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PLEASURE AND DISINTERESTEDNESS
In the 3rd Kr, Kant is interrogating different forms of non-meaning: the logic of the beautiful, the logic of the sublime.  There are others that Kant doesn’t interrogate, like the logic of cruelty, or the return of the repressed.  It is very important that we understand not only how these different forms of non-meaning have their own logics, but also find some way, perhaps, of connecting them to one another.

I am going to resist going back to last week, since I think we ought to start the book.  As Adam said at the end of last time, outside, the problem with the First Introduction is that it says everything all at once.  Now we are going to go much more slowly through the logic of Kant’s argument.  My reason for starting with reflective judgement is precisely because it locates the question of non-meaning as a form of judgement.  Reflective judgement is exactly the attempt to encounter, say, the individual for its own sake, without subsuming it under a concept.

Question: I am worried about calling this non​-meaning.  It just seems like non-conceptual meaning.  It could be locating another order of meaning.
That is what I mean: non-conceptual meaning.

Let us begin with §1.  I would like to try to get through the first two moments today.  §1 covers terrain that we have already covered, but with a couple of twists.  

The judgement of taste refers to the presentation of an object to the subject: a presentation whose appraisal is a source of pleasure or displeasure.  And because a judgement of beauty is above all a source of pleasure or displeasure, it is for Kant fundamentally non-cognitive, therefore aesthetic, therefore subjective.

p. 44

To apprehend a regular, purposive building with one’s cognitive power (whether the presentation is distinct or confused) is very different from being conscious of this presentation with a sensation of liking.  Here the presentation is referred only to the subject, namely, to his feeling of life, under the name of feeling of pleasure or displeasure, and this forms the basis of a very special power of discriminating and judging.

What is this feeling of life?

[6:00]

At the very beginning of a very, very bad book called On Beauty and Being Just, Elaine Scarry…  It is a very bad book, because it’s wants to claim that beauty is the experiential lure and stand-in for every thing that is good – for knowledge, truth, equality, justice – just in an affective mode.  Which is to say beauty is slightly idealized.  Nonetheless, she does hit upon something that is phenomenologically true, and is sometimes too obvious or too embarrassing to mention, which is this: after recounting the story of Odysseus being washed up on the shore, to confront, as if a metaphor for his not drowning, the incomparable and astonishing beauty of Narsica, Scarry bluntly contends that beauty is life-saving: it quickens, adrenalizes, makes the heart beat faster, makes life more vivid, animates, makes life worth living.  And what holds for the experience of beauty – its animating character – is projected upon its objects.  Their being perceived as beautiful seems to bring them to life or to make them life-like.  In some cases, maybe all, this can be called a mimesis of life.

So, for Scarry, part of aesthetic pleasure is a feeling of animation (we see the same term in Kant: the “animation” of the relationship between the Imagination and the Understanding).  And it is clear, for Kant, that the notion of pleasure is something that can only be ascribed to beings that have a biological life.  We cannot imagine a notion of pleasure without that substratum of being alive.

What Scarry misses is that in her own account, that experience of beauty as life-saving occurs only in utter proximity to death.  It is only when Odysseus is saved from drowning that he has this intense experience.  Later, as she attempts to provide beauty’s enlivening power with its ethical force, she notes the way in which in one’s daily unmindfulness of the aliveness of others is temporarily interrupted by the presence of a beautiful person.  Beauty becomes a sign of life.  As we walk around the word, we somehow don’t grasp the aliveness of our fellow creatures, and the appearance of a beautiful person catches us off our guard because we are suddenly enlivened and see this beauty before us as a sign of life.

My question is, how are we experiencing other persons when we are not noticing their aliveness?  And how do we experience ourselves when not in that aesthetic state?  What state were we in prior to the experience of beauty, and what does that state have to do with the appeal or the significance of beauty?  If beauty is enlivening, what does that say about our non-aesthetic moments of existence?  What does that say about the role of beauty in our lives?

[13:10]

Pleasure is defined by Kant as the feeling of the furtherance of life, and displeasure as the feeling of the restriction of  life.  One almost wants to say that all displeasure is a kind of memento mori.

