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INTRODUCTION:

AESTHETICS AND PHILOSOPHY 

THE KANTIAN PROJECT

THE 1ST AND 2ND CRITIQUES

Philosophy is defined or constituted by its repudiation of art

· first, emptying it of any significance (Plato: art is mere copies of copies, ephemeral, illusions, stirring irrational emotions)

· second, appropriating its remnants (beauty as an introduction to the good; beauty as evidence of rationality)

Philosophy becomes philosophy by denying that it is art (it may not be science, but at least not art).  The dignity of philosophy is its repudiation of art.

What’s left over?

Dead remnants.

Witness what philosophy never talks about:

food, sex, children, drugs, fighting, etc.,
 i.e. things that relate to our interest in the world, our being living beings, trying to reproduce our form of life.  

Also: things that make life interesting!

Plato: let’s let the person who is not interested in life at all rule (the philosopher-king), because he is disinterested, and therefore can rule merely according to ideas.

cf. Danto’s essay on the philosophical disenfranchisement of art (The Wake of Art)

One of the reasons Plato thought philosophers should be kings is that they, concerned only with pure forms, could not coherently have any interests in the world of appearances.  Not being motivated by what normally moves men and women – money, power, sex, love – they could achieve disinterested decisions.

Plato cleverly situates works of art outside the range of interests as well.  Since who could feel exalted at possessing what merely appeared to be gold?  Since to be human is very largely to have interests, art stands outside the human order pretty much as reality stands outside the primary apparent order in Plato’s system.  So, though they approach the issue in opposite directions, the implication is that art is an ontological vacation-place from our defining concerns as human, and with respect to which, accordingly, makes nothing happen.

Philosophy eschews both

· life and the reproduction of life

· art

Note that the Third Critique has two parts: one of life, one on art.

In thinking about the connection between life and art, we are thinking about what it is that philosophy has traditionally left out.

Kant, in a fumbling way, knew that these two phenomena were related.

The 3rd Kr is an anxious text, based on the intuition that life and art cannot be left behind, but the acknowledgement of life and art within it is systematically fraught.

2 contrary readings:

1.   Kant is a Platonist, deploying a version of ephemeralization and takeover.

2. Kant is critiquing that exclusion, instead holding to the necessity, unavoidability and unappropriability of life and art.

This is philosophy deciding what it wants to be when it grows up.

1st reading – analytic 

2nd reading – continental

Must read it in relation to the rest of Kant.

· Support for the first reading: 

Ephemeralization:

Kant says works of art are purposive, but without an external purpose.  They are internally ordered, but not for anything.  That is, perfectly useless.  Does not give knowledge.  Empty of truth & morality.  Art gives us “disinterested pleasure” (or in Danto’s words, “tepid gratification”, “narcoleptic pleasure”).

Takeover: 

Art is a symbol of the morally good.

· Support for the second reading:

The idea of aesthetic pleasure and the engagement with purposive wholes yields a wholly different way of thinking about philosophy.

For Schelling and Nietzsche, it points to the problem of life and the centrality of life.

For Hegel, it opens up the question of history.

Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, Lyotard and Deleuze find in the aesthetic suppressed forms of modes of interaction with the world.  i.e. there are ways of engaging with objects that are not scientific modes or rational (cf. reflective judgement).

This reading of the 3rd Kr also inspires Marxists:

Lyotard (Trotskyist) defines himself as a “Third Critique Kantian”.  

Lukacs, Adorno, Benjamic, Eagleton, Jameson – “let’s think about art”!

To read Kant in this way is not to read the 3rd Kr as a supplement to the first two, but as supplying an implicit critique of them (even leaving them in tatters).  

In short, Kant can be read as a super conservative, or an unwilling radical.

The 3rd Kr is the Ur-text of modern aesthetics (everything since is a mere footnote to it), because it is where philosophy takes on its constitutive exclusions.

Kant’s philosophy begins with the problem – definitive of the modern situation – of the disenchantment of nature, as brought about by Newtonian physics.  As Velkley (The Ends of Reason) argues, the human motivation behind Kant’s system was his concern for the meaning of freedom and morality in light of the undeniable universality of the Newtonian system.

