubism in this way. There are two reasons for this. First, for
Kant, things-in-themselves cannot be experienced. We can only ever have direct awareness of our own
experiences, and not the transcendental world from which, presumably, these experiences are derived.
Kahnweiler does seem to be aware of this point: he agrees that ,,[t|be thing in ifself |...] is not within the art-
historian’s competence; nor is it capable of any investigation, since it is unknowable and indefinable.” Nevertheless, he
claims that it is ,,#hat element [...| of whose presence before our eyes we are conscious; and which we call beauty

(Kahnweiler, 1969, p. 88). The coherence of this is not clear.

Second, in later works Picasso adopts a pluralist approach where, within the same work, we have cubist
representations alongside naturalistic, traditional ones. This is so, for example, in Still life with Compotier
(1914-15) and Still Life with Playing Cards and Peaches (1914). This suggests that cubism does not aspire
to the one true representation of reality—to a representation of things-in-themselves. The message of
these works seems to be that these styles are complementary (Cooper, 1971, pp. 215-17). Braque’s famous
trompe l’ocil nail in his Violin and Palette (1909) draws attention to the contrast between naturalism and
cubism, and could be interpreted as saying that ,,[a] picture depends upon external reality, but the Cubist means of
recording this reality—unlifke the means devised by the Renaissance—are not absolute but relative. One pictorial language is
1o more “real” than another, for the nail, conceived as external reality, is just as false as any of the less illusionistic passages
in the canvas—or, conversely, conceived as art, is just as true’* (Rosenblum, 2001, p. 45). This pluralist claim is
illustrated in Picasso’s drawing, The Studio (1933). In the depicted artist’s studio there are two artistic
representations of the same female model, one a broadly naturalistic sketch resting on an easel, the other a

balloon-like sculpture sat on a table, the latter in the style of his beach paintings of the 1920s and 1930s.

Cubism and Kant’s Empirical Realism

It is more illuminating to focus, not on things-in-themselves, but on Kant’s empirical realism and his
account of the cognitive input that is necessary for our lived experience. I shall first note various ways that
the creative role of the viewer’s mind is stressed by commentators on cubism and by le bande a Picasso

(his circle of poet and artist friends); second, I shall suggest a Kantian reading of this creative input.

Apollinaire claimed that ,,[c|ubism differs from earlier painting in that it is not an art of imitation, but an art of
imagination” (cited in Gantefuhrer-Trier, 1996, p. 20); Coopert, that it involves ,,zhe art of painting new structures
with elements borrowed not from visual reality but from the reality of knowledge (1971, p. 109); whereas Green
stresses that ,,the artist’s conceptual powers |...| go beyond sensation” (1992, p. 31; my emphasis). There is a
shallow sense in which this is so. Our knowledge of the human body and of traditional ways of depicting



this, allow us to see, for example, the figure in Picasso’s Standing Nude of 1910. We have to apply such
knowledge to the drawing since the descriptive content of such a work is so minimal. It is in this move
away from visual appearances and towards the involvement of cognitive capacities that we see the
influence of primitive art. Golding, echoing the now archaic terminology of the cubist epoch, puts it thus:
s opposed to Western art, Negro art is more conceptual, much less conditioned by visual appearances. The Negro sculptor
tends to depict what he knows about his subject rather than what he sees* (1989, p. 59).

There is, though, according to Kant, a deeper sense in which the mind constructs what we see. Early
modern empiricists such as Locke and Hume saw experience as passive, something that impinges on us.
Hume calls such experiences, impressions; the world forming impressions on the mind as a stamp forms
an impression in wax. Kant, however, in the Transcendental Aesthetic (1781, A19-49), argues that the mind
imposes spatio-temporal order on experience. Space and time are not things independent of us; they are
preconditions of experience—necessary aspects of experience through which we must engage with the
world; what Kant calls ‘forms of intuition’. Kant has two arguments for this claim. First, the idea of space
cannot be derived from impressions (in Hume’s sense) since spatiality is already built into our impressions:
I see that the glass is to the left of the newspaper. Second, I can think of space with objects removed, but
I cannot think of the absence of space; representation of space is thus prior to representation of objects.
Further, as well as this spatio-temporal filter, experience must also pass through further filters
corresponding to the ‘categories’. These result in experience of the wotld always conforming to certain
fundamental ways of conceiving of that world—we have no choice, for example, but to see the world in

terms of enduring substances in causal relations to each other (1781, A79/B105).

Commentators on cubism gesture towards such an account: ,, The arrangement of bottles and fishes |in Braque’s
Still Life with Fish on a Table, 1911] is not embedded in a spatially recognizable background |...| Spatial integration of
the objects in the picture develops only in the viewers’ minds* (Gantefuhrer-Trier, 1996, p. 42). The viewer fuses
multiple views into a single image, reconstructing objects from dislocated facets, bringing to bear their
conceptual understanding of those objects. Braque, in his 1917 Thoughts and Reflections on Art, says
‘[tlhe senses deform, the mind forms’ (cited in Verstegen, 2014, p. 295), and a more developed description
of the constructive role of the mind is given by the cubist sculptor, Archipenko: ,,One can say that Cubism
bhad created a new cognitive order in respect of pictures |...| [T)be viewer is bimself creatively active, and speculates and creates
a picture by building upon the plastic character of those objects that are sketched out as forms* (cited in Gantefuhrer-
Trier, 1996, p. 30). Such constructive effort can be felt as one searches for life in the more difficult
canvases, those not readily decipherable to the untrained eye. The claim is not that cubist works have
distinctive features that trigger such Kantian synthesis. For Kant, all experience has this structure.
Apprehending a teapot actively involves forms of intuition and the categories. The teapot does not sit
there in space that is independent of observers, waiting to be seen. Space, rather—and thus volume—is a
precondition of experience—a feature imposed on experience by the mind of the viewer. The claim is that
cubist works can make us aware of such acts of synthesis, and therefore that such an account of visual
experience can be seen as one of the subjects of these works. The self-reflexivity of cubism’s form of

modernism is therefore Kantian in flavour.

Last, let us consider cubism’s relation to time. Cubist works are quiet and still—motionless individuals sat
in chairs, abandoned tables of clutter. Futurists reacted against this stillness, feeling ,,#hat cubist painting
lacked that vibration and sense of flux which they regarded as inseparable from any true modern experience of reality™
(Cooper, 1971, p. 170). The stillness of cubism, though, is superficial. First, there is a sense of motion in
certain works: Picasso’s Standing Female Nude of 1910, for example, was an influence on Duchamp’s

Nude Descending a Staircase (1912), and movement is also implied in some of the more austere works:



the viewer moves between the interlocking planes of the buildings in The Rio Tinto Factory at L’Estaque
(1910). Second, movement is implicit in the fundamental approach of cubism, with different perspectives
tracking movement around the café table or around figures in portraits. Referring to the figures in
Demoiselles d’Avignon, Golding says, ,,[i|¢ is as if the painter had moved freely around his subject, gathering
information from varions angles and viewpoints* (Golding, 1959, p. 58) and we, the viewer, follow his path in our
imagination. Cubist works slow us down as we search for clues and triggers: ,, Time is a vital constituent in
one’s encounters with such paintings. And the experience is more akin to reading a text in which a scene or person is
described than to looking at a representational painting of a scene or person® (Cowling, 2004, p. 227). Third, as
discussed above, cubists explore tactile space, and with tactility comes the implication of movement and
thus time. Fourth, the temporal aspect of cubism can be seen in Kantian terms. Just as space is imposed
on experience by ‘outer sense’, time is similarly imposed by ‘inner sense’. It is a precondition of experience
that it is presented to us in temporal succession. Experience of an objective world is necessarily both
spatial and temporal. Again, the claim is not that there is something distinctive about cubist works that
triggers Kantian synthesis; this also must occur in everyday experiences such as watching someone
descend the stairs. The claim, rather, is that cubist works make manifest the acts of synthesis involved in

our experience of the empirical world; they are not an attempt to depict things-in-themselves.

Further, for Kant, such synthesis is the foundation of self-awareness. He was famously ‘woken from his
dogmatic slumbers’ by Hume’s scepticism. Hume (173940, 1.4.6) had argued that we only experience one
impression after another and never our own self who we take to be having these impressions. As an
empiricist, Hume therefore concludes that we should not believe in the existence of selves; we are just
bundles of fleeting impressions. Kant’s response is to argue that self-consciousness—or the ‘unity of
apperception’ (A105)—is grounded in acts of synthesis: I become aware of myself as 1 synthesize spatio-
temporal intuitions into, for example, the experience of seeing someone descending the stairs. Perhaps,
then, cubism not only makes manifest the active cognitive input that we bring to experience, but also the

very existence of our selves. One does not lose oneself in a cubist picture; one finds oneself.

Formalist interpretations of cubist works limit their aesthetically significant properties to the planes, lines
and muted colours on the surface of the canvas. Fry, in the preface to his exhibition catalogue for the
Second Post-Impressionist Exhibition in London (1912), offered an ecatly influential formalist
interpretation of cubism: ,,They do not seek to imitate form, but to create form; not to imitate life, but to find an
equivalent for life. |...| The logical extreme of such a method would nndonbtedly be the attempt to give up all resemblance to
natural form, and to create a purely abstract language of form—a visual music; and the latter works of Picasso show this
clearly enough*“ (cited in Rubin, 1989, p. 406). However, the richness of these works belies such
interpretations. Abstract art may be limited to such formal properties, but, as we have seen, cubism is not
abstract: it can therefore be judged on how well it captures the atmosphere of the café or the character of
a person, as, by all accounts, he evidently did in his portraits of the art dealers Ambroise Vollard (1910)
and Wilhelm Uhde (1910). To understand cubism one also has to be aware of its subversive role with
respect to Renaissance perspective, and its relation to a roll-call of artists through the ages to which
Picasso, in particular, makes reference: Cezanne, El Greco, and Ingres, to name but a few. Lastly, I have
suggested here that these works concern the process of seeing and Kantian conceptions of this. Cubist
works do have a distinctive form, one that at times offers a kind of shimmering beauty—a ‘prismatic
magic’ ,,As cubism evolves, Picasso presses his analysis beyond the study of volumes to the point at which it becomes ‘a
melodius fabric of lines and tints, a music of delicate tones—Iighter or darker, warmer or cooler—whose mystery increases the
pleasure of the viewer” (Rubin, 1989, p. 44). In addition to this form, though, there is multi-faceted content: a

certain work can depict the social world of zinc bars in Paris at the start of the last century, art-historical



themes concerning perspective and the norms of realism, and philosophical theoties concerning vision

and the role of our cognitive faculties in expetience.

It is highly unlikely that Picasso and Braque read Kant. Kahnweiler, questioning the veracity of Francoise
Gilot’s (1964) account of life with Picasso, asserts that ,,Picasso never, never spoke of Kant or Plato* (cited in
Ashton, 1972, p. xxvii). Both his partner during the cubist years, Fernande Olivier, and Gertrude Stein
attest that Picasso did not read much at all, apart from, perhaps, some of the poetry of his friends (Rubin,
1989, pp. 54-5). Further, both Picasso and Braque explicitly stated that they were not driven by
philosophical or theoretical concerns and Picasso, in particular, seemed to delight in obfuscating his
intentions when directly asked about his work—or, as Cocteau (1956, p. 93) put it: ,,He never dissected the
doves that came out of bis sleeves’. Picasso did discuss cubism with a select few: with, of course, Braque: ‘During |the
Cubist/ years, Picasso and 1 said things to one another that will never be said again |...|" “All that’, he insisted, ‘will end
with us « (cited in Rubin, 1989, p. 41); with Matisse: ,,We must talk to each other as much as we can. When one of
us dies [Matisse said to Picasso|, there will be some things that the other will never be able to talk of with anyone else*
(cited in Gilot & Lake, 1964, p. 247); and with Diego Rivera: ,,We had dinner together and stayed up practically
the whole night talking. Our thesis was cubism—iwbat it was trying to accomplish, what it bad already done, and what
Suture it had as a new art form' (cited in Richardson, 1996, pp. 369-70). These lost conversations are some of
the most tantalising in the history of art, but, if we take them at their word, they were unlikely to amount
to explicit discussion of philosophical theory. Nevertheless, the suggestion here is that their painterly and

sculptural sensibilities led to philosophical insight concerning the Kantian structure of experience.
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Estetika fotografie v ére Instagramizmu

Michaela Pastekova; pastekova@vsvu.sk.

Abstrakt: Pre Studentov fotografie, ktori sa narodili v digitalnej ére uz nie su referenénymi zdrojmi publikacie a
casopisy o fotografii, ale socialne platformy ako Instagram. Hladaju tam nie len aktuilne estetické trendy, ale
Instagram aktfvne zapdjaju aj do svojich umeleckych projektov. Lev Manovich nazjva tento novodoby fenomén
Instagramizmom. V nasom prispevku sa pozrieme na zakladné znaky jeho estetiky. Zaroven porovname, ako s
Instagramom pracuji etablovani umelci Cindy Sherman, Richard Prince a ¢eska fotografka Libuse Jarcovjakova a v
¢om sa lfsia od tzv. Instagramerov.

Krucové slova: Instagram, Instagramizmus, Sherman, Prince, Jarcovjakova.