Aesthetic pleasure heightens the sense of my existence.  It furthers my feeling of being alive and is significant thereby.  Part of the import of aesthetic experience is that in it we feel more fully and intensively engaged than in everyday experience, and insofar as aesthetic experience is contemplative, in it my mental life is connected to my biological life.

Which is to say that in aesthetic experience, mental life is experienced as the life of a living being, which is certainly not the case in rational cognition.  One of the pleasures of philosophy is that it lets you forget your embodiment.  

All of these are ways in which the question of life that I raised two lectures ago touches directly on the questions of aesthetic reflection, and therefore on cognition generally.  At the very outset of his argument, Kant is suggesting that the pleasure of the beautiful is an experience or re-experiencing of the relationship between our mental life and our bodily existence.
In the Critique of Practical Reason (p. 9n), Kant says that life is the faculty / power of a being by which it acts according to the faculty / power of desire.  Life is connected to the structures of desire – what moves us to act in particular ways – and pleasure, in this case, is the idea of the agreement of an object or action with the subjective conditions of life.

That is, if we desire something, we do so because we think it will satisfy a life need, and so we experience the pleasure in the satisfaction of the desire as something with accords with the subjective conditions of life.  Because this sort of state is pleasurable, it is one we seek to preserve.

[18:30]

Recall the title of §1 “A Judgement of Taste Is Aesthetic” – what is aesthetic about it?  The pleasure.  What kind of pleasure is it?  Kant has to distinguish the kind of pleasure appropriate to aesthetic reflective acts from other forms of pleasure.

A judgement of beauty – “x is beautiful” – expresses a claim about our being in a pleasurable state in response to the object – one that others would feel as well.

Question: Is pleasure something we only think makes us more alive, or does it actually further our being alive?

In the Critique of Practical Reason, the argument is based on the logic of desire.  You always desire objects under a description, i.e. they are things you seek because you think they will be satisfying.  

Question: …Not that they necessarily will be.  

That’s right.  It’s a belief.  If you recall, Descartes is worried about this problem in his Doctrine on the Soul, which is why he spends a whole lot of time talking about wormwood – that is, desires for things that are actually harmful to us.  He wants the world of desire to be belief-free and non-cognitive: desires are neither true nor false.  He is trying to separate out the domain of desire from the domain of cognition.  

Kant has a far more nuanced conception of desire than that, and certainly allows beliefs to enter in.

But having the desire, and of course pleasure itself, in satisfying our desire, is what subjectively enhances our life.  The two parts are related but there isn’t a direct entailment.
Ok.  The faculty that apprehends the beautiful is a “very special faculty [power] of discrimination and judgement” (204)  

It is 

a faculty of appraisal…  what is appraised aesthetically through this faculty is the capacity of a representation to occasion an enhancement or a diminution of one’s cognitive faculties [the imagination and the understanding] in their cooperative activity.

(From Allison, Kant’s Theory of Taste, p. 69.)

Kant says, at p. 222

For this consciousness in an aesthetic judgement contains a basis for determining the subject’s activity regarding the quickening of his cognitive powers… This pleasure is also not practical in any way [Jay: i.e. it is totally useless], neither like the one arising from the pathological basis, agreeableness, nor like the one arising from the intellectual basis, the conceived good.  Yet it does have a causality in it, namely, to keep [us in] the state of [having] the presentation itself, and [to keep] the cognitive powers engaged [in their occupation] without any further aim.  We linger in our contemplation of the beautiful
compare to pp. 242-3, where he talks about the opposite – boredom – where we do not linger.

Judgement reflects, compares; it is the feeling that appraises the results of reflective activity.

2 acts of judgement involved in an aesthetic appraisal 

(There are debates about how these two aspects work together.)

(1) The appraising of the object, which is to give rise to a harmony of the imagination and the understanding.

(2) The judgement of taste proper, which is a form of reflective endorsement of what occurs in (1).

The problem is that it could be the case that the endorsing – the wanting to linger – is also a source of pleasure.  How many judgements and how many pleasures are there?  And how are they related to one another?

