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You should all have an outline of §21 (Allison’s Kant’s Theory of Taste, pp. 150-151)
[5:30]

When we ended last time, we were just beginning to talk about:

Free and adherent beauty

And we looked at Kant’s two lists, on p. 229.  The one that has the foliage, wallpapers, designs à la Grecque, and the other which has the list of church, palace, armoury, summer house.

free beauties are free of any conceptual determination

adherent beauties presuppose a concept of what the object ought to be (horse, church…)

The question, in the case of adherent beauties, is: How does this concept affect it as beauty?

There is a wonderful essay by Martin Gammon, ‘Parerga and pulchritudo adhaerens: a reading of the Third Moment of the Analytic of the Beautiful’, Kant-Studien 90, 1999, pp. 148–67

Allison, in fact, follows Gammon’s argument, which is:

1. All beauty, qua beauty, is judged in the same way, and on the same basis, whatever the setting.  Beauty is beauty, no matter where it appears.

2. So, what difference does setting (as Kant is concerned with in the case of adherent beauties) make?

Kant thinks that there are some settings in which we cannot and should not abstract from the purpose of the thing.

This generates appropriateness conditions for the ways in which it can show itself as beautiful – i.e., it must have forms which consort with a purpose like that.  You do not want a gothic church with pink and white candy stripes and polka dots.  The fact that it’s a church constrains the types of forms that are appropriate for it.
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The genius of Frank Gehry is that he has shown us how to exploit beautiful sculptural forms which can nonetheless cohere with their setting, in the natural landscape, and function (say, as a museum).  A Gehry building is perfect for what it has to do.  It’s just that function in these cases does not dictate form heavy-handedly.

The point is that for objects of a certain kind, we must take into account function and purpose, and only then can we think of how it shows its forms, and those forms have to be harmonious with that function.

p. 230

Much that would be liked directly in intuition could be added to a building, if only the building were not meant to be a church.  A figure could be embellished with all sorts or curlicues and light but regular lines, as the New Zealanders do with their tattoos, if only it were not the figure of a human being.  And this human being might have had much more delicate features and a facial structure with a softer and more likeable outline, if only he were not meant to represent a man, let alone a warlike one.

[12:40]

On this reading, the function of an object presents a constraint.  But does it present only a constraint?

There are 2 theories of how the concept and object go together:

(pp. 64-65 of Matthews’ commentary)

1. Negative thesis: beauty should not contradict purpose.  A negative, limiting condition.

2. Positive thesis: we can combine purpose and beauty, because there are two sorts of satisfaction, each of which has its proper sphere, but which get added together when we appreciate the beauty of an object.  In this case, the idea of the beautiful is the combination of the satisfaction of the object’s perfection with the more limited, disinterested satisfaction in the object’s beauty.

Kant is uneasy between these 2 alternatives.

One the one hand, he claims that 

· adherent beauty is not beauty proper, and

· all beauty proper is free beauty

Adherent beauties are just the constraint or the extra notion of purposiveness of the object, but when we judge the beautiful, we are always engaged in the same sort of reflective activity.

Kant has to hold to this.

But: why are there two kinds of beauties?  Why are there beauties where we cannot abstract from purpose?  Why are there adherent beauties at all?  Why aren’t all beauties simply free beauties?

Because the notion of dependent or accessory beauty is itself fully dependent on Kant’s moral theory – 

Objects about which pure judgements of beauty can be made are just those that lack any intrinsic moral worth – things that are necessarily not ends in themselves.  While objects about which only impure judgements of beauty can be made are those which are ends in themselves.  (Kant’s moral theory depends on the insight that human beings, as self-determining agents, have intrinsic moral worth, and so can never be treated as mere means.)

The items on Kant’s list – horse, church, house, armoury – are chosen because they all belong to human culture.

This leads to a certain puzzle or problem:

There can be pure judgements of taste, and hence an autonomous domain of the aesthetic, just in case there are objects that have no intrinsic worth or value (i.e. objects of no moral interest).

Conversely, things of intrinsic moral worth can never be pure beauties.

The duality of free and dependent beauty relates to Kant’s dualistic ontology:

	dumb nature
	human beings

	causally determined Newtonian universe
	a realm of freedom

	no intrinsic value
	intrinsically valuable human beings

	a world of objects in which judgements of truth and falsehood can be made
	a world of persons in which judgements of right and wrong, good and evil can be made

	valueless in itself
	without cognitive grip


A hypothesis, in response to this puzzle:

Newtonian nature is governed by the laws of geometry and is dead.  And there is nothing beautiful about the world of the dead.

