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ABSTRACT f Y

. N T ‘ . I
Traditionally, Hegel scholarsﬁip has examined the dialectic from

the point of view of either Greek philosophy, or German idealism as

s

represented by Fichte and Schelling. In looking to these influenées, we

are able to detect anticipations of the dialectic which help explain its
genesié, as well as determining the extent to which Hegel read the history

of philosophy through the philosophical positions he was 1in Ehe'proqess of

. developing--a reading which is itself significant for the formulatién of

the dialectic. Accordingly, there are méqy dialectical precursors;
appropriately, since, as Hegel would have it, the history of philosophy
is the progress of the dialectic in its unfolding and historical actuali-

b
zation. '

One historical line of déveloPment that has been somewhat neglected

0

in the secondary literature 1s the influence of the aesthetic ddctrines of

Kant and Schiller upon the formulation of the dialectic. Hegel acknow-

.ledges that in their aesthetic writings Kant and Schiller made significant

contributions both to aesthetic theory, and to the development of speculatrive

philosophy; although naturally there was a need for the thoroughgoing

. completion which Hegel's éystematic philosophy furnished.

- . i
It has long been acknowledged that the Critique of Judgement cony

stituted a turning point and major influence in‘the field of aesthetic
‘ ¢ ‘ : ..
inquiry. Mediating between preceding philosophies of art which consisted

‘primarily in either empiricist theories of taste, or rationalist ¢ognitive

aesthetics, Kant attempted to find a priori principles for the subjective

judgement of taste. Although he initially hoped to formulate a Critique

e —— - -
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of Taste transcendentally consistent with the rest of “his system, he soon

saw that this was impossible. Due :to the nature of the reflective judgement,

[

the judgement of taste was much more radically subjective than were the .

' epistemological formulations of the first two Critiques. For Hegel,

reflection in Kant is never truly objective, but onlf.subjectiée and empé&.
In the third Criﬁique, objectivity is further weakened qhen'éant posits a
working universality, grounded in heuristic'piincipl;; of analog{, an "as
~if" notion, and an intellectus archotypus. But it is this result which

. . -
constitutes thé valuable dialectical insight. For the judgement of taste
is botn subjective and objective; it is the "free plafh of the cognitivg '
faculties which creatés a unity and harmony of opposed or distinct elements.

It is the principle- ‘of mediation wiok which Kant hoped to unify the Critigue

of Pure Reason and the Critjique of Practical Reason, which at the time of

the writing of the third Critique were in a radical, and unwanted separation.

Friedrich Schiller considered himself a disciple of Kant, .one whose

mission was to further develop the inéiggts of the third Critique by
, -
applying them to more secular and historical concerns. He was less ’ B

‘.. . +

interested in transcendéntal grounding - than he was in determining the

.

role of the aesthetic in human life, culture, and society. He seized -

upon Kant s nption of the aesthetic as the mediator between the subJective .

Lt
M n

and objecfive, and employed it as a mediating ptinciple of unity between

[

the individual's two warring instincts: . the rational and the sensuous.

Hence both Kant and Schiller saw the aesthetic impulgg as a mediator,

J

participating in two realms, while belonging exclusively to neither, thus
f

perpetually involved in a "play™ of opposed elements. In addition,

Schiller introduced a cultural and historical element, Believing that the

aesthetic impulse was the enobling principle of mankind, and in turn that
. ) _ o
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of ‘the society as well., ., A

An examination of these two aesthetic doctrines discloses clear

-

anticipations of the Hegelian dialectic. I then attempt to trace and

¥

elucidate certain features oﬁLthe dialectic¢ .by demonstrating how they were .

present in an earlier manifesgation in Kant and Schiller For example,
* 4

’the notions of unity, play, -mediation and activity and independence of

h]

. ‘thought are all found 4in Kant and Schilleg, notions which are subsequently

central in the formulation of Hegelfs dialectic. In addition, it 1s not -a:.

.' i . . . , / . /

only in the positive aspects df philosophy that an influence is to be
detected, but in the negative aspects as well. That s, t Hegélian
. |

dialectic consifts in both positiﬁe and negative determindtions and
|
.accorgdingly, not only the notions perceived to be correct by Hegel, but
. - -
. 12 R N h
also those he criticiged are significanc. In evaluating a previous

ptitlosophy, the partial understanding is analyzed worked through, and -
) i
shown to be.defective and thus becomes the cornerstone of the new, more

complete Hegelilan formulation. In thid»*manner, it is possible to argue

N ‘&

that the formulation of the dialectic, in both its positive and negative
aspects, 1s Dialectic itself, and it is this self-containea embeddedness

and movement which lies at the heart 3; Hegelian philosophy.

-

-
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INTRODUCTION

If it is not accurate to claim that Hegel single~handedly orlginated
a notion of dialectic, neither did he unquestioningiy éppropriate ﬁrevious
definitions and formﬁlations. In fact, such is the significance of his
contribution to the theory of dialectic, that.the term has come to be
associated most closely with his name. It h§s.then been the task ofa
scholarly reéearch to uncover and examine previous formulations and to
indicate to jusf whéé extent they were influential upon Hggel's later
development of his owﬂ notion of dimlectic.

This thesis constitutes another contributioﬁ to the branch of inquiry
dealing with the develonment of Germanii&ealism, in particular the
origins of Hegelian dialéctic. I do not mean to 9uggest that there. is
no significant research concerning this duestion; there ié, on the
contrary, a great déal of excellent material dealing with this problem.
Nor is 1t my intention to negate the value of the previous research; no
one line of inquiry, incluaing ;he presént one, excludes the others;
Rather, each serves as one version of a complex story where many

simultaneous threads of development intertwined to generate Hegel's

dialectic;
Such was the'close—kﬁlt and stimulating intellectual climate of

Hegel's time that {t is'e%ceedingly difficult to isolate particular

;nsights or Eormul;tions, and to attribute them to one thinker rather

than another. Intellectual figures such as Hegel, Schelling, Schiller,

Fichte, Goethe, and Hélgerlin maintained such close contacts and



"alliances that it is no sprprise té?t their theoriles often overlap or

- contain many similérities. It would hence be difficult, i1f not:wrong-
minded, to attempt to isclate ‘one overriding origin of the dialectic.
Yet most commentators dofocus on two seemingly predominant lings of
development: The influence of Platonié aﬁd Aristotélian notions of
dialéctic, stemminé from the renewed interest in, or.nostalgia (as 1t
has come to be called) for anciawt Greece in Hegel's time; and seco;dly,
the influence of the developing systematic idealisms of Fichte and‘ ‘ CE e
Schelling.l Yet another approach falls somewhere between these twe in
attempting to trace the unfolding of the notlon of dialectic through a
bhilologiﬁaf study of the term ”dialectic? throughout the history of

: o &
philosophy. This latter approach is interesting from a philological e

L4

point of view, but not really'relevant to an examination of the origin
of Hegel's dialectic, since Hééel clearly was léss interested i@?
adopting a particular term than in developing a philosophilcal v}sion
and methodology which was latent in previous philosoﬁﬁies,‘but which

\\\required ;he completion ﬁe provided. -

// 0f these two main lines of development, the influence of Platonic
and Ariségtelian notions of dialebtic; as well as possible ;nticipations -
in pre—Soc}atic thinkers sucﬁtas Heraclitus, seems less likely as a
direct influence upon Hegel's formulation of his dialectic. Although
Hegel does make frequent references to Greek philosophy, and often in
terms which tend to portray it as proto-Hegellan, it could be argued
that at this point he has firmlv grounded his notion éf dialectic and

historical reason and is merely reading the history of phllosephy from

within that framework.2 Indeed, as Hegel states in a letter to Cousin,

- : ;



. "...Kant tant au dessous de Platon? Les modernes au dessous des anciens?

Pour beaucoup de rapports sans doute, mais pour la profondeur et

1'étendue des principes,'_ﬁous sommes en général sur une ligne plus
élevée."3 J

I belleve that a more reas;nable and accurate account of the

~—

origin of Hegel's notion of dialectic is found in the ‘discussion of-
the influence of Hegel'g philosophic&l and.literary contemporaries. An
analysis based upon this view gener%lly includes the undeniable influence
of Kantian philosophy upon Fichte and Schelling and claimé that the
related discourses of all thtee'coﬁstitutes Hegel's starting point.
The influence of German idealism is certainly an important,. and
arguably, the most crucial and fruitful -field for Hegel to cdltiﬁate.:
However, that is not to say thgt.it is the only one. Thisﬂstudy will
attempt to.isolate and trace another thre%d of development which, to
the best of my knowledge,.has never been fully explored in thg secondary
literature. This alternate thread is the unfolding of a dialectical
predecessor- in the form bf a notion of meéiation.and unity. in the
aesthetic doctrines of Kant and Schiller.

It.;s not controversial to claim thdt Kant's thought was an
ijmmediate influence upon Hegel, and not solely mediately through the
work of Fichte and Schelling. iThis is not even new'in discussions of

the origin of the dialectic, since many commentators have located a

systematic precursor of Hegelian dialeéﬁic in the Antinomies of the

Critique of:Pure Reason, notwithstanding that for Hegel, the dialectic
of tFe_Antinomies is only at the level of understanding and must be

. 4
surpassed. This analysis Eﬁén/proceeds to Fichte's attempt te
Lo s

-
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eliminate Kantian dualism in the form of an absolute Ego, then Schelling’'s

‘ 7 J
Absolute--the night in which all cows are black--and the culmination:

Hegel's transformation of the empty Absolute into a concrete Absoiute,
-by means of a dialectical principle of reconcif;ation which does not
fall back into empty abstraction;

While an account baged upon the CPR is valid enough in certain

respects, I will attempt to demonstrate that a later, more developed

notion of unity can be discerned in the Critique of Judgement and that

this notion is important for Hegel's dialectic. At any rate, it is the
third, and not the first Critiﬁue which Schiller found the most:

'enlightening,s and Hegel's subsequent study of Schilxpf's Letters on

the Aesthetic Education of Man,.the result of the latter's reflectioms.

“pon the third Critique, indicate an unmistakable line of influence,

though certainly not the only one. In addition, although it could be
. |
pointed oiit that Hegel's references to Kant's and Schiller's other

works are more numerous, his comments concerning the Critique of

Judgement -and the Letters on the Aesthetic’Education‘of Man are laced
with tHé-methodological viewpoint and terminology gemerally associated"
with the dialectic. Tor this reason 1 woula'argue that these references,
though few, are extremely s{gnificant for an‘understanding of.fhe early
influences ;ﬁ Hepel's thought. ' .
As one of the major figures of modern phiiosophy; and an almost
immediate predecessor, Kant's work was naturﬁlly a focus for.ﬁegel's
discussion, particularly siﬂce he detected certain fundamental problems

in Kant which he intended to overcome.'-Throughout this thesis I maintain

the position that the Critique of Judgement, far from being a peculiar

4



miscellany of the late Kant, i? in fact much misunderstood and under-
rated. Hegel does not neglect it, and in fact credits it with coming
closest to true, ize. Hegelian, philosoﬁhy. Certainly any critiéisms

he formulates concerning Kantian philosophy are not inappropriate for
the third Critique since the germane Kantian tenets with which Hegel /
takes issue are the backbone of the Critique of Judgement as well. -
Hence theJthird Critiqué 1s consistent with the tran;cendental pEIlqségiy

and cannot be excluded from tﬁe.Kantian system; indeed, as I will at-

tempt -to demonstrate, it perhaps constitutes the best standpoint for=x
understanding the whole of Kantiaﬁ philosophy.

Compared to the extensive discussions of Kant, references to
Schillef in Hegelian texts are somewhat limited. It could perhap§ be
argued that this indicates that Schiller is not so significant ins
Hegel's deveiopment, and it is therefore no accident that the relation. .
of Kant/Fichte/Hegel is more prominent in the secondary literature.

Yet it must be noted that Schiller was not pfimarily a philosopher, and
cannot compete in the.matter of philosophical texts, either in numbet
or in sophistigation: Thus, one way of looking at it could be that
‘if there are fewér texts and fewer references, there is less material
froﬁ which to argue in support of my poéitioq. Yet we must not suppose

" that fewér references due to less philosophical material bespeaks a
... lack of real_significance for the developmént of Hegel's dialectic. 1T
wish to argue that whilé the discussion of Schiller in the ﬁgﬁthetﬁtsr
and elsewhere is not extensive, it was enough to touch a chord in

5

"Hegel's thoughts on aialectic. For not only did Schiller, according -

to Hegel, take the first step in rectifying the errors of Kant's

ey




philosophy, but in addition his formulation of aesthetic. freedom was
extremely suggestive for the Hegelian account of the freedom in

determination of reason.

¥
)

Hegel's study of the aesfhetic doctrines of Kant and Schiller has
not gone unnoticed in the segondary literature, bup in general the
relevant discussions have focussed on the influence of these doctrines
on Hegel's own aesthetic theory.Gl How this examination of art, beauty,
ana ﬁhe aesthetic experience may Aave been instrumental in the
formulation of Hegel's dialectic has,been, for the most part,.ignored.
Since the purpose of this thesis is t?e’elaboration of the latter
claim, I_wili not be concerned with a discussion of the devglopment of
Hegel's aesthet£és. Instead, the exposition will be restricted to the
impiicitly .;iaiectical elements of the CJ and AEM, and Hegel's
discussion of these works in view of théir historical'ghd epistethologi~-
cal significance. It is cié;r that art was not an isolated aspect of
Hegel's.philosophy, but rather oécupied a central ontological and
epistemological role. Accordingly, Hegel discusséé.aesthetics within
Ehe particular domain of art and art objects, as well as the larger
domain of Spirit, and‘ﬁhese two doméiﬁs are ngturally fundamentally
reiated. In the same manner, Hegel discusses the aesthetics oflKant
and Schiller within the framework of a philosophy of art, and he also

discusses them from the point of view of systematlc ontology. These

two points of view are implicitly felated; but T will concentrate on

]

the discussions of' aesthetics from the latter perspectlve in particular.
My particular approach servés, I think, to illuminate another

tﬁeme implicit in Hegel's philosophy which remains to be adequately

r 3
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investigated. - This is the Felation‘between aesthetics'and oqtology.’“
If it is possible to go beyond a mere demonstrati?n of the unfolding of
the: dialectic in aesthetics, as in any other realm of inquiry,'énd to '
posit the primaéy of she rFlation of aesthetics and dialectic, Eﬁeq tée
éeStheti; is‘diaiectical and the dialectic is aesthetic. Thévinherent
ontological dimension of the dialectic cannot be ighored, and the
stage is thus set for an examination of the relatfgn between aestheticé
and ontology. Scﬁilléf's point about the immanent and essential role
of the aesthetic impulse in human onEology and history thus takes on
new meaning on a richer and more systematically concéptual level. This
project is, however, beyond thelscopé-of the Qreséﬁt study and as such -
I merely wisﬁ to mentiqn it as ‘a possible corollary 6f this present
line of inquiry. -

* Knowledge of the philoséphical tradicion is essentiql not only for
én understanding of Kant's project, but also as a grounding for the
subsequent Hegelian developments which*I wish to emphasize in this
study. Accordingly,‘in Chapter 1,.1 discuss the philosophical bacﬁ-
ground of Kant's project, and his poiﬁt of departure in its relation
to the tradition. The chapter continues with an account of‘Kant's
philosophy in general, and his thought up to the writing of the CJ.
The chapter c;ncludes with aﬁ'analysis of the'relation of the CJ to
the rest.oé Kant's philosophy. .

Chapter 2 concentrates on a discussion of the GJ in particular.

This account is based upon the second Introduction and the f;rst %art
of the CJ, the Critique of Aesthetic Judgeﬁent. Thg)third Critique is

. | ) .
‘divided into two sections: the aesthetic¢-uand telological judgements. -

¥
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This latter section deals wiéh objective judgements ;egarding whether ;
given object fulfills a purpose 1in nature, where thé°bredicate is nﬁt a -+
feeling of pleasuré but is ;elated to the idea of an’éﬁd:w‘This theme

is natu%ally not distinct fr&ﬁ the discussions in the first ﬁg}t'of

the CJ, and not‘insignificant‘gbr an analfsis of Hegelian dialectic

" However, I have restricted my exposition to the aesthetic judgement due

to the thematic considerations of my thesis,

Schillerwand his Letters on the Aesthetic Education of Man are
examined in Chapter 3. Like Kant,7 Schiller had written another work

on aééthetics, the Kallias Letters. This work is often taken to be

. /
more important than the AEM in a discussion of the rélation-of Kant and

Schiller.8 However, it-will be seen below how certain Kantian themes
are explzcitly incorporated fnto the AEM and further developed accord-
ing to Schiller's paéticufar interests. In addition, this point is

clearly illustrated in a letter Schiller wrote to Kant where he states

that in writing the ﬁgﬂ'he sought to invoke the spirit of Kantian

philosophy.9 For these reasons, and thezﬂditionalcohsideration that in

-

discussing Schiller's aesthetics, Hegéi concentrated upohrthe AEH, 1
have restricted my ekposition to a discussion of this text.
\ .
Chapter 4 addresses the question of Hegel's well-known critique
S

of- Kant, in reference to both the CPR and the CJ, and demonstrates
how these critiques are fundamentally related. The chapter continues
with an account of Hegel's discussion of Schiller's Letters, and how

the examinations of both Kant and Schiller were significang for the -

development of Hegel's dialectic. The chapter concludes with a brief

—
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description of Hegelian didlectic, highlighting the elements which were

influenced by earlier anticipations in Kant and Schiller.

Finally, I conclude my thesis with a few closing remarks sum-

-

-
marizing the main points of this study in terms of several thematic

guldelines.

~ i
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CHAPTER T

The Critique of Judgement within Kant's philosophy

1

There are two reasons the Critique of Judgement is one of Kant's

most difficult works. The?% is first of all the inherent'compiexity

of the Kantian framework and thought which cﬂbxacterizes all of his
work. But in addition there is a problem pecullar to thg third
Critique. As Cassirer states, "What unlocked the gates of understand-

- ing for Goéthé was regarded on the whole, a;d particularly fgthhe
contemporary way of thinking, as one of the oddest mamifestations of
Kant's views and mode of presen;ation."l It:was thought unusual that
Kant should be equally concerned with problems of aestﬁetics, teleoclogy,
and a judgement of taste within the critical philesophy, all woven
togetper in one seemingly consistent text.

This attempt to account for such a va;iety of problems and themes
has -traditionally separated the commentators of the third Crié%que
into two camps: those who wish to maintain thé~primacy of the account
of aesthetic judgement, and those who'maintain the primacy of the
discussion:bf‘natLre and teleology. Both groups frequently view the
rest of the book (as well as the other camp's allegiance) as incidental
material. Seeing it as no more than a potpourri of unaddressed or
unrésolved issues, observations and questions.of a borderline interest,

or mere social commentary, the conclusion 1s that these topics are more

suited to an Anthropology than to a Critique. 1In addition, many



12
commentators agree that there is little relation between the third

Critique and the rest of the critical philosophy. T ‘

~

Yet it 1s not at .all clear that the  third Critique is an ill-

planned miscellany, inconsistent both internally and in relation to the

rest of the Kantlan corpus. I will attempt to demonstrate that it is

not only thematically and structurally coherent with the rest of Kant's

work, but also constitutes a valuable cbntribution to the wholeness of
LKﬁnt's eﬁterprise.

The subtle and methodical way in which the various secfions meld
togéther to form the whole makes not only the whole but also the
unravelied threads of a particular component difficult to grasp. Yet
it ig also fascinating to see how systematic and scrupulous was Kant's
thought. Since, as I wish to argue, the third Critique is destined
té folléw the outlines of the critical philosophy preyiously'elaborated
in the first two Critiques, it is necessar& to have an understanding

. . %
of their structure to properly appreciate the contribution of the B

Critique of Judpement. Hence before embarking upon a discussion of the
-

Critique of-Judgement, it would be beneficial to-examine Kant's thought

prior to its writing, and to attempt to situate the third Critique
R

within this work..

k)

2
Kant's point‘ﬁf departure is to question whether metaphysics as
a sclence is possiﬁle. There is no denying the existence of metaphysics

as such. nor its attraction: "That the human mind will ever give up
4 .

métaphysical researches is as little to be expected as that we, Lo
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évoid inhaling impure air, should prefer to give up breathing alto-
gether."2 Yet the problem is that this natural disposition has been

dogmatically taken as a justification for metaphysics as a science.

* Human reason has this peculiar fate that in one
species of)its knowledge it is burdened by questions
which, as prescribed by the very nature of reason itself,
it is not able to ignore, but which, as transcending all
its powers, it is alse not able to answer. l(ggg, preface A,

A wvii)

Hume launched one of the first decisive attacks upen metaphysics
when he demonstrated that the principle of causality cannot be
logically or empirically justified as necessary. It is Impossible to
.deduce a is the cause of b from the concept of a, nor can it be
deduced from exéefience. That is, causal connection is not a logical
relation. Yet although Kant could agree that’necessity could not be
justified on empiricist grounds, he could npt‘acéept Hume's psychologl-
cal explanation of associétion of 1deas.

So Kaht was caught between two defective philosophies. On the
one hand he could not uncritically accept the claims of traditional
and dogmatic metaphysics (Leibniz-Wolff) which never really.justified
the objective validity of concepts. Concepts were derivéd nelther from
experlence nor logic, yét were claimed as necessary truths. On the
other haﬁd, there was an empiricism represented by Hume, with a long
overdue attack on metaphysics, but whose ultimaté concldsions were
equaliy inadequate. Formulated differently, tﬁe issue is also one
characteristic of the rationalist/empiricist debate. As Kant states,

"In a word, Leibniz intellectualized appearances, just as Locke...

sensualized all concepts of the understanding." (CPR, A271=B327)

\ _ &
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fet-for Kant ;here is no denying that we” do possess synthetic a
priori judgements; even 1if empiricism fails to ac;ount adeqhately for
them. The question 1s then how something as unquestionable as the sum
of an addition comes to be incorporafed into‘our stores of knowleédge.
Hence there is no.strict d%;junction between sense-data and universal
relations. Just because sensation does not apprehend necessity is not

to negate 1ts character as a constitutive element of our experience. N

Instead of seeking ift understanding and sensibility ::
twWo sources of representations which, while quite dif-
ferenct, can supply objectively valid judgments of things

only in conjunction with each other, each of tyese great
" men holds to one only of the two, viewing it ag in im-

mediate relation to things in themselves. R, A271=

B327) -

if not de?ivéd from experiénce, then, these concepts must be produéts
of the cognitive faculty ifself. They are a priori, but not in the
sense of knowledge which is present prior to any encounter witﬂ
experience; these would be innate ideas or mental entities, which Kant
rejects,

Synthetic a prieori judgements are possible if'the underlying
concepts can be shown to have reference to objects. gant's insighﬁ-
is to realize that even if all knowledge begins with experilence, it
cannot be said to arise out of experience. Concepts are a priori in
the sense of underived from expe:ience, bup furnished by cognition upon
confrontation with sense-data.

Two questions must now be asked: 1) what are these presuppositions,
and 2) can we rely on them in all types of cognition, or are they

Iimited to certain realms of cognition only? In other werds,...''What

»




and how much can the understanding and reason know apart from all
experience?"” (CPR, preface A,‘A xvii) As Kant states in th?/ﬁreface

to edftion A of CPR: - : N

It is a_cali to reason to undertake anew the most

difficult of all its tasks, namely, that of self-

knowledge, and to institute a tribunal which will

assure to reason 1ts lawful claims, and dismiss all
groundless pretensions, not by despotic decrees, but - -
in accordance with its own eternal and unalterable N
laws., This tribunal is no other than the critigue

\. of pure reason. (CPR, A xi- xii)

]

In opposition to an Empiricism‘which denies the independence of
the "thinking principle,” and affirms the authority of external'
perception, Kant posits the autonomy and freedom of thought, the
capaclty of reason to sﬁapé experience. In contrast to passive,

abstracted rationalism, Kant introduces a dynamlc, subjective

4

consciousness of reason. As Hegel states in the Encyclopedia Logic,
"I'he main ‘effect of the Kantian pﬁilosophy has been to revive the
consciousness of Reason, or the absolute inwardness of thought."”

(EL, p. 93) Thought in self-conscious freedom 1s not s{mpiy gensa- _:‘F

1

tion, nor is it abstracted from experience, ;gf is the active principle
.“ 2 ‘

. . Ry P
which shapes the things of experience."a Kant thus brings forth an.’ *‘

empirical abstracted, but like the natutral sclences, must deal wi%h

' ¢h
empirical reality. Ernst Cassirer discusses this point in thé context -

of the early Kantian philosophy:

The original, fundamental orientation of Kant's
research and thought is precisely that he has 1n view
from the outset a deeper unity of the empirical and the
rational than had heretofore been accomplished or
recognized in the struggle between philosophical schools.3

-
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Taking this mediating and unifying inclination as a thematic guiding

thread will in turn provide insight into the contribution of the

Critique of Judgement:' both asran exomple of a theory of dlélectic,
and as an effort to unifj theoretical and practical reason, ond in
turn f;€ilitate a unity within the whole of Kant's work.

The strong notion of yeason in both rationalism and the Enlighten—l
ment ensures a primacy of reason in Kant's scheme--the unique grounding
forranyﬁhing'which can be known. This autonomy and absolute authority
of thought lends reason its freedom; the necessarily pragmatic nature -
of the empirical sciences lends it a principle of activity and change;

‘the self-consciousness of rationalism gives it its subjectivity of
consclousness. When'lhese aspects: are unlfied, the result is a

dynamic, free, authoritativc-reason which is subjective and co;ceptoal-j
the conocfouanss of reason ordering the concrete reallcy. Yet from
cmolricis; Kant retains the doctrine that all we can know is sensible
reality. He.affirms that all we can know -1s knoon.ﬁnrough our

cognitive facﬁlties thus gfoundiné epiotemologv firmly on raoionality.

.

1nstituting a tribunal o%re reason. As Hegel states in the

Encyclopedia Egglg, "Henceforth the principle of- the independence of

.

Reason, or of‘its absolute self-subsistence, is made a general ‘principle

of phllosophy,‘as -well as a foregone conclusion of the time. " (EL, p. 93)

- - =

Yet reason 1s necessarily limited: there is a distinction between
M .

reason as the only means whereby we can know anything, and that which
is heyond the cggatity of reason to apprehend. This distinction is one

which traditional metaphysics fails to make and constitutes one of

Kant's major departures from these metaphysics. Reason knows anything
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which ¢an be known, but it does not know everything which could be
known. - .
That reason in its speculative application will be limited is due

to the inability of the categories to apprehend or think the thing-in-

v

itself. Maintailning that this is possible indicates an unlawful ap-
plication of the categories to somethihg not pgiven in:éxperience. As
will be shown below} Hegel found this position both unsatisfactory from

a systematic point of view, as well as paradoxical:~ for postiting the

noumenal realm in juxtaposition to the phénomenal is already saying

something about the noumenal--namely, that which it is not.? This

negative determination, however, is not overlooked By Kant; but this
still does not constitute a true intuition and Hegel's criticism of this

stand motivates one of, his major departures from Kantian thought.