Abstract: For students of photography who were born in the digital era, publications and magazines about
photography are no longer the reference sources of information, but it is the social platform Instagram. There, they
are looking not only for current aesthetic trends, but they also actively use Instagram in their art projects. Lev
Manovich calls this modern phenomenon Instagramism. In our paper we look at the basic features of his aesthetics.
Than, we will compare how established artists such as Cindy Sherman, Richard Prince and Czech photographer
Libuse Jarcovjakova work with Instagram and in which ways their approach is different from the co-called
Instagrammers.

Keywords: Instagram, Instagramism, Sherman, Prince, Jarcovjakova.

Uvod

Ked’ ste sa pred desiatimi rokmi opytali tudentov fotografie na ich obl'ibenych fotografov ¢i fotogratky,
odpoved’ou boli zvi¢sa znaime mend z dejin fotografie. Dnes miesto toho otvoria Instagram a ukazu vam
naptiklad profil dievéat’a, ktoré si hovori @melisaminca alebo @k_a_r_e_n_g z Honk Kongu, ¢i niekoho,
kto ma nick @mafiamashi a takmer 10-tisic sledovatelov. To su pre nich dnes reprezentanti aktudlnych
trendov vo vizualnej kultire a je irelevantné, Ze nie st umelcami ¢i umelkyniami. Knihy a ¢asopisy st pre
genericiu dnesnych dvadsiatnikov, podla ich vlastnych slov, malo flexibilné a neaktualne. Dokonca aj o
webovych strankach hovoria, ze nie si dostatoéne dynamické. Radsej “scrollujd” Instagramové profily a
prezeraju si Instagram Stories! namiesto sledovania televizie. Teoretik novych médii Lev Manovich dal
tomuto novodobému fenoménu nazov “Instagramizmus” (Manovich, 2017). V nasom prispevku sa
poztieme na to, s akym typom estetiky tento novodoby “izmus” pracuje a na prikladoch vyuzitia

Instagramu umelcami ukazeme, aké otazky vnasa Instagram do teoretického diskurzu o vizualnej kulture.

1.

Ked’ bol Instagram v roku 2010 uvedeny na trh, jeho slogan znel: Zachyt’ a podel sa o svetové momenty.
Vznikol ako platforma pre beznych pouzivatelov smartfénov, cez ktora bolo mozné zdiel'at” fotografie s
rodinou ¢i priatel'mi. Po ésmich rokoch existencie Instagram pravidelne vyuzivaja aj umelci a stal sa tiez

vyskumnou databazou pre sociolégov, psycholégov ¢i antropolégov. V roku 2017 bolo na Google Scholar

! Funkcia, ktord umoznuje na Instagram publikovat’ video alebo fotografie, ktoré po 24 hodinach zmiznd.
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mozné najst’ vyse 9-tisic konferenénych prispevkov a clankov na tému Instagram. V oblasti tedrie
fotografie sa v poslednych rokoch prudko zvysil pocet studif, ktoré sa zaoberaju dosledkami a analyzou
fotografie vytvorenej mobilnym telefénom, presahmi medzi kazdodennou a umeleckou fotografiou,
premenou funkcie rodinného albumu, fenoménom selfie ¢i distribuciou fotografie prostrednictvom
internetu. Smartfény a platformy ako Flickr, Instagram ¢ Facebook zasiahli aj do diskusif o niektorych
klasickych pilieroch teérie fotografie. Podla danskej teoreticky Mette Sandbye (2012) uz napriklad
fotografia primarne nehovori, “co bolo” (what-has-been), ale informuje o tom, “co sa deje teraz” (what-is-
going-on). Aj Geoffrey Batchen (2013, s. 46, prekl. M. P.) vyhlasil, ze “digitalny snapshot funguje skor ako
sprava v pritomnosti [...] nez len ako zaznam uplynulého momentu.” Fotografia prestala byt
pripomienkou minulosti, spomienkou na nieco, ¢o sa existencidlne opakovat’ nemodze, ale stala sa

“symbolom spojenia” (symbol of being in touch, Batchen, 2013, s. 46). Obraz samotny je dnes akciou.

Instagram vs$ak neddva len moznost’ zdielat’ prave prezivané momenty, ale ponika nastroje, ktoré vedia
par klikmi premenit’ obyc¢ajné momentky na vizudlne atraktivne fotografie. Pévodne nezaujimavé zatisie
taniera s jedlom po aplikicii jedného z filtrov (t.j. jedného z estetickych “balickov”) odrazu vyzera ako
snimka Williama Egglestona zo 70. rokov minulého storocia. Instagram presvedcil pouzivatelov
smartfénov, ze dokazu vytvorit’ umelecké fotografie, ktorymi sa vymania zo zaplavy banalnych snimok. A
pribudajuce “lajky" a “followeri” ich v tom utvrdzovali. Samozrejme, postupom casu sa ukazalo, Ze
kreativita je iluziou. Ked’Zze pocet filtrov a moznosti na upravu snimok je obmedzeny, vo vysledku zacali
vsetky fotografie vyzerat’” podobne. Pévodne nastroje diferencie nas napokon opit’ spojili do jednej
uniformnej masy.2 Zd4 sa, ze Flusserova (1994) “moc aparatu” - ¢i uz vo vyzname stroja alebo institacie

stale ostava v platnosti.

Najmi mlada generdcia si tieto limity zacala pomerne rychlo uvedomovat’. Vyprovokovalo ju to k tomu,
aby zacala pracovat’ s fotografiami na Instagrame konceptuilnejsim sposobom. Svoje profily zacala
chipat’ ako galérie, ktoré by mali mat’ osobitd estetiku a dramaturgiu. Ovel'a viac pracuje s obsahom
snimok, ich radenim, buduje cez ne urcity pribeh. Ak sa kedysi neologizmus Instagram spajal s rychlost’ou
a bleskovou akciou (odfotografovat’, aplikovat’ filter a zavesit’), dnes tu zac¢ina dominovat’ pomalost’,
zrucnost’ a doraz na detail. Aj zdanliva spontannost’ je vysledkom precizne Stylizovaného usporiadania

fotografii.

Manovich (2017) charakterizuje Instagram ako nastroj pre “estetickd vizualnu komunikdciu”. Vymedzuje
ho vodi aplikiciam Google (nastroj pre informacny servis), Facebook (nastroj socidlnej komunikacie),
Flickr (platforma pre archivaciu fotografif) ¢i Twitter (kanal pre zdielanie noviniek a vymenu
internetovych odkazov). Dlhodobo pracuje na systematickom rozvoji inovativnych metéd v rdmci tzv.
Digital Humanities (Caplan, 2016). Medzi rokmi 2012 az 2016 analyzoval Manovich 16 miliénov snimok
zo 17 t6éznych svetovych miest. Vysledky zhrnul v publikicii Instagram and Contemporary Image (2017),
kde na zaklade zozbieranych dat definuje tri estetické vzorce, ktoré na Instagrame podla neho prevazuji a
cez kompariciu, ako aj porovnanie s obrazmi z historie fotografie, filmu, videa ¢ grafického dizajnu,
prepéja ich so $ir$imi socidlnymi fenoménmi. Rozbor tychto vzorcov povazuje za nevyhnutny, nakolko
Instagram komunikuje primarne vizudlnym jazykom a estetika tu zasadnym sposobom vplyva na
interpretaciu obsahu. Fotografia s nevyvazenou kompoziciou, podexponovana ¢i neostra moze byt
znakom velmi priemerného fotografa, avSak rovnako moéze {st” o sofistikovani autorsku stratégiu a

zamernd simulaciu estetiky snapshotu, ako ju pouzivaji napriklad Nan Goldin ¢ Wolfgang Tillmans. Na

2 Téme paradoxov estetiky Instagramu sa podrobnejsie venujeme v studii WHAT-IS-GOING-ON-NOW. A Few
Reflections About The Paradoxes Of Instagram Aesthetics (Pastekova, 2015).



to, aby sme dany umysel identifikovali, musime analyzovat’ fotografiu v $irSom kontexte profilu jej autora
(Manovich, 2017, s. 39).

Najrozsirenej$im estetickym vzorcom na Instagrame su neformdlne fotografie (causal photos).
Pripodobnit’ by sme ich mohli k tradicnym osobnym ¢i rodinnym fotografiam. Su to snimky, ktoré
vznikaji bez akéhokolvek umeleckého zameru; ich cielom je zaznamenat’ nejakd udalost’, zazitok,
odfotografovat’ priatelov ¢i rodinu, zachytit’ alebo sprostredkovat’ emdciu. Ich primarnou funkciou nie je
ziskavanie “lajkov”, ale komunikovanie v ramci urcitej socidlnej skupiny. Pre fiu st fotografie vytvarané a
tej su aj najviac zrozumitelné. Mimo jej okruh posobia ¢asto banalne a nezaujimavo. A hoci aj tu autori
vyuzivaju filtre, narabaji s nimi skor arbitrirne, nez by systematicky budovali uniformnu estetiku svojho
profilu. Predobraz neformalnych fotografii mézeme podla Manovicha hl'adat’ v 50. rokoch 20. storocia,
kedy rozkvet zazivala tzv. home photography. Farebny film sa stal v tej dobe cenovo dostupnejsi a
vzrastol tak aj pocet domacich fotografil. Dovolenky, svadby, rodinné oslavy ¢i portréty dominuja ako
témy aj dnes, smarttén vsak do ich diapazénu vniesol viac zaberov vSednych a sukromnych situacii, ako aj
novodobych autoportrétov - selfies. Aj v minulosti sa fotografovali zdanlivo bezvyznamné momenty a
zatisia, avsak malokedy sa dostali do vyberu rodinného albumu ¢i na stenu v obyvacke. Sicasné virtudlne
albumy su takychto zaberov plné. Nemusime totiz strazit’ ich pocet, selektujeme menej precizne a aj preto

teoretici hovoria, Ze Zijeme v ére priemernosti a banality. Hoci zaobalenej do atraktivaych filtrov.

Druhou skupinou st profesionalne fotografie (professional photos). Tradi¢ne sem radime autorov, ktori
sa fotografovanim zivia. Manovich sa vSak pojmom “profesionilny” odvolava skor na pravidla
fotografovania, kodifikované v ucebniciach o fotografii a pritomné v mnohych instruktaznych videach,
fotografickych blogoch a na webovych strankach ¢i v textoch urcenych pre fotografické kurzy (Manovich,
2017, s. 58). Ide o zéasady, ktoré boli ustanovené este v dobe pred mobilnymi apardtmi a internetom a aj
dnes sa k nim referuje ako ku normatfvu “dobrej fotografie” (vyrazny dominantny motiv, pravidlo tretin,
optickd vyvazenost’, prirodzené oramovanie motivu, eliminicia vedlajsich prvkov, jasna identifikacia
nametu a pod.). Profesiondlna fotografia odkazuje k systematickej aplikacii tychto standardov a preto su
pre flu priznacné opakujice sa vizuilne vzorce a témy (prirodné scenérie, panoramy miest, tradi¢né
portréty...). Na Instagrame je tematicky zaber profesionalnych fotografif o nieco $irsi, meni sa v zavislosti

od miesta, kde sa autor vyskytuje a Zije.

Tret'ou skupinou, ktord vyhladavaju aj Studenti vizualnych médif, si stylizované fotografie (designed
photos), ktoré podl'a Manovicha na jednej strane odkazuju k estetike modernej, az avantgardnej fotografie
zo zaciatku 20. storocia, na strane druhej sa vyznacuju aj viditelnymi odkazmi ku grafickému dizajnu.
Mnohé pripominaju styl médnych c¢asopisov 40. a 50. rokov minulého storocia (Harper’s Bazaar, Vogue),
¢i estetiku fotografie Novej vecnosti, hoci k nej priamo Manovich nereferuje. Typicky je pre stylizované
fotografie plochy priestor bez viacerych planov, asymetria, pastelova farebnost’, nevyrazna saturacia. Pri
architekture je priestorovost’ potlacana na dkor zdéraziiovania geometrickych ornamentov, pri portrétoch
smeruje pohlad subjektu ¢asto mimo zaber alebo je uplne odvrateny od kamery. ZatiSia st zvicsa
fotografované z nadhladu a v personalizovanych priestoroch (kuchymia, spalfia, kipel'na.). Najcastejsie sa v
nich objavuji predmety ako laptop, Salky s kavou, kvety, mobilné telefény, taniere s jedlom a teda objekty

spajané s kultdrou hipster ¢i urban.3

Zatial' ¢o neformalne alebo profesionalne fotografie st primarne vytvarané ako sélové, stylizované

fotografie musime vnimat’ v kontexte profilu, na ktorom boli zverejnené. Najmi mladd genericia vnima

3 Ale formuju sa uz aj rozne tzv. trashové estetiky a komunity, ktory jazyk ma punkove;jsi nadych. Tym sa vsak
Manovich nevenuje a skor by sme ich mohli vnimat’ ako prejav urcitého vzdoru vodi stylizovanym fotografiam.



