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The aim today is to get through §§21-22, although the first hour will be spent on §9.  

3 and three quarters interpretations of §9

Let me just catch us up to where we are.  Last week we discussed the disinterested character of pleasure, and I said that the crux of the notion of disinterestedness is that in the judgement of beauty, the object is an occasion of pleasure which bypasses the faculty of desire.  That is, the pleasure is not causally related to antecedent desires.

And in §6, which is the beginning of the Second Moment (the Quantity of the Judgement of Taste) we noticed that one quick and dirty way to the quantity of the judgement of taste – i.e. universality – is as an inference from this disinterestedness.  If my pleasure is not connected to any interested that is specific to me, that is, my desires (which are what distinguish me from everyone else) – if my pleasure is not mediated by an antecedent desire, then I have reason to believe that my judgement is universal.

This argument convinces no one, because it is a negative argument, and it leaves out of account the possibility that there is some other source of my attraction that is neither private nor derived from my desire for the good – but, applies to a group of people, a collective, albeit not everyone.  Why do all men find Brigitte Bardot attractive?

Kant has no answer to this, since he thinks of groups as logical extensions of private desire.  He has no way of distinguishing between individual private desire, and what a subgroup finds desirable.  

[4:16]

Since Kant goes on to give a positive account of universality, he could not have meant §6 to be a rigorous inference, but only a reasonable conclusion – the disinterestedness builds a bridge to the normative aspects of taste without making all of the necessary connections.  We need to look further, beyond this merely negative account of universality, towards a positive account.  And the rest of the second moment is dedicated to providing that.

I want to argue that what Kant is suggesting in §7 is that normativity belongs to the logical grammar of judgements of taste – it is what we mean by calling something beautiful rather than merely agreeable.  There is an implicit claim to universality just in the grammar.

p. 213 

That is why he says: The thing is beautiful, and does not count on other people to agree with his judgment of liking on the ground that he has repeatedly found them agreeing with him

– it’s not an inductive judgement – 

rather, he demands that they agree.  He reproaches them if they judge differently and denies that they have taste, which he nevertheless demands of them, as something they ought to have.

Question: Is this strictly for aesthetic judgement?
We are here talking about just pure judgments of taste.  Other forms of judgement are logically universal, and we do demand universal agreement, but it’s based on the fact that the object comes under a concept.

Allison wants to distinguish 

· universal validity (which he things is the quid facti) from 

· the demand that others agree (the quid juris)

and while there are hints of this, for example at 216, I have questioned whether that distinction can be maintained – between universality as a mere category, and universality as justificatory.

[9:30]

At p. 215 Kant introduces the notion of the universal voice:

If we judge objects merely in terms of concepts, then we lose all presentation of beauty.  This is why there can be no rule by which someone could be compelled to acknowledge that something is beautiful.  

There is no conceptual or logical compulsion to coerce someone to regard something as beautiful, in the same way that you can compel them to regard something as a chair.

No one can use reasons or principles to talk us into a judgement on whether some garment, house, or flower is beautiful.  We want to submit the object to our own eyes, just as if our liking of it depended on that sensation.

Notice: “as if” it depended on that sensation – it is not actually dependent on that sensation, because then this would be a matter of causality.

This is the puzzle of §9: as a result of finding ourselves in a state of pleasure, we want to call the object beautiful, but if the sensation alone is the source of my judgement, then my judgement is based on a mere causal fact.  I bumped into this Manet, felt pleasure, and said, “Hey that’s beautiful!”  What’s gone missing in all of that is judgement.  

The puzzle is how to relate judgement and pleasure.  What we cannot do, as some naturalists do, if we are going to be Kantian, is make the pleasure a mere causal fact about us that we then dress up as a rational claim.

The phrasing here is very careful.  “As if.”  It’s like being in a sensory state, but somehow different.

And yet, if we then call the object beautiful, we believe we have a universal voice. 

When I say “it’s beautiful”, I take myself to be speaking for everyone – for anyone who would be in my position (looking at this beautiful object).  It’s not beautiful for me; it’s beautiful for everyone.  Which is why people who are good at making aesthetic judgements can feel as though they are coercing us!

We can see at this point, nothing is postulated in a judgement of taste except such a universal voice 

– what is at stake is that movement, from me standing here, to everyone; not relying on concepts, but merely my capacity to judge.  Nothing else is at stake.

Question: You’re making an argument based on the grammar.  Are you going to give me anything else?