-

Hence alféddy within the very formulation of his principle of

reason, Kant is confronted with a duatism. This will generate other

dualisms in turn which leads Hegel to criticize the Kantilan doctrine as

failing to grasp the embeddedness of reason in reality.
' - "
\ T

3
R . {\,J

- =

Kant begins by éstabl%§hing'thaé the entire faculty of reason has
two realms, both of which are furnished with a priori laws: these are
the realms of.natgre and of freedom, Following this model, reason is
thus divisible into the theoretical (natuye) and the practical (freedom)}.
The function of prescribing laws by means of a priori concepts of nature
is discharéed by the understandgng, and that of prescfibing laws by

means of the concept of freedom is accomplished by reason in its N

=y . ) .
practical employment. 7
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The principle of theoretical reason is conformity to law. This

faculty is examined in the Critique of Pure Reason, where the problem

Kant attempts to resolve is how it is possible to have synthetic a
priori judgéments qf cognition. To reiterate, he attempts to determine
the basis of knowledge claims such as causality and mathematical truths

which are necessary and universally valid, yet are not derived from

- ‘experience alone. Pe does this by isolating several "modes" of knowledge.

.ﬁe proves the a priorl character of space and time as the necessary
conditions of orderly sensuous ;erception; then of causality as the
necessary presupposition of the scientific organization of the faqts éf
experience; lastly he grounds all knowledge in the "I think" of the
transcendental unity of apperceptioé.

After showing thaf one set of theoretical presuppps};ions was
able to furnish a certain continuum of knowledgé, Kant turned to the

practical sphere. Practical reason deals with the realm of morality,

and in the Critiqﬁe of Practical Reason Kant examines the possibility

of a priori principles of the will, or desire; how synthetic a priori
moral judgements can feasibly provide universal valiéétion of these
moral judgements.

Kant claims that both understanding and reason Bave distinct juris-

vdictions over one and the same territory of experience, without

interfering with the other in the least; (¢J, p. 13) In the

theoretical employment of reason, nature is constituted by the under-
standing using concepts of space and time and causality; these are
presuppositions of necessity and law and there is no subjective

autonomy involved. On the other hand, in the practical sphere reason
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employs self-furnished morai‘laws: th; subject, active and responsible,
chooses in total freedom whether or not to comply with the dictates of
his/her categorical dnfy.

It is clear that the two realms are far from infringing upon each
other's jurisdictiqns: the property line has been distinctly dtawn
between object and subject, nature and freedom. "

If this is not apparent enough, Kant assures us that any sgeming

contradiction due to both faculties coexisting in the same Subject was

eliminated in the Critique of Pure Reason, where the oppositions were

denounced as "dialectical illusion.'

Hence.causality is the most
important»principle in theoretical knowlédge, while the denial of this
nausality in practical knowledge 1is impétative in order to ensure hnman
freedom. At the end of the first two critiques, the two formal
principles are set in strict opposition.

In vet another justification for two realms'rather than one, Kant

offers an additional formulation of this nichotomy in his introduction

to the Critique of Judgement. The theoretical does not affect the
practical; subjective autonomy dogs not influence objective reality.

Kant asks why these two realms do not form one realm, since while thef

do not limit each other in their legislation, they aré limited in their
effectiveness in the empirical world. According to Kant, the explanation
resides in the fact that in natﬂre, SEnsible objects and 1aws40f cause
and effect are presented in certain intuition, but as mere phenomena,-
not as things-in-themselves; whereas in the realm of freedom, the

Object is*noumenal, a thing—in—itéelf, but not present to human intui-h

. .
tion. Thus neither fealm is capable of furnishing a theoretical



cognition of the Object as thing—in—itseif;'dr of the supersensible,
which, is the basis of the possibility of all objects of experience,
.despite the fact that it can néver be an object of cognition itself.
For example, the'nebulqus éuality in an‘object which causes us to

perceive 1t in the aesthetlic mode belongs to. the unintuitable realm of
the thing-in-itself. 1In that there 1s" some perception-of Quality, aﬁart

from any cognition or knowledge, the object ﬁelongs to the supersensible.
Ho&ever;'in that it is still an empirical object in the semnsible.world,
it 1s phenomenal.

Thus, at the end of the first two Critiques, the sensible céﬁcept
of nature, and the'supersensib]e concept of freedom are separated by a

"great gulf' (CJ, p. 14): the freedom necessarily inherent in the
* -4

realm of morality is not possible in the phenomenal world, where

- - . ‘
causal determinism reigns.

Pl
o

Yet Kant appedrs to believe that there spoula‘be, after a}},'éome

sort of ipterplay or interconnection, between the two realms,
hY

v

Ny

. o 3 \
84 ...the concept of freedom is meaht to actualize
in the sensible world the:end proposed by its laws; L
and nature must consequently also be capable of being
regarded in such a way that in the qon?ormi;y-tn Taw
of its form it dt least harmonizes with the possibility .
of the ends o be effectuated in itlaccording to the ‘
laws of freedom. There must, therefore,'be a ground of
the unity of the supersenslble that lies at the .basis
of nature, with what the concept of fneedom containq in
a- practical way. (CJ p. 14) - . o .

LN

-
~

,
N

. This unifying ground“has‘ﬁo realm of its. own, vet will facilitate -

the transition betyéen_the‘two modes of thought and, their principles.

One begins to wonder why Kant,‘contemblating the situation thus far
* f . i} : - - . .



21

at'th;'lookbut over the chasm, has reason to be so.dismayed. He seemed
to have been deliberateiy prying the gap yider and wider apart, oﬁly to
_decide that the scenery would be much more enhanged by the presence of

a bridge spanning the distance betweeﬁ the opposing sides.

It is almost as 1if Kant has found it necessary, if not to

radically reformulate his system, to slightly amend his origindfﬂ

-

scheme. In the section dealipg with the Critique Bf Judgement, we
shall see how tﬁis is true for the judgement of taste in particular;
and once his conceﬁkion of the. judgement o% taste was modified, the
way was open for it to assume much more significance, and in so doing
to transform the nature of the éﬁlire critical system,

So Kant's position breceding_the writing of the Critique of

Judgement was as follows: a'seemingly irreconcilable conflict between

L
i

two major concepts of his transcendéntal bhilosophy which, ideally,

should interact harmoniously; and the &uestion'of another type of
. | '
judgement, the judgement of taste, remaining to be examined. This last

question had been fermenting in the back of Kant's mind fOF years; the

o
’

development of the nature of the queaﬂion”ana of his conception of taste

can be traced back to the early writings on*aésthetics: for example, .

the Observations on the Feeling of tHe Beautiful and Sébtime

One senses in the introduction to the Critique of Judgement a vag?e

outlirie of the process his thought might have undergone: the presenta-
NG A

-
tio of the original formulation, the discovery of the inherent

!

problematic conflict, then the solution, found lying before his very
[}

eves, and which, happily enough, will tie in several 16053 thematic

[N

o
-

1=
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mediate between the two warring realms turns out to be.the missing

‘ o ..'!::. ) . ) . /22

threads. Also, since dualism as a fundamental problem 1s most gxplicit
in the relation of the first two Critiques, embodying as they do the
core features of Kant's project, the sﬁccess ﬁf their mediagion would
presumably extendxgo and resolve the more particular problems, all of
which can ultimately be traced. to this basic dualism. j

Kant's solution is to inttroduce a faéulty which_f; aﬁié'to mediate . " 1
“between the otﬁer two faculties; theFefore;i;either will be compromised ' [
or overwhelmed, as the new faculry will incorporate what is coﬁhon to

both and constitute a Hridge on which they may meet. This faculty is

the faculty of judgement. . Judgement is the” capacity to perceibe'

characteristic form or quality, to subsume given particulars or

"representations' under universal concepts, which are not furnished by
. 4

R T P

the judgementJitself, but by either the understanding or the reason. It =

is connected with the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, and so will -
'k, - -

provide Kant with the opportunity to examine the judgement of aesthetic f

¥
»

taste. He will kill two conceptual birds with one stone by appeasing

two questions with one common answer; the very element which will S \\;}5

, -~

philosophical problem to complete the systeﬁ——the discussion of the Y

principles of taste and aesthetic judgements.

-

Thus, "what is shut out of the division of Philosophy may still i

~ T .
- .

~

.be admitted as 5'ptincipql part into the general Critique of our ..

C . ~ e
‘faculty of pure cogrition."” (CJ, p. 15) Kant is now able to posit i T
a somewhat .revised schema. - There are tﬁree_faaulties'or capacities s

» ~ 2T ]

[Vermogen] of human éogScibusnéss: the faculty of cognition (thegreti- o

cal), the feeliﬁgrof.pleaéure and displeaSure-(judgement), and ﬁhe
o~ . . . .
N R ' . . L

-

’ i -
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lfaculty of desire (pfacticalj. Assuﬁing for the prégent*that'gudgepent
does in fact hgve a pr%ori principles, and thus the necessary qualificéh
tions to be cbnside;ed a faculty, and to exercise some influence ovdr
the other faculties, it is cleér that the feeling of pleasure and
displeésure is the intermediate term betweén cognition énd desire, as

is judgement between understanding and reason. Now th;t judgement is
linked with the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, it is also clear
that the m%ddle term is to refer to“the aesthetic: 1t is the judgement

of taste. ; P

" Thus there are judgements of what things are and of what we know,

~

- -
.

and judgements concerning-actions--these judgements and their accombany~

+

ing a priori priggciples were examined in the first two Critiques. But
- ; . ' ‘ ‘

there are also judgements of taste--commonplace assertions concerning

what we consider beautiful and not beautlful "and simply what wer 1ike

and dislike. In making a judgement that somethlng is beautiful there.
is an impliecit assumption that everyone should find it beautiful that_.
thig judgement hqs‘acquired some measure of universal_ﬁalidity. Yet
there is nothing to be found in concepts or experienée toilegitiﬁize
this assumption. Kant will attempt to demonstra;e how a judgeﬁeﬁt of

taste can at the same time legitimately lay claim tJ-universal Vaiidity,

Thus, the CrftiQué of Judgement will have a two-fold signifjcance.
.v T \
It will examine two problems hitherto neglected by Kant: the

aesthetic judgement and the teleological judgement (or judgement of,

‘ purpose), while providing a link, by virtue of both its aesthetic and

logical aature, between understanding and reason, sensible and

- P
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supersensible, nature and freedom, theorétical and practical, cognition

and.desire, objective and subjective.

4
Pre-Kantian philosophers had generally limited their discussions
on aesthetics.to essays on taste or the occasional moqograph: Kant
devoted the best part $f a book to the topic that would play such a
pivotal role in his thought. "Aesthetics, as a discipline, begins

approximately with Kant's Critique of Judgement...it was Kant who gave

a sense of philosophical importance to aesthetics."6 Thus Kant
establishes the aesthetic for the first time, not only as a necessary
constituent of human experience, and as an indispensable link in his
thought, bﬁt‘also as a domain of study equal to those of the earlier
Critiques, and no longer a topic considered inferior in iﬁportance to
other philosophical problems.

Nor, for the same reasons, should the Critique of Judgement be

considered inferior to the other two Critiques. To a large extent it
has always been perceived as an afterthought, Kafht in his declining
years, a hodge-podge of loose ends and miscellaneous items which. Kant

had always meant to discuss, and now threw together. Against this view

one could argue that the existence of earlier miscellaneous writinés on

i
various topics, philosophical and non-philosophical alike, indicates

that -he hardly needed to wait until the time of the third Critique to
exercise,this inclination.
On the other hand, it could certainly be argued that the Critique

. of Judgement, if not insignificant, was an afterthought. This view is

At o -
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supported in part by a letter Kant wrote to Reinhold prior to Beginning

:
- .

the third Critique:

I am now at work on the critique of taste, and I
have discovered a kind of a priori principle different
from those heretofore observed. TFor there are three
faculties of the mind: the faculty of cognition, the
faculty of feellng pleasure and displeasure, and the
-faculty of desire. In the CPR I found a priori principles
for the first of these, and in the Critique of Practical
Reason, a priori principles for the third. I tried to
find them for the second as well, and though I thought
it Ampossible te find such principles, the systematic
nature of the analysis of the previously mentioned
faculties of the human mind allowed me to discover
them, giving me ample material for the rest of my life,.
material at which to marvel and 1f possible to explore.
So now I recognize three parts of ghilosophy, each of
which has its a priori principles.

The fact that the Critique of Judgement was perhaps an afterthought does

not minimize its importance. It is also possible that Kant had
envisioned this development from thé beginning (or at least earlier
than letters and documents indicate). Thus, much in the/MEnner of

Hegel in the: Phenomenology, Kant led us through the various manifesta-

v

tions, approximate truths, and.conceptual pitfalls in order that we
{(here in the sense of Hegel's phenomenologicai"weﬂk;hoﬁld undertake
the investigation, think the process, and attain the final result--some
sort bf systematic totality, albelt not in the Hegelién sense of
totality.

It has also been suggc;:sted8 Ehat Kant was not forced to recant
completely, but merely to reinterprete and strengthen latent themes _

and relations implicit in the previous Critiques, under the new

guidelines furnished by the study of aesthetics. It 1s likely,‘however,



that he was pleabantly surprised by the tidy solution, as well as by
the importance that aesthetics and the judgement of tastefhad assumed;
an importance perhaps not so evident at the outset of his inquiry.

Cassirer notes that the prevailing attitude in the literature concern-

ing the Critique ;E Judgement has been that Kant was not motivated to
write the Qg by an interest in aesthetics, but rather tha} developing
a notion of aesthetic judgement and a doctrine of beauty was a
secondary result of the desire to Sysggmatically complete his -
architectonic.9 In Cassirer's opinion, this position minimizes Kant's

contribution to aesthetic ;heory. He feels that in'view of this

s
ry

.dgctrine, the subsequent effect of the third Critique must seem
miracuIOus.lO To my mind, Cassirer's refutation does not effectively
argue for the primacy of the aesthetic in Kant's motives, nor does a
primacy of any element seem relevant to the issue. "1 have argued above
for both sides of this primacy question, and although it is an interest-
ing problem, it is not really important to determine the first motive

in order to assess the final_contributions of the CJ. Whether the

aesthetic question, the systematic question, d% both were foremost in
i
Kant's concerns, the CJ is fulfilled not by either element alone, but
by ﬁhe interest in a concerted unfolding of both.
In the final analysis, what is at issue, then, is whether or not
the third Critique does furnish a conceptually sagisfying solution
to the perceived systematic problems. In its methodology, objective,

and philosophical orientation it is consistent with the rest of

Kant's thought, especially insofar as it adheres to the doctrine of



the unity of reason invoked in the Critique of Pure Reason and else-

where.ll The CJ should be seen not as a mistake; but as, at worst, a
bold but somewhat unsuccessful attempt to unify an éxceedingly complex
system, or at best; the culmination of Kant's transcendental
enterprise and'perhaps the beét standpoint from which to approach and
understand his system as a whole.12 In addition, the CJ revives the
problem of the rolg bf aesthetics in philosophical discourse. This
problem, nepglected fo? the most part in the tradition prior to Kant,
was reappraised and reapprﬁpriated by German idealism; and one of the .

i

N ' ‘- .. !
reasons for this renewed interest was undoubtedly the Critique of

Judgement . ‘ : 4

A



Chapter II

The Critique of Judgement
!

1

Urteil and Urtellskraft

In the introduction to the Critique of Judgement Kant explains the

reldtion between the‘ﬁaculty of judgement and the feeling of pleasure
and displeasure which provides the grounding for the judgement of raste.
Many commentaries on the third Critique merely acknqwledge this relation
without explicating the analysis by means of which Kant arrives at a
judgement, of taste. That is, if a commentator is discussing the CJ

from the systematic point of view of aesthetic theory, the relation
between taste and feeling is well established in.the preceding aesthetic
tradition bv philosophers such as Hutch%son and Hume; hénce Kant is
merely appropriating a'commonly held aesthetic notion. Yet Kant does

not follow in the footsteps of the empiricist tradition, either in his

_work as a whole, or in aesthetics in particulaf. Thus, although he may

take a somewhat empiricist stand in beginning with an aesthetics of
feeling, the method by which he arrives atvthis notion of taste, and
how it is subsequently discussed, remain strictly Kantian. His famous
formulation stating that though knowledge begins with exper¥ence, it
cannot be said to arise out of experience, is\no less relevént here.

In the Logic, Kant defines judgement in.general {Urteil iberhaupt]

as tile "presentation [Vorstellung] of the unity of the consciousness of

-
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several presentations [Vorstellungen’, or the presentation of thair z -
relaﬁion so far as they make up one concept."l‘ In terﬁé of relationm,
judgements are either categor?&q}, hypgéhetical or disjunctive. That
is, "the given presentations iﬁ:judgements are,subordinateg, one to
another, for the sake of the unity of consciousness."2 With this,
’

Kant deparﬁs from traditional definitions of judgement in general,
which he states he has never béeﬁ able to accept. (CPR, B 140)
.Logicians claim that judgement is the representation of a relation
between two concepts. Kaht:criticize; this definition for two reasons.
First, it fails to distinguish between types of relations. Kant .
malntains that'a relation betwéen two concepts applies to categorical 3
judgements only; hypothetical and disjunctive judpgements are relations
ngt of concepts, but of judgemehts. This sets the stage for the
Kantian formulation of multiple level judgements. Hence in neglect;
to Fecognize differences in judgeménts, the traditional definition
simply coilapses hypothetical and disjunctive into'categoric;1
judgements. Secondly, their definition éoes not elucldate the nature
of the relation itself; it "does not determine in what the asserted . \\
relation consists.” (CPR, B 141)

in the Introduction to the CPR Kant isolates "two stems of human
knowledge": sensibility and understanding. (CPR, A 15=B 29) ansibility
is the capacity of receiving representations; understanding is the pow§r |
of knowing an object through these representations. The functions of-

these capacities [Vermfgen] are not interchangeable: "The understanding

can intuit nothing, the senses can think nothing. Only through their

e
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union can knowledge arise.'" (CPR, A 51=B 75 The problem is how to

effect this union. ~ . \\d<¥

Since no representation, save when it is. an
intuition, is in immediate relation to an object,
no concept is ever related to an object immediately,
but to some other representation of it, be that other
representation an intuition, or itself a concept.
Judgement is therefore the mediate knowledge of an
object, that is, the representation of a representatlon

of it." (CPR, A 68=B 93) , _ .

- .
P -
-

Kant solvés'the problem by introddcihg into his epistepology a-logical
..%unction, judgement, which will mediate betwgen\sensibility dndd
'.understanding.- These latter facultles do'noe.have any logichl’signi—
ficance ad sugh exdept inscofar as they cad be dndepStood in terms of
the logical distindtio; between singular and general,presentaf:ions.3
IAs capacities of receptivity and spontaneity, their explanation\is
rnetaphysical.(4 ﬁence Kant employs a logical funcLion to elucidate a
tzaditionally mdtaphysical\problem, and the result is a systematic

trdnsformation of metaphysics, culminating in the discussionlof concept,
understandlng, and intuition in the ng__- -

In the: CPR, then, what is needed to mediate between-sensiblllty and
undérstanding is not faculty of knowledge,as such, but-a function. In
Ldtin, functio ;efers to the act considered in terms of that which is
done in it. That is, as Kant states in théf;;2n§cendental deductlon
(B), a Judgement is "nothing but the manner in which g‘\én\\\des of

_knowledge are brought to the objective unltv of apperception Lv’f/;R

B 141) What is important to understand is’that Judgement as function ot

is .not of the same nature as faculties of intuition or understanding.
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Kant is notoriously careless at times with terminology, and translators

of his work have not always 'been consistent or .accurate. Thus, Urteil

and Urtellskraft are not identical, although they‘aré usually both

translated as judgement. Similarly, Vermogen and Kraft are not

identical, although translators often seem to equate them, and Kant

seems to someéimes use tfem interchangeably. -In an ordinary language
< = '

distinction, Vermogen is intellectual Kraft is physical and this is

an important clue for a correct understanﬂing of Kant- and of the third

Critique. Kant speaks of Erkenntnisvermﬁgen, but Urteilskraft; one is )

a capacity, the other a power, afd the sense of Kraft is that of an
‘activity, a manner, rather than a mode. Hence although Kant will

speak of Urteilskraft as "das VermSgen, das Besondere 4ls enthalten

unter dem Allgemeinen zu d?nren,"5 fgculty is not to be understood here
in the.sam? se;ée thét it is with reference ;;~2§e uuderstanding.as a
‘faculty. Urteil is the thinking of the partfculgr under the unilversal,-
or the rgpresentati&n under the concept which giveé the object; the
faculty of judgement, {or Urteilskraft; péwer of judginé) is‘thinking
the judging. Kant equated thlnking and Judging in the ‘Analytic”of
.Concepts in the CPR where he states: "Now we can reduce [zuriichfuhren]

all acts of the understanding to judgements, and the understanding may,

therefore be represented as a capacity to judge [Vermdgen zu urteilen—-
not t%e faculty of judgement as Kemp Smith translates] for, éé stated
above, the under;tanding is a capacit& to think [again, Vermﬁgen zZu
denken]." (CPR, A 69=B 94) I have translated these expressions as

"to judge" and "to. think" rather than as a "capacity of judging" or



"capacity of judgement" because the latter sound like faculties of
judgement, and I believe Kant is trying to maintain the distinction‘
between faculty and capacity at this point. Faculty of judgement is

Urteilskraft, not Urteilsvermogen. The faculty of knowiédge is

Erkenntnisvermogen, not Erkemntniskraft. Underétanding is a' capacity

or faculty in the sense of a mode; judgement is a power or faculty in

the sense of a function, or a manner. -So the sense of the above

quotation is not judgement as a faculty or mode (like understanding)

but t@ther understanding as a capacity like judgement: that is, the

. . . LR
primacy here ‘of judgement, of the function, and hence the identity of

thinking and judging. Thus the true activity of thought is derived as

a principle from judééheﬁf; and judgement as d faculty must be understood

-
t

in this sense of actiyity'énd function. This is a significant point for

the Critique of Judgement, or more precisely, the Critique of the Power

of Judging, since the fundamental element here is }he aesthetic judgement
as an act of judging which refuses to be hypostatized or made static.
Consequentlf; reason in this employment is completely autonomous and

1

free.

Hence judgement is a mediating, mediate and synthetic function.

It is thus the function which mediates not only between sensibility and - -

L

understanding, but between theoretical and practical reason as well.
Its autonomous and free nature is reflected in the aesthetic judgement,

where, since no cognition is present, the autonomy of judgement is

intensified. The higher level of relation is established already in

the first Critique:

1
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Accqrdingly, all judgements are functions of unity
among our representations; instead of an immediate
representation, a higher representation, wHich comprises
the immediate representation and various others, 1s used

in knowing the object, and thereby much possible knowledge
is collected into one. (CPR, A 69=B 94)

This in t;rn harks back to the point at the ﬁeginning of tﬁis seétioﬁ
concerning Kantfs Qefinition of judgement which attempts'Fo elucida;e
" the relation of 5udgement. yot oqu must the relation:bétween coﬁcepts
be understood as a ﬁnifying'dct, but the concepts themselves are’
sometimes‘alréaQy judgements, 'so there are different levels of

b

relations.

# ' 2 . '
w

The Facultv of Judgement

Kant distinguishes between two powers of‘judgement:'“determinant
and reflective: The determinant or logical judgement 1s explicated in
the doctrine of trénsgendental schematism (Transcendental Analytic) in

the QEE and is characterized by a universal law which 1s given, and

R iyt
- Y

under which judgement subsumes tﬁe ﬁarticular of a sgnsuous representa®™
tion. Conuersely, if the particﬁlaf only 1is given,'for‘which judgement
must furnish a universal, the judgément is reflective, or in the language“
of the first Critique, an "ascending judgement.''. iﬁ other words, the

a priori categoriéé of the determinant judgement>are already present as.
“necessary grounds without which we could not apprehend the object at
all. However, we have no a priori prinqiples for ordering the particu-

. B '\\
lar empirical laws. These principleés cannot be found a posteriori in
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experieﬁce' eiperienoe furnisheé ﬁo "ought.” but merely‘multifarious 'y
A3

[

empirical examples, all in search of a higher universal - "Such a ‘

.
‘ hY

transcendental principle, therefore, the reflective fjudgement can only
give'as a law from and to itseif. It cannot derive it from any'otherf

quarter (as it would then be a determinant judgement)' (CJ p. 19} -.

L&

Hence reflective Judgement has subjective validity only; it does

-

not determine the object (as does the determinant object) but only the

manner of reflecting upon it in order to attain its cognition 6 Hence‘

it‘is already a different sense of cognition; finding a pniversal Eof

‘the particular cannot be methodological, but hypothetical--a working i

Mas if." Thus reflection engages particular representations in an

attempt to discern some purposive organization, and thereby furnish 4
D

universal. - . } e

J

The Principle of the Formal Finality of Nature

In the effort to formulate this principle of inquify, refleotionl

can be gulded by the example of Nature (Science)—as a potentially

[

intelligible unlty! despite the apparent contingency of its organiation.
On thé assumption that there is an underlylng unity of 1nterconnectionq,

scientists continually aim to introduce newer, more concise, and more
- r
accurate groypings of gengra and.species in a complex. system of '
. ¢ ‘
interrelated laws. "Whilé it seems at the outset unavoidable. for our T

understanding to assume for the specific variety of natural oberations
a 1like number of various kinds of tausality,.yet these.may all be”

reduced to a small number of principles, the quest for which is our

business.' (CI, pp. 24-25)




-

1

_1hesé laws are either a priori conditions of scientific knowledge

»

(as in the CPR), or a posteriori.empirical laws, 'determined by
‘.-obée}vationn‘ For example,\a universal law of nature is that all

~
change has its cause. But there may be causes in an infinite variety

]
4

of ways. Each cause has an empirical 1aw there are ‘thus an "endless

multiplicity of empirical laws" which are contingent as far as our

. \ N
insight is concerned; that is, they cannot be cognized a priori.

Judgemeng must adopt an a priori principle "thdg what 1s for human
g . :

1

insight contingent in the particular (empirical)_ laws of nature contains

nevertheless  unity of law in the synthesis of ité”maniﬁoldiin an
intrinsically possible experience--unfathomable, though still-
A + i

thinkable, as such unity may no doubt, -be for us." (CJ, p. 23)
; .
Furthermore, while a priori laws.of thure-or’science have their .

ground in our understanding, particular.empirical laws, qndetéfminﬁd

. !
by a universal concept, must be considered:

-
' -

- ,according to a unity such as they would have if
an understandlng (though it be not ours) had supplied xthem
for the benefit of our cognitive faculties so as to render

possible a system of experience according to particular . ‘
natural laws. (CJ, p. 19) , i
; - X '

Such an intellectus archetypﬁs need not be actually assumed, for it is

- -~

a regulative, not constitutive pripciple of the empivical uselbf the
understanding. Reflective Judgement employs this principle not for
determining, but for reflecpion, and in this way gives a law to 1tself

and not to nature. Thus reflective judgement contains, "if not a

special authority to prescribe laws, still a principle peculiar to

.~



1 3 .
itself upon which laws are sought, although one merely subjective a S

»

[

.pfiori.” (cJ, p. 15) For such an intellectus archetypus, which is  * - : /

intuitive, there is no contrast between actual and possibIe being,

contingency and necessity; thinking an object entails its existence,

Jphinﬁihg the part entails its whole.7 However, for a human understand-
N 4 . ‘ " 4

ing, which is discursive not lantuitive, there is a gap between '

actuality and possibility, contingencv and necessity.

