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Features of the ontological approach to artin‘philosophy

This article examines art from an ontological perspective. Classical and contemporary philosophical concepts
that explain the essence of art, its significance, and its role inshuman-life were considered. The author ex-
plored art not merely as an aesthetic phenomenon but as a,fundamental ‘manifestation of human existence.
The interrelation between art and reality, the existential and metaphysical dimensions of artistic creativity, as
well as the epistemological, axiological, and communicative ‘aspects of art, were analyzed. The article
discussed the ideas of thinkers such as Plato, Aristotle, Heidegger, and Gadamer regarding the ontological
foundations of art and offers new perspectives on, its existential significance. At the present stage, the
reconsideration of the ontological meaning of art has'became an urgent issue. Is art merely a reflection of
reality, or does it shape reality itself? What s its relation to being? These questions occupy an essential place
in philosophical discourse. Particularly in the postmodern era, the relationship between art and reality has
become even more complex. This article, conducts an ontological analysis of art, examining its relation to
being and truth. Additionally, thesentological foundations of art are explored within the context of
Kazakhstani philosophy and culture.
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Introduction

Art is a unique,phenomenon that reveals the profound layers of human existence. It is not merely an
aesthetic tool depicting beauty but also a means of comprehending reality, understanding being, and grasping
the connection between humans and the world. In philosophy, the ontological foundations of art have been
studiedssince antiquity. Plato viewed art as a reflection of the world of ideas, while Aristotle emphasized its
cognitive function“through the theory of mimesis. Modern thinkers such as Heidegger and Gadamer have
interpreted art as a phenomenon that unveils being itself.

Theappeal to the ontological analysis of art arises from an interest in its fate in the contemporary world.
From a pragmatic standpoint, art may appear to be an ontological phenomenon with no direct connection to
life, possessing a seemingly “romantic character. However, today it is increasingly marginalized within the
cultural sphere, overshadowed by scientific and technological creativity.

An ontological approach to art examines its relationship with reality. Some philosophers, such as Plato,
considered art merely a shadow of true reality, whereas Martin Heidegger saw it as a means of revealing
truth. According to Heidegger, art is a unique experience that unveils hidden aspects of being. Thus, art is
not only a subjective aesthetic experience but also an expression of ontological truth.

The ontological dimension of art also encompasses its connection to human consciousness and
existence. Existentialist philosophers like Jean-Paul Sartre and Albert Camus viewed art as a medium for
expressing existential crises, freedom, and the search for meaning. Additionally, the ontology of art explores
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its relationship with time and space: while an artwork is a product of a particular historical era, it may also
possess a timeless existence.

In contemporary philosophy, the ontological nature of art is reconsidered in the context of new
technologies and virtual spaces. Digital art and Al-generated creations challenge traditional notions of reality
and being. Thus, an ontological perspective helps deepen our understanding of art’s essence and its role in
human life.

For this reason, identifying certain characteristics of the ontological foundations of art becomes a
central objective. In this pursuit, it is essential to highlight the distinctive features of an ontological approach
to art. The development of the ontological perspective in the history of art philosophy represents a significant
area of inquiry. If art and being are considered as distinct realms, it becomes necessary to determine the
unique relationship between them. This article examines the differentiation between the conceptssof being
(Sein) and existence (Seiendes) in relation to the essence of art and explores the possibility of analyzing the
relationship between art and the artistic work not only on an ontic but also on an ontologicalbasis.

Clarifying the fundamental characteristics of the ontological approach to art reveals the depth and
complexity of the research scope. In this regard, several key aspects must be consideredin advancing the
ontological understanding of art. These include a deeper examination of the ontological structure of the
relationship between art and being, the distinction between the ontic and ontologicalsboundaries of art, and
the exploration of the possibility of “purely ontic” or “purely ontological” art, alongswith their forms of
mutual interaction.

In contemporary art, ontological tendencies undergo significant/ transformations, particularly in
movements such as postmodernism, conceptualism, and digital art. Within this context, it is crucial to
analyze how these changes shape both traditional and modern gultures. The ontological nature of art cannot
be confined to an ontic perspective alone. Art is not merely. a social, epistemological, or aesthetic
phenomenon; rather, it must be primarily regarded as a mede ofirevealing being. This underscores the
fundamental purpose of art — to uncover the profound.connections,between being and human existence.