Yes.  Well, a little.  But it’s significant that Kant thinks that he’s got something about the logical grammar here.  He thinks he is revealing to us how aesthetic talk operates, and what its stakes are, and thereby that whatever sorts of arguments and criticisms and other surrounding paraphernalia will kick in later will do so in virtue of this original claim.  The power of that claim is its groundlessness in conceptual terms, and its exhorbitance in validity terms.  That’s what makes it kind of uncanny.
Kant clarifies that one is not here postulating everyone’s agreement – not making a prediction, but making a normative claim about what they ought to say.

it merely requires this agreement from everyone, as an instance of the rule, an instance regarding which it expects confirmation not from concepts but from the agreement of others.

What is crazy-making here is that, at the end of the day, how does one know one has got it right?  Well, in part because others do agree!  The kind of evidence is going to be that it really does generate a community of agreement about this!  But on the basis of a normative requirement.

That’s why Kant says the universal voice is only an idea – not a fact about the world or the object.  But normative through and through.  It’s almost as if this about the normativity of normativity, getting at what it is to find ourselves capable of sharing our position as individuals with all others, not dependent on anything else (say, “the idea of the good” – I call that the Platonic cheat).

It is equally obvious that while it is normative, it is not normative in the way that moral norms are.  It’s not an imperative.  I’m not saying that because I judge it as beautiful, you must say as I say.  It doesn’t have that prescriptive force.  It’s normativity without prescriptivity.  That is another aspect of what might be at stake in calling it an idea – something we demand of others, but not in the same way that we demand that they not kill their children or not rob banks.

Three and Three-Quarters Interpretations of §9

Note the title: Investigation of the Question Whether in a Judgement of Taste the Feeling of Pleasure Precedes the Judging of the Object, or the Judging Precedes the Pleasure

This is the very question of sensation I have just put to you.  Kant says getting clear about is “the key to the critique of taste and hence deserves full attention.”

One of the things behind this – behind the question of the relationship between pleasure and judgement – is what it means to take a Copernican turn in aesthetics.  If the sensation comes first, then Kant is a realist, as Hume is in The Judgement of Taste (the key at the bottom of the barrel of wine).  Aesthetic judgements are just causal judgements – a matter assimilating the judger to the causal properties of the object.  By making the judgement precede the pleasure, we are doing the Copernican turn.

Kant claims that if we have the sensation first, this is agreeableness, not taste.  The judgement of causal.

Hence, instead, somehow, the judgement must ground the pleasure.  Although we already know that what makes a judgement aesthetic is the disinterested pleasure we take in it.

seemingly conflicting requirements – not based on a concept, but on pleasure; but not based on pleasure in a causal way

If the pleasure is disinterested, and if the judgement has the logical grammar of universality, then the judgement must ground the pleasure.

But, as Allison points out, when Kant begins the third paragraph, the argument turns brutally circular:

p. 217 

Hence it must be the universal communicability of the mental state, in the given presentation, which underlies the judgement of taste, as its subjective condition, and the pleasure in the object must be its consequence.

So, now the claim appears to be that the pleasure of taste is the result of the very universal communicability of the mental state itself, and we’re assume that this universally communicable is itself pleasurable, and this, Allison rightly points out, commits Kant to the view that pleasure of taste must be the universal communicability of the pleasure of taste.  That seems circular.

Hence the need for interpretation here.  I will give you three and three-quarters.

(Two and ¾ interpretations argue that there is one pleasure, and each has a different interpretation of what that one pleasure is.  The last interpretation gives a two-pleasure theory.)

[33:15]

1. Paul Guyer

Judgements of taste involve two distinct acts, and the relationship between them.

The 1st act = judging the object.  

This is an act of aesthetic response.  

It is a matter of generating a relationship between the imagination and the understanding – I reflect upon the object, looking to see whether there is a complicated unity in multiplicity (this is the demand of the understanding), but without a rule (the imagination is synthesizing in a rule-less way, that is, merely through apprehension).

If there is unity in the multiplicity – and there is thus a harmony between imagination and understanding –, then we have pleasure.

Act of aesthetic response:
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This is just a work of aesthetic reflection.  What more do I need for a judgement of taste?

The 2nd act = the judgement of taste proper.  

This an aesthetic judgement.

act 2:
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S

O
x is

beautiful

This is an implicit mental activity.  The second act notices the pleasure derived in the first act.  So the second act is reflective – reflecting upon the first act.