Instagram ako alternativny galerijny priestor a systematicky si buduje konzistentny vizualny rukopis, akysi
reprezentativny $tyl. V poslednych dvoch rokoch sa stalo beznym javom mat’ dva profily - jeden
sukromny, kde si koncepciu Instagramer* otestuje a skontroluje, ¢i nova fotografia zapada do celkového
vyrazu konta a az nasledne ju zverejni na profile verejnom.> Tento konceptualnejsi pristup, ktory z
beznych uzivatelov smartfénu robi v podstate kuratorov, je charakteristicky pre uz spomenuty novy
“izmus” 21. storocia - Instagramizmus. Jeho reprezentantov moézeme zaradit’ aj do tzv. Generacie C,
ktord Martin Hand (2012, s. 167) popisuje ako tych, ¢o produkuji a sucasne manipuluji kultirny obsah
prostrednictvom digitalnych zariadeni a technoldgii na archivaciu, zverejiiovanie a distribiciu informacii.
Instagrameri s obzvlast’ zruéni v programoch pre dpravu fotografif. Manovich ich nazyva “mladou
digitalnou triedou”, ktorej vznik datuje do roku 2010, kedy sa objavil Instagram. Jej cielom je

predovsetkym zbieranie “lajkov” a ziskavanie d’alsich “followerov".

Uviedli sme, ze Instagramizmus pracuje s odkazmi k vizualite prvej polovice 20. storocia. Vo vicsine
pripadov vsak nejde o vedomé gesto ¢i apropriaciu umeleckého $tylu, ale skor o samovolnu simulaciu.
s Lnstagrameri nie si ani avant-gardon, ktord by vytvdrala nieto celfom nové, nie si ani subkultiron, ktord sa definuje v
o0pozicii voli mainstreamu, nie si ani masou, Rtord by konzumovala komodifikovandi estetikn vytvorensi niektorou 30
skorsich subkultiir*, pise Manovich (2017, s. 138, prekl. M. P.) a charakterizuje Instagramizmus ako hybridny
smer. Stylizovana estetika Instagramu nie je formou revolty ¢i vzdoru voci mainstreamu, prave naopak, ide
tu o vedomu ko-existenciu. Instagrameri si otvorene vypoziciavaju prvky z konzumnej kultary, pracuja s
odkazmi na svoje obldbené znacky, ti, co maji tisicky “followerov", vedu aktivnu spolupricu s
komerénymi produktmi. ,,Umenie a komercia, individunum a korpordt, prirodné a fabrikované, surové a upravené -
prelinajii sa t” (Manovich, 2017, s. 124, prekl. M. P.). Zo svojej podstaty Instagramizmus nie je elitarsky;
naopak, vyrastol z konzumnej kultdry a stale zije a rozrasta sa prave kvOli nej. ,,lustagrameri apropriuji
elementy komerinyjeh produktov a vytvdraji si viastni estetifu® (2017, s. 138, prekl. M. P.). Manovich tak
Instagramerov nevymedzuje iba na zaklade urcitych vizualnych znakov, ale definuje ich aj v SirSom

sociologickom ¢i dokonca ekonomickom kontexte.

2.

Instagram nevznikol ako aplikicia pre umelcov a ti ju pévodne vyuzivali najmid ako PR platformu, na
ktorej publikovali napriklad fotogratie zo zakulisia fotogratovania alebo zo svojho sikromného zivota.
Bolo len otazkou ¢asu, kedy zacne byt’ Instagram vyuzivany aj ako priama sucast’ umeleckych projektov.
Uvedieme tri priklady pouzitia Instagramu etablovanymi umelcami, pre ktorjch virtudlne prostredie

nebolo prirodzenym prostredim a nepatria teda do generacie Instagramerov ani do Generacie C.

Ked sa pozrieme na Instagram profil Cindy Sherman, sme konfrontovani s desiatkami podivuhodnych
selfies, ktoré balansuji na pomedzi karikatiry a gyca. Vyznacuju sa divokou farebnost’ou a vyrazne
dekorativnymi filtrami. Ak sa Sherman v 80. rokoch minulého storocia preslavila apropriovanim
rozmanitych identit, do ktorych sa Stylizovala aj za pouzitia masiek a make-upu, pripadne digitilnej
postprodukcie, pri Instagrame jej na zmenu vzhladu staci zopar kliknutf v teleféne.® A ak mali jej klasické

umelecké projekty dekonstruovat’ poziciu fotografie ako pravdivého dokumentu a zdoraznit’, Ze je len
projexty p fes p ]

4 Nazyvame tak predstavitel'a Instagramizmu

> Minuly rok vznikla aplikdcia Cinnac, ktora je urcend priamo na hodnotenie fotografii. Zverejnite na nej svoju sériu a
nechate 'udi hlasovat’, ktoré fotografie sa im pacia najviac. Tvorcovia aplikacie ju prezentuji ako priestor, kde si
overite kvalitu svojej fotografie predtym, ako ju zverejnite napriklad na Instagrame.

¢ Konkrétne pouziva aplikacie YouCam Makeup, Perfect365 a Facetune.



kultirne a ideologicky konstruovanou reprezenticiou, Instagram tito skutocnost’ vedome priznava -
nezakryva, Ze je maskou. Sherman zamerne hyperbolizuje jeho vizudlne moznosti a zverejnenymi
fotografiami nastavuje “temné zrkadlo nasej posadnutosti selfies” a socidlnymi siet’ami vobec (Becker,

2018).

Otazka, ktora si kritici pri prezerani Shermanovej profilu kladu je, ¢i ho mame chapat’ ako nova umelecka
sériu autorky alebo je len bizarnym dennikom, “novym ihriskom” nového média, ktoré jej umozauje este
jednoduchsie sa zabavat’ a robit’ si zarty aj zo seba samej. Podl'a Noah Becker (2018) by sme Shermanovej
fotografie mohli interpretovat’ ako reakciu na aktualnu politickd situaciu v Amerike, najmi na Trumpovu
kritiku fyzického vzhladu zien. Sherman totiz svoju tvar na Instagrame cielene deformuje, na viacerych
zaberoch je v nemocni¢nom prostredi s hadickami v tele. Divaka zneist’uje, pretoze ten nevie, ¢i Sherman
naozaj v nemocnici bola alebo je to len fiktfvna hospitalizacia kvoli fiktivnym kozmetickym zasahom.
Prave tymto zneist'ovanim sa odliSuje od vi¢siny zastupcov Instagramizmu. Pre nich je dolezité, aby profil
bol zrozumitelny a jasne Ccitatelny. Pristupuji k nemu ako ku produktu, ktorého kupujicimi sd

“followeri".

Podobne ako Cindy Sherman, aj Richard Prince sa do dejin umenia zapisal najmi tvorbou v ére
postmodernej apropriacie 80. rokov 20. storocia. V dobe postfotografie, pre ktord je apropriacia jednym z
dominantnych umeleckych gest (tentoraz v$ak ide primarne o apropriaciu diel z virtualneho prostredia),
Prince zareagoval v roku 2014 sériou s nazvom Nové portréty (New Portraits). Spristupnenie
Shermanovej Instagramového konta sposobilo prakticky cez noc medialnu senzaciu, Prince si zas vyziadal
pozornost’ nadychom kontroverznosti, ktory jeho séria md. Bez opytania si totiz robil print screeny
roznych portrétov a selfies zverejnenych na Instagrame, tlacil ich na platno s rozmermi 167 x 124 cm a
vystavil v Gagosian Gallery v New Yorku. Projekt okamzite rozpradil burlivé diskusie nie len medzi
kritikmi umenia, ale aj pravnikmi a Pud’mi, ktori sa na vystavenych portrétoch spoznali. Prince ich totiz
predaval za niekol'ko desiatok tisic dolarov. Prirodzene sa ho preto niektori pokusali zazalovat’, jedno
dievca (#suicidegitls) zas zareagovalo satirickym gestom, ked svoj portrét, ktory jej Prince “ukradol” a

predaval za 90-tisic doldrov, ona sama ponukla na predaj za 90 dolarov.

Proces apropriovania posunul tymto pristupom Prince opidt’ o nie¢o dalej, ked nie len ze aproprioval
cudzi obraz, ale aproprioval ho z virtudlneho prostredia do fyzického priestoru galérie. Uz tak nedochadza
len k prieniku a stieraniu hranic medzi suikromnym a verejnym a relevantnou nie je len diskusia o
autorskych ¢i vlastnickych pravach, ale vyvstava otazka, ako sa men{ hodnota a vobec interpretacia obrazu,
ktory je primarne uréeny pre fluktuciu vo virtualnom prostredi po jeho ukotveni v kamennej galérii. Co
sa stane, ked’ je fotografia odrazu izolovand z Instagramového profilu a strica sa kontext, v ramci ktorého
bola vytvorena? Dokaze obstit’ ako samonosna snimka? A stacia platno, mury galérie a kuratorska
koncepcia na to, aby amatérska fotografia, nadobudla odrazu umeleckd hodnotu? Otazky, ktoré tu
vyvstavaju pripominaji spor zo zaciatku 20. storocia, kedy Marcel Duchamp vystavil svoje slavne ready-
mades. Prince robi do urcitej miery to isté, avsak zatial ¢o Duchamp doslovne pisoar premiestnil do
galérie, na vystave Nové portréty visia na stene ontologicky iné objekty ako tie, ktoré su “zavesené” na
Instagrame. Prince z nich vyberd v podstate “iba” informaciu a teda zaklad fotografie a tej dava formu
klasického obrazu. Na ¢o sa teda pozeraime a ¢o hodnotime? Nevie to celkom ani samotny autor. Prince
(2015, prekl. M. P.) sa vyjadril, Ze ked” snimky vytlacil na platno, nebol si isty, na ¢o sa pozera a ¢i to, ¢o
pred nim lezi, je vlastne umenie. ,,Nové portréty sa ocitli v akejsi Sedej zdne. Nedefinovatelné. Na pomedzi. Nemali
histdrin, minulost, meno. Zili akymsi viasinym Fivotom. Fste sa len budvi vyvijat. Ndjdu si svoju viastnii cestn. Ja v tom
nemdme Fadnu odpovednost. Oni mapi. Priatelské monstra.” Sériou Nové portréty a d’alsim spochybnovanim

hranic a podstaty umenia nerobi Prince v podstate ni¢ nové. Len klasicki otizku (o ktorej sme si uz



mysleli, ze je vyriesend) zaobaluje v sucasnosti do vel'mi popularnej formy. Podobne ako u Sherman, aj tu
moézeme hovorit’ o kritike ¢i ironickom pohl'ade na nas vzt’ah k socidlnymi siet'am; zatial ¢o Sherman

satiru ponechava vo virtualnom priestore, Prince ju vysuva aj do umeleckych institici.

Libuse Jarcovjakova je Ceska fotografka, ktord zacala byt umelecky aktivna sice uz v 70. a 80. rokoch
minulého storocia, avsak jej tvorba nebola v sulade s oficidlnou estetikou tej doby a preto bola dlhy ¢as
ako autorka skoér zaznavana alebo ignorovand. Jej cierno-biely dokument bol prilis surovy, drsny,
kompozi¢ne nevyvazeny, zabery boli castokrit preexponované, rozostrené, posobili neraz ako vysledok
nahody nez cieleného zamerania objektivu. Namety jej fotografif boli prili§ banalne, obycajné, obcas t'azko
citatelné. Najcastejsie iSlo o snapshotové vyjavy z roznych domadcich vecierkov, bistier ¢i gay klubov.
,» Vycvaky zabavajicich sa Tudi sa striedali so zdbermi podivuhodnych zatisi alebo s intimnymi

autoportrétmi Jarcovjakovej.

Ignorovanie vtedajsej dobovej estetiky a cistoty dokumentu vSak zo strany autorky nebolo revoluénym
gestom ani vedomym znakom odporu. Fotografka v tej dobe travila vic¢sinu svojho ¢asu popijanim vina a
zabavanim sa v pohostinstvach a sicasne zivot v nich fotografovala. Ako sa neskor vyjadrila, tam sa citila
slobodne a sama sebou. Dokumentovala len to, ¢im a ako zila. Jej neusporiadany vizudlny jazyk nezaujal
vyrazne ani pocas $tadil na FAMU, zlomovym momentom pre Jarcovjakovi bolo az zoznamenie sa s
¢eskou historickou fotografie Annou Firovou, ktora ju zacala zaradovat’ na fotografické vystavy,
analyzovala jej dielo a tym aj ciastocne nasmerovala jej tvorbu. Paradoxne, vyraznejsi uspech dosiahla
Jarcovjakova az v poslednych desiatich rokoch a dnes$ni historici fotografie jej dielo oslavuju ako

autenticky portrét vtedajsej éry komunizmu a normalizacie.

Dnes Jarcovjikova stile pracuje primarne s nestylizovanym dokumentom. Ciernobielu fotografiu viak
nahradila farba a aparat vystriedal smartfén. To, ¢o fotografuje, zverejnuje na Instagrame a na Facebooku.
Virtualne platformy sa stali jej vizudlnym dennfkom a kazdy def na ne pridiva nové snimky. Podobne ako
Sherman, svoj celozivotny projekt adaptovala na nové technolégie. No zatial ¢o Sherman zamerne
akcelerovala svoju estetiku, Jarcovjakova stile zachytiva kazdodennost’, vsednost’, neinscenuje,
nestylizuje. No kym kedysi bol jej rukopis zamerne prehliadany, pretoze bol iny, reakcie na jej stcasni
tvorbu su rozpacité, nakolko podobné fotografie zverejfiuji na socidlnych siet’ach miliény Tudi. Isty
student raz Jarcovjakovej povedal: ,, 1y madte viastne smoln. Ked' ste boli mladd, tak vase fotky nikobo nezaujimali a
teraz ug zase nie.” Aj samotna autorka prizndva, ze nevie, ako sa s touto situaciou vysporiadat’. Dnes je

ovel'a narocnejsie, najst’ autenticky vytvarny prejav (Pastekova, 2017, s. 17).

