Boston University

OpenBU http://open.bu.edu
Boston University Theses & Dissertations Dissertations and Theses (1964-2011)
1964

Empathy theories of Theodor Lipps,
Vernon Lee and Hugo Munsterberg

https://hdl.handle.net/2144/33473
"Downloaded from OpenBU. Boston University's institutional repository."



BOSTON UNIVERSITY
GRADUATE SCHOOL

Thesis

EMPATHY THEORIES OF
THEODOR LIPPS, VERNON LEE AND HUGO MUNSTERBERG

by

ROCHELLE FURSTENBERG
(A.B., Douglass College, 1960)

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of
Master of Arts
1964



Approved

by

First Reader
Associate Professor of Philosophy

L ]

Second Reader.
Assistant P

LI BN B N R R AN Y N )

sesor of Philosophy



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCT ION. L] . L] L] L] * L ] L4 ® L . L] L] L] L4 . * L4 L]

Chapter
I. THEODOR LIPPS - L * L] L] > . L] L * * L] L 4 .

A. Binfihlung end Pleasure . . .
B, Self and Self-Activity. . . .
C. Einfihlung and Cognition. . .
1. Inner ideas « « o o « &

2. Perception of emotions.

3. Perception of forces. . . .

4, Perception of unity « « . .

D. Relationship between Philosophicel
end Psychological Approsaches.

¢« e ® * 4

II L ] VERNON Lm * L L] . * L] L] L ] . L . o L4 L L] L]

A. The Process of Aesthetic Perception
1. Basic principle of aesthetic

o« o * o

perception « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ..
2. Lee's original kinaesthetic view

of perception. « « ¢« « .+ &

.

3+ The three levels of perception. .
B. The Aesthetic Objecte « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ &+ o &
1. "Shapes" and ™things”" . . . . . .

2. The universal character of

.
*
L ]
L]

"3hapes™ ¢« ¢ ¢« o 0 4 0 0 s . s .

3s The idea of movement in the object

derived from memories of
activity o« o ¢« ¢ ¢ o 0 .
C. The Centrality of the Concept of
Activity in Lee's Aesthetic .
D. Aesthetic Pleasur®. « « o« o « o o &
E. Concluding Remarks on Lee's Theory.

o o o

*

Page

24
24
25

27
29

34

36

40
43

iii



Chapter

I I I L HUGO MUNSTERBERG [ ] L] L L L L] L d L] L4 L] L] L L ]

A. The Three Levels of Perception. . .
B, Aesthetic Objects ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢« o ¢ « & &

1. Isolation of Aesthetic object
2. Contrast of scientific and

aesthetic &jects. e o o o
3¢ Unity of meaning in object. .

Ce Attribution of Kinaesthetic Feelings

to the Art Object « « « . . &
D, Aesthetic Pleasure. . .

E. Concluding Remarks on Munsterberg's

Theory. « « « o

CONCLUSION o « o o o ¢ o o o o o o o

* ¢ & o

® & o & o & o

BIBLIOGRAm e o e e o o e o o & o © o 9 =

ABSTRACT L] L4 L L L] L] L L L] L) L . L L]

49
53
53

54
56

58
60

61

64

73

iv



INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental questions that philosophies of
Aesthetics have attempted to resolve is whether a concept of objective
beauty can be validated or justified. There have been aestheticians
who have asserted that not only is such a concept valid but the
subjective elements in the aesthetic experience only serve to hide
the actual beauty.® On the other hand others have maintained that
the experience of beauty is fundamentally subjective. For example,
an egsential feature of the philosophy of the Romantic movement was
that beauty is "the expression of life and personality in the objects
of art and nature.'® )

The conceptAof empathy, originally “Einfihlung arose in
attemptiﬁg to clarify the subjective nature of the aesthetic
experience. The term ‘Einfiihlugs * however has been used with rather
different connotations by different aestheticians. As a result the
term does little more to pinpoint a particular aesthetic theory than

to indicate the subjective emphasis of the theory. 'Einflhlung

"o must disentangle the pattern of perceptions which the
work of art has interwoven.

L] L L] L] L] L ] - L] L L] L L L L] - * L . L] L4 L L] L] . L] L J . L] L] L L] . L L 4

the subjective stimulants of sympathy be outside the realm of
objective beauty which is valid for 2ll men at all times." (Johamn
Freidrich Herbart, "Practical Philosophy” in Philosophies of Beauty
by Carritt [New York: Oxford University Press, 1931], p. 151.)

2Barl of Listowel, Critical History of Modern Aesthetics
(London: George Allen and Unwen Ltd., 1933), p. 51.




literally means "feeling into™ an object and although at times with
Lipps it seems to mean "feeling in" an object, he does share the
"feeling into" notion that is common to the other two theories that
shall be discussed. The three writers with which we shall be
concerned, Theodor Lipps,* Vernon Lee (pseudonym for Violet Paget)®
and Hugo Munsterberg," oan be olassed together thenm, because of
their notion that a person attributes to an aesthetic object
qualities whose "ultimate™ source is in the person himself. These
three have developed the notion most elaborately. Before dealing
with them separately, and in detail, it will be well to indicate
some of the considerations that lead to a theory of aesthetiec
empathy, those problems in the aesthetic experience for which
empathy comes to give a certain type of answer.

The visual aesthetic experience with which the empathy
theories discussed here are mostly concerned can be studied within
two frameworks. These frameworks sre not absolute categories but
directions through which the aesthetic experience as discussed by

the empathists could be analyzed. On the one hand the aesthetic

1908) 1»% Vols., I, II (Hamburg: Verlag Von Leopold Voss,

®The Beautiful (Cembridge: Cambridge University Press,
1913)s and in collaboration with C. Ansrutier-Thomson, Beauty and
Ugliness and Other Studies in Psychological Aesthetics (London:
John Lane CO., 19127.

3The Principles of Art Education (New York: Prang Educational

Co., 1905)3 and "The Problem of Besuty," Philosophiocal Review, XVIII
(1909), pp. 121-146,
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experience can be assumed to involve perceptive end cognitive processes
in which the observer geins informa tion about the aesthetic objeot.
As such the aesthetic experience can be compared with simple cognitive
processes involved in perceiving, say, that an object is red, or blue,
square, ar rectangular. Secondly, let us assume the aesthetic
experience is one that s a ecertain pleasure content. The observer,
if he is not indifferent to the aestletic experiemce, will be affected
either positively or megatively and he will experience either satis-
faction or dissatisfaction. (Satisfaction can be interpreted quite
broadly and each of the empathy theories to be discussed explein it
differently.) In the cognitive mrocesses,in gemeral, it seems that
although the observer plays & major role, this role is usually unim-
portant and perhaps irrelevant to him. He may know that he is involved
but he does not actually feel himself involveds On the other hend when
dealing with experiemces that contein a dimension of pleasure, the
observer generally feels himself cemtral in the experience and the
object which is the source of pleaswse or displeasure is given a
secondary role, Now tle aesthetic experience does not function either
&8 a pleasure experience or as a cognitive experience. It stands in
& unique relationship to the pleaswe experience and the cognitive
experience and requires special treatment when considered functioning
within either of these frameworks.

First let us oconsider the aesthetic experience in terms of
the pleasure dimension,

In the aesthetic case (and we are directing ourselves

particularly to the visual aesthetic case) the aesthetic object



meaintains a central role. If a person is stung by a bee or if he
smells the odor of a skunk he is concerned mainly with his sensations
and not with its source. One might even consider whether the sting
or the odor produced artificially would change the essential content
of the experience. Bubt central to the development of the empathy
theories that shall be discussed later is the view that in the case
of the aesthetic experience the content of the experience for the
obgerver cannot be saparatod from its source, the aesthetic objeot.

As we shall see the observer does not dwell on ther sonsations or

feelings as his body or person experiences them, but oonatantly relates

them to their cause in the aesthetic objest. One of the observations
that might have brought the empathists to this view is that the
observer usually expresses the extent of his pleasure as a judgment
of beauty regarding the aesthetic object. The person stung by the
bee or smelling the foul odor of the skunk freacts by saying "it hurts"

or "it smells" in reference to himself. The reaction to a positive

or negative aesthetic experience, however; is in the form "the painting

is beautiful® or "that man is ugly."

Central to the theories of aesthetic empathy are explanations
as to how the pleasure in the observer is related to the objeet. But
even among the empathists there are variations as to exaotly what is
involved in relating these sensations or feelings of pleasure to the
object. There are those like Munsterberg and Lipps who feel that
empathy (i.e. attribution of feelings) is a prérequisite of aesthetio

pleasure, the aesthetic experience cannot be consummated without the

viii
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abstraction of feelings from the observer and thelr projestion onto
the aesthetic object. Vernon Lee is one empathist who does not seem
to agree that attribution is the basioc condition for pleasure but
nevertheless needs attribution for other reasons. For Vernon Lee the
observer feels (or does not feel) pleasurs in reacting to the aesthetiec
object as he would feel in a simpler way in reacting to any semnsation,
exoept that in the aesthetic situation the pleasure is not localizable
in the body of the observer. The ordinary pleasure feeling may be
located in a certain part of our body, whereas the aesthetic feelings
are diffuse in relation to our body. So there results a tendency to
locate the feelings in the external object which brought about the
feelings.1 This means of course that the object then seems to express
these feelings.
Whenever during the contemplation of an objeet our

bodily feelings and moods corresponding with the

expressive forms of the object happen not to be per-

ceptibly localized in our own body, then they will

simply £ill the objeot . . . then there arises that

condi tion which subsequent reflection makes us designate

as projection of ourselves into the object.® |

Lee then does have a theory of attributién so that the object

remains involved in the aesthetio experience but it is a much weaker
involvement then Lipps' and Munsterberg's involvement.

For Mhnstérberg the value of the aesgthetic experience lies

in experiencing the object as it is in itself, isolated from all

1Lee, Beauty and Ugliness, pp. 30, 53.

®Karl Groos, "as Aesthetische Miterleben, " Zeitschrift fur
Aegthetik, IV Band, Heft 2, p. 181, as quoted by Lee, Beauty and

Ugiiness, pe 87.




other objeots and the observer ocan experience pleasure insofar as
it is the object alone which absorbs him.

In Lipps, aesthetic involvement with the object is stronger
than it is for either Munsterberg or Lee. For Lipps the aesthetic
pleasure consists of participating in activity which takes place in
the aesthetic objeet. (How the observer is able to do this and how
the observer is in a sense the ultimate souroce of the activity going
on in the object will be dealt with in the chapter on Lipps.)
Suffice it to say now that this phenomenon of participation which
is referred to by Lipps as Einﬁfnlung or empathy, is & prerequisite
for aesthetic pleasure and for Lipps as well as Munsterberg the
object maintains a ocentral position in the aesthetic experience
because the aesthetic pleasure is, in a certain sense, attached
to the object.

We see that considerations concerning the relationship
between the experience of pleasure and the aesthetic object are

involved in the development of a concept of empathy.l In addition,

lConsideration of this problem is also central to the amesthetic
of George Santayana (excerpts from "Sense of Beauty" in Modern Book of
Aesthetics, ed. Melvin Rader [New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1935),
pp. 136-145.) He has developed a theory which has great similarity to
the emphathists. According to his view beauty can be seen as a quality
of an obJect as color, proportion or size. This comes about by refer-
ring the pleasure of the sensations from an object back to the object
that caused the sensations. Santayana's "objectification of pleasure"
(ibid., p. 142) is basically the attribution of what he believes to be
the aesthetic quality, i.e. pleasure, to the object. Through this
attribution pleasure is transformed 4o Beauty. The empathists also
believed that more is attributed to the object than the sensations of
color, shepe, etc., but they did not disouss this "more", the aesthetic
quality, in terms of the quality of pleasure. Rather the aesthetic
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there are certain problems concerming cognitive functioning in the
aesthetic experience which the empathy theories come to answer and
which seem to have played an important role in the development of
the systems of empathy.

Just as when we say "it is a beautiful vase" we are telling
something of our pleasure reaction so, at the same time are we
involved in taking cognizance of certain shapes and colors. And
not only of shapes and colors but in the aesthetic experience we
take cognizance of qualities going beyond mere shapes and colors
and attribute words like "dymamic,” "moving,” "gay," "quiet." But
let us start from the beginning and see what cognition of shapes
and colors is, and how cognition of other qualities relate to them.

Implied in the views of the empathists is the following view
of cognition. In the elementary cognitive processes there is a well-
defined correspondence between the qualities atiributed to an object
and the visual sensations "transmit’bqgi_" by the object. There is in
us a sensation of red wpon foousing on an object and we see the
object as red. The epistemological problem of how we know that
redness is an "objective" quality is not important here. The point
is that there is a psychological phenomenqn by which a sensation in
us causes us to draw a conclusion about an objeoct focused upon. In
the aesthetic experience, however, there no longer sesms to be a

correspondence between visual sensations and attributions. The

qualities attributed to the object were basically those of activity
and movement, Thésé® had pleasure-dimensions but were of a more

defined character, than the general quality of pleasure in Santayana's
aesthetie, :



qualities attributed to the aesthetic objeot go beyond the visual
sensations transmitted by the object. It is a femiliar phenomenon
that we ascribe dynemic and even human, life qualities to inanimate
aesthetio objects. This seems in fact to be a perfectly natural
way for convey—lng our impressions of a work of art. Apparently
then, the obsgerver maintains an illusion regarding the aesthetic
object.l He sees more in the object than the object ostensibly
has to show. If we now ask how this takes place, the empathy theory
provides a ready formula. The source of the attributes which we
ageribe to the objeot that d.o not correspond to sensations caused
by the object, is in ourselves. What it is that takes place in
ourselves and whether it is really "taking place” depends on which
theory we speak of. In all of them there is some type of activity
taking place in the observer. In each of these theories we may
speak of ordinary qualities and aesthetic qualities attributed to
the object.