In the second act, I notice:

· that there is a pleasure

· that it is disinterested 

· that there are no concepts involved

· in fact, it seems to be about nothing other than the harmony of the imagination and the understanding in their free play

· I am responding merely to the form of the object – the purposiveness without purpose of it

I therefore take my judgement to be one of taste, and I therefore judge the object beautiful.

The object of the second act is the first act, checking that the first act meets all of the above criteria (disinterestedness, etc.).

So, the aesthetic judgement proper is a judgement about my aesthetic response to the object.

[42:28]

Kant, at least, disagrees.  In fact, most of the literature now disagrees with Guyer, who maintains his position anyway.

Rachel Zuckert has a terrific book coming out (Kant on Beauty and Biology: An Interpretation of the Critique of Judgment).  She has a good criticism of me.  It emphasizes the second book of the Third Critique, i.e. teleology.

I don’t want to go through all of the critiques of Guyer.  At p. 238-239, 1st Introduction, Kant says:

If we grant the claim of a judgement to necessity, it would be preposterous to justify it by explaining psychologically the origin of the judgment.  For we would thereby act against our own intention, and if the look for explanation were to succeed completely, it would show that the judgement can make absolutely no claim to necessity precisely because it can prove its empirical origin.

Normative necessity drops out if all of the weight is being carried by the psychological harmony of the faculties in step 1.

Kant goes on: “Aesthetic judgements of reflection are of this kind” – i.e., they make a claim to necessity.  They say not that “everyone does judge this way” (explaining that would be a task of empirical psychology) but that everyone ought to.

Guyer’s account turns the normativity into an ideal prediction.  He treats the idea of eliminating interests and all that as a matter of getting the right psychological pedigree.  And if I find, in the second-order judgement, those correct psychological characteristics, then I really do expect (that is the right word) everyone who is similarly placed to judge in the same way.  

In short, the two-act theory (with only one moment of pleasure – in the first act) turns out to lost all of the actual normativity in Kant’s account.
Although this interpretation is wrong, as we shall see, we can’t quite shuffle it off.  

[47:25]

2. Hannah Ginsborg 

From “On the key to Kant’s critique of taste” Pacific Philosophical Quarterly 72.

Ginsborg likewise thinks there is just one pleasure, but believes that it is a self-grounding pleasure.

She wants to take what Kant says to literally be the case – that “the universal capacity for being communicated of the mental state in the given representation, as a subjective condition of a judgment of taste, must serve as its ground, and must have the pleasure in the object as its consequence.”

It’s the universal communicability of being in that state that is the source of my pleasure, and is the ground therefore of my pleasure in the object.

This is called a self-referential theory of judgement.  

The primary datum, contra Guyer, is the universal communicability of my mental state (in judging the object).  My judgement is that I am judging this object as it ought to be judged from everyone. 

To take Guyer’s model, (2) detaches itself from (1) and becomes the whole story.

But this is crazy: the object all but drops out.  And when I make an aesthetic judgement, I don’t think I am making a judgement about my own mental state, but about the damn Matisse!

Says Ginsborg: “In performing this judgement, I am not explicitly aware of its self-referential structure, but my act of judgement is instead manifest to consciousness in being in a state of pleasure.  In other words, the act of self-referentially taking my mental state to be universally communicable, with respect to the given object, consists, phenomenologically, in a feeling of pleasure in that object.  Nonetheless, the exercise of taste is nothing but the act of self-referentially judging that one’s mental state, in that very act of judging, is universally communicable, and that this act of judgement is manifest to consciousness as a feeling of pleasure.”

We get it exactly as Kant demands: the judgement precedes the pleasure.

But now it is not just this aesthetic response that precedes the pleasure, but the judging my state to be universally communicable – although this becomes manifest to consciousness in pleasure.  It is the source of the pleasure, but that source only becomes manifest via the pleasure.

To return to the question: what is disinterested pleasure?

Ginsborg: “In engaging in this self-referential act of judgement, what I am doing is demanding that all other judgers perceive the object as I do, and thus they all ought to share the mental state that corresponds to my act of judging.  But this demand of being a universal applies just as much to me as to everyone else.”

i.e. – “I am judging this object as I ought to be judging it.” – I am living up to the normative requirement of my own judgement.

I am normatizing, and corresponding to my own normative requirements – that is why my pleasure is disinterested.  

The universality grounds the disinterestedness, rather than the disinterestedness grounding the universality. 

