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PREPARAT ORY NOTE

The present project which is coppleted so belatedly
Qas began when my eldest child started going t¢ school. But
despite honest intentions domestic chores and my‘indifférent
health did not permit . me persevere enough to make a signifi-
cant headway. Years rolled by glancing through Kant's Critigue

of Judgment, often a gense of guilt overcame me. I had almost

given up the hope that I should ever be able to do the work I

had undertaken. In the mean time, my second child arrived, .and
soon after we moved to sShimla for a year as my husband joined

the Indian Institute of -Advanced Study as a Fellow., There I met
mf former teacher at Visva Bharati, Proféssor Mergaret Chatterjee,
who was then the Director of the Institute. She instilled the

faith in me that I had lost,

Coming down to the University of North Bengal I checked the
matters with my Supervisor, Professor Sanat Kumar Sen. He was all
gentleness and courtesy in inspiring me to pick up the lost- |
threads. I feel immensely grateful to Professor Sen for not
only encouraging me all along, but also for the freedom he

granted me to think in my own way. I learnt a lot in this manner.



My father would have been happigr to see the dissertation
done, but he remained no. more to see it. My mother of codise is
lovingly alive and would indeed be very happy to see that her
naughty little daughter has at last done something of worth.

May I put on r;cord a note of personal nature? I cannot
ever adequately say what I have had from Pabitra Kumar RoOy. He

was once my teacher, and now the most loved person of my world,

my husband., I leave it unsaid.

My two sons, Qhandra Kirti and éatna Kirti have not
been able to make any sense of my preoébupation with the thesis,
and bore more or less patiently the distressing fact that writing
a philosophical work does not necessarily coqduce to the display

of a philosophical tenper.

Seﬁtember 1992 Ratnabali Bhattacharya (Roy)
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Raso vaili sah. Rasam hyevayam labdhanandi bhavati

Ko hyevanyat kah pranyat. Yadesa akasa anando
SN _ . © L . '

na_syat

Taittiriya Upanisad

Range na vidyate citram na bhumou na ca bhajzne

Lankavatara Sutra

t

Beauty in things exists in the mind which

contempl ates them.

o David Hume

The most beautiful thing than we can experience

is mystery.

Albert Einstein

Beauty is no phantasy, it bears the ever lasting
meaning of Reality.

Rabindranath Tagore



Synopsis of the thesis entitled : "Kant's Critique

of Taste with special reference to the concept of Disinterestedness

and its bearings on Recent Indian Thought',

Ry

The thesis is intended to concentrate on Part One of

the Critique of Judgment. This part of the Critigue has exerted

considerable influence upon writers as different in their philo-
sophical persuasions as Schiller and Hegel, Schopenhauer and
Nietzehe, Goethe and Coleridge. The development and extension

of Kant's theory of taste could be shown be part of the-o.n going
work of aesthetics, not only abroad, but in recent Indian thought
as well,

]

The thesis is divided into two parts g

Part I ¢ The Historical Background to Kant's Aesthetics.
The development of thé concept of aesthetic experience can be’
shown from Shaftesbury of Kant. shaftesbury, Hutcheson, Hune
and Kant all take for granted that a discussion of beauty,}the
sublime and taste are central to philosgophical discussion. From
their discussions there emerges a concept of aesthetic experience
which, in one form or another, dominates subsequent aesthétic
theory. It is worth while to reexamine -some cof the underlyiné
commitments which intorm the discussions of taste from Shaftesbury

to Kanﬁ. In his correspondence as well as in the Ctitique of
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Judgment Kant himself has referred to Hume, Shaftesbury and

Butcheson.,.

The Analysis of the Beautiful The question that Kant

poses in Part One of the Critigue of Judgment is : How are

judgments of the beautiful are possible? Beauty is the central
term in Kant's aesthetics, it is logically prior to all other
aesthetic terms, such as totality, harmony, clarity, perecision,
pe;fection, etc, Kant appears to maintain that the beautiful is
the necessary filter, or category thrcugh which any work of art,
or aspect of Nature, must pass in order to count as an object

of taste.

It follows from the centrality of the beautiful in Kant's
aesthetics that we should ask, how aesthetic evaluation in
general is to be explained, since maﬁy aesthetic predicates or
values presuppose the beautiful. Kant asks, how assertions of
aesthetic worth are to be justified? And his answer to the question
tékes the form of an analysis, conceptual of a sort, which he
calls, transcendental. Therein lies the origins of the Four

“Moments",
t

The Theory of Reflective Judgment (Based cn Kant's first

introduction to the Critigque of Judgment and the published

introduction),
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In this chaptef following topics will rgceive special

attention 3

(a) Aesthetic and Reflective judgments.
(b) Pleasure and Subjectivity.
(e) The Singularity of Aesthetic judgment.

(d) The Necessity of Aesthetic judgment.

Disinterestedness: A chapter will be devoted to a consi-
deration of the theme s The Disinterestedness of Aesthetic
judgment, Along with iﬁ the notions of interest, concept and
existence will receive clarification.

It will bé argued that disinterestedness ié the aesthetic
analogue of Kant's notion of objectivity. An attempt will also

be made to trace the notion of interest from the Critigue of

practical Reaion, and to see how does the notion gets transformed °

the third Critigque.

As an outcome of this chapter it will be seen that when we
use 'beautiful' and many other aesthetic predicates, we do attempt
to ground publicly valid-assessments of objects on peculiarly
private feeliﬂgs and responses. dnd in tﬁis respeét Kant's
critique of taste 1s addressed to a question importance : The
justification of the inter-subjective validity of aesthetic

judgments.
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pPart II : The intentions of the Critique of Judgment

are various, and many of them are developed by thinkers of
varied philosophical persuasions. A passing reference to them
has already been made in the opening paragraph of this synopsis.
In the present chapter an attenpt will be made to £ind a concep=
tual connection between the notion of disinterestedness and the
view called aesthetic deontology on the one hand, and disinteres=-
tedness and communication on the othexn.
i
(a) Aesthetic deontology or the view which finds.expressed

in Theophile Gantier's slogan 1' antonomie absolute de 1'art

was enunciated by Frederich schiller as a development of Kantian
intentions, It was embraced by the French Romantists, who held
that art does not prove anything, nor does it say anything, it
sinply expresses. If Kant's intention was to counter empiricism

(mutatis mutandis, utilitarianism) in aesthetics (as he did in

epistemology and ethics in the earlier Critiques) his notion of

disinterestedness is then a formalist version of a non-consequen-

tialist theory of art.
N
(b) Disinterestedness has something to do with a mode of
being, a statei of the self, and it presupposes an absence of

egoistic privations. A disinterested state of awareness is non-
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private, and hence communicable. Such a variant of the notion

has been there in the Indian tradition. A bodhisattva's aware-

ness is said to be disinterested, he is said to apperceive thé_
world around ecolessly or without the intervention of the will,

2 _la Schopenhauer. The Sahrdaya is one who has escaped the
— . ®

privations of the ego. It should be possible to say that a
metaphysical conception of a non-private awareness or mode of

being is presupposed by the critical notion of sahrdaya. In

recent times K,C. Bhattacharyya's apothedsis of 'heart universal®
as the locus of both aesthetic apperception as well as communica-
tion looks back to a willless, for that matter, disinterested,

non=judgmental state of mind.

In K,C. Bhattacharyya there is a three tier mode of
dissociation from the object of perception ensuring a fuller
disinterestedness. His line of argument aprears to be as follows:

‘The more one is dissociated the more one is disinterested, and

the more one 1is disinterested, the more one is on a spiritually

subjective plane of being.

In Rabindranath Tagore cne finds a non-naturalistic, non-
utilitarian account of the creative art process and the ocntology
of the object, Many of the nuances of Tagore's thought are
specifically Kantian, and this matter of econviction is wotﬁ

developing as a philosophical exercise.
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Concluding Remarks 3 Kant's view that what is called

W aesthetic experience" is suppOSed.to be'non—ﬁractical, detached,
contemplative, or “diéintefested“.linké him with the tradition
of amesthetic ideas in recent Indian thought, even though the

metaphysical presuppositions have not been always similar.

The dichotomy that the literal is opposed to the meta-

phorical (Max Block, “"Metaphor" in Contemporary Studies in

aesthetics, New York, 1968) is the product of the Kantian
dichotomy between "determinate" and "indeterminate" concepts.
Tagore's theory of poetry has much to contribute to the polarity,
though with a significant difference. The traditional notion of
vvanjand vis-a-vis the literal mode of meaning £inds a new
relevance in Tagore's accounts of the matter. 'why do we prefer
suggestion to representation?' asks E.H. Gombrich (Art and
-Illusion, p. 385), An'answer is to be looked for in Kant as well
as in recent Indian Thiﬁkers. Perhaps our preference has something

to do with disinterestedness as a liberating expérience.
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CHAPTER I

PART I "

‘ , ,
The Historical Background of Kant's Aesthetics

Wwe do not come across any reference to "aesthetic
experience" prior to the nineteenth century, but the concept has
its foundation in the empiricism of the late seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries in England. Under the influence Locke and
a host of others, the decisive break with medieval ontology took
a clear conceptual form. But for the purpose of aesthetic theory,
the way that the primacy of “experience" developed created
difficulties which have gradually ieolaxed aesthetics frem the
mainst%eam of epistemology and ontology. In the eighteenth century
this was not yet the case., Hutcheson, Hume, Burke, Hograth and
Gerard all take for granted that a éiscussion of beauty, the
sublime, and taste are central to philosophical discussion. From
their discussions there emerges a concept of aesthetic experience
which, in one form or another, dominates subsequent aesthetic
theory. Thus it is worthwhile to reexamine some of the underlying
commitments which inform the discussions of taste from Shaftesbury

to Kant.

The history of the discussions of taste in the eighteenth

century is very complex. Rather than trying to trace it in detail,



I propose to single out a series of significant points. At the
beginning is Lord sShaftesbury, the pupil of John Locke. In the
middle.are FPrancis Hutcheson, who has Shaftesbury explicitly in
view, agd David Hume. Hume states the paradox of critical
judgment - aesthetic judgments are subjective, but the critical
judgments which follow from them cannot be subjective without
committing us to absurdities and defeating our attempt to say
what we hold to be objectively the case about some works of art -
but essentially he evades it. At the end stands Immanuel Kant
who sums up the movement. The initial question, then is how one
gets from shaftesbury to Hume and in the process commits aesthetics

to a concept of aesthetic experience and taste which creates this

paradox.

Shaftesbury (Anthony Ashley Cooper, the Third Earl of

Shaftesbury) is a Janus figure. On the one hand he looks back

to Neo-Platonism, and on the other hand he begins to use empirical
¢oncepts. Let us consider the concept of aesthetic experience
itself. We £ind him endorsing a traditional hierarchy of forms’
(first there are "dead forms", then the "forms which form, that
is which have intelligence,  action and operation", and finally
the forms “which form not only such as we call’mere:forms'but.

l

even forms which form", and at the same time Shaftesbury defends

criticism. He distrusts introspection, and he defends a public



test of time. “The public always judges right, and the pieces
esteemed or disesteemed after a time and a course of some years
are always exactly esteemed according to their proportion of

worth by those rules and studies“2

What I draw from this is that shaftesbury, like the
empiricists who follow Locke, finds "experience" the only reliable
test. Purther, he never separates his interests in art from his
moral theory. Therefore, for shaftesbury, experience and the
tests it provides are matters of common judgments. His distinqtion
between “"private affection" and "public affection"3 has a beafing °
on his opposition of uncritical introspection to critical
judgment. He extends the necessity for critical reflection to
practical judgment 3 "Nothing is more fatal, either in painting,
architecture, or the arts, then this false relish, which is
governéd rather by what immediately strikes the sense, than by
what consequentially and by reflection planes the mind, and
satisfies the thought and reason"4. Shaftesbury does not of
course consider how this reflection is possible. Unlike Locke
he is not prepared to give up innate ideas. But what he does
hold is instructives : character and judgment are shaped from
experience by a process of critical reflection. Instead of
experience writing on a blank slate of the mind, shaftesbury

finds the mind formed by a continual process from life's experience.
5

The whole business of our lives is to correct our taste



In contrast to Shaftesbury, Locke separates ideas in the
mind from quaIities in the object. He introduces a separation
between ideas and the powers of objects which produce those ‘
ideas. Locke must trytto distinguish fhe ideas of primary: quali-
ties which bear a real r;semblance to their causes from the ideas
of secondary qualities which do not have a real fesemblance.

Locke's empiricism is atomistic, and it opens a host of problems
about how ideas are related to the real world which will trouﬁle
subsequent empiricists. Shaftesbury suggests a simpler and more
holistic empiricism, Mind, character, and self are formed ﬁrom
experience; they are not ideas of something else but the sum of

our existence. One can imagine Shaftesbury saying with wittgenstein.
“The world and life are one., I am ny world"6. I am suggesting
only that Shaftesbury, perhaps because he thinks of the mind as
alread&}furnished with ideas, is free to conceive of that mind

as a whole as an empirical entity which is known as the sum of
its own experience. A reflective aesthetic experience - good
taste =« 1s the means by which the mind knows itself. Taste is a
sign of moral and aesthetic character, and the formation of_
taste, in practice, is the result of experience shaped by reflec-

tion,.

|
In aesthetics, the direct consequence of following Locke

is found in Francis Hutcheson. Hutcheson begins 2n inquiry into




the Originals of our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue as a defense and
explanation of Shaftesbury's principles. shaftesbury provides
grounds for Hutcheson's immediate sense of beauty. He also
provides a statement of Hutcheson's theory of an iqternal sense @
“to'deny the common and natuvural of a sublime and beautiful in
things" is "an affectation merely...“7 Compare this to Hutcheson's
claim Y"that some objects are immediately the occasions of this
pleasure of beauty, and that we have senses fitted for perceiving
it"8. But Hutcheson is concerned to take the sense of beauty in

a different direction. The moral sense, he shows, has no relation
to innate ideasg. For him, the moral and aesthetic senses produce
ideas in the mind like those produced by the "esternal" senses of
sight, taste, smell, and' touch. They correspond to Locke'é idéas
of sense rather than ideas of reflection, and they have the‘same
kind of immediate incorrigibility which other ldeas of gsense have.
Hutcheson takes the internal sense to be a form of perception .
and its qualitative accompaniment is pleasure. Moral pleasure
follows from good actions:; aesthetic pleasure from beautiful
objects. In both cases, the perception is an idea in the mind

and the pleasure is likewise the experiencer's internal feeling.
It may be recalled that sShaftesbury does not find pleasure a

reliable sign gf moral or aesthetic quality.

‘Phe significant point is that for Hutcheson, both external

and internal sense are immediately reliable, if not wholly



incorrigible. External sense shows us the physical qualities of
the world. Internal sense shows us the moral and aesthetic quali-
ties of the same world. It appears that Hutcheson works out the

- internal sense on a strict analogy to Locke's ideas of sensation.
Mistakes about beauty are due to a failure of perception or to\
accumulated associationé. Beauty nust be an objective corres-
pondence of the mind to some external thing just as our ideés of o
sensible qualities are. Hutcheson thinks that he can identify
the ideas which correspond to the qualities necessary for beauty
in the same way that one identifies the ideas of colour which
correspond to colour qualities : "The figures that excite in

us the ideas of Beauty, seem to be those in which there is

uniformity amidst variety“10

. But equally, the presence or
absence of those qualities is a matter of experience. "As to
the universal agreement of mankind in their sense of beauty from

uniformity amidst variety, we must.consult experience"ll.