Hegel, however,

in an efforc to overcome what he sees as Kant's radical duallsm,

1

cannot admit the existence of an intellectus archetypus. There is no

gap between thought and reality for Hegel, there are no limitations to
the applicatibn of our.cognitive faculties, and for this reason the

philosopher is able to attain the standpoint of Absolute Knowing. Human

1

. reason gan become the intellectus archetypus.

Hence, reflective judgement'ﬁust procééd by ﬁnalpgy, just as the
faculty of judgement itself was derived by analogy with the other

F i . ~

there are no clear discernible ends, yet it

faculties. In nature,

is as if there were, and in fact the understanding has been able to

discover a priori laws of nature. But in the search for empirical
- ' - 1

laws we are confronted with a multiplicity of objects and propositions

and cannot know prior to actual expefience whether these will prove

to have inher#nt connections and laws, or will merely constdtute a ' -7
miscellany of isolated generalizations. Consequently, if science is N

to be possible, it must be assumed that there are certain laws to be

apprehended, and that human understanding is capable of apprehending

these laws:
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Accordingly the principle of judgement, in respect of
the form of the things of nature under empirical laws
generally, is the finality of uré\in its multiplicity.
In other words, by this concept naturke is represented as
1f [als ob] an understanding contained the ground of the
unity of the manifold of its empirical laws. (CJ, pp.
19-20) o ' ’ '

(o

This principle is then two-fold. It refers to the adéptation of the

r

data of nature to our cognitive faculties, and the capacity of our
understanding to apprehend this data. Secondly, it refers to the
assumption of an underlying unity and regularity: This principle is a
special a priori concept, originating solely in the ref;ective judge-
_mem;.8 We make use of this concept in the interests of reflection,
hence to hark back ta the earlier distinction between mode and manner,
it 1s not an objective principle of determinatipn, but a subjective ’
principle of reflection,g a heuristic method. Thus reflecgive judgement
:
will not have objective validity, and correspondingly, neither will
aesthetic judgement, as a type of, reflective judgement.

The principle of the finality of nature is alse a transcendental
principle of judgement: "For the concept.of Objects, regarded as
standing under this principle, is only the_pure concept of objects of
possible empirical cognition generally, and involves nothing empirical." -
(CJ, p. 21) That is, this principle deals with objects of possible
emplrifal knowledge, while hot being empirical itself.

hus, the purposiveness of natufe means that its adaptation to

)
our cognitive faculties is presupposed a priori by judgement; and while

-

understanding objectively considers it contingent, judgement attributes

it to nature as transcendental finality--a finality im terms of the
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Subject's faculty of cognition. The a priori principle of reflective

judéement is hence not a synthetic a priori, but a subjective a priori.

\ | .
The Association of the Feeling of Pleasure with the Concept of the

Finality of Nature ¢

Understanding endeavours to order nature by positing a unity of

principle. Since understanding has no jurisdiction over particulér

laws to prescribe a law, this goal mu;t be carried out by judgement.

The attainment of every aim is coupled with a feeling Jf pleasure.

‘When the attainment is based on an a priori representation, as in the
princiﬁle for réflective judgement, the feeling of pleasure is then

also determined by a grouna which is a priori and universally valid, and
only by virtue of the reference of the object to our faculty of |
cognition. Kant adds that since there is no accompanying notion of
duty, this finality is not like the practical finality of nature.

No feeling of pleasure occurs when perceptlons coiﬁcide with
universal concepts or categories since understanding is merely carry-
ing out its prescribed functions. Ho@ever, when a reflective judgement

N .
subsumes empirical laws under one principle, its aim 1s zznceAfulfilled,

and there is a distinct pleasure in this success--the accord of the laws

with our cognitive faculty.

s '

The presupposition of finality is so indeterminate if regard to its

4
LN

limitations, that it is indeed possible that at some point we come up
against a wall; a multiplicity of laws which no human understanding
could ever reduce tg a principle. Yet, on the other hand, it could be

noted that the more we are able to know about the ordering of nature,’

L . T

e
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tne easier it will be to attribute principles. Thus judgement proceed;
on the principle of.conformity of nature to our faculty of cognition,
in the c;ntingency of its bounds. 'For while in respect of the rational
employment of our cognitive faculty bounds may be_definitely determined,
, . .
in ﬁhe empirical field no such determination of bounds is possible."
(CJ, p. 29) On the one hand this contingency can be seen.as indicative
of the inherently free mature of the reflective judgement. On the
o%her hand, from a Hegelian point of view, it is less free than a
determinant judgement--at least the 1atte; is determined in-its
limitations, while the reflective Judgement remains unde termined.
For Hegel, what is determined is more free, although in his philosophy
there will be no limits to what is determihed. While for Kant cognition
in general must have limits to its capacities and application, the
reflective judgement in particular must always be consldered contingent.
We proceed according to a certaln principle withoué knowing'how far it
will take,us (for we can only know the results in experience}), or even
whether if it has in fact any bounds. We know thft reason in'general
has bounds, but cannot say the same_for reflective judpgement since such
a rule is not glven by determinant judgement in this case. Judgement
is indeterminate until it comes to an inpasse, but the likelihood of
such an impasse, if impossible to posit definitely, is conceivable:

Yet this presupposition of judgement is so indeter-
minate &n the question of the extent of the prevalence of
that ideal finality of nature for our cognitive faculties,
that if we are told that a more searching or enlarged
knowledge of nature...must eventually bring us into
contact with a multipliclty of laws that nd human

understanding could reduce to a princ1ple we can
reconcile ourselves to the thought. (CJ, p. 28)
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The Judgement of Tastg W,

The aesthetic quality of an object is that which is pureiy
subjective in its representation.lo If a representation determines -
an object with a view to cognition, it is logical. In the cognition
. of sense data both aspects operate conjoihtly; e.g. space 1s both a
subjective representation, and a constituent of phenomenal knowledge.
However, the feeling of pleasure is the subjective ﬁide of a fepresen—
tation whiéh‘cannot be ﬁn element of cognition. The finality of an
object is not a quality of the object, but an a priori condition to
its apprehension; it is completely subjective, involviﬁg no element of
knowledge. For Hegel of course aesfhetics is cognitive; art is a

<

stage of Absolute Spirit, _ : B

Thus, tﬁe feeling of pleasure--the conformity of the object to
the cognitive faculties "brought into play" in the reflective judgement--
is another reason this judgement is subjective. Hence the dual motiva-
tions discussed above of aesthetics or architectonic b&;h fix
subjectivity; the latter Erqm the polnt of view of the heuristic *
method of the "as if," the former from the point of view of the
aesthetics of feeling which was the prevalent doctrine at the time of
the CJ.

Reflective judgemént must "compare' the apprehension of forms
of the imagination_with the Eaculty_of referring intuitions to concepts,
even if it does not intend to supply a concept. In other words,

imagination and understanding are brought.into accord by means of a
. . . "

representation, operating as they would in their normal cognitive

function--another level of the "as if." Though the conformity of
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the object to the cognitive faculties still occurs, because no concept

+

is to be adduced, the faculties are said to be merely at play, and it
is hence a subjective representation. When this takes place, and a
feelidg of pleasure results, the object must theén be considered as

final, or purposive, for reflective judgement. It will be shown in

bl

the next chapte? how suggestive this notion of play was for Schiller.;-
Consequently, the feeling of pleasure operates dialectically in

-relation elther to the perception of beauty, or to the accord of

-

-objects with the cogmitive faculttes--these are naturally both égbects

]

of the same process.
3

...this pleasure is also judged to be combined
ﬁecessarily with the representation of it, and so not
merely for the Subject apprehending this form, but for
all in general who pass judgement. The object is then
called beautiful; and the faculty of judgifg by means

of such a pleasure (and so also with universal wvalidity)
is called taste. (CJ, p. 31)

N

While it seems as if there are two different feelings of pleasure,
there i1s really only one pleasure, manifested in two wayé in one act
of perception aﬁd judging. In a sense, the pleasure afforded by the
accord of ;he cognitive faculties is theoretiecal, while that r?sulting
from the perception of a beautiful object is the practical. ‘In this
way there is yet another grounding for the mediation of the
. “theoretical and practical by the judgement of taste; taste combines
features of both without wholly subscribing to either. )

Hence, taste is subjective, and involves a fe;ling of pleasure,
but not as sensation only, as charactgrized by empiricist aesthetics.

It is theoretical, but not identical to the theoretical employment of

the understanding, since it is without reference to a concept, or to
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knowledge of the object. Dialectically speaking, taste is theoretical
in a pféctical sensé, and pract%cal in a ;heoretical sense:! ﬁniversality
based on a sgbjective.representation, an a priori basedwo; guideliﬁes
for tﬁe empirical employment of judgemeht, and an empirical contingency
giving rise to an a priori principle of finality.

To summarize, then, the judgement of taste is a reﬁiective judge-
ment . Béauty is a certain representation of th; object, but not a
necessary p{erequisite for'apprehending the object at all. Things are
apprehended necessarily as causal; substantial, quantitative, or as
qualified, but not as beautiful. Thus taste is not a priori in the
sense of the grounding of an dbject; in this reflective judgement, as
with all ?mpirical judgements, there is no objective necessity or a
priori validity. Yet as we have seen, in the fike distinctioﬁ between

+a priori validicy, a priori-like principles, and sub}éctivity, the

reflegtive judgement is both empiricai and subj et is not both
empirical and theoretical or subjective and objective, but combines
certain characteristics of both.

Although the judpgement of taste possesgeg'né universal principles,’
the act of pronouncing a judgement of taste, of attributing beauty,
seemingly imputes a similar opinion to everyone, despite the
subjectivity identified with such judgements. We do not state, ll‘I
éhink this is beautiful"; we generally assert that something is
beautiful, with the same assumption of universal agreement that we

have when making a logical judgement, e.g. "This is a chair."

It is now possible to return to the question that began the

i b




inquiry: are there in fact a priori principles governiné taste? We
have seen that the judgement of taste possesses a sense of universal
validity, without the clear evidence of a priori universals, and
certainiy not in the sense of universal validity of a loglcal judgementA
At the same time, it is subjective on several levels and cannot be
otherwise. Kant must resort to a compr&ﬁise, where rather than a
principle governing questions of taste as’a final arbiter, he posits °
a principle governing instances of questions of taste in purely
cognitive terms. The question is whether.the elements relate as if
they could be subsumed; under a definite concépt, eﬁen though there is
no concept available for a judgément of beauty.

Thusltaste has a universality which is imputed, not posited. It
pPresupposes anla-priori principle, which is a self-furnished and
heuristic p;}nciplegonly.

The stage is now set for the Analytic of the Beautiful, where

Kant examines the judgement of taste in detail in following the four

analytic moments of quality, guantity, relation and mod&lity.

3

The Judgement of Taste

A logical judgement refers a representation to an object as its
predicQte. However, 'to apprehend a regular and appropriate building
with.one's cognitive faculties...is quite a different thing frgm being
conscious of this representation with an accompanying sensation of
delight." (CJ, p. 42) In this casé the representation refers to the

subject only, and the subject's "feeling of 1ife." (CJ, p. 42).



However, although the ground of thi% judgement is subjéctive,
gsomething is being stated about the object, viz.:’haf it is beautifuli
Since the judgement of-'taste tHus has referé ce .to undérstanding, it is
possible to analyze the beautiful g& aﬁpl&ing the f&ur moments of the
logical forms of judgement.11 These a*e the moments considéreq by the
juﬂgement qf taste in reflecting upon what is cgquired in order to
call an object Beautiful and as such each provides a partial definition:

¥

or guideline, for the beautiful. . ‘ \ '

First Moment of the Judgement of Taste: Quality

Taste is the faculty of estimating an object or a mode of representa-

.tion by means of a delight or aversion apart from.any interest; the

object of such a delight is called beautiful.

A pure judpement of taste must be disinterested.12 It is contempla-

, 1
tion without cognition or any reference to the desire or appetite. If

the pleasure derived from an object is influenced By a desire that it
exist, or a desire to possess or use 1it, the object is not important

in itself,‘but'merely in relation to the need ofr}he perceiving Subject.
In this éase the judéembnt is interested, and not a pure and free

aesthetié judgement. (CJ, p. 43) Kant-clarifies his account of the .

disinterested judgement of taste by contrasting it with the interested ..

* N . a P
judgerents o agreeableness and good. | i

The agrdeable, the beautiful, and the good involve three different.
1

dble represents the object only in relation to the senses.
AN ’ - T .
It isfthe feeling of pleasure accompanying the initlal sensationm, that

which pleases immediately, in contrast to the pure judgehent of taste

A
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where the feeling of pleasur results from the reflection and thq
a .

" judging of the object. It is uniquely geared toward the gratification
. L4

of the senses, and as such must necessarily presuppose the real ’
' . -

existence of the bbject. &

.S
The judgement of good is inherently conceptual. Whether referring
to good in itself, or to good for something, the concept of an end is
implied; again, the exlstence of the object is an essentilal feature.

To judge that something is good, one must hév% ﬂg\mihd the intended
: Pt

Agthré of the objeet, what it ouéht to be; that is, one must ha;e a
conceptual idea by which to judge'ii. Delight in the beautiful, on the
other hand, rests upon reflection upon an object apart from a concept
or definite purpose. Thus in both .the good and the agreeable, delight
is determined:not merely by the representation of the object, but also

by the subject's interest that the object actually exist: it is not only

the object, but its existence, that pleases.
The different modes of represgntation correspond to different .

levels of being and can be resumed as follows: the agreeablengratifies,
- .

the beautiful pleases,_ and the good 1s esteemed. Ti/fymma£$‘e in a

péséage suggestive of Schiller's later éﬁalysis:

Agreeableness is a significant factor even with
irrational animals; beauty has purport and significance
only for human beings,Ci\e. for beings at once animal
and rational {(but not merelv for them as rational--but

“only for them as at, once animal and ratilonal); whereas
the good is good for every rational being in general
.0f all these three kinds of- delight, that of taste
in the beautiful may be said to be the one and only
; disinterested and free delight; for, with it, no

interest, whether of sense or reason, extorts approval.
(cJ, p. 49) . .

\ :

(RS
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. B
Thus, with the aesthetic judgement Kant posits a notion of
B :

freedom, though not the same sense of freedom as in moral judgements.
bnly the. aegthetic jﬁdgement is free from éxplitit congiptions of
purpose or desire.- "AL1 interest presupposes a want, -6r calls one
forth; and being é ground determining approval, deprivés the judgement
on’the object of its freedom." (CJ, p. 49) From the point of view
of aesthetics, there is no qriginal ingight éo far in the Analytic

of the Beautfful; the notion of disinterestedness was a common tenetl
of aesthetic doct;ines, for example those of H;tcheson and Hume. But
it was what Kgnt did with thié notiga that 1s significant. First, it‘
was necessary to incorporate it into his doctrime since he had alréad&
eliminated any element of cogﬁition or objective validity in the
positing of the judgemeﬁt of taste.as reflective'judgement. Sgcéﬁdly,
he takes the éutonomy of-reason of the second Critique and develops it
even ﬁore to what .is arguably the most autonomous Eormulatiqn of
reason. Hence in making the fréedom of the aesthetic judgement a

-

central concern, Kant moves away from preceding aesthetic doctrines

-

and their static notions of the passivity of aesthetic experience and
. : '
inner sense where an aesthetically receptive organ waits for external

stimuli to provoke a reaction.

Second Moment of the:Judgement of Taste: Quantity :

i’

The judgement of taste according to quantity defines the beautiful
‘as "that which, apart from a concept, pleases universally." (CJ, p. 60)
. This follows from the preceding notion of the disinterestedness of

beauty. If we are conscious of not allowing interest to influence our
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judgemeﬁt of the_bbjéét, then the.oﬁject should have the saﬁe ground of
delight for everyone. In respect of the delight in the object, we
consider ourselves free from individual inclination, be it desiré or
moral precepts, thus it is natural to regard the satisfaction a;
ema;ating from what may be presupposed in every other person, and can ’
.b% similariy attributed toc everyone. 1In a sénse we speak of the
beautiful object as 1f beauty were -a quality of the object and the
judgement hence 1qgical--hut it 15 only a resemblance to thé logical
which occasions a presupposition of universal validity. Since it is an
aesthetic jﬁdgemeht, the universality canndt issue from concepts--thus
the disinterested judgement of taste must(%aﬁe a universal validity
without conceptual grbpnding, a subjective'univeﬁéality.-

Since the agreeable is based on sense alone, it can only claim
private vélidity; in questions of‘sense, everyohe has thelr own tasie
and does not pretend to impute.it to everyane. However,:the beautiful
;s not a question of sense alone. I do npt say that something is
beautiful to me (as something can be agreéable to me}; if it wére
beautiful for me alone, it would not be called beautiful. When I judge

something beautiful, I am speaking for everyone, and as such demand the

same delight from others. It i1s not appropriate in this case to assert

that everyone has thelr 6wn taste; that would be equivalent to Saying

that there is no taste, i.e. no aesthetic judgement capaﬁle of laying
, . : /
claim to universal assent.

The judgement of good also lays claim to universal validityi but

it i1s represented as an object of universal deliﬁ?t by means of a
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cdncept, unlike either the agreeable or the beautiful--both of these -

beiné aesthetic_judgements (not practical) in terms of the representa-
tion of am,object and the feeling of pleasure and diépleasqre.

Thus \whereas in respect of the agfeeable everyone is éllowed to
hold their o&n opinién, anh'there is no'iﬁsistence upon égreemenc,

universalitj is an essential feature-.of the beautiful, otherwise

.everything that simply pleased would be called agreeable. "For this

universality T use the eﬁpreséion general validity; which #lenotes the e
validity of the reference of a reﬁresentétion, not to the cognitive
éaéulties, b;t to the feeling of pleasure or displeasure for every
Subject.”" (CJ, p. 54) '

| The question now is how‘it is possible for the sdbject{;g\judgement
of taste, undetermined by théhFonceptual categories.of the understand-
ing; to claim’ universal asseﬁt. qhiversél logical judgeménts possess
this general vélidity on objectivé grounds--if the judge%ent is'true.
for everything contained.under a given concept, it must have universal .,
agreement from anyoné who reﬁresents an obiect by means of this
concept, i.e. all who possess cognitive_facultiés. "But for this very
reason the aesthetic universality attributed to a judgement must also
be of a’ special kind, seeing that it does not join the predicate of
Qeadty to the conce t'of the Object taken in its entire logicai sphere,

and yet does extend s predicate over the whole sphere of judging
"

Subjects.h (CJ, p. 55) All aesthetic judgements of taste are

@dngqlar, as the object is presented immediately to the feeling of"

pleasure, without concepts furnishfng objective general validity,
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e.g. "this rose is beautiful." On the.other hand, the judgement of
agreeableness (e.g. "this rose is fragrant") is also.aesthetic and.
singular, but is not one of taste, but of sense. Taste claims an
"sesthetic quantity of universality," i.e., universal validity, that
the judggment of agrééableness does not.

Kant admits that "there can , therefore, be no rule according

-

to which anyone is to be compelled to recognize anything as beautiful."

(cJ, p. 56). If we judgé something to be beautiful, it is without

being influenced by -any principle or reason. Thus in the judgement
of taste it is only a “uni;ersai’vdice" that is postulated; it 1s only
the possibility o{fﬁn ae%tﬁetic judgement éhat is universally valid.
Unlike the logically Q;iversal judgement which can furnish reasons, the
judgemeng of taste can only impute universal agreement. (CJ, p. 56)
The‘solution'tq this probiem of the nature of an imputed universal
validity 1s, Kant dlaims,’the key tb thghCritiﬁue of Taste.

Were the feeling of pleasure the funaamental concern, we would
be dealing with a judgement of agreeableness which would possess
private validity only. 'Thu; the important aspect 1s the universal
capacity for the representation of an object with pleasure as the .

[y

result. It is the objective representation which 'lends universal

-significancé with which everyone's powers of cognition harmonize, if

they are rational beings.
If the determining ground of the judgement in the universal

communicability of the representation 1s subjective, i.e. conceived
%
independently of any concept of the object, "it cam be nothing else

-~
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than the mental state -that presents itself in the mutual.relation of

. .
the powers of representation so far as they refer a given representation

‘to cognition in general. (CJ, p. 58)

The cognitive powers brought into play by this representation are
said by Kant to be eng;ged in a free play, since no definite concept 3\
restricLs them to a particular rule of cognition. Tﬁis free play of the
cognitive faculties admits of universal communication: "...Because
cognition,rgs a definition of the Objec;.with which given representa-
tions (in any Subject whatever) are to accord, is the one and onl%//
représentation wﬂich is' valid for every dne.h (CJ, p. 58) It is hence
a subjective ug!!zrsal communicability, the mental state present in the
free play of the imagination and understanding {(insofar as they are
in accord, as required by cognition‘in general).'

This subjective judging of the objéct is prior to the pieasure in
it, and is the basis of this pleasure in the harmony of the cognifivé
faculties. Thus it is the universality of the subjective conditions of
judging objects which is the only foundation of the universal subjective

validity of the judgement of taste,

Third Moment of the Judgement of Taste: Relation of the Ends

Beauty is the form of finélity in an object, so far as perceilved in
it apaft/ffom the representation of an end. (CJ, p. 80)

Kant begins by providing the transcendental definition of an end

and

ty: «'An end is the objegt of a concept so far as this

cfncept is Yegarded as the cause of the object (the real ground of its
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is finality." (CJ, p. 61) Thus, where an object itself (not only
the cognition of it) 1s seen as possible only through a concept of it,

that object is a purpose, or end. An example of this is the faculty

of desire, which is only determined through concepts, which is to say,

ac;gng in conformity with the representation of an end.” .

r

But an Object, or state of mind, or even:
an action may, although its possibility does
not necessarily presuppose the representation
of an end, be called final (or purposiV¥e) simply
on account of its possibility being only explicable.
and intelligible for us by virtue of an assumption
on our part of a fundamental causality accocrding to
ends, i.e. a will that would have so, ordained it

according to a certain represented rule. (CJ, pp.
61-62)

Thus it is possible with the notion of "purposiveness without purp e"13

o

te reflect upon a finality of form in ob et s apart from an en%f 1
that the causes of the form of finality éannot be discoveréd, vet
finality serves to ﬁ;ke the explanation;qf its possibility i&fﬁl—
ligible to us. As‘HégeI puts it in hiS'ahglysis of the CJ, "Any
natural product, a plang; for example, or an animal, is purposefully
organizedf‘and'in this purposix@neé% it is so directly there for'us
that we have no idea of 1ts purpose explicitly separate and distinct
from its present-reality. In this way Ehe beautiful too is to appear
to us as purposiv‘eness."lq
Wheh judging an object we gét the impression that 1t is inherently
harmonious, but.it 1s not evident that it séésés a purpose as an entilty

LY

in an empirical world interacting with other objects. Besides, 1t

e g

4
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could not be directly‘pufposive, for then it wquld not be disinterested
and would be unable to méet the requirements of the first moment.

The next steé is to establish theldetermining ground of the
judgement gf taste.: Ifxan end is a source of delight, the determiﬁiné
ground of the object is bound up with interest, thus this could not be
the end (even subjective) of the judgement of taste. On the other hand,

the grounding cannot be the representation of an objective end either,
» . i

as in the principles of a final connection, nor can it involve concepts.

™, £ tﬁe éood.
J When this cognitlive operation takes place, and an Dbjéct is
judged beautiful, there is an accompanying feelinglof,pieasure
{displeasure occurs when the cognftive powers aée somehow#hindered

in their relation to the representation). This pleasure is imputed
, ‘
to everyone, q?érefore agreeableness can no more furnish the determining

ground than could the judgement of the good,

We are thus left with the subjective
finality in the representation of an object,
exclusive of an end (objective or subjective)
-~consequently the bare form of finality
in the representation whereby an object
is piven to us, so far as we are conscious
of it--as that which 1s alone capable of
constituting the delight which, apart
from any concept, we estimate as universally
communicable, and so of forming the dtermining
ground of the judgement of taste. {(CJ, pp.
(62-63)

The object possesses not purpose, but a "form of purpose."l5 The

object is harmoniaus within itself, while at the same time seeming

to fulfill a purpose; it seems meant to be understood in a certain
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way, as if it could be’ subsumed under a definite concept, even though

there is no definite concept available.

Kant concludes that it 1s impossible to determine a priorl whether
or not a representation will furnish a feeling of pleasure or dis-
pleasure; such a“relation_is only cognize@ emplrically and a posteriori.
There is no a priori principlé to judge whether or not an object will
be judged beautiful in the strict sense of the a priori employment of
the first Critique where an a priori of éausality, for example, would
indeed determine a causal relation in experience. Rather, the pleasure
in a judgement of taste results from a combination of a priori and
empirical; the formal finality in.the free play Qf-ﬁhe cognitive
faculties in relation to a representation. This combination results
in an objectivity withiﬂ‘sgbjectivity and universal valildation for the
aesthetic judgement. It isﬂthe‘fdrm of purposiveness which evokes:
the free harmonious play of the two cognitive faculties. They
interact without any specific view to cognition, yet what is given,
if not Qf a cognitive nature, seems designed, but designed for mno
other reason or purpose than to facilitate our unification of.it by
the imaginafion-and understanding.

~In an aesthetic judgement, the imaginatio; and understanding are
interacting as they would for a cognitive judgement, but in this case
there is no conce?tual groundwork nor pursuit of knowledge, so these
faculties are not really working, or engaging 1in definite acts of

cognltion, so are said to be "at play." They are taking delight in



54

the sheer enjoyable harmony of their interacting mental activities,
conforming to a necessary law voluntarily, as it were. This pleasure
(a hi%get level pleasure than 'that of the mere sense perception), is’

the experience of beauty.

"The consclousness of mere formal finality in
the play of the cognitive faculties of the Subject
attending a representation whereby an object is

" given, 1is the pleasure itself, because it involves
a determining ground of the Subject's activity in
respect of the quickening of its cognitive powers,
and thus an internal causality (which is final) in
respect of cognition generally, but without being
limited to a definite cognition, and consequently
a pere form of the subjective finality of a
representation in an aesthetic judgement. (CJ, p.

64) : ;
All cognitive beings shodld be capable of apprehending this harmony,
and thus be%uty can be communiéated universally.