When Kant says that nature is the proper object of pure judgements of taste, he must mean living nature.  Organic form.  Where the notions of unity and complexity get a grip.  Where there really is purposiveness without a purpose.  Only living nature satisfies the notion of free and wild beauty, which, as we saw with Gasché, is necessary to think about the beautiful.  Geometry, the repetitious, the absolutely symmetrical, are not sources of beauty but sources of boredom.  

I am suggesting that the wild and the primitive are a code word for being alive.  The excessive, beyond-geometrical form of living things is expressive of their aliveness.  It is because of that aliveness that we are attracted to those things.

The problem is that it now seems that beauty is an acknowledgement not of the world that science depicts (the world of knowledge) but the world we live in.  We are responding to these objects not as dead objects out there, standing against us, but as part of a human habitat.

This goes along with my suggestion that the self-sustaining experience of pleasure is an experience of aliveness, that when we experience the beautiful, we experience ourselves as alive (I will return to this thesis when we discuss the Deduction of Taste).  Judgements of beauty concern the excess of living form in a living, human environment, beyond the reach of mathematical or even standard cognitive activity.  (This view is all but absent in the secondary literature.) 

Question: What about the stone in Wittgenstein?  He contrasts that with aliveness.  But we can imagine a beautiful stone.

That’s why I said “living objects and their like.”  What happens in judgements of beauty is that we consider objects, not as out there independent of us, but as part of an ambient living world that is part of our attunement to that world.  The rock can be looked at by the geologist, or in terms of its smoothness and its form, but as soon as we start doing that, we are drawing analogies to bodies.  The sublime is a different matter, but beauty always has some analogical relationship to the living.

Q: You refer to the world of human habitat.  That is the world of practical engagement.  But isn’t that in conflict with disinterestedness?

I am interested in that stratum of our experience that is a precondition for practicality.  Freedom for Kant is weirdly purely noumenal, but of course we know – and Angelica Nuzzo has a book coming out that argues this – that free action requires having a living body.  I am saying that the level of the living is a condition for our inhabiting the world as free beings.  That is what I meant by an originary attunement to the world, prior to our objectification, or action on it.

Q: On p. 225-6, Kant talks about how judgements of sense impugn a judgement because we’re taking an interest, therefore it cannot be a judgement of taste, then on p. 230 he talks about how these judgements can be impaired by some kind of judgement of purpose.  In the first case, the judgement of taste is absolutely undermined, and in the second case, it is merely qualified. 

If we can get the right answer that question, we can show how Kant’s entire system is false.

My suggestion is that there is no space in Kant to talk about living nature in a meaningful way.  There are teleological judgments, but there Kant skips something – the step when we recognize something as alive.  So the gap of the beautiful is not purposive in an undermining way because for Kant it doesn’t have any intrinsic meaning, it’s a “sign”, written in the language of nature.

Q: But as the Wittgenstein passage pointed out, it’s not the form that’s different.  It’s that our attitude is not the same.  I don’t see any room in Kant for an attitudinal account – he’s deriving that from form.

[34:50]

A: The real question is, what is the attitude called reflecting judgement.  That is, I’m saying that it is an attitude – it’s the missing attitude, in a certain way.  It is that stance towards things that opens up the possibility of regarding us and them as attuned to one another, beyond the reach of morality and of objective cognition.

Q: I like what you’re doing but I’m not sure it’s Kant. 
A: Oh, I am doing terrible things to Kant.  I am giving an Althusserian reading – the way you read a text is to look for the thing it does not talk about, because that’s what it’s all about.  It actually works.  Just think of Foucault’s book on sexuality.  Where is the French Revolution?  Pierre Macherey – all that kind of criticism.  My reading of Kant is that the missing link in the deduction of beauty is this notion of living form, or life experienced as form.  Apart from perhaps McGreal (and I am looking forward to Rachel Zuckert’s book) this reading is absent.  I am not suggesting that the notion of living form is one of the hypotheses that Kant is explicitly thinking about, but it’s all over the text.  

Q: But he doesn’t have the resources to go there?

A: It’s not that.  It’s that he senses something in beauty he had not accounted for, and is trying desperately to make space for, but he doesn’t know what it is.  But he is doing everything he can to carve it out, and to give it an integral space.  And that will cohere with the fact that all art is about resurrection – he says, saying something totally gnomic.