Research methods

The methodological foundation of this study:is based on ontological, hermeneutic, phenomenological,
and existential approaches. The ontological method censiders art as a phenomenon of being, analyzing its
connection with reality. This perspective is@rounded in Plato’s theory of the world of ideas, Aristotle’s
concept of mimesis, and Heidegger’s interpretation of being. The hermeneutic method is employed to
explore the understanding and interpretation of artworks, analyzing the semantic structure and
epistemological role of art through® Gadamer’s “hermeneutic circle” and Ricoeur’s theory of symbolic
interpretation. Additionally, the, phenomenological method is applied to investigate subjectivity and
perception in art. Based on the‘phenomenology of Husserl and Merleau-Ponty, this approach examines the
role of intuition and lived experiencejinrartistic creativity.

By integrating these methods, this study offers a comprehensive ontological analysis of art,
reinterpreting its relationship with being and truth from a new perspective.

Discussion

The ontelogical, foundations of art have been extensively explored in philosophy, aesthetics, and
cultural”studies.,From  antiquity to the present, numerous theoretical approaches have emerged on this
subject. In‘ancient philosophy, Plato and Aristotle examined art through the lens of mimesis — the imitation
of reality. While Plato criticized art as a mere shadow of the world of ideas, Aristotle viewed it as a cognitive
and educational phenomenon that induces catharsis. During the Middle Ages and the Renaissance, art was
regarded as a reflection of divine truth, acquiring a theological dimension. Thomas Aquinas linked the
ontological significance of art to the divine order of creation.

In modern philosophy, Kant and Hegel explored the autonomy and spiritual essence of art. Kant
investigated the ontological foundations of aesthetic judgment, whereas Hegel interpreted art as an
expression of the Absolute Spirit. The 20th century, influenced by existentialism and phenomenology,
deepened the study of art’s relation to human existence. Heidegger perceived art as a mode of revealing
truth, while Gadamer emphasized its hermeneutic nature. Sartre and Camus examined artistic creativity as an
expression of human freedom and existential experience.

Contemporary research, within the frameworks of postmodernism and structuralism, further
complicates the ontological understanding of art. Thinkers such as Deleuze, Derrida, and Baudrillard have
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analyzed the intricate relationship between art and reality, emphasizing its simulacral nature. While the
ontological dimension of art has been thoroughly explored in philosophy, its reconsideration in the context of
contemporary cultural and technological transformations remains a crucial issue.

In Kazakhstani philosophical and cultural discourse, the ontological foundations of art are explored
within the contexts of national worldview, traditional aesthetics, and contemporary cultural processes. In
Kazakh culture, the ontological basis of art is deeply interconnected with nature, the spiritual realm, and
human existence. Music, handicrafts, poetry, and aitys are not merely aesthetic values but also serve as
means of understanding the world and expressing national identity. Kazakh philosophers such as Abai,
Shakarim, and others have provided profound insights into the essence of art.

During the Soviet period, the ontology of Kazakh art was primarily examined through materialist and
Marxist-Leninist methodologies. However, scholars of that era, including A. Margulan, MaAuezov,
G. Musabayev, and T. Kakishev, paid significant attention to the historical development and‘nhational
characteristics of Kazakh art.

Following Kazakhstan’s independence, the ontological aspects of Kazakh art have beenistudied in the
context of national self-awareness, the synthesis of tradition and modernity. Kazakhstani-philosephers and
cultural theorists such as Zh. Moldabekov, D. Kishibekov, G. Yesim, T. Gabitov/A. Kasymzhanov, and
others analyze the spiritual, existential, and axiological dimensions of art. They view art'as a manifestation of
being and explore its role in society and cultural dynamics.

In contemporary Kazakhstani art, a synthesis of traditional and modernsphilesophical perspectives is
evident. Contemporary artists, musicians, theater directors, and filmmakers integrate national identity with
global trends, shaping a new ontology of art. For instance, writers such as Askar Suleimenov, Abdizhamil
Nurpeisov, and Dauren Kuat address existential and metaphysical themes in their works. Visual artists like
Sayat Isembayev, Moldabekov, and Sarsenbi reinterpret the relationship, between art and being through
innovative forms.

The ontological approach to art is a philosophical stance that, considers art as a mode of being. From
this perspective, art is not merely an aesthetic phenomenon but also‘a way of perceiving, understanding, and
shaping reality.