It can’t be just (1), for that is a causal thesis.

Part of the problem is to locate the exact place of pleasure.  The effect of the representation of an object on one’s cognitive faculties, insofar as they are engaged in mere reflection, is something that can only be felt.  That is, how does anyone know that their imagination and understanding are acting in harmony?  What one does know is that one is in a peculiar state of pleasure.  So, access to (1) is via the pleasure, and the pleasure is going to be part of the grounds on the basis of which we judge something to be beautiful.

A judgement of beauty is something that, on a certain level, must be felt.  That feeling is why we demand that the individual face the object – we cannot merely describe beauty.

Says Kant, the feeling operates like a predicate.  It serves as a vehicle through which we perceive the aptness, or subjective purposiveness of a given representation for the proper exercise of our cognitive faculties.

So, aesthetic feeling plays the role in aesthetic judgement that recognition in a concept plays in a cognitive judgement.  It’s a judgement alright, but it’s on the basis of a feeling – the feeling is going to play the role of a predicate.

To unpack “is beautiful” is to unpack the pleasure, for the beauty is not in the object per se.

On a footnote on p. 203, Kant says that he is going to use the logical functions of judging to help him find the moments of aesthetic judgement, and that he is going to start with the notion of quality, not quantity.

In his Analytic of the Beautiful, Kant is only interested in pure judgements of taste, since only these focus resolutely on the question of whether something is beautiful or not.  The account that he is going to give here is one that provides the grounds for calling anything beautiful.  

What are the necessary conditions for calling a judgement of taste “pure”?


From Beatrice Longuenesse, “Kant’s Leading Thread in the Analytic of the Beautiful” in Rebecca Kukla, Aesthetics and Cognition in Kant’s Critical Philosophy (the entire book focuses on reflective judgement).

Kant’s leading thread, here as in the other Critiques, is the table of judgements.

§9 of the Critique of Pure Reason 




“What it provides us with is a checklist of questions concerning the nature of the acts of judging at work in aesthetic judgement.”

We’re not following it slavishly, but we are using it to formulate the questions we need to ask ourselves in investigating aesthetic judgements.  What the functions of judging point us to is that, in the act of judging the beautiful, we need to elucidate the meaning of the predicate “beautiful” in the propositions resulting from that act.

Now, in the 1st Kr, Kant begins with quantity, because ultimately he is interested in the question of universality, and how it is that judgements can be objective along those dimensions.  

All aesthetic reflective judgements are singular, so quantity would be the wrong place to start.  It’s judging this object, and only this object.

So, rather than starting with the question of quantity, he starts with the question of quality, because the whole analysis of aesthetic judgement boils down to: what is the meaning of the predicate of the judgement of taste (“beautiful”)?  That is, what is asserted of the object in an aesthetic judgement?  

What is being affirmed (it is an affirmative judgement) in the judgement “x is beautiful” is the fact that in judging that object we have a feeling of pleasure brought about in the subject by his own mental activity in apprehending the object.

The four moments are:

· quality – a judgement of pleasure (elicited in us), but with a negative condition: disinterestedness

· quantity – universal liking

In §6, Kant makes a direct inference to this from the disinterestedness – if interest is always my interest, and I am here disinterested (there is nothing of me here), then it is of universal liking.

· relation – purposiveness

The objective correlate, or the occasion of a judgement of taste is the form of an object, which is by definition (in this instance) the appearance of being purposive, but without being for anything (except my cognition itself).

· modality – necessity

Kant gives various groundings of this.  One version is: the presupposition of common sense.

Allison thinks that the first three moments simply state what makes a judgement of taste pure – that is, they are definitional.  They answer to what Kant calls the quid facti (the facts that are under dispute), and leave out of account the quid juris (with what justification?).

Jay: I don’t find this compelling.  In the second moment, for example, to claim that the pleasure is disinterested is already in the service of justification.

Disinterestedness
A condition of the purity of the judgement of taste.  Ensures that this pleasure is not mixed up with the other kinds of pleasure.

What is an interest, anyway?  A desire or need for that object – plus a rational endorsement of that desire or need.