Before examining this further we should point out that it
is possiﬁ_e to question the validity of the phenomenon whi_ch we are

deseribing. It is possible to maintain that fundamentelly the

We are referring to illusion in the sense that E. H.
Gombrich discusses it. (Art and Illusion [Pantheon Books, 1960],
Introduction, cheps. 7 and 9.) Illusion is not a figment of one's
imaginetion but the very way of seeing things. Gombrich does differ
from the empathigts in that he extends illusion to all perception
while the empathists imply the existence of some primary sensations.
He feels that one can't differentiate between primary sensations end
illusory qualities or secondary sensations. "There is no rigid
distinotion between perception and illusion® (p. 29).

xii
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aesthetic experience is no more illusory than any other cognitive
process. This position is taken, for example, by Rudolph Arnheim,
a Gestalt psychologist who negates the role of empathy in aesthetics.™
| When we gay'that an illusion takes place in the perception
of an aesthetic object, we assume that the sensations that can be
caused by an objeot and that can be said to correspond to a "reality"
in the object are necessarily of an "elementary" type--e.g. color--
end that the entire visual phenomenon must be built up from there.
According to Arnheim this is fundamentally incorrect.® An object
may incorporate complex qualities which can only be conceived in
their entirety. It is these complex quelities or patterns which
can be considered as the aesthetie qualities of an object. (Armheim
feels that whenever we see an object as a unified pattern we are
seeing it as an sesthetic objeot.®) These patterns have a real
objective existence and meaning and do not come into being by meeans
of an illusion on the part of the observer.* Réther the meaning of
the expression of the object is self-evident. ‘“Expression is an
1nher§nt oharacteristic of perceptual patterns.”s The expression in

an objeot does not have to be associated with human emotions or

1Rudolph Arnheim, Art and Visual Perception (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1954),

®Ibid., pp. 361-376.
®Ibide, pe 3le.
*Ibid., p. 368.

8 Tbid,



experiences. “Expression has its origin in the perceived pattern and

in the reaction of the brain field of vision to this pattern."™ Armheim

does not believe that the patterm of an objeot is static anl we impose
upon a static situation dynamic essooiations. Rather he feels that en
objeot seen as a pattern expresses movement to begin with. This per-
ception consists in the formation within bmeself of a complex of
sensations which in their entirety correspond exactly to the pattern.
Thus the complex situation is the ‘same as in any cognitive process
in which a sensation in the observer corresponds to a qualii;y of the
perceived object.

By maintaining such a view Armheim placeé himgelf among the

"objective" aestheticians of whom we spoke earlier. The raison d'etre

of empathy is to meke precise a subjective aestheties, an aesthetics
where the subjective elements become embodied in the object. This
must be quelified in Lipps' case where the qualities of the object
are expressions of a greatér mode of Being but can only be realized
through the observer's experience. For the empathists then, it is a
basgic premise that on§ camot in "reality" perceive aesthetic
qualities in an object and these must come about by some kind of
illusion. It is important to realize, however, that this is a premise
and involves an interpretation of the aesthetic experience which one
mey dispute as, for example, Arnheim does.

Let us consider briefly the nature of the illusion whish the

11bide

xiv
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empathists asoribe to an aesthetic experience. Here we shall have
to treat Lipps separately from Lee and Munsterberg. For Lee and
Munsterberg the aesthetic qualities of an object correspond to some-
thing that is "going on" in the observer, something that is put into
or attributed to the object. For Lipps the aesthetic qualities do
already exist in the objeot in a metaphysical sense, i.e. they underlie
the physical objects, but they are not obvious on the perceptive level
except through the interpretation of the observer. So for all prace
tical purposes the observer attributes illusory qualities to the
object according to Lipps as well as Munsterberg and Lee, A

For Lee and Munsterberg what tanes place on the cognitive
side of the émpa'bhy theory in the -attri'butiqn of quelitles can be
deseribed (at least theoretically) in more or less concrete psycho-
logicel terms. The aesthetic object transmits data to the observer
which are received in the form of what we may call primery sensations.
These are the sensations which correspond directly to the "real”™ non-
aesthetic qualities of the objects, e.g. the redness of an object.
These sensations arouse, as a result of associations and memories,

that which may be referred to as secondary sensations.® What is the

lThere is a difference between the classical definition of
primary and secondary qualities and what has been discussed here as
primary or secondary sensations. The empathists and particularly Lee
and Munsterberg are not interested in the epistemological problem of
the existence of qualities in an objeot as were Locke and Berkeley.
The problem for these classical philosophies was whether ‘there are
qualities in an object that are conceivable without reference to human
sensations, If there are such qualities they would be referred to as
primary qualities. Other qualities which had to be felt were referred




neture of the secondary sensations for the empathists? For Munsterberg
they coﬁsist of kinaesthetic muscular activities on the part of the
observer; for Lee, they consist of the ideas of activity as derived
from memories of past ectivities. This shall become clearer in our
discussion of Lee. In either theory there are present in the observer
complex psychological states. (In Munsterberg psychological states
are equated with physiological states.) These states are interpreted
as qualities of the objeot of perception and these qualities consti-
tute the aesthetic content of the object. As a result an object is
seen as moving or dynamic, i.e. the lines and shapes seem to move and
stretch and bend. Since movement is associated with the animate and
living this means that the object seems to take on life and vitality.
Now how are the secondary semsations attributed to the object? The.

answer which forms a cruclal part of the theory is that for the

to as secondary qualities. Looke felt that qualities of extension,
motion, figure were primary qualities and had an existence independent
of the observer while color and odor were secondary qualities and
depended upon the observer. Berkeley felt that neither primary or
secondary sensations have an existence outside of the mind of the
observer.

Les and Munsterberg are not concerned with the problem of the
reality of the qualities of an object. They take the common sense
view that there does exist an objeot out there but that is aside from
their main concern which is a psychological one. Their interest lies
in the sensations the observer receives, the retinal image, the
vibrations of the ear drum. They are lnterested in the qualities of
an object only as they exist through the sensations. The secondary
sensations are those which are not directly attributable to the object
(as are the primary sensetions) but are a result of the primary
sensations, ‘

Lee and Munsterberg are not trying to say anything about the
outside world exeept to desoribe the functioning of man's mind in
relation to certain objects in it. They do not make the jump from
discussing man's mind to positing (as Berkeley does) all there is in
the world is man'’s mind.
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observer there is no essential difference between the primary and
secondary sensations to which we referred. The mechanism by which
primary sensations are sensed as being a reality in the objec'l; epplies
equally well to secondary sensations. The question now arises as to
what oonditions must be prevalent in order that there be aroused in
the observer these secondary sensations.

We shall see further within the system of each empathy theory
the conditions for the cognition of aesthetic qualities.

The basic questions asked by the empathists are then the
following: What is the mechanism for the illusion that accompanies
the perception of the aesthetic objeet? Secondly, what is the basis
for the pleasure and satisfaction--equivalently, the displeasure and
dissatisfaction-~that is part of the aesthetic experience?

~ In answering these questions we shall have to exemine carefully
the process of perception and attribution, the distinotive qualities
of an aesthetic object, and the relationship between the aesthetiov
experience and other life experiences. As we have indieated, though
Lipps, Lee, and Munsterberg may all be referred to as empathists,

they have rather different approaches in these matters.



CHAPTER 1
THEODOR LIFPPS

A. Einfthlung and Pleasure

Theodor Lipps is the psychologist of art with whom the concept
of Einflhlung is most widely assocciated. It is characteristic of
Lipps' theory that the concept of Einflihlung by which the aesthetic
éxperiénce may be explained, is applicable to a much broader range
of phenomena. As a special application of this concept the problems
of pleasure and cognition, as they have been presented in the intro-
duction as problems of the aesthetic experience, can be solved.

Einfihlung is for Lipps the phenomenon by which the activity
that one sees in objeots outside oneself is felt as the aotivity of
one's own self. Briefly stated, this extension of one's self is
possible because all objects in the world, animate or inanimate, can
be viewed as participating in & common mode of Being. What we have
called illusory qualities are just the manifestation of Being in
objects but since the observer can only realize Being in an external
object by applying the categories of Being in his own experience,
empathy is then also the process by which the self is attributed to
external activities and expressions to give them an inner dimension.

Einflhlung extends to all objects and situations and involves
a pleasure-displeasure alternative. For Lipps the basic souroce of

pleasure is involvement in activity. More correctly, for Lipps



pleasure is mesningful only as a mode or a quality of activity.> To
say that we derive pleasure from an experience 1s to say that we are
"positively" (rather than ™egatively"”) involved in an activity. This
is an underlying premise of Lipps' theory and is the reason that Lipps
explains as the basis for the pleasure in mesthetics the ability of a
person to involve himself in activity ocutside of his person.

Lipps begins by discussing the ordinary circumstance of a
person doing something and the simple pleasure received from absorption
of the self in his activity.® In contrast with this one could go
through activities per functorily with concarn only for the outcome
of the activity and not with the pleasure of experiencing it. (This
might be what differentiates the mractical situation from the aesthetic
one.) In any case, this is the simplest type of activity that inter-
ests Lipps. He refines the idea of activity as he goes along., It
comes to apply to something that someone else is doing but whioch the
observer experiences as if he were doing it himself.® It is at this
second stage of activity that we cen begin to apply the term
EinfThlung, The observer is mt overtly active btut his self can
experience the setivity manifested in other persons or objects. He
uses the example of the acrobat to explain this. Although the

observer is not himself swinging and balancing, as he watches the

11.ipps, Asthetik, Vol. II, p. 3.
2Ipid., Vol. I, p. 97f.

3Ibid., Vol. I, pp. 114, 120.



acrobats he experiences the strains and stresses inside himself that
he would experience if he were going through the overt actions of
the acrobat. (What exactly he means by experiencing the immer
activity of the person observed will become clearer as we proceed.)
In particular, it does not mean=-as it does for Lee--that internally
the observer is in a physiological state similar to that of the
acrobat. It is the same self though, which is ordinarily activated
through his own activity that is activated here where he is merely
wetohing someone else engage in overt activity., Lipps then goes on
to discuss activation of the self where there is no actual movement
being observed but where movement or activity is being depicted or
suggested, as in a picture of a man carrying a heavy load on his
back.* Lipps goes even further then this and claims that the self
can be activated where there is not even a suggestion of something
actually moving, but activity can be interpreted in the object
because energies and forces seem to be manifest in 1.2

In all of the se cases pleasure is felt as part of the activity
that takes place in the self. Pleasure resides in the activation of
self, the extent to which the quality of self can be manifested in a
situation. Pleasure is an inseparable part of the activity in the

same sens® as brightness is a quality of color. Lipps explains this

1Ibid., Vol. I, p. 143.

%Ibid., Vol. I, p. 167



by the following analogy: Consider a string of a piano or a violin.
Such a2 string has certain naturel frequencies of vibration which are
determined by its structure or its nature. If one of these vibra-
tions is imposed upon it the string will maintain this vibration. On
the other hand, if some other mode of vibration is given the string
it will be set into motion but the motion will rapidly die dowm.
According to Lipps, then, full activity on one's owmn part or in
reacting to something else means activation of the self. This self
has certain "mnatural® modes of activity. If a superimposed activity
is in agreement with the nature of the psyche the experience is
pleagant, if not it is umpleasant.
Auch die Seele hat wie die Saite ihr eigentimliches
Wesen, ihre eigentlmliche Organisation, Konstitution,
Struktur, kurz ihre eigentimliche "Natur."
o « « Es gilt der allgemeine Satz: Ein Grund zur

Lust ist gegeben in dem Masse, als psychische Vorginge--

oder Komplexe von solchen--also Empfindungen, Wahrneh-

mungen, Vorstellungen, Gedanken und Zusammenhi@nge von

solchen,der Seele ™aturlioch" sind.?

B. Self and Self -Activity
Although Lipps mever really defines what he means either by

self or activity of the self, an understanding of these should emerge

from an explication of his whole theory. The concept of self-activity

lLipps, Asthetik, Vol. 1, p. 9f. "The soul too has, just as
the string, its own being, its own organization, constitution,
structure; in short, its own matwe. . . . The following genersl
statement is valid: A basis fa pleasure is given by the extent
to whieh psychic events--or groups of these~-pamely, sensations,
perceptions, mental images, thoughts and combinations of these are
natural for the soul.”



is at exactly the cemter of Lipps' theary of Einfiihlung, for there can
be no experiencing of the activities of another person or object
without self-ectivity and, on the other hami, no attribution of
activity to the object without self-activity.

Let us try to olarify this concept of self=-activity. The
word "activity" suggests movement. It might be thought that self=-
activity means movement of the person's body, i.e. overt movemsnt.
There is certainly reason to believe that overt, physical movement
of a person involves self-astivity. When this movement is done
intensely or purposefully it is in fact evidence of self-activity.
To the extent that there seems to be a will working itself out in
the overt activity, there is manifestation of self-activity. But
although it might be underlying overt movements, self-activity in
its general sense cannot be equated with the overt activity of the
person. We mve already indicated that this is the case, for self-
activity occurs even when the observer is not doing anything. It
occurs through the contemplation of activity in sorething outside
the observer. But if the self is not identified with the person
that acts overtly, one might have the impression of the self as an
independent think=-like body functioning inside the person. On the
bagis of the violin-string analogy ams might think of the self accord-
ing to Lipps as & system inside the parson more or less separate
from ths outside world but which may be set into motion by certain
forms of excitation. Lee and Munsterberg understand the mammer in

which a person relates to aesthetic objeets in terms of an internal



mecheanism which responds in certain ways to certain stimuli. Munster-
berg even identifies this system in psycho-physioclogical terms. Lipps
makes no attempt to do this--not because of the limitation of psychology
at the time he wrote. Rather it is because this "model" of the self
does not correspond to his general theory. The point is that for

Lipps, whatever physiological and psychological activity may take

place in the person contemplati ng an external activity, it is in fact
the external rather than this internal activity which is to be under-
stood as the self—activ-ity.l How are we then to understand this seem-
ingly paradoxical notion of self-activity?