[39:00]

The Ideal of Beauty

(This is the other side of this argument).

The judgment of the beautiful – of free beauties – is the experience of more, in our perceptual experience.  More form, excess of form, beyond the minimum necessary conditions for cognition.

In §16 Kant says, strictly speaking, perfection neither gains by beauty nor beauty by perfection.  He has to say this, otherwise he’s going to drift into a perfectionist aesthetics.  That’s what lay behind, quite correctly, Gammon’s argument that adherent beauties are not kinds of beauties, because if beauty gained by perfection, then you’re back to aesthetic rationalism.

In §17 Kant wants to offer a positive articulation of the relationship between beauty and goodness (we’ll come back to the whole morality and beauty thing, but this is a low level at which it first appears).  And he has to offer an account of this relationship between beauty and goodness, reason and judgement, in a way that does not transgress the free/adherent beauty divide.  Which is to say, human beings are a problem. 

But Kant realizes that he cannot attack the problem directly, so he tackles it sideways.  He notes: there are no objective rules of taste.  How then is the domain of taste reproduced by culture?  That is, if this is not a rule-following activity, how does it proceed and how is it sustained?  

Through the use of certain products of taste being treated as models – as things exemplary for taste.  

In such (exemplary) cases, an individual object itself is being used for estimating normative guidance in a domain.

The highest model of taste – those models that best exemplify beauty, and in so doing provide orderliness for the domain of the beautiful – is to be called the archetype (Urbild) of taste.  Where does this archetype come from?  How can there be an archetype of taste?

He begins again formally.  He says that the archetype of taste is an ideal of taste which each of us must attempt to beget within ourselves, in accordance with which we estimate other things.  The archetype of taste, and other models of taste, are stand-ins for, and replace, objective rules or criteria.  They are paradigms.  And they’re, in a certain sense, inexhaustible.

[45:15]

Exemplary items take up the burden of orienting us in the field of the aesthetic.

Orientation is a technical Kantian term.  It is different from guiding, ruling, and determining.

The example that he gives in his early writings is our orientation in space, which is determined by right and left.  The reason why these provide orientation and not criteria is because the difference between them is intuitive and not conceptual.  Orientation is something that is concrete, intuitive, and gathered through experience, but yet has the power of literally providing guidance in an infinite open domain.  At least if I’ve got left, right, back and front, I can make decisions about where to go.

One of the questions we should be thinking about is whether the notion of ethics requires, or can bear more than, orientation.  Could ethics be not about obligations, norms, values, all the stuff that we lily-livered Platonists think it’s about?  Could it be orientation, in accordance with models?  Plato says the good man is the icon of the good.  But what if “the good” doesn’t exist?  Then all you’ve got is the practices of the good man, as your model for ethicality.  “Act like that” might be the thought.  Or “This is what freedom is.”  Or “This is keeping a promise.”  That is, what if ethicality were built not out of principles or norms, but cases of emphatic salience?  The way Kant is going to argue, when we come to art, that art is built out of cases of emphatic salience.  “This is what a great piece of music sounds like.”  “This is a fugue.”  If you follow the rules, you won’t produce a fugue, you’ll just produce a student exercise.

This issue of orientation is the de-Platonizing, anti-Aristotelian moment in Kantian thought.  Why does it happen with beauty?  Because beauty is the realm of the sensible, and so is excluded from truth and goodness, and is always part of a contested space.

Heidegger’s “On the Origin of the Work of Art” expresses this idea that artworks provide orientation.  When he says that “the temple gives to things their look, and to men their outlook,” he’s not suggesting that it gives them rules or principles, but that the work of art opens up a space of orientation, and then he makes it literal: it says what is high and what is low, what is mean and what is great, etc.  Heidegger takes this idea and beats it to death.  (And that’s not the half of what he borrows here.) 

So now we are saying that if art has any regularity or normativity to it, it’s got to be through archetypes, exemplary instances, and the like.  The question is, which ones?  Or is it pure conventionality?

The Ideal
We have to distinguish between ideas and ideal.

Ideas are always ideas of reason.  They belong to rational self-determination, and so are always conceptual.  

An ideal, on the other hand, is the representation of an individual fully adequate to the idea.  It is the case that exemplifies, or instantiates, or incarnates the idea.

