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ABSTRACT

. In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant has presented the Judgment as

a mediating faculty between Understanding and Reason. The understanding,
(togethervwith‘génsibility), provides objects, whereas the reason pro-
vides !'Ideas' or principles. It is the task of the Judgment to make the

.applibation of the principles to objécts poésible. But, the theoretical

v

function of judgment -is 'determinant', i.e. the subsumption of the parti-

'

cular under the universal is dependent upon the laws of formal logic,
- and hence, is analytié. What Kant calls the 'reflective! judgmenf, how-

ever, is one which relies upon the presuppositidén of a certain end. It * ‘;

Ay
.~

is, thus, the "reflective judgement'" which is in need of a "Critique'.

That is to say, the Critique of Judgement seeks to solve the problem of
déterminiﬁg whethef and how it‘isvpossible é_priori'to judge Nature as
beirg adapted to an end. MoreoVer,'since,‘such a quéstioﬁ is neither one

”of inowledge Qgr one of will, it is neither theoretical nor practical;

i

plation of Nature through the presupposition of its purposiveness or

. ) ) ' . ) s ‘

finality. Here, we are given two ways to proceed: 1) aesthetically, by
regarding nature as adapting to the reflecting subject asisﬁch, and 2) :”

teleologically, by viewing Nature as having her own finality. Accordingly,

Kant divides his attention to each of these kinds of judgménts in the two

¢
‘parts ,of the Critique of Judgement.



vii

What I shall concentrate my attention, however, is only to the
’

* philosophical significance of Kant's conception of the 'aesthetlc judge-~

ment'". And, thréugh the course of this thésis, I shall argue for the
consistency and the intelligibility of Kant's theory of taste which, I
believe, sheds much light upon the confused parameters of contemporary
aesthetics. ~
Also,bthis'thesis‘i a defensebof Kant's theory against Hume's
%
empi;ical approach. The judgment of the beautiful is not to be confused

with that of the agreeable ndr‘the‘good, gsince the beautiful lacks any

empirical reality as ’it consists in a delight felt By the agent as he re- -

"% upon the representation,of an object.
L3 ) .

. ‘ﬁu;w*JThﬁg, a taste judgment is concerned only with the "form' of the

. -

i
3

%u*'ﬁb%ﬁu@t presented in the mind. AnJ, it is in this that the clue to the
Y .

intelligibility of the purposiveness of aesthetic ijectsvis to be dis-

. " . .
covered. The purposiveness of the beautiful is a result of its adapta-

tion to the prjinciples which enable its representation. The understand-

S

ing, whose function is ‘to present objects, are both requisites for the
formulation of a taste judgment. ~ As such, both the imagination and the
understanding must co-operate with one another in 'harmony' so as to pro-
duce the‘feeling——state of pleasure in. the beautiful. -
. \7 . ) .
Furthermore, since the relation to the principles of objective

¢

ideation obtains, the ground of '"pure' aesthetic juWdgment points to the

a ”supérsensible substrate of humanity" which is the ground of cognition
—_— v |
‘ - Q P . s i 0
% in general.-- The purposiveness of the aesthetic object is universally

communicable, even though any proof by means of concepts is precluded

from a claim of taste. And the approach toward the supersensible sub-



strate is also what allows a phllosopher to be freed from the mere pheno-~
! . .

menality of cognition so that he may grasp a more comprehensive view of

the whole of human experience. But what would result from such a 'trans-

cendence' is a subject for future studies.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTLON .

With his Critique of Pure Reason (the ftirst, of three Critical

. e o
works), Kant has contributed significantly to the liberation ot philo-

sophy from the fetters of the dogmatic doctrines of the traditional ra-
tionalism and empiricism, in his attempt to give an account of knowledge,
Kant uses ''experience'' as a starting block but does not rely upon ex-
perience, to prévide the basis of human cognition. All knowledge begins
in experience, Kant admits, but he denies the claim that it is necessar-
ily derived from experience. Here, mathematics is a convincing case in

.
point: It commands the status of being 'knowledge" but since it precludeg
any empirical justificagion, Kant deems it‘”synthetic” and "a priori".
Thus, it is one of Kant's greatest contribution to philosophy that the
4 A A '
‘significhnce of the subject is brought to bear along with the empirical
aspects of our experieﬁce in order that an intélligible account of human
‘experience may be given. However, if alphilosopher chooses to present
a conception of knowledge which precludes an empirical justification, he
must assume responsibility for providing a viable alternative. Kant,
being a transcendental philosopher, provides such an alternative through

a Deduction of conditions which make experience in general possible.

In his efforts to obtain this end, Kant's Critical works have



goerved to tHlumioate what ] Ll{(n to be an {ndispensible diantnctvon
between the activities ptf the itmaginative and the conceptaal o me'-‘!‘;l Y
human reasoning.  Kant's Critical works are three.  And regardless ol
whether the number of volumes ts an instantiation ol the otten ridicaled

Yarchetoctonic, it is certain that Kant bad not explicated the tull

range of activities of which the imaginetion is capable wihhi(\ the para-

PR

meters of the first Cr i;tl‘,(lllﬁ. Given the Timitations that are encumbent

v

upon me, it i4 tar from my-intention to otfer a systematic exegesis of
;

the development of Kant's Critical endeavour throughout his 'trilogy'.

Rather, in this thesis, I shall inquire Into the essential relationship

~

between the two cognitive faculties, i.e. theiimqgination and the under-
standing, and their further association with the }aculty of Jgdgment
which ultimately sﬁpplies the intelligibility of the former pair. To
this end, [ shall focus upon the functional and theoretical aspects of
cognitive judgment and its counterpart, aesthetic judgment.

It should be pointed out at the outset, however, that Kant's con-
‘ception of the Maesthetic' is broad enough that, within it, everything
pertaining to the perception of pl;asure and displeasure is included.
That is to say, Kantwincludes under the rubric of '"aesthetic judgment"
those judgments concerned;;ith the "agreeable', the 'beautiful', as well
as the "good". Thus it will be necessary to isolate that kind of judg-
‘ment which can genuinely be considered as the aesthetic counterpart of
cognitive or conceptual judgment. And, according to Kant, such+a judg-
ment is exemplified in the judgment Qf the '"beautiful", that is to say,

in the "pure aesthetic judgment" which is the result of the exercise of

our faculty of "taste'. In so far as this is necessary, much of what I

»



tinve to say Wil deal, more apecilicoally, With Kant'a theory of Laskte

{whict difters radicalbty from that ot his cmpfeicint rival Do bd Home s

addition, o order fto wive an atr ot vompleteness to thita thesyy, |

shall also constder a tow of the possible objections whose w0 Tat ton,

Beliove, will abd us o talt flline my primary aim o atbempt oy this

etudeavour, L.e. to uanderstand what Kant tantendsd to say.

soretical Underpinnings of Aestheti fudement

venerally speaking, Kant conceives the fuademest to i ?h*-«.ﬁm-

cal Critigue as the "faculty of subsomiog under roles, that s, ot dise

tinguishing whether something does or does not staad

o

arcter g wiven rule

. FUN R L
(causa datae legis)" (A132). Purthermore, this faculty is, rtor Kant,

"a peculiar talent which can be practised only, and cannot he taught.
[t is the specific quality of so-called mother-wit; and its lack no
‘ 4 B )

9
. o ey Fd . . N
school can make good' (A133/B172). A man wanting in the "talent',

FAY S

Kant. "may comprehend the universal in abstractn, and y21 not be abile to
’ t riiapnstrac ko
3

distinguish whether a case in concreto comes under it” CAL 348172,

Such a man, then, could neither apply thg rules he knows to the particu-
N,
N,

\
lar information he receives, nor could he prageed from such particulars

to the rules which subsume it.

In relative consonance with his theoretical Critique, Xant, in
the secticn entitled the "transcendental Judgement In Geaeral™ in the
thrid Critique, reiterates that subsumption is indeed an important char-’
acteristic of judgment. However, Kant has made a new discovery since he

wrote the first Critique, namely, that aside from the task of subsump-

e



{
-
Chonr, the tadament has oan s ddbUfoual task o fhonding o role tox thin miven
partivalar, e the Tretlect Pye o tivity of pndpmeny

Miie so-called "ratlecttve podement ™ s fo be dlacinrulshed from
, / ‘
the Judgent a3 presented in the Hirse el Uigque, to whi-h Kant gives the

A O '
fame ot Udeterminant judemenc', M predgment Doe tlondne 1§ be Dde Te
miant’ apacity s noti-auboncmans Lo The oxfent that P s delerined
hy Crules’ which are external to atuell In contrast . Dhe tudwment o
fra "retiedtive' capacity mi;)x»?‘.ow Prs awn orrrles o proine bpies g thoat
tha content ot thes manitold ad the partioalar Law gy o s 0oy
systematic unity.

What Lhe retlective judement supplies to 1tanlt, theretore, 1+ a
subiective principle.  The retwrence to g systematic whole, withouot which
no experionce is possible, zanno® be made independently ot the "regulative
principlas’ which guide the mind in ordantieing the mant{~1i. And, since

™Y
the systematic unity cannot be glven in intuitiosn, such o wiplea are
-
nroducts of reason which Kant calls "ideas ot reasons™: Thev are the res
suits of the judegment acting in fts refledtive capacity 15 L presupposes
that nature is determined by universal laws and that tts empirical laws
are intelligible to human reason.

Zonsequently, the faculty of judgment as characterizad {n the
Critique of Judgment becomes a richer notlion than the lfedgment 3 1a
Critique of Pure Reason, which was merely a faculty performing the sub-

14

sumption of particulars under the universal rules of nature. The ex-
notion of judgment, in turn, allows the comparison of particular
laws whose specific differences were left unaccounted for the earlier

s



<

~conception of judgmeqf. From Kant's later perspective:. |

TR ) \-
) \

) ‘ |

in groping about among natural forms, whose mutual agree-

ment with common empirical but higher law would [otherwise]

be-regarded by the judgment as entirely fortuitous, it

would be yet more coincidental if individual perceptions .

had ever docilely adapted themselves to an empirical law;

‘but it would be far more fortuitous that manmifold empirical’

laws happened to be fitted for the systematic unity of -

natural knowledge in.a totally interconnected possible

exgerieﬁce, without, by means of an E_Eriori«prinziplé,

presupposing nature to have such a form (FI 210).

N

- o > A , .
+ and, further in- the same passage, Kant adds that: ''Under no circumstances

can a ﬁrinciple like‘this be posted to tﬁe acépunt.of experience, because
only under this ass;ﬁptiqn is .it poésible.to o?der experiehce in a sys-
tematic féshion" (FI 211).5

At this point, we should note that, although at one lével of com-

. s

prehension, the distinction between determinant and reflective jﬁdgment
can pe‘meéningful, its validity has been duestioned in the recenﬁlpast.
Forlﬁhe.purposes of thié'discussion, however, I shall assuﬁe thié,dis-
tinction té be meaningful if only to higblight another Aistinction,

namely, that between‘twovlevels$or aspects discernible from Kant's ac-

count of judgment. These two aspects are evident from the cdnsideratibn
a .

¢

of the differences between judging in the sense of Urteilen and estima-

tiom or evaluation in the sense of Beurteilen. Prof. F.P. Van De Pitte,

in an essay entitled "Is Kant's Distinction Between Reflective And Deter-

minant Judgment Valid%”, effectively'points out thét:””...'reflective'
judgment plays én éssentiai role in the sub-system to whiéh determinant
judgment beiongé—-and from which the reflective—determinant distincpion
would exclude it.”6 ‘In sgite of this, I bélieve that it is useful to

distinguish between one aspect ('species') and another (‘sub—species')



=

o
e

even if, iﬁ the end, they are part and parcel of the same thing. Accord-

ingly, whether the distinction is &pvalid ought not to have any pernicious

results on gug cShsidé;ation of judgﬁént as acting in two disﬁinguishable
capacities as long as)we do not give the impression that they ére‘iogi—
cally distinct and separable judgments. |

In addition to the modifigation of'the notion of judgment wﬁgch
has” taken place since the first C;iPigue, there seems éo be;yet another
with respect.to the activities of thg two cognitive f%cultiesr"i.e..the
imagination and the understan¢ing. ‘That is t&&say; in interpreting tﬁe

. ~ | ,

~

result of Kant's Deduction in the Critique ¢f Pure Reason, one may con-
3 !