Hutcheson's concern is to defend the moral and aéesthetic
sense against charges that it is “interested" and thus capricious
and subjective. He does so by providing an apparatus of sense
which will place morals and aesthetics on the‘same footing as

perception and by appealing to the comnon experience (the

universal agreement of mankind).



Hutcheson does® not spell out the requirements for internal
sense. Alexander Gerard offers a concise argument along the same
lines that the power of the mind which is called taste should be
properly called a sense. Gerard's evidence comes from "the'
phenomenon of our faculties", A sense supplies us with simple
perceptions; they are given immediately; and they are independent
of volition. Gerard concludes : "These characters evidently
belongs to all the external senses, and to reflection or con-
sciousness, by which we perceive what passes our minds. They
likewise belong to the powers of taste ;3 harmony, for example,
is a simple perceptioq, which no man who has not a musical ear
can receive, and which everyone who has an ear immediately and

. . 12
necessary receives on hearing a good tune®™ %,

Gerard goes on to argue that an internal sense need not
be ultimate. Internal senses may be'based on external sensation.
As Locke argued concerning secondary qualities, it is still the
data of the senses - sight, etc. ~ which make possible percep-
tion. The ideas may belong to the mind and not be resemblances
of the quality in the object, but that does not make the ideas
unreliable. For Hutcheson, the perception may be either of the
objects of sight or of the beauty of those objects. There is a
quality of the object which has power to produce our felt per-

ceptions of beauty. One does not require some new organ ©Of sense



for an .internal sense to be a sense. Gerard clezarly follows
Hutcheson here, but he is explicitly concerned to defend taste
as a direct operation of the mind - a faculty of imagination

independent of reason.

Hutcheson would be successful if he could maintain that
beauty-has the status of a simple idea of sense. The problem is
whether he can do this. For there to be an aesthetic sense, it
must not be reducible to the external senses, though it not be
wholly independent of them. If it were, then beauty would become
a complex product of reflection or an association of ideas, and
thus a product of education. It would lose the qualified kind
of objectivity as a simple idea of sense which Hutcheson seeks
to win for it. To achieve this, Hutcheson attempts to tollow
Locke by treating aesthetic experience as something acquired
directly and in discrete units from things. But there is no
organ of internal sense, So, it is unclear how the ideas of an
internal sense are to be identified. External sense can be
defined causally. If we do not know the quality, we know the
power that it has on us. A comparable hypothesis is not available
for an internal sense. Thus, Hutcheson must supply some criteria
for aesthetic qualities in the object even though he acknowledges
that the pleasure we call beauty is an idea in the subject. He
must supply gome defining properties which link the idea -

" pleasure -« to the objeét if the sense of beauty is not to lose

the objectivity which éinple ideas of sense can claim according

to Locke, B



The move to an experiential sense on a direct analogy
with external senses ends by committing aesthetics to two theses :
(a) The aesthetic sense is qualitatigely distinct and not reducible
to any other sense, and (b) there must be some qualitative °
characteristic which are uniquely aesthetic. The first thesis
might be called the aesthetic experience thesis; it is most
commonly conceived of as a uniquely aesthetic delight or pleasure.
Much of subsequent eighteenth century British aesthetics is
occupied with supplying alternatives to satisfy the second

thesis,

How different is Hutcheson's concept of aesthetic experience
from the kind of experience to which Shaftesbury refers? When
Shaftesbury speaks of an immediate sense of beauty, the emphasis

falls on "immediate". It is unmediated by interest, Secbndly,

the sense of beauty is not a sixth sense, because Shaftesbury

is conmitted to Locke's process of acquiring experience.
Shaftesbury's opponeﬁ% is Hobbes. shaftesbury wants to show that
experience is public and that some senses are not restricted to
Hobbes's individual interest. The noral and beautiful are them~
selves empirical eviaence-which Shaftesbury can cite against
Hobbes, and hig reference to a sense of these in men implies
only that to be a man is not to be a brute living in a state of
nature. wWhat Shaftesbury shows us a different way of relying on

experience. He points to all of the empirical evidence of character
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being formed by aesthetic and moral taste, and the aesthetic

has the priority because it is free of interest. Aesthetic taste
is formed immediately, without the intervention of interest. Yet
ShafteQPury allows fully for the need to reflect, judge, and
correct taste. Rather than simple ideas of sense, Shaftesbury

shows us an experience which is always public in some sense.

Shaftesbury is a long way from thinking that there is no
disputing @bout taste. As we noted, a central motive for
Shaftesbury's study is the correction of taste. He shows the
neo~-classical direction of his thought when he says thut rules
can be provided for the artist drawn from moral and historical
sources. Ultimately, taste is a moral quality of character. The
development of téste is one of elements in moral education. The
enemy of taste is fancy (recall Tagore's distinction between

Kalpana and Kalpanikata ) which shaftesbury generally condemns.

An uncontrolled taste is the subject of fancy. A controlled
taste grows from internal mastery of the self, Good taste 1s
something to be established. It is subsequent to judgment, not

the basis for judgment.

Much of David Hume's treatment of taste is consistent

N ! !
with Shaftesbury's, Hume begins by acknowledging a prcblem which

finally leads to Kant's antimomy of taste. agreement is only about

generalities,'and judgments of particulars vary fram individual
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to individual, nation to nation, and age to age.in a way thatl
seemingly cannot be recdnCiled.'Hume's étrategf is to provide
enough qualifying féctors to account for diversity of taste.
These include practice, experience, and delicacy of taste.
whenever possible, mafters of fact must be substituted for
ugsentiment®, Cnly then can the éppearance of disagreement be
mitigated. Hume rejects Hutcheson's dependence on a unique sense
as‘decisive in disputes about taste. whereas for Hutcheson an
internal sense provides empirical warrant for a form of aesthetic
feeling. Bume's sketicism about "ideas" requires that only matters
of fact will be sufficient fof objectiVity. 1t is not the feeling
but the fact that many feel it which téstifies to a standard of
taste.e“In reality, the aifficulty of finding... the standard

of taste, is not so great as it is represented.e.. nothing has
been experienced more liable to the revolutions of chance and
fashion than / the_/ pretended deciéions of science. The case 1is
not the same with the beauties of eloquence and poetrye. Just
expressions of passion and nature are sure, after a little tdime,
to gain public applause, which remain for ever"ls. Thus Hume
comes around to a practical standard of taste based on public
agreement and critical skill s "Strong sense, united to delicate
sentiment, improved by practice, perfected by comparison, and
cleared of all prejudice, can alone entitle criti¢s to this

valuable character; and the joint verdict of such, wherever they
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are to be found, is the true standard.of tasten 14,

Hutcheson's dependence on a direct perception of beauty
is maintained, and Hume acknowledges qualities in objects as the
causes of sentiments of beauty: "gome particular forms Or quali-
ties, from the origiggl structure of the internal fabric, are
calculated to please, and others to displease; and if they fail
their effect in any particular instance, it 4s from some apparent

“15. 2t the same time Hume

defect or imperfection in the organ
never withdraws from his acknowiedgment that beauty is not in
the object but in the sentiment, and he seems to accept Hutcheson's
kind of link between “ideas" and “objeéts : there are certain
qualities in objects which are fitted by nature to produce"16

the feelings of beauty and deformity.

But much of this agreement is superficial. Hutcheson
follows Locke; qualities are powers. For Hume, qualities produce
feelings according to the associations we establish with them.
Thus one can identify aesthetic qualities only by examining.
practices relative to perceivers. Hutcheson distinguishes an
woriginal or absolute" beauty from "comparative or relative"
beauty. In Hume this distinction, like that between priméry and
secondary quaiities, disappears. One can only coméare actual
judgments. Absolute beauty plays no role. For Hutcheson the

internal sense needs no education, while Hume's taste must be
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educated or at least acquired culturally, though ste aspects
of it may turn out to be universal to human-kind. The "facts" -
Hume has reference to are mostly facts about the judges and not
about what is judged. Thus Hume shifts the ground for aesthetics
from the aesthetic experience itself to the factors which form
our perceptions. We have taste, but not a sense of taste in
Hutcheson's use of "sense". This allows Hume to maintain a
standard of taste without having to actually confront l1ts sub=-
jectivity.
) i

In many ways this moves Hume back toward Sﬁaftesbury in
practice. Hume defends the practice of criticism against the
claim that anyone can judge as well as anyone else. He says, ®the
taste of all individudls is not upon an equal footing“17. This
leads to link taste and understanding s "It seldom, or never
happens, that of a man of sense, who has experience in any art,
caﬁnot judge of its beauty; and it is no less rare to meet with
a man who has a just taste without a sound understanding“ls. For
Shaftesbury taste follows education and judgment, for Hume it
is simply a phenomenal reality. It may need education and correc-
tion in a sense of refinement which Hutcheson's theory of direct

sense did not allow, but Hume has no other basis tor our aesthetic

judgments than taste itself,
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Hume conceives of experience itself in a Lockean fashion
and so taste depends on 3 ' sentiment' or vigea" discrete in
itself. His critique of the connections between uwjdeas" discrete
in itself. His critique of the connections between wjdeas" and that
of which they are ideas and his skeptical doubts about inductive
procedures apply to any indivicdual judgment of taste. He acknow-
ledges rules in art, but such rules are discovered, and they have
the status of inductive generalisations, snd are subject to the
same doubts. The individual critic should be modest, Hume Says,
so that he can appeal beyond his own taste and perception to
other judgments similarly formed. The joint verdict of ideal
critics is the only standard. Only agreement ovef time can

validate either the critic or his judgments.

we may judge the judges by matters of fact,:but the
aesthetic experieﬁce upon which theif judgment is based is
unique and mysterious. So to the question 3 how we know specific
judgments, no answer comes from Shattesbury. Hence aesthetic
judgment is separated from empirical and moral judgments. A form
of aesthetid attitude theory results from the antinomy to which
Hume was led. And a notion of aesthetic subjectivity emerges
from the attempts to escape the antinomy. It is_held that
acsthetic experience must be qualitatively dif?erent, and its

qualities must have some defining characteristics. But the

development of the theory of taste is unable to link an internal
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sense to objective qualities. It seems to follow that the one
who experiences must help to produce the qualitative difference.
We are led from a sense of taste to the formation of aesthetic

judgments by the beholder's attitudes.

The single most important concept which emerges is
"disinterestedness". éhaftesbury opposes disinterestedness to
private interest as part of his rejection of Hobbes's ego-centric
position. Disinterestedness is oOne way that we know that private
interest is not paramount. For examwple, shaftesbury asserts that
"in all disinterested cases the heart must approve in some measure
of what is natural and honest, and disapprove what is dishonest
and corrupt"lg. The contrast to this disinterestedness is the
kind of private pursuit of one's own ends.which some senses of
"interest" imply. Disinterestedness becomes a particularly impor-
tant moral and aesthetic state since only then can the heart be

trusted.

Shaftesbury is not rejecting "interest" as a legitimate
motive for action, however. There are three levels of interest
for shaftesbury. There is a private interest which is good and
natural. “"We know that any creature has a private good and
interest of hié own, which Nature has compelléd him to seek"zo.
Wwe also recognize the public interest which folloﬁs. WEveryone

discerns and owns a public interest and is conscious of what

>

J'iAggasggnq

11 ’N 5 8 //




16
affects his fellowship or community"21. And finally there are
disinterested cases when the heart can be trusted to respond
directly and rightly. The three are related, and the object is
to discern one's own true interest. Public and disinterested
judgments serve the cause of educating taste. Rather than opposing
intereéted and disinterested judgment, Shaftesbury uses disin=-
terested judgments as evidence that we have a true interest‘po

be discovered beneath the shifting ground of pleasure and fancy.

Hume's use of the concept of interest is similar in many
respects to shaftesbury's. Hume separates morals from aesthetics.
Morals should be founded in reason and nature of thinos, but
aesthetics can remain a matter of taste. In “"Of the Standard of
Taste" he argues tha£ moral precepts are already clearly identi-
fied by language itself. We know which sentiments to approve
without need for maxims. But that is not the case in aesthetics,
There the need for a standard of taste is essentially a need for
a rule" by which the various sentiments of men may be reconciled®
so that one may know which sentiment is to be confirmed and which

condemed.

Hume develops a contrast between public and private
interest as part of a refutation of ethical egoism which he
identifies with private interestzz. But for Hume, as for

Shaftesbury, the argument against self-love as the sole ethical
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motive turns on the existence of a competing interest whose
existence cannot be denied. This is a "“general affection" which

is arocused when no advantage or even presence of one's self is

at issue. Also, as Shaftesbury does, Hume contrasts one's real
interest with an imagined interest23. Hume then goes on to argue
that public interest is not reducible to private interest., On

the egoist's thesis of self-love the internal of the individual
may be so identified with that of the community that one's concern
for the public might be resolved into a concern for one's own
happiness and preservation. To this Hume would say that the

argument presupposes the existence of a public interest.

A public interest is virtually identical with dis interes-
tedness provided disinterested sentiment is not understood as a
lack of interest but as an interest which does not refer to the
self. Even in art, it is a type of interest which is arcused,

The Theater is an example of shared.séntiment, not of absence

of sentiment. Hume speaks of disinterested passion as aplaltef—
native to self-love, Even the egoist, Hume says, ‘distinguishes
the "vicicus and merely interested" from the virtuous charaéter.
Disinterested benevol?nce is a sentiment that does not require
any reference to the self to explain the phenomenon. It is a real

public or communal interest free of any individual bonds.
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This has considerable ethical importance fof Hume, but
he does not make the aesthetic extension which both Shaftesbury
and Kant do. Both of them move from the aesthetic to the moral;
Hume does not., For Hume, it is important to establish whether
the moral sentiment is founded in reason and the nature of things.
Aesthetic taste can remain merely a matter of sentiment. While
it needs a standard, Hume does not claim the universality for
it that Kant does. The clésest that Hume comes to a Kant*s sense
of disinterestedness is in his list oé the cha(acﬁeristics of
true judges which includes a freedom from prejudice. A work of
art "must be surveyed in a certain point of viewd. This point of
view turns out to be the conformation of the intefests of the
audience and the works It is a general view in which the critic
must depart f£rom personai bias, and considering himself as a man
in general, forget, if possible, any individual being and his
peculiar circumstances; Hume's critic, if he is a true judée, is
a critic rather than a private person. His real interest is
defined by that role, and the sentiment he feels will be corres-

pondingly indicative of the judgment of the general view of human

natures.

By the time Kant incorporates "disinterestedness" into
the third Critique, the whole problem of aesthetic experience

has shifted. Like Shaftesbury and Hume, Kant's use of "interest"
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primarily concerns one's relation to the world apd ocne's attitude.
But Kant greatly widens thevscope of disinteres;edness. To be
disinterested is to be without interest in the dbject's existence
while an interested state involves one with the existence of the
object., Thus disinterestedness does not pick out a class of
general or public judgments. Both practical and conceptual
judgments imply tﬁe presence of a prior intuition, and disinteres-
tedness is characteristic of that prior phase. The "aesthetical
judgments" precede the objective and practical. There is iﬂ Kant
an interweaving of the cognitive and aesthetic. And yet his
formulations provide the most telling sepration of aesthetic
disinterestedness from the practical and conceptual realms. Once
disintgrestedness is made central, it completes the separation

of the aesthetic from its primary phenomena - works of art - because
it is not the work but the perceiver's pleasure which becomes the
subject of aesthetics. If A disagrees with B about a work of art,
they are really disagreeing about thé kind of pleasure each has,
and that is a function of the epistemological position of each
observer, Kant assimilates aesthetic ekperience to all experience
as its transcendental basis. Croce concludes, in that case, that
anything is beautiful if it is known, Other attitude theorists
make the attitude of the spectator the sole determinant of

aesthetic judgment. Aesthetics really becumes a matter of how

one looks at things,
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The "First Moment" of the "aesthetic of the Beautiful®
culminates in the description of taste as "the faculty of judging
of an object or a method of representing it by an entirely

disinterested satisfaction or dissatisfaction"24. "Interesth

is always connected to desire, and desire requires existence. To
be disinterested then sebarates the judgment from the existence
of its object. "We must not be in the least prejudiced in favour
of the existence of the things, but quite indifferent in this
respect, ih order to play the judge in things of taste"zs. The
"key point here is that disinterestedness has become the Opposite
of interest. The pleasufe and satisfaction which accompanies
interest has to do with the object and its existence. The object,

Kant says, "gratifies" me26

. That which can be called beauty,

in which we take a disinterested pleasure, is altogether different;
to be pleased by the beautiful is a wholly subjective, non-
cognitive "“feeling" for the object as it is contemplated, “Taste"
iﬁ the beautiful is alone a disinterested and free satisfaction;
for no interest,leither of sense or of reason here forces our

2
assent?” 7.