Kant was the first to recognize that the one thing science can’t explain is science, as an account of the world.  (Newtonian theory can’t account for Newtonian theory.)  In a perfect Newtonian universe, there would be no room for truth or reason or science – it would be determinism all the way down.  

Some contemporary philosophers bite the bullet on this – naturalist epistemology finds some evolutionary account of the nature of knowledge itself.

e.g. Pierce: “Nature grows knowers in order to know itself.”

Quine: Tries to give a naturalist account of science, but cannot do so except by fudging on what is meant by reason or rationality.

Kant says in the 1st Critique that he had to limit knowledge in order to make room for faith.  The faith he was concerned with was the faith in freedom and reason – not God.  The motivating question being: Can we make sense of ourselves as rational and moral creatures?  The initial gesture of Kant’s entire philosophical project is a critique of instrumental reason (for if that’s all there is, then there is no reason at all – only calculation).

The issues that are central to the 3rd critique were initially part of Kant’s plan for the 1st critique.

Kant wrote to his student Marcus Hertz in 1772 that he was preparing a book to be called The Limits of Sensibility and Reason, that would consist in two parts:

1. A general phenomenology, and the nature and method of metaphysics

a. The universal principles of feeling, taste, sensuous desire

b. the first principles of morality.

i.e. everything in the 1st Kr, 2nd Kr, and even more than is in the 3rd Kr
Alternatively (to a critique of instrumental reason), Kant can also be described as giving us a critique of metaphysics: he gives us a modern treatment of the transcendental ideas of the scholastic tradition: truth (1st Kr), goodness (2nd Kr) and beauty (3rd Kr).

For the scholastics, these categories were unified, literally, in God.

What makes Kant modern is that he does not unify them.  The three critiques talk to one another, but reason is essentially fragmented and cannot be totalized.  

Kant talks about truth, goodness and beauty from a truly human perspective.  He did not ask the questions: How can human knowing approach divine knowing? or: How can human beings approach saintliness?  But: What is it for human beings, who are both rational and sensible, to have access to a world existing independently of them?  What is it for human beings, who can reflectively determine their own conduct, to act well?

We do not know things in themselves.  The divine perspective is forever foreclosed because there is no standpoint outside of the world.  The totality of the world disappears, for us.  This is no deficiency, but what it means to be (a) human (knower or agent).  Our limits are constitutive.  The limits of reason are the conditions of its possibility.

Exposing those constitutive limits is what it means to know it all.

The old questions (about truth, beauty, goodness) are a denial of the human perspective, which is constitutive of knowledge and action (the Copernican turn).

***

Each of the three critiques makes the Copernican turn.

cf. The Preface to the Second Edition of the 1st Kr

“Hitherto it has been assumed that all of our knowledge must conform to objects.”

This is the assumption of metaphysical realism: that certain facts or states of affairs in the world are truth-makers.

Problem: how do we know whether our statements conform to objects, when our relationship to objects is given by our statements about them?

a priori knowledge = knowledge independent of any particular experience, i.e. independent of the world = metaphysical knowledge

Can we have synthetic a priori knowledge?

Plato: we get it from memory.

Leibniz: We get it by a proper working out of analyticity, sufficient reason.

Kant takes these to be unsuccessful.  We must stop trying to know things in themselves, and ask: Do objects conform to our knowledge?  Is there a way that objects conform to us, and must conform to us?

Each of the three critiques means to steer a course 

· between empiricism and rationalism 

· between skeptical subjective idealism and realism

· between a Hume who doesn’t believe we know how things are in the world, but only what our experiences are like, and a Leibniz who believes we really know how things are in the world just by thinking about it

Kant believes that 

· there is not a unitary account of how things are, but three different perspectival takes on the world – each irreducible to the other (morality is not reducible to knowledge, beauty is not morality, etc.), but which are not subjective in the negative sense

· and each perspective is necessary – we cannot have anything like our experience of the world without these three

Hence the idea of the “transcendental” = opposite of transcendent (which means beyond experience), rather: the necessary conditions for the possibility of experience.  What must we presuppose for the possibility of experience?

The possibility of experience is Kant’s new Archimedean point.

[see handout: How to become a transcendental idealist]

So, basically, Kant is denying epistemology.