Zaver

Instagram sa stal platformou, ktord kombinuje v podstate vsetky elementy fotografickej kultary: je
nastrojom pre vytvaranie fotografif, ich upravu, distribiciu, archivaciu a pre sucasni generaciu je aj
alternativoym vystavnym priestorom. Instagrameri s jeho dramaturgmi a kurdtormi, systematicky

rozvijaji estetiku svojho profilu.

Pre teoretikov sa Instagram stal zdrojom dat pre rézne typy vyskumu a to nie len v oblasti fotografie ¢i
vizualnej kultdry, ale aj na poli sociologie ¢ psycholdgie. Analyzou jeho archivu odkryvaji aj vedci
rozmanité vzorce spravania ¢i spolocenské a socialne fenomény. Najmi v pripade mladej generacie sa stal
Instagram obrazom ich zivotného S$tylu, kreativity, estetickych aj médnych trendov, mechanizmov ich

socializacie.



Instagram tiez prispel k este pluralitnejSiemu charakteru vizudlnej kultdry. T4 ma dnes podobu akéhosi
socialno-umeleckého ekosystému, v ktorom je kazdy producentom a sucasne konzumentom informacii
(Jurgenson - Ritzer, 2010). Teoreticka fotografie Charlotte Cotton (2013) uz pred niekolkymi rokmi
poukazovala na skutocnost’, ze dnes sme vsetci editormi a kuratormi. Do tejto pozicie nas postavili najma
socidlne siete a platformy pracujice s fotografiami. A tie ovplyvnili nie len kriZzenie pozicii autora a
recipienta, ale este viac prispeli k oslabeniu relevantnosti dichotémie umeleckého a mimoumeleckého.
Tieto dva diskurzy sa na Instagrame stali symbiotickymi, coho dékazom su aj Studenti, ktorych vzt’ah k
fotografickym platformam a najmi Instagramu sa stal vychodiskom pre nas prispevok. Sleduju vizualny
jazyk, estetiku profilu Instagramera a je pre nich irelevantné, ¢i dany ¢lovek ma alebo nema status umelca.
Navyse, aj oni sami vyuzivaju Instagram jednak ako nastroj introspekcie, seba-pozorovania ¢i seba-
skumania, sicasne ho vnimaju ako priestor seba-prezenticie a ¢asto ho priamo zapajaju aj do umeleckych
projektov. Medzi tymito svetmi sa navySe pohybuju absolitne prirodzene a nemaju potrebu klast’ si
existencidlne otazky o podstate a hraniciach umenia, ktoré problematizuji vo svojich pracach Sherman ¢i
Prince. Aj ich prace vsak ukazuju, podobne ako vyskum Leva Manovicha, Ze analyza estetiky fotografie je
dnes len vychodiskom ku skiumaniu otazky, ¢o vyvoj na poli vizuilnej kultury vypoveda o nis samych.
Fotografia od svojho vzniku, aj vd’aka svojej zviazanosti s realitou, bola vzdy aj zrkadlom vyvoja cloveka a
spolo¢nosti. Dnes je nim viac, ako kedykol'vek predtym. No ani nie tak pre to, ¢o zobrazuje, ale tym, ako

ju dnes pouzivame. Nie je len zrkadlom, ale aj akceleratorom zmeny.
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Aesthetics of Photography in the Era of Instagramism

Resumé:

The starting point for the topic of this paper was finding out that for today’s students of photography
who were born in the digital era, publications and magazines about photography are no longer the
reference sources of information, but it is the social platform Instagram. There, they are looking not only
for current aesthetic trends, but they also actively use Instagram in their art projects. In the introductory
part of our paper, we analyze three types of the most common aesthetics of Instagram, as described by
Lev Manovich in tnis book Instagram and Contemporary Image - causal photos, professional photos and
designed photos. Subsequently, we study the so-called phenomenon Instagramism, whose representatives
are a young digital class, actively using social platforms and communicating in particular visually. They
work with photography in more conceptual way and their Instagram profile must have greater aesthetic
consistency. The neologism “Instagram” suggests speed, quick decision, and fast action. If this was the
platform’s original intension, then the visually sophisticated global youth and members of Instagramism
use it today in a completely opposite way. Instagramism needs slowness, craftsmanship, and attention to
tiniest details. Than we discusse how Instgram was used by established artists as Cindy Sherman, Richard
Prince and Czech photographer Libuse Jarcovjakova. Sherman surprised the art world with a selfie-filled
Instagram account, Prince gained attention with his series New Portraits and Jarcovjakova uses Instagram
as visual diary. By shifting to new medium, they continue in their previous work; new technologies are
used here to raise questions about our relationship with internet and social platforms. On the other side,
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for Instagrammers and thus also for the current students of photography, Instagram is a way of lifestyle

and space for self-presentation. It is a new gallery space for them.



Reconsidering Ingarden’s Contribution to European Aesthetics:
Aesthetic Experience and the Concept of Encounter

Malgorzata A. Szyszkowska; m.a.szyszkowska@uw.edu.pl

Abstract: Entering the discussion about European Aesthetic traditions, their aspirations and achievements, their
metamorphosis and developments, author argues in favor of acknowledging the importance of what in her opinion
should be seen as milestone in Polish tradition of aesthetics. One such important element of Furopean Aesthetic
tradition that author wishes to acknowledge is the phenomenological aesthetics developed by Roman Ingarden
(1893-1970) in the 30-ties and especially two concepts which best show lasting power of Ingraden’s contributions.
Author describes the concept of aesthetic experience used by Ingarden in his lectures on aesthetics (Ingarden, 1958-
70) and its persuasive application to the field of music and literature. She suggests that its meaning deserves to be
further explained and appreciated. It is argued that contemporary cognitive theories of aesthetic expetience come
very close to what Ingarden discovered and outlined in this writings without ever acknowledging preceding examples
of complex approaches to aesthetics experience. Author suggests that one more concept from Ingarden’s aesthetics
should be appreciated. It is the concept of aesthetic encounter between author, petformer and the listener/recipient
(spotkanie) that Ingarden tried to introduce as the important category for aesthetic research. These concepts where
meant to be discussed and researched across different areas. Underling the differences and developments within
European aesthetics in the last century author stresses the achievements and aspirations of axiologically orientated
aesthetic theory of Ingarden and purports to affirm its lasting contribution to the European tradition.

Keywords: Roman Ingarden, aesthetic experience, aesthetic meeting, Polish school of aesthetics, phenomenological
acsthetics.

Contemporary European aesthetic traditions seem based on two concepts from philosophy: the concept of
aesthetic judgment (developed from the concept of taste) and the concept of the aesthetic experience. This
last concept seems to me to be the cornerstone of these traditions. However, there have been times when
the tradition of seeing aesthetics as based on aesthetic experience has been questions or even denied. In the
nineties Richard Shusterman (Shusterman, 1991) wrote a paper untitled The End of Aesthetic Experience and
in it he rewrote the twentieth century history of the concept pointing to its recent demise. Surely it wasn’t
difficult to see that neither the institutional theory of art put forward by George Dickie nor Arthur C.
Danto’s way of seeing art and aesthetics and its mutual relationship left much space for aesthetic
experience. Yet, in a general view of aesthetics this seems quite surprising taking into account that the
theory of aesthetic experience seems to be one of the most developed within the twenty century aesthetics.
In European circles as much as in American ones the aesthetic experience has received a lot of attention,
leading to more and more detailed and advanced descriptions.

One of the accounts of aesthetic experience developed within twentieth century European philosophy, that
is at the same time highly detailed and well integrated into the larger aesthetic theory is Roman Ingarden’s
account of aesthetic experience. It was a part of Ingarden’s phenomenological aesthetics, which in itself
was meant to be a part of international aesthetic formation and as such could easily be seen as one of the
coordinates of the European Aesthetics. Ingarden spoke about his understanding of the field of aesthetics
and its prospects during Aesthetic and Philosophical Congresses in Vienna and Paris. In both cases
presenting his philosophical approach to aesthetics and hoping to persuade his international colleagues to a
philosophically framed vision for aesthetics. In what follows I would like to review Ingarden’s theory of
aesthetic experience and ask about its current value and place within European aesthetic traditions drawing



attention to the concept of encounter, which was introduced by Ingarden in his lectures and presented as
the main concept to frame aesthetic experience in.

Roman Ingarden’s Phenomenological Aesthetics

Roman Ingarden (1893-1970) is one of the most important figures in the Polish School of Aesthetics,
perhaps the most important figure considering the novelty of his approach to aesthetics. Ingarden
studied under Husserl and was influenced by his phenomenological philosophy. Their approaches were
close but different mostly due to Ingarden’s ontological and analytical focus. Tatarkiewicz mentions in his
writings that Ingarden became interested in aesthetics while attempting to resolve the problem of
ontological status of things within phenomenology: “excellent training for the working out of more general
philosophical problems” (Tatarkiewicz, 1971, pp. 461). But Ingarden was not just practicing for more
important philosophical tasks. He was genuinely interested in art, most profoundly in music and literature.
His approach to aesthetics was that each and every domain of art needs individual research to find out its
specificity and that only after such analysis is done, one may attempt a general theory of aesthetics,
possibly a sectioned one.

»When in 1927 1 began writing my first book on this subject it was quite clear to me that one cannot employ
the method of empirical generalization in aesthetics, but that one must carry through an eidetic analysis of the
idea of a literary work of art or a work of art in general* (Ingarden, 1975, pp. 259).

Ingarden was attempting a phenomenological aesthetic or, as it was to be known, aesthetical
phenomenology.

,SWorks of art, aesthetic objects, as well as their creators and consumers, and the connections between the two,
may and ought to be investigated phenomenologically. This method aims above all at bringing its objects of
enquiry to an immediate givenness in a suitably shaped experience and to a faithful description of the data of
that excperience’ (Ingarden, 1975, pp. 269).

It was also clear to him that the domain of art is bordering other philosophical domains so closely that it
would be virtually impossible to talk about works of art without talking about perception and ontology for
example. It was the aesthetic theory and the realm of various art objects in particular that prompted
Ingarden to stretch the ontological domain to feature intentional objects he saw in the domain of art. Out
of this concern came Ingarden’s pluralistic ontology as well as his unique understanding of the work of art
as an intentional object, a schematic but complex and flexible entity containing different strata (Polish
warstwy) and spreading over time. Perhaps the most noticed aspect of Ingarden’s aesthetic theory are those
strata within the work of art, but I would like to point to the account of aesthetic experience instead as the
most important element of his aesthetic theory — his contribution to European tradition that shouldn’t be
forgotten!.

First let me briefly present the most important elements of Ingarden’s aesthetic theory. Ingarden’s
understanding of art was based on an assumption that what makes art is the artist’s composition. The work
of art is not the material thing, the stone block or a canvas with paint on it. The work of art is a
conception, a schematic yet rich in details blueprint based on authot's ideas that is usually realized
somehow, materialized on the canvas or in musical performance. The work of art is different from its

realization as it is made out of qualities and formal relations while the material object (that viewers

UIn the translatot's introduction to Mikel Dufrenne's Phenomenology of Aesthetic Experience Edward S. Casey talks about
Ingarden as the one ,,[...] who showed phenomenological aesthetics to be a viable and valuable enterprise (Dufrenne, 1973: XIX).



sometimes take for a work of art) is made of some material with physical features. Observers may see the
material object such as a bronze sculpture but the work of art that they refer to is not the sculpture they
see but the schematic intentional project behind it, which in its realization has just been given one way of
appearing.

It may be said that Ingarden conceived of the work of art as:

e being schematic andin need of completion — a blueprint for an actualization in

some material or physical process;

e having different strata — Ingarden spoke about 4 strata for a literary work, although musical

work had just one strata;

e realized in material (thus having a material bases) or physical process/events — in other words

having its realizations that would be possible to perceive sensibly;

e perceived (as art) through aesthetic experience with the help of the aesthetic
object, which was, in Ingarden’s view, the only way, through which the work of art itself may

finally be presented to the perceiver;

e through aesthetic experience the aesthetic values may be constituted and appear to the

perceiver thus fulfilling the artwork’s ultimate aim.

Ingarden’s theory of aesthetics focuses on the work as the central element and yet the work is
described as something that is hardly available. It is the center of every and any performance, of every
attempt at artistry and so on. Whoever wants to realize a work of art should be faithful to it, Ingarden
believes. Any realization must be first and foremost an attempt in realizing this work of art as fully and
faithfully as possible.

On the other hand, just as it is obvious that the work of art’s existence is dependent on the creatot’s
conscious acts and the material in which it is realized, a bronze for a sculpture, a canvas with paint on it for
a painting — different objects or different physical processes, in Ingarden’s view the work of art is
aesthetically autonomous. Its aesthetic qualities and values are fully present or in the case of values
they are based only and entirely upon the work of art. And thus far it is safe to say, that the main focus of
Ingarden’s theory beside the work of art has been placed on the aesthetic values.