Since ontology is the philosophical study ofithe nature of being, the ontological dimension of art is
concerned with its relationship to reality. Plato viewed. art as a weak imitation of the world of ideas, while
Aristotle considered it as mimesis, a representation that reveals the essence of being. For Heidegger, art is a
means of unveiling being itself, whereas Gadamer interpreted it as a cognitive process.

Thus, the ontological foundations of artsremain a central topic in philosophical discourse, demanding
continuous reconsideration in light of contemporary cultural and technological transformations.

If art is linked to truth, a fundamental philosophical question arises: does art merely represent reality, or
does it create a new form of being? Hegel viewed art as a manifestation of the Absolute Spirit, whereas
Nietzsche saw it as a mediumfor human self-expression and individual freedom. Postmodern philosophers
such as Baudrillard and Deleuze, however, cast doubt on the ontological foundations of art by
conceptualizing ita@s a simulacrum, a mere copy of reality with no inherent truth.

Existentialists like Sartre and Camus argued that art serves as a means for individuals to explore their
authentic existence. According to them, art is not merely an aesthetic or cognitive phenomenon but an
existential toel through™ which human beings confront their anxieties, freedom, mortality, and the
fundamental nature of life itself.

One _of the key ontological questions examined in this study is whether art exists beyond time or is
inherently histarical. In classical philosophy, art was often considered a medium for expressing eternal ideas,
whereas ‘centemporary thinkers argue that it is inseparable from cultural and historical contexts. This
distinction adds to the complexity of understanding the ontological essence of art.

Hegel’s insights from over a century and a half ago have become increasingly relevant in contemporary
discussions on art. He asserted that modern forms of art, influenced by the intellectual evolution of the spirit,
have gradually lost their original significance. Writers now incorporate philosophical reflections into their
works, often neglecting the emotional impact on the audience. At the same time, audiences and readers tend
to perceive art — even classical masterpieces — through a purely rational lens.

“Indeed, there is hope that art will continue to evolve, but it is no longer the highest necessity of the
spirit. We may recognize the perfection of Greek statues, the divine imagery of the Father, Christ, and the
Virgin Mary, yet we no longer kneel before them.”
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This observation is even more relevant to contemporary art. On the one hand, modern art increasingly
gravitates toward rationalism under the influence of broader cultural developments. On the other hand, it has
become self-referential, adhering to the principle of art for art’s sake. This phenomenon may partially
explain the decline in public interest in various forms of contemporary art.

Hegel’s assessment remains highly pertinent today. Contemporary art, while striving for intellectual
sophistication, has also become increasingly detached from its audience. It has shifted towards greater
conceptual abstraction, prioritizing form and technical mastery over direct emotional or existential
engagement.

A defining trend in modern artistic thought is the increasing acceptance of subjectivity in interpretation.
This tendency has led to the belief that different readings of a single artistic work — whether a painting, a
novel, or a theatrical role — are equally valid. In music, this phenomenon is evident in the growing€emphasis
on the performer’s ability to reinterpret a composition, often placing the original meaning and intent of the
piece in a secondary position.

Thus, contemporary art is marked by two opposing tendencies: on one hand, it embraces rationalization,
making artistic expression more intellectually driven; on the other hand, it has become more complex in
form, emphasizing technical mastery while distancing itself from direct engagementwith the‘audience. This
dual movement defines the ontological paradox of modern art, highlighting the needfora reassessment of its
role in human experience.

The increasing focus on formalism in contemporary art has led to severalyparadoxical phenomena. For
instance, the highly complex musical compositions of the 19th century, oncesperformable only by the
greatest musicians, are now accessible in music schools. At first glance, this appears to be a clear sign of
progress. However, as the Soviet pianist and educator Heinrich Neuhaus noted, modern performers often find
it easier to play technically demanding contemporary pieces thamyto convey the profound spiritual depth of
seemingly simple works by great composers of the past [1].

This demonstrates a crucial distinction: a high level of technical skill does not necessarily constitute
true art. Mastery of technique, in itself, is no different from craftsmanship. Similarly, the dominant trajectory
of contemporary art does not necessarily lead to the revelation of its ontological essence. Ludwig
Wittgenstein, in the early 20th century, remarked on,a similar phenomenon:

“Modern cinema relates to old cinema in the sameway that a modern automobile relates to a model
from twenty-five years ago. It appears ridiculous and awkward in comparison. The improvement in cinema,
like the refinement of automobiles, is merely a.result of technical progress. But this so-called improvement
should not be confused with an evolution ofartistic style” [2].