The diffioculty we encounter hare is due to our trying to
separate the camcept self-activity into two entities: a self and
aotivity of this self. Actually the two can only be understood
together. The self is that qumlity by which an activity becomes
relevant to a person. The self comes into being simultaneously with
its activity. It is not prior to it. The person who exerts great
effort to move a rock "feels himself pushing.” The verb "feels® has
here two objects: "himself"™ and "pushing." It is not that the self
exists beforehand and is suddenly activated, Rather the person
becomes aware of himself as he becomes aware of his pushing and this
suggests that the concept of self is dependent upon that of activity.
One can, of course, ingist that the concept of self is an a priori

concept and that feeling oneself is an empty idea. But it would then

Lipps, "Einfihlung, innere Nachehmung und Organemp findungem, "
trans. M. Schertel and M, Rader, ed. M. Rader, A Modern Book of
Aegthetics, pp. 291-304,




be very difficult to introduce & notion of Einflhlung whereby the self
is extended beyond one's body.

To analyze these concepts further we must broaden the notion
of activity as it occurs in tl» phrase gelf-activity. The standard
case of self-activity is that of a man intending o push a rock and
carrying through his intention. A basie point that Lipps makes is
that self-activity is manifested not only in the execution of the will
but also in the frustration of the will.® Thus if a man does not
succeed in moving the rock and the forces he exerts are not realized
in movement we may still speak of self -activity. So activity, first
of all, does not mean mere movement. What does take place here is
the exertion of a force and our notion of activity must include at
least this:

Ich meine mit der THtigkelt in diesem Zusammenhinge,
wie auch sonst, alles das in mir Erlebbare, das irgendwie
etwas von Kraft in sich sohliesst, jede Betdtigung oder
jode Welse des Sichauswirkens einer Kraft oder irgendwelche
Krafte; ich meine damit alles, in welechem ioch ein solohes
Sichauswirken einer "Kraft" erlebe.®

The ooncept of activity here is a very general one. From the
restricted notion of movemerk we pass to the more general one of

exertion of force. Although we have been giving examples of the

self being defined by overt activities aml exertion of physical force,

lLipps, Asthetik, Vol. I, p. 99.

2Ibid., Vol. II, p. 8. "I mean with activity in this con-
nection, @8 iIn general, everything that I can experience that some-
how involves energy, evary application ar every manner of carrying
out a force a various foroes; I mean thereby everything whereby I
experience such a carrying owt of a force."



this is because that most clearly exemplifies our point. But since
the self is more than that which engages in overt activity (this
being only one example of self), the force need not be a physiocal
force. Any striving, and in a sense, eny feeling will be referred
to as activity.

Lipps is not explicit but seems to be conveying the view
that the self is the compound of various immer "goings-on" in the
person. JThese "goings-on” which define the self are not merely a
matter of’tha observer receiving various sensations but are more
abstract processes. They are not, on the othar hand, merely the
ideas that one forms about objeots that he sees. The activities
that define the self might be characterized as "felt ideas. " As
we shall see, they are abstraotions necessary far the cognition of
ob jects, but also involve an appropriate feeling tme. Psychologi~-
cally this feeling tone might be described as a releasing of tensions,
feelings of expansion and striving. It is now possible to formulate
Lipps ' notion of self-sctivity in the following way. A person has a
conoep;b of self which is an expression of the Self underlying all
objects. This concept is not directly accessible to him. It is only
made accessible by putting it to work, so to speak, in the form of
activity. Activity is then the means foar the realization of the
concept of selfe There are various types of inner activities that a

person may experience. lhe self then is a many-sided concept, for

1Ibid., Vol. II, p. 3.



different self-sotivities may illuminate different aspects of this
concept.

More important, one's owmn realization of self can be enlarged
by more experience. Indéed, one could interpret the extension of
the concept of self as essentlially the import of the empathy concept
for Lipps. The self is extended by application to objects outside
the person, and as a result the observer experiences in his self
aspects of Being through the internal activities that the object
seems to express. It is, perhaps, this participation in the greater
Reality inherent in every ob ject which is at the base of the pleasure

of self-activity.

C. Einflhlung and Cognition

1. Inmer ideas

We have seen that Lipps explains pleasure in the aesthetio
exporience as a quality of self-activity. Now we come to the point
that the ooncept of self is also necessary for the very cognition of
objects.® The concept of self is necessary for cognition since one
understands an objeot aesthetically only by asoribing some aspect of
the self to it. Let us examine this more carefully.

There are certain expariences which are only known to a person

as they oocur in himself. They cannot be parceived owwardly and so

1This point is not made explicitly by Lipps. What Lipps does
is to illustrate at length (Ibid., Vol. I, pp..169-204) the role
played by empathy in grasping the content of visual percepts,.
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the ideas associated with these experiences cannot be abstracted
entirely from oneself. The idea of a finger, for example, is fully
grasped in terms of external perception and we can readily conceive
of anothe person having fingers in exactly the same way that we have.
But the idea of pride, or sorrow, or anger is mot fully grasped by
external perception. We have never fully seen these emotions outside
ourselves and are not capable of abstracting the internal experience
from ourselves., In order then to understand the expression of sadness
in a person's face, for example, the observer must apply the internal
experience hé himself has felt in meking suoch an expression. This
internal experience is an aspect of the self and it is the concept
derived from this internal experiemce of sadness which explains the
external expression for the observer, It should be noted that the
external expresslion is not understood by ascribing to it any present
experience ar specific memory of this experience.l Rather it is the
abstract concept derived from this experience of the self which
expleins the expression in the object in much the same way that the
concept of gravity "explains" the phenomena of falling. In either
case, one merely collects under one name a large number of experi-
ences, yet we think of this as an explanation. This is important
because it means that the introduction of the notion of self is part
of a person'’s understanding of his experiemnce of the world, his

cognition of objects. This impliss that as far as the observer is

*Ibid., Vol. I, p. 112,



concerned there is one Self for all o jeots. If Lipps admitted that
each object had its own self that could be known objeotively then
the ob jeot's meaning would be entirely evident from its external
expression., But his view indicates his presupposition that there is
an underlying reality which is basically one for all objects. A
person can only know his own self as it is expressed in activities,
but since that which is underlying other objects is of the same
substance he can aply his self te these objects, i.e. he can apply
internal ideas to a situation. This attribution of the idea of
internal experiences helps one understend a present situation like
the attribution of the color red to an ob jeot helps one understand

it.

2. Perception of emotions

There are various types of ima ideas that involve aspects
of the self.

As has already been indicated in our discussion, emotionsz
are some of these internal ideas that must be applied to under stand
the expressions in a person or objeot.l We oan never experience
another person's emotions from his expression because of the variety
of internal oha..ﬂges occurring durh g feelings of emotion. One then
cannot understand an emotion exoept as his emotion. All we can know
of another person'’s emotion is its extermal manifestations. For

example, when we perceive an expression of pride on a human face all

1Ibide, Vols I, pe 107.
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we can know of the person's pride is its external manifestation, say
certain movements in the neighborhood of the eye. It is difficult to
maintain that the emotion of pride can be fully equated with these
movements. This emotion elmost certainly involves some inner mechanism
which camot be felt by a person other than the 6ne who has the feeling
of pride. As a result the emotion of pride has never fully existed
for one person except in himself. The object has meaning foar him as
an object of pride only if he applies this concept from himself, We
see then that on one hand the suggestion of emotion in the external
expression brings forth the idea of this emotion in the observer, On
the other hand we camnot understand or fully take cognizance of this
expression without referring to its immer source, that is, the emotion

to which expression is being given.

3e¢ Porception of forces

But there are less obvious examples than that of facial
expressions depioting emotions which illusimte the fact that we
apply concepts based on our owmn experience to objects of the world.
The idea of force is an excellent example of ths.> We can see in
an object that is perfectly motionless the manifestation of forces.
But what are the forces? We either ses movement or not--neither case
seems to signify the concept of forece. Here, with Lipps, we are
referring not to the physicist's technioal, formal concept of force,

but rather to the import of this notion in everyday terminology.

11bid., Vol. I, p. 169ff.
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Force can be explained as a manifestation of a will. We gpply to the
object the idea of exertion or of will. That is because whenever the
observer executes a force it is because of his will, so it seems that
the object too has a will., For example, in order to understand the
relationship of a pillar to the building it supports we apply the Idea
of an exertion of energy upward. Otherwise the pillar would have no
meaning in relation to the building to whi och it is contiguous. The
piller seems to be manifesting its will because it suggests to the
obgerver the idea of exertion. This idea has been abstracted from
experiences of holding up some heavy weight and exerting a will to
keep the arm up with the weight bearing dowm on it. By aplying the
concept of exertion we meke connections between different ob jects in
order to understand or "apperceive” them. Bvery object then can

potentially be seen as dynamic and alive,

4. Perception of unity

Forces playing on each cther are how the self imposes an order
upon disparate objects a on differemt parts of one objects From a
more general view it can be said that the self brings unity within
an objeoct so that the various parts of the objest are beheld as one.*
Unity itself is therefore a basic inner idea which goes to constitute
the self and which when applisd helps one perceive and understand the

object. For example, although a tree consists of many components we

perceive it as having an underlying unity. Is this because the parts

1Ibid., Vol. I, p. 195.
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are physically attached to one another? Lipps is not satisfied with
this answer. The comnectedness itself does not constitute unity:
we still have to impose this concept somehow on the tree, for as long
as the tree is seen as occupying mare than just a point in space
there is no perceptual unity.l As we have indicated before, regarding
other types of objects, we must apply some concept to the object to
bring it together. What is the basis of this conceptual wmity?
Lipps prefaces hig own answer as follows:
Es gibt, dies muss unbedingt festgehalten werden,

schlechterdings keine vorstellbare Einheit auaser der

Einheit die wir in uns erleben.®

The unity of the tree is then also based on atiributing our
concept of self to the tree. Theare is no contradietion to the unity
of a person if different parts of our body occupy different parts of
space. Indeed there is a certain co-ordination between the wvarious
parts of the body as they are seen as belonging to one self. By
analogy there is no contradiction to the unity of the tree if its
branches extend in different directions.

In a manner of speaking we my say, as Lipps does, that the
tree is endowed with life during the course of perception. On the
metaphysical level this refers to the realization of Being in the
objects On the psychologicel cognitive level it means that the

activities of the self are employed to "put the tree together.”

 Ibid., Vol. I, p. 196,

®Ibid., p. 197, "It must be maintained without qualification
that there is absolutely no imaginable unity other than the unity we
exper ience in ourselves."
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Lipps claims that there is a natural tendency to form the analogy
of the branches of the tree with outstretched arms. A person under=-
stands the connectedness of the tree which connects the parts o his
body and applying it to the tree which is reminiscent of his body.
This process by which we see forces in natural occurrences

or unity in objects is referred to by Lipps as Einflhlung or Beseelung.

Einf'\ihlung in this specific sense is the application of human concepts
4o explain phenomena which are not directly human experiences. The
psychological premise is that a person builds up in the course of his
life a self-centered science in which external phenomena are under-
stood in terms of the same concepts as are internal phenomensa.

To summarize the wvarious stages of attribution, Lipps starts
with applying to human expressions and movements interpretations of
the inner feelings that accompany them.® He extends this down %o
inanimate objeocts where,although there are no feelings accompanying
its external being, the observer fully understands it only by attrib-
uting to it internal concepts.® These internal concepts that are
called forth and applied have their origins in the observer's
experience as Being is manifest in himself, but on applying these
immer concepts % an object the observer does not refer to or
remember the experiences that contributed to the formation of the

concept B

1Ibid., Vol. I, p. 105.
®Ibid., Vols I, p. 161.

8¢cf. the discussion regarding the parception of emotion
through facial expressions. 1Ibid., Vol. I, p. 112,



It should be noted that there are some inanimate objects
which suggest or express the se internal concepts of force, unity
emotion, etc. better than othars and these might be considered
aesthetic objects.

The unity of these internal concepts are wiat constitute the
self far Lipps. He never makes clear just how they are held together.
He is more interested in showing how these various inner ideas
funotion, how they are applied in order to be able to interpret
the world. Not all things which might be considered inner ideas
form what Lipps calls the self. Intellectual reasoning, for example,
occurs upon percelving objects and is in fact the most obvious way
to explain relations in what is seen., But Lipps, in fact, goes to
pains to point out that intellectual understending is not an example
of Einfilhlung.® Lipps bases his point of view in this conneotion on
the fact that we mever speak of "feeling owr selves think." Thinking
is somehow not & feeling process. There are a number of possible
explenations for this. It may be that the self is to be confined to
those inner ideas whioch somehow involve a carrying out of an intention
or a wille From this point of view the concept of self conveys the
notion of participation in a form of Being. Or there may be a purely
psychological distinetion between the immer activity of intellectusal

thought and the inner activity connected with emotions or with

1Ibid., Vol. I, p. 125, and Vol. II, p. 11,
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striving. In the latter there are actual physical sensations that
are felt in the ordinary sense but then sensations are too diffuse
to be localized. The thinking process, on the other hand, involves
no physical sensations and in a certain sense, therefore, is not
actually experienced. Lipps, however, seems to incline to the first
explanation, In drawing the distinction between the intellectual
judgment and other “self-activities™ he points to the fact that the
former came to us effortlessly and without involving any inner.
forces.™>

The process of Einfthlung occurs because the only self the
observer knows is himself. The experiences that go to make wp the
substance of his concept of self are his experiences. As a result,
when this concept is applied to explain connections outside himself,
it is still the same concept which is applied to connections within
oneself., This results in the dual character of the Einfﬂhlung
concept for Lipps: we endow the inanimate object with life (we
apply our self to it to meke it understandable in human terms) and
we participate in that life, i.e. the self-activities that are needed
to bring meaning to the object. Thus our self that is activated
through the perception of the object projects outward to the object

and imward to the observer. The experience becomes one.