The fundamental prerequisite for taste i1s not what gratifies
in sensation, but what pleases by its form. Thus with the doctrine
of form Kant moves beyond the empiricist notion of beauty as the
response of anfinner.or outer sense: form for Kant 1is a synthesis
of theoretical and empirical--a formal appearance. By the same

tokén, it is not the &farm of colours nor the agreeable tones of

musical'notés which please in a pure judgement of taste, but the

design or'compositiofn inherent in the representation. Contributing

te beauty is not on the same level as constituting a delight in the
form. '"The real meaning rather is that they make this form more

clearly, definitely, and'completely intuitable, énd begides stimulate

-
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the represenéation by tpeir charm, as they excite and sustain the !
attention directed to the object itself." (CJ, p. 68)

In connection with this, Kant dfstinguishes between free and
dependent beauty. ‘As might be imagined, fregﬁﬁeauty invelves no
concept of what the object should be (as in the free beauty of
flbwers) while -the dépendent beauty involves suc@;g cancept, ?nd ;s
attached to objects which fall udnder the concept.of a particular end.

These distinctions corfeépond to a pure or impure judgement of
tastg: in a pure j:dgement,*ﬁherg is no copcept pr;sent to restri;t
the free play of the imagination in i;s contemplation,
. Kant acknowledges that taste could benefit by a combination of
intellectual, or conceptual delight with the aesthetic, as it wouid
then be fixed and rules could be préscribed. But in this case the
rules would not be rules of taste, but rdles for unifying taste with
reason; taste would become the instrument Sf reasdn as 1its self-
sustaining nature and subjective universal validity would support and
maintain a mode of thought (reason) which,-though possessing objective
universal validity, must be preserved by an effort. "The truth is
rather this, when we compare the representation through which an

Object is given to us with the Object...by means of a concept, we

cannot help reviewing it also in.respect of the sensation in the

Subject. Hence there results a gain to the entire faculty of our
representative power when harmony prevails between both states of

mind." (€I, p. 74)

<
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At the Heginning of the section Kant had concluded that there
can be no definite a priori principle for deciding questions of taste,

no universal criterion of the beautiful, as such a principle is

inherently confradictory. (CJ, p. 63) This is derived dialectically

both from the nature of the judgemgnt of taste 1tself, and from the
empirical realizations, where we find there is always controversy
and differing opinions concerning what is beautiful. Kant stated
that because of the latter, the former was true; the inevitability of
differiﬁg taste laid the grojndwork for the judgement OE taste.

Now Kant asserts the reverse. Becaugé of the subjective formal 2
finali;y in the judgement of taste, where an object is not thought,
but given, where it is a principle governing not questions of taste,
but instances of taste, there can be,inm.are disputes about beauty.
Having made the .distinction between free and dependent beauty basgq\
upon the interested/disinterested, conceptual/subjective (non-
cognitive), dichotomies, it is possible, if not to categorically
assert whether or not an object is beautiful, to at leasﬁ settle the
dispute by pointing o;t that in many-.cases the difference is based up-
on the free and dependent beauty distinction. Each opinion would be
judéing accqrding-to-the free play of the cognitive faculties; but
the different resulté would be due to aﬁ orientation toward fait‘r'le:mmH

free beauty or dependent beauty. The former is making a pure judgement

of taste, the latter an impure judgement.

Fourth Moment of the Judgement of Taste: Modality

The beautiful is that which, apart from a concept, is cognized
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as object of/;‘;ébagiggx_jsfight. (€J, p. 85)
/ T~ T

The beautiful necessarily refers.to delight; however, the

\H‘fﬁ\\éﬁgyygéfzy involved ié sggéi;h. .It is not a theoretical objectivé ‘

necessity, where we couid cognize a priori that everyone wili feel é

similar delight in an object we have judged beautiful. Nox is it a

practicai‘necessity, where, because free agents are fuynished with

nfles by concepts of a pure rational will, they ought agfolutely'to

act in a certain manner, and the delight.is merely the necessary

outcome of an objective law. In contrast, in an aesthetic judgement,

_ this ;ecessity can only be thought of “as exemplary. '"In other words

it is a necessity of the assent of gil to a judgement regarded as’ e

exemplifying a universal rule incapable of formulation:" (cJ, p. 81)

Ag;aesthefic judgement 1is neithezlobjective nor cognitive, thus is ~

not derived from définite concepts., Nor can it Ee inferred fFoﬁ %

universality of experience——empiricél judgements cannot provide a

groundwork for a concept of necessity for aesthetic judgeﬁents.

'ff“;'de5cribe an object as beautiful, I am at the same time

insisting that everyone ought to make the same judgement regarding the

object. Yet, becéuse of the subjective nature of a judgement of taste,

the necessity must be conditional; I say not must, but ought, based on

the premise that we a%i posséss common g?ound, and thus I am entitled

to an assurance of universal agreement'gn the part of those who have

correctly related the object to their cognitive faculties.

Aesthetic judgements possess no chjective principles, yet they

are not lacking entirely in principles, as would be the case for a
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mere subjective sense-percéption. Rather, what is involved is a

subjective principle, determining whdt is pleasing or displeasing and
t

based not on concepts, but on feeling, yet possessing univérsal
valility.

" This principle is characterized as common sense, and constitutes

. b
a necessary presupposition to a judgement of taste. It is not to be

confused with common *understanding (sensus communis), which deals
with concepts, not feelings. It is not an external, conceptual
sense, but the effect arising from the free play of the powers of

cognition, and it is only with such a presupposition that a judgement
- + .

oy

of taste 1s possible.. \

o

> .

The question to be raised now is whether we gre justified in
presupposing such an element of common sense. If cognitions and

judgeménés were not univérsally commuriicable, they would be nothing

more than the mere éubjective play of the powers of repfesentation:

‘self-referential, with no external sipnificance. But if we allow, as

we have, that coénitions can be communicated, thus furnishing .
knowledge, it follows accordingly that our mental state, the way

: : a
the cogndtive pdwers are geared for cognition, be similarly communi-

cated.. .Kant maintains that if this ?gptal state of the employment

of cognitive faculties, which is the<subjective condition,@ﬁ the act

of knowing, was not thus universally communicable, knowledge would not

-

OCCUI‘G * -

" » ¥

Yet knowledge does cccur, when the imagination and understanding

[ . ' .
cooperate to cognize an object presenfed to sense=perception. But as
4 a 4 : .
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the "disposition' of the cognitive powers differs according to the

different OBjects that are presented, there are cases where feeling,

énd not.concepts, 1s the determining factor. Since this disposition

is universally commuqicgble, and Ehus alsé the feeling-involved,

Kant concludes that this universaf communicagility of a feeling (f/
presupposes a common sense. This enables Kant to si&estep psychological
considerations as we presupposé*aynecessary condition of the universal

communicability of our knowledge. -

Thus, because we insist on universal agreement regarding a,

-juﬁgement of taste, despite basing this judgement not on concepts,

but on feeling, the result is not a private feeliﬁE: but a publice

sense——a universal subjectdvity of feeling, which, based on theu

.

element of common sgnse, is also objective. This common sense is

not grounded in experience, because the issue is not that everyone . -
' -

will agree with the judgement, but rather that they ought to do so,

Thus a judgement of taste is an example of a judgement of common
xemplary A1 the 1dbte

sense, with exemplary validity. With the ldtter groundwork, a

judgement that agreegcwéth it.can be understood as a rule for everyone.
.
- For the principle, while it is only subjective,
" being yet assumed 4s subjectively universal (a
necessary idea for every one), could, in what concerns -
the, consensus of different judging Subjects, demand
universal assent like an objective principle, provided
we were assured of our subsumption under it being y
o corréct. *(CJ,. pp. 84-85) :

]

vkant.acknéwledges that common sense is an ideal and indeterminate .

element, vet it 1s presupposed by us, as demonstrated by our tendehcy
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to presumé to formulate‘a judgement of taste.

Kant concludes by asklng some questions whiqh will for the momentT
go ﬁnanswered. Is such.a cdmmonlsense a cons£itutive principle of
experience, or is it formed as a regulative principle by a still higher
principle of reason, .that for higher reasons must engender in us a

principle of common sense? In other words, is taste a natural and

.. original faculty, or an acquired one,

+ « .« 50 that a judgement of taste, with its demand
for universal assent, is but a requirement of reason
for generhting such a consensus, and does the "ought,"
‘i.e. the objective necessity of the coincldence of the
feeling of all with the particular feeling of each,
only betoken the possibility of arriving at some sort
Mof unanimity in these matters, and the judgement of
F ‘taste’ only adduce an example of the application of this
principle? (CJ, p. 85)
4
The unity and freedom of the
judgement & taste
Since the CJ 1is consistent with the other Critiques and does
not deviate from the basic tenets of Kantian thought, it is clear
that as aeéthetic theory, it will very much be a Kantian aesthetics.
Consequently, just as the Kantian philosophy in general constituted
a major departure from the empiricist tradition, likewise the
particular account of aesthetics in the-gi was .a departure from the
previous empiricist aesthetics of feeling of Hutcheson, Hume and
M

Burke. Although, as indicated above, Kant retains certain elements

of traditional aesthetics, taking feeling and disinterestedness as

v

<
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a point of departure, he develops his ae#thetics very differgntly.
As opposed to the empiricists' sense or natural sensibility which,
like an organ of some sort, passively recelves external stimuli, the
judgement of taste, consistent with Kantian epistemology, is an
activity of thinking which orders and creates the judgement. In
addition, Kant attempts to ground a priori principies of\taste-in
the same way thagithere were a priorl principles of cognition, as
oppos;d to empiricigt associations or a posteriori concepts. On the
other hand, in denying the possibility of cognition or knowledge in
judgements of taste, Kant rejecﬁs the rationalist aesthetics of
Baumgarten.

It is not my intention in this context to engage in a discussion
. of the CJ from the ﬁéint of view of aesthetic theory; but rather to
analyze why it is important within the Kantian architectonic,.qnd in
turn for the development of Hegel's dialectic. For, suggestive as
Kant's formulation of aesthetics and freedom may be for subsequent
aesthgticians, I believe the primary analysis of the third‘Critique
is judgement as a functlon of reason, ﬁaking the analysis of beauty
secondary. Certainly both Schiller and Hegel regarded the CJ as a work
on aesthetics, and Schiller in particular approached it primarily from
the perspective of an artist who sought to philosophize about art. His
Letters in turn deal not with a judgement of taste, but with the role
of the aesthetic. Yet, as will be seen in the following chapter, -
Schiller found the CJ especially valuable insofar as it enabled

him te grasp the sende of the rest of Kant's philosophy once he



rethought it.in tgrms of the CJ, which as an artlst he found easiler
_ to understand ﬁhan the firstAtwo Critiques. Thus Schiller cor~-
respondingly does not reduce the CJ to the nofion of beauty, but
sees 1t as the aesthetic manifestation of Kantian philosophy; and in
his élaboration of what he téok to be the primary insights of the
third Critique he dpes not stress the beautiful so much as the

>
aesthetic as a function. Thus commentators who discuss the CJ solely

.in terms of notions of be;uty and genius are, in my opinion, mistaken.l6
) If theoretical knowledge is indepeﬂﬂﬁnt of sense, moral law of
utility, then the judgement of taste is independent of desire, duty,
and of knowiedge. In this sense 1t 1is autonomous and could be-ﬁgid
to be.the most perfect realization of one of Kant's aims: the
ffeedbm of reason. Or, as Taminiaux puts it, "le jugement n'opére a
1'état pur que dans l'ordre ésthétique.”l7 This is not to say that the
aesthetic dges not have affinities with other elements, but merely
that it is not dependent. Perhaps the one thing preventing it from
being completely free is the lack of an independent deduction for
taste. That is, as it was originally derived per analogiam from the
other Critiques, it stands at the end as independent, yet its
analogies with the other elements which serve as its justification,
do not allow it a true deduction. On the other hand, while Cassirer
wagseconcerned that deriving taste per analogiam lessened it somehow, .
in the final anaiysis its indepéndence from certain factors is

stronger than its dependence (in the sense of affinity or analogy)



and the judgement of taste can hence be considereé‘the most independent
of reason's functions, ‘

Just as with the Copernican Revolugion reason in general was shown
to make an active contribution in cognitigP,lB in the third Critique,
reason gives a rule to itself, and nature is taken as a purposive
whole adapted to our cognitive faculties. This‘sets the stage for
the autonomy of Hegelian reason, which goes even further than did
Kant by ocbjecting to the indeterminacy and inadequacy of the Kantian
account of self-consciousness, the limits of cognition which Kant
imposes, and the externality of the content of Kant's conceptual
forms, The truth. of specglative philosophy for Hegel 1s that thought
preduces its own content out of Iltself, can attain the standpoint
of Absolute Knowledge, and kﬁows itself as such.

The theme of freedom of reason found 1In Kant is usually thought

to be best articulated in the Critique of Practical Reason, but I

believe that it is possible to argue that it is found equally, if not
more so, in the CJ. The conclusion that in Kant there is hence a
primacy of practieal reason issues from the view that it is-the
second Critique which deals with freedom. Howe;en as I have already
indicated, there is ample evidence of a stronger sense of self-given
freedom for reason in the Ei; in addition, Kaht étatés ip the

Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals that practical reason must be -

grounded in a unity of reason, a unity achieved in the CJ.

...a critique of practical'reason, if it is to
be complete, requires, on my view, that we should be

, o | /7



' 4
64
1Y
able at the same time to show the unity of
practical End theoretical reason 1in a common "
. .principle, since in the end there can only be
one and the same reason, which must be dif-
ferentiated solely in its application.l9
! !
’ .
Hence rather than a primacy of practical reason, since this primacy
is based on the notion of freedom, and this notion is to be found
elsewhere than the second Critique, it 1s perhaps more accurate to
speak_of a primacy of freedom and unity of reason.
In the first chapter I raised the question of the evolution of
the a priori of the reflective judgement. That is, did Kant
envisage from the beginning what kind of a priori the reflective P

judgament would possess, or had he hoped to find a priori principles

of judgement of the same nature as those of theofetical reason, (i.e.
synthetic a priori), but instead was forgfd to settle w}th a s#bjective
a priori. I believe that both of these possibilities are valid,
withopt being contradictqu: lTrom'the point of view of the judgement
of taste (assuming that this was an equal motivation in writing the
gg), every aesthetic theory stafﬁé with a fundamental, though fuﬁile,
desire to universally and objectively ground propositions of taste

and beauty. In this way Kant could have hoped for an a priori principle
of taste, but in positing the relation of taste and reflectivé judge- -
mént, he was obliged to rethink the a p;iori, due to the Inherently
subjéctive nature of reflective judgement. On-the other hand, from a

systematic point of view, in recognizing that reflective judgement

was the judgement suitable for mediating between theoretical and

%
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practical reason, Kant wouIﬂ{have gseen that taste must remain subjective,

if it were only possible as a reflective judgement. This two-sided

- ~

view is supported by Kant;s letter naneinBold yhere, it will be
recalled, he states that although he did not think it possible to
find a priori principles of éeeling, he has in fact discovered a
different kind of a priori principle.zo

l Thié is not an a priori im the sense of the determinant judgement,
but is a pr;ori in the sense that it is not derived from experience and
is an a priori presupposition for inquiry. Hence in this "not a
priori and yet a priori" there is another manifestation of the "as
if." .To summarize, the re{léhtive judgement of taste has s;;jective
validity only for two reasons: 1) it does not determine the object
but merély the manner ;of refleptiﬁg upon 1t, and I2) it is a priori
only i; a heuristilc sense. Never;heless, it also possesses an
imputed universality.

Hence it can be claimed that the feature central to all aspects

of the judgement of taste (and not usually stressed by commentators)
is the "as if." This is the unifying principle, the ground of the
. Kantian synthesis--a synthesis which is didttnct from the Hegelian
formulation to be sure, but which is certainly an ancester. Whether
Kant deliberately or inadvertantly sez up the‘dicﬁotomy between
tﬁboretical and practical'reason, it seems clear that the judgement
of taste is the unifying element, gmbodying elements of both in a

< -
dialectical interaction in the notion of the play. In addition, the

- {
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dichotomy of knower/known 1s broken dowﬂ by refléctive judgement since
it is never able to determine its limit until t;e limit 1s reached.

The Socratic digtum is applicable in a sense: knowing what cannot

be known copstitutes more of én Absolute Knowing than the claim to know
the Eotality. Hence, the "as if'" as a dialectical relé;ion, more than
any other element of Kantian philosophy, can be said to antiq}pate and
inspire thé Hegelian dialectic. Instead of considering it in terms of
the standard charge of dualism, Kant's whéle project can be seerr ;t
various stages as an attempt to unify and resolve dualisms. For Hegel,
however, Kant's synthesis was not a true dialectical synthesis in the
sense of an overcoming and reconciliation. The "as 1f" 1s not a true -
determination and grounding, and Kant's hnity never gets beyond an
impotent vacillation between two eiements of a relation. Nevertheless,
this does not mitigate the claim that Kant's philoscophy was much less
dﬁaiistic than Hegel acknowledged, and that Kant understood more by

= .

the principle of unity of reason than a disjunction, or an amalgamation

. 4 - *
of .two relata., In addition, Kf%t's activity of thought is surely a

.. direct inspiration for the movement of Hegel's‘dialectic.

Before-concluding this chapter, T would like to mention briefly
two criticisms of Kant and the CJ which issue from a Hegelian and ’
phenomenological perspective, and which are cruciai to an understanding
of the next two chaptéfs,

Gadamer believes the CJ to be significant for t£e history of the

Geisteswissenschaften: 1in-giving tastes independent validity only,

and limiting knowledge teo theoretical and practical reason, there

-
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was thus no claim to truth for art, and correspondingly not for_tHe
human sciences. In discrediting any kind of theoretical kﬁowledge
other than that of natﬁ;al science, it forced the human sciences to
rely on the methodology of natural gcience and in this way formalized
experience by neglecting the value of tradition, history and

1

culture.Zl
The neglect to account for history is also criticized by

phenomenology and critical themgy.22 David Carr states that

"transcendental philoscphy...makes its mistaken assumption not in
. believing that there are such'structurés [of experience and knowledge]
but in supposing that at bottom Fhey are unchanging, ahistoricai.
Furthermore, it supposes that the knower or exﬁeriencer whg is subject

to such concepts or rules is, to that extent, himself unchanging."23

y

In addition, from a Husserlian point of view, in Kant there is a

presupposed life--world which is unexamined and unjustified; again, i
this is the scientific model. In failing to recognize the abstractive g
and interpretative character of scieneé, *Ehaf {EQm’Gﬁich scientifié

- [
abstractions are made, that of which scientific theory 'is an 1lnterpreta-

fion, is simply taken for granted as needing no transcendental

-

critiQué."B4
] )These two related criticisms are significant for an account of

Schiller's and Hegel's rg%iiﬁgﬁlto the Cd. As will be seen in the next

two chapters; both Schiller gﬁd Hegel introduce a str?nger*notion_of

history and of the truth of art and in so doing point a less abstracted

and formaliéed aesthetics.



Chapter III

Schiller and the Letters on the

Aesthetic Education of Man -

1

N -

Although best known as one of the most prominent poets and literary

v
figures of 18th century Germany, Friedrich Schiller was also a student

of philesophy. In this period of German intellectual history, the
interaction of literature and philosophy was extensive. Philosophers

became interested in art and the role of the aesthetic, artists sought

wn

to incorporate philosophy into their work, and hoth shared attitudes
characteristic of the Romantic spirit: a nostalgia for ancient Greece,

a concern for social and political issues, and an interest in the prob-

lem of human naturé. Naturally there were varying degrees of partici-
pation %n the Romantic attitude; and it is probably safe to ééy that it
was more prevalent in the artists than in the philésoﬁhers.

While some writers introduced 'philosophical' themes into their

work, and some philosophers discussed the nature of art, there were

some men of letters who.yenEVStrictly speaking neither philosophers nor

writers, but who stood somewhere in between; for example, "les philos-

ophes.” Although very much a Romantic poet, and more readily on the

side of* literature than somecne like Voltaire, Schiller was one of these

writers of dual orientation. TFor he did not stop at philosophical

.

artistic cxeation, but endeavoured to write quasi-philosophical texts .

.

L)

dealing with questions of aesthetics, soctal theory, and even ontology.
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In"a truer sensé than most of-his literary contemﬁofaries, Schiller
sougﬁt to be a philosophicai_thinker, convinced that the dowains of
philosophy and art are implicitly connected. As Dieter Henrich puts it:
"Schiller was foéced into philosophi?ipg by the problem of human nature,
the duality of its both sensuous and rational character, and by the
problem of the moral standard of human action and the possibility of its
.perfection. For Schiller the artist, the inﬁer truth, the justificaﬂion;
of his poetry depended on whetﬁer‘art, in its own domain of beautiful
forms, had any bearing on these problems."l

My claim is that the texts which issued from Scﬂiller's philoso-
phical mgditations, particularly those upon Kant's philosopﬁy,'were more
than a guide for the layman; but iﬁ fact influenced subsequent philéso—

phical developments by elaborating certain themes in a manner that was

suggestive for Hegel in the formulation of his notion of dialectic. This

is not to suggest that Schiller was the only artist who exerted some sort
of influence on philoéophy; it could be:aréued, for exaaple,'that the
~ L] .

contribution of Hdlderlin was in fact much more important. My puipose
is merely to trace one poséible line of‘dgvelopment within a complex
nexus of influences, but which is no less important for thgt reason. In
this respect, Schiller's work can be seen as a mediation between Kant and
Hegel, and in a way'that is significant %or Hegel's dialectic.

While the CJ is certainly Schiller's starting.point, both his orien-
tafzﬁn and subsequent philosophical interests-took a differént direction.
, As Henrich points out, Schiller had mo real interest, forlexample, in a

transcendental grounding for the possibility of knowledge.2 Rather,

Schiller took what was suggestive for his interests and developed it
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accordingly. . Thus, just as theAsystematic issues and problems of Kant's

v

philosophy were not crucial to‘Schiller'Q work on a[sthetics, neither

can a sustainéd philosophical critique be applied to his work, in terms

of dgnsisténcy, groﬁnding in the tradition, or sophistication of discourse.
It is impessible %o claim that Hegel found inspiration for3his dialectic
solely in the Letters, to the exclusion of the work of Fichte and

Schelling. .Nor does échiller's work occupy a significant place in the ’
hiétorf of philosophy alongsidé Kant and Hegel. Rather, his Letters are

one instance of the many ancestors of Hegel's dialecti¢; one influence

which’, 'along with Kant's Critique of Judgement is generally overlooked

by commentators analyzing the origin of Hegel's dialectic.
2 ,
As ﬁentioned above,\fchiller's interests lay in the proBlem of the

Sy

aesthetic impulse and its relation to history and culture; He felt that
reason cannot dogmatically i;pose itself on the historical natural

world; EE;E reassesment of rationality was a popular theme in 18th cent-
ury,litegéture, finding its historic justification in the French revolu-
tion and Reign of Terror.. Philosophically, Schiller saw in Kant's
thought the evidénce that reason is unable to'iqteract with nature with-
out the mediating influence of aesthetics. Although Kant's attempt to
posit an effective mediation chose the right mediating element in aesthe-
tics, his endeavour fails ultimately due to its ?nability to eséape form-
alism, subjectivity, and externality.

As discussed in the previous chapter, Schiller's point of departure

from the 3rd Critique is not the judgement of taste but rather what he

2 Il
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draws from the ég_in terms of a notion of Beauty and aesthetic exper-
ience. TFor Kant, aesthetic experience means no ﬁore-than the apprehen-
sion of beauty understood as a certain manner in which the éogniéive
faculties interact. That is, it is a formalized account of how the
reasoning Subject encounters a certain facet of the given wurld;‘Beahty
itself is nofhing apart from any reference to the feeling of the Subject.
For Schiller, Beéuty and the aesthetic experience must consist of more
than a cerééin modification of cognitivedactivities——it should have a
social and cultural force. If the dicho;om§ between reason and sense is
mirrored culturally and historically in an age of.specialization where
the individual suffers from one-sidedness and‘alienation; then értlapd

 Beauty must be more than a formalized categorial'structureﬂgthey must be

the cornerstones for a notion of harmonious human nature and civiliza-

-~
-

tion. X

.

In a letter written to Kant in 1795, shortly after cbmpletin&'the
Letters Schiller acLhowledged his aebt to Kant and his desiré to }ollow
"in the tradition of Kantian thought: "Es sind dies die Fruchte, die das
Stuéium Ihrer Schriften bei mir getragen, Qnd wie sehr wﬂrde es mir zur
Aufmunterung gereichen, wenn ich hoffen Konnte, daB Sie.den Geist Ihrer
Philosophie in é?eser Anwendung derselseﬁ nicht VErmissen."3 Yet at the
same time he felt a need to progres; further. He wanted reason to pen-
etrate nature, not simply to order it externally; he wanged art to play
a true role in human life'and society, believing it pould ameliorate the
social sphere. That is, as Taminigux says, Schiller felt that "] 'art eti

. ' 4 )
le Beau ont un- rapport intime avec l'essence de 1'homme."  What it means

to be human is defined by the aesthehié, and as such it must have a more
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extensive relevance than as a mere concéEFual relation. . <\\\\

It is in this relation of art and the essence of humanity that the

influque of ancient philosophy is evident in Schiller's thought. I will’
do no more than mention this factor here, as’ there aré many studies of ‘ -

this eonnectioﬁ,5 and my purpose is rather to exﬁlore Schiller's

"relation to-Kant and Hegel in particdiar. But it Is to be noted that

b

Schiller's sense of education is the Greek sense of Tfot.v..feé(., a -
tpainingvof‘hll éspects of the person, in all facets of experience;

no:E;ng can be understood in isolatioﬁ‘from the other elements to which

it is implicitly conmected. -The goal of education i$ to-learn how to

live, and to elucidate the human essence; philosophy must engdge the

-

-

whble person.

Schiller's interests in philoscdphy and culture were thus united in
a desire to ground beauty objectively and to elucidate its ontological

priority, while legitimating it a priori through reason. As he said in

v

a letter to Korner: i
Die Schwierigkeit, einen Begriff der Schonheit
objektiv aufzustellen und ihn aus.der Natur der
Vernunft vollig a priori zu legitimieren, so daB e
die Erfahrung ihn zwar durchaus bestdtigt, aber ‘daB ~
er diesen Ausspruch der Erfahrung zu seiner Glilttgkeit
gar nicht 'ndtig hat, diese Schwierigkeit ist fast -
unubersehbar.. Du wirst sagen, daB dies etwas viel
gefordert sei, aber solan man es nicht dahin bringt,
so wird der Ceschmack immer empirisch” bleiben, so wie
N Kant es fur unvermeidlich’ hElt. Aber eben von %p er
L Unverme1d11chkei; des Emplulschen, von dieser //Sﬁ .
Unmoglichkeit eines objektiven.Prinzips fir den
Geschmack kann ich mich noch nlcht uberzeugen."