Hence the archetype of taste, which rests on reason’s idea of an indeterminate maxim.  An indeterminate maxim cannot be represented by means of concepts – only as an ideal, i.e. in an individual case.

So the ideal of beauty cannot be drawn from the domain of free beauties, for because they are free beauties, any individual member of any particular group that is determined as beautiful is purely contingent.  

Since there is nothing about free beauties that makes them such – we require an attitude; it’s not a fact about them – then by definition, they are ill-suited to play the role of ideal beauties.

An ideal beauty must be one for which there exists a final, objective finality, i.e. something that has an absolute purpose.  An object whose purpose cannot be abstracted from it.  Only the human being qualifies (p. 233):

[This leaves] only that which has the purpose of its existence within itself – man.  Man can himself determine his purposes by reason; or, where he has to take them from outer perception, he can still compare them with essential and universal purposes and then judge the former purposes’ harmony with the latter ones aesthetically as well.  It is man, alone among all objects in the world, who admits of an ideal of beauty, just as the humanity in his person, [i.e., in man considered] as an intelligence, is the only [thing] in the world that admits of the ideal of perfection.

So the ideal of beauty rests upon the rational idea of man, that is, the idea of man as possessing intrinsic moral worth, and virtues attendant upon that.  It is these notions of what it is to be a human being that govern the representation of the human figure such that the human figure becomes the outward expression – the visible expression – of these inward, abstract, wholly ideal notions.  The ideal of the beautiful is the image of human worth and virtue embodied.

You might say that Kant is giving Wittgenstein a transcendental twist.  Wittgenstein says, the best image of the human soul is the human body.  Make that thesis transcendental: the only, and necessary, image of the human soul – that is, what it is to be a human being – is the human body.  That’s the thesis of ideal beauty.

[59:53]

We are looking for a worldly object that will give us orientation in the field of beauty.  If we’re going to have a domain of the aesthetic, we have got to have some cases that are indisputable cases of the beautiful.  The only ones that have the requisite consistency are not pure ones, but adherent ones, and the only adherent one that has enough consistency is the human, because we are free.  The word “soul,” that Wittgenstein uses, is translated by Kant as “free.”  The only image, and the necessary condition of the image of human freedom, is the human body.

Something about the human body possesses an intrinsic expressivity, and the beautiful body is the revelation of the intrinsic expressivity of the human body as the image of the human soul, which is the picture of human freedom.
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One aspect of Kant’s thesis is that the human body, uniquely, puts constraints on its representation in such a way that we cannot fail (although we always do fail), with enough thoughtfulness, to ask about the relationship between how the body is represented, and what it is represented as.  

The case I want to look at is the various depictions of the rape of Lucretia.  This was a great trope of Renaissance art.  In almost all of the pictures of the rape of Lucretia, of which Titian is the most repugnant case, what you have is a heavily-clothed, muscular guy with a naked, wholly exposed woman, who is always in a pose, not of violation, but of surprise seduction. 

This is even worse in the case of Giordano, where the woman is just being coy.
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The great commentary on this – and the one I would argue is an exemplar of the idea of beauty – is Rembrandt.  Rembrandt’s Lucretia is fully clothed.  If you know the story, after she was raped, because she was dishonoured, she committed suicide in front of her husband-to-be, her father, and her brother.  In Rembrandt’s case, he has her having already stabbed herself, and her garment soaked in red, and she’s holding a cord.  Is the cord an alarm?  A blind?  A cord about to be pulled?  But what we know of this is that she has lost everything.  And seeing that desolation on the face of Lucretia, we know exactly what the human soul is, and how it is to be measured.  Something that does not occur in the Italian works, which I would argue treat the female form as pure sexual decoration.

***

It is tempting to think that the notion of the ideal of beauty represents the point of beauty.  But this is a point of beauty that is in tension with free beauties.  We have this tension opened up between the way in which Kant wants to talk about free beauties, and the way he wants to give a certain privilege to ideal beauties.  And I’m not clear that he ever explicitly overcomes that duality in his account.

One question we can ask ourselves: Is art beauty on the side of ideal beauty (Rembrandt) or that of free beauty (still-lifes, landscapes, abstract paintings)?

What is the relationship between free beauty and freedom, with respect to ideal beauty?