D, Relationship between Philosophical
and Psychological Approaches

Lipps has devoted most of his philosophieal discussion

1Ibid., Vole II, pe 12



presenting examples of situations of varying degrees of complexity in
which the object takes on meaning throwh the application of the self
conoep'b.l His metaphysical presuppositions can be inferred from his
view that the apparent, material, or extermnl reality is mot self-
explanatory but that there is a greater internal reality about which
one must have lmowledge in arder to understand the external aspects
of objects. Otherwise, Lipps could explain the branches of trees,
for exsmple, as a physical concept. But he doesn't. Owur interpreta-
tion is that he sees them expressive of some inner reslity. There is
underlying the visible tree a reality not reducible to any physiecal
concepts. This Reality is common to both people and objects, to the
animate and inanimate. There is a unity between what seem to be
disparate selves, for underlying the variety there is a basic substance
of which all selves partake. By experiencing his own self then the
observer is able to participate in thi s Reality underlying every-
thing. He can interpret all ob jects through the basic experience of
this Reality in himself. Every object expresses this Reality but

the observer can only realize this by attributing the concepts of

his own self to the object. A rock ecen become alive and express its
Being for the observer only if the observer realizes that which the
rock suggests (e.ge & ® roe dowvnward) from his own experience, by
applying his own self to the object.

That the objeets of the world have an essential nature which

11bid., Vol. I, pp. 169-204,
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is not reduscible to physical oconcepts is & mremise which Lipps shares
with Husserl.® Lipps also shares with the phenomenologists the view
that this essenti al nmature must be directly experienced.
When I see the sculptured image of a man in the act
of rising, the sense-feelings which & real man would have
who thus arises, do not exist far my esthetioc contempla-
tion, any more than my own sensge-feelings so exist. What
I immediately intuit in the plastic form is its willing,
the power, the pride. Only this lies for my contemplation
immediately in the contemplated object. And to the
esthetic object belorngs absolutely nothing but what lies
immediately in the object of contemplation. The thought
that also the sense-feelings would unquestionably appear
in such & man if he were a real man, is an ingredient
added by my reflection.®
Where Lipps would teke issue with the phenomenologists is in
the question of the nature of the essences that underlies the objects
of experience. In Lipps there is just a single essence, the Self
that pervades the objects of the worlde All significance and meaning=-
fulness in nature is reducible to the single phenomenon of life=--or
equivalently, the self whioh seeks life. "Die Natur is uns liberall
lebendig. Uberall, wie gasagt, sehen wir Aktivitet, Pa.séivit‘ét,
Streben, Tun, Erleiden. ™ Phenomenology, on the other hanl, allows
for a variety of phenomena correspomling to the various forms of

expoeriences.

It should be emphasiz ed that there is & certain tension in

‘E. Parl Welch, Edmund Husserl's Phenomenology (Los Angeles:
The University of Southern California P: Press, 1939).

®Lipps," BinfBhlung irmere Nachahmung, und Organempfindungen, ™
in M. Rader, Modern Book of‘ Aesthetios.

3Lipps, Asthetik, Vol. I, p. 163.



Lipps. Although the observer refers to his own experience to explain
an object this does not meen that he is re-living any past or present
emotional state. This would male Lipps' view an associationist view,
as we shall find Lee's view to be. Rather the experiem es he refers
to are the forms of Being in himself aml the feeling that ocowrs for
Lipps is not then a physio=-psychologically based experience. It has
what might be called an existential meaning. It is the realization
or awareness of the forms of Being., Lipps might desoribe this
realization as involving feelings of striving, expansion and fulfill=-
ment and what sounds like a release of tensions. Although this sounis
ag if he is describing psychologleal activities which we automatically
assume to be grounded in a neuro-physiological system, Lipps is not
using these terms to indicate this. Rather this is the way he can
desoribe the experience of the realization of the forms of Belng in
the self. We can think of this experience of realization ocourring
in ourselves as a result of our partiocipating in some activity. But
the crux of Lipps' argument is that this awareness also occurs in us
by observing oﬂner. obJects and realiz ing the forms of being in thenm
which, as has been indiocated, is possible because of the umderlying
unity in all things.

The Gestaltist view as expressed by Rudolph Arnheim can by
contrast help us understand the self aspeot of Lipps' thought.
Arnheim feels that there are underlying structures or patterns in

the warld which are expressed in every objects® Thare are then

*Rudolph Armheim, Art and Visual Perception, Introduction.
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inherent in the visual pattern of an object expressive qualities which
are perceived immediately. Since the object is perceived as a whole
the underlying strusture as expressed through this individual object
is self~evident. For Lipps the underlying Reality expressed in an
object ocan only be realized by referring it to the self of the observer.
In some ways Lipps is actually very close t Arnheim simce the self
is not a personal self for Lipps in the sense that the observer is
exper iencing something exclusive to his own cumulative experience.
Rather the observer is applying the objective categories of Being to
the objects, His self auwomatically becomes involved because he can
only understand the objective categories in his own self. Both for
Armheim end Lipps the objects are expressions of soms objective
reality. For Lipps this objective Reality can only be understood by
channeling this Reality through the observer's self. This produces
the psychologicel experiences Lipps has described but is grounded in
the realization of Being rather than in any definable psychological
system.

There is throughout Lipps' discwssion a certain tension between
what might be called the mturalistic descriptions and mystical pre-
suppositi ons of his aesthetics On one hand he goes to great lengths
to explain and desoribe what goes on in the person in perceiving
various types of objects. These "goings on" or psychological experi=-
ences of the immer ideas help define the self. But on the other hand
these psychological activities do not entirely define the self, i.ce

the self is not reducible to these activities, Although these

21



activities are what the concept of self means for the observer and
should be understood as thoroughly as possible, the self is not just
the sum total of the activities. There is an indefinable dimension
to the self which goes beyond the psychologicel functioning of the
inner ideas. Lipps can be interpreted in this way because he wants
to apply the self to other objects and not to see it as something
which only ocours in the individual cbserver. The self therefore is
e state of Being applicable to all objectse As has been discussed,
it manifests itself in tlp observer 's consciousness through what we
have termed the "inner ideas.” The psychological processes are
expressions of Being in the observer so that for Lipps the psycho-
logical prooesses osm fit into his Ideal istic frameworke. They are
subsumed under them. They can only explain matters to a certain
point beyond which Lipps must posit the mystical Self,

Lipps does try to explain the psychological processes to some

degree a.nci does not make it an entirely mystiecal process. On the

other hand he stops shart of the point where the psychological process

can be made into a mechanistic prineiple where, for example, physio-
psyshological processes might be automatically called forth in
relation to certain external stimuli,

The psychological analysis in Lipps has this significance!
It explains why the concept of self that a person formulates camnot
be abstracted from his person. This means that a person can hawe
only one concept of self, and not a separate self concept for each

object perceiveds This is orucial for Lipps because this implies
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that when the self is seen as active in an extermal objeot, it is the
same self that is active in personal experiences. This is the means
by which the person participates in the activity of an extermal
object.

It is interesting to see how Lipps ' theoretical framework of
Einfihlung is reduced in Lee (who is not reslly involved in Idealist
presuppositions) to a machanical, psychological response which takes
place automaticel ly as a result of specific causes and effects.
Although Lee negates her earlier physiologically based aesthetic®
for one which she feels to be more like Lipps' tl® ory, her view of
Einfﬁhlung is not based on the premise of the realization of Being in
the warld but on the question of the perception of dynamic qualitiss
in ob jects. This is one aspect of Lipps' integrated view, but his
view is involved with the entire relationship between men and objeots
of the world., Lee develops this one aspect to understand aesthetic

perception.

Vernon Lee, "The Central Problem of Aestheties,” translated
into Germen in "Zeitschrift fir Aesthetik," 1910, and included in
Beauty and Ugliness anml Other Stuldies. Here Vernon Lee repudiates

her physiologicall y baged aesthetic in the essay "Beauty and Ugliness,"

and attributes responsibility for this mistaken view to her collab-
orator, C. Anstruther-Thomson. The latter essay also appears in the
oollection Beauty aml Ugliness and Other Studies.
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CHAPTER II
VERNON LEE
A. The Process of Aesthetic Perception

For Lee empathy is basically a matter of visual perception.
In fact, all objects are perceived according to Lee through a kind
of empathic process. The observer attributes his reactions in per-
ceiving an object to the objeect of perception.” We shall interpret
Lee as saying that this general prineiple applies to all objects,
the aesthetic object being a special case of this prineiple.

In objects which portray movement or are moving it 1s obvious
that one attributes movement to it as one attributes red to the
sensation of red, but Lee's basic concern is not with the objeot
which portrays movement, n;':r does she believe as does Lipps or
Arnheim, that there is an imnate expression or activity in the
object. There are no activities or movements going on, so Lee
must ask ihy inanimate objects, lifeless lines, can seem to be
more dynamio and moving than actuel moving <:>b;jec='t:s.’a The answer

is that the observer attributes to the objeot not only that which

*Lee, Beauty and Ugliness, pp. 17-23.

%Ibid., PpP. 354=356; also ppe 111-115 in her discussion of
Bernard Berenson where she emphasizes the distinection between move-
ment in represented objects and lines which express movement
unoonnected with representation,



corresponds 'to specifio sensations in the object but also what we
have referred to as illusory qualities. The quality of movement in

an inanimate object is such an illusory quality.

1, Basic principle of aesthetic perception

This attribution of what we have called primary and secondary
sensations (or qualities corresponding to something in the objeet and
illusory qualities) is founded on what one might deduce as Lee's basic
prineiple of perception. This prineiple then, includes the perception
of both these types of qualities. Lee does not explicate this prin-
ciple at any length but it seems to be at the core of her aesthetic,
binding the various aspeocts of her theory together. She has referred
to it as "the merging of the perceptive activities of the subject
in the quality of the object of perception, "l The constitution of
the object as far as the observer is concerned is to be equated with
the totality of the observer's experience in perception of the objeot.
The observer's only knowledge' of the object (which comes immediately

with perception) is the way it affects him. This becomes the defini-

tion of the object for him., For example, one sees & rose to be red.
One doesn't talk in terms of one's reactions to the object. One
dossn't sa'y "My reaction to the rose is that it is red" but rather
gssumeﬁ one's reactions to be equivalent to the object and simply

says "The rose is red," thereby making an inversion.® But there are

ZWernon Lee, The Beautiful, p. 63.

®Ibid., p. 58.
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many things going on simultaneously in the observer. The sensation of
the shape of the rose, the color of the rose, associations to one's
experience with the rose as a flower. All of these experiences togeth-
er contribute to cne's cognition of an objeots The mature amd complex-
ity of the objeect depend on what is going on in the b server during
perception. The process going on is more complex in relation to some
objedts than to others. As we shall see later, what "goes on" in the
observer duwring perception of aesthetic objects is at least in part
the reliving of past activity and the idea of this activity is per-
ceived in the object alongside with the other characteristics that
make up the aesthetic objeet.>
Lee indicates her general perceptive principle in the following:
It would no more occur to me that the movements were in
my mind than it would occur to me that, except as a result
of scientific teaching that which I ¢all color is a phenom-
enon taking place in my eye anl nerves or that which I cdll
a musical tone is similarly not in the vibrating body or the
air but in my own @ gans of perception. '
In other wards tlese qualities are, in my case thought
of and perceived as really existing in the external shape or
object however much my reason tells me that a motionless
object or a mere two or three dimensional form cammot be
performing any of the ections which I attribute to it.®2
Illusory qualities as well as qualities which correspond to specifioc
sensations can be perceived in the object because both are a result

of something going on in the observer snd what goes on in the observer

during perception of an object appears to go on in the object.‘_’

1Vernon Lee, Beauty and Ugliness, p. 53.

®Ibid., p. 102f.

®Lee, The Beautiful, p. 113f.
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For example, in relation to the illusim of lines moving in an inanimate
object Lee says:
Such movement of lines we have seen to be & scheme

of activity suggested by our own activity in taking stock

of a two-dimensional shape; an idea or feeling of activ-

ity which we, being normelly wnaware of its origin in

owselves, project into the shape mrecisely as we project

ow sensation of red from our own eye ard mind into the

object which has deflected the rays of light in such a

way as to give us that red sensation.
The psychologi®l basis for thi s perceptive principle is, as has beemn
mentioned, the non-localizable character of many sensations and feel-
ings. If a person oan locate a sensation in himself such as the
sting of a bee then this sensation is recognized as occurring in his
body and not in any otha objecte. If he feels himself in motion then
he recognizes this as his activity anml not the activity of any other
object but there are feelings and activities that talke place in the
person which he cannot locate because of their complexity. Then he
tends to objeotify his feelings in the object of which he is most

conscious and aware of at the moment. *

2. Lee's originel kinaesthetic view of perception

In the original essay on "Beauty and Ugliness™ (in collaboration
with C. Ansruther-Thomson), Lee propossd that the activities going on
in the observer in reaction to an aesthetic object could be explained
in terms of physiologioal activities. Lee held a kinaesthetiec point

of view whereby ths observer experienced bodily sotivity; muscular and

‘Lee, Beauty and Ugliness, pp. 30, 53.
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respiratory activity in the perception of an object and the objeot
was then perceived in terms of these activities. For example,
accarding to this theory if there was an expansion of the lunge in
reaction to an art object the object could be perceived aml described
as "expansive." Later Lee negated her early kinaesthetic views

based on a Jameg-Lange theory of emotion for a view whereby a more
abstract process takes place in the observer. "The phenomenon of
Einfihlung [then] . . . ean be explained by reference to merely

ment al phenomenon. ™

It is then obvious from the discussion of perception that the
attribution of activities W the art object is not added to the
process of perceiving the shape but rather this is the way the
observer perceives the shape. Association takes place instantane-
ously.

According to Listowel® this had been noticed by Robert
Vischer, one of the fir st psyshologists to apply scientific methods
to aesthetics--that the attribution of aesthetic qualities appears
to take place instantaneously upon perception. This idea was also
used by Stern to counter anti-associa:bim.is'b theories of aesthe tics

which felt that the reflection involved in associating, calling forth

1Ibid., pe. 821.

2Parl of Listowel, Critioal History of Modern Aesthetiecs,
pp. 54-57. Listowel here discusses Robert Vischer's Uber das

Optische Formgeftthl (Leipzig: Hermann Credner, 1873), and P.

Stern's "Einfithlung und Association in der neurenifsthetik,”
Beitrége zur Asthetik, Bd. V, ed. Lipps and Weiner, 1898,
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past memories would require too long a time and be too conscious a
process.