.t
'

clude that, for Kant, the imaginatidn p&ssesser the capacity to-teorgan—
iée the subjéctive (spatio-t%mporal) order of impreséions (or percep-
?ions), i.e. to sinthesize the ménifold into ag image to which the Qnderf
,standing:caﬁ épply'a specific (empirical) concept. Since sensations are

organized into an image whose principle of unity is identical to that of
concepts in general, cognitive experiences‘canfbe deemed objective.
: L : i 1 L

Although it may not be 'incorrect' to draw such a conclusion,-
A ' ' Cd

there is one crucial point which must be kept in mind. And the point is

|
i I
this. We find that the imagination is really an 'aspect!' of’the}f#culty
: [

of /the understanding. The imagination is, so to sﬁeak, 'harnessﬁd’ both
| . -
externally’and internally. Insofar as the production of an image re-

quires the p%esence of the categories (of the understanding), the ima-

v i

gination is harnessed internally; and insofar as the applicatioF of the

concept is necessary for cognitibn, the activity of the imagination is
B !
' |

harnessed externally. Accordingly, we may conclude that the imagination

N
- -

e iy



] “ ‘\( ' .
is consistent with the understanding in-its functions.

Moreover, the harnessing of the imagination at these two levels ,

\ ‘ ;

doesinotvéeeﬁ to be\ﬁgfformed by an ?denticgl‘facet of the undgrstanding.
In other wofds, Fhe asﬁecﬁ of the understandingrwhich applies the cqn- 
cept to the image does not seem sufficient for giving an adequate account
of the formation of the imaéé, and/yice ve%sa. It appears then that al-
thouéh it is, in oneléense of £he term, the ;same' understanding which
'harngsses tﬁe activities of the iéagination? in anothgrzsense;‘it does._
s€em to make seﬁse to.disﬁinguish between what may be called‘tﬁe 'con-
v .

ceptual understanding' and the 'imaginative understanding' so that the
differences in their fﬁnction ¢an be‘ciarified. ’ s

It is also évident'that, at the.time of wfitiné.h;s theoretical
Critique, Kant was well aware of this distinction implicit within the o
notionlof the understan&iﬁg as the foliowing péésage shows:

A ]

It is the one and the same spontaneity, which in the
one case, under the title of imagination, and in the
other, under the title of understanding;‘brings'com7
bination into the manifold of intuition. (B161l n.).

Thus, any interpretation of the Kantian Critiqhe of cognition

" to aséume that tﬁeré are two independeai syntheses performed. by the
understanding on thé one hand,iénd the imagihation on ﬁhe other.
However, when one t;rns his attention to the'elucidatioﬁ of aes-
thetic judgment in the third Cfitiqhe; he is‘faced-with a diffiéulty;
that is to s;y Kgnt ddes ascripe to the imégination a Stronger‘power
which, at least prima facie, Qakes it{appear és thoﬁgh the imagination

can function independently of the understanding. But, as it will be

made clear, this is merely a superficial feature of Kant's elucidation;

.



L

and Kant does remain consistent with his first Critique by restricting

the.power of synthesis to the activity of the understanding, while modi-

-~ ]

fying or expanding the scbpe of the function of the imagination as it

partakes in the formulation of an-aesthetic judgment. The imagination

-

’is, in theythird Critique, 'free'". Let us see what this can mean.
.o

a



Ibid., 211 ©
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FOOTNOTES  FOR CHAPTER ONE

v("

I. Kant, Critique of Puré’Reason, tr. N.K. Smith, St. Martins

Press, New York, 1963. I shall herefrom refer to this volume
by the initials 'CPR":’F ‘

'

Ibid., Al33/Bl72. . ‘

Tbid., Al34/B172.

I. Kant, First Introduction. to the Critique of Judgment, tr.
J. Haden, Bobbs-Merrill Co. Inc., New York, 1965, 210. I
shall hereafter refer to this volume by the inltlals 'FI';
and the number which follows indicates the page number of
the Academie edition which Haden supplies in his margins:

F.P. Van De Pitte, "Is Kant's Distinction Between Reflectivé
and Determinant Judgment Valid?", cf. Akten des 4. Interna-,
tionalen Kant:Kongresses Mainz 6.-10 April 1974 Teil 11.1,
Sonderdruck, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin, p.450.

Kant, CPR, Bl6l.



CHAPTER. TWO

KANT'S AESTHETIC JUDGMENT

Cognition Vs. Aesthetic Judgment

In his. Critique of Judgﬁent, Kant explicates thelspecial nature
of aesthetic judgments. 'Accordiﬁg to Kant, an aesthetic judémeﬁt "ig
* # : - '
not a cognitive judgement, and so not logical, but is,aesthetic-—wﬁ;ch
means that it 1Is one ;hose determining ground cannot be other than sub-

jective"l (CJ 203). In claiming this, Kant is still comsistent with his

first Critique. He maintains that "every reference of representations
. .

N

is capable of being objective, even that of sensation (in wh%ch case it
signifies the real in an empirical represeﬁtation)” (¢J 203).2 However,
Kanﬁ does ,insist on 'one exceptibn“,\namely, "the feeling of pleasure
and_displeasure”;l”This denotes nothing in the object, but is a feeling
‘which the éubject has of itself apd of the manner in which it is affected
by, the representationﬂ3 (CJ 204). For Kant, ”aésthetic judgements"
(which include judgments of taste) are defined in tefms of the ;ubjec-

=3

tive awareness of the sensation of delight which accompanies a given re-

[

presentation. And the question which Kant poses to himself is "whether
and how, aesthetic judgements are possible”4 (CJ 218).
Briefly stated, Kant's jaesthetic judgments begin as perceptual

judgments but they involve 'estimations' or evaluations of the object;

. and they are about the feeling-states of pleasure and displeasure rather

10



11
than about the ;ebresentation of the bbject itself. They do, however,
'involve'ihe esseqtial unity of the cognitive faculties of imégination .
and hﬁderstanding. They diffe; from logical judgments in that they are
always ''singular'" or individuai ana never universal; Since they merely
predicate the feeling-state of plegsure, no concept is negessary for
thei; formulation. l

In additisen, éccording to Kant, the '"beautiful' is to be distin-
guished from thé ”agreeable” or the "enjoyablgf,vand the ''good" or that
Qﬁich is thé objectiof approbation,'becagse iﬁ making é claim to beauty
(a taste judgment) the agent is-required to be without any‘interesﬁvin
the a;;ual existence of the 6biect. The object is tak;n, in a judgment
of téste,isimply as an occasion for the;'freef emefgenge of the f;efing
of pieaﬁure.‘ |

To a judgment of taste, the 'subjective universal validity' is
also aséribablé becguse its detéfmining ground is universal among ra-
tional, sentient human beings and displays a "conformity to law without
1aw"? It embodies, therefore,‘a "'subjective principle of subsumption"
whichxmékes it reflective and uniquely_&istinct.from logical or gogni—
tive judgments5 (cJ 287). ' _ , .

These are some of the highlights of Kant's arguments in the "Analy-

#ic‘of tﬁe.Beéutiful” in the Critique of Judgment. We must now proceed
with ‘an examination éé some of the relevant details involved/with the
text ‘itself, so that~a.clearer grasp of Kant's conéeption of aesthetic
judgments in general and.tasﬁe j;dgments in.particular may be had.
Early in his third Critique,‘Kant makes explicit the issue con-

\ y
. : _ &1
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cerning judgments of taste:

All one wants to know is whether the mere representation
of the object is to my liking, no matter how indifferent
I may be to the real existence of the object of this re- i
presentation. It is quite plain that in order to say
that “the object is beautiful, and to show that I have

“taste, everything turns on the meaning which I can give
to this representation, and not on any factor whigh makes L )
me dependent on the real existence of the object. (CJ 205)

It is evidenﬁ that, for Kant, the issue of taste judgments revolves
around the existence of thé feeling-state (rather than that of the object
of representation) which serves. as a ground of the fofmula;ioh of such
judgments.

Kant also claims that there are 'three different relations of re-
presentations to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, as a feeling
in respect of which we distinguish’'different objects or modes of repre-
séntation”: ﬁThe agreeable is whaﬁ‘gratifiés a man; the beaﬁtifullwhat'
simply pleases him; Ehevgood what is esteemed (appfoved)”7 (CJ 209-210).
It will be instructive, thereforé, to keép in mind these distinguishable
characteristics of. predicates such as 'agreeable', 'good' and 'beautiful'.
iOf course, to the extent that-we are specifically interested in judgments
of tagte, it4is essential that.the meaniﬁg of the predicate ”beautiful”l

be explicated in the sequel.
el

P

Kant'hélds that, the "judgment of taste is not‘a cognitive judg-
Qen;..., and-hence: élso, is not grounded .on concepts, nor yet inten-
tionally difected to them”8 (g 209).‘ It does, however, signify a pre-
existing relationship between the beautiful and the feeling-state of .

pleasure. Conseduently, Kant sayé that: "Taste is the faculty of estima-

ting an object or a mode of representation_by means of a delight or aver-

s



sion apart from any interest; the object of such a delight is called

(N
!
A

beautifu1”9 (CJ 211).

One difficulty which is directly related to this passage is tgis.
If '"taste is the facllty of estimating an object!, then one may intef;}et
this to mean that the judgment of tast; is essentially equivalent to wh;t
‘the faculty of taste does, i.e. "eétimatef [beurteilen] the objgct. But;
at least to the extent that the judgment of taste is concerned with the
pre-existing relationship between the ”beaﬁtifél” and the feeling oﬁ
pleasureor displeasure, the judgment of‘taste cannot precede the pleasure
in the beautiful. If this is right, then Kant's claim in Section 9 of
the "Analytic of the Beautiful', that the "estimating of the object" pre-
ceées the pleasure in the beautiful, becémes prgblematic. Therefore, if
éhe expression "estimating of the object" 'is taken to be synonymous witb
the '"judgment of taste', Kans's claim sgems to be at odds with the appar-

~

ent (logical) priority of taste judgments proper. What then does Kant
mean by an ”eétimation" of the object? This question must be resolved,
for it is the solution to this particula; problem Which>Kant takes to be
""the key to the Critique of taste". In order to answer these and other
related questions, we must delve deeper inté Kant's arguhents,in the
”Analytic of the Beautiful" paying special attention to éhe ninth section.

To begin‘withx in Se¢tion 9, Kant argues that:

Were the pleasure in a given object to be the antecedent,

and were the universal communicability of this pleasure

to be all that the judgement of taste is meant to allow

to the representation of the object, such a sequence would

be self-contradictory. For a pleasure of that kind would

be nothing but the feeling of mere agreeableness to the

senses, and so, from its very nature, would possess no more
than private validity, seeing that it would be immediately

N
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dependent1 n the representation through whi¢h the object
is given. (CJ 216-217)

It is important to note here that Kant is dealing with what is 'in" a
judgment of taste, and thus, we should not be misled into thinking that
both pleasure in, and the estimat}on of, the object are somehow separate
from the taste judgment itself. Nevertheless, Kant's position on this
matter is at first enigmatic. In order to prevent any unnecessary con-
fusion, I shall try to restrict the term 'estimation' to the rendering
of the German Beurteilung, and the term 'judgment' to U%teilung. The
iformér shall thus refer to the non—cdgnitive evaluation or as Meridith
translates ”estimationf of the,object} and the latter to the cognitive
jﬁdgment which has as its end the 'knowledge' of the object.
The'difficultytseems primarily to be one of interpretation.‘ It

is, in one respect, useful to draw a clear line of demarcation between a

Beurteilung des Gegenstandes (an estimation of the object) and a

¢

Geschmacksurteil (a judgment of taste) as Crawford does in his book

kant's Aesthetic Theory.ll ‘(Note, that Crawford does not follow Meri-

. I
dith in rendering the term beurteilen as 'estimating' but employs
éé;;ard;s rendering of 'judging'. I shall, however, use the former term
whenever épplicable for ease of comprehension.)

In his very informative discussion of the third Critique, Craw%ord
suggests that the 'estimation of the object!, i.e. the ”contemplation of
and/or reflection on the form of the object', gives rise'to thé harmgny
between t%e cognitivé faculties, that ié, to the mutual accordance of

activities of the imagination and the understanding which forms a basis

for the emergence of pleasure. Of course, pleasure cannot result if the

v



representation of the object does not give rise to a harmonious accordance
between the cognitive faéulties. Thus, for Kant, such a dis-harmony

forms the basis for dis-pleasure in the agent who would then perceive the
repfesentation, not as being beautiful, but as being sublime.

Furthermore, according to Crawford's account, the fundament of a
judgment that a sgpecific object is beautiful consists in the agent's
awareness of the harmony or (what, unfortunately, for Crawford amounts
to the same thing) the pleasure in the object: "The feeling of pleasure
in the beautiful is a consequent of thg activity of judging the object;
it is the product.of that activity”12 (Crawford, p.74). Crawford's sug-
gestion is, then, that the judgment of taste is preceded by the pleasure
which is in turn preceded by the 'estimation' of the object.