Freedom mudt not remain on the conceptual level alone, but must be

lbractical sphere as‘well, realized through the

i
applicable in the

1

.aesthetic impulse. Schiller modifies Kant™s notion of freedom and de-

T fines beauty as freedom in appearance. The&ﬁéﬁf&aﬁfgenefdl logic abstracts
M ' S ey o Ty
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from all content of cognition and considers the concept on%y in reggrd
,to its form (i.e.lsquectively);Anot in terms of hbw it determines an.
object, but rather how it caﬁ be referred to severéi objectss. The
aesthetic judgement, therefore, can only be objective insofar as it is
understood in terms of the effect a beautiful object has on the cognitive
fagulgies. For Schiller freedom means self-determination, developing
according to an inner necessity and inaependence. With this he believes
that he has formulated én'objective principle of beauty, an objective
grounding in thg_sugjectivity of the experience of beauty. Henrich
correctly points out that Schiller is not speaking of objectivity in the
Kantién sense of knowledée of objects and hence ﬁe does not really sﬁc-
ceed in positing an objective principle of beéuty, in the sense in which
Kant had démonsérated it té-ge impossi'ble.7

" Schiller's understanding of the objectivity of aesthetic experience
invg;ves rather the absorption of consciousness in the.object, the object

holding consciousness in a certain wayl It is not aesthetic experience

as the representation in reference to the Subject's feeling of pleasure,

the Subject absorbed with itself; 4t is the‘ihten?}bﬂ%lity of the Subject

projecting itself into the object of beauty and as such objectified.
While for Schiller, then, this experience 1s an objectified sub-

jectivity, as opposed to what he sees assthe subjective‘subjectivity in

Kant, it is also an internalization of the aesthetic experience. Beauty
is more than a certain representation; it is an active, vital, force,
self-determining and able to hold the Subject and exercise an influence

upon the subject and the subject's world. As a necessary donstituent

and function of human nature, the mesthetic impulse serves to harmonize -

W -
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not only the opposing forces of sense and reason within the individual,
but in turn those "within éociety as well.. It is clear how this notion
anticipates Hegel's dialectic; Schiller:s aesthetic impulse could des-
cribe dialectic for Hegel, and in fact it is possible to argue that the

aesthetic and the dialectic have close affinities in Hegelian thought,

and thé%,the dialectic is best understood within the aespﬁgtic framework.8
Fér Hegel, Schiller's formulation goes beyond the Kanti@n notion of a
"synthetic" unity, by attempting to elude radical subjectivism in tﬂe
positing of sglf—determiﬁation and a new level of.freedom._‘Th&s relation
of freedom and determination prepa;es the way for the Hegelian notion
whe;e the more determined the concept, the freer it is. As Hegel states
in the EL: "Schiller, and others, have found in the idea of artistic
*beauty, where thought and sensuoué-éonception have grown together into

'
one, a way of escape from the abstract and separatist understanding."

~

(EL, $55, p.88)

-

3

Schiller's point'of'dgbartufe waé the conviction ‘that he was living

. in a society caught in the midst of cultural- chaos:

S0 we see the spirit of the time fluctuating
N between perverseness and brutality, between
unnaturalness and mere Nature, between superstition
and moral unbelief, and it is only the equilibrium
_ of evil that still occasionally séts bonds to it.
: (AEM, p. 37) B ) ‘

*, This was the manifestation of the Naturstaat, a state_that had not been
e -

.freely choan, but rather was founded upon.moral apathy, conflicting .{

interest, and dependence upon material reeds: 1t was ordained throdgh
: . _

natural laws rathdf than the laws of reason.



Re!

75

It follows that the jeaknesses of the State are reflected in the

individual as well, and it is perhaps ‘to the latter that we must look
for thecause of tﬁese cultural faults; the same material dependence
and lack of choice.deprive the individual of any internal impetus, co-
herence, or totality. In words foreshadowing Marx, Schiller bemoans,
this disunity so appafent in every facet of society, and in the indivi-
dual in barticular: énjoyment separated from labour, means from ends,
effort from reward. Confined to his fragment, man himself becomes a
fragment. He nmeither realizes his full potential, nor develops the har-
money of his being, "and instead of imprinting ﬁumanity upon his nature,
he becomes me&ely the imprint of his occupation, His science." (AEM, p.40).
This situation is in sharp contrast to the civilization o% ancient
TGree&e,.whi;h Schiller greatly gﬁmired.f As Tamiﬁiau% points out, at the
s
back of Schiller's inquiry is not only the questions of totality and
beauty but also the quarrel between the ancilents and thé moderns.9 Greek
culture and thought suffered no disunity of sense and spirit, but attemp-

ted to establish a harmony of reason and imagination, form and content,

which for Schiller signifies aesthetic perfection: 'Combining fullness

\ -

of form with fullness of content, at once philosophic and—Ttreativey'at
the same time tender and energetic, we see them uniting the youthfﬁ}ness

of fantasy with the manliness of reason in a splendid humanity.”
P .
(AEM, p.38) '

The overcoming of the frégméntation of both the individual and the.

State must be accomplished simultaneously, as the State is merely sub-

- N \

jective individualivy represented in objective form, a whole composed

1of many individual parts. The fragmentation of one is irrevocably

1
- 4
.



which is maintained in spite of the strong presence of an active, engage

MRS
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1inked to the fragmentation of the other. Alo'ney they cannot overcome

the repetitive, cifcula} pattern of éeIE:EEQation, bup must seek the
solution from within their inter-dependent and interpenetrating'relabion.lo
With this we get a first articulatien éf a part/whole relatjon and the

idea of an interpenetrating ﬁoﬁnection, going beyond Kant's ggrmulation

of judgement as a mere go-between, participating in opposing glements
without their true mutual interaction. EJ

"The solution to fragmentation is naturally totality, a totality

and integrél individual element: ".,..it must be false that the cultiva-
tion of 1nd1v1dua1 powers necessitates the sacrifice of their totality.'
(AEM, p.45) Reason must abollsh the NagﬁYal State, and put itself in
its place, but this is no simple accompllshment. tContrastlng this pro-

cedure with that of repairing a_elock, Schiller states that whereas in

the latter case the repairman can allow the clockworks ta_run down during

.
/ . -

the repair, the ”l%ying clockwork” of the State must be repaired while
in motion: "We must therefore search for some supﬁort for ‘the continua-
tion of society, to make it independent of the actual State which we wish
to abolish." (AEM, p.30)

This support is found neither in Naturé nor Reason; on the level
of the pa;?igaihr it is neither in the natural nor rational character of
mankind. Neither nétufe nor reason can dominate; %F such circumstances
we are faced with either a ''savage" who lets his feelings override his jf’
principles, or a "barbarian' who allows his principles to trample'hié'

emotions underfoot. A third element must be exacted: a media{of related
»

to the other two elements and which will not only effect an interaction



between two opposing forces, but in so'doing will harmonise and unify

Ve
them, providing the synthesis of form\and law unity and multiplicity
.'_ £

As the individual de the State are so necessarily and logically inter-
dependent, they will possess the same medé%ting element\ one that is
related to botn domainé, while facilitating their u?ionﬂ At this point
the principle gounds very much “like Kant's notion of judgéhent, but
transposed within a historical and cultural contekt. Yet Schiller
maintains a primacy of the individual, to whom the nediating element,
art, is primarily-.accessible. This is obvious since it is the individual
who ¢reates, who is the guardian pf the¥frtistic génile, and whose unlque

-
) “~
mode of reflection can designate something as beaut}&ul. Mankind is the

.

underlying princInle of art, and in turn art 1s the underlying principle
of mankind. Art makes possible the ennoblement of the character, which
in turn entails the positive transformation of the society, for a society
of enlightened indiviq¥a15|cannot fail to have a good effect. Schiller
thus posits a very Platonic notion of education, progressive citizen%
striving toward an ideal humanity. and society. The funddmental |

” .
principle of this striving is art, and the thematic question which the

series of letters will attempt to answer, then, is this: - What pfecisely

.

"is the role of art in human life, culture, and society, and in what way

does it accomplish this enndﬁaement?

While Schiller has obvicusly fpllow ant's argument to a large

extent, ¥s state above he contests the conclysion that the beautiful can

ultimatelx have reference to a stibjéctive conception only. "While the}&
speculative spirit strove %5ger imperishable possessions in the realm of

ideas, it had to become a stranger in the material world, and relinquish

-t - : - \l .
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matter for the sake of form." (AEM, p.42) Taste recognizes form

only and not content; but the answer is not to discard form in-turn but

_ra}ﬁer to seek a true concurrence. ''Thus his (Schiller's) letters are
‘able to mark the gap between the gnd of a theory of taste (as the

Kantian approach is characterized) and the beginning of a theory of the

I -~

-Implied in this is an examination of the cultural and

aesthetic.'

histq;ical'value of the aesthetic, a question of little interest for

Kant.
- 4

Schiller begins his analysis of art by delineating the daul

impulses of human nature, the sensuous and the rational.
The first insists upon absolute reality: he is
\\ to turn evetything that is mere form into world, and
. — realize all his potentialities; the second insists upon
absolute formality: he is to eradicate in himself
everything that is merely world, and progduce harmony
in all its mutations. (AEM, pp. 63-64)

Schiller fuses this Socratic articulation of tHe.problem with his other
’ . {
philosophical allegiance in a formulation that is some sart of a Kantian

L
.

.

Platoniém, or vice versa. - ' A
The sensuous impulse is empirical reality, occupying.time and space

and demanding that.this dimension belcharacterized by content,and change.

Tﬁe pe;ception of the preseﬁt is nécessarily confined to one manifestation

of existence, exclgﬁing any others in the spectrum of phenomena. 1In the
®

exclusive presence of this impulse there is necessarily a high degree of
limitation and- man is nothing but a umbt of magnitude or an occupied
moment of time. While enabling the absolute to externak¥ize itself and to

actualize its potential in the world of sense phenomena, thée sensuOusy
' -
impulse alsc prevents any subsequent development by binding infinite and

U e /
] %

\
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formal Spirit to the confines of time and space, here and now. -Tﬁe.
rational impulse demaﬁds unity and permanence, the maintaining of the
individual identity throughout the vaga;ieé of his-expérience; it
embraces épd transcends time and change rvather than Seing fettered by’
it. This impulse furnishes laws for judgements pronounced concerning
the knowledge provided by che first. impulse "We snatch this condition
away from the Jurisdictié; of time and endow it with reality for all men
qu all times--that is, with universality and necessity.? (AEM, p.66)
Feéling and inclingdtlon can only be true for one b;rson at one moment.
éhe formal impulse t%kes a decisive step: 'When you acknowledge truth
because i; is Truth...you have turned a'single}casé into a law for all

cases, and treated one moment of your life as eternity.” (AEM, p.67)

Because of its limiting nature, the sensuous impulse is the more
-]

2 - "
primitive impulse; it is only with the transition to the formal impulse

that man attains the highest form of being. He is no lomger bough‘by

-
time and space, -but has subsumed time and the realm of phenomena into his

regulating powers and influence. "We are no longer individuals, but

. . . S - hechoich
specieg; the judgement of all spirits is expressed by our own, the choic
of all hearts' ig represented by our action.'" (AEM, p.67) This is the
Romantic articulaﬁion of the .Kantian categorical imperative and the auto-
nomy\?f the judging Subject, with the additional presentiment of-the
Hegelian'absolute stapdPoint which acknowlﬁdges no barriers to complete"

knowledge.

Similar to the situation at the beginning of Ehefgi, these two

' £, . -
tendencies appear at first glance to be in mutual opposition, however, a

close exapinétion shows thhs opposition to be less irresolvable than
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imagined. They are indeed in contradiction, but not so in the same

fe

objects, so the demands eéch'makes are applicable to its own activity

only: "things that do not meet cannot come into collision." (AEM, p.‘67)
. - 4

The sensuous impulse does-demand change, but not that the change should

extend to the individual; the formal impulse demands unity and perma-

nence but without requiring thét the condition as well as the ipdividual
be static. Therefore, as a being with a dual nature, man both <lives in

a world of sensation continually in flgx, and at the same time maintains
a changeless séul; a rational being which imposes order on the diVefsity
0of sense-impressions. If the sensuoué impulse isséassive, absorbing as

many sense—impressions as possible, and the formal impulse is active, .

e

producing laws and affirming man's freedom fromugestfaint, the union of/
. e

the two will result in independence and freedom wgith "abundance of life'':

...providing the recepti&e facuRty with
multifarious contacts with the world, and as
feeling, pushing passivity to its fullest exf
secondly, securing for the determining facul
fullest independence from the receptive, and as
regards reason, pushing activity to its fullest
extent. (AEM, p.69)

most

The: truly human state is achieved when these impulses, instead of
being in conflict, are in balance. Man must transcend a purely sensuous

existence to attain the all—encgmfassing rational impulse. However,

-

. this transformation does not entail the total annihilation of the sensuous

state. What takes place, rather, is the harmonizat®on of these two Wt
. ' / .
.opposing impulses; not by gssimilating or negating one or the other, but

ensuous nature into the higher level, retaining its

¢

by carrying the

necessary eneficial features in;i new synthesis...

L

.
1

—e
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Every individual man, it m said,
carries in dispositioh\and determinatign a
pure dideal man within himself, with whgse
unalterable unity it is the gxeat tagk of his
existence throughout all his v tudes, to
harmonize. (AEM, p.31)

- : '
Each impulse functions cooperatively in accordance with its prescribed

role, under the regulating inflagnce of the formal impulse, the higher -

/

impulse which orders and prescribes laws. ' ' /

The réciprocal relation of both impulses provides: the defi-
nition of i1deal humanity, yet Schiller was not idealistic enough to,
’ h]
suppose this vision of humanity to be easily gttainable, if at all.
The compIete'and perfect ful%illment of this relation is something
towards which man will ever strive, witﬂout.pecessatily reaching 1it.
Nonetheless, he will dttempt to‘ach&eve it to'the greatest degree

possible, by satisfying the two impulses to the best of his ability,

knowing himself as both matter and spirit, both bound in the empirical

world and free. This teleological idea of progress toward a goal fore- -

shadows the movement of Hegel's Absolute Spirit -in ité quest for Abso-
lute Knowledge, the ultimate and perfect synthesis of mattér and sp;iit.
How,t then, is this synthesis of two opposing impulses accomplished?
Taking each distinct impulse and merely assimilating it into the ;ther
is certainly not the answer, as .the functioning and dghelopment of each
'i§ possible omly th;ough the activity of the other. Thef are to be
. unitea, yet they are distinct and have different requirements: "The
sense impulse reirires variation, requires time to have a content; the
form jmpulse reqdires the extinction'of time, and‘nb variation."
(AEM, p.74) The ohly mean;‘of unitiﬁg them, is thrbugh the introduction

of a third impulse which gompréhends both. Schiller berrows the notion

- r

, N : ' -
hY
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;f play from Kant J%é entitles tﬂis|impuise'the play impulse
(Spieltriebj.

The term play doeé_not mean to suggest that this is a leéser, or
more frivolous domain. It simply désignates éertain characteristics of :
play which are analogous to the harmony which is effecbed by Beauty. We
play a gaﬁg according to some ;ule, some formal principlg of order; jet ‘(r
éhese rules are posited in total freedom, created neither by natura}
necessity (sensuous instinct) nor moral law (form;l instinct ). Play is
not forced upon us by nature or reason, and yet is'not accidéntal in re-
'spect to either. There is a harmony of the sensuots and formal whicﬁ is
generated by the play imgzbse. Schiller elaborgtes this further: if the
object of.the sensﬁous_impulse is life, physical existence, or the material

1 . e

world; and that of the rational impulse is shape, the formal cliaracteris-

+

tics, thenlthe object of the play impulse is thus "living shape" (Lebens-
form), all'"gesthetic qualities of phenomena" (égﬂ;_p.76), or simply,
Beauty. Therefore, Beauty, as the con5ummation-1f humaﬁity, is not’ ex-
clusivel& life, as maintained by the empiricisté; that is, another éﬁpir—
ical sense akin to vision or taste. Nor is it exclusively form, rooted
in subjectivity, as Kant was faqrced tolcsnclude.‘ It is living form, the

synthetic mediation of both impulses.

.
When we contemplate Beauty, we are in a state midway between natural f
and formal instincts, since Beauty combines the characteristics of both; v

C v . . B !
we are free from the constraint of either, while enjoying the essential

qualitiﬁs of Eoth. Man is truly free only when engéged in the aesthetic
attitu%e,'hnd thus engaged, he ‘is truly ;quh; for it is iIn agéthétic -
f?eedé% that he is able to unite Both'impulses, cre;tiae a new, harmon-

-
.
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ized being, which is ideal humanity. 'Man plays only when'he is in the

" full sense of the word a man, and he is only wholly Man when he is play-

ing." (AEM, p.80).

Thus ;here is not only a progression, but also a dialectic at work
here. We arrive af Beauty through freedom; we are truly free only when
ae%fhexic. Only in aesthetic freedom is it possible to harmonize the
viciésitudes of our being, and to be truly human; ae;thetic freedom is
thus the highest realizatién of ' freedom. Hegel's reference to Schiller's
incorporation of reconciliation is clear; there is a sense of ; thesis{
antithesis, and synthesis combined with a process and teleology which is
characte;istic of Hegel's dialectie, although the terms thesis, antithe-
sis and synthesls are used by Fichté, not Hegel.

Schiller modifies Kant's notion of frgedom i; Ewo,ways. First,
whereas for Schiller Kant's freedom remains essentially formal, a freed;m

in cognition, Schiller extends the notion of .freedom to include .the emj-

pirical sphére in its socio-political application. In keeping with a

L4

cultural and historical orientation, Schiller formulates freedom not

4

merely as the freedom of reason to make a moral choice without constraint;
it also refers to individual freedom within the social structures of the

State. Secondly, when speaking of aesthetic freedom in particular,

-

Kant's notion does not escape the subjective perspective. For Schiller,

L]

aesthetic freedom has two connotations, both distinct from Kant's form-

!
ulation. Aesthetic freedom means the freedom to be in an aesthetic mode,

to live thg/grtis s life in the sense.of the Romantic tradition. It al-

. so melans the freedom and essential qualities to be found in Beauty: the

enlightenment, the realization of a better humanity and a better society,

ot g
-

’io-

\-l
}
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~through the inherent purifying and uplifting effects of the aesthetic

State. As before, these two connctations of aesthétic freedom are

interdependent. . ,f

Although the ideal of Beaut& is the perfect equilibriu@ of reality
; B - . ) g
and form, this balance can never be attained in actuality, but remains

only an idea. in actual?ty there will always be a prevalence of one
element or the other, and thus Beauty in-ererience is tﬁo—fold.
Correspondingly, the ideal of humanity is realized with difficulty in
expepience. Mankin.d is' limited 'and imperfect; if perfection ‘lies in

v
the harmonious energy.of the sensuous and spiritual powers; he falls.

short of perfection through either a laci of harmony or a lack of energy.
It is a Heraclitean condition of "tension or onelof relaxation, acc;rding
as the one-sided activity of isolated powers is disturbihg the harmony
of his being." Fégﬁ, ﬁ.BS) ‘ |
It is“Beauty which wi¥1 restore harmoﬁy in man and make him whole
'and‘complete. With this Stép,ISchiller comes full ci;cle in the . B

~

dialectical- movement between thebretical and practical, reason and nature.
(] ~— -
The oppogsing forces in man were reconciled by the aesthetic impulse which

strives ‘towards ideal humanity, which is also Beauty: this is of a

’

theoretical plane. Practically, beauty attempts to harmonize man's warring

—
——

instincts by‘invoking the play impulse. Schiller has passed from the
rational stage where the ée;thetic impulse was ppsited a‘priori as a
mediating g}ement, to the realization in the natura} world of the role of
Beauty in.produc%ng Ehe aesthetic state (and State) which'hafmﬁqizes,
and; overcomes the alienation man feels ?rom his true self, and from his

1
fellow men. 2 This foray into the empirical realm debilitates Beauty;



85

~ _
it 1s not that the speculative 1dea has been betrayed or exposed as

deficient, but rather that in experience-it 1s necessarily restricted

and particularized: - N

~
~ L
h

So far from determining our conc&ption of her from
isolated experiences, as the great'hass of critics do,
and making her responsible for the deficiencies which .
Man reveals under her influence, we know, on the contrary,
that it is Man who transfers to her the- imperfections of
his individuality, who by his subjective limitation '
perpetually stands in the way of her perfection and
‘reduces her absolute ideal to two limited forms of
phenomena. (AEM, p. 86) -

Schiller appears unable to decide whether he wants to espouse a

Platonic realm of Forms which are not affected by the empirical’ o

L)

manifestations, or his notion of objectivity which breaks away from

Kantian subjectivism.  He rejects a formalized Beauty, yet the only
: O
way it can be actualized-vis through mankind, where its perfection and

ideality are tarnished by the mundane world-this consequence evokes
) - % ) .
a Christian despair over the sins of the mundane. -Hegel attempts to
. abandon an overly romanticized approach while still retaining certain

theological overtones. TH% ideal must be actualized through the real,

L

, T

and this 1s logical deterﬁinatibn, not muddied-ide;lity; the
13
determining necessarily limits. : e
How, then, does Beauty actually resolﬁe the contradiction between
matter and form, spirit and sense? 1t is indeéd the unifying eiement
r..'b)
from a theoretical point of view but Schiller must still Eyrnish a
deduction of the relatfion. Their synthesis is explicate@ in a passage
which'likelyﬁcpdtributed a great deal to the dévelppment‘of Hegel'f
. 1 . . .

Ll

N

&

0
o
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P AR § - £ from thig* opposition that we must start: we
T ,,'must comprehend and recognize it .in its whole purity
‘and atrictnees, so that the’ i}o condioions are separated
.in the most definite way; 'otherwise we are mixing but not
uniting them. Secondly, it is, said “that Beauty combines
" these two opposite condiuions, and thus removes the ‘op-
position. But since both conditions remain eternally
opposed to one another, they can only be combined by -
cancellation [als indem gie aufgehoben' werden]. Our
second business, then, is to imake this combination
perfect, to accomplish it so purely.and completely that
both conditions entirely disappear in a third, and no
. . trace of division remains behind in the whole; otherwise
. we are isolating ‘but not uniting thent. (AEM, pp. 88-89)

v

Thus it is incorrect to consider Beauty either from the point.of
view of the whole only (logically), or from tHe point of view of the
. individual parts (oynamicaliy); it must be greéped as a combination ot
both. Such an Idea of Beauty, anticipating a notlon of Absolute
Spitit, at once grounds reality and is its otjectification. Yet this
nature is at the same time ontologically prito, while only |
actualized in experience ano historical process. ihe‘enn is inscribed
in tne'origins; a formuietion that both harks pack to the third
“Critique and anticipates Hegelian teleology. "In orderlto describe
la shape in space, we must set limits to infinite spece; in otder to
tepresent to onrselves an altetation in time, we mnst divide the
totalit? of-time. So we arrive at reality only through limitation,

-

at the positive, or actually establiehed, only through negation or

exclusion, at determination only through the snrrender of our free

determinability." '(AEM, p. 91) This activity of the mind is judging

1
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ot thinking and its result is thought. With this Schiller again

bridges Kant and Hegel, c&mbining_the reflective judgement of taste

with speculative idealism, while reinforcing the connection of thought

N ¢
and Beauty, philosophy and aesthetics:
Va

. - The self-dependence with which it [thought] acts
excludes every cutside igfluence; and it is not insofar
as she helps reflectlion (which contains an obvious
contradiction), but only ingofar.as she secures:for the
intellectual faculties the freedom to express themselves
according to their own laws, that Beauty can become a

. means of leading Man from matter to form, from perception

to principles, from a limited to an absolute existeﬁce.

- (AEM, pp. 92-93) |

+

v

Schiller proceeds Eg make another distinction which stands between a
Kantian and Hegelian epistemology: the difference between a finite
and infinite intellect, where the former 1s able to attain the absolute:

“Fhe finite mind is that which only becomes active through passivity, .

‘only attains the absolute'by means of limitations, only works and

fashions inéofar as it receives material." (AEM, p. 93) In oxder to
link tﬁis with the original problematic, Schiller re-examines the A
condition of ingompleteness of man's existence. In the sgate of .
warring instincts, one cannot pass directiy from sensatién to thought:
"He must take a step backwérd, since only by the removal of one
determination can the contrary one make its_;péearance." (AEM, p. 98)
Man must momentarily- be ffee from all determiﬁétion and be in a
temporary state of mere determiﬁability, or some‘SOrt of primitiye .
indeterminacy.  In the move from semsation to reason, the determination

of sensation must be preserved, but at the same time, ab gimitation it ~

must be removed, to make way for an unlimited determinacy. ''His task

r



. 1s therefore to annihilate and at the same time to preserve the

determination of his condition, a thing which can be done fn only one

:”G§§—~by opposing that determination with another." (AEM, p. 98)- The

intellect passes from sensatlon to thought through aﬂmiddlelconditién-

b LT

in which both sensuousness and reabon are simultaneoualy active; but

for this reason ﬁhey are*mutually cancelling their power of determina-

]

.

tion and in this oﬁﬁhsition negation is ptoducedﬁ

This middle disposition, in which our nature is
constrained nelther physically nor morally and yet is
active in both ways, -preeminently deserves to be called ~ ~
a free disposition; and if we call the condition of
sensuous determination the physical, and that of rational-
determination the logical and moral, we must call this
condition of real and active determinacy the aesthetic.
(AEM, p. 99) : ‘

It is clear how Schillet's exposition reflects and embodies the very
notion he is attempting to explicate. For his analysis has yet again

come full Eircle, back to the initial point of depnrture where he

affirmed that art 1is the groundwork Qf~humanity ana that this humanity

is attained through freedom from constraint, effected by the aesthetic.

Just as Beauty itself, his.analysis contains.the end'inlthe'origin,
but tannot merel& unfbld it one—dimgnsionally; since at iésue isﬁthe
prbblem of irdeterminability and monement, the anélysis must be’
cqntinuélly artinulating and re-articulating itself, progressing to
higher levels of determination each time, but then coming back to
reappraise and retonstitute‘the foundation and thé?starting point. It
is “this movement which leads to the Final question of the text: Is

‘this aesthetic condition a desired end, or a transitional phase only,
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or something.else? The anéwqr by now is self-evident: it is mot an
end, but not a transitian‘either. It is -the movement and staté in
which true humanity-is gﬂle‘to articuiate itself. For Beauty as such
does not posif‘;his huménity; it poégesseé no didactic dualities and .
yields no knqwlédgen It mérely f;rnishes a f;eeéom and actualizing .
poééntial'in wﬁich to art%c&late:hpmanity; it must be cqntinuél%y
renewed with each new coﬁéitipn encéunféreﬁ:‘ Thus Beauty dées not .
éfticulate ouf h;éanity, but only mékes it-possibie for ué to
articulate it in whichever'way we choose. 'In'tﬁis'respQCQ Beauty,
shares the title of cr;ato} with Nature, which granted a- capacity fsr
humanity, but;left the érticulation to our will. Thus there are three
stages of development in the determination of humanity: "Man in his-
physical c;ndition is- subject to the po&e} of Nature alone; he shakes
off this power in the aesthetic, and he confrols it in the moral
condition." (AEM, p. 113) .