Interests are of two fundamental kinds:

1. empirical (the agreeable)

2. for pure practical reason (a liking for the good)

1. Empirical pleasures are based on antecedent desires or inclinations.  We want the object to exist, so that we can consume it.

2. There other spring of action is reason itself, which gives us a desire to pursue the good.  For Kant, reason is an independent source of motivation.  I think the good ought to exist, and I do those actions that I think will bring about the good.  I have an interest in those states of affairs in which the good would be realized.

So, interests move an agent to act, and having an interest in something necessarily involves desiring its existence.

Kant believes – and this is the fundamental basis of the strategy – that these two sources (roughly, the body (1) and the mind (2)) exhaust the sources of interestedness.  So, they exhaust the way in which pleasure can be related to the faculty of desire.  So, if we feel a pleasure that is neither empirical nor moral, then it is a pleasure without interest.  Therefore it is a disinterested pleasure.

One striking feature of Kant’s argument here occurs on p. 210, where he lines up the three pleasures

Hence the agreeable, the beautiful, and the good designate three different relations that presentations have to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, the feeling by reference to which we distinguish between objects and ways of presenting them.

i.e. we distinguish radically between kinds of pleasures based on the source of those pleasures.  If the source of the pleasure is the satisfaction of an ordinary desire, that’s one kind.  If the source is the satisfaction of the moral good, that’s another kind.  And if the source is the experience of an aesthetic judgement, that is a different kind still.  So, the sources are related to the different kinds of presentation that occur.

The terms of approbation are also different:

· the agreeable – gratifies us

· the beautiful – we just like

· the good – we esteem or endorse (attributing it an objective value).

What is shocking here is the next part:

Agreeableness holds for non-rational animals too; beauty only for human beings, that is, beings who are animal and rational, though it is not enough that they are rational – they must be animal as well; the good for all rational beings as such.

So we’re being told that the experience of pleasure of the agreeable, which of course is connected to the body, is something we share with animals.  And our pleasure in the good we share with all rational beings (god and angels?).  Only aesthetic pleasure is uniquely human.  Only in the domain of the aesthetic do we experience the unity of our being rational animals.  

This thought is what lies behind all of Schiller’s philosophizing.  Schiller calls the domain of the empirical the sense-drive; the domain of the rational he calls the form-drive.  The sense-drive is to make everything that is near form into a content – something concrete.  The form-drive is to make everything that is merely given into a structure of reason, which we call enlightenment.  The third thing, Schiller calls the play-drive.  “Man alone plays.”

It is not an accident that Kant continually says that what is at stake in an aesthetic judgement is the free play in the relationship between the imagination and the understanding.

Kant seems to be suggesting that uniquely in the case of aesthetic experience do we behave as humans, and not as either animals or gods.  What is it about aesthetic reflective judgement that is a source of it being uniquely human in a way that our other motivations are not?

3 Clarifications of Disinterestedness

1. To say that the pleasure is disinterested is to say that the object’s existence is not the cause of our pleasure, nor does our faculty of desire strive to cause the existence of the object.  Instead, the object’s existence is only the occasion for the pleasure which is elicited by the free play of the imagination and the understanding in apprehending the object.

To say that the pleasure is disinterested does not entail indifference to the existence of the object, because while pleasure in beauty is inherently disinterested, as Allison rightly points out, that in itself can give rise to interests – namely, that we have the arts!

Disinterest is not indifference.  It only says that in a certain way, the pleasure is desire-free.  We have pleasure in the mere contemplation of the object.
2. What exactly is disinterested?

cf. Nick Zangwill, “On Kantian Notions of Disinterest” in the Guyer volume

Zangwill rightly comments that disinterest, despite the way it sounds, directly refers neither to attitudes nor intention, but solely to the pleasure itself.

p. 205

All I want to know is whether my mere presentation of the object is accompanied by a liking, no matter how indifferent I may be about the existence of the object of this presentation.
Pleasure is disinterested when the route from the representation of the object to the response of pleasure entirely bypasses desire.  I merely contemplate it – I don’t contemplate it because I desire something from it.  But in that contemplation I feel a pleasure.  Hence it bypasses the structures of both empirical and moral desire.