The obvious deantage of Crawford's interpretation of Section 9 is
_that it(alléws us to make some sense of the apparent coqtrariety displayed
by Kan;’s mode oé expression. However, as hinted above, Cfawford'a mode
of’expression is not entirely precise either. As it will be made clear
in the sequel, what Kant means by ‘a '"taste judgment' is more than a mere
'pronouncement' that an object X is beautiful. Such‘a pronouncement is
only the last stage or cbmponent of the whole of a tast¢ judgment. Thus,
to imply as he seems td do in_the above quoted passage, that the 'esti-
mation gf the object! can take'place prior to the 'judgment of taste' is
somewhat misleading in iﬁs phraseology.

A similar problem accompanies Crawford's claim that the taste
judgmeﬁt succeeds the pleasﬁre arising from the harmonious accord betwéen ’

the imagination and the understanding, because for Kant, the productiong>

-

of pleasure and its awareness are also componénts of the taste judgment



16

proper.

It would seem, then, that while Crawford does offer a prima facie
plausible 'solution' for the difftculty involved with "the key to the
Critique of taste'", the subtleties of expression have escaped his atten-
tion. I shall, therefore, proceed with the task of claritving the inter-
pretive obscurities concerning the issué of taste judgments.

One way to approach our problem is to view what Kant contends in
the later section entitled the "General Remarks on the First Section of
the Analytic'". There, Kant says that:

If, now, imagination must in the judgment of taste be

regarded in its freedom, then, to begin with, it is not

taken as reproductive, as in its subjection to the laws

of association, but as productive and exerting an activity

of its o¥n (iﬁ originator of arbitrary forms of possible

intuitions). (Ei}%&l)

Although the implications of this suggestion are far reaching and more
than we could handle at this poiht, we are at least made aware of an im-
portant fact: that the eXperience of the beautiful involving the freedom
of the imagination is ascribed to the productive function of the imagina-
tion. However, since judgments of taste are non-cognitive, no concepts
are applicable to the particular manifold of sensations. Even so, the
contention is that the two cognitive faculties, the imagination and the
understanding, are at work in a similar (or at least analogous) manper
as in the case of cognition. Of course, we must remember that cognitive
judgments are "determinate'" sihce the kind of unification which is inQ
volved with them is governed by concepts {(pure or empifical), i.e. the:
synthesgs of the‘imagination.

" Aesthetic judgments are, in contrast, 'reflective'". 1In other



‘rules’, be they conceptys or schemata,

words, there can be no external
determining the characrer of the unification ot the manifold in aesthe-
tic judgments. In an aesthetic perception, according to Kant, one does
not begin with a concept or a universal and seek to subsume the particu-
Lar representation under it. Rather, the mani}mld ts 'reflected! upon 5o
as to discover 'freely' a possible unity in the manifold.

Broadly speaking, the point at which the two cognitive faculties
are in harmony with one another, i.e. where the subject teels as though
a concept could apply, were there such a concept, is the point at which
the pleasure in the beautiful is felt. Thus, Kant can be read as saving
that, in an aesthetic experience of the beautiful, the two cognitive fa-
culties fuhcﬁion by connecting the constituents of the manifold of intui-
tion in such a way that if there were an applicable concept it could be
applied to this unity.-

1f, tHWerefore, Ege"esfimating‘ or the 'evaluating' of the object
is to precede the emergence of the feeling of pleasure, then Kant could
have had in mind this kind of 'reflection' or 'contemplation' which can
function as the necessary pre-condition for the production of the plea-
sure in the bgautiful.

In this connection, we should note that the generality of the above
account still runs the risk of confounding the essential distinguishing
characteristics of aesthetic judgments and judgments of cognition.. The
analogous relationship between them, however plausible, should be taken
with a grain of salt. For gne tging, we must remember that, in cognition,
the'imagination cannot be totally free of the'cons;raints placed upon it

-

by the understanding. Since it is internally harnessed by the presence
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of the caterortes, the combination of the manttold represented by the
teaginat ton must o at least in theory, be capable of being sabsumed ander
4 concept . But a judgment of taste does pot have as 1ty abject the repre-
sentation irselt.  Rather, a judgment that something 1s beantitul ts, tor
Kant, more like a statement abont the pleasure which an agent teels {n
contemplating a4 particular representation.  Such a representation, accord-
ing to Kant, occasions a feeling that his cognitive taculfies are in har-
mony with one another, thereby produciong the pleasure whiclh 13 expressed
by the predicate "beautitul’. A taste judement {4 an expression of felt
pleasnre or displeasure. [t is by virtue of this, that taste jadgments
are distinguishable from cognttive judgments. That is to say, at least
at the empirical level, no concept is required in its formulation, and
hence, the experience relating to a taste judgment is, as Kant says,
"aesthetic'.

In addition, we should also note that by Lheﬂphrase "an expression

of felt pleasure or displeasure’

we are attempting to avoid the kind of
difficulties Crawford seemed to have experienced, i.e. giving the impres-
sion that the term 'taste judgment’ refers only to the pronouncement that
an object is beautiful or sublime and not to the other cémponents which
Kant has included under the title of 'taste judgment'. As it turns out,
such a pronouncement is merely the final step which follows the agent's
awareness of the pleasure (or displeasure) which results from the harmony
(or disharmony)} of the cognitive faculties arising from the estimation of
the object. In this light, Kant's conception of the 'taste judgment" is

expressive of the whole preocess of an exercise of taste. And as such,

the Judgment in the Critique of Judgment seems to become not so much a

o




19

faculty (in the sense of power to act) but practice itself. 'Thus,'in
providing us with an analyéi; of the structure éf ”;udgment”, Kant can

’ ﬁlso be.seen as providing us with an analysis which has some implicationé
for‘the structure of life itself.

However, ;eturning to the qhestign at hand, Qé do not yet have evi-
dence that the Aistinction between ae%thetic andgéogﬁitive judgqéntkis
indeed valid. For in order for a judgﬁ;nt to bé régarded as aesthetic
rin the gendine sense, iﬁ'must also be.free of the determination of the.
categories, i.e. pﬁre conqep;é.‘ In cognition, the understanding demands
that the manifold'is brougﬁt together in'accordance with the categories
so that the’repreéentation is intelligible for the application of the
concept. Can the case be any different with aesthetic judgmentg? More-
over, even if we say ﬁﬁat, in aesthetfc perception, the imaginatién dis-
covers that the manifold is alr?ady intelligible so as to be consistent
.with the underétandiﬁg, Qefmust also be ablg to account for its intelli-
gib;lity, withouﬁ any recoufée to the guidance of the categories. But,
hqw'is this éossible?.

We are thus in need of an elaboration.of Kant's presupposition
that thére can be an aesthetic experience which is distinct from its cog-
nitive couhterparts. This is necessary for showing that the qgfivity éf

~the imagination in aesthetic pefception is ffree” even fromyits internal
fette;s»of the faculty of concepts. For, unless Kant is able to make his
case stand in this matter, the intelligibility of the not?on of "freedom"

with respect to the imagination remains suspect.
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Judgment'of Perception Vs. Aesthétié Judgment ' B

It is perhaps instructive at‘this pqint to offer a brief reminder.
For Kaﬁt, judgments of taste invplve aesthetic Qsﬁimations of the object
rather than a cognitivé determ;na;ion. The former result in the prodﬁc-
tion of pleasure orvdispleasure; the latter result.in knowledge of the
phenomenal object.

It wbuld'appear that whét Kant requires is a kind of coﬁsciousness

of a representatkon that does not rely on the syntheses of the imagina-

tion. For if such an awareness Oor consciousness were constrained.by the
‘activities of the imagination characteristic of cdéﬁition, there does not
seem.to be any way to maintain its uniqueness. In this context, the ini-
tial problem at hand appears to be one of accounting for the possibility
of a perception which is independent of the imaginative syntheses. There- ' ﬂi
fore, it may be appropriaté that we ponsider next how Kant conceives the
notion of "judément‘of perception'"; and what‘kinds of perceptions are
allowed withiﬁ thg framework of Kant'é theory.

¥

In the Prolegomena To Any Future Metaphysics, Kant asserts that:

All our judgements are at first merely judgement of percep-

tion; they hold good only for us (that is, for our subject),

and we do not till afterward give them a new reference (to

an object) and desire that they shall always hold good for

us and in the same way for everybody else; for when a judge-
ment agrees with an object, all’ judgements concerning the

same object must likewise agree among themselves, and thus

the objective validity of the judgement of experience sig-

nifies nothing else than its necessary universal validity.
(Prolegomena p.46) .

Presumably then, judgments of taste can also be regarded as being, at
first simple "judgements of perception'. This is not.to suggest,ﬁhowever,

that even aesthetic_judgments can eventually come to have objective valid-
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ity. On the contrary, aesthetic judgments can never come to have the

kind ofnobjectivity that is»open‘to judgments - of cogqition. Aesthetic.
judgments ''express a relaﬁion_of two sensations to the same subject':
"When we say, 'The room is warm, sugar sweet,»and wormwood bitter',_we
Have only subjectively valid judgements.”lsA(Prolegemena p-47.) Thus,

\ wﬂile it may be that all judgments.begin as '"merely judgements of percep-

tion", it is necessary to distinguish between 'a) judgments which possess

'

the potentiai to signify objectivity, and hence rely upon the imaginative
syntheses according ‘to the cateéories, and b)rﬁuag$ents which express

the relations which hold between the subject and bis perceived sensa-
tions; and.eince such judg;ents do not fefer to any objects, no feliance
upoﬁ the imeginative syntheses ie deducible. Kant is quite ¢lear when
he_speaks aseut the first kind of judgment 4in the first Critique:

. Now it- is imagination that connects the manifold of sensible
intg}ffan; and imagination is dependent for the unity of its
intellectual synthesis upon the understanding, and for the
manifoldness of its apprehension upon the semsibility. All -
possible perception is thus dependent upon the synthesis. of
apprehension, and this empirical synthesis in turn upon the
transcendental synthesis, and therefore upon the categories.
Consequently, all possible perceptions, and therefore every-
thing that can come to empirical consciousness, that is, all

. appearances of nature, must, so far as the'g cognection is
concerned, be subjected to the categories. - (B164-165)

And, we should note that, here; Kant is speaking of what we have called

\

. b N T, R .
the ‘lmaglneﬁive understanding' .-

The kind of judgment exemplified by the propositional form ''this
. K .
R is W", (where R signifies a certain object and W.a subjective sensa-

tibn), has only subjective validity: The matter given in sensation is
_ = S :
I

neither synthesized nor ascribed to objects .4s appearance. The judgment

that "this room is warm', for example, cannot be an assertion.about a
3 > .
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necesséry connection betwéen the room and the sensation of warmth. Such
a sensation is, theréfore, something which can be had,indépendently of
cognition.pfoper; and points to an internalydistinction in the meaning
of '"perception', i.e. between é perceptioq of a sensagion and a percep-
tion of an appearance of nature. "It is only the latter type of percep-
tion which is governed by the categories, in the context of the above
quoted/éassage. l

I think, now, that we are re?§onably assured of the poséibilitj
of there being a perception (éwaren;;sj which is 'free' of the determina-
tion of the categories. Unforﬁunately,<this éntails neither that judg-‘ ’m,
meﬁts of taste are spe;iés of this kind of_perceptual judgments, nor that
;he facts abouﬁ such judgmedts of'péfception are sufficient for solving

all of the problems felated with aesthetic judgments (including taste

judgments).

It is true, however, that there are prima facié‘similarities to

the exteﬁt that they are both-judgmenfs about hdwvcertain sensaéions
afﬁecf the agent, i.e. how the agent feels 'towards' parficular represen-
tations. But, thisrsimilarity e#tends‘only to the gmpirical aesthétic:
judgmentfgna not to taste jﬁdgments. Kant's conception of a jﬁdgment of
perception is cgnstituted by a connecéion of '"mere intuition' in a parti-
cular awareness, albeit with neither a referepce to a toncept nor to an
‘object,17 (Prolegomena p.49.) Consequently, it bears some resémbl%pce to
what Kant calls thé "aesthetic judgement of sense' in Section lhvof the
third Critique. Tﬁey ;re both singular, and ha&e only subjective valid-

. e
ity since they are judgments not about the phenomenal object but about

appearances.
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Even so, they do differ from one another in at least two ways.