These characteristics prevent cantemporary art from fully revealing its ontological foundations. Unlike
nature, in which creation appearssautonomous, art is fundamentally linked to a creator — the human being.
This naturally leads to an anthropelogical interpretation of art, which views human creativity as the central
force in artistic production. Howeverythe history of philosophy presents an alternative, contrasting approach:
the ontological perspective. According to this view, the true creator of art is not the individual artist but a
higher ontologicaliforce, with,the artist merely serving as a conduit. Traditionally, this higher force has been
identified with God or. the,divine.

The ontological interpretation of art is prominently found in Plato’s dialogues, including The Republic,
lon, and Phaedrus. Among ancient philosophers, Plato developed the most comprehensive ontological theory
of art.His ontological stance becomes particularly evident when contrasted with Aristotle’s approach. While
Aristotle acknoewledges three main aspects of art — ontological, epistemological, and aesthetic — his
primary‘focus /leans toward the latter two. In contrast, many other ancient thinkers only touched upon the
ontological perspective in fragmented ways.

In medieval philosophy, the ontological approach remained dominant, though Western European
aesthetics of the time did not produce comprehensive treatises on art. Medieval philosophical works contain
only a few dedicated sections on the nature of art. However, what characterizes medieval thought is its
inherently ontological mode of reasoning. Unlike later traditions that would explicitly separate ontological,
epistemological, and aesthetic dimensions, ancient and medieval thinkers viewed these aspects as an inte-
grated whole. Among them, the ontological aspect played the most decisive role, stemming not from artistic
experience alone but from a broader worldview shaped by a sense of cosmic harmony and contemplation.

The gradual rejection of the ontological understanding of art began during the Renaissance. While
artists were still considered instruments of divine will, art itself — unlike in the Middle Ages — started to be
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perceived primarily as a secular phenomenon. Until the emergence of German classical idealism, no
significant development in the ontological perspective on art can be observed.

Kant, Hegel, and Schelling provided profoundly insightful interpretations of art. Although their primary
approach was grounded in gnoseologism (the theory of knowledge), ontological elements were also present,
particularly in Schelling’s philosophy. From the second half of the 19th century, the ontological approach to
art gained new momentum in Russian philosophy. Vladimir Solovyov’s teachings, despite being incomplete,
can be compared in depth and originality to the works of German idealists. Although Solovyov did not
explicitly label his perspective as ontological, he clearly understood that it could not be classified as mere
epistemology. His view opposed that of revolutionary democrats like Belinsky, Herzen, and Chernyshevsky,
who saw art as a reflection of reality’s typical and characteristic features. Instead, Solovyov’s approach was
closer to Schopenhauer’s, as both philosophers considered art a contemplation of Platonic ideas, while
science dealt with abstract concepts.

In the 20th century, as art was increasingly interpreted through a pragmatic lensy the“entological
approach seemed archaic and less popular than epistemological and aesthetic methods. However, this did not
mean its complete disappearance. Instead, ontology in art was often confined to an optical'sense == viewing
art as a result of humanity’s relationship with being. This shift was closely tied to the"broader process of the
“de-divinization” of the world, and, in relation to art, the “de-divinization” .of artistic creation itself.
Existence was no longer considered a unified phenomenon but rather as a multiplicity ofiindividual realities.

A crucial figure who advanced the ontological perspective on art insthe 20th century — without
theological elements — was Martin Heidegger. His philosophy of being remains ene of the most significant
contributions to modern thought. Traditional ontological views alsa\found continuity in Neo-Thomist
philosophy, but Heidegger redefined the understanding of art’s ontological status through his distinction
between Sein (Being) and Seiendes (beings). Sein (Being) — the fundamental basis of all that exists; the
underlying possibility of existence itself. It is not a property.of. individual things but the very condition of
their presence in the world. Seiendes (beings) — .the individual objects, phenomena, and entities we
encounter in everyday life.

Any artwork — whether a painting, a piece,of music, a sculpture, or a literary text — exists at the level
of Seiendes, meaning it is a specific, tangible object. However, its true meaning is revealed only at the level
of Sein, where it reflects deeper existential truths. Heidegger argued that art is not merely an aesthetic or
epistemological construct but a way of disclosing the essence of Being itself.

In art, the distinction between Being (Sein) and being-there (Seiendes) is particularly evident. A work
of art is perceived at the level of Seiendes aswa physical object (for instance, the material of a sculpture, the
pigments of a painting, or the sounds of music). However, its true essence is revealed at the level of Sein.
According to Martin Heidegger; art 'discloses Being, guiding us beyond the realm of ordinary objects toward
their deeper meaning [3].