Note the Copernican structure of this.

there are no grounds for normativity – our normativity arises out of our taking our judgements to be universal, and nothing else

(to think that there should be a source for normativity would be a Platonist)

the aesthetic judgement is performing the normativity of normativity

(this kind of normativity is between normativity and facticity; this is an attempt to find out how a factical state of affairs can take on a normative force

what makes the moral ought moral is its overridingness – overridingness is necessary for morality, in order to secure obligatoriness (cf. Jay’s book Adorno: Disenchantment and Ethics for the counterargument to this)
this is looking for a normativity without overridingness)

3 criticisms:

1. This loses the role of the object 

Ginsborg acknowledges this on p. 308 and is undisturbed:

“On my account, the free play of the faculties bears no essential relation to the activities of ordering and unifying whereby we make sense of an object of aesthetic experience.  If it captures anything about the phenomenology of aesthetic experience, it is only this: the experience of an object as beautiful carries with it a sense of its own universal validity, and hence of appropriateness or rightness with respect to the object perceived.”

G’s account loses the depth of any notion of reflection; seems devoid of content; is overly self-referential

it performs the Copernican turn, and the world gets lost in the meanwhile

2. It doesn’t leave room for negative judgements of taste

3. Isn’t the pleasure in universal communicability an interested pleasure? Almost moral?  She’s lost the idea of interested pleasure and made it an interest in sensus communis.

Then the notion of disinterestedness is very thin indeed – i.e. not deriving from either the pleasures of the body, or an interest in the good.

¾. Allison

Three-quarters because he doesn’t think the full story of universality gets worked out here.

the solution to the circularity problem that he analyzes (and which sounds very much like Ginsborg’s own theory) is that it runs together 2 separate theses:

1. that the subjective universality that is affirmed in a judgement of taste must be based on a universally communicable mental state

2. that mental state derives its universal communicability from its connection with a universal communicable act of judging or reflection, and it is this judging that must logically precede the pleasure

what Allison wants to say is that Ginsborg is right that the pleasure must be grounded in a universal communicable state, but the universal communicable state must refer back to an act of judging or reflection that logically precedes the pleasure

the crux, for Allison, is how does universality pertain to cognition?

this is actually what Kant discusses on pp. 217-218: (3rd para)

Nothing, however, can be communicated universally except cognition, as well as presentation insofar as it pertains to cognition, for presentation is objective only insofar as it pertains to cognition, and only through this does it have a universal reference point, through which everyone’s presentational power is compelled to harmonize.

i.e., If we want to explain universality – in aesthetics, as elsewhere – it has to relate to cognition, because cognition is in the business of stating what is the case, for everyone.   The universality in aesthetics has to relate to the universality that is achieved in cognitive judgements.

The universality that is achieved in cognitive judgements gets is universality from the concept.  But what pertains to us achieving that cognition?

What Kant is talking about are the subjective conditions for objective judgement: the way in which imagination and understanding are brought into relation.  In a cognition, they are brought into a relation via subsumption – by the presentation being subsumed by the conceptuality of universality.

But nonetheless (§21) we cannot make sense of cognition, unless our different faculties get into relation with one another.  Call this “harmony.”  

Now we need somehow to separate aesthetic harmony from cognitive harmony.  

If, then, we are to think that this judgement about the universal communicability of the presentation has a merely subjective determining basis, i.e., one that does not involve a concept of the object, then this basis can be nothing other than the mental state that we find in the relation between the presentational powers [imagination and understanding] insofar as they refer a given presentation to cognition in general.

The thought here is that what an aesthetic state is, is the relation of the imagination to the understanding in general, which is to say, without the determination of a concept.

“When this happens, the cognitive powers brought into play by this presentation are in free play, because no determinate concept restricts them to a particular rule of cognition.

Cognition without a concept – aesthetic reflective judging – involves a free play in the relationship between the imagination and the understanding, the general demands of harmonization.

Hence this subjective universal communicability

– universally communicable because it satisfies the general subjective conditions for objective judgement (we are here looking at cognition from the subjective side – the kind of mental activities that must be gotten through for the sake of any judgement of an object, but without actually making a judgement) – 

can be nothing but that the mental state in which we are, when imagination and understanding are in free play, insofar as they harmonize with each other for cognition in general.  For we are conscious that this subjective relation suitable for cognition in general must hold just as much for everyone, and hence must be just as universally communicable as any determinate cognition, since cognition always rests on that relation as its subjective condition.