Ingarden saw the work of art as an intentional object, something developed and created by the author in
time, but since the moment of its creation existing independently and often moving into the social and
material spheres and thus gaining recognition and further independence. A work of art as such is not just
one thing rather, it is a blueprint with all of its possible realizations and implications, it is a set of properties
and qualities for multiple possible manifestations. After being conceived in time it becomes its own array
of possibilities. It is not an ideal as well, for it would imply one best realization, yet such a thing isn't
possible for each and every social act concerning this work of art (at least) changes the horizons of its
possible realizations. Similatly, the work of art in Ingarden's theory is always more than the sum of its
realization, the work is constituted upon all the possibilities for its realizations but not one of them should
be seen as perfect or ideal precisely because it disregards all the others. In this sense the work presupposes
many different paths for its development, oftentimes crossing over or even contradictory to one another.

From the point of view of the viewers and listeners the work is almost always inaccessible; one sees the
ideal realization as the furthest horizon. Nevertheless, one always hopes to know the work and to see its
realization, such that would faithful and fulfilling. Finally, let it be stressed that the work of art as such may
only be known in a form of an aesthetic object (the face of the work) through the aesthetic
experience, which will further allow for realization of the aesthetic values. Without aesthetic



experience, the work of art as conceived by Ingarden would hardly be understandable and would definitely

be inaccessible. The aesthetic experience provides the way to perceive and understand the work of art.

Aesthetics Experience in Ingarden’s Phenomenological Aesthetics

Ingarden’s attempts to describe aesthetic experience span from individual (personal) experience to more
general descriptions including many possible modifications. It is an exceptionally detailed and carefully
thought out theory of aesthetic expetience encompassing criteria for its realization, different phases of its
course, and its various effects upon perceiving subject.
,»An aesthetic experience is not [...] a momentary expetience [...] but a composite process
having various phases and a characteristic development which contains many heterogeneous

elements* (Ingarden, 1961, pp. 295).

The experience itself as a process will happen provided the primary conditions are fulfilled. In particular,
the experience will not happen if a subject is in pain, or experiences fear or is having too many problems
that consume his consciousness, if there is no focus, no clear vision. Some of these conditions are very
general and some are more specific but Ingarden maintains that aesthetic experience requires some special
conditions as it is not random and neither does it happen without any preparation. Such naive vision of
aesthetic experience as purely spontanecous would be misleading. If aesthetic experience happens
spontaneously for some people that means that these people are especially prepared for it; that perhaps
their readiness for art and their focus on artistic qualities is much greater than it usually is with most of the
people.

Aesthetic experience in Ingarden's theory could be characterized in a following way:
e Aesthetic experience is based equally on emotional and intellectual elements;
e Aesthetic experience is focused on qualities and qualitative approach;
e All phases of aesthetic experience are dynamically contrasted;
e The final phase of aesthetic experience is also the realization of aesthetic value(s);

e The final phase usually provides an emotional response to the realized value(s), which is

equivalent to liking or dislikes the work;

e The final phase may or may not end in formulating an aesthetic judgment upon the work.

Ingarden described the aesthetic experience as a process or a set of processes that either develop one out
of the other or collide and push each other further. He stressed the dynamic differences between different
phases of experience; the slow and relaxing following the more active and energetic based on constructive
and developing activities only to be replaced with another more calm and more reflective. The phases of

the experience have been conceived as contrasted in character, tempo and intellectual or emotional impact.
wthe whole process of aesthetic experience includes on the one hand, active phases, on the other hand, again, the

Jeeling phases of a passive experiencing, the moments of turning motionless and contemplative™ (Ingarden,
1961, pp. 300).



In particular Ingarden sees the expetience as consisting of several independent phases:

1) The beginning phase — a peculiar quality or multiplicity of qualities struck a perceiver and
causes him to feel a so called preliminary emotion (enzoga wstgpna), which changes het/his
total approach causing the desire to possess the quality, to be saturated with it and so forth.

2) Second phase — is where the preliminary emotion begins a new phase of experience, in
which (a) the normal course of life and experience is halted; the perception is much more
focused — concentrated on the other qualities of what is perceived or imagined, (b) weakened
are all echoes of former moments, which usually appear every step of the way (Ingarden,
1966, pp.13); (c) [finally] all of the approach of the subject changes from natural and
becomes specifically aesthetic (Ingarden, 1961, pp. 299).

3) Next phase(s) — is based on actively focusing on watching the quality and qualities that
engage the listener/viewer, which usually requires complementing and them the expetience
may run through many additional phases, dynamically varied, complex in themselves,
consisting in building, completing, imagining, analyzing and interpreting, wavelike changing
from active to passive, from constructive to reflective.

4) Final phase — is the relaxing phase, in which takes place an acknowledgment of an
aesthetic object which has the character of feeling the harmony of qualities. This phases leads
to constituting of an aesthetic value or values of the work and emotional response to those.
This is an emotional recognition phase, which may also lead to formulating of an aesthetic
judgment and thus passing a judgment on the work.

It is important, however, that the experience thus explained, only rarely is realized completely, fully and to
the extent that the aesthetic values — Ingarden devoted so much time to — are realized at the end of it. In
many cases, the experience is shortened, severed or falls apart completely due to lack of attention or focus
ot both. Ingarden knew that in order for the experience to be possible and to be completed, one needed to

be constantly drawn to the qualities of the work as perceived in its realization.

Ingarden used the Polish word przegycie for the aesthetic experience as a process encompassing different
mental acts and states, up until the final phase of the experience. The final phase of aesthetic experience is
also its most important part. It is there where the fate — as it were — of the experience and hence of
knowing the work of art — is decided upon. If the experience will result in constituting the aesthetic object
fully and harmoniously the aesthetic value will be constituted. And if this is happening meaning that
experience has been developing successfully allowing for appearance of aesthetic value Ingarden calls it
doswiadezenie. This double naming is certainly very confusing, mainly because later on Ingarden doesn't
seem to be careful about applying it. Is shows, nevertheless, how important it is to understand the
difference between the process happening gradually and requiring many little acts and activities and the
fulfillment of this process in the final act of “seeing” the work in its most faithful realization — by
successfully bringing to life an aesthetic object — and being in contact with the aesthetic values in the final
phase of the experience. The aim of the aesthetics experience of a work of art has been thus confirmed by
Ingarden as the importance of realizing aesthetic values and getting to know the work of art.

Let me briefly expand on the topic of the culmination of the aesthetic experience and the constitution of
the aesthetic values. In Ingarden’s view there is a certain hierarchy in the aesthetic field. For every work of
art there are neutral moments and qualities and there are artistically and aesthetically valuable qualities.
Upon a certain set of the artistic and aesthetically valuable qualities two kinds of values may be constituted:

artistic and aesthetic. These values, as Ingarden believes, are very different from each other.

Ingarden (1964, pp. 205) explains:



WArtistic valne |...) is something which arises in a work of art itself and has its existential ground in that.
Alesthetic value is something which manifest itself only in the aesthetic object and as a particular moment
which determines the character of the whole. The ground of aesthetic value consists of a certain aggregation of
aesthetically valuable qualities, and they in turn rest upon a basis of a certain aggregate of properties which

render possible their emergence in an object”.

The artistic values are present within the work of art and are based in its realization, aesthetic values,

however, are only present in an aesthetic object and thus upon the aesthetic experience of the work.

The most interesting moment of aesthetic experience for Ingarden is when, in finalizing of the experience,
the work is finally seen in its totality — in this particular time and space and for this particular observer —
and the aesthetic value of the work is being constituted and presented to the perceiver, which in course
leads him to an emotional response. The response may be positive or negative — liking or disliking the
work is it is presented. Based on this response perceiving subject may formulate the aesthetic judgment on
the work.

SLater on, having experiences the whole aesthetic process and having detached ourselves from the aesthetic

object that is present to us in an evident way, we may pronounce judgments on value, comparative evalnations
at cetr'* (Ingarden, 1954, pp. 309).

This moment’s importance lies in the qualitative characterization of this phase of experience. The most
important in the aesthetic experience are the qualities, upon recognition of which the recognition of the
work itself is based.

The Concept of Encounter and its Current Validity

The concept of encounter was first officially introduced by Ingarden during Third International Congress
of Aesthetics in Venice in 1956 (Ingarden 1975, pp. 260), and later on during second meeting of Aesthetic
Section on the XIV International Congtress in Philosophy in Wienna in September 1968 (Ingarden, 1970,
pp- 9).

5,1 therefore proposed that we should take as a starting point of our enquiry into the definition of aesthetics the

Sfundamental fact of the encounnter or communion between the artist or the observer and a

certain object, in particular, a work of art: a quite specific encounter, which leads in certain

cases to the emergence of, on the one hand, the work of art of the aesthetic object, and on the other, to the birth

of the creative artist or of the aesthetically experiencing observer or critic™* (Ingarden, 1975, pp. 260).2

The first mentioning of the concept of encounter was unsuccessful, as in Ingarden’s own words, it was
ignored with a certain amount of contempt (Ibidem). He was, nonetheless, certain that studies in aesthetics must
restrain from seeing the creative processes as active on one hand and the receptive processes as passive on
the other hand. Contrary to such a simple view, the aesthetic domain is filled with various processes, both

active and passive, intertwining and complementing each other, creating a communion of sorts (Ingarden,
1975, pp. 262).

Ingarden comes back to the concept of encounter many times, suggesting that describing aesthetics one
should point to an encounter between experiencing subject and an object, ,,a meeting that is a sonrce of

2 Underlining is mine — MS.



developing aesthetic experience, a correlative constituting of the aesthetic object (1970, pp. 10). An analysis of such
meeting would, in his words, not only allow for pointing to all relevant elements of the aesthetic plane, but
would moreover make it work harmoniously and without the division of “subjective” and “objective”
aesthetics. This meeting was in Ingarden’s view a primary fact of aesthetics and should be taken as such. It
is a meeting between an observer and an object of some kind. More specifically, on one hand we have a
work of art and an aesthetic object appearing later on as its representative, and on the other an artist, and
tinally, although it is perhaps the most important ingredient, a contemplating observer or a critic. They are
in contact with each other, not necessarily a in agreement and the entanglement of the processes that spun
from such meeting create more, a communion.
Ingarden felt discouraged in his attempts, but never abandoned his vision for aesthetics. He views his
theory as a middle way in aesthetics, object-subjective studies in aesthetics. The concept of encounter has
appeared in many of his writings. In the first lecture from 1960 (30 March) in the first in a series delivered
during his teaching at the Philosophic Section of Jagiellonean University? and later published as WykZady i
dyskusje 2 estetyki (Ingarden, 1981) he says:

wEncounter between object and subject leads to transforming of that, which emotes, and to transforming this,

which has been met, transforming, because this, which moves people, is modified |...|”“ (Ingarden, 1981, pp.

19).

Again, it was this transformative aspects of the meeting that mattered the most. Seeing art from the
subjective or objective positions, was faulty, as it never recognized these mutual influences. In words of
Whadystaw Strézewski?, Ingarden’s pupil, his attempts were directed towards balancing out the subjective
and the objective in aesthetics (Ingarden, 1981, pp.7). The concept of encounter offered a transgression of
the division found in aesthetics; it offered to join together different sides of it. The encounter allowed for
acknowledging of the presence of all the agents and all the forces at play. Ingarden demanded that we
acknowledged not only the independence of the work of art (or aesthetic object) from the perceiving
object but that what happens during aesthetic experience and thus what aesthetics as such is based on is
this special kind of meeting, coming together of an observer and a work of art, changing and influencing
one another. This communion, as Ingarden calls it, is based on being together in time and being
intentionally directed towards one another. It presupposes that the aesthetic object is somehow truly
independent from perceiving subject but that in aesthetics this relative autonomy is overcame by a need to
get to know the work of art, to perceive all the qualities and to experience them. I am sure that such an
understanding of the communion between artwork and recipient as the bases of the field of aesthetics may
be as valuable today as it was in the beginning of the twentieth century. This postulate seemed to capture

the need to understand the bond between the artistic, the public and the work itself.

sl the basic postulate of an aesthetic which has realized that fundamental fact |...), is the encounter between
man and an external object different from him and for the time being independent of him'* (Ingarden, 1974,

pp. 263).

3 See Whadystaw Strozewski wstep do Wykladow i dyskusji % estetyki (Ingarden, 1981, p. 6).
4 Wladystaw Strézewski (b. 1933).



Concluding Remarks

It is not easy to assert the coordinates of contemporary European aesthetics. Nevertheless I strongly believe
that aesthetic experience is the most established directive in contemporary aesthetic, in European
philosophy as much as in American philosophy. The account of experience presented by Roman Ingarden
tulfills this directive in the most thorough and satisfying way. Out of many interesting theories, in which
aesthetic expetience has been presented, Ingarden's detailed description seems to me a vety persuasive and
promising one. Ingarden presents the experience as an intricate and multiplex process, during which the
work of art becomes present and its qualities known to the recipient. The time spent trying to understand
the work of art is the time needed to fall in love with it, to get to know it. During experience, which as
Ingarden sees it is a meeting, and more that it is a communion, subject realizes the qualities present within
the work of art and later on witnesses the values built upon them. All of this is possible in time and thanks

to care and understanding brought by the subject.