Heidegger conceptualizes‘art asy@'mode of truth’s revelation. In his essay “The Origin of the Work of
Art,” he describes art as a phenomenon that unveils reality, bringing it into unconcealment. Through art, we
encounter Being from a new-perspective and draw closer to its essence.

Thus, as a unique medium of disclosure, art elevates human consciousness beyond the mundane and
into the realm of‘profound meanings. It is not merely an assemblage of objects but a phenomenon through
which Being is understood.

Understanding .the semantic structure and cognitive function of art is a fundamental concern of
philesophical“hermeneutics. In this context, Hans-Georg Gadamer’s concept of the hermeneutic circle and
Paul Ricoeur’s theory of symbolic interpretation provide key methodological insights. Both thinkers regard
art not merely as an aesthetic phenomenon but as a distinctive form of engaging with reality.

Gadamer places the hermeneutic circle at the core of his philosophy. He describes it as an inherent
aspect of cognition, in which a person, possessing prior understanding, approaches a text (or a work of art)
with preconceptions. These preconceptions, however, are revised and refined in the process of interpretation.
This renders the reception of art a dynamic, interactive process, wherein a continuous dialogue unfolds
between the viewer and the artwork. A full comprehension of an artwork begins with situating it within a
historical and cultural context, yet its meaning is never confined solely to that context.

Ricoeur’s theory of symbolic interpretation plays a crucial role in explaining the multi-layered nature of
meaning in art. He considers art a symbolic structure, emphasizing its polysemy. In his view, a work of art is
not restricted to a single meaning; rather, it offers each reader, listener, or viewer the opportunity for new
interpretations. A symbol, in this sense, is a structure that both conceals deeper meaning and enables its
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revelation at various levels. Art, therefore, is not merely a vehicle for transmitting information but a mediator
that facilitates human engagement with Being.

By synthesizing Gadamer’s and Ricoeur’s perspectives, a deeper understanding of the epistemological
role of art emerges. While Gadamer frames artistic interpretation within a hermeneutic circle shaped by
preconceptions and experience, Ricoeur characterizes meaning as an open-ended symbolic structure that
each recipient actively unveils. These perspectives move beyond a univocal conception of meaning,
positioning art as an open, dynamic system that invites interpretation rather than prescribing a singular
understanding.

From the perspective of the cognitive role of art, the views of Gadamer and Ricoeur describe it as a
unique means of engaging with reality. For Gadamer, this is a dialogue between tradition and contemporary
perception, while for Ricoeur, it is the understanding of Being through layered symbolism. Thus,art is not
only a tool for aesthetic pleasure, but it also serves as a profound philosophical experience that allows
individuals to explore both themselves and the world.

The role of perception and experience in artistic creation is a critical Subjectyof study in
phenomenology. The phenomenological philosophies of Edmund Husserl and Maurice, Merleau<Ponty
provide valuable insights into the cognitive and ontological aspects of this process. By examining their
perspectives, we can delve deeper into the role of perception and experience inpartythus gaining a better
understanding of the creative act and the viewer’s reception of it.

In Husserl’s phenomenology, perception is understood as a direct modewof consciousness. His idea of
“aesthetic consciousness” emphasizes the role of intentional acts in artistic/creation: the artist or writer
directs the meaning within their consciousness into the artwork. In this process; subjective experience and
semantic structures are closely interlinked. Husserl defines intentionality as the “always being directed
towards something” by consciousness, meaning that the creative @ct 1s grounded in the artist’s perception of
reality, which is then reshaped in an artistic form. In this regard, perception functions as the foundational
element in artistic creation, transforming reality into meaningful structures.

Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology shifts focus to the bedily and perceptual foundations of perception
and experience. He argues that humans perceive,the worldinot'only through rational consciousness but also
through their bodies and sensory experiences. This concept is crucial for understanding the semantic
structure in art creation and reception. For Merleau-Pontyy artistic creation is a practical act realized through
the sensory connection between humans and the world. For example, a painter senses the visual world
through colors and forms and seeks to reconstruct it in their work. This process highlights the intimate
connection between perception and experience;

From a phenomenological perspective, artistic creation is a way of elevating experience to the level of
meaning. While Husserl describes this as the intentional presentation of meanings in consciousness,
Merleau-Ponty emphasizes the decisiverrole of bodily experience. Thus, the creative act appears as a
dialogue between subjective’perception-and objective reality. The artwork also becomes a phenomenological
experience for the viewer or reader, who interprets it not only through visual or textual analysis but through
their own sensoryexperiences,and personal history.