Since it 1s not Schiller's aim to completeiy annihilage matter
and posit a formalized subjectivity, as he found in Kant, his
formulation must have significance for the political sphere. Man
is part'of a communlty afid Schiller intends to facilitate not only
the amelioration ofman, but that of the society as well; the .
freedom of the State follows from the individual's freedom:

Though need may drive Man into societf, and
Reason implant social principles in him, Beauty .
alone can confer on him a social character. Taste

_alone brings harmony into society, because 1t es-
tablishes harmony in the individual. (AEM, p. 138) 4

’ .
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What Scﬁiller terms the dyﬁamic s;até.ié a state existiné by force,
curbing naturé ﬁy use_of nature. The ethica} state restricts the
1;dividual's freedom and subjects him to the general will. However,
the Sathetic statg realizes the will of tHhe whole-through the nature
of the individual; a state which embodies the qualities of freedom,
harmony;‘and equality.

Since it is the beautiful which facilitates the realization of
- man's higher, ideal being; it Fould seem clear that it canmot be
discarded once this . level has been attained; for it is not merely
a stepping—stoﬁe but a constitutive element, wiéhout which the harmony
of reason and sense which c;nstitute.man's humanity wbul& not be
'possiblé. A continually maintained aesthetic attituaé or .experience
enables the internal-harmony and ideality of the individuai, and in.
turn that of the State, by fgcilitating in both the dnity of réason

and sense, order and freedom.

+
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Chapter'Iv ) .

Hegel's Critique of Kant

- ) ' 1

The many commentaries and discussions of Hegel's well-known

[

eritique of Kant attest to its singular importance for scholarly

. N A
research into the traditlon surrounding German idealism. In keeping

with my claim, discussed in Chdpter I, thag_the Crftigue of Judgehent
does not coﬁstitu;e a departdie.ffoy the Kantian projeqt, but’ rather
.incorpo?ates and elaborates its fundamental principles, any génerél
Hegelian critique of Kantian thought is equally applicable to ﬁhe
third Critiqﬁe. To be sure, Hegel raise; specific.criticisms (as well
as acknowledging points of agreement) concerning particular-Critiqués,
but inasmuch as his moét rigorous objections pertain t§ the general
foundations of Kanf's project, they are rélevant_to each Critique,
In this section I will deal with’thesg‘funéémental analyses of
, Kant in ént}cipation of thé next section which. deals with Hegel's
.sbecific:treatment of qhelgg. Since this latter treatment will include,
as indicated ébove, both the fundamental objections to Kant's system, |
as well as additional problems peculiar to the CJ, it seems re;sonable
N _ .
for the sake of clarity to discuss these two sets of objectioné .
separatelﬁ. Thithil} illuminate three points: |
1) It will show how Heéel's gene;al‘critipisms are modified when

applied specifically to the third Critique.

2) Since the foundational principles of Kant's philosophy are

-
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also -operative in the CJ, it 18 not possible to exclude the CJ from
the reést of Kant's system.

3) If (2) is true, it 18 not accurate to identify Kantian -

Fntributions to the notion of dialectic with the third Critique, nor

ith the other Critiques exclugively, 'For'clearlg Hegel was influ-

enced by certain gtounding factors of Kant's philosophy that are not

reducible to particular works, .
As already stéted, this study is.not an attempt to argue for
the primacy of the CJ in the development of the Hegelian didlectic,

but merely to disclose another source of inspiration which has

- ' . . .
hitherto been somewhat overlooked. However, I do wish to demonstrate

that the third Critiqué, 1f not the only influence, is especially
interesting and significant for Hegel's dialectic. In Hegel's

opinion, the CJ, of all Kant's texts, comes closest to realizing

e

the true pfinciple of speculative tﬁougﬁt.

According to Hegel, the Critique of Judgement both embodies £he
most flagrant shortcomings of Kéné's project, and at the same. time
endeavours to overéome these faults and in so doing glimpses the
real philosophical project of ideﬁﬁity'in difference. Unfortunately,
in Hegel's view Kang does not allow his %olut;on tolcOmeAtq completion,
but instead reverts back to his initial problematic su?jectivistic

ﬁbsition, leaving his project aﬁ a stalemate. For Hegel, it will take

' Kant's insights, combined with Fichte%s attempts at-grounding and

< . _
Schiller's understanding of reconciliation and synthesis, to approach

true dialectical thought. .
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It is necessary to'apecify certgih"restrictionézg_Hegel'a critique

of Ként wilf{bé'drawn from three texts primarily: The Logic (part 1.of

the Encyclopedia), .the Lectures on the Hiétory of ~Philoso hz, Vol. fII.,'
» s *

and the Aesthetics, Vol. I. References to the éhénomenology are all’

but omitted, for two reasons: First, in that the project of the

Phenomenology is primarily that of the determination’of the absglute
standpoint, it is difficult to derive a sustained crit;que of ﬁant froﬁ

references that are not ends in themselves so much as exemplifications’

' -

of a certain attitude of consciousness; Secondly, because of fﬁis first
consideratioﬁ, Kant {gl sually examined with a larger framework thch‘
includes Jangi,.szﬁaf{:ng, and Fichte, an@_it is. not always clear jﬁst’
which particulér thinker Hegel has in mind. Since it is my intention
to discuss Hegél's theoretical critique‘froa'the_standpoint of Kant's
project as a whole, the more particular criticisms will be omitted; Eﬁr
e;ample! those dealing with t;ebAntinomies or the categorical imperati#e.
My analysis will concenttrate on sevéral key objections to Kant's-
philosophy, some of which have alread& been briefly addressed in the
course of this study: dualism, férmalism, subjec?iv&sm, and the failure

to comeé to terms with problems of certainty and absolute grounding. It

will argue that while many of Hegel's points are valid, others can be

seen as proceeding from incorrect readings of Kant's texts and project.
However, this does not detract from the significance that Kant's d@rk
has for the development of Hegelian thought.

///‘5 '

Hegel's foremost criticism, stated at varilous intervals in the

‘Encyclopedia Logic, the History of Philosophy, and the Phenomenclogy

1 /'
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of Spirit,- 18 as fundamental t¢ his critique as a whole, as are the
principles he attacks fundamental to Kant‘e project. Hegel's
. . o+

ohjection centers on the inherent dealism he perceives in Kantian

philosophy. It is inherent because it {s built into his system right

from the start: one of -the first problems Kant tackled rested on his -y

misgivings regarding the capacity of metaphysics to grasp supersensible
. L 4
reality or ultimate truths. It witll be_ghown below how this initial

misgiving developed into an entrenched,&uality between cognition and

the essence of the thing

-

L
Naturally, the question of metaphysics f% only’ part of the general

“ problematic of the Critique of Pure Reason, which also deals with the

" possibility of a prioril knowledge or the question of what we can know--
. ‘

_ “\\\ clearly these problems are not unrelated. In Kant’s opinion, it is

necessary to examine the faculties of cognition;eng the categories in

view of their sultability and capacity for attaining knowledge. Hegel -
refers to this as the‘Plrst point of Kant's philosophy (EL, p. 67;—-
thought investigating its own capaclty of knowledgé--and characterizes
it further as the view of cognition as an-inatrument'which we can
exam{ne prior to its employment. One of the great weaknessea of
traditional metaphysics had been the uncritioallapprooriation of

certain assumptions governing our cognition in itsugrounding, function
and employment. It is no small insight to have perceived the necessity
for an examination of our faculty of cognition in terms of its grounding,

claims to knowledge, and certainty and truth, if any. Acknowledging

the important step Kant has taken with this line of inquiry, Hegel ,tates:

AR teroan
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We ought, says Kant, to become acquainted with the
instrument, before we undertake the.work for which it -
is to be employed; for if the instrument be insufficient,
all our trouble will be spent in vain. The plausibility
of thig suggestion-has won for it general assent and’
admiratibn, the result of which has been to withdraw
cognition from an interest in its objects_and absorption
in the study of ;them, and to direct it back upon itself;
and so turn {t to a question of form. (EL, p. 14)

-~

There is an implicit reference to a dualism between subject and object.

The point is that Hegel's major objection to Kant's system, 1.e, the

problem of dualism, is not simply the outcome of the critical'nfbject-

of the first critique, but'islembedded in his project from the first

formulation. However, this is not a point Hegel elaborates in too

3

much detail in the Loglc; as will be seen below the argument

concerning the inherent dualism in the view of reason as instrument

-

is deveioped more explicitly in the Phenomenology. ‘

For the moment, Hegel is content in tie Logidc amd the History of

Philosophy to characterize this probl

as the "misconception of

already knowing®before you know." (EL,- p. 66) ° His favourite

~ example is that ef Schoiasticus, who decided not to go into the

water until he had learned how to swim, At issue 1s the problem of

failing to account for our embeddedness in a process we seek to

examine, and the difﬁiculty of establishing a true starting point.

It also concerns the question of ciréularity, in that examining an

act of knowledge is itself an act of knowledge. "True, indeed, the ﬁ
"

fo;ms of thought should be subjected to a scrutiny before they are .

used:

p. 66)

yet what is this scrutiny-but ipso facto a cognition?" (EL,

)

-

In other words, Hegei claims that we cannot think of reascn
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as an instrument like other instruments which can be examined independent-
ly:of their funcfiﬁn; for in the case of reason; examinapion:aﬁd knowing
are the same thing. "Thus, since the in;estigg;iandf the faculties
of knowledge is 1tself.knowing, it qan;ot in Kant attain t$ what it
aims at because it is that alread&——it cannot come to- itself because
“it 1s already with izself." (Hist.Phil., p. 429)
The latter part‘pf the objection pertains fo the classical
philosophical.dilemm; concerning the bossibility of objec;ivity, and
| one that Kant could not have failed to appreciate.l. Kant's solutidﬁ
Co W(;o this problem consists in the conviction that our cognition is
neCEséarily limited; in that wé cannot in féct stand back énd‘éxaminé'
our cognitive facuities in a truly objective manner, any knowledge we
attain must be seen as provisional, subjective, partlal, and without
any claim to certainty. lIt followg from these cognitive limitations
that to be conslstent, Kant cannot equate reflectién and knowledge. ;
We thing something, but that does not entail é claim to knowledge, 1if
knowing has an inherent truth Qﬁlué. Or:‘in another formplation;
we_ma&,know something in a strictly epistemologicgl sense, but. there
is no optological.;1aim to certainty. Tﬁere.is a gap between_dur
Rnowlédge and ;eality. Thus, the discussion of Kant's position - in
the Logic 1s not only the‘explication of one of Hégelis major criticisms,
1it'is also the implicit articulation of a centrgl tenet of Kantian

thought. The question of objectivity will be further taken up in the

second half of this section..

- .

The formulation in the Phenomeﬂology of the dualism critique

sharpens the problem. Here Hegel concentrates more & the idea of

.
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' the instrument, and how as a medium, either active or passive, it wilL
_ somehow modify Eeality.' A dichotomy i1s thus established between our.
C _ : : N - . _ R
cognition and reality. ‘ -
\lr s - .. i p
" For, 1if cognitiop is thé instrument for getting
- hold of absolute being, it is obvious that the use
of an instrument oh a thing certainly does not let
: it be what 1t is for, itself but rather sets out
. . - reshape and alter it. If, on the other hand, cogn ;;g
T is not an instrument of our activity but a more or Aess
passive medium through which the light of truth reaches
us, then again we do not receiye the fruth as it is in
itself, but only as it exists through apnd in this
medium.2

- . Yy . '

[3 -

w This' empty appearance of knowing,“3 ‘our a Ejmpt ‘to externally play

epistemological chess, ignores our euréddedness and correspondingly
the inherent accompanying activity of thought which no effort to .
btacket can-affect. There is nothing wrong in initiating an investid )

gation of our faculties of*cognition; but this must be carried.out
Y

= within the framework of immanent, self—conscious activity of thought.
. "So that what we want is to combine in our process of inquiry the
action of the forms of thought with a criticism of them. The forms of

. thought'muet be studieq‘in theiriessential nature and complete develop-
X < .

ment: they are at once the object of research and the action of that

object." _(gg, p. 66) This activity of thought, . although grounded in
‘ : 3
the. Kantian notion, undergoes a transformation in Hegelian thought.

Hegel's position is that a grasp of the truth of totality enables
an understanding of the parts through the whole, and vice versa;

[ 3

" whereas Kant maintains that since we cannot know the whole, we must

. T

be content with our grasp of the part, incomplete though it may be.
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The unfolding of Hegel's process of inquiry will of course be the task

of the dlalectic, as wii} be ﬁemonsérated more fully in a following

*

section.

-

This, then, is the fundamental objection that Hegel makes to
" o

'gan;'s project, and most of the other theéretical considerations stem
in some form from this basic disagreement. I will now briefly -

discuss two of them: -the dichotomies'betﬁéen,subjegtive and objective

and between appedrapce and the thing-in-itself.. ) . %}ﬁ' ‘
s L 4

Hegel's q}scussion of the suﬁygctivq/objective relation has'thq(
same polnt of depatturé.as had thé pfevious discussion of cognition
and reality: Kant's examinati&n of the.coghitiVe faculties. This
sh;fed startiﬁg point should not be surprising as these discussions
are not so much distinct as aspects of the same problem. Hegel states,
"Kant's examination of the categories suffers from fhe grave defect sf
vi;wing them, not absolutely’an&‘for théir—own sake, but in order to
see whether they are subjective or“oﬁjectivef" (g&,‘p. 67) This is

connected to the distinction between sense-data and universal/necessary

AN

discussed in the preﬁious section. Instead of examining the content °°

of the categories or their interrelation, Kant focuses on their

subjectivef/objective distinction, and in this manner institutes a structural

dualism. However, Kant's intention, connected with the unification of
rationaliém and empiricism discussed in Chapter I, involves grounding -,
cognition objectively in the sense of universal and necessary. Certain

categories, such as cause and effect, are clearly not objective in

=

1

(l

e e el
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the ordinary sense of that which is external™to us and given in
sensation. (EE; p.-67) - Rather, %ince they are not derived from
experience (liénce not objective in the ordinary sense), they belong"

to our thpught itself, to the spontaneity oflthought:and th:s are
subjective. Yet they will,ﬁarticip;¥e iﬁ this new sense of objectivity:
“...In spiﬁe of this, Kant gives the name objectivé to what is thought,
to the uqiversal andrnecessary, while he describes as subject;ve'

whatever is merely felt." (EL, p. 67) * This is due to the fact that

we are dealing with categories of the un&erstinding, which are shown

4

in the transcendental deduction” to be grounded in the transcendental

unity of apperception which Iﬁself generates the a priori necessity

wkthout which we would*be unable to apprehend an object. Kant states

——

.in the Critique of Pure Reason: "If...we have.to deal only with
appearanges, it is not merely possible, but necessary, that certain
a priori.concep;s sﬂould precede empirical knowledge of objects."
(CPR, A 129) Consqguentl§ the necessary unity of consciousness
grounds thé categorles, and in that they are conditions ‘for knowledge
of an objéct, they have objective validity..

To ﬁprmulafe‘it in é~dif£e;ént fashion: contrary to the popular
belief that objects of perception are indépendent and permanent, and
thouéhﬁs depenégnt and fleeting, it is in fact thoughi which is '
indepen@ent and primary, while perceptions of sense are tempo;ary
and dependent. "This being so, Kant gave the title objective to the

intellectual factor, to the universal and necessary: and he was

quite justifjed in so doing." ' (EL, p..67) Sensation is'fransient
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and ‘can be felt by nany in ﬁhny different ways, but if a person has

functional cognitive faculties, they will apprehend an ebject in the

Same manner as anyone else. This constitutes hence another facet of

objective validity .In.that f share. the same permanent,'functional

cognitive faculties with any rational being, there is an element of

’ -
universality in cognitive acts.

Hegel notes that Kant's distinction has been widely accepted in
' academic circles. He anticipates the discussion of the third Critique,
a crucial text for an understanding of the subjective/objective

distinction, by citing the work'of art as an example.
s .

Thus the criticism of a work of art ought, it is
sald, to be not subjective, but objective; -in other
words, instead of springing from the particular and
accidental feeling or temper of the moment, -dt should

keep 1ts eye on those general points of viev which the
laws of art establish. (EL, p. 67)
- .

Yet, as Hegel rightly observes, "objectivity of thought, in Kant's

sense, is again to a certain extent subjective." (EL, p. 67) R

At issue i1s still the fact that they are my cognitive faculties

.and categories. Although universal and necessary, thoughts are enly '

'my thoughts. As Kant has already posited a gulf ‘between my knowledge
and the essence of‘tng‘object, true union with the object cannot be

achieved, and thus there is correspondingly no true objective

validity, but tather a pseudo-objectivity, 2 formalized, abstracted

objectivity. "The Critical Philosophy“however widened the contrast

[between subjective and objective] in such a way, that the subjectivity

~

comes to embrace the ensemble of experience, including both of the
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aforesaid elemeﬁts; and nothing.fqmains on the other aide but- the
'thing-in-itself'.". (gL;hp."66)' In contrast to this, Hegel puts
forth his.vieﬁ of what constituteg t?ue‘objectivity: "t @eané the
thought-gpprehended.essence of the exiéting'thing: in contradistinction
from wha;'is merely our thought,-and what consequently 1s still
sepa;ate& from the thing itself, as it exists in independent essence."
(ELP p. 68)

Thus in‘rejecting.Kant‘s nét%on oé objective validity, grounded
ag it 1s in subjéctivity, Hegel finds Kant guiltx of radical sub-
jectivism in thé final anaiysis.5 This generates additional p;oblems
as far as Hegel is concerned:‘ abstraction, a vague concepticn of self-
consclousness and self—determination, and an appafent Kantian turn ﬁo-

péychélogism.-

At one point in the Philosophy of Mind, Hegel describes Kant's

philoscphy as an acecount éf mind as éonsciousnesg and as such can be
characterized as a phenomenology, not a philoéophy, of mind.6 In
conneétionlwith this he discusées ﬁsychology, and the importance it

has gained sipce Kant; Hegel claims that calling philosophy what is
ln‘fact psychology, "empirical apprehension and the aﬁalysis of the
f;cts cf human qonsciogsness;’metel& as facts, just és they are given"7

-has succeeded in obscuring‘the real quest of "

essential and actual
reality, to -get at the notion and the truth.”8 It is interesting to
note that Kant was not unaware of this consideration and that the

fear of psychologism was one of the factors responsible for the

rewriting of the.transcendental deduction. Accordingly, he began‘the



i

EFTTAIE

102

‘second version of the deduction with a direct discussion of appercep-

-

tion, rather than proceeding as he had in the firat version, working
up to 1t through its various realizationg, which could be mistakenly
intérpreéed as pg§chological factors. Yet it is the second version,
not the first; which is generally preferred by German idealism.
,This could be either due to Ehe fact that in the first version the

psychological elements are less explicit, or because German idealism

. does not glve Kant any credit for avolding the charga-df paycﬁologism

in ‘the second version, even granting that-he.ma& not have succeeded
too well.

The questions of self—determiﬁéfion and self-consciousness are
probleﬁatic in Kant since he neveézspecified just to what extént they"

were important. Hyppolité points out that this neglect of self-

consciousness helps to account for the limitations of knowledge: '"la

conscience de l'expérience reste donc phénoménale, parce qu'elle n'est
phe

‘ 9
pas encore la consclence de soi dans 1'expérience."

iHegél observes that Fichte %ifStinotrced the pseudo self-determination

N

of Kantian thought, just as he hdd already criticized the so-called

deduction of the categoriles: Both Fichte and Hegel are frustratgd by

the lack of an absolute ground in Kant. Since he does not want to posit

~ . =

an absolute’ground, he goes only as far as apperception to ground the

categories; yet this does not really justify their a priori nature in

ahything but a formal sensé,.or’as based upon a necessity of
apperception that is never itself satisfactorily grouhded. In ad-

dition, the Kantian ground is not'explicitly self-determining, which

ultimate grounding demands. '

’
-
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However, for Kant the self Cannot.detérmine itself; that is,

apperception can only be consciousness, not knowledge of the self.

The f"I"‘:l.aa.nc! more than the unity of synthesizing and is meaningless

" without the content gf experiénceg'it ié the consclousness of the self
as ground of this unity and itxdoes not make sense to ask what is the
"I" apart from this function, as Hegel does. It is not an object of
experlence because on the one hand I cannot objectify myself, and on
the other hand the "I" cannot fall under the categotries—-the categories
canﬁot be used to determine the apperception which ground them transcen-
dentally. To atteﬁpt to ask what the "'I" is outside of éxgerience is
a category mistake. And furthermore, consclousness cannot 58 given to
itself as consgiousness by abstracting from the content of experience;
in this casé,it is nothing. Kant does not bélieve in a Cartesian
independent ego. Hence it is impossible to QEIive a determinate
intuition of myself as determining. )

Yet this is_not.to s5ay ﬁhat Kapt's account of self—consciousness.
is without ptoblems; but merely that German idéglism falls to identify
the weaknesses from within the Kantian framework. A more interesting

}probleﬁlis that o6f the self of the transcendental knoﬁer, i.e. the
philosopher. Thils self is not the empirical self because'iLLreflﬁpts
uPénltﬂe expefience in which the emﬁirical self -is givgn. :At the‘

" same time it?cannot be fhe transcendental self either, because the
'philosophefﬁé self is accessible to him/her as the self which has
transcendental knowing. | |

Fichte's alternative to the Kantian formulation involves, according

to Hegel, the positing of a sort of self—activated,ﬁgo, but the.

L] e
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‘activating is tr}ggered by an external
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impulse. Again, this 1s not

'

- true spontanelty, but a reaction to an impulse, even tﬁough the result

of the reaction ib seif—consciousngss. "And in thils manner the 'I'
is but the continuous act of self-liberation from this impulse, never

gaining a real freedom, becapsé with the surcease of the impulse the

-,

'I', whose being 1s its aéiidn, would also cease to be." (EL; p. 94)

-

Thus, Fichte retains his own thing-in-itself, in the form of this
external impulse, unknowaﬁizigxcept through a negative forﬁulation, a

non-Ego, in much the same sense that Kant formulates his thing-in-

itself. From a Hegelian point of view neither has grasped the real

.

" nature of sglf—activating thought.

This brings us to a discussion of the Kantian thing-in-itself.

This is a distinction of knower/known which underlies the subject/

predicate distinction in logic, and for Hegel constitutes another !

manifestation of Kant's fundaimental dualism. Hegel defines the thing~

in-itself as that which "expresses the object when we leave out of

sight all th;t consclousness makes pf 1t, all its emoslonal aspects,

nl0

and all specific thoughts of it. (EL, p. 72) Kant argues that

since we can only attain knowledge through the categories, and since
the categoriés are incapable of{furnishing the means whereby'to think
the thing-iﬁ;ifséif, we are unableAto know the thing-in-itself, From a
Hegelian pointlof view, this douérine is extremely problematic: 1f

we &an know nothing of the thigg-in-itself, how can we know 1t exists?

That is, if we have not got at our disposal the cafegories to think

+

“\.',

"
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the noumenal'realm;ll why do we seemingly have eeme-softﬂéf.cafegbry
to think its existence? Hegel points out that saying that it exists
in juxtaposition to the phenomenal realm is already knowing something
of it. Ewvery method which sets limits and irestricts itself to these
limits thereby goes beyond them: What is it in our faculties of
cognitionughatmeﬁables us to draw 'the line between appearanee and

1
reality, phenomenon and noumenon? How do we know that this is not all

!

there is to know? . s

i
o

One possible way of responding is by teferring to the previoesly
mentioned problem concerning how to examine reason while embedded in
the process. The transcendental deduction of the categories acknowledges
that we must just step in and s;nce we cannot hope to achieve true
outside-the-activity objectivity, we must defer to our situatedness
and accept our cognitive limitations. Hence without true objectivity,
we cannet claim to know the true essence of the Thing, but merely its
appearance as represented to us, This alsc explains the formalized
subjectivity which must ser;e‘as‘ogjective validity for Kant. For
Hegel, this is subjectivity falsely mesquerading as objectivity; for

‘Kant, it is the best we can do under the circumstance.

Hegel affirms ehe Identity of cognition and reality, demonstrating
it in its-relation in the process of knowilng and concludes that just as-;
there 1s no adequate deduction of the categories, there is“no
adequate deduction of the Thin%iin—itself, and both inadequacies
stem from the same source: the}insuffieient grounding in a transcen-~
dental unity of apperception which, due to its subjectivity, cannot

furnish truly objective knbwledge. Kant's method of chafecteriziqg'
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' the thing-in-itself can be ‘seen in two ways, as the positive and negative

k] . L
manner. The negatiﬁg way borrows the Scholastic notion of negative
theology where due tovour finite intellect we are unable to intuit the

-

divine‘essencezgnd can only characterize it through negative determina-

CL” Lot
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tion. Thus Kant abstracts from what we know of the Thing and finds that
if we are finite, the thing-in-itself must be infinite; if we are x,

By [

it is rx:;.SO from this'point of view, the problem of affirming the
‘xeéistencé’og the ‘in-itself,. while at the same time paradoxically

denying the possibility the knowledge, becogé; gsomewhat of q.non—problem
in view of the fact tha; Kant does not make any positive epistemol&gical
*é&aims regarding tﬁéiiﬁ—itself, but,meygly states what it is not. There
is a related notion which tends to cauge some confusion, whereiﬁ Kant'
abstracts from éll content of experienbe, leaving time and space un-
touched. Here we ﬁave not the thing-in-itself, but the transcendental

object=x, for in this case we are abstracting from the content of

experience, not from the notion of a thing. ‘Not‘bﬁrpriqfhgiy, Hegel

finds this via nepativa methodology eminenently unsatisfactory. Instead
of a positive determination, we have.only "utter_gﬁstractioﬁ, total
emptiness, only described étill as an 'other-wo}ld'~—the negative of

- every image, feeling, and def¥nité'thougﬁt," (EL, p. 72) and "being-
in-itself is only the caput mortuum, the dead abstraction of the 'otﬁ;r,ﬂ
the empty, undetérmined Beyond." (Hist.Phil., p. 472) - ' . o :
' There are three p;oblems'with Hegel's chgracterizatipq; ‘}) the

thing-in-itself is not undetermined, it is negatively determined-—these

are not the same thing, 2) Kant does not negate, he ahstracts in a
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negative determination that must be understood in the logical, and not
ﬁegelian sense of negation, and 3) Hegel's account neglects to‘ -
consider Kant's positive methodology which 1s implicitly connected

to the negatfve methodology. 0ddly enough, Hegel'sﬂdescgiptlén of

the "other world" sound like the Lc&o worlds" view which is one way to
characterize the positive methodology: it is difficult, though, to
determine 1f Hegel had the same notion in mind. The "two worlgd" yiew
claims that Kant posits a phenomenal world as qpposed to a noumenal
-world,rjustified in quotations such as the following: "How things

* may be in themselves, apart from the representing through whicﬁ they
.:aéfect us, is entirely outside bur sphére.of knowledge." (CPR A 190=

. B 235) lThis thebry runs_along the same lines as that which states that
the discussion of an empirical and transcendental self indicates that
Kant pbsits two selves. That 1s, every time Kant makes a distinction

of some sort, he is charged with dualism. This reading is primarily
associated with the analytic sghooi of Kant inéerpretation and is, I
believe, mistaken.12 - When Kant makes distinctions like~the ones
mentioned above, it must bé taken in a logical, not ontological sense.
He is not positing two selv%s; or two worlds, merely two modes of self
or of world; in the same sense that theoretical and practical reason

are not two different reasons, but reason in two different emplo?ments.
This 1s not to say that there 1s no dualism in Kant, or that he did

not find it incumbent to formulate the CJ as a mediatoF between the
previous two Critiques, but merely that it is a softer dualism; one

between realms of the same reason, modes of the same notion of self,
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one world considered in two ways.
Thus a more reasonable inte;pretatioh of the positive methodology

is the following. ILf the negative formulation is the ding an sich,

the positive formulation is the ding an sich'selbst'beﬁrachtet, which

pfesupposes the former. That is, the object considered aﬁart'from 1ts
relation to a knowing subject is “the thing-in-itself. This is pure
thinking, the noumenon; what the understaﬁding thiﬁks when it thinks
the thing—in—itsélf. As such Ehé noumenon 1s not ldentical with the
thing-in-itself, nor is it the other world postuiated by the "two
worlds" ;iew. It is merely the way of thinking we poéit Ey absfracting
from our way of thinking; what thinking is for a ndn—fiqite subject,
So if we musE think in time and spacé, employing c;tegories and forms
of ;pfhition, this intellect éan think the thing directly, without
categories, being qua being, hence the thing-in-itself. This of course
is the notion of an intellectus archetypus or originarius of which,
like God,'we have no real idea except insofar as it must be what we are
not. Hence God has things as they are in themselves, immediately, with-
out the intermediate categories. This doctrine argues against the.
ﬁééaphysics which believes it possible to directly intuit the things-
in--themselves.1 |

The notion of the intellectus archetypus occcurs again in.the CJ,
as has been shown. ‘There it invdives the principle of finality,
whereas in this present context it deals ﬁith the thing-in-itself;

but in both cases it is the logical extension of an analysis which

presupposes the finitude of our intellect and the fact that the only

I3
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thing we can have apodictically is appearance. To posit the notion of

a non-finite intellect is merely the other side of the Janus coim of :
. ' : : AN . N
. . !

critical philosophy; to go beyond merely positing it and attempt to

attribute positive predicates 1s idle speculation and a philosophical

dead end.