: : “a
f
A. Since the predicate of an empirical aesthetic)judgment refers to a
. N 4

feeling, the judgment "must always remain purely subjective, and is abso-

lutely incapable of forming a representation of an\object”.18 (CJ 2069

r

s

But what is denoted by the predicate of a judgment of perdeptibn is a
secondary quality which Kant calls an “objective‘sensation” (as opposed
to a Ysubjective sensation') which can become a "representation.of an ob-,

%objectivity.lg (CJ 206)
i - : .
B. Taste judgments, as conceived by Kant, are not about sensations which

ject", and so come to have a sort

are given to our sensibility such aé’warth, Sweetnesé, bitterﬁess; and
the like. A j;dgmént which ;scribes beauty to an object isra‘claim,abou;
the felt pleasure-arising from the harmony betwgeq the cognitive facul-
tiés.k Acﬁordingly, taste judgments aré éssentially formal or, as Kant
says,_”pure“ aesihetic ju&gments; and as suéh, their objects differ from
thosé of perceptuai‘jgdgmentg a;‘per Kant's tﬁeoretical'Criﬁiqu;.

o Thus; the matters of sensation have'norsignificant fole tojplay.in
a judgmeﬁt;’thé réferénce of a taste judgment is the form of the intui-
tion. Accordingly, for Kant, the pure aesthetic judgment refers the in-
tuition to cognition by :efér;iﬁg tﬁe»form to the. general pfbcéss‘of cog-
nition and further by‘referring the resultant pléasuré to the repre;enta—
tion. The judgment that "this X is beautiful" predicateg'tﬁé specifiF
kind of pleasufe arising_from the relatiﬁg of tﬁe‘form of represeétation
with the general featufe of cognitive processes. . Aﬁd to the extent that

reference is.made between cognition in general and intuition, the taste

judgment, by Kant's analysis, is universally communicable (among Tational
Judg » DY y s LS y , _
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human beings) be%ause the formal processes involved with general cogni-.

\tion are the same universally.
< N
This is similar to Kant's claim, in the, Prolegomena, that the

judgﬁént of perception can also have universa® validity:

The given intuition must be subsumed under a concept which o
determines the form of judging in general relatively to the
intuition, connects empirical consciousness of intuition in
consciousness in general, and thexgby procures universal
validity for empirical judgments. (Prole&omena p-48)

N

Aside from the obvious difference, that judgments of perception require

the employment of concepts while éesthetit judgmenﬁs do not, the similar-

°

ity between them with reépect to the criterion of the establishment of

universal validity is, in both cases, the reference to the common general

characteristic of cognition.

1}

The Harmony of the Cognitive Faculties
‘From what we have determingd thus far in 6ur inquiry, we can safely_

infer that,‘for Kant, thevfeeling of pleasure_invoived with a-judgment
of tasteis a resglt éf both ééeéific senéation and an awa;eness.of';he
harmony between the cognitive faculties. Assuming_this‘to be acceptable,
we may als; infer that iﬁ‘a judgment of &aétel it is ﬂot enough to be
aware'gf mérg senséﬁioéég for that woula only result in. a éimple percép—
tual judgment. It is, tﬁereforé, alsé necessary that the agent be awa?e‘\

of the harmo&y-betweeg the iméginaiion»and the understanding, ft'would
\DW\igeem to follow then thagyprior to our coming to unaerstand fully what
speciai significance is attached to the fel% pleasure in a taste judgment,
we must become cléar about the notion of harmon& which\KAAt‘sees as ﬁhe

v -

necessary condition for the emergence of the pleasure in the beautiful.

) a0

e
b3 -
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With the suggestionvthat the existing ha§mony between the cogni-
tive faculties must be.perceived (or felt), Kant is focusing our atten-
tién upon the notion of form. The h;rmony té-which'we have been refef-
ring is, I believe, nothing more' than the conformity of the form of the
given representation with the fofms of intuition and mental activity ia
general. According to Kant, Qé (as humans) are wanting in anyrdirect
access to objects represented in perceptiont‘ In view of Kantfs theoreti-
cal Cfitiqﬁe, the two forms “of intuftion,‘spape and ﬁime, {as well as

the categbries),lare necessary for humap cognitive perception. Although
we dié_see: in Ehe precédipg, that the categories are Qbr requi;ité fbr
~all cases of per;eption, even éesthet;;/perceptions are depgndent on the’
presence of. the pure forms.of intu{tion for their actualization. )

If such a mediation by the pure forms were to be denied, our judg-
ments, cognitive or otherwise, would be deprived of the means to escape

Lan'intractabie subjectivity and contingéncy; for such»judgmenﬁélwouié‘
mefely pg functions of the éontiﬁgeﬁt relationships between objects ahd
individual dispositions. ) B ) .
It is by yirtué ;f this universal condition for perception in
_generaivthat the manifold of sensations is made communicable ‘and valid

as judgments. Furthermore, it is precisely due to his capacity to com-’
‘municate (certain kinds of feelings) that the agent's formal aesthetic

judgment can be said to have subjecti%e.thoughiimputable universality.

*

As Kant expresses it:

the quickening of both faculties (imagination and under-
standing) to an indefinite, but yet, thanks to the given
representation, harmonious activity, such as belongs to
cognition generally, is the sensation whose universal

s
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communicability is postulated by the judgment of taste.
(cJ 219)

But the soundness of Kant's argument in this regard must ultimately rest
" upon whether he can intel&igibly and adequately distinguish the pure or .
formal aesthetic judgment from the judgment of.cognition. This"of course

is the question of the poésibility of aesthetic judgment with which we
have begun this chapter. !

We have already seen that there can be a certain kind of aesthetic

judgment which has no reliance on the 'rules' of cognition. However,

- 1

under closer scrutiny, this fact turns out not to be so helpful for solv-
ing Kant's problem. S%ﬁce Kant does distinguish aesthetic judgments of
sense from the pure aesthetic judgments, we must, in order to arrive at

the solution for the problem, see .whether or not the latter kind of judg-

ments are indeed formed independéntly of the categories acthg as the

s

'rules' for the unification of the manifold of sensations as per cogni-
tion.

It has been-suggested that the harmony which is accompanied by
the pleasure in the'beaptiful is the conformi£§ of Ehe(form of the given
répfeéeﬁtation with the forms of intuition and mental éctivity in general.
Given that aegthetic judgments aré, for Kant, reflective judgments, sﬁch
a conformity cannot bé a determinant one, that is, one which is restricted
by the'interhal fetters of the understanding. At the same iime, it can-

not be that such a conformity has nothing whatever to do with the faculty

of concepts. Thus, it now becomes crucial that the kind ofvindepende;ce

i
? )

asctibed to-the reflective activity of the imagination be such that it

is capable of avoiding either horn of the dilemma implied by fhe'ébovg;‘
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j.e. the (aesthetic) imagination must, on the one hand, be free of the
constraints of the understanding, and, on the other hand, still be re-
lated in such avway as-to make the conformity possible. It is here, it
seems, that Kant evidences his most creative ingenuity, by providing us
with tﬁe notion of '"free play" of the cogﬁiﬁive faculties.

Kant has argued that, that which is affirmed by an aesthetic judg-
ment is the felﬁ pleasure arising from the estimation or the contempla~-
tion of the form of the‘object of sense. And, since we are never given
only é’single, indepéndént sensation, but a manifold of sensations which
relate to one another in certain ways,/ihe form of the objec; of seﬁse

_can plausibly be understood as the particular way in which sensations

are discovered to be related as a whole in the imagination.

| Of,cerse, for Kant,'the relationship in quéstion is the spatio-
’ temporal>relationshi§ dispiajed by all aspects of the ébject of‘seﬁse._v
“In the case of cognition, these senéations and their relétionships were
seen to be ‘synthesized according to categorial rules. ‘In the casé of
! . . ' L ' '
aesthetic judgments, however, such éyntheses are preciuded, and hendé,
the relat{onships must be”discovered as the content of the imaéination
in its "free play'". ‘Kant says that:
‘the aesthetic 3udgement in its estimate of the beautiful
refers the imagination in its free play to the understanding,
to bring out its agreement with the concepts,gf the latter
in general (apart from their determination). (CJ 256)
What the imagination discovers, then, is'the appropriateness of the way
in which the manifold of sensations hang tégether\(without/syntheées)
in the imagination‘so as té produce the feeliﬁg of delight in fhe sub-

ject. This appropriateness is n{khing other than the felt conformity of
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the 'unity' in Fhe manifold with the faculty of concepts which, though
the latter had né active part in producing the combination, nevertheless
displays a kind of agreement that it'would have had iflit were brou%ht
into play. Thus, in the "free play' of the imagination, the first horn
of dilemma is dissolved because the discovered 'unity' is not seen as a
product of the imaginative understanding exerting its categorical rules.
For many who are familiar‘with the arguments in Kant's first .
Critidue but are yet unsure about his claims éoncerning taste judgménts
(pure aesthetic judgments); the ramifications of the above qdoted passage
#resent a particular difficulty. According to Kant pf the theoretical
Critique, the manifold of sensatigns cannot strictly be considergd as a
manifoid qntil\the‘imaginative synthesis has bfdught together the parti-
cular sensations-into a Vhole. Bgt, givgn'that this 'bringing together'
of the plurélity,of sensafions is the job of the imégination écting in
~accordance with the understanding, how is one to view Kant's later claim
that a manifold talready displaying its wholeness) is discozérable with-
in the imagination? ‘ ‘ . P .
"* First 6f all, our concern is with the way sensations 'hang to-

v

gether' and not.%ith the sensations themselves. Also, by the idea that
th'e form in the manifold is discoverable in.the imagination, Kant seems
to mea; that it ?s a sort of an offering'df the particular image ip the
imagination to the‘gaze of the faculty of the forms og thought which ‘is
the understanding. Thus, by allowing the understanding to_assumé a

‘rather pasgive role, Kant allows himself to deny, in this case, the ob-
< i

jection that the form itself is subsumed under a concept or determined
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"By the harnesging grip of the active understanding. Finally, it should

be pointed out ;hat, ét this stage, the 'unity' with which we are dealing
does not involve any conéepts so that the function of the imagination in
its 'free play' has no bearing on what kind of judgment (i.e. reflective
or determinant) is to result. The imaginative capacity of the mind simply
unifiéé the manifold in its "freedom'" from conceptual constraints:

Be that as it may, it seems instructive to make the following ob-
servations. On the one hand, it.is lgss problematic, with regards to-
cognition, to claim that there is a harmonious accordance between the
imagination and the understand%ng; for as we have already seen, tMhe ima-
ginatign was found to be an aspect of the understanding. On the other
hand, the claim that. in the caée of taste iudgments these cognitive facul-
‘ties are also in mutual*accord as far as their éctivities ére_concerned
is a little mofe complicated than mhe‘first and requires a f;rther ela-
borationi i

What‘makesythe matter complex is precisely the idea that the ima-
gination ‘can freelz accord in its activity with that of the understand-

ing without the 'guidance' of the law of thought, i.e. what Kant calls

s

the "free conformity Egzlaw of the imagination”?23 (CJ 240 Kant's émph;_
sis.) As Kant himself points out, thever, "that the imagination should
be both free and of itself conformable to law, i.e. carry autonomy with
vit, is a contr%@iction” since "the understanding alone gives the law'.
(CJ 240) It is in order to solve this difficilty that Kant offers the
imagination which is able to provide freely)the forms of the fepresenza-

tion which would have resulted had the understanding been brought into
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play. Thus, the oft quoted expression "conformity to law without law"
or "a subjective harmonizing of the imagination and the understanding

without an objective one”.25 (CJ 241) Also, it is the resulting sensa-

tion felt as pleasure that is expressed by the predicate '"beautiful" in
a judgment of taste. It follows, then, that in a judgment of taste, the
éstimation of the object precedes the pleasure in the object. And this
is quité consistent with the ciaim ﬁéde‘in the ninth section of the
”Analyfic of the Beaut‘iful"7

In the same 1iéht, it appears that Kant conceives the taste judg-

ment to be subjective; and it has as its ''determining ground'" what he
. "

<

refers to as the "mental state that.presents itself in the mutual rela-

26
tion of the powers of representation'. (c3 217) These powers are later
identified with the cbgnitive powers which are introduced into the scene
by the given representation. According to Kant, once they are so intro-

duced,
. the cognitive powers...are here engaged in a free play, since
no definite concept restricts them to a particular rule of
cognition. Hence the mental state in this representation
must be one of feeling of the free play of the powers of
represen£§tion°in a given representation for a cognition in
general. (cJ 217) i

Accordingly, Kant later adds that:

...since the freedom of the imagination consists precisely
in the fact that it schematises without a concept, the
judgement e f taste must found upon a mere .sensation of the
mutually quickening activity of the imagination in its -
freedom, and of the understanding with its conformity_gz<\\\\\\>
law. It must therefore rest upon a feeling that allows '

‘the object to beé estimated by the finality of the repre- N

sentation (by which an object is given) for the furgher-
ance of the cognitive faculties in their free play. (CJ 287)

£
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Sigce Kant conceives the two cognitive {faculties as engaged in a

harmonious "free play", the suggestion that the imagination in its csti-
: I3 : I3 ! . .

mating activity could have no relationship with the understanding, (which
was our second horn of dilemma), is also disoluble with the notion ot
"conformity to law without law'". Kant argues that:

since no concept of the Object underlies the judgement

here, it can consist oaly in the subsumption of the

imagination itself (in the case of a representation

whereby an object is given) under the counditions en-

abling the understanding igg,general to advance from
the intuition to concepts. (cJ 287)

Thus, for Kant, it is not that there is no '"subsumption' involved with an
aesthetic judgment (which is also a reflective judgment) at all. Rather,

the kind of subsumption referred to here is one of the imagination itself.