While the disinterested contemplation is nonecognitive
(becaﬁ;e it precedes, logically, the cognitive phase), Kant
ultimately links the aesthetic to both practical and theoretical
judéments; But disinterested judgments of taste below wholly to
the beautiful, and in so far as beauty itéelf provides the satis-

faction in the subject, there can be no intermixture of interest.
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while for Kant the aesthetic may eventually be the keystone upon
which the practical and theoretical depend, the contemplation of
the beautiful is not and, according to Kant, for a priori reasons,
cannot be taken into either the practical or theoretical. When
Kant comes to link the beautiful to the moral, the link can be

.only "syrn'bolic"28

. Thus any actual experience of an ocbject as
beautiful will be agpart from all the other ways of experiencing
that doject. Since this aesthetic experience rests solely on the

subject, it follows that if we wish to restrict contemplation to
aesthetic contemplation, we must assume a "disinterested attitude"

since anything else would belong to a practical or theoretical

judgment.

The disinterested attitude in the third Critique may be
looked upon as a direct consequence of the wéy of taking aesthetic
experience which has emerged from the position of Hutcheson and
Hume. For shaftesbury, interested and disinterested awareness
are two aspects of the same phenomenon. Far from making disin-
terestedness the sole possibility for aesthetics,lshaftesbury
uses it only as evidence for finding where our real‘interest lies.
Rather than three different pleasures (gratifying, pleasing, and
esteeming), Shaftesbury finds only one pleasure - that of correc- °
ted taste..Kant moves the conceptual and practical to a different
kind of judgment and leaves the manifestation of the aesthetic in
art isolated. The solution which follows is that disinterested-

ness must be cultivated as a stance or attitude by the subject,
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The shift from judgments about objects of taste to the
beholder's vision takes plice in another waye. Shaftesbury's
condern was for a public interest as well as a private interest.
Kant begins f£rom much the same point as Sshaftesbury. Kant argues
that there must be some subjective principle with universal
validity which he calls a common sense. The ground- £or aséuming
a common sense is the universal communicability of feeling which
cognition presupposes. The common sense is the necessary condition
of non-solipsistic knowledge. It allows us to claim for taste a
universality based on our feeling because we identify that feeling
as common and not private. Thus Kant begins with the fact that
our judgments of taste are universal and dombines that with the
necessary condition for knowledge that feeling be intersubjective.
He concludes that a common sense must ‘be presupposed. It relates
taste to the cognitive powers by granting that‘when we aﬁpeal’to
"feeling" we are not appealing to our own feelin,. The aesthetic
ground for the judgment of taste must allow the universality of
the judgment or it wo?ld be internally contradictotry, so a common

sense is at least presupposed.

Kant has shifted the ground for the common sense from
Shaftesbury's position in a revealing way. Shaftesbury points
to a public interest and universality of taste as a matter of
observation. Hume agrees in this empirical judgment. Actual

agreement on specific works, given enopgh time, emerges as an
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observable fact. Shaftesbury finds a purely private interest
contradictory on the grounds. that it makes impossible the kind

of pleasure that we do in fact have in objects of art and public
benevolence., Kant's grounds for postulaﬁing a common sense have
the sk;pticism of Hume in ‘the background. It is not observation
but the possibility of knowledge upon which Kant relies, What
1ies in between these two positions is the fragmentation of
observation® in the work of Hume. Shaftesbury takes it for granted
that two observers see the same thing:; he needs no argument for
a common gense. He does need an argument for a common (or public)
sense, however, It is important to him to link up expeirnce and
community, therefore he does it by appealing to the facts of our
experience, Where this is not mere sense, it is public as well as
private, and from this follows not only moral but aesthetic
agreement. Kant, on the other hand begins by stating the condi-
tions for the possibility of knowledge. The universality of taste
is a subjective feeling whose only claim to universality is via
the common sense. Since empirically it is always possible that
people will disagree, the resulting universal claim is only an
"ought", But it is not a moral "ought" as it would be for
Shaftesbury. It is an epistemological "ought", and the result

is that the jgdgmentiof taste is only_incicentally related to

the actual experience of works of art. If I say that someone:
ought to £ind Hamlet profound, I can only be projecting my
attitude as the common attitude. Shaftesbury's Aative view of

experience does not isolate the judgment of taste in this way,

o
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.and Hume would check to see whether true judges have actually

found Hamlet profound,

When Kant comes to resolve the antinomy of tastezg, he

does not appeal directly to disinterestedness, a conmon sense,
or an aesthetic attitude. He concludes that "the judgment has
validity for everyone (though of course, for each only as a

singular judgment immediately accompanying his intuition)“Bo.

Thus we are forced back on an individual judgment and the possi-
bility of assuming a stance and making'the judgment ourselves.
This must be set over against Shaftesbury's procedure of exposing
the individual judgment to public scrutiny and Hume's inductive
generaiization over time. We have moved from Shaftesbury's con~
cept of aesthetic experience as open, moral, and "COmmon".in the
sense of public to Kant'’s position which makes the aesthetic
experience subjective, singular and common only as a necessary
condition to knowledge. In Kant's theory as a whole, aesthetic
judgment remains intersubjective because it is the foundation of
cognition. But it has no practical side. Subsequent versions of
aesthetic attitude and taste recover the praétical by forgetting
the cognitive limits,

Shaftesbury begins an empirical examination of art and

taste which subsequently develops into what we know as aesthetics.
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His empricism is holistic, Taste is a taste for aétual works

of art; aesthetics is an essential part of one's moral and
epistemological prabtice, and judgments of taste are practical
as well as personal. Hutcheson tries to place aesthetics on a
Lockean basis. But the sense of aesthetic taste cannot be esta-
blished on the same ground as othef secondary qualities. The
quest for specifically aesthetic qualities and identity criteria
opens the way fbr the criticism of Hume and the reconstruction of
Kant. Yet each move increases the separation of the subjective
and practical aspects of aesthetics and makes it more difficult
‘for aesthetic judgments to be related to other claims abopt
knowledge and value. Moéern aesthetic theories based on. an

aesthetic attitude and a unique aesthetic experience are heirs

of this tradition.
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CHAPTER II

THE ANALYSIS CF THE BEAUTIFUL

Introduction

The Criticue of Judgewent may be broadly viewed as a

work in which Kant atterpts to reconcile the laws of Natufe, as
described in his first égi}iggg, with the laws ol: freedom, as
described in the second. Kant holds tha£ the deterministic laws
of physics can be broyght into harmony with the unconditional
commands of morality only if reason has the right to presuppose

an underlying and fundamental purposiveness behind Nature.

Part One of the Critigue of Judgment attempts to show how

purposiveness is presupposed by aesthetic judgment, According
to Kant, the beautiful, either in art or in Nature, must be
conceived as if it were preadapted to bring about a certain

kind of pleasure in persons constituted like ourselves.

Beginning with the assumption that human cognition is
composed of three broad realms - understanding, judgment and
reason - Kant holds that three faculties respectively correspond

to them ¢ the thinking faculty, the feeling of pleasure and
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displeasure, and the faculty of desire. Understanding, which .
works in accordance with its own rules, supplies with a priori

of Nature, by which knowledge of the empirical world is made
possibles This knowledge, though exclusively based upon the world
of appearances, Or phenomena, is both objective and public. It

is at least logically possible, soO Kant argues, that there

exists something behind, or other than, the world of appearances.
He holds that there must be presupposed something other than
appearances, a “"supersensible substrate" - in order to bring the

cognitive faculties into reciprocal harmonyl.

The faculty of understanding leaves the supersensible
unddetermined, that is undefstanding can have no empirical
acquaintance with 1t. when the understanding tr;es to determine
‘the supersensible or to giVe a positiée description of 1t, the

road is opened to the vanities and sophistries of metaphysics,

The faculty of desire is as intrinsic to human nature
as the faculty of understanding. From the phenomenal point of
view, human beings are wholly determinant like any other object
in Nature. Yet human beings sometimes blame, sometimes praise,
each other's conduct, as well as their own. Kant assumes that
as an ethical agent acting out of a pure sense of duty, a person
must be construed as belonging both to the supersensible and to

the phenomenal empirical realm. Moral responsibility and moral
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worth cannot be explained, so Kant argues, in a deterministic
world, Consequently, just as the supersensible lies behind the
world of Nature, so the “"supersensible substrate" is at the basis

of the moral agent.

Although the understanding cannot give a positive
determination to the supersensible, reason must nevertheless
give a practical or moral determination to the "supersensible
substrate" of humanity. The chief "Idea" of reason, according to
Kant, is the freedom of the moral agent, that is, a self-deter-
mining agent acting in accordance with the universal principles

of morality. The Critique of Practical Reason attempts to

explicate the presuppositions of morality, or of freedom.

Wwith the Critigque of Judgment, Kant announces that he is
bringing his "entire critical undertaking to a close"z. In this
transcendental explication of judgment and of the faculty of
pleasure and displeasure, Kant means to bridge the gulf.that
divides the supersensible from phenomena. Kant himself finds
judgment "a strange faculty"3, especially in its capacity of
aesthetic judgment. Acting as the middle term between under-
standing and reason, and between the faculties of cognitlon and
desire, judgmeAt prescribes an a priori rule to-the feeling of
pleasure and displeasure, Judgment is sometimes :employed by the

cognitive, and sometimes by the desiderative faculties, So if
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there is a rule peculiar to judgment which guarantees its
autonomy and independence as a faculty, then the rule must not
be derived from a priori concepts, for these are exclusively the
province of understanding. To show the possibility of aesthetic
judgment involves explicating its a priqri rule. What makes
judgment difficult to explicate is that it must furnish a rule

2

which is "neither cognitive principle for understanding nor a
practic¢al principle for the will"4, but an a priori rule for the
feeling of pleasure and displeasure. Such a rule must regulate

af fectivity without contributing anything to knowledge.

Then a priori laws of the understanding leave the super-

sensible undetermined. Reason, in its practical use in moral

judgment, gives a determination to the supersensible by postu-

lating freedom, etc. The faculty of judgment joins the other two
faculties by supplying a general a priori principle of determina-

bility of the supersensible.

Pleasure keeps Kant's three Critiques together. Pleasure
is necessarily combined with desires, the attainment of every aim
is coupled with a feeling of pleasures, but more importantly,
it can also "effect a transition from the faculty of pure
knowledge, i.e. from the realm of concepts of nature to that of

the concept of freedom"7. For Kant, pleasure supplies the key to
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aesthetic judgment. In the Second Introduction to the third
Critique, Kant observes that pleasure also arises from comprehen-
ding how various empirical laws fall under a larger principle,
Discovery of a law, says Rabindranath Tagore, is a liberating
expéerience, it liberates us from the tyranny of facts. Moreover,
according to Kant, aesthetic judgment is itself pleasurable
because it involves the “free play" of the cognitive faculties.
when judgment is neither purely conceptual, as in cognitive
experience, nor bound to the realization of the good as such,

as in moral judgment, the cognitive facilities are not employed

in a determinant manner.

Kant links the pleasure of aesthetic judgment to the

great underlying theme of the Critigue of Judgment s the

purposiveness of Nature, Aesthetic judgment "alone contains a
principle introduced by judgment completely a _priori as the
basis of its reflection upon nature. This is the principle of
nature's formal finality for our cognitive faculties in its
particular (empirical) laws - a principle without which under-
standing could not feel itself at home in nature“a. The pleasure
of aesthétic judgment arises from estimating or reflecting upon
the forms of objects, either of Nature or of aft. Such pleasure
can be nothinglother than subjective; yet, Kant claims,‘gecaﬁse

aesthetic pleasure arises from free play of the cognitive

faculties, it must possess a kind of intersubjective valldity.

o
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The purposiveness of aesthetic pleasure supplies Kant with
two major themes of his "Critiqué of Aeéthetic Judgment®, I."I‘he
Beautiffill" and "The Sublime"., For insofar as judgment reflecés
upon the forms of objects and their purposive adapﬁability to
the cognitive faculties, the result is a "judgment of taste" or
a judgment concerning the beautiful. Insofar as judgment reflects
upon an object that violates the sensibility because of its
immensity or even formlessness, judgment is reminded of its own

finality as a free moral agent. The result is a judgment of the

sublime.

Though both the beautiful and the sublime aFe based upon
the feelings of pleasure and displeasure, the beautiful is
linked to the understanding, while the sublime is linked to
reason., The harmony between the faculties in aesthetic contem-
plation is universally communicable, so Fhe moral feelings
engendered by the sublime are also independent of cultural
conventions and universally communicable, It is clear that Kant
intends his analysis of aesthetic judgment to hold for any
culture. He-claims that his analysis is of "pure" judgment, that
ﬁis, of judgment insofar as it is a faculty legislating a ‘priori.

| .

Later in this study it will be necessary to consider

Kant's theory of reflective judgment, for now it might be helpful

to notice that Kant defines ¥judgment" as the “"faculty of
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thinking the particular as contained under the universal"g.

Judgment is “determinant" if a rule or law ils given, under which
the particular is subsumed. Judgment is vreflective® if the
particular is simply given and a covering rule must be found.
Determinant judgment avails itself of the pure concepts of

the understanding. Judgment as determinant is guided by the
uncerstanding. Judgment as reflective is a higher point of view,

a vantége point to consider the immensity of the number of
empirical laws of Nature and the variety of the wérld. Laws

appear merely contingent to the hugian knower. Reflective judgment
thus furnishes itself with its own a priori principle that can

be simply stated : All empiricel laws of Nature must be ultimately "
construed and unified as if they were designed for human compre-
hension. Kant calls this principle “the finality of nature'. It
cannot be empirically proved, for it is presupposed by all
experience, To deny the principle would leave man in a fundémental

disharmony with himself, not "at home in nature" in Kant's

nostalygic phrase,

A note on the term "aesthetics" : The word aesthetik
or "aesthetics" does not occur in Kant's first essay on the

subject, Cbservations on the Feeling of the Beautiful and the

Sublime. Thisiessay is far removed from his attempt in Part One

of the third Critigue to show that judgments of taste legislate
a priori., when Kant introduces the word “aesthetics" into his
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own philosophical vocabulary, he assigns it a meaning quite

different from that given by Baumgarten, who coined the wordlo.