Recipients of art sometimes forget that the aesthetic perception of the work of art is not instantaneous. It
takes time and effort to grasp the form, the medium and the content of the work. And even when, as with
some experts in the field or artists themselves, it happens very fast, it is a process and as such it contains
different phases and different thresholds. Moreover the process of aesthetic experience is dynamically
varied. It is different depending on the viewer and her or his current mental and physical state. Most
importantly Ingarden stresses both the development of the aesthetic experience and its finalization, during

which the aesthetic value may be realized and responded to.

As I have tried to present in this paper, Ingraden's understanding of aesthetic expetience is not only in
accordance with individual experiences, but it is also a most important part of his general account of art. In
his presentation of phenomenological aesthetics, Ingarden stressed, that aesthetics must take into account
first and foremost the encounter between the object (the work of art) and the recipient. Aesthetic theories
should represent all the parties involved: the creative-artistic side of the author, the objective-qualitative side
of the work of art and the perceptive-aesthetic side of the recipient. Only then will the aesthetic processes
be represented and the work of art seen in its proper dynamics. One may say that the concept of encounter
has not been developed further. Another concept, an aesthetic situation, was used instead®. The concept of
aesthetic encounter seems not so present anymore. Nevertheless, in all of his teaching Ingarden has brought
aesthetic experience and the concept of encounter to the forefront of aesthetical phenomenology. It is
certain to me that the account of aesthetic experience is the most developed and most precious part of his
theory, deeply rooted in phenomenology and yet focused on the work of art and the relationship between
the subject and object. If, as Ingarden was afraid, the opportune moment for introducing the concept of
encounter to the international society for aesthetics has been lost in 1956, still the aesthetic experience as a
focus of aesthetic theory has only developed since then and it is now safe to say that the twenty century
European aesthetics has been built around aesthetic experience, of which one of the most developed

accounts was presented in the writings of Roman Ingarden.

> It was developed further by Maria Gotaszewska, Ingarden’s pupil.
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Védecky sbornik s nazvem SURADNICE ESTETIKY, UMENLA
A KULTURY III. — Eurdpske estetické myslenie a umeleckd torba:

pramene,  metamorfozy a ich relevancia je vystupem z veédecké
Studia Aesthetica XVII‘
SURADNICE ESTETIKY IIl. Jednai se jiz o tfeti rocnik, jehoz jednotici téma nese podtitul.

UMENIA A KULTURY III Promitl se, jak se lze docist vjeho Uvodu, do ,,morby kreativnych

EYIopske esieticks yslenis textov so SiroRym interdisciplindrnym zdaberom napriec filozofickon estetifon,

a umelecka tvorba: pramene,
metamorfézy a ich relevancia

konference s mezinarodni casti Ssradnice estetiky, nmenia a kultiry

tedrion jednotlivich wumeni (i analjzou konkrétnych umeleckych prejavov

Slévka Kopéakova
> Adrian Kyokacka (eds.)

eurdpskel umeleckey kultiry. V" tichto intencidch vzbudila (vyzva) velki
pozornost, Rtord vyistila do aktivng participdcie mmnohych abranicnych
odbornikoy ako aj bohatej sicasti domdcich estetikov a umenovedeov™ (s. 7).
Cilem tohoto sborniku je ,,identifikovat’ specifikd eurdpskebo myslenia,

umenia, kultiry a uvagovat’ o jeho dalsich perspektivach® (tamtéz).

Sbornik je rozdéleny do ¢tyf tematickych okruht: 1. Tradicia versus

sticasnost’ — plendrna sekcia, 2. Eurdpske estetické myslenie — tradicia,
metamorfozy a inovdcie, 3. Eurdpske estetické myslenie v umeleckey tvorbe a pramerioch, 4. Eurdpska estetika a je
umenovedné kontexty (Prispevky doktorandov a mladych vedeckych pracovnikov).

Piispévky tohoto sborniku jsou opravdu velmi rozmanité, coz umoznuje 1 $ife tématu. Autofi se zamysleji
nad odkazy filosofa (Wittgenstein), odkazuji k pojeti estetiki (Mukafovského estetickd funkce a
dynamicnost struktury), zabyvaji se hudebnimi specifiky (co je hudebni mysleni), nalezneme texty
s problematikou vizudlni oblasti (mezivalecny stav modernity), ale také z oblasti literatury (evropské a
americké modely déjin oboru) a divadelni scény. To je ocekavatelna Sife oblasti, které estetika tradicné
spojuje. Ale najdeme dokonce piispévky autort zabyvajicich se politickymi védami, ¢ili nalezneme i
socialni a aktudlné politické oborové rozsifen{ tématu.

Rozmanitost pfistupti by mohlo naznacit nékolikrat vyplouvajici, ovSem vzdy jinak zpracované téma
hranic ¢ konce uméni. Jeden z piispévki se jim zabyva obecné odkazy k Winckelmannovym tvaham a
vraci se k odkazu fecké kultury. Dalsi pifspévek pfipomina docasny zanik obrazt a zas z jiné strany se
zamyslime nad nemoznosti plné uchopit obsah uméleckého dila, coz vede k tématiim hranic a hraniceni

mediality obecné.


http://www.pulib.sk/web/kniznica/elpub/dokument/Kopcakova2

Prace s literaturou a odbornymi odkazy se také velmi odlisuje. Vedle piispévka bohaté odkazujicich do
odborné a dobfe vybrané literatury najdeme i skromné vybudovany kmen literarnich opor a to ne pfilis
aktualnich autorti. Mezi malymi pfipominkami by mohlo zaznit upozornéni, totiz ze u nékterych textd
bychom mohli spolu s nov¢jsi literaturou pfipomenout c¢astecna feseni vytyc¢enych problému, u jinych
bychom mohli pozadovat vétsi kontrast mezi nastolenym problémem a jeho ramcovym fesenim v zavéru.
Tedy nalezneme jak velmi odborné fundované studie s Sirokym zdbérem, tak pifspévky skromnéjsi.
Nékteré texty fesi svym pojetim nezodpovézené otazky uvah jinych autort stejného sbornfku. Pokusim se

tyto vnitini vazby v dal$im textu dokladovat.

Proto lze povazovat sbornik za bohatou pfehlidkou oborového nasazeni, jeho sife a rozmanitosti,
dokladované texty akademikd samotné pofadatelské univerzity, ale také Sirokého ohlasu odborniki
z jinych pracovist’. Lze jen pochvilit tuto oborovou zamérnost, spolupraci a hledan{ pranikt. Piejme
tomuto sborniku oborovou podnétnost a vili vytrvat v nirocném procesu sdileni aktualnich témat. Nyni
se budeme jako pifklady vyse fe¢eného zabyvat strucné nékterymi vybranymi texty zastupujicimi odlisné
tematické okruhy.

Navraty ke kofentim estetiky 18. stoleti, k jejim tehdy nové se ustalovanym principim, najdeme
v piispévku Daniely Blahutkové . Alexander Gottlieb Banmgarten and current reflections on his thinking on
aesthetics™ (Alexandr Gottlieb Baumgarten a soucasné reflexe jeho estetického mysleni, s. 11 — 19). Tento
text spolu s textem Yvetty Kajanové ,,Ewuropean vs. American in the context of post-modern jazz, rock and pop
music’*  (Burépske versus americké v kontexte postmoderného jazzu, rocku a pop music, s. 20 — 29)
najdeme logicky v dvodnim oddile, ktery tematizuje tradici a aktualni mysleni. Aktualitu druhého

piispévku zarucuji témata postmoderniho jazzu, rocku a popularu v evropsko-americké kulturni vymeéne.

Jiz v titulu oznacenou aktualni myslenku nese pifspévek Lukase Makky Kedy zacina koniec umenia (s. 37 —
46). Vychazi z klasickych strukturalistickych dvah Mukatfovského, ktery vyklad struktury zalozil na
takovém zpusobu vazeb, ktery umoziuje schopnost inovace. Sprivné poukazuje na dynamicnost
a procesualitu vnitini struktury dila a jeji souvislost s proménami estetické funkce (Mukafovsky, 1966).
Avsak jiz na pocatku textu dochazi k velmi riskantnim sdélenim: ,, 1" konecnom disledku tak v sicasnosti vznikd
(1) umenie cudzie potrebam Joveka, ku ktorému md recipient pristup v Rultiirnych institicidch, (2) umenie ,,antenticky
tvoriacich umelcov, ktori vsak nerespektujii svoje publikum a (3) populdrne umenie, ktoré si mysl, e chdpe recipientove
1ighy, ale v skutoinosti ho obmedzuje a je chapané ako tovar, nie ako kultiirny produksr (Makky, 2017, s. 330). Za
problematické oznacuji, ze zde postradame ve vyctu komplikac{ prostor pro kvalitni soudobé umeéni.
Autor se opira o Winckelmannovy tvahy, v textu je zkouma a dochazi k zavéru: ,,Aby som zodpovedal
otdzkn, ktori ndazov prispevku iniciaine Rladie: kedy zacal koniec nmenia? Musel by som pateticky metaforizovat’ a
vybldsit, $e koniec nmenia gacal na dyoch frontoch. Projkrat koniec umenia gacal 3rodom gréckebo nmenia, ktoré malo byt
na dibii dobu neprekonané. Drubykrit galal koniec nmenia bistorion antického nmenia, ktord ho glorifikovala a uriila 3a
gdklad nasej kultiiry, aj napriek jebo gdanlivef jednostrannosti v sledovani krisy, ako kllicového idedln. Krisa, ako idedl,
preto spdsobila pomaly, minimdlne teoreticky dnik wumenia, ktoré sa takto chytilo do pasce a dlbo sa 3 nej nevedelo
vyslobodit™ (s. 45). Opét setrvava vyse latentné polozena otazka, co tedy dnes za umeni povazovat, kdyz
podle textu (dvakrat) zaniklo? Lze se vSak identifikovat s myslenkou, ze ukovani idedlu krasy do jedné
podoby a jednoho kanonu je podvazujici a pro umeni, které je kontextualni a klastrovou proménnou
(Gaut), smrtelnou ranou. Uméni je formou dohody a proménuje estetické idealy pravé proto, aby mohlo
sledovat a prohlubovat mysleni své doby. Nemuze mit proto uzavfitelné obsahy, jak je mnohokrat

v postmodernim mysleni obhéjeno.



Adrian Kvokacka v texte Za vsetko mige Hegel (s. 30 — 30) se také vyjadiuje ke ,.konci umeéni®. ,, Turbulentné
premeny avantgdrd, moderny vo vSetkych druboch umenia priviedli umenie na (polo)slkepii kolaj, kde dokdge presit, ale
prestava byt samogrejmym partnerom ndsho myslenia a citenia™ (s. 30). ,,Z ndsho pobladn wumenie lasto v tejto
komunikdcii lybdva ani nie tak pre pomyselni glorifikdcin minulosti ako pre viastnii nemobicnost’ lokolvek mysiuplné
myslupine oznamit™ (s. 33). Autor déle cituje autory, ktef{ oznamuji zménu diskurzu a v dasledku toho
promény umeéni, ¢i zanik jeho odlisnych funkei. Uvazuje nad témito prohlasenimi, coz je jisté legitimni.
Ale dodejme, Ze by vyse uvedené uvahy, vzhledem ke kosatosti a rozmanitosti soudobého uméni, mohly
mozna korektnéji konstatovat jeho dnesni $ffi, nebo konkrétné uvést piiklady toho, jaci autofi nebo
galerijni projekty vedou ,,na slepou kolej dnes. Autor to explicitné netvrdi, ale jeho dvahy by mohly
naznacit, ze k pfedvidanému konci umén{ opravdu doslo, nebo ze je opravdu na ,,(polo)slepé koleji, ale
to se nedéje. Pifkladem pro to, ze soudobé uméni nepfestava byt partnerem naseho myslen - vybereme-li
pouze dvé aktualn{ prehlidky vytvarného uméni (benatské Bienale a kasselskou Documentu) — by mohlo
byt pfipomenuti, jak tyto projekty praskaly po celou dobu svého konani ve $vech a my dcastnici jsme stali

ve frontach neékdy 1 hodinu ¢i dve.