In this context; pereeption is the starting point of artistic creation, while experience forms its content
and expressive basis. The phenomenological perspectives of Husserl and Merleau-Ponty demonstrate that art
is not merely, an aesthetic phenomenon but also a unique form of knowing through perception and
experience.

Russian religious philosophy has also contributed significantly to the development of ontological
perspectives. Despite these ideas not being accepted by Soviet philosophy due to historical reasons, they are
now considered a vital achievement of contemporary national philosophical thought. The primary principle
of the teachings of philosophers like Berdyaev, Florensky, Vyacheslavtsev, Bulgakov, llyin, and others
regarding art is ontologism. Interestingly, some of Florensky’s key propositions share remarkable similarities
with the ideas of Heidegger, which initially appear unrelated. This reveals the inner depth and intuitive
resonance of their philosophical concepts [4].

As is well-known, Soviet art philosophy was largely dominated by Lenin’s theory of representation. In
this context, an epistemological approach to interpreting art predominated. Overall, the evolution of Soviet
aesthetics can be described as a movement from vulgar sociologism to more nuanced epistemological
frameworks. This progression can be seen in the works of researchers such as A. Andreev, N. Dmitrieva,
A. Zis’, B. Sushkov, E. Savostyanov, and others [5].
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The history of philosophical doctrines regarding art was often assessed based on their level of
acceptance of “progressive” epistemology. Conversely, the ontological approach was often regarded as
decadent and regressive. This view is clearly expressed in A. Andreev’s work “Artistic Image and the
Peculiarity of Art,” where he states: “The epistemological approach is a phenomenon typical of European
aesthetic thought, but Marxism has grounded this theoretical tradition in true scientific foundations” [6].

At the same time, ontological approaches were also studied to some extent within Soviet philosophy,
particularly in the works of philosophers such as M. Bakhtin and V. Bibler. However, these studies did not
offer a fully comprehensive alternative to the ontological theory of art.

In philosophy, the relationship between inspiration and skill is considered on two levels: ontological
(the level of Being) and ontic (the level of existence). Ontology is the branch of philosophy that investigates
the deep nature of Being. From this perspective, inspiration and skill are seen as two essential dimensions
that reveal the true essence of art. Inspiration, in this view, is the primal and foundational source of art. It is
described as a force that originates from the depths of Being, beyond rational thought. While Platoyinterprets
inspiration as the influence of divine spirit (from the world of ideas), Heidegger associates it with the
moment of the revelation of Being.

Skill, on the other hand, is the form in which art materializes. If inspiration reveals the essence of art at
the level of Being, skill is the means by which it is introduced into the materialeworld. Skill becomes
ontologically significant as the method by which Being manifests itself in art. From an ontological
standpoint, skill is not only the tool through which inspiration is realized, but-also the necessary element that
defines the very existence of art. Without inspiration, art becomes a mechanical act, yet without skill,
inspiration dissolves into chaos [7].

The ontic perspective focuses on the study of concrete objects and their properties. Here, inspiration and
skill manifest in the individual experience of the artist. Inspiration at'the ontic level is expressed through
feelings, emotions, and intuition. Every artist, musician, or writer experiences it within their own creative
process. Skill, from the ontic perspective, is defined by experience, technical abilities, and the mastery of
compositional principles. It enables the realization of theicreative act. At the ontic level, inspiration serves as
the driving force behind creativity, while skill acts as its:mechanism of execution. Without one, the other
cannot fully bring art to life.

In conclusion, at the ontological level, inspiration.and skill are considered phenomena that reveal the
existential meaning of art, while at the ontic’level, they manifest in the artist’s personal experience in the
form of concrete skills and emotions. For art to possess true meaning, inspiration and skill must harmonize as
complementary ontological and ontic aspects:

Conclusion

In exploring the ontological, perspective on art in philosophy, we can summarize our thoughts as
follows: The ontological naturesof artsds the manifestation of Being. However, ontological art always begins
from the ontic level and hecomes realized through a process of “overcoming the ontic.” This overcoming
starts with the creative' subject_mastering the technical and content-specific characteristics of their art. Art
consists of two levels: ontological and ontic. The interpretation of art occurs through the unique ontological
nature of the human being. A person, as both the owner of existence and Being, transforms their inner Being
into an external formthrough art.