In a footnote in the Critigue of Pure Reason, Kant appears to

.ﬁismiss aesthetics as criticism of taste. Kant further states
that because the so-called rules of taste are eémpirical, %hey'
cannot serve as a priori laws of judgment, Anticjbating.the
essential theme of Part One of the third Critique, Kant says

that Y"our judgment is the proper test of the correctness of the
11

L]

rules" rather than the reverse’®, although Kant never explicitly
speaks of Copernican revolution of taste, parallel to his
Copernical revolution in knowledge, his philosﬁphical logistics
are the same. Just as dojects must conform to our categories

in order to be possible objects of experience for us, so too

the forms of objects must conform to our feelings of pleasure
and displeasure to be ocbjects of aesthetic judgment for us. A

similar "revolution" is implied in Kant's ethical writingslz.

In the first Critique, Kant uses "aesthetic" as the
title for his own treatment of the pure forms or intuitions gf
‘sensitility - space and time. These are the pure conditions of
sensibility s all external appearances must be subject to the
form of space, and both external and internal aﬁpearances nmust

|
be given under the form of time,

Kant introduces the phrase "aesthetic quality" only in

the Second Introduction of the Critique of Judgment 3 “That which
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is purely subjective in the representation of an Cbject, i.e.

what constitutes its reference to the subject, not to the Gbject,
is its aesthetic quality“la. But such a quality is different

from the pure forms of sensibility. whatever serves to determine
the representation of an object for knowledge has logical validity,.
Although space is a subjective form of the sensibiiity, it is |
still a constituent of the Knowledge of things as phenomena,

Kant also holds that qualities like colour and sound belong.tg
objective knowledge. For Kant, “aesthetic quality" designates
exclusively the affective side of a representatioh, insofar as

the object is referred to the feelings of pleasure and displea-
sure. The beauty of dbjects of art and of natural objects have

" sesthetic qﬁality"; "But that subjective side of a representation

which is incapable of becoming an element of cognition, is the

pleasure or displeasure connected with it; for thréugh it 1

cognize nothing in the object of the representation, although
it may easily be the resuit of the operation of éome‘cognition

oroﬂmfﬁ4.

If both sensuous pleasure and disinterested pleasure
possess aésthetic quality, then two alternatives present them-
selves., Either the differeqce betweenlﬁhe two sorts of pieasure
is a mere matter of dég;ge. So the aesthetic judgment is as
private as judgments of personal preference., Or it may bebargued

that the difference is one of kind. So aesthetic judgment, though

. based upon the feeiings of pleasure and displeasure, it is in.

[«
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some sense, to use Kant's phrase, possessed of "exemplary '
validity"., Kant claims that there is a difference in kind between
the agreeable and the disinterested pleasure, or between judgments
of sense and judgments of taste. The former state are mere likes
and dislikes, and make no claims upon other persons! sensibility.
The latter are based solely upon the form of an object and are

universally legislative.

Kant's underlying concern is to determine who has the
right to say that a given object is or is not beautiful, Such a
question would not arise with the merely agreesble or sensuous.
Yet simply because everyone's verdict concerning the beautiful
is not taken on the same plane, and because some pérsdns are
said to be better judges of the beautiful than others, the
question concerning the qualifications of the judge naturally
arises. In the final pages of Part One of the third Critigque,
Kant writes, "In our general estimate of beauty we seek its
standard a priori in ourselves, and, that the aesthetic faculty
is itself legislative in respect of the judgment whether anything
1s beautiful or not"ls.

B, Kant's Problem of Taste
I T

Kant's Yeritique of taste" i1s concerned with part of the

general problem of transcental philosophy.:s How are synthetic.

o

a priori judgments posgible? On Kant's view, the justification
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of a judgment of taste requires a deduction of a °ynthetic‘a
priori judgment. As for the Jjudgment of taste he takes as'a
paradigm the judgment that a particular object, such as a rose
or a palntlng is beautiful. In calling an object beautiful, we

e ach expregs our own pleasure in it, yet go beyond the evidence
furnished by that fceling to impute it to the rest of mankind,
as the potential audience for that object. we presume that our
feelings, just like our scientific theories and moral beliefs,
Ccan be the subject of publicly valid discourse. There can, of
course, be no rule by which anyone should be compelled to
acknowledge that SOmetbing is beautiful, we are nevertheless
entitled to respond to a beautiful object with a "Universal
voice, end lay claim to the agreement of everyone"t®, put the
universal validity of our response to a beautiful ebject can
neither be deduced from any concept of the object nor grounded
on any information &out actual feelings of others, Kant believes
that it can be based only on an priorl assunptlon of similarity
between our own responses and those of others. Thus the presump-
tion of aesthetic judgment can be defined if we can answer the
question 3 “"How is a judgment possible which, merely from one's
own feeling of pleasure in an object, independent of its concept,
estimates a priori, that is, without having to wait upon the
agreement of others, that this pleasure is connected with the
representation of the object in every other subject?h;7 We

use 'beautiful' and many other bredicates} we do attempt to

ground publicly valid assessments of objects on peculiarly
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private feelings and responses. Kant's critique of .taste is thus

addressed to a queétiOn of perrenial importance to aesthetics,

We have already observed that Kant's view on aesthetic
judgment grew out of léng reflection on the work of his British
and German predecessors, whose theories Kant himself named
"empiricism®" and “rationalism" in the "critique of taste“le.

Kant believed that empiricism in aesthetics (as rep:esented by
Hutcheson, Hume and others) explained aesthetic response as a
purely sensory response to the stimuli presented by'partiéulaf
external objects, Kant believed that empiricism ip aestﬁetics
would obliterate the distinction that marks off the object of

our delight in beauty from the merely agreeable, or reduce our
pleasure in a beautifJi object wholly to the gratification which
it affords through charm of enotion. In other words, Kant thought
empiriciem explained aesthetic response as a purely sensuous
response to the stimuli presented by particular external objects.
It is also possible that empiricism in aesthetics would yileld
laws of aesthetic response. But Kant supposed that, even though
these laws are generalisable upon the assumption that different
subjects are, contingently, similarly organized, they could not
command how we should judge. Such laws could only Eell us how we
do judge. The éommand of such laws could not be unconditionedlg.
If empirical laws of taste could not justify such a command, they

could not also justify a judgment of taste, for in making such

0
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a judgment one declares that everyone should give én object his
approval and, like himself, declare it beautiful., In Kant's
opinion, empiricism could establish only a contingent congruegce
among the pleasures of different persons. This would preclude any
explanation of the intersubjective validity of judgments of taste,

and justification of the claims they make,

As regards rationalism in aesthetics, Kant held that it
denied any uniqueness to aesthetic judgment. Cartesian aesthetics
demanded that concepts must be analyzed to render them "clear®
and "distinct", "Clarity" attaches to a concept apparent to the
attentive mind; "distinctness® attaches to a concept "so precise
and different from all other objects that it contains within
itself nothing but what is clear"20. It follows that feelings may
share an attitude of reason, and it would thus appeaf that the
beautiful is not wholly to be cut off from reason. Aesthetic
feelings would belong to a realm of sensuous truth, indistinct
and confused, but nonetheless "clear", In raticnalism there is no
real difference in either content or basis between aesthetic and
cognitive judgment, On rationalistic theories, Kaﬁt held, the
Jjudgment of taste was really a disguised cognitive judgment,
called aesthetic on account of the confusion that besets our
reflection, inéistinct conceptualization. And Kant could have
further said that the question of intersubjective validity_of
Jjudgment of taste could not arise within the framework of

Cartesian aesthetics,
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It will be easier now to see that the objectivé of Kant:s ownl o
theory has to éccomplish to solve the problem of taste. We take
pleasure in beautiful objects and found judgments of taste on
it. This has to be distinguished from both the gratification which
we take in the agreeable object and the esteem which we feel
toward an object.which is good. aArguing in thét manner Kant
suggests that the problem of taste cannot be solved if we confuse
aesthetic response with sensory gratification or conceptual evalua-
tion. Aesthetic response cannot be understood in terms of either
one of these quite distinct states of mind. If, like the rationa-
lists, we conflate aesthetic response with a conceptual value
(the beautiful as a confused perception of the good, a_la Laibniz)
the prcblem of intersubjedtivity of judgments of taste may not
even arise. And, if, like the empricists, we assimilate our pleasure
in the beautiful, analbgicaily, to Ourugratifiéatioq in tge
agreeable, then the probiem may be raised but can neve;.be solved.
For Kant, the point was both to raise and to solve the problem
of taste. To do that he will have to provide an analysis of the
judgment of taste whieh shows its essential connection to feel;
ing, and then, retaining its essenfial subjectivity, discover an

explanation of aesthetic response which allows its intersubjective

validitye.
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CHAPTER IIIX

Kant's Theory of Reflective Judgment
(Based on the first and the published
tntroductions to the Critigue of Judgment)

In the Introduction to the Critigue of Judgment and its

first half, Analytic of the Beautiful, Kant places the problem
of aesthetic judgment in a new context. It is no longer the
problem of the universal validity of judgments of taste. In:.his
letter to K.L. Reinhold (dated December 28, 1787; Zweig, Kant

Philosophical Correspondence) Kant treated the judgment of taste

as a species of the more general class of what he.calléd "reflec-
tive" judgments. In this context, the problem of taste is not
formulated as a problem about judgments on works of art, but is
instead treated as part of a general problem dbout a class of
»judgments on nature which are not completely gfounded by the

i

principles of understanding established in the Critigque Of

Pure Reason. This association betweén aesthetic wund reflective

judgment is crucial for the interpretation of Kant's theory of
tasté. o

Kant's Introduction to the third Critique begins with an
architéctoric consideration. It is meant to establish both a
connection between our faculty of judgment and our ability to
feel pleasure and displeasure and the existence of an a priordi

principle for judgment to use in this connection.
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Kant divides the cognitive faculty of the mind into three
parts, First, the capacity for knowledge of the universal -
understanding. Second, the Capacity for subsumption of the
particular under the universal-judgment. And thirdf the capacity
for the determination of the particular through the universal
- reasonl. Understanding and reason furnish a priori principles,
the laws of nature and freedom., There remains the question of
2.priori laws for the faculty of subsumption, or judgment. This
question is raised in the Preface to the third Critique, when
Kant asks if judgment has a priori principles, and, if so, whether
they are constitutive or regulative; and whether they give a rule

a priori to the feellng of pleasure and displeasure. Kant suggests

1n the opening move of the first Introduction Uhat if undérstand-
ing and reason both furnish a priori laws, then by analégy,
Judgment, which mediates between the other two faculties, will
likwise afford its special 2. priori principlesz.

Judgment must contain in itself an a priori principle,

for otherwise it would not be a cognitive faculty.

Kant has defined judgment as the faculty of subsuming
particulars under universals, or of applying concepts to intui-
tions. But plaées a qualification of his view, and says that
whatever the principle of judgment is, it cannot be objective,

that 1s, offer determinate concepts of objects. The understanding
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furnishes concepts of objects, whiie the principles of jgdgment
are not objective, or furnish "cognition of a thing". They do
not specify qualities the presence or absence of which in a
particular object may entail the predication of a determinate
concept of it. The principles of judgement are to be some other
sort of rule. They are regulative rather than constitutive. Only
ﬁnderstanding is consfitgtive or capable of prcviding determinate
concepts of objects. Only understanding has a "realm" of objects

over which if exercises "legislative authority". The principles

of judgment may have at best a "territory", a field of ocbjects.
3 :

to which they apply wfthout beging legislative‘.
Kant, in both versions of the Introduction to the third
Critigue associates the faculty of judgment with the feeling of
pleasure by an argument by analogy. All the powers of the human
mind, just as the cognitive faculty, may be, he says, divided
into three : the faculty of knowledge, the feeling of pleasure
and displeasure, and the faculty of desire4. The legiélative
principles for the faculty of knowledge are derived in general
from the understanding, and the principle which is legislative
for desire (the moral law) from reason. Since both these parﬁs
of the cognitive faculty contain a priori principles, Kant sﬁ%tes

that we may asgume that judgment likewise contains an a priori

principle of its Owns.
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Kant points out that feeling of pleasure is independent
of determination by the faculty of desire, and this feeling of
pleasure rests not onomerely empirical grounds but on an a priori
principle. That is, there are cases of pleasure which are funda=-
mental states of mind, and they cannot be explained by reference
to understanding or desire. There are of course pleasures that
are connected to the existence of an cbject in an "“empirically
knowable" way, and thus involve no a priori principle. Again,
some pleasures are connected to the representation of objects
Qﬁgggggg, their'objects are seen under the concept of freedom.
in this case, the pleasure follows immedlately from the determina-
tion of the will., But the feeling of pleasure which is both
connected to the representation of an object a priori and does
ROt depend uypon any practical law recommending the willing of
such an- object can be neither explained nor justified by reference
to uncerstanding or desire alone. It thus demands its own prine
ciple. And Kant adds that "judgment is always relative to the
subject and produces.no concepts of objects for itself alone,
Alternatively he says that '"the feeling of pleasure or displea~

sure is only sensitivity to the state of the subject"

What Kant has been attempting is a deduction of the
|

existence of an a priori principle of pleasure from the bare
outlines of a model of mind. He of course does not show that

pleasure or displeasure is the only form of sensitivity to the
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state of the subject. But by introducing the idea of a judgment

about the state of the subject he dnes point the way to the

deeper theory of an a priori judgment of taste which he ulti-

mately offers.

In the two Introductions Kant expands on the definition
~of judgment (as the faculty of subsuming particulars under con-
3 ’ ’ ‘
cepts given to it by the understanding) given in the first

Critigue. He now gives judgment a more general cuncern with

matching particulars and universals., He describes two different
ways in which judgment can operate 3 depending upon whether it is

first furnished with a universal or a particular, judgment may

be "“determinant" or “"reflective',

"If the universal (the rule, principle, or law) is given,

then the judgmeént which subsumes the particular under it is

determinant”6, Kant writes in the ﬁublishéd Intfoduction. In
the earlier version, he defines determinant judgment as the
“capaéity for making determinate a basic concept by means of a
given empirical representation®, suggesting that judgment in
this form of its exercise supplies Schemata for concepts fur-
nished by the understanding. On either definition, the faculty
of determinant judgment is merely the capacity to epply concepts

already given, particularly pure concepts, to appropriate parti-

culars. ' s
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There is, however, a second possible relation between
particulars and universals : that obtaiﬁing when the particular
is given, but a universal has to be found for it, ihe capacity
to respond to the situation defined by this relation is reflective
judgment7, and the products of such response, preéumably, are
reflective judgments. This, at least, is how Kant defines
reflective judgment in the published Introduction. The first
Introduction offers a more illuminating account., Here; Kant
defines reflective judgment as "a capacity for reflecting on a
given representation according to a certain principle, to produce
a possible concept. But Kant goes on to intimate a broader inter-
pretation, To reflect, he says, "is to compare and éombine a
given representation either with other representations or with
one's cognitive faculties, with respect to a concept thereby made

possible®,

Reflective judgment still seeﬁs to be concerned with the
search for a concept. But he now suggests two alternatives to
the direct application of an already given éoncept rather than
one. Reflective judgment may be concerned with certain relations
‘among objects which are not immediately evicent in the pure or
empirical concepts individually applicable to thgm, but.which
obtain only ambng groups of such concepts; or it may be concerned
with aspects of the relation between an individual cbject and-a
subject of cognition which are not represented by any given

concepts at all., The latter possibility is Kant's ground for
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treating aesthetic judgment as a species of reflective judgment,
Kant ultimately uses the notion of a “possible concept" to
connote the harmony between imagination and understanding, the
general condition for the application of concepts. It may be
noted in this connection that what it is for reflective 'judgment
to compare and combine a given representation with one's own
cognitive faculties is not immediately apparent, nor does' Kant
explain his suggestion. Instead he turns to give an accbunt of
the first form of reflective  judgment as our capacity fof detect-
ingAsystematic connections among the diversity of our empirical
concepts of nature. E;en though Kant takes the problem of the
gap between the categories and a systematically organized of
interconnected body of empirical laws or concepts very seriously,
we should not consider the matter, since it has very little or
any obvious linkage with his theory of taste. The principle of
systematicity is actually irrelevant to that theory. The prob-
lematic ascription of the property of systematicity to nature
is notYmorrored.in the case of aesthetic judgment. The principle
of taste makes no claim about either natural or artificial
objects of taste, but concerns ourselves as the makers of su;h
judgments.