Stefan Hasko se ve svém ptispévka Witigensteinovo mysienie ako argument o nevyslovitelnom v umeni (s. 47 — 54) o
nevyslovitelném v uméni opira o rozbory myslenck Ludwiga Wittgensteina. Muzeme tak navazat na
tekutou kategorii obsahu (,,neuzaviitelnosti obsahu®) dal$im fenoménem, protoze tento prispévek nardzi
na hranice jednotlivych symbolickych jazykd. Mluvi (na pfikladu jazyka) o jejich nepfelozitelnosti a tedy o
nutné transformaci pii proméné média a vztahuje ji k tvorbé vyznamu umeleckého dila. ,,.Avsak podobne,
ako to plati o vsetkom mystickom, odpoved na nvedendi otazkn migeme (witlgensteinovsky) vidiet, pretoge sa vo vete Zrkadli
— wkazmje. A citwjiic antora: ,Co sa v jazykn vyjadruje, nemiSeme my vyjadrit’ pomocon jazyka™ (Witttgenstein, 2003,
4.121). ,,Nazddvam sa, e logikon tejto Wittgensteinovey 163y mogno odévodnit’ omylnost’ snaby wyslovit’ myslienku
hodnotnych umeleckych diel. Inymi slovami: ak by sme nastolensi témn a dvery tjchto ranych Witigensteinovych sivab
uplatnili na_jazgyk umenia, mobli by sme konstatovat, $e umelecké dielo ndam svojim zmyslovo vnimatelnym uspdsobenim
svoj vyznam nkazuje. Porogumiet, t. j. interpretalne uchopit’ iden umeleckého diela v tomto pripade inamend vidiet
umelecké dielo . V'idiet’ ho a rozumiet’ mu bez; tobo, aby sme sa pokiisali vyslovit’ jeho vygnam, teda bezvysledne ho viastne
gatienit’ a taktieg: opomendit’ pritom mognost’ & skutolnost, e jazyk, resp. red konkrétneho artefaktu je (a v lase tvorby
bol) ton najadekvdtnejSon mognoston umeleckého vyjadrenia.” Zde jen piipomeneme, ze vidéni je prodlouzenou
funkci mozku, je tekuté, editované a vidime zejména to, co jiz vime, o coz posuzujeme nové.
Neuchopitelnost obsahu bezezbytku a nepfelozitelnost média do média (materiality dila do slov) jsou
danosti, se kterymi se denné pfi tvorbé vyznamu dila vyrovnavame. Otazkou tedy také je, jak pfes tyto
danosti vyznam dila pfesto tvoiime. V zavére¢né uvaze (s. 53) nastoluje autor otizku: ,,ako vlastne moéze,
hoci aj samotny autor (v tomto pripade skladatel) zistit’, kto z recipientov porozumel jeho dielur* Zde
tedy naplno zazniva vyse zminéné oscilovani kolem obsahu, ktery nelze plné uzaviit a vyslovit, protoze
zustava navzdy otevienou, kontextudlné ovlivnénou potencionalitou. Pfipomeneme proto jeste dalsi
pojem, totiz vyznam dila. Ve spolecenstvi mysli (Davidson) dnes co nepfesnéji kontextualné zakotveny a
dohotoveny. Zitra vjiném kontextu uchopitelny v jiném aspektu. Pro¢ jsme tento pojem uvedli?
Kdybychom v plné $ifi naplnili tezi, ze umén{ neni ,,pochopitelné®, coz jist¢ ani Wittgenstein, ani autor
clanku nefikaji, davno by jako zptusob mozného fikéniho svéta tento obor zanikl. A pfedevsim - zmizel by
z edukaéni oblasti, coz by zptsobila logickd otazka: Jak edukovat nesdélitelné? Tedy oddélme
nepfelozitelnost média do média od nemoznosti utvofit vjznam. A zakonceme autorovy Gvahy otazkou,
jak tedy vlastné chapeme umeéni a tvofime vyznamy dél, pfestoze vime, ze média nejsou bezezbytku

vzajemné pielozitelna (hudba ¢i vizudl uchopené slovy)?



Text Jaroslava Vencalka s nazvem VVnimdni kultnrné-spoleienskych procesii v kontextu genia loci (regionis) a ducha
doby (s. 80 — 87) je ptikladem vyse zminovaného socialné-politického rozsifeni témat sbornfku. Ve svém
textu (s. 80) akcentuje uvahy o podstatné roli kontextu a o nemoznosti nalézt bezptiznakovy dhel pohledu.
Velmi dobfe (na s. 81) poznamenava: ,,Okolnost, Ze v souncasnosti previdda pouze jeden pobled na privodu, nesmi
Svadét ke konstatovini, e jsme koneckoncii prece dosabli urcité skutecnosti. Aktualni mysleni o rozmanitosti verzi
svéta, o ruzné ,zrnitosti jednotlivich verzi svéta pékné prozniva za jeho tvahami. OvSem ponckud
rozporné pusobi vety o ,,schvalovini nelegilnich migraci a instituciondini vynucovani pridélovini financnich ddvek
osobdm, kieré odmitaji prizpiisobit se svym prisobem Fivota raciondlnim a iraciondlnim silam formujicim genia mist
(regionii), vede v diisledcich ke entropickym zméndm v Rulturné-spolecenskych procesech.”* Rozporné ne proto, ze
zaznivaji, ale Ze nejsou rozvedeny, aby ctenat védél, jak autor tento problém pfesné mysli a jak ho
navrhuje fesit. Autor kritizuje praxi, ktera by vztahy clovéka a jeho zitého prostoru nahradila pojmovym
vymezenim ,lidské zdroje”. V zavéru navrhuje, abychom dynamiku kulturné-spolecenskych procest
vnimali ,,v kontextu dlouhodobéjsich vyvojovych faktori obsazenych v geniu loci (regionis), nez v
kontextu momentalné kratkodob¢ preferovanych faktort, odrazejicich tak ducha ¢i presnéji minéni doby*
(s. 85-806).

Slavka Kopcakova v studii  Eurdpske hudobné myslenie ako specificky pripad estetického myslenia (s. 88 — 98)
doklada, ze ,,pojer hudobné myslenie je Specifickym produktom enrdpskeho teoretickébo a umeleckého myskenia“. Uvazuje
tak, ze jeji text lze vnimat $ifeji, totiz jako dvahy o zpusobu mysleni v riznych médiich, nejen tedy
v hudebnich prostedcich. Mysleni danymi moznostmi a funkcemi svéta hudby a obecnéji — moznostmi a
funkcemi svéta naptiklad vizudlnich materialit (,,zigudlne myslenie, myslenie v tonoch, myslenie pomocon symbolickych
a znakovych systemov s. 88). Dochazi k dulezitému odliSeni pouhého (ovSem nezanedbatelného)
smyslového vanimani{ od hlubsich, kulturné historicky vybudovanych ,,konstrukei vyznamu* dila. Tedy za
jejim textem dobfe prosvitaji vztahy subjektivniho, ve smyslu privatniho a intersubjektivniho, tedy vefejné
obhajitelného a také edukovatelného. Je to pfedev$im nas narok na posouzeni kvality dila, (je nyni
zameénitelné, jestli hudebniho nebo jiného symbolického systému), které potiebuje ke svému teoretickému
uchopeni a obhéjeni této kvality/nekvality dané odliseni. Tedy Kopcakové text dobfe pfipravuje teoretické
uvahy na oscilaci mezi prvni a tfet! poznavaci perspektivou (Seatle, 2004) a mtzeme tak fesit dulezité
oborové otazky: Co si skrze symbolizaci mohu uvédomit? Jak se symbolizace uskutectiujer (,,1de teda aj o

€ cc

rozliSente ,,zmyslovébo vnimania® a ,,vnimania zmysh <, s. 90). V nasledujici veéte se napifklad nabizi odpoved
jednomu z ptedeslych texta: ,,Awutor diela tieg predpokladd, $e dielo bude 3rejme nielen recipované, ale aj hodnotené,

potencidlne aj analyzované na odbornej sirovni ako predmet reflexcie, analyzy, umeleckej kritiky a pod* (s. 91).

Predesly ptispévek se v zaveru ptal: ,,ako viastne mige, hoci aj samotny antor (v tomto pripade skladatel) zistit, kto 3
recipientov porozumel jeho dieln? (Hasko, s. 53). Zde nachazime dobré odpovedi. Nejen jak bylo rozumeéno,
ale dokonce, jak byl tvofen vyznam v riznych kontextech a pragmaciich, v rtznych aspektech
(Wittgenstein). Jak bylo dilo hodnoceno a bud’ bude uznano jako kvalitni, nebo se propadne do drovné,
ktera naptiklad neni jiz edukovana a tedy postprodukovana. Autorka opirajici své uvahy o kvalitn{ autory
(Goodman) dale piSe, ze umélecké dilo ,.generuje nové a nové vyznamy v novo utvaranych kontextech™, coz je jasna
odpoveéd’ na to, co je kontextualné kotveny obsah dila (neuzaviitelny, potencionalni) a co dnes pii této
vybave utvofeny vyznam. Ovsem tyto verifikované a odbornou vefejnost{ sledované odpovedi jsou mozné
jen pii jisté teoretické vybavé, kterou text Kopc¢akové nabizi: oddéleni subjektivniho a intersubjektivntho
pii plné znalosti, co relativne objektivné dilo ve své konstrukei drzi za vztahy. Navrhuje zkoumani jejich
hranic a ve vysledku bohaté a zdtivodnéné interpretacni trsy vyznamau.

Jeji text shodou okolnosti fesi i dalsi otazky jinych piispévka (rozhrani jazyk/materialita dila): ,,Szelesnende

budby vo formdch Fivota sivisi s _jazykovon povabon mysknia a tobo, ako si svet pre seba lovek definuje. N zavéru



Kopcakové text (s. 97) velmi sympaticky operuje v neoddélenych vztazich ,,vysoké“ a ,,nizké“ ument:
»Kede sa jednd o zamernii a v aktudlnom lase realizovanii tvorbu estetickych kvalit a potencidlnych hodndt, budobné
mystenie enrdpskej proveniencie (bez obladu na sféru ,vysokého G ,,nizkebo™ umenia) mogno definitivne povagovat’ a
Specificky pripad estetického myslenia.” Dochazi tedy k vymezeni vazeb hudebnfho a estetického mysleni a my

muzeme konstatovat velmi pékny vybér literatur za timto postmoderné ladénym prfispévkem.

Prispévek Jany Migasové ‘Swmrt™ tradicného obrazu, proletirske nmenie a revoliicia: prispevok k umelecko-teoretickémn
diskurzn medzivojnového obdobia v strednef Eurdpe (s. 109 — 118) vybirame jako pfiklad poucenych dvah nad
vytvarnym oborem, dokumentuje tedy oborovou $ifi tohoto sborniku. Zabyva se sice jiz pomérne
odlehlym obdobim modernity (stfet narodné prozivané moderny, nadnarodné chapaného proletaiského
uméni a vpad totalitnich rezimu), ale rozkryva v ném slozitost vazeb, agresivitu i naivitu rdznych
prohlaseni a manifest. Text je poucenou sondou do této doby. Mozna by dnesni ¢tenaf uvital néjaky
aktualizujici spoj ¢i souvislost k nasi dobe, jestli jim nebyla véta: ,,Tdr ikladnd otizka sa pyta na Specifikd
predstav o proletdrskom ument v programovych textoch nasich vedicich osobnosti lavicovej inteligencie™ (s. 109). Jsou tim
mysleny aktualn levicové orientované osobnosti nasi doby? Pak by ale potieboval byt rozkryt i dnesni stav

nazoru a politicko-kulturnich vztaht. Jedna se o peclivé argumentovany text.

Velmi fundovany a rozsahly pfispévek Romana Dykasta Hieddni novyech hudebnich forem v obdobi hudebniho
klasicismn (s. 131 — 141) si klade na cil ukazat problematiku vzniku novych forem v obdobi tzv. hudebniho
klasicismu. Zajimavymi vazbami opatiuje osamostatnéni instrumentalni hudby od vokalni. Probira ,,»/iv
Rousseanovy koncepee primdarnosti melodie nad harmonit tak |ze - vlozila K.D.] ve Francii zpiisobil opogdéni vyvoje
instrumentalni hudby. Nagpak silnd némeckd tradice aplikovdni rétoriky na hudbu se jig pred polovinou 18. stoleti gnacné
modifikovala ve spisech |. Matthesona zejména tim, %e se dirag g tieti discipliny rétoriky (elocutia) presunul na jeji proni
dvé discipliny (inventio a dispositio), cof se pozitivné promitlo do nového pojeti monosti artikulace utvdreni melodie a

poskytlo novou terminologii pro popis tohoto novébo hudebnibo formovdni (s. 140).

Jako piiklad textu zabyvajictho se divadelni scénou uvedeme piispévek Evy Kusnirové Cesta liberalizacie
umenia. Divadelny sibor Hviezdoslay v Spisske Novey 1'si (s. 222 — 232). Sumarizuje v ném promény této
divadeln{ scény na pozadi socialnich a politickych zmeén. V zavéru piSe: ,,Sedemndst’ rokov hviezdosiavoveoy pod
blaviikon Podtatranskébo divadla, ktoré suplovalo profesiondlnn scénn v Spisskej Novej 1V'si, by sme mobli oznalit’ za
najispesnejsie a najtvorivessie™ (s. 231). Text pfipomina obnoveni prerusenych kontaktl se zapadnim svétem
v 60. letech a uvad{ ptiklady novych inspiraci a prinikd s kulturnim zazemim této oblasti.

Tento sirokospektralné sestaveny sbornik, velmi rozsahly a velmi peclive piipraveny, je zajimavou sondou

do aktualnich Gvah, do pestrosti obort, obsahuje vzdjemné vazby, rtzné nahledy na podobna témata. Je

proto velmi inspirativoim mnohohlasem.

Doc. Katefina Dytrtova, Ph.D.
Fakulta umén{ a dizajnu,

Univerzita Jana Evangelisty Purkyné,
Usti nad Labem,
katerina.dytrtova@ujep.cz
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BURLAS, Ladislav - KOPCAKOVA, Slavka (2017): Ladislav Burlas a slovenskd
hudobna kultira. PreSov: Filozoficka fakulta PreSovskej univerzity v PreSove. ISBN 978-
80-555-1780-3. 238 s.