An-ontological work of art should appear as a unity: it must embody unity in diversity, infinity in
limitation./To'preserve the ontological nature of an artwork, it must exist not only as a mere being but also as
a concrete manifestation of Being. These particularities allow for the distinction between the ontological and
ontic approaches to art.

The ontological nature of art reveals that it cannot be reduced to a purely ontic phenomenon. If the ontic
approach views art merely as an empirical representation of reality or a social phenomenon, the ontological
approach sees art as a manifestation of Being, a tool for uncovering the inner essence of the world and the
human being.

From this perspective, the ontological meaning of art lies in its closeness to Being. Art, in essence, is a
way of unveiling Being, and artistic creation is a form of engaging with that Being. An artwork is not simply
an object or a manifestation of subjective experience; it is, in itself, a phenomenon of Being. Therefore, its
understanding demands an ontological approach, not just an aesthetic or epistemological one.

The creative subject (such as the artist, poet, or composer) acts as a carrier of Being. They draw from
the ontic world and aim to elevate it to the level of ontological truth. In this sense, creativity reflects the
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interaction between Being and time. The ontic and ontological dimensions of art always exist in dialectical
unity. That is, the creative process begins with ontic elements and strives towards ontological truth.

The true ontological nature of art prevents it from being reduced to a mere source of aesthetic pleasure.

Art is a unique way of revealing the essence of Being, and thus, it cannot be adequately understood as a
phenomenon solely dependent on subjective perception.

In conclusion, the ontology of art is being explored at the intersection of national worldviews and

contemporary philosophical inquiry. This area remains relevant, continuously evolving as it requires further
development within the progress of culture and philosophy.

From the ontological viewpoint, art is not merely a form that depicts beauty, but rather a profound

phenomenon that unveils Being, truth, and human meaning. From this perspective, the role of art is not only
aesthetic but also philosophical, cognitive, and existential in nature.
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A.A. Bopanb6aes, [I.H. Hypman6eroBa, KiM. BonbicoBa

(I)HJIOCO(l)I/Iﬂ)IaFBI OHEPIe OHTOJOTIUSJIbIK KO3KapaCcTbIH epeKmeﬂiRTepi

Makanana eHepre OHTOJOTHSIIBIK Ko3Kapac TYPFBICBIHAH TaJJay skacanraH. OHepIiH OOJMBICHIH, OHBIH MOHI
MEH ajaM eMipiHjgeri pesiH TYCIHAIpYy VIIIH), KIACCHKAIBIK JKOHE 3aMaHayn (HIOCO(USIIBIK
TYKBIpBIMaManap KapacTHIPBUIFaH. ABTOpJIAp ©HEpl TeK SCTETHKAIBIK KYOBUIBIC PETiHJE eMec, amaM
OOJIMBICBIHBIH TYIKI MOHIH amatelH (eHOMeH peTiHAe 3epaeneini. OHep MeH IIBIHABIKTHIH ©3apa
0aiiyIaHBICHl, KOPKEM IIBIFAPMAIIBLIBIKTBIH SK3UCTEHIHAIIBIK JKOHE MeTahHU3UKAIBIK OJIIeMIepl 3epTTeil,
OHEp/iH TaHBIMIBIK, aKCHOJIOTHSUIBIK, XKOHEKOMMYHUKATUBTIK KbIpJIapbl capajaHraH. Makanaia eHepiH
OHTOJIOTHSUTBIK Herizaepi Typajibl [lmazon, Apucrotens, Xaiigerrep, [amamep CHSKTBI OWIIBUIAAPIBIH
UesIapbl TATIAHBI, OHEPIiH \OO0IMBICTBIK MaHBI3bIHA KATBHICTHI JKaHA Ke3KapacTap ycelHbUFaH. Kasipri
TaHJA OHEpAIH OHTOJOTVBSNIBIK MOHiH( KaliTa KapacThIpy ©3€KTi Mocelere aifHamsIn OTBIp. OHEp Tek
IIBIHIBIKTH OelHeNel Me, 971/1€ 071 IIBIHABIKTHIH 03iH KanbinracTeipa Ma? OHBIH OOJIMBICKA KATHICH! KaHIai?
By cypakrap ¢unocOGHsIIBIK THCKypcTa MaHBI3ABI OPBIH aasl. Ocipece, IOCTMOAEPHUCTIK AJyipie eHep
MEH IIBIHJBIKTBIH apaKaThIHachl OYPHIHFBINAH Ja KypAeleHe TYCTi. OHepre OHTOJOTMSUIBIK KO3Kapac
TYPFBICHIHAH Tajjiay Kacaiblll, OHBIH OOJMBIC IT€H aKMKaTKa KaTbIChl KapacThIpblUIFaH. COHBIMEH Katap,
Ka3aKcTaHIBIK (GHIOCO(hHS MEH MOJICHHET KOHTEKCIH/Ie OHEpiH OHTOJIOTHSIIBIK HeTi3/1epi 3ep/IeJIeHT eH.