We may hote in passing that Kant presents the concept

of "purposiveness" or “"finality" as the characteristic concept
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of thé reflective judgmente. It is intended as a'concept which
can be directly predicated of objects, either individually or.
collectively. Thus thé concept of finality is grammatically ’
analogous to substantial and causal concepts, Kant defines an
“end" of “purpose" as a concept of an object which "contains the
ground of the actuality of this cbject®, that is, which is
causally responsible for the existence of the objecte. "FPinality"
is defined as "“the agreement of a thing with that constitution
of things which is only possible according to ends", So, Kant
implieg, an object of a kind which possesses finality could come
into existence only through action involving the representation

of a concept, or through the agency of a being capable of being

guiced by concepts.

Then Kant introduces tihe special concept of the "finality
of nature®, Through this concept "nature.is represented as if
an understanding contained the grouﬁd of the unity of the mandi-
fold of its empirical laws", To say that nature is final is to
refer to the ground of its systematicity. The concept refers
only to the fact that even in its multipiicity nacure is sub-
sumable under a system of empirical laws. Finality is a concept
of reflective judgment. Adaptation of nature to our cognitive
faculties is presupposed a priori by judgment. It is contingent
by the standards of the understanding. We ascribe to nature a
transcendental purposiveness in respect of the subject's faculty

of cognition without finding any actual reference to ends in the
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products of nature. The first Introduction asserts that in
judgment's presupposition of finality the end is posited not
in the cbject but in the subject, and in fact in the latter's

capacity for reflectionlo.

We are just now at the point where we can begin to ’
consider how the topic of aesthetic judgment is introduced into
the generél theory of reflective judgment. Kant's two Introductions
open with a direct approach to the topic of aesthetic judgment,
the attempt to link pleasure and judgment by means of their
analogous positions in the trichotomies of the higher cognitive
faculty on the one hand and the facultieé of mind és a whole on
the other. Kant begins his consideration of reflective judgment
by maintaining that it might take either of two forms - to
reflect is to compare and combine given representations either
with other representations or with one's cognitive powers. The
principle of systematicity is intended as the principle of the
first form only of reflective judgment. It is the second kind of
reflective judgment that is concerned with aesthetic judgment.
Kant adds that reflecﬁive judgment can be applied to the repre-
sentation of the individual objectll. The second form of reflec-
tive judgment compares and combines a given représentation with
one's own cogngtive faculties also leads to a perception of
finality in the reprefentation of individual objects. This is'

how Kant introduces aesthetic judgment into his theory s the basis

of aesthetic response, the harmony of imagination and understanding,
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is the result of the exercise of the second variéty of reflective
judgment, and beauty is the finality of an object in virtue of

which it can occasion.this response.

Kant contrasts reflection on the systematicity of a
collection of empirical concepts with "simple reflection oﬁ a
perception“lz, where it is not a matter of reflecting on a
determinate concept but in general only a matter of reflecting
on the rule of a perception in behalf of the understanding as a
facultx of concepts, In this form of refiective judgment, one
considers the comparison of the relationship in which imagina-
tion and understanding stand to each other in the faculty of
judgment with that in which they actually stand in the case of a
given representation. And such a comparison may lead to an
aesthetic judgment, or a reflective judgment on the finality of

an individual form.

If the conparison of an object with our own faculties in
reflective judgment can produce pleasure in its beauty, what
would then be the objects of aesthetic judgments of reflection?
Is the apprehension involved in the aesthetic judgment of reflec-
tion directed toward natural objects alone, or to non-natural
because it may| sometimes appear that it is objects of nature
rather than of art which are primary for aesthetic judgment., Such

an impression may and often does arise, but it is certainly
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misleading. It arises contextually, that is, from Kant's sub-
sumption of taste under reflective judgment, But a careful read-
ing of Section VIII of the first Introduction or Section VII

of the published Introduction should settle the matter. We may

now turn to that direction.
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NOLES AND REFERENCES <

Kant wrote two Introductions for the Critigque of
ggggmeng. The original introduction, now called the First

Introduction (translated by James Haden, The Library of Liberal

Arts, New York, 1965) was written 1789, while Kant was preparing
the third Critigue for publication. He seems to have come to
the opinion that it was too long : hence he laid it aside and

wrote a shorter versicn, which is the one now found prefaced to

that Critigue. In the First Introduction Kant's aim was to bring
into focus the central concept, that of judgment in its several

forms, and to show the overall unity of the entire critical

philosophy.
Both the first. and the published Introductions make
important contributions: to our understanding of the‘intefnal

structure of Kant's Theory of aesthetic judgment.

We shall abbreviate the First Introduction as FI.

1. PI. II
2, Ibid., II
3e ¢y IIT

4, FI IIX.
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Ibid,, III

Ibid., IV

FI V. Bernard has npurposiveness", while Meredith!

has "finality"“,.
cJ IV.

FI V.

Ibid., VII

Ibid., VII.
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CHAPTER IV

Kant's Theory of Taste

Wwe have seen that Kant describes “reflective judgment"
which includes the aesthetic judgment as a Species) as judgment
of a particular in search of a universal concep®t or rule, and
that he describes ngeterminant judgment" as that in which the
universal is given and under which a particular is subsumed.
Practical judgment, comprising utilitarian; prudential and
ethical judgment, is determinate, that is we are in possession
of a determinate concept concerning what is useful, prudential,
or utilitarian, and we bring the concept to bear upon the parti-
"cular situation. Even‘ethical choice ;resupposgs a determinate
rule : the Categorical Imperative. Briefly, the determinate
rule of ethics requires each person to legislate'his own moral
maxim for all mepbers of the moral communltye.

cognitive judgment also bresupposes determinate purposes,
discoverable by empirical inspection or by rational analysis,
as in chemistry or mathematics. But aesthetic judgment doés
not need a notion of what the object must be, or of its perfec-
tion, to feel disinterested pleasure. One can take aesthetic
delight in some objeéts without knowing purely scientific
thing§labout them. "“Hardly any one but a botanist knows the

true nature of a flower, and even he, while recocnizing in the
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flower the reproductive organ of the plant, pays no attention
to this natural end when using his taste to judge of its

Q
beauty"l.

Let us then look for Kant's definition of taste. He
defined it as "the faculty to choose in agreement with others.
that which sensitively pleases"z, and maintained that when one
calls an cbject beautiful, “one declare / s_/ not merely [ one's_/
3

own pleasure, but also that it should please others"™, Kant

held judgments of taste as "generally valid“4° The Critique of

Judgment defines the beautiful as "that which, apart .rom a
ccncept pleases universally“s, and taste itself as "the facﬁLty
of estimating what makes our feeling in a given representation

universally communicable without the mediation of a concept"s.

So to justify any talk of taste at all Kant has to demonstrate
its universal validity; and to do this, he has to solve two
problems : {a) that of explaining the pleasure of aesthetic
response without assimilating it to any simple operation of sense
or intellect, and (b) that of supporting the claims of taste
without appealing to metaphysics. |
|

Kant has offered a solution of the problem of taSte in
l *

somewhat the following lines. The judgment of taste, 1i.e. the

assertion that a particular object is beautiful - is an outcome

of a complex mental process. It involves, in barest outline of
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course, an.exercise o% reflective judgment in the estimation of

an object. In this no concepts are involved, but the cognitive
faculties of imagination and understanding are nevertheless invol-
ved. It leads to a response to that object, a special state of
mind, which may be thought of as a harmony or free play of these
cognitive faculties. This subjective state manifests its exis-
tence by the occurrence of a feeling of pleasure - the pleasure

in theébeautiful; or aesthetic response itself.

what is the source of the given pleasure? That the
pleasure felt in the presence of a particular object is in .
fact due to the harmony of reason requires an enpirical judgment, °
about its origin. This judgment is reached by reflection on the
context and history of one's own mental stéte, and thus by an
exerciée of the faculty of judgment. Now this is distinqt from
that which first produced the felt pleasure in the cbject. And
it is on the basis of the reflection on one's pleasure that a
c¢laimn of taste is made. The attribution df‘a paftiéular feelihg
of pleasure to the harmony of reason licenseé the attributioﬁ
of the pleasure to other persons. This is p{ecisely a claim of
intersubjective validity for the pleasure. And the extension of
pleasure to others transforms the judgment of taste into a kind
cf a priori juégment. It rests on an assumption of similarity
between oneself and others, and it goes beyond any past experiencé

of agreement. The assumption is only a universal imputation, by

|
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means of a judgment of taste, of a pleasure so produced. The
requirement of intersubjective validity set by Kant's definitions
of the concepts of beauty and taste imposes criteria for the
evaluation of aesthetic response. Ay feeling of pléasure, if it

. is to serve as a ground for calling its object beautiful must be

regarded as universallyrand necessarily valid‘for any auéience

of the object. The explanation of aesthetic response as @ harmony
of reason, Kant supposes, makes it rational to base a public
claim to validity on.something so subjective as a feeling of
pleasure. Kant uses this explanation also, for deriving the
criterian’ of disinterestedness by means of which claims of
universality and necessity for given pleasures may actualiy be

justified,

Kant's theory of aesthetic judgment comprises both an
analysis of the demends made by Jjudgments of ta;te_and an expla-
natioz of the nature of aesthetic response as to how such demands
may be met. Underlying this theoy is a complex model of mind. It
enables Kant to avoid assimilating aesthetic response to either
sensory gratification (as the empiricists did) or the intellectual
recognition of value (as the rationalists daid), and yet tov 0
anchor the intersubjective validity of claims of taste on the
intersubjecti%ity of knowledge in general. Kant 1is not an
incognitivist as a theorist of taste. In short, Kant's solution

for the problem of taste has two componeﬁts, analytical and

explanatory. The phenomenon of our pleasure in the beautiful is
t
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isolated by Kant by analysis of the concepts of subjectivity

and of the aesthetic.

It should be noted that harmony of reason or of the
faculties is the result of aesthetic judgment of reflection.
This is what Kant has presented in the Introductiocns, and he
connects the problem of taste with the general theory of reflec-
tive judgment. According to him judgments of taste concern the
pleasure produced by beautiful objects, and the exercise o;

reflective judgment can produce such a pleasure,

Section VII of the published Introduction approaches
the topic of aesthetiC'judgmeﬁt through the c0néept‘of subjecti-
vity. The concept is a cbmplex one, and it has ;ome refer;nce
to the subject or possessor of knowledge. To call something
subjective is to say that it depends upon the constitution of
some: subject for its existence for the way it appears., But
representations which are ontologically subjective can neverthe~
less have a cognitive import that requires describing them as
epiétemologically objective. The forms of space and time are
ontologically subjective, or are éxplained.by reference to the
subject, and yeF these are necgssary conditions of our representa-
tions of cbjects, they are valid of all the cbjects of our

experience. This is the teaching of the Transcendental Aesthetic

part of the Critique of Pure Reason. Space and time are “pure
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forms. But what about colours or pigments in a paiﬁting? Kant‘

calls them "impure" representations-in the sense that they are

dependent upon the physiological constitution of the perceiver,

hence colour sensations are to be included in our empirical

concepts of dbjects. But the point is that what is ontologically

subjective may alsd be epistemologically objective, or form - part
7

of "objective sensation"’, Sensations of pleasure and pain

cannot be so incorporated into empirical concepts.

»

. : |
Objective validity (or "logical validity" as Kant calls

it in the third Critigue VII) is the availability of a representa-
£ion for "the determination of the dbject (for the purpose of
knowledge)". In the f£frst Critigue Kant pays little ‘attention

to the question of intersubjective validity. But he appears to

have believed that intersubjective validity to be a consequence
of objective validity. Colour sensations are said to be not
the properties of things, they are “changes in the subject",

and may be "different in different persons"s. In the Prolegomena

Kant asserts that "dbjective validity and necessary universality
(for eggrybody) are equivélent terms"g. In the Third Critique
Kant separates the question of intersubjective acceptability
from that of objective validity, and thus implies a comp lex
division of thé status of representations. Al representations
may, of c¢ourse, be regarded as ontologically subjective. But'~

epistemologically, they may be objectively valid; yet they may
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enjoy no form of validity. Again, they may be intersubjectively
valid, without being objectively valid. So if aesthetic judgqent
is to be possible, there will have to be representations which
are intersubjectively valid without being objectively valid.

For Kant, the feeliﬂg of pleasure or displeasure is an eiement
of the subjective side of representation which is not ocbjectively
valid. This feeling is the subject of aesthetic judgment. That
which is purely subjective in a representation of an object,
i.e., "what constitutes only its reference to the 'subject“10

its "aesthetic quality" is instantiated by the feeling of\
pleasure and pain. Aesthetic judgment concerns the pleasure or

pain occasioned by objects.

In Section VIII of the first Introduction, Kant opens
by considering the term " gesthetic" rather than the concept of
subjectivity, but arrives at the same result. He notes first
‘that in a phrase such&ag "an aesthetic mode of . representation®
the word "aesthetic" connotes the subjective contribution of a
form of sensibility to a representation, and is thus compatible
with the objective validity of the representation. This usage. =
Kant's own in the f£ir5t Critigue = follows the Baumgartian
tradition in which the aesthetic is the sensible component of
Knowledge. In %he second edition of the first Critique Kant
suggested that we may grant a second sense to “aesthetic“ll.
Calling a mode of representation aesthetié may also express our

intention of relating a representation not to the cognitive
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faculty but to the feeling of pleasure or displeasure. In this
sense, Kant points out the aesthetic makes no contribution to
the knowledge of objects, but concerns only a sensitivity on
the part of the subject. What is aesthetic in this sense is
purely subjective in ontological sighifiéance. Agéin, Kant
connects the aesthetic with the subjective, and thus prepares
to link aesthetic judgment with the non cognitive feeling of

pleasure and pain.

The ambiguity of the term “aesthetic" does not attach
to the phrase "aesthetic judgment"., If we think of a judgment
as a knowledge claim, we realize that senses alone can make no
"judgment. Intuitions are ihdeed sensuéus, but .n actual knowledge
claim always involves tﬁe understanding. So an aesthetic Judgnent'
cannot be a knowledge claim based on sensible infuition alone..
Hence reference to pleasure or displeasure is intended in the
phrase "aesthetic judgment". Kant concludes that an Faesthetié
judgment of an object" refers, grammatically, to a relation of
a ;epresentation to an object, but is actually "a judgment
conveying the determination of the subject and his feeling
rather than of the object"lz. An aesthetic judgment is one which
concerns a feeling, presumably caused by a given cdbject. Instead
of making a knBWledge claim about the object, it makes a claim

about the feeling it occasions.
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Kant next links these considerations to the theory of
reflective judgment and argues that in making one kind of
judgment about the pleasure occasioned by an object we are making
a judgment about.the relation of the representation of that
object to our cognitive faculties. In the first Critique
sensibility and imagination are distinct. In the third Critigue
imagination is “the faculty intuitions or presentaﬁions", and
performs the functions assigned to both sensibility and imagina-
tion in the first Critique. Further, Kant holds th;t imagination

and understanding are "mutually related", Ordinarily, the relation
is "objective and cognitive", and it results in the understand-
ing's assignment of some definite concept to an intuition
presented by the imagination. We are not concerned with the
relationsnip between the two faculties, but the knowledge claim
which is the product of judgment. wé-are interested in a propo-

sition rather than in the mental event of judgment itself.