Schiller, in the Callius (?) letters, suggests that all beauty is an image of freedom realized.  Ask yourself, What does freedom look like?  Schiller’s answer is basically, “It looks like a flower!”  An object’s structure can have one of two sources: either it’s determined from without (in which case it’s mechanical nature), or else it’s determined from within (merely from what it is) – but isn’t this just a definition of freedom? 

Anything living, insofar as it escapes from mechanism (i.e. the dead), is an image of freedom.  This is Schiller’s reading of the Third Critique.  Schiller is asking the question that Gasché didn’t ask: What makes form more? excessive?  Answer: its not being determinate.  It has more in it, to be itself, than is required to simply bring it under a concept.

4th moment (modality) and sensus communis

Modality is supposed to unify the first three moments in a common basis.

[9:25]

On p. 240 Kant says 

For the present, our task is only to analyze the power of taste into its elements, and to unite these ultimately in the idea of a common sense.

The idea of common sense is meant to unite the first three moments.

The debate about all of this, especially about §21, is going to be whether, in giving us an idea of common sense and of necessity, Kant is offering a deduction of the possibility of taste, or just a further elaboration of what a pure judgement of taste is, which will then get its deduction in §§31-39.

While §21 does provide grounds for postulating a cognitive capacity that is a necessary condition for the possibility of taste, Allison for one argues that that cognitive capacity is weaker than a deduction.  Over the past fifteen years agreement has formed that §21 is not sufficient on its own to provide a judgement of taste.  Twenty years ago, people used to argue that everything after §21 was redundant.  The redundancy thesis has now gone out of fashion.  We now have a weak reading of §21, and a hopeful reading of §§31-39.

§18 introduces the idea of necessity.  The question is, what kind of necessity is at issue here?  Kant’s answer is: an exemplary necessity.

p. 237

Rather, as a necessity that is thought in an aesthetic judgement, it can only be called exemplary, i.e. a necessity of the assent of everyone to a judgement that is regarded as an example of a universal rule that we are unable to state.

If you want to lose many sleepless nights, try to think about what necessity means.

In philosophy, we distinguish between: 

· logical necessity

· causal necessity

· historical necessity (different from above?)

· ethical necessity

· ontological necessity

· epistemic necessity

· necessary truths

I take it that “necessary truths” organizes all the other ones.

(Usually, Kant says, necessity goes together with universality.  Hence a necessity in which a concept precedes the object.)

Rationalism has located the notion of necessity above all in the notion of timelessness.  So necessarily true means something that is always true, and can never be false.  What must be the case in order for something to be necessarily true?  A thing is necessarily true if and only if the conditions for its holding are always in place, or the conditions for its changing are never in place.

The reason that I don’t like logical necessity is because of how this has been distorted by modal logic.  According to modal logic, a thing is necessarily true if it is true in all possible worlds.  What is a possible world?  Saul Kripke made a living off of this crap.  I consider S5 to be a load of semantic nonsense.  And that, by the way, was Kant’s critique of Leibniz – i.e. that logical necessity (“true in all possible worlds”) is dependent on what you can conceive of, and that of course is just a play of the imagination.  Kant said that when you detach necessity from anything as simple as “how could we know that?” you get a philosophical free-for-all.  And if you want to see a philosophical free-for-all, you just look at all the philosophy that comes out of trackingness (?).

What is interesting here is that exemplary necessity connects necessity and contingency.

What I am saying here is that all of these traditional notions of necessity, based on the idea of necessary truths (and logical truths are just paradigm cases of necessary truths) – all of this is the metaphysics of presence.

Part of the fascination of reflective judgement is the way in which we want to make claims about necessity, but that take their point of departure from an individual case, which is therefore a singularity.  Which is why Kant says, just before introducing the notion of exemplarity (p. 236)

It is not a theoretical objective necessity, allowing us to cognize a priori that everyone will feel this liking for the object I call beautiful.  Nor is it a practical objective necessity, where, through concepts of a pure rational will that serves freely acting beings as a rule, this liking is the necessary consequence of an objective law… 
The necessity here is bound up with contingency.  I am claiming to have judged an object as it ought to be judged, and this is the basis of my demand for the agreement of others.  I make this claim because I assume my judgement instantiates a universal rule.  However, since the judgement is aesthetic and not cognitive, based on feeling rather than concept, this rule cannot be stated.  If there were an actual rule, it would be a cognitive, logical necessity, not an aesthetic one.

[23:35]

So the notion of the exemplary instance (“This is beauty”) is what is at stake. 