Said differently: pleasure in the beautiful is a response to the representation of the object, and to it alone.

Kant is not making the argument that there is such a thing as an aesthetic attitude, or an aesthetic form of attention.  According to this interpretation, there is a way of attending to objects which we call a disinterested attention, and through disinterested attention, we can come to experience the object as beautiful.  And we can take this attitude to any possible object.  The point here is that attending is something we do.  Feeling pleasure is something that happens to us.  

Whether or not there are desires operative in my perceptual attention (why I have gone to the museum to look at the object) – all of this is irrelevant to the question of whether the pleasure derived from such attention or contemplation is or is not disinterested.  That will only occur, Kant will say, if I am attending to the form, etc.

Since the desires motivating attention need not intervene in the route from representation to pleasure, pleasure in the beautiful can still be a direct response to the object.  The question is simply, does my pleasure arise from the mere contemplation?

Zangwill pushes the difference between disinterested pleasure and disinterested attitudes too far, because he presupposes that there is simply no connection between the disinterested pleasure, and the attitudes or modes of attention by which we judge an object to be beautiful.  But that cannot be quite right, because after all, one of the questions I might reasonably ask myself, if I find myself in a heightened state of pleasure when regarding an object, is: Is the pleasure I’m finding something that connects this object to me and my personal history, or is it something occurring from the mere contemplation of it?  That is, if I want to know whether my pleasure is disinterested, I might well want to check the attitudes or motivations at work in my attention.  For example, I know that everyone who’s cool thinks this is a beautiful painting.  The attitude is presumably not irrelevant.
3. How does the aesthetic pleasure relate to the stuff about life?

We’ve already seen that pleasure as a feeling for life involves the representation of the agreement of an object or an action with the subjective conditions for life – that is, the conditions under which the faculty of desire becomes active in striving to generate objects.  That’s our interested notion.

So the feeling of life – and this is why there’s a puzzle here – seems to intrinsically connect the pleasure with the interest of desire.  And that means we haven’t yet been able to make sense of how the feeling of life business connects with the pleasure business.  Because in feeling alive, I’m interested.

Well, we also found last week, in the First Introduction, p. 231, that Kant there gives two accounts of pleasure:

1. The one we’ve already just seen (the transcendental definition of pleasure): a mental state in which a presentation is in harmony with itself, and which is the basis either for merely preserving this state itself, or for producing the object of its presentation.

This idea of maintaining ourselves in a state is equally the notion of pleasure we noticed in §10 p. 220:

Consciousness of a presentation’s causality directed at the subject’s state so as to keep him in that state may here designate generally what we call pleasure.

This first kind = the pleasure involved in being in the state in which we wish to keep ourselves in that state.

As opposed to:

2. The kind of pleasure derived from the satisfaction of desire.

So the obvious question that arises at this juncture is, how does the pleasure of mere consciousness of the effort of mind to conserve its present state connect to the feeling of life?  We have discovered that there are two different kinds of pleasures, one from the fulfillment of desire, the second in preserving one’s self in a particular state – being a self-maintaining system, in a state that is both cause and effect of itself.  And it’s that second pleasure that is the kind of pleasure we take in the aesthetic, but the problem with that is that we don’t know how to connect it to the feeling of life, because the feeling of life is ordinarily connected to the desire-pleasure structure.

To put the question another way, is aesthetic pleasure, as Kant said, really connected to the feeling of life, which after all must be biological life, and is the same life we share with non-rational animals?  There is a patent disconnect here.
Rudolf Makkreel’s book Imagination and Interpretation in Kant: The Hermeneutical Import of the Critique of Judgment has a go at this problem.

Longuenesse has a very surprising solution to this issue.  She says that the life whose consciousness is aesthetic pleasure might be the life of what Hegel will later call Spirit – that is, the life of the universal community of human minds.  

This is obviously a stretch, for two clear reasons. 