But Kant argues that the same relationship can be viewed
subjectively, i.e., we can also consider the mental state from
which a cognition issues. We may be conscious of the mental
state which is the effeét of an object on our cognitive facul£ies.
This consciousness is given by é sensation which is not itself
predicated of the object. Kant adds the claim that there is a
Sensation which manifests the existence of the mental state of

Jjudgment itself rather than representing any property of the

a

object judged.
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Kant's next step is to forge a link between the faculty
of judgment and. the feeling of pleasure and displeasure. The lack
of objective reference on the part of the feeling makes it the
appropriate sensory expression of the subjective side of Jjudgment.
To establish the independence of the feeling connected with the
subjectige side of judgment, Kant maintains that the subjéctive
condition of judgment may ébtain even when an actual cognition
does not result. Kant writes ;hat "a merely reflective judgment

abOut_§ particular abject can be asesthetic, however, if the

Jjudgment, with no concCept antecedent to the given intuition,
unites the imagination (which merely.apprehends the dbject) with‘
the understanding (which produces a general concept) and perceives
a relation between the two cognitive faculties which forms tﬁe
subjective and merely serisible condition of the objective
employment of the faculty of judgment - namely, the harmony of

the two faculties with each other"13

The following points emerge from Kant's statement ;
(a) that there is a subjective state in which the ‘conditions of
judgment are met: (b) the existence of this state may be perceived
by means of a sensation (c) this state may obtain independently
of the making of an actugl knowledge claim &bout an object. This
subjective state is the harmony of the cognitive faculties. The
feeling by which it is perceived is that of pleasure. aAnd the

claim that it is the existence of this state which is manifest
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in aesthetic response is the foundatiqn of Kant's aesthetics,

¢ Let us consider Kant's thesis that pleasure is the
sensation linked to the harmony of the faculties. His argument
appears to proceed as follows. An aesthetic judgment is one
"whose predicate can never become cognitive, although it may
contain the general subjective condition for a cognition";'The
evidence on which such a judgment is made can only be a sensation,
otherwise it will not be an aesthetic judgment at all., and if
the judgment is to be directed to the state of the subject rather
than the nature of the object, the sensation on which it is
based cannot form part of the concept of an object. Such a
unique sensation is the feeling of pleaéure or displeasure,
The ground of determination of an aesthetic judgment lies in a -
sensation immediately connected with the feeling of pleasure
and pain. Such a sensation may be brought about in two ways. It
could be caused directly by the emﬁirical intuiﬁion‘of.an object,
without the involvement of any higher cognitive faculties aﬁ all.
A report of such a sensation would be an "aesthetic judgment of
sense", Or, it might be e?fected by Phe hérmonious ;nterplay
of the judgment's.twé gognitive faculties. The expression of such
a state would be an “aesthetic judgment of reflection®,

1
Kant appears to assume that the feeling of pleasure apd

paln is the only'feeiing incapable of objective émployment. This

is an o0ld assumption and may be found in Locke14 as well as in
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Berkelyls. But that pleasure and pain are of subjective signi-
ficance could use proof. secondly, Kant's argument treats of a
sihgle feeling, and does not discriminate between pleasure- and
pain. It may be quite natural that pleasure and pain should be
connected with the subjective state of our cognitive faculties.
But Kant's argument does not show why only pleasure - and not
merely pleasure Or pain - should expreés a harmonious state of

,’3

these faculties.

Kant opens Section VII of the published Introduction with
the claim that wﬁat is purely subjective in a representativeaof
an object is its "aesthetic quality" and thus the subject matter
of aesthetic judgment. He then asserts that it is the feeling
of pleasure or displeasure which is this “"subjective siée of
representation" and thus the aesthetic guality. Then Kant employs
his concept of finality. wphe finality of a thiﬁg", e says.

"is in no way a qﬁality of the object itself". Finality is
subjective when it is independent of or precedes gny actual
knowledge of an object. It precedes the cognition of an object
even withbut any will to use the representation of the object for
cognition. This makes the feeling of pleasure and displeasure

and the propekty of finality both subjective sides of representa-
tion, and Kant connects the two. The feeling of pleasure and
displeasure beccmes the representation of that finality of an
object which precede; any cognition of it 3 wthe object is called

final, only because its representation is inmudiately connected
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with the feeling of pleaéure, and this representation itself

16. Kant is in

is an aesthetic representation of the finality"
fact linking the two phenomena, pleasure and finality, by their
common status of subJectivity. If it is merely the fact of sub-
jectivity which assoc1ates feeling w1th finality, why should it
be just pleasure and not pleasure or pain which represents
finality? Kant is here introducing the claim thatlour pleasure
in the beautiful is linked bo an aesthetic quality of finality.

The connection of pleasure and finality, which is peculiarly a

non-objective property, leads to the heart of Kant's theory.

A harmony between imagination and understanding causes a
feeling of pleasure. An object is subjectively or formally pur-
posive because by producing free play between the imagination
and the understandiﬁg it produces pleasure. But why the harmony
of the ﬁaculties afoube, or cause, a.feeling of pleasure? Section
VI of the published Introduction gives a general t..cory of the
prcduction of pleasure. It is in the light of this section that
Kant's theory of the pleasure of aesthetic response and its pro-

duction by the harmony of the faculties may be interpreted,

As Kant puts it, "the attainment of every aim is coupled
with a feelinglof pleasure"l7. The same thesis is reitecrated at
the close of the Analytic of the Beautiful'where Kant says that
the accomplishment of any objective is invariably connected with

delight. Cne should distinguish objectives and desg.res, and note

Kant's view that the faculty of desire is not involved in every



one of our objectives. Kant's theory of pleasure depends on the
view that each of the faculties of mind has the objective of .
producing the state which it is capable of producing, apa the’
satisfaction of this objective, under certain conditions, produces
pleasure. Kant states the funfamental presupposition of . the

Critigue of Judgment's explanation of aesthetic response when he

writes, in the Critigue of Practical Reason, that "to every faculty

of mind an interest can be ascribed, i.e., 2 prinéiple which
contains the condition unéer which alone its exercise is advanégd“.
In the second Cfitigye speaks of pleasure connected with aésire,
whilg in the third Critigque he links pleasure witl. reflective
judgment, and the terminology of 'interest' is given up. However,
the idea that each faculty has its own objective is éfucial

to the third Critigue., Thus the attainment of knowledge is Fﬁe
fulfilment of the objective of the faculty of cognition, and
ideally, the occasion of a pleasure_which does ngt fulfil an
objective set by desire. Correspondingly, the satigfaction of

an objective set by the faculty of desire itself may be regarded
as-the cause of pleasure that does not involve the cbjectives of
the faculty of cognition. and finally, the successfulJemployment
of the faculty of reflective judgment must alsoc be seen as the
occasion of a pleasure which is independent of the practical aims

of the faculty'of desire,

Iet us now ask, what is the status'of Kant's thesis that

pleasure is always produced by the satisfaction of an ocbjective?
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Kant employs his statement as a law-~-like premise, but does not
introduce the claim with an argument. The thesis cannot be
analytic, for it does not say that whatever state persons are

in on the attainment of their objective shall be called pleasure.
The Thesis connects the attainment of odbjectives with a feeling

of pleasure, and feeling is a single psychological spate, in some -
respects it is phenomenologlcally identical 1n all of it?
occéurrenceés. Thus the thes;s as a matter of fact, it must be

synthetic, rather than analytic,

Is the thesis.synthetic a priori or synthetic a posteriori?

In the first Introduction Kant says that a definition of the

19, but he offers

feeling of pleasure "must be transcendental®
no transcendental deduction of his proposition. Nor is it.any'
more clear how the adoption of the principle that the attainment
of every objective produces pleasure could be a condition of the
possibility of human knowledge. Thevpossibility-rema;ns that

Kant's theomy of pleasure might be synthetic a posteriori, a

o

law of human psychology, never &isconfirmed,, thcugh conceivably
disconfirmable., A law which links a specific feeling to a specific
mental state should be empirical, But Kant is concerned with

an a priori principle of taste, and in that case how does he"
introduce an dmpirical law into the foundation of his explanation
of aesthetic response? The matter appears to be that Kant's
defence for an a priori principle of aesthetic judgment has an

ultimate limit in empirical psychology,
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Wwe have already noticed that the harmony of the faculties
is the “sensible" as well as the "subjective" condition of
knowledge. Accordingly knowledge may be looked upon from two
points of view, the objective and the subjective. The objective
point of view 1s the case when our, goal would bé tﬁe discovery
or acquisition of true beliefs or objectively Qalidvjudgménts.
The goal of knowledge from the subjective point ol view would
consist in the synthetis or unification of our mahifolds of
intuition, however, aqhieved. The doctrine of Kant's first
Critique is tnat there can be no synthesis of manifolds without
objectively valid judgments. But it can also be sald that from a
psychologiCal point of view the synthesis of a manifold is what
produces an objective valid judgment. As the mental event which
has knowledge at its outcome, this synthesis may be thought of
as the subjective condition of cognition, and as itself a goal
in cognition. Since the harmony of faculties is a state in which.
the suﬁjective condition of knowledge exists witﬁout the use of
a concept, and thus without any objective judgment actually being
made, this state may be one in which a manifold of intuition,
presented by the imagination, is unified, or at least, asppeacrs
to be unified, without the use of a concept. Unification without
a concept is of course contingent, and fulfilment of our aim in
knowledge would@ be unexpected. It would thus be the occasion of

a “noticeable pleasure".



The interpretation risked above may not have been a case
of a fool's rushing in where even angels fear to tread. If we
turn to the first edition account, in the first Critic, of the
threefold synthesis, we will see that this includes all the
aspects of synthesis except the actﬁal applicatiod of a concept
of the understanding to the manifold of intuitions?®, The harmony
of the faculties is then a state in which, somehow, a manifold
of intuition is run through and held together as a unity by the
imagination without the use of a concept. This account of the
harmony of the faculties does not assign an active role to the
understanding, but it does describe a state in which the imagina-
tion is in harmony with the understanding in tbe sense accomplish-
ing everything that is ordinarily reqﬁisite for the successful

]

relation of the understanding to a manifold of imtuition.

The imagination in aesthetic.response is in harmony with
the usual requirements of the understanding, even though the '
latter does not apply any determinate concept in the state of
free play. The imagination accomplishes its synthesis of appre-
hension on the manifold provided in a representation or by the
form of a given object'in empirical intuition. That is, the mind
is ordinarily disposed to the harmony of the faculties by an

I
object, which we may provisionally suppose is beautiful in virtue

of this disposition,
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Now to turn to these epistemological bearings on the
concept of taste. In the section 9 6f the Analytic of the Beauti-
ful Kant describes the feeling of pleasure as the determining
groundtof the judgment of taste. The feeling is the mental state
which presents itself in the mutual relation of the powers of
representation'. This relationship is one of "mutual accord
between imagination and understanding, and is also called a -
relation of "“free play", because no definite concept festriéts
these two faculties to a particular rule of cognition. The imagina-
tion in the third Critigue is a faculty of intuitions. And taste
as a subjective faculty of judgmenﬁ contains imagination as a
prihciple of subsumption. The ordinary relationship of the '
facultiles, when marked by an absence of a c¢oncept,.is not altered
but for the "la.wfulness"21 of the imagination. There cbtains
combination of a manifold by the imagination, which schematizes
without a conceptzz. Kant intimates that the unity of the manifold

is represented by a feeling rather than a concept;

The concept of taste is finally a "faculty for estimating

an object in relation to the free lawfulness of the imagination23

Taste is a state of the imagination, free and productive, such
that aesthetic response is a state of "lawfulness withoqt'a~lﬁ".
In short, for adesthetic response to occur the.oraLnary condition
for cognition must be met without the iﬁagination feeling cons-

trained by consciousness of a rule.

o



75

So far we have given an account of Kant's theory of taéte
in general on the bais of the two Introductions. But what about
his theory of taste for art in particulér. For this purpose we
shall have to turn to the third critique itself. This we propose

to undertake in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER V

Harmony of the Faculties and Taste for Art

In a section toward the end of the Critigque of Judgment

Kant deals not with taste in general but with our taste for_éft
in particular. Kant's discussion of our enjoyment of music bears
directly on the question how the harmony of the faculties is

incorporated into his theory of taste.

Kant considers the role of concepts in our response to
musd¢ in the specific form of mathematical rules which migﬁt
describe the relationship between the tones or individual repre-
sentations constituting the manifold in an actual experience of
music. Consciocusness of such rules is not required for or involved
in music's production of pleasure. He declares, “matheﬁatics,
certainly, does not play the least part in the charm and movement
of the mind produced by music. Rather, it is only the indispen-
sable condition of that proportion of the combining as well as
nchanging impressions which.makes it possible to grasp them all
in one and prevents them from destroying one aﬁothef, and to iet
them, rather, harmonize toward a continuous movement and quicken-
ing of the mind by affections that are consonant with it and
thus /" lead_/ to a comfortable self-enjoyment“l. If the enjoyment
of music, as of any olher object of taste, depends Qn,the occurr~

ence of the harmony of the faculties, then what we have here is a
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lucid description of a pleasure produced by a unification of a
manifold achieved without any consciouaﬁess of conceptually
formulated rules. An explanation of the object's disposition

to produce that harmony might involve re%erence~t6 suéh rules
(perhaps this is what Kant calls “indispensable COnditibns").
But the explanation of the enjoyment of the harmony turns on
Jjust the fact that the general cognitive cbjective of grasping

a manifold and holding it together in the mind has beenlachieved

without consciousness of constraint from any concept.

Wwe have, in the foregoing Chap?er, tried to sbow-that
”harmony of the facultie§ is a state in which the subject%vg '
condition of cognition, the unification of the manifold éf intui-
tion, occurs without the use of a concept. We ha&e also sought
to establish that aesthetic response is the feelgng of pleasure
produced by this state of harmony between the imagination and.
the understanding. But the momentous issue is whether the state
of harmony ©f the faéulties is a kind of event such that its
preparation extends through time, but its occurrence is momentary.
This impression gets confirmed on several grounds. There 1s Kant's
claim that the state of the harmony of the faculties produces and
is manifest in a feeling of pleasure., The feeling is temporally
discrege. Thenlthe model Qf reflective judgment's accomplishment

of a cognitive objective is used to interpret aesthetic response.

An example of such an acconplishment is given by Kant as follows:

&
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"the discovery ... that two or more empirical heterogenous laws
of nature are allied under one principle that embraces them
both “serving as the ground of a very appreciable’pleasure“z.

A discovery would seem to be an event, no matter how-long it is

in preparation, it is actually made in a single moment. -

But it is'peculiar to think of aesthetic response, our
enjoyment of a piece of music or dramatic performance, of being
anything like instantaneous. It seems natural to think of
aesthetic reSppnsé as temporally extended in a way that aﬂ event
of accomplishment or moment, of fulfilment is not. What is impor-
tant to notice is that Kant sometimes describes tlie harmony of
the faculties as a temporally extended state. In calling the
harmony a "play" of the mental powers “as quickened by their
mutual accord", Kant definitely suggests that the feeling of
aesthetlic response as well as the fulfilment of the general
objective of cognition without the employment of a concept are
extended through time. They are likz an activity rather than an
act or event. Such a conclusion is also suggested by Kant's
reference, in his discussidn of music, to the pfodu;tion of Ya
continuous movement and quickening of the mind!by affections that
are constant with it and thus leads to a comfortéble.self-
enjoyment®, In]such passages Kant describes what is clearly a.

unified but also a tepporally extended psychological state.