Allison, Kant’s Theory of Taste, p. 147 ff:

Continuing his analysis of this exemplary necessity, Kant points out in §19 that it is not only subjective but also conditional [bedingt].  Specifically, it is conditional upon the correct subsumption of the instance (the particular appraisal) under the unstatable rule…  In the next section (§20), Kant identifies this mysterious, unstatable rule, which serves as the condition or ground of the demand for universal agreement implicit in the pure judgment of taste, with the idea of a common sense.

The principle that’s supporting this fabric of claims, the principle under which the subsumption occurs, is not a principle in the ordinary sense, but the notion of a common sense.  Common sense – and I’m going to suggest this means two different things – is going to be the ground of the possibility of aesthetic judgements.  Common sense is at least this: it is the shared capacity to feel what may be universally sharable.  

Allison’s breakdown of §21 [handout] (from Kant’s Theory of Taste, pp. 150-151)
Step 1:

“Cognitions and judgements must be universally communicable,” because this is necessary to have those judgements agreeing with the object.  

What is being stated here, at least weakly, is the reversibility between objectivity and intersubjectivity.  What is truly objectively the case (true independent of anyone) must be statable in a way that is shareable by everyone.  And what is intersubjectively true – what we can all share – is what we can claim to be of the object.  So we are getting a kind of reciprocity argument between intersubjectivity and objectivity, with a lack of clarity, at this point, about any primacy in either direction.  The justification of this claim, which is not a deep one, but sufficient for the moment, is: deny it, and you end up in skepticism.  If you have universal shareability but no objectivity, then you’ve got a version of subjective idealism.  If you have objectivity but no shareability, then you’ve got solipsism.  

I say it’s a weak thesis, because he doesn’t disprove skepticism.  He says: the denial of the thesis entails skepticism.  It’s an anti-skeptical premise.

Step 2:
“This entails that the mental state required for cognition in general, that is, the attunement” between imagination and understanding, or proportion between them, the subjective states that make those judgements possible – they too “must be universally communicable, for again, to deny this would open the door to skepticism, since the attunement is the subjective condition for cognition.”  

So, the picture looks like this:
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The subjective condition for an objective judgement is the harmony between the imagination and understanding, and this too must be communicable, since it is just the subjective condition for the intersubjective judgement.

If you want to, you can simply “black box” the subjective conditions.  Whatever they are, they must be communicable.

Step 3:
“This attunement actually occurs whenever the perception of a given object puts the imagination into play, which, in turn, sets the understanding into action, for this attunement varies in proportion to differences in the occasioning objects.”  

So, this activity of the imagination and the understanding occurs whenever this [objective judgement?] occurs, and further, this has variations.  It varies in relationship to differences in the object.  If there were a flower on the tree, there would be a different harmony over here.

Step 4:

“Nevertheless,” Allison suggests – and it is unclear whether this is in Kant – “there must be one optimal attunement, that is, one in which the inner relation is most conducive to the mutual quickening of the cognitive faculties with a view to cognition in general; and this attunement can be determined (recognized) only by feeling (since the alternative – concepts – is ruled out).”

And this is really the puzzling step.  It states that attunement can happen, for even an individual object, in a variety of ways, but there should be an optimal attunement.  That is, one in which the inner relation, between imagination and the understanding, is such that the cognitive faculties are operating in their own maximum functionality, with a view to cognition in general, and this maximum functionality can only be recognized by feeling, because we have no other access to it. 

Step 5:

“Moreover, this attunement and the feeling of it in connection with a given representation must likewise be universally communicable.”  

So, if this feeling happens, then it must happen with respect to a given individual, simply as an inference from Step 4. 

Step 6:

“But the universal communicability of this feeling presupposes a common sense.”  

That is, in order for the sharing to go on, we must assume that the way in which imagination and understanding work in relationship to one another is shared by all the participants.  Otherwise you’re going to again lose the universal communicability, which you’ve already agreed is a necessary condition for cognition in general.

Step 7:

“Consequently, we do have a basis for assuming a common sense, without relying on psychological observation, as a necessary condition of the universal communicability of our cognition, which must itself be presupposed if skepticism is to be avoided.”