1. Why think that there is a connection between biological life and spiritual life?  Is the notion of life, as used in biological life, really the same as “life” in “spiritual life” – or isn’t that just a mere metaphor?  And the worry here is equally the problem as it arises in Aristotle – as we know, Aristotle has two words for life: zoe, biological life, mere being alive, and bios, which is a way of life (we are political animals).  The question here is the same as it might be put in Aristotle: what is the connection between a feeling of life in the biological sense and a feeling of life as the life of a people?

2. Kant ain’t Hegel.
Longuenesse of course knows that, and the first thing she wants to say is that there can be no pleasure outside the feelings of a living entity, in the biological sense.  Being conscious is always the consciousness of a corporeal being.  So what is at stake is the way in which the consciousness of ourselves as corporeal beings is connected to the feeling of the life of the mind.

The crux, for Longuenesse, is in that second definition of pleasure – being in a state that seeks to maintain itself, which means being in a state that is both cause and effect of itself – which is exactly how Kant defines life as a capacity of corporeal beings!  That is, the idea of a self-maintaining state is Kant’s definition of life as a capacity of corporeal beings.  So at the very least, in defining the second notion of pleasure in the way he does, he is pointing to the fact that this one that occurs as a function of the mind of a corporeal being.

So, Longuenesse argues, it becomes apt to say that in aesthetic pleasure, the mind is cause and effect of nothing but itself, which means that it is in a self-maintaining state, and it becomes right to say that aesthetic pleasure is a feeling of life, in this case in the restricted sense of the life of the mind, that is, of our representational capacities.  So at least Kant is drawing on the fact of what it is to be a corporeal being in his second definition of pleasure.

Nevertheless, Longuenesse says, “the term ‘life’ has at the same time its most usual sense – the capacity of a corporeal being to be cause and effect of its own activity – since there would be no feeling of pleasure unless the representational capacities were those of a living thing in the ordinary sense of the term.”

Why, then, is she tempted by the notion of the life of spirit?  Because what it is, about the state of mind, that elicits this peculiar kind of pleasure, is the very fact that it is universally communicable.  That is, what makes the pleasure aesthetic pleasure (and this is just going to be the second moment now) is that it is universally communicable, or makes a claim to the possibility of being shared by all human beings.

In a second sense, then, aesthetic pleasure is a feeling for life, or a feeling of the life of an a priori grounded community of judging subjects.  A community grounded in the a priori representational capacities shared by all judging subjects.

We are now moving into the second moment: the very question of universality.

The thought that I am trying to communicate is that beauty talk is inherently normative – it is not a claim about what I like, without caring what anyone else thinks.  To judge an object beautiful is to claim that my pleasure belongs intrinsically to the judgement of that object, and the question, of course, for Kant is, what is objectivity here?  It is not grounded in the concept of the object, but in my subjective state.   So the only meaning for objectivity in aesthetics is that it is universally shareable.  Because it is about my state of pleasure, and I am claiming that my pleasure is objective – “It is beautiful”, not “I like it.”  Something about the affirmative nature depends upon the judgement having an inherently normative character, and that inherently normative character turns out to be one of universal shareability.  

And then the issue is going to arise that the pleasure we take is bound up with that universal shareability.  So it is not just that we find looking at the object okay, but that being in that state, I feel that I am in an exemplary state of regard – one which anyone, if they had their wits about them, would respond likewise.  Which is why we can hardly bear contradiction  in aesthetic matters.

So, there is something about a judgement of taste that is necessarily about a community of sense.  To make a judgement of taste is necessarily to claim that there ought to be a community of sense – that is, a community of responsiveness in light of this.  That is the surface logic, and it is that surface logic that Longuenesse is pointing to – why she calls it the life of Spirit: because she is saying that if Spirit means nothing but who we are as an ongoing community, then aesthetics is what calls into being the shareability of our sensory attunement to the world – that is, it is the normative structure (or potential normative structure) of our relatedness to everyone.

Question: 
It is because my pleasure is disinterested that I care whether you agree with me.  What is at stake is the shareability of our subjective life – whether we “share a world.”
[40:15]

Let us begin Section 2.

§6, as I have already mentioned, simply tries to make a direct inference from disinterestedness to universality.  If I am disinterested, then the object must be universal. 