Generally speaking, what is meant by the term "subsumption' is a

y
\

bringing of something under a rule, a class or a category. In this case,
Kant is careful to avoid contradictiog by claiming that the imagination
itself is‘subsumgd under the '"conditions' of cognitibn in-general, not
under any concept nor any rule. This is consistenﬁ with our earlier ob-
servation that the aesthetic estimation of the object conforms with the
process of cognition up to the final stage wherein a concept is applied

to the unified sensations.

Systematicity, Universality and the Sensus Communis

With respect to the specific problem of concept formation dealt.
with in the first Critique, a different interpretation seems to remain
open for us. For one thing, although the actual processes involved with,

such an estimation are not, in a strict sense, identical with those of



cognition, the resulting conformity is one which is at Jeast analogous

to that ot cognition. As noted ecarvlier, Kant, in his First Introdoction

to the Critique of Judgement, savs that:

the totality of nature as the sum ot all objects ot
pxperience forms a system according to transcendental
laws, which the unﬂﬁrﬁtanding itself gives a priornt
to appearances....  (F[ 208)

Clearly, in the case of cognition, Kant wishes to claim that there must
be a systematicity in the manitold albeit a result of a contormity to
the understanding's own transcendental laws or principles.

Similarly, in the case of the aesthetic, Kants states that:

The aesthetic judgement, on the other hand, refers the

representation, by which an Object is given, solely to

the Subject, and brings to our notice no quality of the

object, but only the final form in the determ&Tation of

the powers of representation engaged upon it. (CJ 228
My emphasis.)

It is, according to Kant, upon the occasion of this "final" (or as Bernard
perceptively translates, ”purposiveﬁ) form of the representation that the
harmony of the cognitive faculties finds its genesis. Without such a
"finality'" of the object, no amount of reflection or contemplation upon
the object can discovér the mutual accordance between the imagination

and the understanding. In other words, the fittingness of the represen-
tation of the object to the activities of the cognitive faculties is the
"finality" or the 'purposiveness' to which Kant refers. It would seem

to foliow then, that the form of the object must, at first, be such that

it is appropriate for the exercise of the cognitive faculties.

¥

Thus, in aesthetic judgment too, the implicit presupposition is

that the manifold of sensations elicjted by the object displays a 'syste-

Rl



‘matic:ityvl (a purposive form) which the imagiﬁation3 acting in.accordance
with its own prinéiple, forms out of theimanifold so as to make possibie
the exercise of the cognitive facultieé.i If this is acceptable, it would
leave open a furthér claim that the kind of eséimatidn théh takes place
at the level ofithe aesthetic may be called a 'prelude' to cognifion in

general. That is to say, the estimation of the object is, in one sense,

i
N

what must take place prior to the first 'movement' of general cognition.

A dgg%iculty here is thatv;he feeling of pleasure in the beautiﬁ;L

\\Xs not given in intuition, and hence, no advancement toward concepts is

entailed by a judgment of taste. But, in terms of the way Kant expresses

his thoughts in the above quoted passage, the conditions for the advance- | .

ment éeem, nevertheless, necessary‘for the reflective functioningvof the
imagination culminating in a judgment of taste. How, thén, are we to
understand the notion. of "conditions'" so as to avoid confusing.the_ges-
' thetiﬁ with cognitive judgments? As Kant suggests:

The subjective condition of all judgement is the judging
faculty itself, or judgement. Employed in respect of a
‘representation whereby an object is given, this requires
the harmonious accordance of two powers of representation.
These are, the imagination (for the intuition:and the.
arrangement of the manifold of intuition), and the under-
standing {(for the concept ag,a representation of the
unity of this arrangement).”” (CJ 287)

i

The condition in questioﬁ, therefore, is ascribed, by Kant to the faculty
iof'judgment itself or, as the German Urteilkraft Pmplies, the perr of
_judgment; \hccordingly, the difficulty of interpreting the notion df the
subsumption of the imagination.i£seif becomes less problematic if we keep
in mind that, for Kant,vthe requisite principle of taste is the 'subjec-

[

tive principié of the general power of judgement”.33 (CJ 286) It must be

N7
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a subjective principle because, as Kant says, '"an objectiQe priﬁciple of
taste is not p@ssible”, since, Uthé determining groundJ of a taste judg-
meﬁt can only be found in the 'reflection of the Subject ubon'his own |
state (of pleasure and displeasure), to éhe exclusion of pFecepts and
rules”.37 (CJ 285) This is why Kant cbﬁclﬁdes that: N

Taste, then, as a subjective power of judgement, contains

a principle of subsumption, not of intuitions under concepts,
but of the faculty of intuitidns or presentations, i.e. of
the imagination, under the faculty of concepts, ‘i.e. the
understanding, so far as the former in iEgSfreedom accords
with the latter in its. conformity to law. (CJ 287 Kant's
emphasis.) T B - o

In a judgment of taste, we encounter no ''definite objective prin-

ciple', and this is true for Kant. But he does élaim ;hét a taste judg-
'ﬁent haé an "unconditioned necessity”.36 (cJ 237) If such a judgment had
no'princigﬁés at ail, it would remain ruddérle;swand coﬁtipgent. For

Kant, therefore, fhere is required in évery taste judgment a "subjective
.\

principle"”.. This subjective principle, which for Kant assumes the name
: . : i

of "common sense'" (Sensus communis

determines what R&Fases or displeases,

3

pe : - ‘;.ﬁ E -
by mea of feeling only and not through congepts, but yet with universal
validity).37 (Ei 238) Moreover, according to Kant, it is the taste judg-

ment which postulates the universality of the claim that an object 'X'

-

is beautiful:

The quickening of both faculties (imagination and under-

standing) to an indefinite, but yet, thanks to the given
representation, harmonious activity, such as belongs to

cognition generally, is the sensation whose universal 18
communicability ‘is postulated by the judgement of taste. (cJ 219)

If this is‘affirmed, then the activity of the imagination in the

aesthetic estimation need not be considered as situated outside the realm

N
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of the 'conditions enablimg the understanding in general to advaﬁce from
‘the intuition to concepts". . And, aé such, it would-thén be a short step
fo the claim‘that thé imagination itsélf is éubsumed‘or 'broughﬁ under!
such conditions. From this, moréoyer, wquld'follow that, since the term.
”judgement“ is' defined in terms of "'subsumption" (in Kant's ﬁhedretical
Critique), the aesthetic jﬁdgment can legitimately be régarded as a judg-
ment. |

v

In addition, it would appear that such 'conditions" are more than
N . o

mere analogues of their cognitive counter-parts. As Kant proceeds in his
~explication, the analoéy Setween the aesﬁhetic estimatio; ahd‘cognition
becomes increasingly-ssrongefhto ;he point that Kant.ﬁould have us believe
that ﬁhese'conditiqns ;;e actually shared by both kinds ofﬂ‘experience&’;
As ‘'we have discerned in the préceding segments, Kant's cbﬁtention

i¢ that there, are aesthetic judgments‘whichﬂpostulates that tﬁe sensations
are cOﬁmunicable Qniversally among human beings. Moredver, such judgment;
are imputable to others a priori, i.e. the claim that the connection
between_the‘felt-pleasﬁre and the §pecific object.af estimation expressed
by ;he judgment of taste is v;lid a priori for everyone.‘vBut,by,this;

of éourse, Kant does not mean to suggest that everyone does indeed agree,
-but that tﬁey ought to agree that the pleasure or digpleasure is felt
when one éontemplates a particular representation qf an object: "The as-
.sertion is not that evgry}one will fall in with our judgement, but rather
" _that evefy one ought to agree with it." (Ei 239)

Kant also states that:

...by a judgement of taste (upon the beautiful) the delight
in an objeact is imputed to everyone, yet without being founded
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on a concept (for then it would be the good), and...this
¢laim to universality is such an essential factor of a
judgement by which we describe anything as beautiful, that °
were it not for its being present to the mind it would
never enter into anyone's head to use this expression,

but everything that 6eased without a concept would be -
ranked as agreeable. (CJ 214) oL

It is»beceuse Kant conceives taste as the power of judging by means of
pleasure (arising from the estimation of the object) that he ascribes

. s o4l ' . - .
universal validity to it. ~ (CJ 190) The judgment cencerned with .the-
notion of the ''good" (i.e. the moral feeling) results not from the free
conformity to law but rather from the determination of the will by the
principle: "it reqdires a determinate concept of law: whereas ‘the plea-
sure in taste has to be connected immediately with the simple estimate

. ~ o, 42 ’ '
prior to any concept'. - (CJ 289)

/

Thus, the universal‘yalidity attributed to a taste judgment ought
not be interpreted as‘referring to the pleasure in a 'given singular em-
pirical representation". ~Rather, for Kant:

in a Judgement of taste, what is represented a priori as a

universal rule for the judgement and as valid “for everyone,

is not the pleasure but' the universal validity of this

‘pleasure perceived, as it is, to be mbined in the mind
with the mere estimate of an object. (CJ 289)

And, further Kant says that:

A judgement to the effect that it is with pleasure that T
perceive and estimate some object is an empirical Judgement.
But if it asserts that I think the object beautiful, i.e.
that I may attribute that delight &o every omne as necessary,
it is then an a priori Judgement. (CJ 289) '

Zaste, therefpre, (in step with the main coficern of the

first Critiqu

is also a synthetic'judgmeﬁt'i priori (since the subjec-

nive harmony is nothing that is given in the manifold).



37

A sceptic may, evln at this point, object‘that it is not enough to

say that we rational humans share a common mode of cognition in order to

' -

!

supbort.the claim that taste judgments are‘”imputable”; for according to.
Kant, judgments' of taste are non-cognitive. To such a charge Kant would
offer the following as a reply:

- The propadeutic to all fine arts, so far as the highest

degree of its perfection is what is in view, appears to

lie, not in precepts, but in the culture of the mental

powers produced by a sound preparatory education in what

are called. the humaniora--so called, presumably, because .

\humanitz signifies, on the one hand, the universal feeling
of sympathy, and, on the other, the faculty of being able
to communicate universally one's  inmost self--properties
constituting in conjunction ‘the befitting social spirit
of mankind, in conggadistinction to the narrow life of
the lower animals. (CJ 355 Kant's emphasis.)

Tt is evident, then, that Kant sees as necessary a combination of two es-
sential components for the claim of the uniVersal'imputability of taste
judgments, i.e. the ability to sympathize with the pleasure or displea-

sure felt by others, together with the ability for g“'eral cognition,

These are, according to Kant, both constituents of our ''common sense'

(Sensus communis). Kanﬁ says that, '"the égbjective necessity ;ttriﬁuted
'to'a judgement of taste is conditional', and that, ”the condition ofvthe
neCessity‘advancedbby a.judgement of ﬁasteAis the idea of common sense'.
(Ei 237) (Nogé that Kant does distingu;sh this notion from what he calls

the "common understanding' which is the cognitive couhter—part'éf the

X,
R

Sensus communis.) ' _ : -

In saying this, we should not be so careless as to make the mis-

©

take of hypostatizing’ the notion of Sensus communis. As Kant cautions us:

The judgement of taste, therefore, depends on our presuppos-
ing the existence of a common sense. (But this is not to

'



be taken to mean some external sense, but the eggect arising
from the free play of our powers of cognition.) = (CJ 238
My emphasis.)