Kant is here arguing is that the really big deal is about the harmony between the imagination and understanding.  That is a universally communicable state because it provides all the subjective conditions necessary for an objective judgement, but without any concepts being involved (without concepts determining the imagination by the understanding) – just letting the demands for unity emerge from the imagination itself.

Harmony in this sense – the free play – is constrained by any interests, by any need to generate a cognition.

Allison: the crux is that we can distinguish harmony from free play.

Free play = unconstrained by interest

The free play of the I and U can be either harmonious – yielding pleasure, or not harmonious – yielding displeasure.

Free play without harmony = the object is ugly.

Harmony without free play = a cognition.

Kant in this section explains universality by the idea of a universally communicable state, which he takes to be an anticipation – the subjective side – of objective cognition.

So we have traced the universality affirmed in a judgement of taste to the harmony of the faculties.  And we’ve explained the harmony in the faculties should be a universally communicable state, even though we haven’t proved it yet.

What we are missing, up to now, is: why should we assume that the free play of the understanding and the imagination is the subjective conditions of possibility for objective judgement.  Why should we assume, once we stop demanding that the work of the imagination and the understanding operate according to conceptuality, that we are still talking about cognition in general.

Kant gives the answer to this in his Deduction.

But the harmony of the faculties in their free play Kant takes the be the only conceivable source of subjective universality.
Kant should now be ready to discuss necessity, but he doesn’t.  Rather, at p. 218, he asks a different question, namely: How do we become aware of the harmony between imagination and understanding? and he gives the answer we already know: pleasure.  And then, again not discussing necessity, he goes on to purposiveness.

This is why this only hints at universality, per Allison.

cf. Guyer in Kukla’s volume

3. Longuenesse – Two pleasure thesis

Affirms everyone.

1. Agrees with Ginsborg: the universal communicability is elicits the pleasure proper to the judgement of taste.

The pleasure taken in the universal communicability of one’s state of mind in judging the object is a primitive fact that justifies aesthetic pleasure as disinterested.

Ginsborg’s self-referentiality is a primitive of our human self-relation in our relationship to the world.

All of this is a variation on Descartes – i.e. our relationship to the world is grounded in our self-relation.  The cogito is a mini Copernican turn.

There must be primitive forms of self-relation that ground our capacity to relate to the world.

What is important for Longuenesse is that this self-referentiality alone justifies the idea of aesthetic pleasure as disinterested.  She is reversing the direction of interest – it is not disinterested pleasure that grounds universal communicability, but the other way around – and it is this pleasure that grounds the judgement “this is beautiful.”

2. Aesthetic judgements are not the only judgements that are universally communicable.  In the Prolegomena Kant distinguishes between

· judgements of perception (“this stone feels warm” – a recording of how the stone feels to me; private) and 

· judgements of experience (transforms the judgement of perception into a statement like “the stone is warm” or “the sun warms the stone” – this moment of universality is made possible by the entire apparatus of the a priori categories.  The cognitive capacities are what ground it).

So, universal communicability can be had in one way simply through cognition.

If there is a judging that precedes the pleasure, then it must be an act of reflecting upon the object (Guyer).  The reason that is important is because it is only in reflecting upon the object that the I and U and put into play, and that what is elicited is a mutual agreement between those two faculties.  Because in this case, no concept can possibly account for my experience – only the mutual enhancing and enlivening of U and I.  But if we use the language of “mutual enhancing and enlivening and agreement” of U and I, then we have a second pleasure.

So aesthetic judgement doesn’t involve two acts – but two different kinds of pleasure.

p. 207 of Longuenesse 

The pleasure is twofold.  It’s the first-order pleasure we take in the mutual enlivening of I and U [– what Kant calls the free play –] but that pleasure alone – the pleasure of reflection – is not sufficient to constitute our experience of what we call aesthetic pleasure of reflection – pleasure in the beautiful.  Another constitutive feature of aesthetic pleasure is the sense that the mutual enlivening of I and U, in apprehending the object, and the first-order pleasure it elicits, could and ought to be shared by all.  This sense of the universal communicability of a pleasurable state of mutual enhancement of imagination and understanding is the source of a second-order pleasure.  And it’s the second-order pleasure that results in the judgement ‘this is beautiful.’

She subsumes the Guyer interpretation under the Ginsborg interpretation.  The aesthetic pleasure proper is only the pleasure you get from the judgement of the universal communicability, but that itself is dependent on an antecedent pleasure in aesthetic reflection on the object.  

This solves a lot of problems, but does not match up with experience.  We do not experience two distinct pleasures!
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