Although we have given gome indications as to what differen=
tiates attribution to the aesthetio objeot from the non-aesthetiec
one we have as yet to analyze what Lee means by the art object and
what she means by the activity of the observer that is attributed to
the art object. _

‘She calls her philosophy & "formal-dynamic" aesthetioc.®
"Dynemic® as we shall see is essential to her view of empathy as the
attribution of activity to the objeots But this idea of formal-
empathy ostensibly sounds quite incongruous since in popular thought
we usually think of empathizing or identifying with the human element
in the story or content of a work of art, and Vernon Lee seems to be
advooating an empathy with the formal elements of visual objects,
the lines, solors, etc. If we think of empathy though, as part of
the cognitive process as discussed above there is no problem of
empathizing with the formal aspects of an object, One can attribute
the qualities which fit with the formal elements of an object as one
oan attribute emotions to an object of human content. Let us see

how Lee integrates the formal elements into her system as a whole,

3¢ The three levels of perception
| Aocording to Lee there are three levels of perception.

There are the simple sensations which are taken in passively,

1100, Beauty and Ugliness, p. 353.



i,es. they do not demand any effort of attention on the part of the
observer. For example, & strong smell overwhelms one and is sensed.
The only activity that has to take place is the basic functioning
of the senses; there is no particular astivity outside this,* In
direct contrast to this is the second level of perception where the
objeot brings about a very defipite activity on the part of the
observer in relation to the objeect. Here the observer attributes
to the object among other qualities that of the purpose and function
it plays in relation to the observer's life. The observer must do
something or not do something in relafion to the object but he does
not on this lovel of perception merely contemplate it .2

The aesthetic level of perception stands in contrast to the
practical and sﬁnple-sensétion levels disoussed above. What takes
plece here are not simple sensations but a group or combination of
sensations in relation to each other. These cannot be ™taken in"
but in order to be perceived connectioné must be made between the
various sensations. These connections involve some kind of activity
on the part of the obéerver. We shall see the complex nature of this
activity later.® The important thing for the presemt is that there
are three levels of perception to which can be applied Lee's "per=-

ceptive prinoiple!’ The aesthetic level seems to stand between the

1Ibid., pp. 22-29.
aibid-, pp. 8‘15-

>Ibid., pp. 29-34.



simple sensations where there is no active involvement on the part of
the observer and the practieal level where involvement leads to overt
action, In the aesthetic sitwation, on one hand, the attribution of
qualities of purpose and funotion which would lead to overt action is
inhibited but, on the other hand, in order to experience the aesthetic
object the observer must by some internal activities make the connec-
tions between the sensations. It is in relation to this view--that in
order to have cognition of an object some activity must take place on
the part of the observer--that Lee is olosest to Lipps, but it also
indicates the artificiality of their commection because the inner activ-
ities which meke sense out of objects for Lipps are the applying of
universal eategories which for Lee it is applying that which is

abstracted from the observer 's past personal experiences,

Bs The Aesthetic Object
1. "Shapes" and "things"

Lee ocalls the object of the third aesthetic level of perception
”shapes”‘ and of the second practiocal level of perception "things."
Shapes are abstract geometric forms; they are not recognized as any-
thing that serves any function or means anything other than a relation-
ship of lines and colors. They are bhesically spatial figures in
relationship to other spatial figures. The observer, by concentrating
on these qualities, inhibits attribution of qualities of function and
purpose which would meke the "shape®™ into a "thing." The aesthetio
object as shape 1s contemplated for its own intrinsic worth as a spatial
figure and not for anything beyond this. But these abstract, geomet-

trical figures are not independent ereations. They are what visually



go into meking up the objects of the worlde Those objects which serve

as functions for something outside themselves are "things."™ The "shape"

or art object are then aspects of the ™thing™ or practiocal object.t
"The word beautiful implies the satisfaction derived from the contem~
plation not of things but of aspects.'®

In order to perceive an object aesthetically the observer will
concentrate on the geometrical form in the objeot and ignore what the
object represents or for what it can be used. For example, one doesn't
aesthetiocally perceive a house as a place of shelter. Rather one
might concentrate upon the triangular shape of the péinted roof. The
house itself though is not ignored. The "thing," the non-zesthetie
aspects are necessary to bring one's attention to the "shape.," First
one is attracted to the house as a imuse but then upon looking at it
one gets involved in concentrating upon the triangular shape of the
roofe It is the house which directs your attention to the shape since
aesthetic empathy is oconstantly interspersed with the non-aesthetie,
the shape with the thing.® However, during the process of aesthetic
empathy the observer views the objeot as divorced from the thing.

Artistio contemplation is a combinatioﬁ usually a
rapid and so to spesk, contrapuntal alternation of many

other mental processes with the particular one we have
called Aesthetic Empathy, such aesthetic empathy never

1Ibid., pp. 14-19.
RIvid., p. 19.
®Ibid., ppe 90-97.
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arising except where the attention has been directed on

to given visual, audible or verbel forms by some of the

dozen practical uses, emotional needs and intellectual

interests whish press into their service or accidentally

appeal to the eye, the ear and the habit of speeoh.1

In differentiating further that which characteriges the
sesthetic from the non-aesthetic, the "shepes®™ from the "things,"
Lee feels that the perception of a thing requires informetion that
you cennot gain from the perception of the objects This is infor-
mation that you can only gain from knowing about the object in
other contexts. For example, if you see the chair in the picture
of Van Gogh's bedroom and attribute to it the qualities of "sheir
that can be éat uon, and belonging to Van Gogh,“ you are involving
information from other experiences, that of the purpose of chairs
and that this is Van Gogh's room and therefore his chair. But if
you see the chair as a_cerfain relation of geometrical forms it does
not involve knowledge outside the shapes themselves, “knowledge
which the shapes themselves do not afford, ™
It is because of this that Lee feels that "shapes"” are two-

dimensional while one of the characteristies of a thing is its cubio
dimension, its ™three-dimensional aspeoct.” The oubic dimension
involves knowledge which the shapes in themselves do not afford.

One infers experiences unrelated to the perception, the seeing of

the objects In recognizing a three-dimensional object one infers

1Lee, Beauty end Ugliness, p. 363.

®Ibid., p. 113,

SIbid., pp. 84~89.
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locomotor experience, the object is seen with the knowledge of how

it is if seen from a change of place or position. For example, one
infers what one knows about a house; that if we would walk around

to the side of the house we would see that it recedes backwards. But
the shapes themselves do not tell this. This does not mean that
pictures drawn in perspective are unrelated to art, for although the
three-dimensional aséec‘b is not the aesthetic part the shapes may
well be found in & three-dimensional pic‘l;ure, the three=~dimensionality
of it making the picture more interesting in general and more capeble
of drawing the observer 's attention to the shapés, the two-dimensional
sensation-relationships of the objeot.

Once the observer is brought to concentrate upon the "shapes™
the makeup of the shapes themselves is to enclose the observer's
attention in thé object because the shape has a "reiterative char-
acter," it directs the activity of the eye back upon itself so that
the observer is held entirely in contemplation of the wvarious sense
relationships of the shape.” Lee's implication is that the eye's
attention is held better by shapes‘ than when an object is seen as a
"thing® where cultural associations might distract the observer from

the object itself.

2. The universal character of "shapes"
Paradoxically the experience of perceiving a shape, although it

requires limiting one's point of view in regard to what is seen, is

1Ibid., pe 74=77.



richer and deepes: than that of perceiving & "thing." The ™thing"
represents something specific whose associations are fairly limited
and demending of certain actions toward it. The "shape" for example,
of triangle and the activities that oocur in perceiving it can be
applied o all possible experiences of triangle. The question arises
though that since shapes are aspects of things, why can't one see the
shape as one looks at the thing? Why does the thingness of the

object have to be inhibited in order to perceive the shepe with its
universal character? This is because in perceiving an objeoct the
observef is attempting to understand it and grasp it in terms most
readily available, the object's more striking aspeets. The understand-
ing or grasping of a thing mea;zs understanding how the tﬁing functions,
how you are to relate to the object, This relationship to the object
as a function shuts off the objeot from being understood as shape.

It inhibits the ability to see the shape simultaneously as one reacts
to the thing.

In contrast to this when dealing with shape the only way of
understanding it is by finding comneotions between the different parts
of shape itself rather than commecting the shape with the observer or
with something else. The observer makes these connections by means
of geometrio ideas.l_ Thesg ideas come from the collection of past
experiepces having in common this specific idea of movement.

It seems that the "shape” with its abstract character is the

1Ibid., p. 38.



fitting objeot of aesthetic contemplation for Lee because it most
directly brings forth the idea of movement in the observer. The
"ghape" corresponds to activity because visually movement can be
considered a geometrio idea; it follows a certain pattern of points
and lines. Originally Lee felt that the activity which connected
the points and lines was the actual activity of the eyes and that
this movement gave rise to a specific feeling of movement whioch was
synonymous with bodily activity. But Lee later repudiated the
kinaesthetic aspect of this theory and also felt that the eye move-
ments are not varied enough to ascocount for the subtle differences
between shapes. The eyes though could suggest abstract ideas of
movement,
3, The idea of movement in the object
derived from memories of activity

The limited eye movements could not explain the variety of
movements seen in an sesthetic experience. Also the activities of
the eye ocould not explain the pleasure in the aesthetic experience.
Lee wanted a more refined idea of "shape" perception, of movement to
connect the semnsations, so she developed the view that the eye move-
ments and bodily parts connected with adjusting the eyesight bring
forth the idea of Movement in general which emables the memories of
past movements to be associated with the shape. The memories of these

past movements is what is attributed to the object in order to explain

1Lee, Beauty and Ugliness, p. 355.
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for Lee the qualities of movement in inanimate objeots. But these
memories of aoctivity are not memories of specific activities; for
example, the observer stretohing upward in this place at that time.
Rather they are the residue of countless past activities. That which
is attributed to the object is the idea of movement teken from ome's
memories of all past movements that are associated with the present
act of perc:e;:«llmi.non.:L It is this idea of movement rather then the
actual eye movements which commects the points and lines together
and which unifies it into a "shape.®
It should be noted that ideas for Lee are not Ideas in a
Platonioc sense as they are in a sense for Lipps. They are part of
the psyochologieal process and do not stand for a greater reality
out gide the psychologieal process,.
Lee reofers to the re-living of past activities as the awaken=-
ing of dynamic dramas in man. She characterizes the whole process as
the attribution of our own modes of dynsmic experience
to the shapes whose perception is a result not merely of
the bodily activity of our eyes but of the "mental” . . .
activities of measuring, comparing, combining of the
visual date and is accompanied by the reviviscence of
motor experience as distinguished from mmsoulayr sensa~:
tions in what we call our mind.”
No actual muscular sensations have to take place for in Lee's
later aesthetic motor the idea of astivities have replaced muscular

sensationse There might nevertheless be people who may actually feel

muscular reactions to a work of art but these kinaesthetic reactions

*Lee, The Beautiful, p. 64.

®Lee, Beauty and Ugliness, p. 143.



are secondary and are not the way we perceive the object. They ococur
only after the perception and attribution of dynemic qualities to the
art ob;jeo'tz.1
C. The Centrality of the Concept
of Activity in Lee's Aesthetio

Activity or movement then is the center of Lee's aesthetioc
from which emerge the various aspects of her aesgthetic. The movement
attributed to the object is defined by the idea of activity felt in
the observer; the aesthetic objeot comprises the fommal characteris-
ties of the object which are taken in most simply and directly by the
activities of the eye and become interpreted in terms of ideas of
activities associated with it. Why,though)is activity or movement
so central to Lee? Why does she identify her aesthetic so strongly
with "dynamio"” and "active™? She does not, as Lipps does, deal with
actuel movements, for example, of aorobats or dancers. Rather she is
interested in the quality and feeling of movement in the ssemingly
statie lines and shapes. Possibly it is because this quality of
activity or movement distinguishes the living from the non-living.
Heightened activity is life-enhaneing. This heightened activity, it
can be deduced, ocours for Lee in the aesthetic realm of perception
rather than the practical realm which ostensibly might seem to be the
more active, because aesthetic perception can call upon the totality
of experiences of a past activity of the observer (and possibly

experiences of the race too). Practical activity is limited to

1Ibid., pe 357
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specific acts in relation to spesifio éituations. Therefore associ-
ations with a practiocal object must be relevant here and now. The
aesthetic object goes beyond any speoific time-and-place situation

and can be associated with an asctivity as it has occurred in all times
and places. A4lso, once a practical aotivity is completed the attention
of the observer is diverted to another object, but in perceivj.ng a
"ghape” one can re-live the activity in the mind over and over again.
In fect, part of the qharaoteristics of the "shape™ is that it is
reiterative. It brings the attemblon of the observer back to it
again and again.

Having emphasized the special role of activity in Lee's
fheory, we can look upon her distinctions between shapes and things
in & different light. Up until now we have seen the distinetion in
that “"shapes” can call forth a wast store of memories, whereas "things"
by the immediacy of their nature are more restrictive in their associ-
ations. But can't "things" too call forth chains of association and
can't we imagine that in the contemplation of a "thing" an observer
willv also be involved in & drama of some kind? Would Lee consider
this a limited aesthetic experiex_zoe or wpuld it not be an aesthetie
experience at all? In seeking an answer to these questions we realize
that the special role played by shapes is due to the special nature of
movement memories, Lee postulates that the memories of movement exist
at & more accessible level of oonsciqusness then other memories:

Einfthlung is a mere regrouping of senses of movement

which are forever present in our consciousness, indeed
which seem to form its woof. Feelings . . . of dynamic



conditions and attractions are among the immediate, the
primary data of our psychio life.*

Lee spesks as if the senses of movement in the observer are
so basiec to his makeup that movements might be thought of as part of
the very mechanism of perception. The result is that ideas of
movements form a part of the process of perception. On the other
hand, other memories are recalled after the object has already been
perceiveds Therefore they are no longer felt in the object and
their experience is of a differenmt nature than the aesthetic experi-

ence.