There is no contradiction in interpreting the harmony of

the faculties as an event, like a discovery, and yet also

|

|
1
|
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describing it in terms of a temporally extended mental activity.
The concept of accomplishment miyght be taken as that of a kiqd
of event, and it alsg be thought of as that of a state of affair,
obtaining through a period in which certain conditions are ful-
f£illed. while there might be a particular moment at which a
given manifold of intuition first comes to be unified, it may
also be the case that the presentation or reproduction of a
manifold occupies a period of time, and that the state of its
unification can likewise be regarded ds occupying that extended
period of time. Such an explanation seems natural enough\in the
case of aesthetic response like musical performance and our
enjoyment of it - both occupying and extending throughout that

whole period.

But all.manifolds of intuition, be they presented by
objects like paintings or musical performances, are temporally
successive, In the case of paintings, the manifolds exist com-
plete from the first moment of intuition, in the case of music,
they are successively intuited. The pleasure of aesthetic res-
ponse depends upon an unexpected unification of a manifold, It
obtains és]ong as the manifold continues to be presented and
its unity retains its appearance of ;ontingency. Yet is should‘
be natural té suppose that the enjoyment engendered by that
acdomplishment as occupying a longer period of time. One conti-
nues to enjoy it in reflection upon its.occurrence, and so on,

even if the ground of pleasure is the occurrence of an act or
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event. The pleasure it produces may be a continuous psychological

state more akin to an activity. Music, said Shelléy, "vibrates
in memory". If the manifold presented by an object of taste is
itself temporally continuous, then the response to it will be
an extended and developing sense of its unity. Even if the mani-
fold itself is fully unified at any given time, the pleasure it

engenders may still be temporally extended.
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CHAPTER VI

Aesthetic Judgment And Its Criteria .

The two Introductions of the Critigque of Judgment have

presented a complex picture of the relations between pleasure

and reflection in the judgment of taste. Kant sought to establish
a connection betwéen our ability to feel pleasure or pain and
our faculty of judgment:; and the argument claimed a general
connection between pleasure and Judgment.UThen Kant introduces
the notion of reflective judgment as an ability to compare given
representations with each other, and also with our own facﬁlties.
The theory of reflective judgment led to Kant's thesis that the
pleasurevwe take in beautiful objects is a product of the con-
tingent harmony between imagination and understanding which
results from "simple reflection® on such objects.

Kant's view is that in making an aesthetic judgmenit, in
calling an object beautiful one is not merely re@orting.an
experience of pleasure. One is claiming that the pleasure one
has felt is intersupbjectively valid, or reasonably imputed to-
others. The analysis of the judgment of taste's claim to inter-
subjective validity remains to be defended in the Analytic of
the Beautiful, the first major division of the text of the

!
Critique of Judgment itself,
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The criteria of universal and necessary validity is’
mentioned in the first Introduction. They state the content of
the claim of aesthetic judgment, or are criteria by which this
form of judgment may be distinguished from a mere report of one's
response to any object. They do not juétify the claim. Rather
it is factors of disinterestedness and the form of finality
which play required role. That a given feeling of pleasure is
disinterested, and that it has been occasioned by the perception
of the purposiveness of a given object's form &are facts about,
it which may be used to assign it to the harmony of the fécﬁlties,a
and may be used to justify the claim of intersubjective validity
for that pleasure. Universality and necessity, we might say, are
defining criteria for the judgment of taste, and disinterested-
ness and the form of finality are justificatory criteria,

Universality and necessity are Kant's second and fourth
"moments" of the judgment of taste. Dsinterestedness and the
form of finality are his first and third moments. The second
and fourth moments are derived from an analysis of the form of
a judgment of taste, while the first and third moments are
derived from the explanation of aesthetic response., It may'be
noted that Kant does not suggest that the four moments could be
divided into t&o greups ofﬂdifferentlx functioning criteria. He
“simply offers a sequential discussion of four mcments of ithe
Judgment of taste, each resulting in a "definition" or “explana-

tion® (Erklarung)1 of the beautiful. The discussion is organized
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on the basis of an analogy to the fourfold division of judgments

_employed in the Critique of Pure Reasonz. It seems that whole

Analytic constitutes a single argument, beginning with disinteres-

tedness, to be followed by subsequent stages.

There is a disanalogy between the analyses of cognitivb
judgrents and aesthegic judgments. The term "moment" is not used
in the first Critique, and does not seem to have a clear
architectonic or methodological significance. The logical -
functions of cognitive judgment and the moments of aesthetic
judgment do not describe analogous properties of judgments., The
logical functions of judgment characterize differences in the
content of judgments, or differences that may obtain between
variods judgments. The moments of aesthetic judgment, by'contrasto
do not describe differences in the possible contehts of parti-
cular aesthetic judgments. The moments describe features of
epistemological status common to all aesthetic judgments, tq§
acceptability they claim to enjoy, the kinds of evidence on
which they may be based, the positions from which they must be
made3. Employing the categories of quantity, quality, relation
and modalify as logical fgnctions of judgment, we can formulate
a large number of formally different judgment types. According
to Kant's analysis, only the model categorles have anything to
do with the epistemological status of Judgments. They do not

enlarge the concept to which they are attached as predicates,
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only express the relation of the concept to the faculty of

knowledge4.

The situation is quite different in the case of aesthetic
judgment. Kant insists that all aesthetic judgments have the
same logical form. They all have the same quality, relation,
and modality. "In their logical quantity all judgments of taste
are singular judgments“s. Every aesthetic judgments makes the
same assertion about its object, every aesthetic judgment is an
‘assertoric singular aﬁfirmativé categorical judgment, The four
moments of aesthetic judgment do not characterize differénqes
in the way in which the predicate "Beautiful" may be atﬁached
to its subject. They characterize the epistemological status
.of such judgments. Only the moments of quantity and modality can
be said to determine ;he content or meaning of aesthetic judg-
ment's claim; quality and relation concern the evidence for

making such a claim.

There is another point of notice. It appeérs that there
is no intimate connection between Kant's final conviction that
aesthetic judgment is no form of cognitive judgment and the
division of four moments. The division was, for XKant, a long
standing habit' of thought, and he employed it inspite of the
disanalogies between aesthetic judgment and cognitive judgment.
Hence Kant's exposition need not be taken literally, and it may

be misleading as well, For example, Kant begins his analysis of
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aesthetic judgment with the feature of disinterestedness, anq
then proceeds to say that the second moment, i.e. the feature
of universality can be deduced from the first. Now this is
SOmewhat.uneasy and invalid. From the fact that a delight ish
not caused by any interest or desire, it does not follow that
it is valid for everyone. It might be accidental. Universality
cannot be deduced from disinterestedness alone, nor does it
follow that in reqﬁiring disinterestedngss of a pleasure cne is
requiring that it be universal. One may be simply requiring a
source other than interest, quite apart from any donsiderétibn
of intersubjectivity validity at all, Disinterestedness provided
evidence for a claim to universality in the actual practice of

aesthetic judgment.

We now propose to make brief statements about univer-
sality, singularity and necessity o[ aesthetic Jjudgment, and
postpone our remarks azbout disinterestendess for the sake of a

-fuller discussion in the following chapter.

Universality of aesthetic judgment : For 'Kant, aesthetic

Judgment is always a reflective Judgment. In the first introduc-
tion Kant defines an gesthetic judgment as one based on the
feeling of pleasure, and points out that wo different kinds of
aesthetic judgments are possible : an aesthutic judgment of
Sense and an aesthetic judgment of reflection. The former 1s

the mere report or expression of a feeling of pleasure produced
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"directly by the empirical intuition® of an object, or by purely
physiologicél response to it, The aesthetic judgment of reflection
is the judgment of taste, which "belongs to the higher faculty

of cognition" and makes the "universal claim“6° In the case of

the latter, since there can be "no definite concept of its
determining gr.und, this ground can only %e given Ey the feeling
of pleasure so that asesthetic judgment is always a reflective
judgment", That is, since two different kinds of judgment may

be licensed by feelings of pleasure produced in different ways,

reflection is needed to decide, in the case of a given feeling of

pleasure, which form of judgment is actually in order.

The second moment of the analytic of the.Beéutiful starts
with the claim that "ﬁhe beautiful is that which, without concepts,
must be represented as the object of a universal delight"7..1t
goes so far as to assert that to speak of taste Qithout assuming
the possibility universal agreement" would be to séy as much
as that there is no such thing as taste"e. The second moment
also introcuces the concept of the harmony of the faculties

into the body of the Analytic.

From an ontological pcint of Qiew the object of aesthetic
judgment is soﬁetning subjective. Yet why do we use the grammer
of objectivity? we adopt a granmatically objective mode of
expresgicn becasuse we are in fact willing'to claim the status

of intersubjective validity for some of cur feelin.s about
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objects, Taking the use of the predicate “beautifu;" for granteg,

Kant argues that, because there is a claim to intersubjective

validity implicit in the predicate form itself, there must be

a justifiable claim to intersubjectivity at the basis of judghents

of taste. This is so even while beauty "ig only aesthetic, and
Contains merely a relation of the representation of‘the object

to the subject",

Kant supports the criterisl role of the claim to univer-
sality on an appeal to linguistic usage. There is,. he s5ays, a
difference in our linguistic expectations asbout the objects of

such judgnents, the agreeable and the beautiful,

According to Kant's analysis, the term "agreeable"
allows indexing the term to . particular users, cr allows for
expecting purely brivate validity. Correct usage of "agreeable®
invclves no claim on the agreément of others, for it permits
.the explicit denial of any such claim'by the addition of'the
words "to me", with the ‘term "beautiful", howeéer, 6ur ;i;guiétic
- eXpectations are quite different. There can be n. object which
is beautiful for me. If it merely pleases me, I must not call
it beautiful, When Someone "proclaims scmething beautiful, he.

imputes' the Same delight to others; he Jjudges not merely for

himself but for eéverycne, end then Speaks cof beauty as if it

were a broperty of things"g. The claim to intersubjective Validity
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is a condition of the meaningful use of "beautiful", The univer-
sality of an aesthetic Jjudgment is concerned with the eplstemo-
“logical fact of universal acceptability., And we may recall that
in the first Introduction Kant said that universality, along

of course with necessity, for distinguishing between aesthetic

Judgments of sense and reflection.

The claim to intersubjective validity is a condition on
the meaningfiul use of "beautiful®, uuch a claim is what distin-
guishes the use of this term from a mere report of the occurrence
°f a feeling of pleasure in oneself. In calling an object
agreeable, one merely reports the occurrence of such a feeling.
In calling it beautiful, one goes beyvond that'to "impute" the
pleasure to others as well, althouch on the basis of its
occurrence in oneself. The permissibility of adding the index
J'to me" to Yagreeable" shows that it #s essentiélly private,
Publicity is inherent in the meaning of "beautiful". It'mgy aiso
be noted that the disﬁinction between private validity and
intersubjective validity of response is analogous to that between
subjectlve and obJectlve Sequences of representations in the
first Critique. The latter is what judging of objects is all
about, the former is what taste is all abou,

|
The terms with which Kant expresses the criterion of

universal validity suggest demanding or réquirigg something

from someone, or imposing some kind of obligation on another,
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Ae;thetic judgment involves "a demand for vélidity from every-
one", "a demand for subjective universality"lo. It is also‘
interesting to note that in passages ocutside of the second
mcment Kant uses apparently moral language to state the claim
of taste. He raises the question of "how the feeling in the
judgme%F of taste is attributed to everycne as a sort of duty",

or "as if it were a duty"ll.

Again, we find that in declaring

an object beautiful one intends that “everyone ought to give

the object concerned his approval"lz. Some commentators have
argued that, for Kant, aesthetic judgment's demand for agreement
is @ moral claim, and requires a foundation in a moral Jjusti-
ficationl3. Without disputing the argument that Kant has intro-
duced a moral element into his analysis of the second moment,

we may say that Kant may be asking moral language to convey the

importance of finding a reason for making claims about the res-

ponses of others., o

What is really the case? Does Kant describe the require-
ment of rationality or that of morality? Kant himself derives
the second moment from the first. Does it mean that he means to
support a moral demand on a requirement of disinterestedness?
The disinterestedness of aesthetic judgment appears to separate
it from moraliéy. It should be unexceptionable to say that dis-
Anterestedness is the.aesthetic analogue of the'epistemological
notion of objectivity. If that he the casé, then Kant's_ihten£ions

should concern epistemological grounds for a tit:e of universality.
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Again, Kant uses terms with cognitive rather than practical
connotations in describing the claim of taste. Eor example, he
Says that aesthetic judgment is similar to logical judgment in
that one can presuppose ;ts validity for everyone. The judgﬁent
is presupposed valid for others. This means that its ground for
determination may be presupposed to obtain for others as well.
In other words, aesthetic judgment “presupposes" the feeiing of

pleasure in others, or attributes it to others. !

To say tﬂat the feeling of pleasure can be attributéd
to others means that it is assumed to be communicable. What éort
of claim is it? In sections 7 and 8 Kant makes it clear that the
judgment of taste is a claim about the responses of others but
not a %fediction based on induction or dedﬁction. It expects its
confirmation from the accession of others, but is not defeated
by evidence that others do not in fact agree. Kant introduces
the metaphor of “universal voice" in the final paragraphs of
section 8, 'The figure implies that one's feeling pleasure is‘%

condition of concurrence in another's judgment of taste,

There is also the notion of 'postulate" that Kant uses.

He says that in judgment of taste "a universal voice in respect

14

|
of delight without mediation by concepts" is postulated. What

is thus postulated is a possibility of an aesthetic judgment?
One usage of "postulate" is to describe the principles of

16
modalityls. 2nother sense of the term is drawn from mathematics ,
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A third sense 1is employed in the sécond Critigue in Kant's
discussion of the idea of God, freedom and immortality17. 2
judgment of taste is not a postulate in h%ither of the three
senses of the term. An imputation of pleasure or agreement in
nleasure is an "idea"ls, i.e., a concept of objective but
indeterminate ¥alidity. Its validity is indeterminate because

it rests on two conditions the fulfilment of which is uncertain :
(a) one's knowledge of both oneself and others, and (b) the
indeterminate concept of the harmony of the faculties as the
ground of aesthetic response. 2 person may say that an object x
is beautiful only if he takes pleasuré in x an@ believes that,
his pleasure in x is dué to the harmony to which the percepfion
of x disposes his imagination and understanding.'The ascription
of one's own pleasure in the harmony of the faculties can ground

an imputation of it te¢ others, or function as evidence for the

assertion of a judgment of taste,

The Singularity of aAesthetic Judgment

Kant begins the Analytic with the definition of aesthetic

judgment as "one whose determining ground cannot be other than

§Ebjective"19, or one which is made on the basis of the experience
of pleasure itself., Further we are told, both in Section 1 and
the Introductions, that pleasure denoctes nothing in the object,

but is 'a feeling which the subject has of itself, as it is

affected by the object“zo. If this is so, then ncne of the
ordinary concepts predicated of an object can ex?ress the fact

!
!
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cf its pleasurableness. And so “from concepts there can be no
transition to the feeling of pleasure or pain"zl.’But then
aesthetic judgment cannot be based on the subsumption of an

object under a determinate concept., A fortiori, its claim to

universal validity cannot depend on such a subsumption.