Kinm co30ep: eHep, OHTOJIOTHSI, OOJIMBIC, IIBIH/BIK, SCTETHKA, SK3UCTCHIINAIM3M, TOCTMOJCPHU3M, MeTadu-
3UKa,

A.A. bopanb6aes, [I.H. Hypman6etosa, K.M. BonbicoBa

(QCo0CHHOCTH OHTOJIOTHYECKOI0 MOAX0/1a K MCKYCCTBY B (puiiocopun

B nanHOI1 cTaThe MPOBOIUTCS aHAIHM3 HCKYCCTBA C OHTOJIOTUYECKON TOUYKH 3peHHs. PaccMaTpuBaroTest Kiac-
CHYECKHE M COBPEMEHHBIE (II0CO(PCKHE KOHIETIIHN, OOBSICHSIOMNE CYITHOCTh HCKYCCTBA, €T0 3HAUCHHE H
pOJIb B JKM3HU uYenoBeka. MICKycCTBO MCCiIeayeTcs He TOJbKO KaK ACTETHUECKOE SIBICHUE, HO M KaK ()eHOMEH,
pacKphIBAIOLMH TTIyOUHHYIO CYIIHOCTH YeJIOBEYECKOro OBITHs. AHAIU3UPYETCs B3aUMOCBSI3b UCKYCCTBa U
peanbHOCTH, YK3UCTCHIMAIbHBIE U MEeTahU3MIECKIEe H3MEPEHHs XyI0’KECTBEHHOT'O TBOPYECTBA, a TAKKe 1M0-
3HaBaTeJbHbIE, aKCHOJIOTHYECKHEe U KOMMYHHMKAaTHBHBIE acCIEKThl MCKycCTBa. B craTbe paccMmaTpuBaroTCs
uleu TakuxX MblciuTened, kak [lmatoH, Apucrorens, Xaiaerrep, I'agamep, kacarouiyecs OHTOJIOTHYECKHUX
OCHOBaHUI MCKYCCTBA, a TaKXKe MPEIUIaraloTCsl HOBBIC B3TJBIIBI HA €ro OBITHIHYIO 3Ha4MMOCTh. Ha coBpe-
MEHHOM 3Tare IMePeOCMBICIIEHIE OHTOJIOTUYCCKOTO 3HAYCHUS MCKYCCTBA CTAHOBHTCS aKTyalbHOW Mpobiie-
MOU. SIBJISI€TCS JIM MCKYCCTBO JIMIIb OTPaKEHUEM PEATLHOCTH, WU K€ OHO (OpMHpPYET caMy pealbHOCTH?
Kakoga ero cBsi3b ¢ ObITHEM? DTH BOIPOCHI 3aHUMAIOT BaYKHOE MECTO B (mitocodckom auckypee. OcobeHHO
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B IIOCTMOJICPHHCTCKYIO 30Xy OTHOLIEHHE MCKYCCTBA M PEaIbHOCTH CTANO elle Oosee ClIoXHbIM. B nanHOM
CTaThe MPOBOIUTCS aHAJIN3 UCKYCCTBA C OHTOJIOTMYECKON TOUYKU 3PEHHMS, PACCMATPUBACTCS €r0 OTHOIICHHE K
ObITHIO M McTHHE. KpoMe TOro, MCCIeayloTcsi OHTOJIOTHYECKHE OCHOBAHMS MCKYCCTBA B KOHTEKCTE Ka3ax-
CTaHCKOW (ritocouu U KyIbTyphL.

Kniouesvie cnosa: MICKyCCTBO, OHTOJIOTHS, OBITHE, PEAbHOCTh, JCTETHKA, DK3UCTCHIMAINA3M, MOCTMOJCP-
HU3M, MeTapH3HKa.
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