D. Aesthetic Pleasure

There is a basic similarity between the sources of aesthetiec
pleasure. for Lipps and for Lee. For both the pleasure consists in
living end in being active through perceiving the object. But for
Lipps this aetivity ig a present calling forth of universals but does
not have to relate to some personal experiences of one's own, while
for Lee the activity of the observer is being re-lived. Similarly,
whereas for Lipps the beauty of the aesthetic objeot depends upon the
pleasantness of the present experiemce, for Lee it depends on the
pleasure of past experiences which are being recalled.

"Aesthetic" for Lee ean be equated with activity, or more
precisely, with the re-living of activity in the mind of the observer.

In some cases "shapes" awaken in the observer movements or memories

lLee, Beauty and Ugliness, p. 83,
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of pest movement s which have pleasant assocoiatlons to the observer,
and some shapes correspond to activities which, when re-lived in the
mind of te observer, are felt to be unpleasant.® (A "thing" of
course does not bring forth the aesthetie activity that a shape does,
so that there is no problem of confusing the unpleasamt of the "thing"
and the unpleasant of the "shape.”™ For the unpleasantness of the
"shape® refers only to the associations with movement, while the
"thing" brings in other cultural associations.)

One's aesthetic preference will depend upon whether the shape
brings forth memories of activities which are felt to be pleasant or
unpleasant. The pleasant, of course, are preferred to the unpleasant.,
The implication here is that if in peroeiving & shape there are brought
about unpleasant memories in the observer this will still be consistent
with the aesthetic nature of the experience. For Lee as well as for
Lipps both beauty and ugliness depend upon having an aesthe tic experi-
ence in the first place, 1.e. &3 long as there is a pleaswe-dis-
pleasure alternative it can be considered aesthetic if the other
conditi ons set forth apply. Lee felt that one can perceive something
as aesthetic but yet not enjoy it for it doesn't bring forth pleasant
associations, That might imply that living fully or intensely as one

does in the life-enhancing aesthetic experience is not necessarily

0

pleasant.

Just as sympathy with the grief of ow neighbors
implies in ourselves knowledge of the conflicting statesg--

1Ibid., p. 17.



hope, resignation, pain and the efforts against pain--
which constitute similar grief in our own experience;
80 the aesthetic attribution of our own dynamic modes
to visible forms implies the realization in our con~-
soiousness of the various conflieting strains and
pressures . . .'° [ltalics mine]

In this way Lee might be answering the problem as to how one could
find aesthetis the portrayal of the crass or ugly. One experiences
the ugliness but there are other conditions, e.g. that it is per-
ceived empathically as a dynemic configuration of lines, that make
it an aesthetic experience.

Lee claims that the observer receives pleasure from the
revival of past activities insofar as the activity in relation to
the shape is “"favorable to our existence.'™ What makes an object
"favorable to our existence"? Lee has indicated that the idea of
movement was pleaa&able if it had pleasant assooistions and from
the "favorable to our existence™ idea Lee implies that movements
have pleasant associations if they in some way enable man to adapt
to life better. We interpret "adapting to life" in the following
wayt Activity or movement is essentially of practical value. It
denotes a change in the state of man and enviromment. If this change
benefited man's survival it would have pleasant associations and be
Pfavorable to ;)ur existence¥s if it indicated a change which
threatened man and was unfavorable to man's fight for survival it

weas found as unpleasant.

1Tbide, p. 20.

®Ibide, pe 21.
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It is interesting then that in spite of the formal aspects
of Lee's aesthetic, according to this interpretation, the roots of
her aesthetic are in the practieal world. Activity is so central
because activities occurring from the minute a person is born threaten

or enhence his survival,

E. Concluding Remarks on Lee's Theory

Although Lee shows how Mactivity" is co‘nnected.with man's
relationship to the world it is mot clear how re-living of activities
in the mind fits in with the general psychic makeup of the observer,
It seems that this experience of what Lee calls the "dynamic dramas®
is not just an intellectual realization of the idea of activity but
it has a "felt" quality. Nevertheless she does not make clear any
theory of emotion to help us understand the interaction between the
memories of activity in the mind and the observer's feelings and
emotionss Originally in the essay "Beauty and Ugliness™ she held a
kinaesthetic view of empathy which is an answer to the question of
the interaction of emotion and activity. The activities that were
experienced in the observer in relation to an objest were physiologi-
cal activities and Lee equated physiological activity with emotions
(in adherence to the James~Lange theory).® It was these emotions as
bodily activities that were interpreted into the art object. Actually
Lee had solved two problems with her kinsesthetic view of empathy.

Both the emotions felt in perceiving an art object and the qualities

1Ibide, pe 94.



projected onto the art object are to be translated into concrete
physiological terms. The activities perceived in the object corres-
ponded clearly to the actual physiological feelings of activity in
the observer.

Lee had to abandon the kinsesthetic view because she felt
that there wasn't sufficient evidence of bodily aotivity occurring
in the peroeption of the 7objeot.1 Although, as we have indicated,
her later views give a more refined and complex view of the activity
perceived in the object, there is much obscurity concerning the
relation of these memories of activity and the feelings and emotions
of the observer.

Lee, in her aesthetic, attempts to answer the questions as to
how motionless objects can appear to be active and moving,

why motionless shapes should aweken pleasant or umplessant

dynemic dramas in owr mind, and awaken them very often far

more vividly than the sight of bodies which we know to be

really moving through real space, as my gallery observa-

tions testify to the real movements of people and carriages

seeming dull and dead compared with the intensity of move-

ment attributed to painted or earved shapes.z
In order to explain this Lee postulates the "shape™ to be the aesthetiec
object at the expense of the "thing." That is, since there is a cor-
respondence between the lines and poin‘bé of a shape and the idea of

movement Lee had concentrated only on the formal espects of an object

in order to explain motion in inanimate shapes. She postulates as

1Ibid., pe 352.

2Lee, Beauty and Ugliness, p. 356.




irrelevant to the aesthetic experience the subject-matter or "content"
of an art work. This results in an interesting dilemma. On one hand,
by concentrating on the formal geometris aspect of things she is
dealing with the most universal aspect in that it is not limited to
this specific phenomenon. It is the theoretieal construct abstraoted
from specific phenomena and applicable to other situations. In this
way the aesthetie experience is a broad one for Lee. But on the other
hand Lee is limiting that which can be universalized to a certain type
of thing, e.e. to geometric, formal relationships. By giving only the
underlying visual constructs she execludes many aspects of life which
could be introdueed into the definition of an art work and emrich
these lines and shapes. For example, & line might express great grace
in its ocurve but if this curve is also to portray the bending of a
man's back in prayer in a Giotto scene, the curve is given another
dimehsion of meaningfulness which enriches the basic construct.
Although Lee feels that attention to the content of an object would
inhibit one's ability to see it as a shape, we would venture to say
that part of‘ the richness of art comes as a result of seeing how the
formal relations and subject-matter of an aesthetic object fit
together so well. Of course for Lee there is richness in the basie
construct in itself, the rhythm of a line, for example, is significant
because it brings into play the activities or movements of one's
experience and it is these activities which are the essence of iife.
Someone who would not define life in Lee's terms of movement could

argue that which has been argued above, This oriticism might be



levelled at formalistic views of art in general. By proferring a view
in which the aesthetic object gives the artistic construction, the
formal relationships between lines and shapes, they exclude other
levels of meeaningfulness for these lines and shapes.

Lee 's aesthetic theory gives us a system which answers in her
terms the oognitive problem in the aesthetiec experience, e.g. the
problem of why we attribute illusory qualities (or qualities which
do not correspond to any specific sensation in the object) to the
object. The illusory quelities of movement are what concerned Lee,
She explained them as a result of re-living past movements and attri-
buting the idea of this activity unto the objects But Lee does not
deal with empathy as a pleasure function. In Lipps it is such because
pleasure is a function of empathic cognition, i.e, the realization of
the forms of Being in the self. But for Lee attribution itself does
not bring pleasurs or displeasure to the observer. Rather the object
causes pleasure or displeasure insofar as the observer experiences
"dynamic dramas” which were pleasurable or not pleasurable, but not
as in Lipps and Munsterberg as a correlate of attribution. There is
a machanical process involved whereby there is a cause-effect relation-
ship between object and observer. But since the effect is diffused
the observer locates it in the objeet. It is nevertheless the cause-
effect situation which is the basis of pleasure.

As we have seen, the dynemic dremas that are attributed to
the object are an abstract type of aetivity in the observer. We now

come to a much more direct view of activity. This is the view of



Hugo Munsterberg who propounds & view similar to lee's early kin-
aesthetic view and extends the understending of activity in his concept

of & "tendency to action.”
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CHAPTER III
HUGO MUNSTERBERG

Hugo Munsterberg's aesthetic is also based on a theory of
aesthetic empathy. As do‘ Lipps and Lee, he feels we attribute some-
thing of ourselves to the object. In all cognition we attribute
qualities to the object but, as has been pointed out, asesthetic
empathy tries to explain the attribution of certain illusory quelities.
We can explain these illusory quelities, according to Munsterberg, as
an extension of the general concept of cognition. Just as we attri-
bute primary sensations (as explained in the Introduction) instantane-
ously without being conscious of associating them with one's
experience, so too secondary sensetions are perceived in the object.
As does Lee, Munsterberg seems to feel that when we cannot loocalize
& sensation in ourselves (as we can in the case of the bee-sting) we
attribute it to the object. The same principle applies to the attri-
bution of qualities at every level of perception. For Munsterberg all
peroeption san be understood in terms of physiological conditions. In
the aesthetic case that which occurs in the observer in reaction to
aen art objeot is the ocontractions of muscles, nerve tensions, etc. and
it is this which is attributed to the art object.

Yes every aesthetic demand in regard to space-
division and outline, light values and color, content

and meaning and expression can be understood as the
result of psychological conditions and all can be
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related to the causal working of ganglion cells and
nerve fibres, muscles and tendons, laws of nervous
irritation and irradiation, nervous excitament and
inhibition can explain the totality of factset
Before we can understand that physiological activity which
ocours in relation to aesthetie objeocts we have to see what happens

on other levels of perception.

A. The Three Levels of Perception
The simplest level of perception for Munsterberg is one in

which he feels there is no reaction in the dbserver out side of the
activity of the eyes and visual processes. The observer focuses on
the object and records the image in the visual field and attributes
to the object its shapes and colors. Visually

we are conscious of the looal relabtions of optical

points not from the optical sensations themselves but

from the movement sensations which ariginate with the

eyeball muscles and that these muscles move by brain-

reflex for the purpose of bringing me point after the

other into the middle point of most distinect vision.®
Munsterberg's emphasis on the movement sensations rather than optical
sensations has importance for his theory later on. For the presgent
the important fact is that there is a level of perception which affects
no other part of the body except the eyes. "The eyes follow the out-

lines of the visual objects but the body as a whole remains ummoved. ®

H, Munsterberg, Principles of Art Education, p. 107.

®1bid., p. 81F.

anido’ Do 83,
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This occurs because the observer is involved in something else and
attributes geometrio aspects to the objeot, i.e, sees its forms but
does not attribute any other quality of meaningfulness to the object.
We are surrounded with visual forms which do not affect us more than
being passing images.l But there are some images which cause the
motor sensations effected by the eye movements to "radiate to other
muscle groups of owr orger.nism."e This brings us to the second level
of perception.s This is cauaed by an object in our field of vision
which demends some practical action.* The visual image plus the
observer *s psychologicel state of attention forces the observer to
attribute’ to it not only certain geometrie qualities but qualities of
purpose and funotion.

We may say that the idea whieh brings about the action

is more than the optical impression; it is the optical

impression plus the idea of the change to be reached by
the movement, an idee which results from associative

*Ibid., p. 83f.
%Ibid., p. 82.

SThere are those who would flatly deny this. As has been
mentioned, Rudolph Arnhéim claims that there is no perceptive activity
outgide the eyes and visual field of the brain. He oritiocizes those
who say that the visual objeot brings forth associations which bring
about muscle or nerve reactions. This is for him one type of percep-
tion imposed wpon another. (Art and Visual Perception, pp. 361-376.)
Arnheim though is building his view on different axioms than Munster-
berg. For Arnheim, inanimate objects have inherent in them dynamic
qualities so that all one needs to view qualities of movement is the
simple visual apparatus. But for Munsterberg the only way that
dynemic qualities can be perceived in the object is if the observer
puts them there. They can be put there only if the visual impression
brings about in the observer associations to movement,

“Munsberberg, Prineiples of Art Education, pp. 82p-84f,



processes in the brain. We may say in general: whenever

the given optical impression comects itself with the

idea of a future effeot or change, the resulting motor

impulse is felt and inberpreted as our own activity,

directed towards the future end.®
An object perceived as such affects not only the movement of the eyes
but the motor impulge in the brain stimulates the muscles in other
perts of the body. This object which is seen as possessing a function
demands some action from us and so the stimulation of muscular groups
of the organism takes place. The observer must change the object,
retreat from it or approach it and use it. The object is seen as it
relates to things outside itself. In contrast to the first level of
perception this second case is one in which the observer reacts in
relation to an objeot. There is bodily movement that goes on besides
the activity of the eyes; In the first case of the eye movements the
muscle sensations are localized in the object. That is, as in all
cognition one is not conscious of eye movement sensations but only
of the image that they produce. In this second case, that of the
stimulation of other muscles of the body in reacting to a practical
object the movement sensations are felt in the arms, legs or other
relevant organs. This of oourse is because the sensation is not a
diffuse one and one does not have to looalize it in the object but
is localized, for example, in the arm by the very raising of the amm
to grasp something, or the foot to walk. There is no doubt as to

where the movement sensations are occurring.

1Ibid., p. 84f.
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In this second case the optieal impression does produce a
bodily movement but the corresponding movement semnsation
is felt as & state of one's own personality, as indication
of the subjective reaction. We perceive the thing and we
perceive ourselves as performing the action.