There are two issues here.

1. If this argument were sufficient, then there is no reason why Kant should have written anything more in part 2.  So, Kant cannot intend that this inference be sufficient for understanding the universality of a judgement of taste.

2. Kant is overly dependent on this two-sources-of-motivation thesis – he thinks that if I can eliminate the fact that I have a private desire for the object, and I can eliminate the fact that it’s bound up with a moral interest, then there could not be another interest at work.  But he doesn’t think that there is an interest of some folk – there is either “me” or “everyone”.  He neglects the fact that there could be a communal interest – that some of us find these objects pleasurable.  He always thinks that some is reducible to one.
But as Allison points out, anyway, he does not intend §6 to be a direct inference, but a natural or reasonable conclusion that builds a bridge to the normative aspects of the judgement of taste.  Further, because (according to Kant) we can never know for certain whether a judgement of taste is fully disinterested (I can’t know for sure what my motivations are), there has to be more to the story of universality than the sense of disinterestedness.  Indeed, we’ll see in a moment, that disinterestedness may actually be thought to be an inference from universality rather than the other way around.

So the better way of looking at this section is that he starts with a negative criterion of universality – disinterestedness – and the rest of the chapter tries to provide a positive account of universality.

[44:00]

§7 I have already been talking about, because what is at state here is simply the attempt to demonstrate that beauty talk is inherently normative.  Kant wants to say that to say “It’s beautiful to me” is a contradiction in terms, or not really an aesthetic judgment – just as to say to your beloved “You are beautiful to me” is a kind of insult.  If, in an argument, you retreat to the point of saying “But I find it beautiful” – that is a retreat away from aesthetic discourse altogether.  It is part of the logic of criticism in the arts that one is not attempting to say that one alone finds an object beautiful, but to give an account of one’s response to the object that gives anyone listening to one’s account reasons to share it – reasons to begin to appreciate the object in the way you do.

Question: How can there be reason-giving?
Re: Criticism
If I say, “look at the sweep of the line” and you then notice it, that is not a reason for you to find the object beautiful.  You have to actually engage the object, and find that in doing so, you are put in the relevant state.  The work of criticism is to articulate the relationship between one’s response to the object – just pick up any piece of Pauline Kael’s movie criticism.  Her review always starts with these strong feelings about the object, and then begins talking about the object so that you realize these are not private feelings at all, but ways of noticing how the film works, which you may then look for yourself.  Criticism is an objectification of one’s feeling response, in relation to structures of the object, for the sake of drawing one’s attention to the object.  But no criticism is QED.  It is rather, “If you think about it in these terms, you will find it beautiful.”  One cannot simply say “look again” because art objects are extremely complex, caught up in complex histories, and you cannot see them without a bit of culture behind you.  But eventually, as Cavell says, you are going to end up with “Don’t you get it?”
Criticism builds up a culture of shareability – the means by which we acculturate ourselves to a community of feeling.  It’s not QED stuff, but what makes us think that QED stuff is the most important type of persuasion?

Kant wants to see what is at stake in the pure judgement of taste, so that we know how to think about complicated cases that are not pure – there may be a lot going on in art that is not about beauty.  But we want to get clear about beauty itself, in its simplest forms (the beautiful line, for example – see Hogarth’s writings on this), and then proceed through all the complexities: simple beauty, then the sublime, then art works, then all of nature.  If we begin too deep, in the arts, then we will lose sight of isolating the moment of pleasure involved – which, Kant wants to emphasize, is not cognitive, not conceptual.

Sharing our sensible relationship to the world is a necessary condition for sharing our world rationally.  We begin by sensory attunement to the world, and build up to rational structures, which then can take off in their own way, but when a mother is teaching her child, what she is doing, in the first instance, is giving them a sentimental education – giving them routes of pleasure (“Eat this, you’ll enjoy it”) – trying to find how the world is sensorily shared – and building up to the conceptual.  I will present a detailed argument of how this works next week.  Of course, once we’re conceptualized, our concepts can push us apart.  Aesthetics is a way to reattune us to our sensory connectedness.
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