But, if it is "the effect arising from the free play of the powers of

cognition', the sensus communis must be seen as having the same status

as Ehe pleasure and displeasure, i.e. it mu§t be a result of the harmony
or disharmony between the imagination and the understanding. _Aﬁd such a
result can berqothing other than a feeliné of pleasure or displeaéure.
", Because it is also tied iﬁvwith‘the ngtion of '"sympathy", the feeling
grounded in common sense can come ﬁo have th uniQersaliﬁy of ; public
validity. However, this is, neve;tﬁeless, a ”présuppoSitfon” which, as
Kanﬁ has shown, is a subjectively necegsary c;qditiqn.for the“cémmunicg-
bbility of all our judgments:
we assume‘a common sense as a necessary condition of the -
universal communicability of our knowledge, which is pre-
supposed in every logic and ev 134 principle of knowledge
. that is not one of scepticism. , (CJ 239)
Thus, we are led back’tp our earlier claiﬁ that the principlequ reflec-
tiwe jngment_is not aﬁ empirigal one: It.is not attfibutable ﬁo,experi- )
ence; because it is subjective, it is a product of human reason (i.e.
/Judgmént) and {s presupposed ip all éxperience.
Just as the universal laws wgfcﬁ determiné naturé and the intelli-

gibility of the empirical laws were found to be presupposed in -cognition,

the taste judgment presupposes the principle of Sensus dommunis which in-

‘'sures the communicability and the imputability«of“the exercise of the
faculty of taste. And, it is by virtue of such a presupposition that in
making a taste judgment, we are'éble to proceed Ei1thbugh beauty and sub-

limity were some objective quality of the object.
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Having thus presented the main currents of Kant's theory of taste;
I shall procede wiﬁh an exgminakion of some of the relévant aspects of
a counter thesis as discernible from David>Hume's.essay ?On The Sﬁandard .
of Tasté". This comparison, I believe, is helpful for a number of rea-
sons. For one thing, in making ‘this provision, a cert;in‘amount of one-
sidedness may be avoided. For another, and more to the point, I believe
thaﬁ_it is generally agreed among écholars that some significant and
valuable insigﬁts are évéilable from aﬁcomparison qf Kant's philosophical

pdsiﬁion with that of Hume. This seems undeniable with respect to the
epistemological s&ance of each and also, with respect to theiﬁ reébéctiye ’
aesthetic theories. I take the‘lggitimacy of this éssumption to be given
and obviéus,from the contentS»of the‘folléwing segmen§s,’aﬁdnhen¢e;bno
'arguments will be given in this regardf However, since my first and fore-
most concern in this théSis is to arrive at a clearer understandiné of

the significancerf Kant's theory of the "aesthetic', a divergent view

such as that of Hume seems abpropriate for tﬁg isolégion of somé of th¢
crucial coﬁsideratiéns. Let us begin with a viéy'of Hume's empirical

approach. 0 ; o
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CHAPTER THREE

4
THE NOTION OF A STANDARD OF TASTE "

Hume
Hume's position is, without doubt, one of empiricism. To begin

with, Hume held that our knowledge is derived, in its entirety; from ex-

_perience, and hence, our reason cannot furnish us with certainty about

anything. In accordance with this sceptical outlook, Hume's positive

‘philosophy was one of explicating how we come tq have certain beliefs

about ourselves and our environment.

'An aesthetic judgment, for Hume, closely resembles a horél judg-
ment. In the case of moral'jhdgments, the functions of feason and feel-
ings or sentiments are sgch that reason can inywshow us the means; agd
it is the sgntiﬁent which selects éhe‘eﬁds. As the cavalier dictum in

EFS

his A Treatise of Human Nature gtates: "Reason is and ought only to be

~

a slave of the passions, and can never pretend to any other office than

to serve and'obey'thé%” (T‘p 415)  Also, at the end of his An Inquiry -

.Concerning Human .Understanding, Hume reiterdtes what he takes to be the

"proper' realm of ethicé and éesthetics‘by asserting that: o

Morals and criticism are not so propefly objects of the
. understandlng as of taste and sentiment. Beauty, whether

) moral or natural, is felt, more-proper ly than perceived.

Or if we reason’concerning it, and endeavour to ‘fix its
standard, we regard a new ‘fact, to wit, the general taste
of manklnd or some such Eact,.which may-be the object

of reasonlng and enqu1ry ‘
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In accordance with this, Hume later adds in his Enquiry Concerning The

Principles Of Morals that:

after every circumstance, every relation is known, tﬂe

understanding has no further room to opgrate, nor any

object on which it could employ itself.

Thus, for Hyme, in thé case of moral as well as aesthetic judgments, once
the reason has aécertained the' facts to the best of its ability, the
supervention of suntiment (or taste) is needed to produce the idea of

5§value. And, such an idea is expressive of the agent's response to the
"facts" and denotes nothing objective.

In édditiop, Hume maintains iﬁat the perspectives of moral and
aesthetic'judgmeﬂts are general; whereas Kant ﬁas argued that any judg-
ment of taste must be a‘singular jﬁdgment. For Hume, aesthetic (and
moral) jgdgments are not expressive of actual féelings or sentiments
which are contingent upon specific circumstances. In his well known
essay, "On the Standard of Taste', Hume suggests that beéuty is not a
property of the object itself, and hence, a taste judgment is expressive,
of the mind's response to.the object. Howéver, since Hume believes that
there is a uhifbrmity of human nature, taste is thought to be universal
at ‘least among certain copnoisseuf judges.

Huhe, in order to set up the problem concerning taste, begips by

A
observing that there are disagreemehts among men about taste. Whég he
intgpds in his "On the Standard of Taste", is to demonstrate that ;uch
‘disputes arisé from the contingent features of the agents' circumstances.

Relying onn the counterintuitiveness of ﬁhe scepticél view of taste,

Hume argues for 'its dismissal thrbugh the following example:



Whoevar would assert an equality of genius and elegance
between Ogilby and Milton, or Bunyan and Addison, would
be thought to defend no less an extravagance, than if he
had maintained a molehill to be as high as Teneritffe, or
a pond as extensive as the ocean. (EI 7)

And, he adds that disputants of this view are to be ignored and theirc

"sentiment" should be pronounced to be "absurd and ridicnlous”.b (EI 7)
Thus, it was Hume's problem to determine how one may, on the one hand,
claim that judgments of taste are a matter of sentiment, and on the
other hand, avoid the sceptical conclusion based on the relativity of .
taste which would preclude the possipilitfhof there being any standard
of taste or ''the r&%es of composition'.

o

Early in his essay, Hume observes that ''none:of the rules of com-

N

position are fixed by reasonings a priori, or can be esteemed abstract

. S R . , .
conclusions of the understanding'". (ST 7) With this denial of reasoning
~a priori as having the power to intuit beauty or to ground the standard
of taste, Hume asserts that:

Their foundation is the same with that of all the practi-

cal sciences, experience; nor are they any thing but

general observations, concerning what has been un%versally

found» to please in all countries and in all ages. (ST 7)
The problem of the 'correctness' of taste judgments thus made normative,
its solution, for Hume, is to be found through an empirical investiga-
tiqn of taste as it is manifested in history. And the most striking con-

\\

trast with Kant's theory of taste is displayed in this empirical method-
.ology which Hume employs.

Hume does, however, delimit his ''experiment' by imposing various

~conditions which would insure its authenticity and validity. .He writes:

When we would make an experiment of this nature, and would
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rtry the force of any beauty orv detormity, we muat choosge
with care a proper time and place, and bring the tancy

to a sultable situation and disposition. A pertect .

! - T - . >
serenity of mind, a recollection of wvhought, a due at-

tantion to the abject,

o tf any of thege circumstances be

wanting, our experiment will be tallacious, and we 3hdllq

€

be unable to judge of the catholle and universal beauty.

(ST 8-9 My emphasis.)

But as it may be pointed out, these conditions do not assure us ot the
success of his "experiment'; for as Hume himselt acknowledges:

Though the principles of taste be universal, and nearly,

if not entirely, the game in all men; yet few are quali-

fied to give judgment on any work of art, or egtablish

their own sentiment as the stdndard of beauty. (§T 17)

And he adds further that: "When the critic has no delicacy, he judges
. Lo ., 10 ; , .
without any distinction'. (ST 17 My emphasis.)

Here arises a difficulty concerning Hume's reliance upon a 'true
judge' or a group of such judges to give us assurance that a given faste
judgment is 'correct' or 'incorrect'. More specifically, the problem is
one of determining why we should accept a verdict of a '"true judge' as

. N : ) 11, 12 .
necessary. It is trie, I think {(along with Cohen, Kivy and the like),

that Hume does not offer a satisfactory answer to this question. And it

is with respect to this question, that Kant offers his insightful and

-

"y .
forceful reply. Let us procede to view the general content of Hume's

thesis concerning judgments of taste.

R A It is generally agreed, among commentators, that Hume is subscrib-

ing to what has come to be called the 'ideal observer theory' or, as Prof.
’ « o, .

Tty
il

. . .
Cohen calls it, the 'ideal creature' theory. In effect,¥his kind of
theory is an analysis of a statement consisting of a subject, a copula

"is', and a predicate; and Ccnen, in giving a generic description, offers
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»

'us twé specific forms: "'x ié ' and 'x is (or would be) sanctioned by
an ideal crieature'”.l3 (Cohen I.p.l) | |

By affirming tﬁép beauty is not any objective property of a‘thing,
Huﬁe has. precluded the aqcept#bility of a direct investig;tion of tbe
object thohghﬁ to be beautifuL: i.e. the judgmen£ that x is beautiful ?s
not the sort of juégment which can be identified with statements spch as
'x is green' or 'x is light'. Thus, as Cohgg-aptly pufs it, Hume 'trans-
fers" the question of beauty.from the object itself to the agent who
respbnds to it in a particular fashion: "The question is whether g's\
[thé'agent's] reaction ca? be £éken as a standard, or é part of a»stans
dard,.and this depends upon whether g is a true judge‘:’.14 (Cohen Ii‘p.Z)
Thus, for Hume, even if the determination of whé£her an object ls beauti-
ful is a magter_of "sentiment'', we may license such judgments by deter-
mining whether the‘agent is a "true judge”; and this\is a matter 6f fact.
Hume's eontentiOn then, is that given thatvthe circumstantial conditions
are satiéfied,Aa judgméuL of the "irue judge' would be a 'correct' one,
or at least, a joint - ~‘lic: of su. juiges would be 'correct', in so far
as it reprééénts the ’t;ug «randard of te:zte'. What makes one a ''true

‘judge",. and how can.ws recog: -« Lir? Hume says that: J
a true judge in ¢« finer arts is observed, even during

the most polished zzes, to be sc rare a character: strong
sense, united to delirate sentiment, improved by practice,
perfected by compz;fu»fl wnd cleared of all prejudice, can
alone entitle critics to this valuable character; and the
joint verdict of such, wherever they a to be found, is

the true standard of taste and beauty. (ST 17 My emphasis.)

But,'in all this, Hume is presupposing two things, i.e. that the

notion of "the true standard of- taste and bgauty” is intelligible; and
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that such a "standard' does .indeed exist. The two presuppositions are

mutually dependent and stem from a further presupposition that:
; .
Though it be certain that beauty and deformity, more than
sweet and bitter, are not qualities in objects, but belong
entirely to the sentiment, internal or external, it must
be allowed, that there are certain qualities in objects
which are,fitted by nature to prd‘!!g those particular

‘feelings.” (ST 11 My emphasis.)

Thus, for Hume, without these 'certain qualities in ogjects”, their effects

ifxthe agent, namely pleasure aﬁd pain, cannot be given in exﬁerience.
Since Hume takes such qualities (whatever they turn out to be) as given
to the discernment of the agent's "mental taste', what he call;-the
"delicacy’of taste" is the function of the‘degree to which this faculty‘

»

of taste has been refined. through the cultivation of the five character-

1
\

istics of what makes a '"true judge'’.

The standard of tasté as developed by Huﬁe, however, 1is notcappli—
cable in all cases. According to Humegxkhere“ére certain 'n;tural pro-
\'pgnsities' attributed to agéwand tempermeﬂt,vwhiqh makes the detefhina—
tion of the gtandard of taste imposs{ble‘when they are involved in the
- exercise of taste. But, Hume thinks that:

Such performances are innocent and unavoidable, and can

4 never reasonably be the object of dispute, bi$aus¢ there

is no standard by which they can be decided. (ST 20)
The fact that there can.Be, a&d are such diversities in tastes of peoﬁle
seems not to have any pernicious implications for Humé's theory; for the
requisite ciré&mstantial>conditions Hume has placedvqn his expériment do
not exﬁend themselves to the 'natural propensities' over which the agent

has no control.

Hume's conclusions, then, can be summarized as the following.
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Beauty and defarmify are §entiﬁénts or‘feelings which are comnécted to
certain unspecified '"qualities in objecté”'gy virtue of our natural human
makeup. It is, thus, possible to claim objectivify ana universality of
a taste judgmgnt made b; a Utrue\judge” (or by a group of sﬁch,judges).
becauée it is he/they who are'ih the position to perceive/feel the con-
ﬁection between the particular sentiment and’the qué%;ty.

Even if Hume is right in his conclusions, it. is another matter to

‘decidg whether or not a quaiifiéd judge's Qerdic; is necessarily ’corfect'.
Thaé }s;fo say, Hume has'no;, I believé, provided us with an adequate
account of the nature of taste judgments s;ch tﬁat we would be assured
thét, barring thevkiﬁds ofbgkceptions mentioned abéve, the verdict‘oﬁ
Hume'; ”ﬁrue judée”'is ihdqu representative of the ﬁrue standard of
'taste. Hume may be justified in his claim tﬁaé the question of whether
,or_ﬁot an ageﬁt is indeed a "true judge'" is a matter oﬁ fact‘iipje§t to

an empirical iﬁvestigatiqu. ‘BQt this is not adgquaté supporting evidence.
for the further ;laim regarding the 'necessity' of the true judge;s ver=

y

_dict sinee the judgment that something is beautiful remains a matter of

. . \ ~ s .
feelings. It would appear that unless Hume can offer an intelligible ac- .
count of why it is that the verdict of the true‘judge (or their joint

verdict) is compelling for the rest of us, his notion of the "standard of

taste! séehs to be philosophically empty. Although more.needs to be said

iy

_as well as worthwhile. To this end, I shall proceed to consider in what

’

v
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sense Kant can be seen as offering a ''standard' of taste.