The aesthetic level of perception stands hetween the two levels
disoussed above.,® On one hand it is not like the first level of per=
ception where the object only affects the eyes. Rather the person
reacts as a whole person (i.e. a physiological organism) in the
aesthetio situation. In contrast to Lee where the aesthetic object
is the "shape," the geometric construction, in Munsterberg the object
is geen as a geometric object only when the observer is not really
paying attention to the object. The aesthetio situation is like the
practical ome in that it brings into play the same mechanism of
stimulation of bodily activity. In the perception of the aesthetic
object though, this bodily or muscular activity never culminates as
it must in relation to the practieal object, in overt action. The
motor impulses remain inhibited. The question arises as to how the
observer reacts, i.e. experiences fhe innervation of muscles without
this resulting in overt action. The contraction of muscles in the arm
makes the arm move. How could this contraction ocour and not result
in an actual movement? Munsterberg answers this with the concept of

the innervation of antagonistic muscles.s The observer in reacting to

an object experiences the contraction of musecles as if he was going to

1Ibid., pe 89.

®Ibid., pp. 86-87.
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act towards the object but is inhibited from doing so by the movement
of the opposing muscles whioh check and balance out the initial
action. All the observer experiences is the tension between these
muscles and the feelings of energies that result from this tension.
The suppression end inhibition of the idea of
practical future end thus oreates & suppression of
the real external movement, an effect which is pro-
duced in the orgeanism by an innervation of the
antagonistic muscles.s That which the motor impulses
produce is thus not an actual movement but a system
of tensions and contractions which gives us sub=-
jeotive feelings of strain, effort, tension, direction,
movement intention.
B. Aesthetic Object
The basic question that must be asked is "Why is there an
inhibition of overt action in relation to the mesthetic object?”
Why does the physiological activity that occurs in reacting to an
object not find fulfillment in overt action? First though, we must
analyze the nature of aesthetic objects to see why they do not lead

to overt action as practical objects do.

1. Isolation of &esthetic objeot

For Munsterberg the basic characteristic of the asesthetic
object is that it is mot viewed as a means to any other end but as
an objeet of intrinsioc value to be contemplated for its own sake.
There is not in the observer's mind anything else besides the object

to be contemplateds He is not concernsed as to what the object can be

 Ibid., p. 85f.
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used for or to what it could lead.
Is it not possible to come nearer to the object

itself, to grasp its true reality to feel igs life, to
sink into it, to penetrate into its fulness

Is the world for us merely a material to be used and

never & material to be enjoyed; is the objeot merely a

cause to produce certain effeots, never an end in itself;

can our life be complete in itself if everything comes

in question for us merely as a means to something else,

and never as valuable in its own offering.2

In order to see an object as an end, for its own intrinsie

value, one has to isolate it from other objects. Omne camot see it
in relation to objects outside the aesthetic object, for then it is
 just a contributing factor to something beyond the object. It is a
cauge for further effects. Isolation is the primary condition for

an object to be considered an aesthetic object.6

2, Contrast of Scientific and mesthetic objects

In line with this Munsterberg tries to show that the
scientific object is a type of practical object. It does not give
us knowledge of things as they really are. An analysis of a scien-
tific object tells us what the object is in relation to things outside
itself, how 1t causes other things or what will happen to the object

under various conditions.?

*Ibid., pe 19.
®Ibid., p. 29.
3Ibid., pp. 19-24.

*Ibid., pp. 9-21.



Science does not care at all for O itself, Even
when science enumerates O's so-called elements it
speaks in reality not of O but of its causal and
logical relations to L M N P Q R and the whole alphabet
of things.l
The scientific deseriptive account of the elements of an
object then "does not give any knowledge of the object itself but it
tells us what changes can be produced through an analysis of ths
object, what effects we must expect from it. "2  Munsterberg thus
attempts to counter the common view that science gives you knowledge
of the object as it is while the aesthetic experienoe is & more
fenciful, less real experience of the object.
As we have seen, Munsterberg feels that the opposite is true

for only in the aesthetis experience is the object seen as it is,

unconnected to things outside itself,

3¢ Unity of meaning in object

Although the aesthetic object is seen as isolated from other
objects and not leading to any future end beyond itself Munsterberg
does not feel, as Lee does, that the only aesthetic objeet is the
"shape" or geometric relationships of an object.® One oan recognize
& chair to be a chair, i.e. one can attribute to a pieture of a chair
the funoction of being sat upon and mot just attribute to it the

gualities of shape and color, but this quality of being sat upon

lIbid-, Pe 16.
BIbide, De 14

®Ibid., pp. 41, 63.
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does not extend outside the picture. The observer does not consider
sitting won it or judge it for its comfort, etc. The objeot is
aesthetic if the various qualities interrelate and hold together as
a unity independent of other objects.

It is not that which we rope off and give a name to as thing
A or thing B which is aesthetic but rather that which might be called
the content in the objects Thing A or B has a certain continuity
that connects it to the past and future. It cannot be seen in isola-
tion. But it can express some meaning which is unconnected to anything
outside itself. It is this wnity of meaning in the objeet which is
aesthetioc.

Munsterberg feels that there are different types of unities
of meaning in a picture, each one of which could be seen aesthetically,
that is, isolated from things outside itself. An object can be seen
as a unity of lines and shapes or oolors but the highest unity and
fullest aesthetic objeet is when the lines and colors best express
the subject matter of the picture.

The highest unity [is] that in which content and
form themselves demand each other . . . What real art
demands is that higher stage in which the special
choice of lines and colors require each other to ful-

£ill oonditions of complete unity.®

It is not then only the psychological atbtitude of the observer

who contemplating the object as detached from other objects, creates

*Ibid., pps 40-68.

RIbide, pe 66f.



the isolation necessary to the aesthetio object. As we have just seen,
the objeot itself must suggest a unified character and meaning.
Further in order to bring about in the observer the psychological
attitude of isolation of the object from other objeots Munsterberg
feels that the objeot must have an appearance of unreality about it.t
If it looks too real then one can think of it as if it were a practical
object with some future end beyond the object. "Beaubty is lost when
the appearance deceives us so as to give the impression of re&a.l:i.'by."a

Therefore Munsterberg feels that aesthetic objects have some
characteristics which are unlike objeects in real life. A painting is
on a two-dimensional canvas so cannot be mistaken for a real situation.
A sculpture is three-dimensional but the color of the material with
which it is made is umnatural to the subject of the sculpture and so
it too has an aura of unreality about it.

0f course, although certain types of objects are more easily
isolated from any practical end there is no guarantee that the
observer will not react to it as a practical object. In the end,
whether an object is aesthetic is determined by the attitude of
isolation the observer takes toward the object. There is no set
object which is always aesthetic. It depends on the psychological
attitude taken towards the objeot.

We can now understand why there is an inhibition of action,

1Ibid., pps 37-40.

RIbid., p. 102,
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why the physiological activity never culminates in overt action in
relation to aesthetic objects. The aesthetic object is seen as
isolated from other objects. It carries with it no purpose or future
end for the observer and is not seen as it relates to the observer's
life. It calls forth then no action on the part of the observer.
The motor impulses which, according to Munsterberg occur when there
is a real response to the object (i.e. nmot only a visual response)
have no reason to bring about movement of the arms, legs, etc. and
are inhibited by the antagonistic musclese There are feelings of
tensions and contractions in the observer in responding to the art
object.
C. Attribution of Kinamesthetic Feelings
to the Art Object

But Munsterberg is an empathist. The observer does not just
experience the tensions and eontractions in his own body in reaction
to an art object. In fact according to the condition of isolation
it is the objeot alone which absorbs the observer. He camot be con~
scious of these tensions at the same time that he is absorbed in the
aesthetic objeot alone. What happens then is that these bodily
activities are felt as activities of the ob;jec'l:.1 There is an
ingtantaneous attribution of the activities of the observer to the
objects In overt aotivity the observer localizes his sensations in

his arms or legs or head by the very movement or activity of these

11bid., pp. 85-87.



organs but in relation to the aesthetic object overt movement has been
inhibited and one cemnot localize his bodlly aotivities in any parti-

cular orgen. These bodily activities are experienced in the observer

as diffuse feelings of energy. He localizses them in that which is the
souwrce of his activity, the aesthetic object.

Nothing beyond the idea of the optical impression
was to be in our mind, thus we are not thinking of our-
selves as objects, as empirieal personalities, every
thought concerning ourselves and our actions would lead
us away end would link the visual impression with some-
thing else. The result must be that the feelings of
strain and impulse which go on in ourselves are not
projected into our body but into the wvisual impression.

As soon as the visual impression is really isolated
and all other ideas really exoluded then the motor
impulses do not aweke actions whioh are taken as actions
of ourselves but feelings of energy which are taken as
energies of the visual forms and lines.t

The feelings or energy then that occur as a result of the
tensions and contractions (the activities that never become extermally
realized) are attributed to the object and seen as characteristios of
the object.

We have seen how Munsterberg's system of empathy answers some
of the questions of cognition in the Aesthetic experience. The
secondary qualities of movement and activity are attributed to the

object because there are physliological activities going on in the

observer in reaction to the objeot which, as in Lee, cannot be localized

in any sense in the observer but can be attributed to that in which he

is absorbed.

 Ibid., p. 86,
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D, Aesthetic Pleasure

Munsterberg's theory of empathy conmbributes to the problem of
pleasure in the aesthetic experience in an interesting way. An object
is felk as pleasant or unpleasant according to how the object harmo~
nizes with the physiological makeup of the observer.® If the lines of
the object for example, bring about tensions and contractions which
conflict with the natural tendencies of the cbserver then these bring
about feelings of discomfort and displeasure in the observer.

If the energies which we feel in the lines are
external projections of our own energies we understand
the psychological reasons why ocertain combinations of
lines please us and others do note As long as the
lines are geometrical figures only any combination of
lines has its right to existence, as soon ag they
represent energies we say that the aesthetic demand
prescribes how the lines "ought" to be. They ought
to be such that they ocorrespond to the natural energies
of our own organism and represent the harmony of our
own muscular funotions because every interference with
the natural inmervations of our system would turn our
attention to our own body and would destroy thus the
isolation.®

Underlying this view of pleasure is a basiec philosophical view
on the part of Munsterberg.

He feels that the observer must create an ardered world out of
the chaos of sense impressions. He must perceive a harmony and agree-
ment of parts in the worlde He achieves this thr ough aesthetic per-~
ception, i.e. by seeing an object cut off from any comnections outside

itgelf=~geeing it as a unity of intrinsic relationships. An observer

*Ibid., pp. 88-100.

®Ibid., p. 88.



can realize the harmony in the world if he himself is in harmony and
agreement with the objects of the worlde® If the energies of the
object conflict with his own natural energies the state of isolation
is broken and the observer turns his mind to his own body and is
conscious of himself and his own feelingse. In this state the observer
does not gain aesthetic pleasure since aesthetic pleasure is felt
only throwywh grasping the harmony of the world by realizing the
intrinsic value of the object. Empathy then is a prerequisite for
pleasure in the aesthetic experience,
E. Concluding Remarks on
Munsterberg's Theory
As can be seen from everything that has been said until now,
Munsterberg's aesthetic theory focuses on the pleasure of experiencing
an object as it is in itself, i.e. for its own intrinsic walue in
order to find a unity and harmony in objects of the world. But what
is the "itself" inherent in the object whioh mskes it so importanmt to
experience an object for its intrinsic value? Is it, as in Lipps,
the knowledge of underlying reality of en object which is gained through
the aesthetic experience? Munsterberg speaks of isoclation and atirib-
ution as bringing "repose™ in the objeof"for Beauty demands only that
we feel ourselves into the will of Nature®> This might indicate

metaphysical presuppositions whereby the obéerver would be at one

‘Hunsterberg, "The Problem of Beauty,” Philosophical Review,
XVIII (1909), ppe 121-146,

QMunsterberg, Principles of Art Education, p. 114.

®Munsterberg, "The Problem of Beauty," p. 134,
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with the object and be par‘l:i.cip'ating in the Being of the object. This
Being would then be the underlying reality, the intrinsic value of the
object.

But Munsterberg does not carry through these implications.
He does not seem to feel that there is a ready-made world behind
experience but turns to the structure of the observer's experience
to explain the harmony between the observer and object. Since, on
the psychological side, Munsterberg explains the é’;ruoture of the
observer 's experience in psychoephysiological terms he must seek an
explanation to what he meens by "intrinsic value" and "repose" from
thlis frame of reference,

First one could say that the intrinsic value of the object
is it s unity of meaning, i.e. simply how the various perts of the
object ™hold together.”™ This line balances that and best expresses
the object so that the object stands as a unified whole. The observer
is held in contemplation of this unity of the parts. But as we have
seen, these relationships of lines to the whole are perceived not
only by following these intrinsie relations with tl:xe movements of
the eyes but by reacting to thsm through the innervations of muscle
impulses, the tendencies to action. It is the energles which are a
result of these tendenocies to action that define the pieture. The
intrinsic value for which the piocture is isolated is then these
energies that are attributed to the object. The aesthetic object is
isolated so that it can be experiemsed for its intrinsic walue but

the intrinsic value is the experiencing of the energies of the



observer in the object. The philosophical concepts of “intrinsiec
value" and "harmony with an object™ become psychological concepts but
one doesn't know whether this is really what Munsterberg wants. He
doesn't integrate, to any great extent, his philosophical concepts
with his theory of the psychological processes. They seem to be
parallel views which touch at a few points.

As far as the psychology of attribution is concerned he does
not deepen our understanding of the process much beyond Lee. He doeé
though contribute an important concept in his "tendency to action.”
The aesthetic experience is not a passive one. In fact, the aesthetic
object brings about in the observer the same physiological activity
as the practical objeot except that it doesn* culminate in overt
action, |

Munsterberg's psychological theory is based on & James-Lange
theory of emotions wﬁich equates emotion with physiological activity.
Aesthetic enjoyment is one type of emotion and it means for Munster-
berg the physiological activities, the tensions and contractions that
occur when there is a tendency to action.