Renita Kocisovd; renata.kocisova@unipo.sk

Skladatel', hudobny teoretik a dlhoro¢ny pedagdg Ladislav Burlas je
vyraznou osobnost’ou hudobného Zivota Slovenska. Publikacia, ktora
vysla v minulom roku (2017) v edicii Opera theoriae artis, prinasa
autenticki  vypoved z pera cerstvého osemdesiatnika, barda
hudobného zivota Slovenska, ako aj autorky doc. PaedDr. Slavky
Kopcakovej, ktora posobi na Institute estetiky a umeleckej kultary

Filozofickej fakulty Presovskej univerzity v Presove. S. Kopcakova sa

profilovo venuje hudobno-estetickému mysleniu na Slovensku v 20.

: . ) storodi a je autorkou monografie o Ladislavovi Burlasovi uz z roku
LADISLAV BURLAS .. ) e , :
\ SLOVENSKA HUDOBNA KULTURA 2002. Dvojica autorov v predkladanej publikacii sdhrnne sustredila

Svks Kispédkovd od skladatel'ské, vedecké a pedagogické vysledky Ladislava Butlasa

z pohladu tvorivej osobnosti, ako aj zpohladu vedeckého
spracovania. Priblizila komplexného hudobnika, ktory je intenzivne
vnimany mlad$imi generdciami. Tato monografia je vystupom
z projektu VEGA ¢.1/0137/15 s ndzvom Hudobno-estetické

myslenie na Slovensku. K problémom genézy, vyvinu a kreovania v 19. a 20. storo¢i.

Meno Ladislava Burlasa zarezonovalo na slovenskej hudobnej scéne uz v 50.—60. rokoch 20. storocia ako
skladatel'a a absolventa hudobnej vedy. V pociatkoch umeleckej katriéry malo na vyvoj jeho osobnosti
vplyv rodinné zazemie 1 pedagdgovia, ktori kreovali jeho $tudijné zaujmy. Prostredie trnavského gymnazia,
¢i stretnutie a Stddium hudby u skladatela Mikulasa Schneidera-Trnavského, ktory rozpoznal potencial
jednak umelecky, ale aj teoreticky, mozno v jeho Zzivote povazovat’ za kl'ucové. Ladislav Burlas po
ukonceni hudobnej vedy na Komenského univerzite v Bratislave a stidia kompozicie u Alexandra
Moyzesa na Vysokej $kole muzickych umeni v Bratislave zacal posobit’ ako vedecky pracovnik Ustavu
hudobnej vedy Slovenskej akadémie vied v Bratislave, isté obdobie aj ako jeho riaditel. V 60. rokoch sa
stal autorom prvych opusov zborovej, komornej a orchestralnej hudby, v skladatel'skej praci pokracoval az
do zrelého veku. Supis jeho hudobnych diel medzi rokmi 1950-2005 sa nachadza v zavere publikacie (s.
219-222).

Taziskové miesto v skladatelskom odkaze Ladislava Burlasa ma orchestrilna, vokalno-indtrumentélna,
komorna, zborova, instruktivna ifilmova hudba. Burlasovych skladieb, ktoré autori oéislovali
a typologicky utriedili do podskupin, je spolu 74. Kompozi¢ne sa Ladislav Burlas, ako ¢len skladatelskej

generacie, formovanej tvorcami slovenskej narodnej hudby, oprel o tradiciu hudobného folkl6ru a jeho



modalitu, ale ¢asto hladal vo svojich skladbach vlastny hudobny vyraz a individualnu volbu ténového
materialu, vychadzajucu z eurépskej tradicie  postmoderny. Pre orchester skomponoval niekolko
pévodnych skladieb, inspirovanych slovenskou hudobnou tradiciou, z ktorych najviac zarezonovali
Horehronsky tanec, Hudba spod Polany, & baletnd symfonicki rozpravka Certoviny; pre zboty
v sprievode orchestra vytvoril Svadobné spevy z Horehronia, Dievéenské spevy z Myjavy, Vyletela hiska
al., v komornej tvorbe prevazuju skladby pre klivesové a slacikové nastroje; v instruktivnej tvorbe sa
venoval prevazne detskému hlasu. Burlasova filmova hudba sa rozvinula v pociatkoch dokumentarne;
a scenaristickej prace reziséra Jozefa Zachara, kedy sa obaja tvorcovia podpisali pod nducné dokumenty

Ganovsky nalez, Luce kultury a d’alsie.

Nosnou ¢ast’'ou monografie sa stali dve kapitoly, v ptvej sa autor autenticky prihovara Ccitatelovi
prostrednictvom ziskanych skusenosti a stretnuti s osobnost’ami, akymi bol prof. Konstantin Hudec,
alebo spoluziak a kolega Richard Rybari¢, alebo vtedy odborny asistent na Katedre hudobnej vedy Jozef
Kresanek. Autor spomina aj pociato¢né problémy pri konstituovani hudobnej vedy a vyskumu na
Slovensku, charakterizuje ,,symptém malo rozvinutej hudobnej kultdry u nas® (s. 43), ¢i neprajnost’
kolegov, ktorym neraz neimponovala publika¢na aktivita L.Burlasa. V druhej kapitole spoluautorka s.
Kopcakova spracovala jeho vedecké, publikacné a skladatelské vystupy a popisala nekomformnu
genericiu  skladatefov, ktora sa insSpirovala zidpadoeurdépskym smerovanim hudobného vyvoja

a komponovanim elektroakustickej hudby. Tieto tendencie prenikli aj do tvorby Ladislava Butrlasa.

Nemenej vyznamnou cast’ou publikicie je spracovanie personalnej bibliografie, ktora je rozclenena na
monografické a vysokoskolské prace — tu je namieste skonstatovat’, ze L. Burlas monograficky spracoval
osobnosti slovenskej hudby ako J. L. Bella, A. Moyzes ¢i analyzoval operu Kratiava Eugena Suchona;
charakterizoval ako jej priamy nasledovnik a ziak novy metodologicky néstroj pre vyskum nasich
hudobnych dejin, ato pojem ,slovenska hudobni moderna®, predstaveny v rovnomennej kniznej
monografii Slovenska hudobnia moderna a vypracoval na slovenské pomery dodnes neprekonand
hudobno-teoretickt pracu o formovych zakonitostiach hudby Formy a druhy hudobného umenia, ktora sa

do sucasnosti dockala $tyroch vydani.

L. Burlas je autorom aj kapitol v monografidch, vyznamnou je jeho mapovanie vyvoja slovenskej hudby
v 1. polovici 20. storocia (O. Elschek ed., 1996); vo vedeckych stadiach a ¢lankoch sa sustredil prevazne
na osobnosti slovenskej hudby 19. a 20. storocia, vyznamné osobnosti slovenskej hudobnej kultury,
formovanie a vychovu vkusu slovenskej spolo¢nosti. Hudobna vedecka obec neraz ocenila muzikologické
aktivity v kontexte historiografie, ethomuzikoldgie, ¢i interdisciplinarnych presahov Ladislava Burlasa —
bibliografia publikovanych prac o Ladislavovi Butlasovi, ako aj jeho pedagogické pdsobenie je podané
v supise vedeni zivere¢nych prac, sipise vedeckych a publicistickjch ¢lankov o jeho zivote a diele.
Parafrazujic autora (s. 4) konstatujeme, ze napriek hrbolatému putovaniu na poli hudobnej kulttry, sa ta
slovenska predsa len rozvijala pod $t’astnou hviezdou, nemaly podiel na tomto vyvoji mal aj Ladislav

Burlas.

Publikacia dvoch autorov, kde prvy autorsky subjekt z autorskej dvojice, prof. Ladislav Burlas, je zaroven
aj objektom, je cennym prispevkom k modernej slovenskej hudobnej historiografii. Prezentuje editorsku
aktivitu S. Kopcakovej vo vzt'ahu k priprave a edicii historického pramena (oral history) ako aj ochotu
jeho povodcu, L. Burlasa, podelit’ sa so svojimi myslienkami, skisenost’ami v podobe memoarov. Jeho
zivotné profesionalne aktivity, doplnené a opitovne po 15 rokoch zhodnotené editorkou a spoluautorkou
publikacie, tak predstavuju viac menej definitivny sumar tvorivych aktivit jednej z poprednych osobnosti

slovenskej hudobnej kultdry 20. storo¢ia. V tomto duchu editorka v zavere monografie (s. 179)



konstatuje, ze ,,umenie trvat’ na ustalenych hodnotich a étose, ktoré pretrvdvayi 3 generdcie na generdcin, ale drovert i’

do vysokého veku s prstami na pulze doby — to je rejme tajomstvo sispesného a naplneného Fivota.”

Mgr. Renata Kocisova PhD.

Institit hudobného a vytvarného umenia,
Filozoficka fakulta,

Presovska univerzita v Presove,
renata.kocisova@unipo.sk
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Ensemble Hviezdoslav Spisskd Novd Ves. Presov: Faculty of Arts, Presov
university of Presov in Presov. ISBN 978-80-555-1818-3. 305 p.

Pavol Zubal; pavol.zubal@ku.sk

Even in the period that is particularly characterised by consumerism
and unstable culture, it is an indisputable fact that the Art of Thalia
remains its integral part, despite very unfavourable circumstances
arising from the often dishonoured claim of lack of funds. It is
similar to recent times, it is also today true that even in the life of
contemporary society the theatrical art remains the subject of interest
to a minority of its potential recipients, if we do not take into account
the narrative projects of commercial focus in the spirit of non-

national provenience and different cultural traditions.

In 2018, we recall the origin of the first Czechoslovak Republic,
DIVADELNY SUBOR ' which, besides the fact that it has established itself in the

HVIEZDOSLAV
SPISSKA NOVA VES

international context as a fully-fledged governmental unit, also brings

EVA KUSNIROVA

significant changes in the field of cultural development in the

territory of Slovakia as well as its integral component, while these
changes concern also theatrical creation. However, it is a great pity that, in such intentions, the interest of
both the professional and the laic public focuses primarily on professional dramatics, which is primarily
represented by the Slovak National Theatre and the gradually establishing network of regional professional
theatres. In the shade of this interest, however, there is an amateur theatre in different regions of Slovakia,
even though it is in that context irreplaceable and unforgettable theatre. At this point, however, the
individual character of the Spi§ region has to be reminded from the aspect of its varied national
composition, the cause of which was its stormy history, especially in the context of Tatar invasions and
the subsequent settlement of this region by the population of German origin, which ultimately
demonstrated itself in the area of urban law, business, language, but not least in the field of culture, an
integral part of which was also a relatively frequent activity in the field of theatrical life. The authoress of
the monograph is very well aware of the context which is the part of her long-term professional interest,
as the reflexion of multicultural character of the life of society of this seemingly peripheral region in the
time when the concept defined this way was completely unknown, but nevertheless it was practiced in the
community of region daily. In this context, the authoress of the monograph explicitly points out to the

significant impact on the cultural uplift of Slovakia in the post-revolutionary period from the side of



Czech intelligentsia, which was also reflected in the region of Spis. The benefit of the representatives of
the communities of other nations into the culture of the Slovak majority is currently unfortunately often
marginalised. At the same time pointing to these facts is more necessary now, because in this field, we are

today witnessing pseudo-patriotism and even national elitism.

That is why it is also important to welcome also creative works that perceive the activity of theatrical
amateur ensembles in the territory of today’s Slovak Republic in terms of various contexts, undetlining
that their activity not only in the centre of social events but also in the provinces, such as the Spi$ region,
undeniably contributed to the now widely recognised high standard of Slovak theatre and in international
criterion, especially if we realise that many personalities who have contributed to this fact, to a significant
extent come from the amateur environment. It is quite clear to note in this regard that also the
monograph of Eva Kusnirova entitled The theatre of particular features. Theatre ensemble Hviezdoslav
Spisska Nova Ves which was published in 2017, is precisely such act, even though the authoress herself
also notes the “absence” of an integral monograph about theatrical life in Spis, which undoubtedly

represents a challenge to continue in similar activities in the near future.

From the methodological point of view the loyalty is evident there in the evaluated monograph to the
mapping of the amateur theatre in the spirit of the research activities of the following personalities from
the field of theatrology: Anton Kret, Oleg Dlouhy, Ladislay Cavojsky, Vladimir Stefko, Jan Jabornik or Jan
Sladecek, while the authoress emphasises the principle of chronological expansiveness, but it is also
necessary to evaluate that at the conclusion of the individual chapters she brings reflections, which she
depicts as balance or digression, by which she refills resp. “finalises” some facts, while she uses abundantly
valuable material which she has acquired not only based on her study of literature, resp. little known
archival materials or regional print, but also memories of the memorial and living legend of the ensemble

Hviezdoslav, Mr. Ing. Peter Kénig.

All the aforementioned contribute to the rather concise and compact view of the activities of the theatre
ensemble Hviezdoslav (1932 — 2012) and its mission in the field of amateur theatre not only in the context
of Spis region but also in terms of the formation of Slovak dramatics at all. At the same time it is needed
to evaluate the efforts of the authoress in the field of factography the ensemble as well as the profiles of
significant personalities. Since the theatre has set the mirror of the development of the society in the
background of its historical peripeteias, it would be possible to object to the places and the tendency to
simplified approach in the context of postulated reflection, but nevertheless it can be clearly stated that
the monograph of Eva Kusnirova — in the given context of the subject of her professional interest — is a
relevant contribution, which has the undeniable potential to become an inspiring source of information

for all the interested parties about the development of dramatics in Slovakia.
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