)_
Kant and Hume
It is prima facie evident that in providing us with the deduction
¢ of the univer§a1ity (thougﬁ subjective) of pure aesthetic judgments,.Kant

has also provided us with a forceful argument as to the 'correctness' of
ta;te judgments. To the exteﬁt that he dées so, Kant is also, in some
- sense, offering a ”s;andard" of taste.

Wi;hin the contekt of this thesis, I think that the sense in‘which
Kant can be seen as afguing for thg intélligibility of the notion‘of
such a 'standard!' is dis;ernible from the‘following., The beéutiful, as
cdnceived by Kant, is not any propé{ty.or quality of the object repre-
sented.18 (Ei 228) And, this presumption is congruous with that of Hume:

However, their agreement soon turns out to'be merely supérficial. To

Kant's ﬁind, the claim to beauty, a taste judgment, is essentially dif-

ferent from a mere repor

w

ting of pleasant sensation in the agent. For, .
< . .

such 'a reporting expresses the "agreeableness' which holds between the
object and the agent himself, exclusively. And as such%}it is neither

disinterested in the existence of the object (because the implicit re-

ference to a gratification must presuppose its existence), ror does such

a claim have the capacity to'extena»?gself through an imputation (so as

to establish its universality). And these two characteristics are, to
*my mind, the mdst'important ones for distinguishing the construal of
taste judgments between Kant and Hume. I shall deal with these two fea- .

tures of Kant's theory, though briefiy, so that the road is paved for

our understanding of what Kant can mean by a 'standard' as applied to



51

taste judgments.
" That Kant couples the'notion ofi'agreeableness’ with the assump-

tion that the subject possesses a particular interest in the existence
of the objeet which gives him pleasure is quite clear in the following
. - <
passage.

Now, that a judgement on an object by which its agreeable-

ness is afflrmed expresses an interest in it, is evident

from the fact’ that through sensation it provokes a desire

for similar obJeqts, consequently the delight presupposes,

not the simple judgement about it, but the bearing its real

existence has upon my state so far as affected ﬂy such an

Object. Hence we not merely sa of the agreeable that it

pleases, but that it gratifies. CcJ 207 Kant's emphasis.)

E ~7 - s (——‘"' P
According to Kant, therefore, since a taste judgment deoes not have any
,interest in the real existence of the object represented, it cannot be
identified with a Judgment of the agreeable. It fbllows thed; that a
judgment that something is beautiful cannot involve a gratlflcatlon of
va'particular desire, for Kant.

Morebver, Kant adds that:

The green colour of the meadows belongs to objective sen-

sation as the perception of an object of sense; but its

agreeableness to subjective sensation, by whlch an object

is represented: i.e. to feeling through which the object

is .regarded as an Object delight (which involves no

cognition of the object).”  (CJ 206 Kant's emphasis.)
Since a judgment expressing the agreeableness of an object '"involves no
cognition of the‘object”, it is - rightly an aesthetic judgment in Kant's
sense of the term. In additién, since such a feeling is not given in
objective sensation, i,e. in perception, the "agreeableness'' cannot be

a property of the object as such. Thus,. aesthetic judgments can neither

involve any recognltlon of m'opert:les (concepts) nor any functlon (pur-
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pose) attributed to the object.

In this regard, we shouldnote that Kant's notion of tasﬁe judgménts
alternatel& involves anaIﬁgoué notions of principles and purpossiveness,
both_of which are grounded in the agent's subjecgiQity. “Kant's tﬁgory,
therefore, does not make available any qulicly accessible tstaﬁdard"or
'rule' with which a taste-judgment can-be measured. If there were such
. a 'standard', then, aécofdihg té Kant, the judgment cannot be aesthetic
and so not one of taste gither--it\wouid be a sort of cognitivé.judgment.-
However, it seems to me that Kant was not c&ncerned‘wiéh the problem of
establishing the gind of stangard which Hume was attempfing to establish;
It i; evident that at least a part\of‘the Humean endeavour c?ncgrning
tasteg_of men was to arrive at a pubiicly confirmable rule or standard.

I believe, tﬁét it is more fruitfﬁl to view Kant'sfinveétigation
Qflthe naturé of aesthetic judgments as a means which he\empléys to elu-
cidaté the possibility}of there being a(way'to make‘thg objeqt intelli-
gible indepeﬁdently of cognition. Andftﬁis is what wasvunaccountgd for

in the Critique of Pure Reason where his grounding of the cognitive pro-

cess left us wanting in the justification of how it is that 'experience
in general' can be seen as '"a system under transcendental laws of the
: o ' : ‘ C21
understanding, and not as an aggregate'. (FI 209)

Nevertheless, Kant does not ignore the commonly understood sense
of taste with which Hume was concerned and the idea of 'good taste' is
related. But Kant argues that the common or ordinary notion of taste

and the related standard of 'good taste' at least implicitly embrace the
) ; N

concept or the purpose of the phenomenal object. For Kant, "a judgementy,
AN
: . > |
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of tasté by which an object is described‘as beautiful under the condition
of a definite concept is not pur‘e”.22 (€J 229)' A proper jgdgment of
taste, according to Kant, is a ”puré aésthetic judgement'. ThQs, I se—
lieve, tbat his‘discussion regarding the tWQ kinds of beauty reflects
a twofold intention oﬁ the author, i.e. to offer a crit{cism of the Humean
view.of taste and to reinforce‘Kantfs own construal of taste judgments.‘
« The sixteenth sectién of the third Critique begins wiﬁh the dis—
tinction between “free” and ”dependénﬁ” beauty: -

There are two kinds of beauty: free beauty (pulchritudo
vaga), or beauty which is merely dependent. (pulchritudo
adhaerens). The first presupposes no concept of what the

, object should be; the second does presuppose such a con--
cept and, with it, an answering perfection of the obJect.
Those of the flrst kind are said to be (self-subsisting)
beauties of this thing or that thing; the other kind of
beauty, being attached to a concept (conditioned beauty),
is ascribed to QBJects which come under the concept of a
partlcular end. (CJ 229)

Thus, With'the "pure' aesthetic judgment}corrgsponds the '"free beéuty”.be-
cause there dqes not exist any ”intellectualized delighﬁ" accompanying
the judgment.:@ But in thé case where the‘dependen£ or "conditioned" beauty
is judégdz such an 'intellectual' pleasure is pfeéent since éhe awareness
of wﬁat kina of an object X is, or ought to be,'is'inherent within this
type of a 'taste' ‘judgment. |
It shﬁuld be agfeed that Hume's investigation has'shown.at leasﬁ
~ that qqestionéwdf taste are not solvable by disclursive means, .and Fhat
any relia&ce on authoritative tasﬁe leads us to %n intractable problem
of furnishing an adequ;te justification. . And this is a result of Hume 's

supposition that the "delicacy of taste' is a contingent asset of the

. agent like the discerning palate of a wine taster. That is to say, if
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we were to construe taste from a Humean perspective, the meaning or the-
essence of the notion becomes obscured as something other than a natural
human faculty possessed by everyone. Thus, the.possibilipy of becoming
an empirical uni&ersalqé§ precluded from the destiny of tﬁg'so called
""good taste''. As Kant says:,

‘There can be no objective rule of taste by which what is
beautiful may.be defined by means of concepts....Ilt is only
throwing away labour to look for a principle of taste tha
affords a universal criterion of the beautiful by definite
concepts; because what is sought is a thing impossible and
inherently contradictory. But in the universal communica-
bility of the sensation (of delight or aversion)--a com-
municability, too, that exists apart from any concept--in
the accord, so far as pOSSlble, of all ages and nations as
to this feellng in the representatlon of certain objects,
we have the emplrxcal criterion, weak indeed and scarce
sufficient to raise a presumption, of the derivation of a
taste, thus confirmed by examples, from grounds deep-seated
and’ shared alike by all men, underlying their agreement in
estimating the forms under which objects are glven to them:

(CJ 231- 232)
From this, Kant declares that, ”taste must be an orlglnal faculty and‘
that "some products of ;éste are looked upon as exemplary!- (CJ 232
Kant's emphaSLS ) But, this sense of being‘ﬁexehpiéry” is not one of
being a model for imitation but rather is s ynonymous with the notion of
a paradigmatic rule. And, since the faculty of taste is, for Kant,\”an
original faculty", we'ﬁeed not worry that such a paradigm wouid determine
the former's activities. ,5

What, for Kant, can be a 'standard' of taste, théreforez is essen-
tially related to this notion that a singular judgment of taste is “gxem;
plary" or péradigmatic of the univefsal rQle'of taste. According to Kant,
mwhat we havé in mind inlthe case of the beautiful is a necessary refer-

ence on its part to delight”.26 (CJ 236 Kant's emphasis.) But, it is a
p cJ , 4 |

P
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"special kind" of necessity: Since it is ''thought in an aesthetic judg-
ment, it can only be termed exemplary'. Kant expands on this by arguing
that:

it is necessity of the assent of all to a judgement regarded
as exemplifying a universal rule of incapable of formulation.
Since an aesthetic judgement is not an objective or cogni-
tive judgement, this necessity is not derivable from definite
concepts, and so is not apodictic. Much less is it inferable
from universality of experience (of a thorough-going p38ree- ' “
ment of judgements about beauty of a certain object. (cJ 237)
It is thus quite transparent' that, for Kant, the Humean conception of the
"standard of taste' is impossibie, and hence, it must ultimately be a
misndmer, since no judgments copcerning matters of fact "afford any foun-
| ‘ 28
dation for a concept of the necessity of these judgements''. w(gi 237)
Kant's aesthetic judgment, thus seen as '"a 'special faculty of es-

.29
timating according to a rule, but not according to conceptsf'l2 (CJ 194),

admits as a 'standard' precisely this "rule' of estimation, i.e. the

Sensus Communis, the principle through which the communiéability and phe
imputability of taste is grounded. However, since,thi; principlé ié "in-
capable of formﬁlation”, the only acceptable sensé iﬁ which Kant can be

seen as affirming a 'standaré of taste' seems to be imblicit ip_the fact

that Kant regards each singular taste judgment, that is the pure aesthe-

tic judgment, as a paradigm of the Sensus Communis.

It still remains for us to discuss certain questions involving the
; N 2L ,

notion of 'correctness' in judgments of taste. From what has preceeded
thus far, it is clear that in one sense, Kant's kind of taste judgments
must be 'cbrrect', and hence, imputable because the requisite conditions

(when satisfied) leave the agent in a realm that is common to all ration-

«
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al humén beings. The judgment which arises is "necessary'.

In this regard, some commentators, e.g. Cohen, have criticized
Kant by saying thaf Kant's kind of judge, who makes a pure judgmeptvof
taste, '"removes all those characteristics of his intelligence and feeling
which could distinguish h;m from any other person', and thus is committed
to "an absolutely minimal conception' of taste judgment which would ulti-
mately '"rule out th; ﬁossibility that two pure judgements of taste (of
the same object) differ”.30 (Cohen 1I pp-6-9)

There are two points I would like to raise in defense of Kant;s
;héory. The first point is that, while Cohen is éuite right 'in pointing
out that Kant's judge is.difficult to distinguish from any other person;
I believe that what the latter has said about the facuity of Judgment
must be considered. This faéulty is,'acéording to Kant: "A pe;uliér
talent which can be practised only,:and cannot be taught. It is the spe-
cific quality of so-éalled mother-wit; and its l;ck no school can make
good.”31 (Al33/81;2) And Kant has made it clear that not all people are
equally gifted in.this regagd. The second point is eliptically related
to the first. Again, Cohen may véry well be right in saying that Kant
cannot "afford an assumption.so strong that it rules ogt thé pbssiBility”
Agf a dispute betweeq two judgments of taste pertaining to the same object.
Héwever, I do not believe ‘that Kant is in disagreement with this observa-
tion. Nor do I think that Kant is committed to it in/any perniciousrway.
As I have argued ib the preced{ng, Kant's judgment of taste'hasg a;\itsf
objgct, the pleasgre arising‘from the contemplation of the representatign

of the object, -and hence, it is not a judgment that can have any objectiv-
i~
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ity (not even in the normative sense of objective). It is, I belleve,
evident from the emphasis Cohen places on the notion of the "same object",
that he is tacitly affirming the possibility of there being 'objectivity'

of one kind or another with respect to taste judgments. But, for Kant,

given that the two separate statements are about the same representation
of the object, and given al;o that they are both "pure'' aesthetic judg-
ments, the possible dispute between them can only be due to one of two
things: 1) at least one of the two judges A or B is 'wit-less', i.e.*
lacking in judgment, or 2) at least one of A or B is mistaken about the
tpurity' of his/their juégment(s). And of course, if it is the -second
case, then the judgment cannot be a) about the same representation, or
b) a ''pure" aesthetic one in Kant's sense of the term.