Munsterberg proposes his theory on these theoretical grounds
rather than as the results of experimental inquiry which would be
necessary to validate this type of aesthetic theory. But much experi-
mental inquiry that has taken place since Munsterberg propounded his
theory in 1905 has been found to agree with his idea of a "tendency
to action" in that experimenters were able to make actual measurements

of musculer micro-movements.
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CONCLUSION

4s a result of the foregoling chapters it is possble to
characterize Lipps' views as "philosophical™ or "metaphysical®
while Lee can come under the category of "psychological." There
seems to be some ambiguity in Munsterberg but in the fimal analysis
it would geem that his emphasgis is on the psychological rather than
the philos_ophical.

The "metaphysical” is comoerned with the underlying reality
of objects of the wrld., Lipps' concern with what is hsppening in
the observer is because of the observer's role in realizing qualities
of Being in an object. So although Lipps goes to great lengths ®
explain the psychological state of the observer reacting to & work
of art, these psychological processes are not his basic interest but
are significant in tha t they are part of a deeper situvation.

Lee and Munsterberg are basical 1y co ncerned with the
psychology of the person. Munsterberg is sedcing & knowledge of the
world in the harmony of the objects of the world. But this can
only be found if the observer is in harmony with the objects of the
worlde This harmony is experie med by the observer through the
psychologiocal process of empathyy Munsterberg's philosophical goal
is reduced to a psychologioal process. So that for Munstarberg as
well as Lee there is no activity occurring in the objeoct in which

the observer participates as there is for Lipps. Rather the activity



with which they are most interested is the "goings-on" in the observer
and how the se "goingswon® are transferred to the object to meke the
object appear alive and moving, or also in Munsterbarg's case to bring
the obsarver into harmony with the objeot. Therefore Lee and Munster-
berg do not basisally conoern themselves with a metaphysical frame-
work. They emphasize individuel details of the mechenism of reaction
and attribution, i.es the psychological process by which movement end
activity are perceived in the o ject.

The problem erises though, that Lee and Munsterberg's "psycho-
logical™ view might be taken as answering metaphysical questions.
Particularly, concerning the problem of the reality of objects in the
warld one might #aké: their view to be that objects exist only in the
obgerver's mind. But actually we camnot deduce thig for the empath-

ists are interested in the psycholozical existence of the objeoctis.

(Even Munsterberg, as we have pointed out, reduces his inmterest in the
true mture of objects to the psychological process.) That is why
they emphasize the object as sensatioms in the obsarver's mind, It
is not necessarily because they fedl that the objeot only exists as
sensations in the observer 's mind. They do not come to answer thds
question, |

Theare are nevertheless questions which might arise concerning
the nature of the psychological existence of an objects Does every
object have a psychologiocal existence whioh remains the seme or does

it change with each new experience? Is there some ps&chologioal

essence wvhich the obsarver perceives amd to which he adds elaborations,
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distortions, expressions, i.e. illusory characteristiocs, or is the
object perceived with dif ferent illusory quel ities oconsidered a
different object in the mind of the observer? This type of question
can be answered within the scope of Lee's and Munsterberg's "psycho-
logical”™ aesthetic. It would seem that in both Lee anl Munsterberg
the object exists psychologically anew each timee For in both the
1llusory qualities are seen as-an integrel part of the whole
aesthetic object and not as a pasic object plus the expressive
qualities added. Also Munsterberg feels that ome is constantly
creating a world out of the chaos of sense impressions which implies
that objects change for the observer with each new experience. (It
is necessary though, for purposes of explanation, to make the dis-
tinotion between the basic sensations of an object and illusory
qualities in order to disouss the aesthetic experience as distin-
guished from other experie mces.)

One further observation that can be made on the basis of
the distinotion between the empathists as "psychological®™ and
"metaphysioal.” This is that theoretically speaking according to
Lee and Munsterberg we would with mare knowledge of the human makeup
be able to trace reactions in relation to an aesthetic object to
specifie psychological or physiological processes in the observer.
We would be able to explain what are the psychologiocal causes of the
aesthetic experiemce. Lipps' metaphysical view would imply thek
there are qualities in the aesthetic experience which go beyond the

observer and the objeot. Since the ultimate nature of these is



unknowable the aesthetis experiemce could never be entirely understood
discursively.

The implications of all the thearies discussed in this peper
are that the empathic process is synonymous with the aesthetis
process. It is not just one aspect of the aesthetic exper ience
but rather defines the aesthetic experience. It is the very way
that people perceive and gain pleasure from objects aesthetical ly,
For Lipps it is the whole process whereby we intuit into the life
of other objectss For Lee, aesthetic means that which is seemn as
a "shape" so that it manifests activity. Attribubing activity to
an object is the very stuff of empathy. Similarly in Munsterberg,
to see things aesthetically would meen to see an object in isolation,
cut off from everything else, The only way that can be done is if
all of one 's reactions (which are for Munsterberg physiological
processes) ‘arevfelt as oocurring in the object. This is, of course,
another description of aesthetic experience as empathy.

The popular view off empathy as a projection of one's emotions
on an ar'b work implies that the concept of empathy is one g;peot,
i.e. the emotional aspect of a mare gqrargl aesthetic views But the
views of empathy disoussed here are not only concerned with the
attribution of emotions but in & sense all of those qualities,
primary and what we have cal led "illusory,” that go into the ocognition
of an sesthetic objeot.

But the question arises as to whether the aesthetio

experience as empathy involves eny faculty of judgment, an ability
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to stand off and judge & work of art in disoursive termsj; For example,
whether during the experience of empathy with & visual art objeot, one
can asocertain if the colors, shapss end sub ject matter of a painting
it togetha well.

According to the empathists one can call something ’beautiful®
or "ugly" if it does or does not brirg about pleasuwre in the obsarver.
in Lee's case somsthing is pleasamt if it brings about assooliati ons
to past activities that are pleasant; in Munsterberg's case it is
pleasent if the observer grasps the lmrmony of the world by his hermony
with the world; in Lipps', sesthetic pleasure is a function of the
metaphysics But in his view, as in Lee and Munsterberg, the evaluation
of beauty or ugliness in an object does not come about by a woluntary
conscious, intellectuel judgment on the part of the observer. It is
e result of unconscious processes ococurring in the observer. Yet it
is interesting to note that although the observer camnot distance him-
self to analyze the aesthetic object, he does not, according to any of
the empathists, feel a personal identification and inwlvement with the
object. One's feelings in reaction to an object become part of the
object and aré not identified with the observer's own life. The problem
of the man who is jealous of his own wife getting so personally involved
in Othello that he cemnot enjoy the play would not oocur because the
observer 's absorption is always in the object and not in himself. In
fact, 'bhi’s isolation is the very condition for empathy in Munsterberg
and the meaning of "shape® far Lee. Also Lipps strorgly negates any

idea of the observer being consciows of activity in his own body.
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It is somewhat paradoxical then that according to these empathy
theories, on the cognitive levpl the observer is o caught up in the
object that he attributes his own state to the object and yet that
there is a built-in distancing mechanism whereby the observer never
tekes his reactions to the picture as his own feelings to be acted
upon. Rather these feelings ere used to intensify the visual experi-
ence,

It should be ncted that the above example from Othello is not
altogether fitting although it portrays the problem of persoml
involvement which was being discussed. That is because the se empathy
theories apply basically W visual arts. Although Lee attempts at
points to extend her theory to music, one is hard put to see how any
of the empathy thearies can be translated in tobo to explain the
aesthetic experience for the various forms of literature or music.

Lipps is the only one whose framework is gemeral enough to
subsume arts other than the visuel ones. Participation in the life
activity of an object certainly seems possible in the musical experi-
ence. Although thare is the mroblem in the musical experience as to
what exactly is the aesthetic objot (the musical score, the orchestrsa,
etc.), this does not a.ffect Lipps for the activity need not be taking
place in any identifiable objeot as long as the forces of life are
being expressed. He even says that smell ocan be aesthetic if, far
example, it rises from the ground on a spring dey to indicate the life

activities taking place. 1

1Ibid., Vol. I, p. 211,
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Lee and Munsterberg on the other hand seem to be very much
tied to visual perception. Their view. of attribubion of qualities
implies an identifiable and defined object upon which to project the
activity of the observer. This applies to the visual arts where
there is a well-defined art objeoct. Also sinee this attribution does
not involve consclous intellectual effort, it camnot explain the more
complex and various types of attribution that must take place in the
literary arts. This limitation applies to Lipps as well because his
concept of empathy inwlves an immediate feel ing whioch he claims that
the intellectusl process precludes.l

Generally speaking then, although aspeots of empathy thea ies
might be tacked on here or there to explain other kimds of aesthetio
experienc es, they were created to explain visual aesthetic experience
and the theories of Lee and Munsterberg and, to soms extent, Lipps

are most understandable in these tearnms.

11bid., Vol. II, p. 11,
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ABSTRACT

The theories of empathy in the visual asesthetic experience
as propounded by Theodor Lipps, Vernon Lee and Hugo Munsterberg
attempt to explaein cognition of qualities that do not correspond
to any specific sgemsations due to an object, but are nevertheless
attributed to the object just as the specific sensations (e.ge of
red or blue) are attributed to it.

Pleasure felt as a result of experiencing the aesthetic
object is not felt as occurring in the dbserver 's body but as tied
up with the ob ject.

The empathists disocussed have different explanations far the
way that this attribution of what seem to be "illusory qualities®
is achieved,

For Theodor Lipps empethy is a more complex process than
it is for thé other empathists. According to his view the observer,
on one mnd, participates in the life and activity of the object,
and, on the other hand, attributes these "illusory" qualities to the
object,

This paradox can be explained by the fact that underlying
all objects, animate and inanimate, is a common mode of Beinge The
observer can only realize the Being in an extermal object by applying
the categories of Being in his own experience to #t. These are tie

"inner ideas™ that go to comprise the self and which are applied to



an external object in order to perceive the deeper qualities of Being
that exist in the object beneath the sensation level. By applying
the internal ideas to the obJjeot, i.9. extending his self, the
observer is thereby participating in the Being of the object at the
same time as he is attributing to it qualitiss on the perceptive
level,

This accounts for both the cognition of "illusory quelities”
and the pleasure gained from empathy through the partioipation in the
Being of the objects

Lipps begins the development of his idea of the activity of
the self from the simplest oase of experiencing the self through one's
own activity. He then applies it to the activity of another humen
beirng, the representation of activity in an inanimate object ani
finally to the inanimate object which is not aotive but manifests
emotion, foroce and unity by the observer applying these internal
ideas to the ob ject.

Vernon Lee develops a concept of empathy from an orientation
which is basically psychological in contrast to the more metaphysical
orientation of Lipps. Her basic oconcern is how the "psychological
processes™ in the observer can be perceived in the object to make the
object appear alive and moving. This is accomplished by the principle
of the "merging of the perceptive process” of the observer in the
object of observation. That is, all the activities that occur in the
observer during peroeptibn of an aesthet ic object are attributed to

the object being perceived. Just as the sensation of color is

74



75

attributed to the object being perceived, it is also true that the
activities ocourring in the observer during perception of an sesthetic
object (since they are of a diffuse character and cammot be localized
in the observer) are attributed to the aestistie object.

The activities that go on in relation to an aesthetic object
are not actual bodily activities (as Lee onoe felt). Rather they are
the memories of past movement amd activity, the ideas of which are
attributed to the aesthetic objeet to give it the quality of life
and activity.

Lee's aesthetic objeot is particularly suited to this attrib-

ution of movement because it is a “shape,®

a two-dimensiomal, geometric
figure, rather than a "thing," an object with all types of associations
that lead the mind away from the objeot itself. The fbomal geometrical
character of the aesthetic object fits' : the concept of movement sirce
the eye moves in perceiving the points of a geometrical figure and
brings forth memories of past movement.

Activity seems to be for Lee the central characteristic of
life and therefore any inanimate object that is seen as possessing
the quality of movement expresses life and is an aesthetioc objeot.
If the activity expressed brings forth pleasant associations, it is
beautifuls If these associations are umpleasant, it is ugly.

Hugo Munsterberg stands between the psychological and philo-
sophical approaches o empathy.

Speaking philosophioally he sees aesthetic perception as a

necessary way of creating meaning in a chaotic universe of impressions.
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He characterizes its mamer of doing so as isolationst an object is
appreciated for its own intrinsic worth; it is seen as disconnected
from ever ything outside itself. Science connects objects while Art
isolates them.

The meaning of the object is in the harmony and unity of the
parts, and the observer, in order to realize this meaning, must come
into harmony with the objecte Nothing aside from the object must be
in the observer's mind. It must not be seen as something to aoct upon,
for then not the object, but same fw ther enmd, is in mind,

The psychologieal reason for this teking place is that in
perceiving the aesthetic object the observer does not localize his
reactions in his own body as he does in reacting to & practical object
in relation to which he must act-~-his arms or legs or head must move.
But rather since the objeoct alone fills his consciousness, the
observer 's reactions must become localized in the object so that it
seems to iove and bend anl strain.

For Munsterberg the reactions of the observer are expressed
in physiologiocal terms., But since musocular tensions must result in
some extermal movement and this is nd possible in the aesthetioc
exper ience, Munsterberg explains what happens as a "tendency to
aoction." The muscles whose activity in relation to a practical
object would culminate in movemeut of limbs or head in the aesthetie
case 1s inhibited by its antagonistic muscles. The observer does not
act but experiem es feelings of stress and strain which are localized

in the aesthetic object.



According to Munsterberg the observer finds pleasure in repose
in the object, in the very attribution of his own reactions in the
object.

The intrinsic meaning of the aesthetic object, Munsterberg's
philosophical goal, is the harmony of the whole which is exper iem ed
by the observer through his own psychologicel activitiese The
philosophicel then is reduced to the psychologicals

The empathists equate empathy with the aesthetic experieme.
Since judgmerts of beauty, according to them, are not intellectual,
voluntary judgmemt, but the results of an unconscious psychological
process, it can be deduced that intellectual judgment is not for the

empethists part of the aesthetic mrocess. Yet, according to the

empathists, the observer doess not identify pe rsonally with the aesthetioc

object axd apply it to his own life. If anything the movement is
outwarde He applies his own life to the objecta

The empathists have dealt basicel ly with the visual experience
and it is only with difficulty that their theories can be extended

to other experiences.
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