2 !
Hegel's discussion of the CJ and the

Letters on the Aesthetic Education of Man

Having dealt with Hegel's géneral critique of Kant's ﬁhilosophy iﬁ
the preceding section, I will now turn to his discussion of the CJ in
particular. As stated above, the general criticisms already discussed
can Be.considered applicable to most, if.not_all of Kant's works, as
they are criticisms deéling with the very foundations of Kant's project,
As part of my thesis is an appeal for understanding the third Critique
not 2s an extraneous text, but as crucial for a complete grasp of Kant's
thought, the criticisms of the previous ;ection are equally’applicable'
to the‘gi.. Because this paper exploreé the relation oﬁif@xts on
aesthétics to Hegel's aevelément of the notion of dialectic in his
philosophy, clearl* his particular ahalyéés of the third ‘Critique must
be examined, while beafing in mindlthese aforeﬁentioned general
cri;icismé.

In the Introduction to the Aesthetics, Hegel étates the need for
a unity of the opposition and contradiction between '"the abstractly

nl4 Redlizing this unity depénds

self-concentrated spirit and nature.
upon the recognition' that the beauty of art is one of the means of

dissclving and unifying this oppdsition.15 It is only when philosophy

-5
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has - understood how to ovéfcome this opposition, that it succeeds in
graspiﬁg its own essence and that of nature and art. In order to grasp
the_gpncept of art in_its inner necessity, and to lay the necessary
foqndations, the historyrqf this transition to*uni;y must be examined, .
énd Hegel turns to a discussion of Kantian philosophy.

Hegel states ‘that "It 1s the Kantian philosophy which has not only
felt the need for this point of union, but has also cleariy recognize

it and brought it before out mings."lﬁ.

_ Although Kant must be . -
acknowledged as having constituted a turning-point in philosophy with

~his recognition of the absoluteness of reason in itself (by which Hegel
means the independence or activity of reason, not its ipfinité appli—t
cation) his philosophy is ultimétely inadequate since it falls back into
fixed oppééitionsi Kant does attempt to formulate alunity prior to
the CJ, in a notion.of intqitive understanding, yet_it is merely an
abstract and subjective reconciliation. What Hegel is referring to by
intultive understaﬁding is what I have refefred to as the intellectus
archetypus. From Kant's point of-view,.thigrintellect is hypothetical
and does not constitute a notion‘of unity; unity prior to the CJ is
grounded priﬁarily in the transcendental unity of apperception. -However, ;J
from Hegel's point of Qiew, true unity consists of the dissolution df f
opposition between thought andlrealitf, thus insofar as the.inte;}ectus
archetypus 1is éapable of this, it constitutes Kant's only true unity.

Yét as it i1s formulated in relation to our inteliect, its determination
remains éubjective: In tefms of addressing the problem of a notion of

true unity, Hegel states that the CJ is instructive apd remz}rkable:17

- a
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...there 1s still left for us to consider the third
side in Kant's philosophy, the Critique of the Faculty
qf Judgment, in which the demand for the concrete comes
in, the demand that the Idea of unity spoken of before
should be established not as a Beyond, but as present;
and this side is of special ‘importance. (Hist.Phil.,

p. 464) N

Hegel sees the reflective pBwef of -judgement as possessng the

that

function of an intuitive Understanding, as inner adaptatign,
it givés a 1éw to itself, furnishing itself with a universal. |That is,

" in a sense 1t is not in need of categories as it furni%hes one to itself.'
But the point is’still that event;ally it nEE;L a category, in order to

- judge, Howeve;, for the‘first time there is a sense of concrete unity—-

a

é concrete universal instead of a unilversal concrete——aﬁd_Hegel feels
that with this Kant comes closest to/;H; prieﬁiple of speculative
philosophy. The reflecFive judgéﬁEﬁt embodies a necessity which 1is at
the same time free, or a free&om ﬁhich is directly one with its
content (Hist.ghil., P. 466);\and for Hegel philosophy must réalize
the identity of thought and content, determining itself inwardly in a
freedom which is the essence of the rationall In the practical

' reason, Hegel states, the end does not extend beyond a mere ought,

but rather in the purposiveness or teleology of the reflectivel
judgement, "the_concept, the universal, contains the particular too,
and, as an end, it determines the particular and external...not from

. without but froﬁ within and in such:a_way that the particular corFesponds

to the end of its own accord."l8

Unfortunately, this formulation dees not live up to its early

promise, but falls back into subjectivity. The objective nature of

the object is not known; the unity proceeds neither from concepts nor

—
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from sensation but from the free play of understaﬁding and reason where

the relation is that of object to subject, based upon a subjective

feeling of pleasure, -/
Yet in the notion of the beautiful Kant posits an inseparability of

what was previously distinct: there.is an interpenetfatioh'of unilversal

-
.

and particular;’ énd and means, concept and object. As such, "th
capital feature in Kant's Criéicism of the Judgement is, that in Yt
he gave a repr;sentation.and a name, if not even an intelléctual
ekpression, to the Idea." (EL, p. 88)

It is not éurprising that Heéel would find the CJ suggestive, with

its veiled anticipations of the Hegelian Absolute in the form of an

y
intellectus archetypus and finality of nature. 'Thq difference is that

Kant merely points an ideal or divine Intellect; Hegel attempts to

actualize it philosophically. o
L , . .

But in the postulated harmony of nature (or necessity)
and frpede purpose-—in the final purpose of the world con-
celved as realized, Kant has put before us the Idea, .~ *
comprehensive even in i¥s, content. Yet what may be called
the laziness of thought, when dealing with the supreme f“y‘
Idea, finds a too easy mode of evasion in the ought to |
be': instead of the actual realization of gk fimate .~ 7.
end, it elings hard to the disjunction of th¥ nofion’ 8
from reality. Yet 1f thought will not think the ideal
realized, the senses and the intuition can at.any rate
see it in the present reality of living organisms and of
the beautiful in Art. And. consequentlyXant's remarks on
these objects were well adapted to lead the mind on to
grasp and think the concrete Idea. (EL, p. 88)

We thus conceive a different relation between the universal of under—
standing and the particular of perception, than that of the first twe

Critiques.

f
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Unfortunately, according to‘Hegel, Kant does not go far enough in

L

‘understanding that this new relation ié‘genuine;and the truth. "Instead

of that, the unity (of universal with particular) is accepted only as it
exists in finite phenomena, and is adduced only as a fact of experience."
(EL p. 89) ' “;' ‘ ™ .
While Kant formulates the notion of an End or final cause, he does
not allow the idea of externa; teleology, but maintains that the End is
immanent. Coneeeuently,,zhe previous relatioes between ooposed ‘
elemente, sucﬁ as subjectivity and objectiﬁity, are radically chaaged
by this unifying. But still, even with this unification, the End is
explaieed;as a subjective cause: "i.,e. as our idea only: and teleology
is accordingly explained to be onl§ya prihciple oﬁacriticiem, purely
personal to‘our understaeding.” (EL, ppl:89;90) Hegel maintains that

with this notion of inner- adaptation, it would have been possible, even

within the restrictions imposed by phenqﬁenal knowledge only, to

oy
bel

conceive of "an aniﬁated natire betweeﬁitho equally subjective modes
ef thought.” (EL, .p. 90) >That 15 even if-Kant's objective }alidity

must collapse into a subjectivity, there could have been a more complex

_subJective inter~relation. Hegel claims that in the case of natural

productions, there is no obligation to confine knowledge to the .formal
categories of the egderstanding such as quality, cause and-effect.
The formal principle now being inner adaptation or design could have

led to a higher method of obeerving nature, one that approaches the

‘Hegelian vieﬁpoiﬁt. "The universaiity moulded by Reason, and

described as ‘the absolute and final end or the Good,'would be
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realized in the world, and realized moreover by means of a third

thing, the power which proposes this End as well as realizes it--that.

is, God." (EL, p. 90) The Good is my thought, but there is a demand

that it be realized universally in the world, but subjéctive reason is
unable to aqcamplish this. We need & third party,-God, to help.

\-

-Now, as Kant stated at the beginning' of the thirﬁ Critique, o

theoretical reason has no direct relatfbujto the Good, yet Reason alsc

desires some sort of interrelation. So in the Critidue of'Judgeﬁaﬁf

Kant elaborates a notion of finality, final cause, and this is %épo the .

Good. But in practicallreason we saw how the Good is our Good; in . \\J/

establishing a need to giﬁe a law to ourselves, Kant's project was

- doomed from the start to collapse into subjectivity. "This being

-

so, the uﬁity in question gées no further- than make the stgte of the
world and the course of itareventsharmonize with our morél standardslﬁ
(EL, p. 90) One way or anther, the result is always a subjeétiué.
formalism, as 1ong.as Kant insists on raintaining mutually exclusive
elements, then attempting touunify them. Even the princiéle‘of a
finality, which in ﬁis,formuIation seemed‘the ideal mediator, turns
out to be hopelessly sélf—contradictory,“and also, as Hegel adds,
as vaguely abstract as was Duty. (EL, pp. 90%91)_ Kant's sole
recourse 1s to posit a power which is at once gooa’in itself, and a
power -over nature-God; but this of course robs the unity of its *
concreteness. And a further problem.consists in the difficulty of
proving God's existe&Ze; thus everything ultimately reétsaﬁ faith.

Hence Hegel concludes.that Kant's préblem stems from his insistence

on dualism, while containing two terms tﬁich are unsatisfactory and

.
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are perceived to need interrelating; but it is not possible to effect

this unity while remaining true to the belilef in dualism. "In every ' Ny
dualietic system, and especially in that of kant, the fundamental -
defect maﬁEs itself visible in the inconsistency of unifying at one
moment what a moment before had been explained to be independen;\;nd
therefore incapable of cnification." (EL, p. 91) Jet the legacy of
Kant is not completely without 1mport; 1t is more than an exercise in
critique. Kant revived the independence of Reason as self-subsistent,
and‘ene absolute inwardness of thought, and this principle is taken as
a foregone conclusion of the time nehceforth. In addtion, the CJ
constitutes the starcing point for the true comﬁrehension of the beauty
of art, "yet only by overcoming Kant's deficiencies could this.compre—
hension assert itself as the higher grasp of the true unity of necessity

1
and freedom, particular and universal, sense and reason.” ?

This

testifies to the implicit relation of art and philosophy for Hegel, and W,
how this relation is articulated in the dinlectic. For Kant synthesisnt

1s categorial synthesis; from a Hegelian point of view, this is not

sufficient for the higher level synthesis his philesophy requires, where
concepts-are derived dialectically and objectively, not subjectively.

The artistic sense of a philqoophic mind deEands totalify and reconcilia-
tion, as against the "abstracc endlessness of ratiocination, that duty

for duty's sake, that formless intellectualism, which apprehends nature

and actuallty, sense and feeling, as just a barrier, just contradicting

it and hostile. n20

In this respect, it is Schiller who according to Hegel "must be

given great credit for breaking'thrDUgh the Kantian subjectivity and
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abétraction of thinking‘and for venturing on an attempt té get beyond
thia by in;éilecfually grasping the unity and‘reconciligtion as fhe
truth and.by actualizing them in artfstig:gpoduction.Zl It is
significant that in referenEeA;o Schiller's work Hegel employs

terminology generally associated with his dialectic; in fact, in a

. letter to Schelling, he -remarks that he has just read some early

installments of the Letters and coqsidersrthem a masterpiége.zz Hegel
sees Schiller‘s‘methodélogy.as'ﬁtgto—diélecticél: he starts from art
and inteérates it with philosoéﬁical principles{ only to succeed with
the aid of ;hese principles in penetraging to the deeper nature‘and
concept of the beauﬁiful. ‘

If Hegel glimpsed some anticipatioﬁ of the Idea in the gg; it i;'
manifested even more clearly in the Letters. Hegel takes the ghief
point of the latter to be Schillerian human:condftionzy:every
individual bears within himséif'the-capacity £di’gaeél man@ood,
that is, man in the Idea. Reason demands unity, nature multiplicity;
In the conflict of these opposed elements, "Qesthetic education is
precisely to qctualize_the demand for their mediation and reconcilia-

w23

tion This achievement is due to the developmen;‘of inclination,

sensuousness, impulse;’and heart such that they beéomé:rational in

themselves. In this way reason, freedom, and aﬁiiituality "emerge from

1 . .

their abstraction and, united with the natural element, now rationalized,

24

Aacquire flesh and'blood in ie." Hence the contribution of Spﬁiller's

work 1s to attempt to actualize the Idea, to conceive of a higher level
. e 3
unity in reconciliation: "This unity of universal and particular,
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freedom and necessity, spirit and nature...has 'now, as the Idea
itself, been made the p;inciple of knowledge andgenistence."zs

Hence Hegel sees in both,the €J and Schiller's Letterslthe
foundation upon which to bnild'(although he is:much more critical
e?stematically of Kant)._lThere are thus early anticipations of a L
notion of dialectic which was to be further nurtured an&*developednfﬁ
At the same time, from a later standpoint, Hegel'readslthe\historﬁ of
philosophy as parious attempts to articulate the true essence of
philosophy, the Idea in developnenti That Hegel reads the history of
philosophy as the anticipations of his own system is not. unusual
considering that the history'of philosophy consists of the unfolding

Lo

of the Absolute historiecally.
~y .
Before moving to a discussion of Hegel s dialectic in particular
. 1 would like to conclude this- section by recalling and developing
another theme of this study’mentioned earlier. That is, if as_l
maintain Hegel derived consioerable'inspiration for his notion of
dialectic from his reading of texts on aesthetics what then 1s the
relation between aesthetics and dialectic, or more orecisely,.
aesthetics and philosophv° it is already clear that aesthetics is
very important in philosophy, or at least in the actualization of the
:Absolute which is the essence of philosophy, it is one of the realms--;
of Absolute Spirit But dn early writing, entitled the "Earliest
System—Programme‘of German ‘Idealism" (Berne, 1797) 26 vields added
. insight:f Althoughfan_early statement, and arguahly one that was

-




e

L ‘ 118
7~ Fo

‘lefer much amended, there are some points.which could serve to illuminate

later statéments about aesthetics and in particular the role of the
aesthetic in dialectic. Accordingly, it will be helpful to qgote one

section at some length: Py e

Last of all the Idea that unites all the rest, the
Idea of beautz taking the word in its higher Platonic
sense. I am now convinced that the highest act of‘ﬂeason,
‘the one through which it encompasses all Ideas, is an
aesthetic act, and that truth and goodness only become e
sisters in beauty-- the philosopher must possess just ag ;.
much aesthetic power as the poet...The philosophy of the
spirit is an aesthetic philosophy. One cannot be creative
in any way,, K even about history one cannot argue creatively--
without aesthetic sense...Poetry gains thereby a higher
dignity, she becomes at the end once more, what she was in
the .beginning--the teacher of mankind. 2’

Lo
) ]

This 1is not the oniy place'where Hegel describes philosophy in analogy b

with the Aesthetic. In the Differenzschrift he discusses the rise of
philosophical reason from mere contingenop to universality in the
following way: '"'The true peculiarity of philosophy lies in the
interesting individuality which is the organic shape that Reason has
built for itself outxof the materials of a particular age...Every

phiIOSOphy 1s complete in itself, and 1like a%baothentic work of art,

‘

lcarriesffhe totality wiﬁhin itself.28 Here the&ieference is to the

process;of emergence. Philosophical reqeon emerges infphe interplay
between knower and known (and'here we can clearlyﬁsee the 4Ynfluence of
the CJ and the Letters) and the concept Jis the grasp of this emergepce,
which 1s the process of intelligibility Theicreationtof ;n are work is

also a process of emergence, a universal made intelligible moving from

particular raw materials to a finished totality and completeness. The
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- work of art, like the philoquhical concept, 1s dynamic form or

immaneﬁé“hniversal.zg In addition, in its concreteness, art reminds
\\ R .

Philosophy of its obligation to remain free of abstracted thought,
which is not true thinking; It was the aesthgciﬁwin Kant and Schiller
which ‘enabled them to move away from abstraction and toward th# actual
and the real, although they only managed to begin a process which it

was Hegel's task to complete,

There thus appears to be an implicit relation of aesthetics and “;»

philosophy, as suggested by the refefences above:as well as by the'

role which aesthetics has to play in the development of the
dialectic. This in turn bespeaks a relation between aesthetics and

e

ontology, aesthetic reflection and philosophical reflection, and how

these two can serve to mutually elucidate the natures of each while
L

perhaps providing insight into other related issues,‘euch ag the

problem of self-consciousness. However, the exploration of such a
connéction is a far too extensive undertaking in the context of the

present study, so I will conclude with this as a proposal for affutpre

.

line of inquiry.

| 3
Heéel's Dialectic o

In this section I will attempt to 1ay out a geneeal yet - concise
account of the Hegelian dialectic, This is no simple task; most -
commentators ‘agree that while one may have an intuitive. understanding

of what Hegel means by dialectic, 1t is somewhat difficult to

articulace it clearly. 1t is’ seemingly an effort to hypostatize

13
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what in 1ts very essence refuses to be hypostatized.30 This endeavour

T
ERCY

receives no assistance from'Hegel, whose direct references to.the
dialectic are far from numerous{H:The best way to get & sense of
the nature of the dialectic, ie.eimply to read Hegel and to follow
the movement and progress of'the}dialectic throughont its various
epistemologicel and historical staéee;: The necessity of this sort_
of ;pproach precludes the approach which seeks to formalize the
dialectic in eyntactical logic. As Flay points out, this approach
fails to recognizeﬁthat the dialectic is a logic of discovery, not of-
preof.31 N

It is not the purpose of thie studj:to thoroughly discuss Hegel's
dielectic-in all its manifestations: but rathet to trace several”
anticipations of the dilalectic in Kant and Schiller. Hence, for my
purposes, a general account of the dialectic will suffice and examples
of the dialectic in action will be restricted to the formulation of
Being/Nothing/Becoming ‘which constitutes the beginning of ‘the _ggig.
Nor will I’ attempt an interpretation of the dialectic within a
framework of problems such as concepts/ptopositions, triplicity[x-
triedic) or the question of 111et1'1odcilogy.32 Again; the concern.of thie
L thesis 1s not explicitly the Hegelian dialectic, but.rather its"
'origins in the aesthetics of Kant and Schiller.- i B

If it ‘does not go too much against the Hegelian'grain te attempt ..

‘to discuss the dialectic in terms of several key features (though not

.claiming to break the dialectic down intc elements as such),'l_propose

r
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to examine it within a framework of'severalzelements which are
particularly relevant for the aesthetic sources of the dialectic:
mediation, embeddedness, negation, and activity of thought. These

elements are all united by an independence of Reason and freedom,

anticipated in Kant and Schiller and which in Hegel could be said
to be represented.by the notion of Becoming. .

In a letfef to_Duboc, Hegel suggests that the idea of Becoming
can Pe developed out of insights iﬁ the third Critique. I feel that

it is helpful to duote part of this letter at some length:

Was in seiner Kritik der Urteillskraft von dem
Gedanken eines anschauenden Verstandes, des Selbstzwecks,
der zugleich auf eine natlirliche Weise-—in den
organischen Dingen--existiert, (gesagt ist,) kann sehr
gut als Einleitung fllr die weitern Ansichten dienen.
Der dortige Stapdpunkt, daB dergleichen Ideen nur als
eine subjektive'Maxime der Betrachtung genommen werden,
muB freilich abgezogen werden.—-Ich knlipfe hieran
sogleich an, was Sie in Ihrem Briefe anfllhren, daB.
ich die Idee als Werden, als Einheit des Seins und
Nichts bestimme,

Becoming is the movement of thought: something that is not, but
just was, and is soon to be. In Heideggerian terms, a still-not-
established pfesence. And_this is the Dialectic: "...We call
‘dialectic the higher movement of reason in whi;h such seemingly
p;terly separate terms pass over into each othér spontanecusly,
“Ehrough that which they are, a movemen;lin'which the presupposition
sublates :!.tself."34 As'm;vement, play, mediator,-it evokes the free

play and the play impulse of Kant and Schiller. But in Kant the

-
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aesphetic, or the movément, never gets beyond a vacillaéion betweén
two elements.";g does not synthesize them, but merely acts as a .'
go-between in a 6ﬁé-dimensional, and for Hegel, empty and duali;tic

t

union.' Schiller at least recognizes the principle of reconciliation,

. For Hegel, the type of reasoning

" but fails to develop it adequatel
which clings to "false pres&%positi ns of the absolute separateness"
of‘ﬁeing and noﬁ-being, is not dialedtic, but soghistry--in other
words, the Kantian "synthgsis" wh can never be a true synthesié

in a Hegellan sense because of the refusal to posit the id;ﬂfity of

cognitioq and reality. Kant's unity 1s a categorial, not actualized
éyhthesis, and hence subjective. This dualistic inclination is

'represented“in Hggel by th% level of understanding, where-concepts
are separated an; held iﬁ opposition. It takes itself to be
negation, but it is only an impoﬁént gontradiétiqn, and must be
surpassed by feason, which embo@ies true negakion and the thought of
the whole.

Like.Kant, Hegel realizes that reason is finite, but in a much
different sense. Whereas for Kant the finitudelof human reason means
that we cannot think the whole, the thing-in-itself, for Hegel it
means that comﬁlete cognition is not attained in one step. Para-

doxically, however, it is immédiate. That 1s to say, on the one

hand reason must progress through different stages_of actualization.’

The Phenomenology,of Spirit is the story of the quest for absolute
certainty. Each level imagines itself to be certainty, but its -®

deficiency 1s exposed, thus negating it, and it 1s seen that this
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~ particular stage of reason was'partial only, and wrong in taking

itself for the whole. "But by Dialectic is meant the in=dwelling

‘tendency outwards by which the one~-sidedness and limitations of the

predicate of understanding is seen in its true light, and shown to be

the negative of them.” (g&,Ap..116) But it is not that we are wrong

to strive far completion in thought; merely tﬁat at thils stage we were
premature In announcing the'ﬁictory of certainty aﬁd the absolute
standpoint. The movement of the dialectic proceeds thus from the

ﬁore abstract to the less abstract. An& this.is where the paradox

is present. For while reason must move through various stages, the

" absolute standpoint is always implicitly present from the beginniné.

The end is in the origin. As Flay points out, the Phenomenology

must demonstrate to natural-consciousness that the absolute standpoint
is élready within the structure of natural consciousness,'albeit
undetermined, whi}e at the same time it must be shown how the 'natural
self-certainty of natural consciousness is present in the absolute
standpoint of philosophy.35 fﬁe prior stage cons;itu£es the foundation
fo; Fhe next stage; reason i1s thus historical. But at the same
time ;11 levels and realizations of reason are immediately present.

In the demonstration of certainty, other positions must be
worked through. Hence 1t is natural for Hegel to work through the
origins of the dialectic as he perceived them in Kant and Schiller.
In working through a stage, the stage 1s automatically transcended;
that‘is? it is negated. This harks back to Hegel's point about the

Kantian thing-in-itself as already posited in its limiting. ‘Thus,
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negation lies at the heart of thought, and as we have seen, thought i1s
inherently dialectical: "To see that thought in its very nature is

dialectical, and that, as understanding, it must fall into contradiction—-—

the neéative of itself--will form one of the main léssons of logic."