But, in claiming this, Kant does n;t close the possibility of two \\\f\
individual judgments'differing from one. another pertaining to the 'same'
objecﬁ. It is quite possible, I think even for %ant, for tﬂere to be two
different representations which are given to the agent as aspects OT pPro-
files of the particular pﬁenomenal object. In such cases, though, what
I have taken to be Cohen's objection to Kant must lose its critical force,
since the grbund of pleasure in the beautifdl is not éttributed, by Kant
to the object itself, but to the pleasure arising from the harmony between
the cognitive facuities.

With regards £o Kant's construal of ""pure aésthetic judgements',

I believe that the most impértant of its!characteristics is its limiked—

ness which I shall cdnéider now.

To begin with, we should note that Kant has continually stressed



that the aesthetic judgment is not a cognitive judgment. Accordingly,
Kant says in the section entitled the "Problem of a Deduction of Judge-

ments of Taste", in the Critique of Judgement, that the necessity of

limiting each of the two kinds of judgments results from the following

obgervations. He writes that:

To form a cognitive judgement we may immediately connect
with the perception of an object the concept of an object
in general, the empirical predicates of which are contained
in that percepticn. In this way a judgement of experlence
is produced. Now this judgement rests on the foundation
of a priori concepts of the synthetical unity of the mani-
fqld of intuitions enag ing it to be thought as the deter-
mination of an object.” - (CJ 287-288)

This is certainly consonant with the Critique of Pure Reason whose pri-,
mary task was to provide a Dedu-tion 8f the pure concepts (categories)

upon which cognition rests. But the task of the Critique of Judgement

is concerned with a different kind of judgment as pointed out in this
passage:

we may also immediately connect with a perception a feeling

of pleasure (or displeasure) and a delight attending the

representation of rhe Object and serving it instead of a

predicate. In this way therg,arises a judgement which is

aesthetic and not cognitive. (CJ 288)

We have already seen, through our analysis of the two types of
judgments, that a judgment of taste, in so far as it is '"pure', is "free"
from any and & llectual constraints of the understanding. In ef-
fect, the judg: .hat an object is heatiful is an expression of the
feeling of pleasure arising from the.ﬁgﬁuty of the object itself. There
is an apparent circularity here, but I do not think this is a particular

problem, for Kant, given the way in which the notion of "beauty'' is de-

veloped.
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However, in elucidating the notion of the "beautiful' as he does,
Kant precludes any attempt to attribute "knowledge'" to judgments of Laﬂte./”/ﬁ
Now, by my reading of Kant, this is precisely what Kant had intended to
Jo. But, even if his intent&ons were fulfilled, his theory is not en-
tirely exempt from certain criticisms. And there are two considerations
whose mention seem warranted in the present context.

One is a possible objection -that, because the Kantian conception
of taste judgments gives them an 'autonomous' character (in the sense
that a judgment of taste is grounded in its own subjective principles
rather than governed by the laws of the understanding), it is.difficult
to see just how it can be;connected with their cognitive counterpafts.
Such anrobjection poiﬁts, of course, to an important issue. For, as it
wa;’suggested earlier; the estimation of the object (which is one ofAche
three compuvents‘ofla pure aesthetic judgmen?) ougﬂt to be a sort of 'prej
iude' or a precondition of cognition in general. If it turns out, how-
evér, that there cannot be any connection between the two mutually exclu-

) ¢

sive judgments, then our 'prelude'’ notion musg be reevaluated or, if
necessary, abandoned. ,And'such a conseduence, I believe, Kant could cér—
tainly not permit.

. While the difficulty of grasping Kant's moves to connect the two
kinds of judgments may be real, he does oféer a solution through the diso-
lution of the "antinomy of tasteﬁ.Ba (Ei Sec.57) Here, Kant admits that;

The judgement of taste must have reference to some concept
or other, as otherwise it would be absolutely impossible
for it to lay claim to necessary validity forﬁsvery one.

(cJ 339) e

But, for Kant, thé:”concepb” that is related :to a_;aste;judgmgﬁt is to be

.
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distinguished from a "concept of the understanding, which is determin-
able by means of predicates barrowed from sensible intuition and capable
= X

of correspondence to tt". Thg concept of the taste judgment i{s an "in-

. ‘ . 1
determinate' concept, {.e. "the transcendental rational concept ot the
Al

supersensible, which lies at the basls of all that sensible intuition

.
) ; . 3 , ) ) , . 36
and is, therefore, loncapable of being further determined theoretically'.

(CJ 339) Thus, according to Kant, the "free play" that is involved with
the exercise of taste allows the emergence of a consciousness (though not
knowledge) of the ground of sensibility and understanding, the realm of
the supersensible.

The judgement of taste does depend upon a concept (of a
general ground of the subjective finality of nature for the
power of judgement), but one from which nothing can be cog-
nized in respect of the Object, and nothing proved, because
it is in itself indeterminable and useless for knowledge.
Yet by means of this very concept it acquires at the same
time validity for every cone (but with each individual, no
doubt, as a singular judgement immediately accompanying his
intuition): because its determining ground lies, perhaps,
in the concept of what.,may be regarded as the supersensible
substrate of humanity. (CJ 340)

Evidently, therefore, the point of conversion, or the point at
which the connection between the two kinds of judgment is established 5
.to be found in the realm of the supersensible. As Kant asserts, we as

raticnal human beings cannot avoid making this reference. He says that

Nl

we . are forced,

whether we .like it or not, to look bevond the horizon of the
sensible, and to seek in the supersensi¥fa _the point of union
of all our faculties a priori: for we dfgMeft with go other
expedient to bring reason into harmony with itself. (CJ 341)

I

What was at first seen as '"incapable of formulation' with rega s

to a 'standard of taste', can now be connected with this non-prescriptive
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standard of allvjﬁdgments a priori, namely ‘the "supersensible substrate',
which must remain subjective.
There is yet one more-important consideration stemming from -the
limited character of Kant's ''judgements of taste'. And the point is -this:»
. ) . S

Cohen was right in pointing out that Kant's is a "minimal conception” of

taste judgment. One may also point out, in this regard, that all our

"perceptions-are given within a certain context, especially in cagdes where-

in it is a perception of works of art. However, if we are to affirm

Kant's limited notion of taste judgments, we would never be able to judge

v

art objects in‘a way that many would consider just. That is to say, by

means of “pure aesthetic judgements', we would not be able to consider
or incorporate, in our 'taste' judgment, questions regarding the kind of
art work something is, the type of medium utilized, the sort of object

«

depicted, and so oni Kant's notion of "free beauty", which is the-énly

object of '"pure aesthetic judgements", cannot offer to a critic of art
the kind of 'beauty' that he seeks to discern in his perception of the

object. In as much as this is true, we cannot even distinguish, through

s

2oe , ‘ S
our taste, between objects of nature and those of art. Thus, one may con-

clude, along with Cohen, that "the theory is powerless to take account of

any of the properties of objects", and Hénce, "no such theory .is compe-

.

tent to be a philosophy of art".39 (Cohen II p.l1l1)
This would be a forceful objection against Kant's theory of taste

judgmeﬂts had Kant intended to ‘provide us with an aesthetic theory in

the contemporary sense of "aesthetic'. But, as suggested in the preced-

ing, it was not Kant's aim to provide us with what we of the Twentieth

!

K
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Century conceive as a “philosophy’of art''.

¥
'Nevertheless, it does seem appropriate to repeat here that Kant's

"pure' taste judgment is completely shielded against the harness of the

"intellect'". As such, Kant must admit that his theory encompasses the

whole of the nature of aesthetic jg@gments. But a (pure) taste judgment
’ - W ‘

cdnnot account for the differences between nature and art. It thus follows

, N . :
that the pleasure that we take in works of art (as such) cannot be accounted

for simply by making references to 'pure aesthetic judgemehts”. The plea-

.sure arising from the exercise of taste is indiscriminate in this respect.

Given such a state of affairs, we are led to look beyond mere judgments

In guiding our thoughts to look beyond the notion of taste judg-
ment, Kant leads us nearer to the realm in which a true standard of art

is to be found, i.e. the inexplicable realm of the supersensible substrate, -

‘the determining ground of the nature of humanity. Thus, Kant in accord-

ance with the structure of his theory (and what he takes to be the struc-

R

ture of life itself) concludes that:

such a standard [must] be sought in the element of mere na-
ture in the Subject, which cannot be comprehended under rules
or concepts, that is to say, the supersensible substrate of
all the Subject's faculties (unattainable by any concept of
understanding), and consequently in that which forms the point
of reference for the harmonious accord of all our faculties
of cognition--the production of which accord is the ultimate
end set by the intelligible basis of our nature. Thus alone
is it possible for a subjective and yet universally valid
principle a priori to lie at_ the basis of that Eanality for
which no objective principle can be prescribed. (CJ 344)
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FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER THREE
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Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L.A..Selby- Bigge, 2nd

e '
ed~ . with text revised and variant readings by P.H. Nidditch, T
Oxfcrd Unlverslty Press, Oxford, 1978, p.415. o
D.’Hume, Enquiries Concernlng Human Understanding and Concerning
“The Principles of Morals, ed. L.A. Selby Bigge, Clarendon
Press, -Oxford, 1975, p.165.
Tbid., p.290.
D. Hume, On The Standard Of Taste and Other Essays, ed. J.W. Lenz,
The Bobbs-Merrill Co. Inc., New York, 1963, p.7. (Hereafter ST.)
Ibid.
Ibid.

Ibid., pp.8-9.

Ibid., p.17.

Ibid.
T. Cohen, '"A Reason for the Extra True Judgeé in Hume's. Theory of

Taste' and "Dilemma in the Theory of Taste: Hume and Kant'. o+
Both are drafts of papers delivered at the University of Alberta
in the Fall of 1980. I shall hereafter refer to these papers

as 'Cohen I' and '@vohen II' respectively. :

Kivy, "A Logic of Taste-—The First Flfty Years', cf. Aesthetics:
A Critical Anthology, eds. G. Dickie and R.J. Sclafanl St. .
MarQ1ns Press, New York, 1977 pp.626f642.

Cohen, I, p.l.

Cohen, II, p.Z. ; £

Hume, -ST, p.17.
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Kant, FI, 209.

Kant, CJ, 229.

Ibid.

Ibid., 231-232.

Ibid., 232.

Ibid., 236.

Tbid., 237.

Ibid.

Ibid., 194.

‘Cohen, II, pp:6-9.

Kant, CPR, A1337Bl72.

Kant, gi,1287-288.

Ibid., 288.

Ibid., Section 57.
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.Ibid.

Ibid.,- 340.

Ibid., 34l.

Cohen, II, p.1l.

Op.cit., 344.
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CHAPTER FOUR

“CONCLUSION o | :

It is an important characteristic of Kant's Utfanscendental philo-l
soph&" that the "eritical method" allowscaa investigation of man's know-
ledge of ob}ects rather than the objects themselves. ‘Throﬁgh his third
Critique, however, Kant, has shoﬁn us that the systematization of human
cogniﬁion alone does not exhaust the whole of our being, ana thatjknoQ—

ledge is diaiectically‘related.to the aesthetic modes of conceiving the

manifold of representations. The Critique of Pure Reason has shown the

limits of our knowledge, and it is the task of the Part I of the Criti-

que of Judgement to show how aesthetic Judgments in general,and taste

‘judgments in particular fall outside the'bounds of Eognitive experience.

‘In effect, this thesis has been an elucidation of the idea, though by

"

means of a differeﬂt vehiéle; that the 6bjective knowledge of the'ﬁhper;
gensiblé, i.e. rationalist ontology, is an impossibility due to the Kantign
conception,of the structure of human reason.

kThrough our investigétion of the nature of taste judgmeﬁt, as pre-‘
sented b? Kant, I hope to haVe shown the reader that: 1) Kant has, with

a significant meéasure of success,- remained consistent with the ubiQuitous

theme of the first Critique, 2) the approach of the "transcendental phi-

losoph “'packé more of an explanatory power in clarifying what is involved
. y _ : e

‘with the problem of aesthetic taste than thaﬁ of Hume's empirical approach,

65
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and 3) Kant's demonstration that both cognitive and aesthetic judgments
ultimately refer to a priori principles for their grounding enables human
‘reason to transcend the mere’ phenomenality of knowledge and therefore, a

more comprehénsive account of the whole of human ékpefience could be given.
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