There are two conflicting ways of reading this:

(1) The strictly cognitive / epistemic reading

(2) The aesthetic reading

On (1), what is offered is a strictly cognitive conception of common sense, not particularly geared to the aesthetic, but rather providing the grounds for what will be a necessary condition for the possibility of taste, by alleviating the worry about what appears a strange condition.  On the strictly cognitive reading, what is being suggested is that if we share judgements, then we must share the capacities for judgements.  And in sharing the capacity for judgements, we at least have the idea that the way the imagination and understanding work is something that is universally shared, or at least in principle shareable, but it is not by itself sufficient for aesthetics.

On (2), which would be an as-if deduction of taste, one moves from the general cognitive story to an aesthetic story via the moment of optimal attunement.  What does it mean to talk about an optimal attunement, that is, most conducive to cognition in general?  It is as if the very moment picked up by the attunement between the faculties reaches a sort of pitch of explicitness that says something about what is the case for the minimal case.  

The point here is that the cognitive does not entail the aesthetic.  And this is going to be the problem for the deduction of taste, over and over again.  The reason that the cognitive does not entail the aesthetic is because the minimum necessary conditions for judgement – that is, the coordination between imagination and understanding – occur when there is conceptual determination, and that doesn’t tell us what happens when there isn’t conceptual determination.

So problem number one is that we don’t know why the relationship between the imagination and understanding that is necessary for cognition should be related to what happens when we’re not cognizing.  

The question is, what is the relationship between the cognitive story, and the aesthetic story?  And the way this gets played out, very often, is by use of inflated words.  So, Gasché says, on page 82 of The Idea of Form, that 

the basis upon which the universality of an aesthetic judgement rests is that of “mere form” – the form of the objects, the form of what is eminently cognizable.

What does “eminently cognizable” mean?  What is the difference between cognizable, and eminently cognizable?  That difference is supposed to capture the relationship between the cognitive and the aesthetic.  As far as I can see, in the Gasché story, it just gets played out by the word “eminently.”

In Allison, it gets played out in that language of “optimal attunement that is most conducive to the mutual quickening of the cognitive faculties.”  For the cognition… of a pencil?

In other words, there is a gap here.  And the issue of the deduction is precisely how we relate the patent fact that we require a harmony between imagination and understanding for cognition when there is no free play (when the relation between imagination and understanding is determined), and what happens in the case of free play.  And how one story bears on the other.

The argument for entailment obviously fails and is question-begging, because cognitive judgements are interested, and judgements of taste are disinterested.  Cognitive judgements are ones in which the understanding determines the imagination, while in judgements of taste the imagination exercises a free play, and the attunement occurs as a consequence of free play.

And this is underlined by the question of whether taste is original (we have it), or only regulative.  Which is the question Kant asks in §22, p. 239

That we do actually presuppose this indeterminate standard of a common sense is proved by the fact that we presume to make judgements of taste.  But is there in fact such a common sense, as a constitutive principle of the possibility of experience, or is there a still higher principle of reason that makes it only a regulative principle for us, [in order] to bring forth in us, for higher purposes, a common sense in the first place?

Well, common sense was supposed to be the ground, but he’s now suggesting we may not have it!  And if we do not have it, why should we believe that we can share our judgements?  (And why would we demand that of other people?)

The question is, is common sense constitutive or regulative?

That we cannot even begin to answer this question given what goes on in §21 is all the evidence in the world for saying that the deduction of taste does not occur there.

the deduction of taste 

What I want to argue about the deduction is that the entire problem that we have just looked at – let’s call it the relationship between the minimum notion of required shareability, and the normative maximum – riddles the deduction itself.  And it’s not idle that it does so, since on one reading the question of the deduction of taste is purely epistemological, and on another, it’s emphatically normative.  

So the issue is, how do the epistemic and the normative go together, in the question of taste?  And related to that are the different accounts of what Kant means by the harmony of the imagination and the understanding.

Let me lay out the set up for the deduction of taste, and we will save the deduction and the analyses for next week.  Although that may go more quickly than you imagine, since the deduction is one of the most disappointing passages in all of Kant – a mere two sentences, and they’re not wholly persuasive.

The deduction of taste occurs in §31-39.  For whatever reason Kant puts the sublime in the middle of all of that.  [That is, between §21 and the deduction.]

Against the background of the analytic of taste, the deduction hardly says anything new.  Kant calls it “easy” (p. 290) since “it does not justify the objective reality of a concept, for beauty” is not a property of things and is not cognitive.  

All it asserts is that we are justified in presupposing universally in all people the same subjective conditions of the power of judgement that we find in ourselves; apart from this it asserts only that we have subsumed the given object correctly under these conditions.