-
(EL, p. 15) Thouéht is continually restless and dissatisfied.
Kant's ;ctivity of tho;ght 1ls transformed into a perpetually unful-~
filled quest; instead of being resigned to its limitgtibns, it is now
‘intagonistic" and not willing to accept conditioné and limits., It
turps away from what is the known, the sénsible, tegard'the unknown,'
nonsensible:"...Thinking is always the ﬁegation of what.we have im-
mediatéiy before us." (EL, p. 17)

. In the last chapter it was seen how Kant's use of the via

negativa to characterize the supersensible was dismissed by Hegel as

]

furnisﬁing an“‘empty concept only. Hegel's coﬁ;;pt is concrete, a
totality, and it is not by abstracting from something that-we think

it, but by negating what it is not, then positively thinking the unity.
The scholastic negative metﬁodology is given a new twist; in the
immediate relation of cognition to reality (and not their distinctioﬁ,
_as Kant held) contradiction in thinking-is determinate negation.
Reflection thinks through the apparent dualism. In a sense, this
retains Kant's notion of knowing something because of what it is not;
the difference is that Kant means consclousness of it, Hegel means
knowing it in its_éruth. In a somewhat Husserlian formulation,

Hegel states that negation is implicit in thought because in thinking

" something, we must negate: immediate sense-data, or what we are not
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thinking ebout, or' the prior level of certainty. Thne, if Hegel.
were to answer Derrida today he would maintain that we must negate
in order to think; tor there to be presence, there must be absence,
and if this 1s repression, then it is indeed a broad notion of
repression. '«

At this point it will be beneficial to discuss briefly the
relation of Being/Nothing/Becoming to illustrate this negation in

Being qua Being is the notion implicit only; it 1s pure thought

logical form.

and pure immediacy, and as such empty thinking since nothing i1s
‘intuited_or thought in it. And it‘is thus that-Nothing is disclosed

implicitly in Being: "Being, the indeterminate immediate, is in

fact nothing; and neither more nor 1ess than nothing."36 Thus Nothing

is complete emptiness, absence of all determination ‘and content,’
undifferentiated in itself: ''Nothing is, therefore, the same L
determination, or rather absence of determination, and thus altogether
the same as, pure Qgigg,"37 To say what Being is is to also say what
it is not. Hegel indicates that this formulationlis derived from
Kant: "In fact this definition is implied in eaying that the
thing-in—itselt.is the indeterminate, utterly without form and S0
without content." (EL, p. 127) For Kant, negation means indetermina—
tion, and for Hegel it is a determinate negation; yet indetermination
for Kant neane simply that we cannot know the form or content, not

LY

- that it has no form or content.. For Hegel, ouT not knowing 1t is

R
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the same-as‘sayiné it has no form or content.
So these two bééi:ﬁings are boeh empty abstractions. Their real
-
truth is in thelr unity, which ;s Becoming. While distinct, Being
and Nothing are the same-;the; pass over into one another--and each
'immediately vanishes into’its opposite. 'Thelr truth is, therefofe,

this movement of the immediate vanishing of the one in the other:

becoming, a2 movément in which both are distinguished, but by a

el

- difference which has equally iﬁmediately resolved itself."38 There *
( are several significant factors to be noted here. One is tﬁh
o . 1mportance of the notion of uni&y, one found in Kant in both the

unlty of reason in generél, and the unit§ of the Critiques which the
CJ provides; it is also found in Schiller on the level of tge.
individual's attempt to unilfy his warring aspects, as weil as a ‘_///}//~‘
- working harmony between individual and State. Secondly, ther? is a
.féctor of mediation. Becominé mediates between Being and Nothing, just
as the judgément of taste in Kant and the aeséhetic impulse in Schillék\
are principles of mediation. The nature of the mediator is the same:
it participateé in both without belonging exclusively to either, and
it is enuciated  in movement. Thg primacy of movement in the
" dialectic is what I take td.be the key factor, as gheAkarementioﬁed
aspects fall under it as well as the additional charaéterisﬁics of
freedom and independence. Movement is the notion that unites them
ali. Movement embodies the character of dialectic as never static,
at once positive and negative, Similar to a phenomenﬁlogical netion,

the "here" is never strictly here, but gone by the time we have



S : ' | ~ 127

a;ticulatéd it. By the time we turn to "a thinking," it is past,

b

hence it.haé négated itself. . ) *
Burbidge refers to this %ﬁ terms'gf a distinction between

. ;ranéitiaﬁ aﬁdﬁreflection.' Werden is_ldentified because subsequent

thohght has noticed its having passed over from one term to its

contrary—-but it is'not noticed iﬁ the immediacy of this passing.
"That transition is reéo;nized later involves.refleggioh.on the prbcess,'
;using.operations which can only beé explicated in the ;ogic of essence,
not .of being. Thus reflectioﬁ must synthesize the étarting point énd
Fhe result, and in so doing cancels transition."Bht since that which
differenﬁiatgs the starting point from tﬁg result is contrary to their

unity in the synthesis, each term as distinct is also considered

negatively. Thus reflection employs a positive synthesis to examine

a
-

what is shown to it, which is .not what is immedig;ely present, but

the negation of that. Refleétion takes a negative approach to its
content by considering the transitions'di{ferentiybﬁhan_they pregent
themselves. In other'words,_"Tﬁis doub}é'charapt;r of reflection as -
both explicitly negativg-and {mplicitly positive contrasts with ; ’
trans%tion which, as immediate, ié explicitlf positive but, as;

passing over to something else, is'implicitly negative."391 in this. T
respect, reflection reélizes that its‘own'gperatipn is inherent

neither in the immediate transition or iﬁrghe’presupposed relatioh. In

r

other words, "as external ‘to that upon which it reflécts it is not y
w40 Cot K ‘ ) .
inherently determined by it. .

This has 1lmportant éonsequences for- Hegelian phiiosophy. On the

one hand, there is the possibility of self-consclousness, the ability
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to step back and evaluate éhe process of thinking, which Kant was
) S . : ¥
unable to posit, due to the inescapable circularity:of his system. On

the other hand, Hegel speaks of philosophy as the circle within the

circie; yet he retains immediaé;, embed@édngss, self-reference and
self—consciousgeés in_the dialectic. Hé is thus able to pbsit au

unity of objective.and subjective, and not in éumerely sﬁpe¥£iéial

sense, as he saw the Kantian principle of mediation. R;ther, it is

a fundamental sense of unity, with e;ements‘ghat are both positive LN
and negative, continually in éransition--no'sooner ié one level ‘ 7 - }/Z
achieveﬁpthanl%ts deficiency iéﬁ%evealed.and'tﬁ;t level is cancelled: ' -
as thoug;t moves on'td ; higher level. 1In canceliling ailevel‘the
”pyévious elements are not‘aqpihilated but are retainéd in a higher
.synthésis: a sublation, or A;fhebung. And at the samd time, Heéel ‘
%és'the seIf?consciqysness of Rea;;:j\!he realizﬁtion at the highest

level that it is Absolute Knowing, without the positing of a dualism

between this reflection and the immediate thinking. In a sense Kant

both realized the embeddedness of reason, 'yet did not. He denied the
possibility of stepping back, of frue.self-conscious;ess of the thinking
self as thinking self, of the examination of réason apart from its '
employment. Bu; while Kaﬂt dild realize how reason is embeddedness, he
did not see how it is an embeddedness which is not one-dimensional, not
the serpent biting ité own tail, but rather a rich immanence which is
still distinct, identity in difference: "This is that action of thpught,
thch will hereafter be specially considered under the name of Dialectic,

:

and regarding which we need only at the outset observe that, instead
. o 4 ' . L
of belng brought' to bear upon the categories from without, it is immanent
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in their own ection." (EL, p. 66). This harks back to alprVious y
mentioned point: Hegel derives the content fof?his categories from
within, not without, and this grounds the immanence of content, the
identity of sukéective and objective in the true eynthesis tnat Kant
was unable to achieve. . :

Consistent 'with the principle of théidialectic, Hegel's tnoughta,‘
is determined dialectically not .only by the positive appropriation of
certain notions, but in the negation of them as well Hence he in-
corporates the freedom of thought which in the CJ was the'freedom of
the judgement of taste, mediating between theoretical and practical,
retaining iteiéndeﬁendence in the "as if" formulation, yet not deter-
mininé. Hegeljﬁon the other hand‘ does not feel that freedom and’movement
need be restricted to a heuristic principle or a hypothesis, but can be
concrete determination' the transforming of the, in-itself into the for-
itself. Yet the notion of :ﬁé "as if" is retained in the fleeting
character of thought, as always sutoassing, neither accidental nor -
arbitrary in its movement. The independence of thought progresses from
Kant's -self-giving law te Schiller's wider application in the obJective
_world, to culminate in Hegel's absclute self—consciousness of Reason
-in its unliniﬁed capacitdies and applications. "The real nature of the .
objeéﬂ?&s brought to light in reflection' but 1t is no less true that |
this exertion of thought is my act. If this be so, the real nature is
a Eroduot of my mind, in its character of thinking subject—-generated
by me in my simole universality, self—colleoted and removed from
extraneous influences——in-one wvord, in my Freedom."'kgk, p. 35},

The -activity of thought in Kant becomes, through a mediation in‘Schiller's

cultural notion of freedom, the Freedom of the Subject; not free because



Cras i

L.om

i3

it cannot-determine, as in Kant, but ‘a Freedom in determining, AB

previously stated,

the freer it is.

’

So while on the one

the more detefmined a concept_in,Hegelian‘philoeophy.

. i .
]

hand Hegel acknowledged that Kant introduced

the principle of the independence of - Reason, Kant posited it in a formal

-

sense only. For, |accord

of

is

88

or

Reason means that we

the object, knowledge

-

our categories, which
in Hegel what craates
implicitly other than

natural being to turn

If Hegel interprets

Ld

b

ing to Hegel Kant holds "that what we think is ‘
‘false, because it is we who think it" (EL, p. 94), and that we cannot

* know what Hegel terms the ' otherrworld”. For Hegel, true independence.

can’ attain truth, and that entails the truth’

‘of the "other world." 1In addition the finitudé

for Kant conetituted a barrier to knowledge,
the possibility for knowledge. '...The finite,
what it is, is forced beyond- its.own immediate
suddenly into its opposite.” (EL, p. 118. )

the history of philoeophy as the etory of the’

progress of the dialectic, then it follows that not only is the dig-

cussion of the relation of Kant Schiller, and Hegel an'examination of

the unfolding of the notion of dialectic, but the discussion itself is

- dialectical. This bring

s us back to the initial point of this section:
: i -

the Inherent difficulty in discdesing the dialectic is that the dialectic

ig inherent. That is, a

s Hegel says, "everything that surrounds us

may be viewed as an instance of Dialectie" (EL, p. -118). As euch,

-every formulation is the dialectic instentiated'end_especially a

. fermulation of the dialectic itself. The aesthetic enables freedom

.

and constitutes a high level of determination-in Absolute Spirit.

As freedom in determination is what characterizes both the dialectic and

J
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the aesthetic, the synthesis is the identity of dialectic and aesthetic:

The dialectic is aesthetic, and the aesthetic is dialectical. As such,

> ‘

the eesﬁhetic implisitly and fundamentally grounds the dialectic, and
this relation car be said to posit an essential pr."imacy of the”_aeevt:'het.ic

in Hegelian philosophy. ) ) . ' f . N

o .
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Introduction .

1 The view that Hegel s dialectic, was at least in part influenced

Janicaud, Gadamer; Planty-Bonjour. Advocates: ‘of the influence of
German idealism ‘prior to Hegel iHCI%SE Pippin, Weil, and Harris.

2 In Chapter 4 I discuss the ambiguous relationship between the
acknowledgement by Hegel of an influence upon his thought in its
development, and on the other hand, the fact that he may be merely
N reading what he wants into the earlier philosophy from his later, -,
4 ' established, standpoint. . e ' o

-

2

3 G.W.F. Hegel, Briefe, vol. 3 "(Hamburg: Felix Mefneg Verlag,
1961),, Hegel an Cousin, Berlin, 3 March 1828, p.. 223. This ig, granted,
a later letter, but not invalid for that reason; there 1s ‘plenty of
evidence to suggest that Hegel had held this view for most of his mature
period,. if not from the beginning of his career. .

_— 4 See for example, Andries Sarlemijn, Hegel's Dialectic (Dordrecht:

- D. Reidel Publishing- Company, 1975); Jacques Rivelaygue, ''La dialectique’
de Kant a Hegel," Les Etudes Philosophiques, no. 3, 1978, pp. 315-32;
Ronald H. McKinney, "The Origins of Modern Dialectics,' -Journal.of the
Hiscory of Ideas, no. 2, Vol. XLIV, 1983, pp. 179-90.

" 3 gee Schiller's letter to KSrner, Jena, 3 March 1791: '"Bei
. v meiner wenigen Bekadntschaft mit philosophischen Systemen wirde mir die :
' "Kritik der Vernunft" und selbst einige Reinhold-Schriften filir jetzt '
noch zu schwer sein und zu viel:Zeit wegnehmen. Weil ich aber Tber
) Asthetik schon selbst viel gedacht habe und empirisch-noch mehr darin
bewandert bin, so komme ich.in der "Kritik der Urteilskraft" weit
leichter fort und lerne gelegentlich viel Kantische Vorstellungen
kennen, weil er sich in diesem Werke darauf bezieht und viele Ideen
aus der "Kritik der Vernunft" in der "Kritik der Urtedlskraft”
anwendet." Friedrich Schiller, Briefe (Munchen. .Carl Hanser Verlag,. _
1955), p. 256. ) : A

) For example, Harris, Janicaud and Taminiaux, to name a few,
@iscuss this issue. :

by Greek philosophy is held by authors such as Findlay, Taminiaux, . a0

Tew . L
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7 Kant had-wfiﬁten\fp earlier work entitled, Observations on the
Feeling of the Beautiful and Sublime (1763), where he renounces .the
possibility of a critique of taste in view of the fact that aesthetic

,.=Jjudgements are empirical, and not rational or capable of being judged
according to rational precepts.

-~ e o

8 For example, Dietér Henrich, who claims that the AEM is of little "’
significance in a discussion of the relation of Kant ‘and Schiller. See
Henrich, "Beauty and Freedom: Schiller's Struggle with Kant's
Aesthetics," transg. David R. Lachterman, Essays in Kant's Aesthetics,
ed. T. Cohen and P. Guyer, (Chicago and London: Haiversity of Chicago
Press, 1982), PP- 237 57. ' .

%

£y

9 gee below, Chapter 3. ' L0

n



) NOTES
Chapter I

'

L Ernst Cassirer, Kant’s Life and Thought, trans. James Haden
(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1981), p. 274.

2.Immanue1 Kant, Prolegomena to aﬁy‘Future Metaphysics; ed. Lewis
White Beck (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Educational Publishing, 1950),
p. l16. . ” .

I prefer to term this an interilority of thought, as inwardness
of thought gives the impression of an inward directedness. It is not
so much an’ inward directedness, as subjective foundation,‘heﬁbe it

is interiority as opposed to the terlority of both rationalism and
empiricism.

4 Charles Taylor, egel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1975),'p 528. o -

»

> Cassirer, KaWt's Life and Thought, p. 48.

6 Joseph Margolis (ed.), Philosophy looks at the arts (New York:
Scribner, 1962), pp. 5-6.

L]

7 Letter to K.L. Reinhold, 31 December 1787 in Kant: Philosophical
Correspondence 1759-99, ed. and trans. Arnulf Zweig (Chicago: University
.0f Chicago Press, 1967), pp. 127-28.

8 Katharine E. Gilbert and Helmut Kuhn, A History of Aesthetics
(New York: Macmillan Company, 1939), p. 330.

9 This view issues from Kant's use of analogy to posit the faculty
of judgement as a middle term in the Introduction to CJ (p. 15).
According to Kant's Logic, "Analogy concludes from partial similarity
of two things to total similarity according to the principle of
specification: Things of oné genus which we know to agree in much, also
agree in the remainder as we know it in some of the genus but do not
perceive it in others.” General Doctrine of Elements, § 84, pp. 136-37.
Hence it is possible to claim that because~judgement is derived from
analogy with Kant's architectonic, -his concerns are primarily systematic.
Yet the fact remains that this judgement was then characterized as

s
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- aesthetic judgement, so whether the concern was initially systematic or
. \aesthetic, the aesthetic came to play a significant part. Taminiaux
. likewise refers to this problem of determining the motive: "Enfin les
| . analyses de la Critique du Jugement trahissent une tension permanente
entre l'attachement au cadre systematique et la fid&lité phenoménologi-
que au mode d'8tre du Beau et 2 l attitude qui y accede." Jacques
Taminiaux, La Nostalgie de la Gréce a 1'aube de 1'idé€alisme allemand
(La Haye: Martinus Nijhoff, 1967), p. 37.

10 Cassirer, Kant's Life and Thought, pp. 272-73.

%! "—'

. P .
11 In a letter to Garve, Kant stated, "For I believe I can demon-

strate formally that not a single truly metaphysical propositich, torn
out of the whole system, can be proved except by showing its relation
to the sources of all our pure rational knowledge and, therefore, that |
it would.have to be derived from the concept of the possiblT system of

such cognitions." Letter to Christian Garve, 7 August 1783|in Kant:
- Philosophical Correspondence 1759-99, p. 103.

12.1 hesltate to go as far as Cassirer does in appraising the ?

contribution of the CJ. He sees it as so crucial that it is not |
exaggerating to say that "...It [the CJ], more than any other work of ‘
Kant's, launched a whole new movement of thought, which determined the !
direction of the entire post-Kantian philosophy." Cassirer, p. 273.
‘This is a strong claim, especially in view of the importance of the CPR,
not to mention the well-known doctrine of the primacy of practical reason.j
However, to challenge and perhaps soften his claim is not to deny that f
the CJ constituted a considerable contribution and influence upon sub—
sequent philosophical developments.

N “ & . )



NOTES

Chapter 2

4

1-Immanuel Kant, Logic, trans. Robert S. Hartman & Wblfgang
Schwarz (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1974), 517, p. 106,

2 1pid., § 23, p. 110.

Ibid.,lintroduction, p. 96,

Ibid., introduction, p. Ad.

3 Immanuel Kant, Kritik der Urtheilskraft, Akademie-Textausgabe
(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter & Co., 1968), IV., p. 179.

G_Kant, Logic, 582, p. 136.

7 Ernst Cassirer, Kant's I:dfe and Thought, trans. James Haden
(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1981), p. 350.

8 This notion was already briefly discussed in the Critique of
Pure Reason. See the Paralogisms of Pure Reason {B), B 425.

9 Kdrner compares this prineciple to the justifications of induc-
tion, where nature eilther does or does not conform -to discoverable
inductive generalizations. If it does not, our empirical conclusions
are in vain; if it does, there will be progress. Because of the great
contingency involved, we can only hope to find nature conforming to our
theories in order to advance. S. Kdrner, Kant (Harmondsworth: Penguin
Books, 1955), p. 179. -

10 For Kant; even the "objective" quality of knowledge is subjective;
it is objective only insofar as it furnishes knowledge of objects of
sense. The completely objective aspect of the object—the thing-in-
itself--1s never known. .

PR

11 It will be clear presently how Kant 'is justified in applying
these logical forms. ’
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12 When Kant speaks of a pure judgement, pure does not have
exactly the same semse it has in the CPR where it means a priori,
characterized by necessity and universality and containing no element
~of sensation. A judgement of taste is not a prilori according to any
of these factors: it is not independent of experlence (yet does not
rely on sensation only), is not a necessary condition of experience,
and is not universal in the strict sense of the first Critique.

Rather, the pure judgement of taste will bear a significant resemblance
to an a priori, an "as 1f" principle serving as a mode for reflection.

13 In the Meredith translation, Zweckmassigkeit is translated as
finality; but I will use "purposiveness" at times (as this is the most
common term for this notion), though retaining the significance of
_finalicy, which is linked to the discussion of finality of nature in '
the preceding section on the faculty of judgement.

14 G. W. F. Hegel, Aesthetics, vol. 1, trans. T. M. Knox (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1975), p. 59. °
15

Peter J. McCormick, The Subjectivization of Aesthetics,
manuscript, 1978, p. 24,

. _ Ty
16 For example, Gadamer and Taminlaux. '

-

17 Jacques Taminiaux, La Nostalgie de la Gréce 3 1'aube de 1'iddalisme
allemand (La Haye: Martinus Nijhoff, 1967), p. 37.

18 Or, as Hilary Putnam says, Kant "questioned the correspondence
theory of truth." Bryan Magee (ed.) Men of Ideas (London: BBC, 1978),
p. 227, ? ’ '

19 Kant, GMM, p. 59. ;

- 20 Chapter 1.

21'Dilthey attempted to find a methodology appropriate for the

Ceisteswissenschaften, but Gadamer feels that since Dilthey falls back
into the ‘natural scilence methodology himself, his endeavour ultimately
fails. Hans- Georg Gadamer, Truth and -Method (New York: Continuum,

" 1975), pp. 8-9. v

22 For example, Marcuse in Eros and Civilization (Boston: Beacon

Press 1966) Weber in "Aesthetic Experience and Self-Reflection as
. Emancipatory Processes: Two complementary aspects of Critical Theory,"
in On Critical Theory, ed. John 0'Neill (New York: Continuum 1976).

-

)
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" 23

David Carr, Phenomenology and the Problem ‘of History (Evanaton-
Northwestern University Press, 1974), p. xix.
- 24

Li.do, p. 131.
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Chapter 3

1 Dieter Henrich, "Beauty and Freedom: Schiller's Struggle ¥ith .
'Kant's Aesthetics,” trans. David R. Lachterman, Essays 'in Kant' Aesthetics, .

ed. T. Cohen and R. Guyer (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press,
1982), pp. 243-44.

H

2 Ibid., p. 243.

Friedrich Schiller, Briefe (Munich: Carl Hanser Verlag), Jena,
1 March 1795, p. 329.

é Jacques Taminiaux, La Nostalgie de la Gréce 3 1'aube de 1'idealisme
allemand) (La Haye: Martinus Nijhoff, 1967), p. 90.

3 For example, Taminiaux, Miller, Janicaud.

6

Schiller, Briefe, Jema, 25 Janudry 1793, p. 276.

7 Henrich, p. 246.

For example, "Art, Philosophy and Concreteness in Hegel” by William
Desmond {(unpublished).

9 Taminiaux, pp. 94=95,

0 4, Eros and Civilization, Marcuse politicizes and rethinks Schiller's

analysis in terms of 20th century issues. He sees the aesthetic function
as demonstrative of the principles of a non-repressive goclety, and as the

foundation for a reworking of civilization. .Eros and Civilization (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1966).

Peter J. McCormick, The Subjectivization of Aesthetics, manuscript,
1978, p. 28. B ' ‘ '

12 In so doing, Schiller is vague concerning the relation between

aesthetic experience and Beauty. It ig only later that this connection
will be clarified. :

C 13 Schelling takes up this noticn as well.



NOTES

Chapter 4 ‘ . . . -

1 Neither does Hegel himself manage to completely evade this issue;
the question of the "we' in the Phenomenology remains problematic.

z Pheuomenology‘of Sglrit, p. 46.

3 Ibid., p. 48.

Deduction in this context does not mean to deduce the categories,
as this was already done in the metaphysical deduction. It refers to
their justification, in terms of their application.

In Truth and Method, Gadamer, who owes more of a debt to Hegel than
he would like to admit, also charges Kant with subjectivism, for many of
the same reasons. Truth and Method (New York: Continuum, 1975).

6 G. W. Fv,Hegel, Philosophy of Mind (Pt. 3 of the Encyclopedia),
trans. Wm. Wallace (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), p. 136.

-

" Ibid., p. 186.

Ibid., p. 187.

9 Jean Hyppolite, "La critique h&g@lienne de la réflexion kantienne,"
Kantstudien, 45 (1953-1954), p. 92. This article is interesting in that-
Hyppolite also elaborates a unity which is found within the transcendental
deduction itself,

10’ Findlay refers to Kant's treatment of the Thing-in-itself as

"abstract, indeterminate form of reflectedness-into-self." J. N. Findlay,
Hesel: A Re-—examination (New York: Oxford University Press, 195%&,
p. 202. . o

11 The Thing-in-itself and the noumenal are not equivalent however,_

for the purposes of this section I shall treat them as much the same.

12 For example, Bennet, Walsh, Wilkerson, and Strawson.
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3. “Pippin agrees with this rnterpretation. but points out a major
weakness: how does this account for the.motion of things-in-themselves
as ground for appearafices? In response I/ would question whether Kant
really intended such a Platonist view the things-in-themselves. See
Robert Pippin,,ﬂant 8 Theory of Form (New Haven and London:  Yale
University Press, 1982).

14 G. W. F. Hegel, Aesthetics (vol; i), trans. T. M. Knox (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1975), p. 56. '

[ .

Ibid. -
Y i, p. 57, - R
8

Hegel, Aesthetics, p. 57.

19 Hegel, Aesthetics, pp. 60-61.

20 1p14., p. 61.

21 1hid £

>

“22 G W. F. Hegel, Briefe, I (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1961),
16 April 1795, p. 25., Interestingly enough, in the latter Hegel confuses
the title with Lessing s Education of the Human Race."

23 Hegel, Aesthetics, p. 62.
,24 Ibid.
25 Ibid., pp. 62-63. | . o
- H L] B i J
Z6 H. S. Harris, Hegel™s ﬁevelopment (Oxford;' Clargndon Press, 1972),
Appendix III, pp. 510-12. For an analysis of this early work, see Harris,
PP. 249- 57 .
27 v

Ibid., p. 511. Harris wonders if this insight came not from Kapt .
and Schiller -but from H8lderlin. He concludes that it is possible, but
not certain; at any rate, although H8lderlin had the idea firset, Harris
believes his inspiration had to come from the CJ and AEM, and "anyone who
shared his aims and ideals, as Hegel did, could | have arrived at the idea
by the very same route. Harris, p. 253.
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28

G. W?P. Hegel, The Difference between thé F¥htean and Schellingian

Systems of Philosophy, trans. J. P, Surber (Atascadero: ‘Ridgeview Publishing -
Company, '1978), p. 88. , . : . ) . .

. ' B - 4
29 Hexe I am following William Desmond who, ingan unpublished paper
entitled "Art, Philosophy and Concreteness in Hegel discusses the relation
of art and philésoaﬁy as inherently self-referential. :

} 39 As Eric Weil says, "one cannot speak about the Hegelian dialectic;

- [that] ohe may follow it, or refuse to follow it, butr[that] one cannot
summarize it without denaturing it." Eric Weil, "The Hegelian dialectic,"
The Legacy of Hegel, ‘ed. Joseph O'Mallfyrqt. al. (The Hague: Martinus
Nijhoff, 1973), p. 50. o e

31 Joseph C. Flay, "Pragmatic Presuppositions and the Dialectis of

Hegel's Phenomenology," in'Method. and Speculation in Hegel's'Phenomenolggx,
Proceedings of the Hegel Society of America, 1978, ed. Merold Westphal, )

(New Jersey: Humanities Press; Sussex: Harvester Press, 1982), p- 18.

32 The question of method consists in whether Hegel uses a method to
. Benerate the categories dr whether because of the "compelling nature of
Reason" (as Stace puts it) it proceeds on its own. Stace and Findlay
maintain that there is a dialectical method, Maker says there is not, and
Flay claims that it is impossible to determine if there ig a method.

- 33 G. W. F. Hegel, Briefe, vol. 2 (Haﬁburg: Felix Meiner Verlag,
1961), Berlin 30 July 1822, p. 327. - L

(34 G. W. F. Hegel, Science of‘ Logic, trans. A. V.)lill’er. (London: "

George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1969), p. 105. MJ///“-UAi

35 Flay, p. 17.

4

36 Hegel,. Science of Logie, p. 82.

37 Ibid. ' Ci\

38 Ibid., p. 83. 7

39 John Burbidge, "Transition or Reflection," Revue internationale de
) Philosophie 36 (1982), no. 139-40, p. 116.

-

. 40 1bid., p. 117. : \\ '
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