3 initial moves:

1. Every philosopher prior to Kant had conception of knowledge that involved mental perception – i.e. we perceive with the mind’s eye.  We are immediately aware of ideas in our own mind.  Their model of knowing was that of direct perception, so that how we see things with our physical eye is how we see things with our mental eye.

Kant: This is a fiction.  All knowledge is judgement – that is, knowledge is a relationship between a subject and an object, between my judging faculty, and the object of that judgement.  Our primary datum are judgements – which are already a relationship between a knowing subject and an independently existing object.

Judgement = synthesis.  Ways of ordering and connecting up our sensory manifold.

How do we synthesize?

2. There is a limited inventory of forms of judgement (S is P. If … then …
)

In other words, the human mind is equipped with a primitive transcendental grammar.  (Wittgenstein thinks there are tons of these primitive forms, but has the same basic thought as Kant.)

3. Hume was right about causality (and substance, and the subject) – I perceive only regularities, not causality as such.

Kant’s metaphysical deduction (B105)

The judgement form (S is P) is how I turn my experience into knowledge.  (“The lectern is brown.”)  By articulating my sensations in accordance with a judgement form (and this is the only thing we can do with our sensations, in order to make use of them), I render them a way of talking about the world.

Now, we can only make use of the subject-predicate form if we treat the world as having substances and attributes (i.e. the material projection of subject and predicate).

We can only think about the world the way we do if the world is structured to allow us to do that – i.e. there must not only be a transcendental grammar, but a transcendental semantics.

Kant goes from syntax to semantics, and from semantics to syntax: We can only make use of the if-then form of judgement if there are causes and effects in the world, and conversely, there is no way to make sense of the idea of causality unless you possess the if-then form of judgement.  The meaning of thinking of the world as causally structured is given by the way you are able to use the if-then structure.

If we are stuck with our grammatical forms, then equally we are stuck with the material projection of those grammatical or judgement forms.

Hence, we are a priori committed, just because of our judgemental forms, to thinking about objects as substances with properties, causally related to one another.

Kant on causality
· perception of a house

· perception of a boat travelling downstream

In both cases the initial datum is structurally the same, namely, it is composed of subjective succession.  However some subjective successions are also objective (the boat moving down the stream).

· house: the subjective successions of an unchanging object are reversible (or can be performed in any order, for that matter)

· boat: what makes the succession objective is that the state-changing successions occur according to a rule (of cause and effect)

Knowing the rule is what allows me to see this as an event, and not an object.

The law of cause and effect is necessary to have experience of events.  An event is an experience that occurs in accordance with a rule.

Space & the Transcendental Aesthetic

It is a necessary condition for judging something to be outside my mind that it be in space.

This is not trivial: the notions of being outside my mind, and being in space, are not analytically linked to one another.  There are ways of thinking of things being outside my mind that do not involve them being in space (viz. Leibniz, for whom space and time are not real).  Kant has to show why Leibniz can’t be right.

According to Kant, to think of something as outside my mind means to think of it being somewhere I am not.  For any object to be outside any other object is for it to have a spatial relationship to it.  

Kant is defining space functionally, as that which provides the condition for object individuation.  Kant’s conception of space has to do with that transcendental function (which ultimately means denying the identity of indiscernibles).

Space is not metaphysically real (for what would it then be but a big un-thing?).  And it can’t be, as Newton thought, God’s sensorium.  Rather, space is a necessary condition of the possibility of experience.

So, Kant’s point is that the structure of experience reflects the structures of our mind.  Kant is unearthing the deep structures of human thinking about the world.

We have, a priori, a concept of an object.  We know, a priori, that for anything to be an object, it must be:

· somewhere

· somewhen

· a substance, possessing properties

· causally related to every other substance, existing in space

· and all state changes of those objects are determined by laws of cause and effect

The deep structures of the human intellect (not the God’s eye point of view) give us the structure of the world.

We end up with a Newtonian universe, not as what is metaphysically real, but simply as a function of how we must think about things as knowers.

� cf Susan Kozel’s Closer on the relationship of dance to technology, and  Helmuth Plesner’s Laughing and Crying.


� This latter is subtle and fascinating because it involves counter-to-fact conditionals, i.e. it requires knowledge of states of affairs that haven’t happened!
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