This is what the deduction has to establish – that we are justified in presupposing universally in all people the same subjective conditions of the power of judgement that we find in ourselves.  Because if I can presuppose that everyone shares the power of judgement I have, then I am entitled to say, when I judge something to be beautiful, that my judgement should be shared.

And this deduction applies solely to pure judgements of taste, and furthermore, we are never in a position to determine with certainty whether a given judgement of taste is pure.  We never know if we’ve done the subsumption correctly.  But if it is pure, and we’ve done it correctly, then, if the deduction is true, we are entitled to assert that our judgement should be shared.

And furthermore, in the sublime, there is no separate deduction.  Or as Kant puts it, the exposition and deduction of the sublime are the same.  That sounds weird, but the sublime in Kant is not what you think it is.

Pure judgements of taste covers both nature and art.  Art beauties can be free or adherent beauties, but for the purpose of this analysis, we have already learned that insofar as they are beauties, the are judged just like free beauties.  How this plays out for art, we will come to.

Hence, for the purposes of argument, the focus is on natural beauty, and therefore on the purposiveness of nature.

The deduction must show that judgements of taste are possible.  Kant doesn’t show that anyone has ever made one, or a good one.  

He then sets up a variety of sub-requirements for a judgement of taste, the first of which is stated in §32, when he says that judgements of taste are possible only if you judge for yourself, and he defends the young poet for stubbornly thinking that his young work is excellent, even though he or she is wrong.

He goes on to say that classics are not models to be imitated, but put others on the track whereby they could search within themselves, and so adopt their own, or a better, course.

And then he talks about exemplarity: exemplarity is following by reference to a precedent, rather than imitating.

What is all of this about?

It’s the same as the question of freedom.  How do you teach someone to be free?  After all, to teach someone to do art is a way of teaching freedom.  Indeed, arguably, the teaching of art is one of the exemplary practices in which human beings learn freedom.  Artworks are unique, created.  What makes an artwork an artwork is not that it’s an exact imitation, although imitation is a way of learning technique, but to make art is to learn to make something new.  So freedom is the capacity to act anew, and art is that human practice in which human beings routinely produce new, unique items.

So when Kant is talking about the role of autonomy here, he is suggesting that in the world of art, both in making and in judging, you must judge for yourself because what is at stake is freedom.  For Kant, the worst sin is imitation.  Imitation, for Kant, is what parrots do, not human beings.  Being able to mimic is not being able to do.

So all of those accounts of following rather than imitating, having exemplary cases, having classics, are about understanding how tradition and freedom can go together.  The question of art is one of the places in culture where we are necessarily posed the question of how we can have an ongoing tradition which we claim is our own, but that is a tradition, not of simply carrying on the dead law, but a tradition of the new.  That is, a tradition in which the practice is the production of unique works that each must judge for himself.

[58:28]

Somewhere Adorno says that the notion of determinate negation probably never happens in history, but it does happen in art.  That is, art really does have a history, because it is exactly that effort of producing new works, as a consequence of a previous tradition, in relationship to it by the way in which you depart from it.  And you set your relationship to it by (and just by) the ways in which you determinately negate it and go beyond it.

So art is the practice of freedom.

In §33 Kant says there are no proofs, no rules for judgements of taste.

In §35, a subjective principle of taste is put forth.  And then, in a second step, it will be grounded (in §38).

Question: Will be talk more about freedom?

Yes, in the section in genius.  Genius is just another word for freedom.

Adorno likewise views art as the practice of freedom – in  fact, the only place where we can practice freedom, since we cannot practice it in the world.

Nietzsche also views art as the practice of freedom, except that we are the artwork.  

In judgements of beauty, there must be a moment of excess or dissonance, but it must be a moment in which form emerges out of conceptuality.  It’s the excess beyond conceptuality that’s going to let us experience form in its purposiveness.  While in the case of the sublime, the excess is the explosion of non-form.  So on my reading at any rate, it is certainly the case that both beauty and the sublime are about excess, but in very different ways.  And there is a good question about how they connect up, if they do.

Eminently cognizable is not sublimely cognizable.  The sublime is going to be the destruction of form, for reasons we will come to.

The sublime is a kind of violence.  Beauty is not supposed to be violent.  Because if violence is violation, then beauty would have to have the destruction of form as one of its moments.  The sublime is an experience of formal violence – it is the violation of the boundaries of the imagination and therefore of the integrity of the body.  
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