In Section 8 of the analytic kant has ccntrasted the
universality of aesthetic judgment and ordinary logical univer-
sality. Aesthetic judgment is said to be independent of concepts :
"a universality which does not rest on qoncepts of objects 4.6 18

aesthetic"zz. Logical universality is simply the formal prcperty

of uniVeral quantification. Cbjective universal validity is the
quantity manifested in the propositional form "All Fs are G“{
and characterizes the content of a given proposition a part f£rom
its truth or acceptabiliﬁy. The universality of an aesthetic *
judgment, by contrast, is not an internal or formal feature of
its content, but is its epistemological status, its imputability

to or acceptability for all judges of subjects. This is why Kant

calls it "subjective universal validity".

A logically universal judgment conpects a predicate-
concept to a subject-concept in such a way that the former is
valid of any object falling in the extension of the latter. The
extension of a subjectively universal judgment, by contrast, is

not a class of objects, but the class of pbssible human judges.,
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Aesthetic universality does not connect a predicate with the
concept of an obje@t,'rather it “extends / the predicate of

23
beauty_7 over the whole sphere of the judging Z_subjects_/ .

Aesthetic universality is not icentical with logical
universality because the judgment of an object's pleasurability
is made independently of its subsumption under any coﬁcept, and
cannot be implied by its subsumption under a concept. If the
Judgmegt that a given rose is beautiful cannot be inferred from
the odbject's being a rose, then it is obviously not derived
from a proposition of the form "All roses are beautiful®, Nor
need it be taken to offer support. for such a proposition. Kant
expresses this by saying that "with respect to logical quantily
all judgments of taste are singular judgments". They are always
of the form "This rose is beautiful®., The referring expression
"this rose" may serve to pick cut the object of attention, but

does not provide the basis for calling it beautiful.

The universality claimed by aesthétic judgmient is the
imputability of delight, and thus the validity of the judgment, .
for all subjects. Because aesthetic response is independent of
the synthesis of manifolds under concepts, this validity cannot
be inferred from the classification of an ocbject under a concept,
An aesthetic judgment is thus lo.ically singular but subjectively

universally valid. It asserts of a .gyiven object, and that dcbject
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only, that it may be expected to occasion pleasure in every

subject responding to it.

Feelings of pleasure are not produced by the subsumption

of objects under concepts, except in the special case of moral
feeling. This is not to say that the content of aesthetic judgment
does not involve any concepts. The concept of other persons will
be already there. Again, the concept of beauty itself is emp loyed
in the expression of the judgment, All that Kant is arguing is
that the subsumption of an object under a classificatory concept
is not a basic for responding to it pleasurably or for valiidly

imputing that response to another person.

The Necessity of Aesthetic Judgment : Ordinarily,

universality and necessity are neither identical nor inseparable.
True universal statements need not be necessarily true, for
example, "All ravens are black" and “"All bachelors are unmarried"®,
how different they are. Again, necessarily true sfatements like
"God exists" and "Socrates exists" are not universal statements.
Yet in the first Critique Kant argued that the transcendentg}
requirements of universality and necessity are co-extensive i ¢
"necessity and strict universality are ... sure characteristics

of a priori kﬁowledge, and are inseparable from each other"24.

In the opening sections of the fourth moment Kant's

description of the requirement of necessity is almost indistin-~

guishable from his exposition of the demand for.uﬁiversality. He
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associates different forms of aesthetic judgment with the three
varieties of modality. A synthesis 6f pleasure with any repre-
sentation is at least possible, To say that an object is agree-
able is to say that it is actually causes pleasure to the speaker.
But in the case of the beautiful, Kant says, we are concerned
with a necessary connection to delight“zé. It is not a "theoreti-
cal objective necessity", nor is it a practical necessity. It
cannot also be a practical necessity. It cannot also be derived
from the universality of experience, since no amount of empirical
evidence can itself sustain a claim of necessity. Rather, Kant
asserts, the necessity involved in aesthétic judgment can “only
be called exemplary" : it is "the necessity of the.assent of

all to_a Judgment which is regarded as an example of a universal

.rule which cannot be furnished“26

. Kait means that the ordinary
consequences of knowledge obtain without the actual application

of a concept. '

There is anothgr important point. Kant had said earlier
(in Section 8) that the claim of taste is conditional, Now in
Section 19 he amplifies the remark. Does austhetic judgment
reﬁain an element of uncertainty? As Kant put it 3 "The should
in aesthetic judgments ... is yet pronounced only conditionally.
He suggests that one cannot in fact be certain that a given
pleasure has been correctly attributed to a common ground, that
is the harmony of the faculties. we maf also say that Kant keeps

the iséue of the rationality of aesthetic judgment separate from
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that of its certainty. Hence aesthetic Jjudgments remain corrigible,
that is one cannot show that there can be no errors in tasteZ’.

“What taste actually calls for is necessary agreement in
response. It can occur only uncer ideal conditioné.‘Agreement
alone is a sufficient condition for aesthetic judgment. It could
be contingent. Again, disagreement does not mean that a judg@ent
of taste is false. So it is not simply intersubjective validity
which aesthetic judgment requires, but rather an agreement which
is necessary, though uncer ideal conditions. what the judgment
of taste requires as a condition of calling an object beautiful
is that it occasion a pleasure which could be felt, end which
under ioeal conditions would be felt, by any human observer of
an object, because it is produced by theuobject'sreffect cn a
ground common to all. And in attributing a pleasure to such a
source, one is claiming that it is a pleasure which is in a
sense necessary rather than contingent. A pleasure due to the
harmony of imagination and understanding is a pleasure which
one has just in virtue of possessing the faculties neceséary for
cognition. It is by assigning a pleasure such status that bﬂe
makes rational its imputation to othe; persons..

Both thg moments of universality and necessity place
the same demand on the judgment of taste. If I s%y that an

object X is beautiful, then, I can rationally expect that others
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will take pleasure in it, unless of course I am mistaken in
assigning my own pleasure to its proper source. This demand can
be met only if the pleasure is attributed to a ground which is
neither private noricontingent, but is instead a neéessar&
constituent of human nature. The demand of taste can be met only
py an object which disposes one's imagination and understanding
to the harmonious state of free play. This is what Kant has

called the "Key to the critigque of taste".

The judgment of taste requires that one's delight in a
beautiful object be regarded as having a "necessary relation" to
that object. But the problem is that it camnnot be known a priori
that a given object is beautiful. So Kant insists that one's
connection of pleasure to an object, a connection presupposed in
judging it to be beautiful, can be made on the basis of actual
experience of the objeét, or enmpirically. On the ocne hand, the
delight which grounds an aesthetic judgment must be a necessary
deligh%; but on the other, moral feeling excepted, no pleasure
can be connected a priori with the representationé of an object.
Kant's point is that the predication of delight of a beautiful
object is not a priori, it is not entailed by the predicatioQ
of any determipate concept of that object. Pleasure cannot b;
connected to an object a priori for all judgments of taste are
singular judgments. They do not connect their predicate of

delight with a concept, but with a given_singular empirical
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Tepresentatjon,

While the feeling of pleasure cannot be produced a8 _priori,
one's reflection op ne's pleasure can produce an o priori

Judgment, or the judgment Of taste has an a Eriog; element,

Or a public Tather than 3 pr;vate Ccondition, even though it
could not have been bredicted in advance., Once having felt the
pleasure, one can attribute it to the harmony of the facultjes,
On the basis of this attribution, the 8 _priori judgment that
the object ig beautifyl, that.the pleésurelit pfoduces méy be'
imputed to Others, can be made. That I perceive and estimate

an object with pPleasure, is an empirical Judgmen . But that

I find it beautiful, l.e. that 1 may impute that delight to

eéveryone as necessary, is an 8 priori Judgment,

The judgment that a given Object is Leautiful has both
empirical and g priori elements. Insofar a5 it reports my own

pleasure, it is empirical, for it depends on my expeirnce of

the judgment of taste is a priori. For it depends not upon actual

eXxperience of Shared Iesponses, but op the a EEEQEE assumplion
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that what occasions the harmony of the faculties is the same for
all. sihce the imputation of pleasure to others is part of the
actual content of judgment of taste, the judgment not merely

rests on an g priori assumption, but also makes an a priori

Claimo
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CHAPTER VII

The Disinterestedness of Aesthetic Judgment

The first moment of the Analytid of the Beautiful cefines
the "quality" of the judgment of taste. After having stated the
claim that the judgment of taste is aesthetic, Kaﬁt moves on to
say what the moment of quality requires. The title of the Section
2 asserts that "the delight which determines the judgment of
taste is without interest%, At the end of the Section 5 Kant
writes that "taste is the faculty of estimating an object or

representation by means of delight or aversion without any

interest. The object of such a delight is called beautiful"

From Kant's statements it follows that a judgment of “aste is

a judgment of an object grounded on a delight in it without any
interest. The fact that a particular pleésure is félt apart from
any interest may be referred to as the disinterestedness of that
pleasure. Thus the first moment requires that the judgment of

taste be made by means of, or on the basis of, a disinterested

pleasure,

It may be noted that Kant does not mention disinterestedness,
what he says the judgment of taste require as regards its "quality®
is absence of any intérgst. So the persuasiveness of Kant“s
argument will largely depend on the clarity of his conception of

interest. Another point of importance is that Kant denies any
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connection between interest and pleasuré insofar as aesthetic
respons% is concerned. In the case of the beautiful, says Kant,
"no interest, whether of the senses or of reason, extorts
approval", This implies that the pleasure in the beautiful does
not create any interest in its object. The implication is made

explicit in a footnote to Section 2, where Kant says that "in

themselves judgments of taste found no interest at all".

It may be recalled that Kant distinguishes three kinds
of delight. There is delight based on inclination, or delight
in the agreeable; delight based on respect, or delight in the
good; and delight based on favour or delféht in the beautiful.
Of these, Kant maintains that "favour" (Gunst), or the "taste
in the beautiful® is the "“"one and only disinterested and free
delight", The criterion of disinterestedness is then makes the
same division of pleasures as the classification of pleasures
into the agreeable, the good or the beautiful. Pleasures in the
first two sorts of object are always connected to an interest,

Only pleasure in the beautiful is free of such connection. In

o 2

‘Kant's words, "neither an object of inclination, nor one which
is imposed on us as a desire by a law of freedom, leaves ué
freedom, to make of any thing an object of pleasﬁre“. Both
inclination and rational desire are connected with interesit, and

"all interest either wresupposes a want, or calls one forth,
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and as the determining ground of approval does nit allow the

Jjudgment on the dbject to be free"1

Let us now turn to Kant's exposition of the argument

for the disinterestedness of aesthetic response,

Kant defines interest as a “"delight which we connect
with. representation of the existence of an object"z. Interest
is defined as a kind of pleasure, rather than a ground of plea-
sure. If Kant's intention had been to isolate pleasures due to

Q
interest, then interest must be a source rather than a kind of

pleasure. The next definition of interest occurs in Section ¢4,
where it is defined as "delight in the existence of an object
or action". And in Section 41, interest is said to consist in

pleasure in the existence of an object“4.

These definitions are either unhelpful in undercstanding
Kant's theory of aesthetic response, or cpaque. For Kant is the
philosqpher who introduced the idea that "being is cbviously not
a real predicate"s, or that existence is not a genuine property
of things. And this means that to link a pleasure solely to the
existence of a thing is entirely uninformative. Since Kant's
is a causal acéount of the ijects of pleasure, the point remains
that the mere fact that a thing exists does not itself charac-

terize it or provide any ground for pleasure. Some information
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about the properties of the object, or features of its existence
has got to be linked to the notion of interest before any contrast

with aesthetic response can emerge.

We may try to illuminate the concept of interest in the
following manner. Kant defines the good as that "which by means

.of reason pleases through its mere concept". ‘he good for something

cr the useful pleases only &s a means, and the cood in itself

pleases on its own account. The good for something pPleases because
it is a means to something else which pleases. An object ¢good

in itself pleases without reference to any other object at all,
But it pleases in connection with a concept. The concept of an

end is there be it a pleasure in the good for something, or the
good in itself, The former bleases because it is a means to
something else which fulfils an end and the latter pleases

because it itself fulfils an end. In either ¢of its forms the

good involves an end. And further, Kant points of our that it

also involves “the relatiqn of reason to willing, and thus delight
in the existence of an object or action, i.e., some interest or
other"s. Thus a connection between the good and interest in
established by Kant. and we are to understand that no such c%nnec-

tion obtains in the case of the beautiful, : °
]

Kant's argument is hardly strai.htforward, it is indeed
guite complex, even complicated. When he contrasts the beautiful

and the good he does not menticn interest, rather he turns on

i
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Q

the question of connection to a concept. He appears to take a
move from connection to a concept to connection to interest.

But does he mean to suggest that our pleasure in the beasutiful

does not involve "delight in the existence of an object®?

To find something good, one must know "“what sort of object
the thing should be", and thus have a cdhcept of 1t7. The good,
then, not only pleases through its concept, but also cannot be
Seen unless cla;sified under some concept. An object which is
judged to be good is judged to be so because it is an inétance
of a certain concept or class of things, and it pleases as
such is an instance. This is not the Ccase in the judgment of the
beautiful. A beautiful object can please, and be judged to be
beautiful, without having any determinate concept gpplied to it,
Kant illustrates this fact with several examples of objects
which can please without consideration of any concept..Flowers,

for example, "signify nothing, depend on no determinate concepts,

and yet please",

Hence "the delight in the beautiful must depend upon ﬁhe
reflection on an ocbject. Here is another point of difference
bétween the good and the beautiful. Delight in the beautiful
requires no déterminate concept as in the case of good; but it
does require some form of reflection, which is not required in

the case of the agreeable. The idea of reflection is meant to

Q
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suggest the notion of reflection producing the harmony of the

faculties without using any concept.

Kant has so far argued that the.agreeable, the useful,
and tge morally good are all alike "in being inva;iébly coupled
with an interest in the object"., This is because each of these
may be an object of the will; and "to will something and to.
take a delight in its existence, i.e., to take an interest in

8. If this is so, then that which is not'an

it, are identical"®
object of the will is not an object of interest, and if the
beautiful is not an object of the will, then our pleasure in

it is not connected with an interest.

Let us now turn to inquiring into the prec}se nature of
the connection between delight and existence in the case of
interest and the meaning of the concept of existence. We may

begin with the Critigque of Practical Reason, which was published

two years before the Critigue of Judgment. The second Critique

equates an interest with any state of delight connected in any
way with the existence of an object. Kant defines an interest

as "an incentive of the will so far as is presented by reason"g.
This definitiQn invo}ves two components : (a) it is a mental
state which is an incentive, or furnishes a motive for action;
and (b) it does this by means of the applicaticn of a barticular
concept to an object or action. A reasonable and or object of

the will is given through reason, and reason works through
|
f

!
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concepts. An interest‘may bresuppose g delight in the existence
gf an object if its conceptualization acts as an incentivé for
the will by promising a delight in its existence. Or, oﬁe might
Say that in the second Critigue interest is equated with the

conceptualization of the object as prOmlsing delight than with

the feeling of pleasule itself

A passage in the Foundations of the Metaphysic of Morals

appears to support the third Critique's definition of interest.
There Kant defines interest as "that by which reason becomes
practical, i.e., a cause determining the will"lo. If a feeling
of pleasure itself can determine the will to'a particular action,
then this definition may be taken to equate interes£ with such

a feeling. We find that the concept of interest alhays involves

a role for reason, and thus, a role for a concept of the object

of the will., An earlier footnote in the Foundations defines

interest as "the dependence of a contingently determinable will
on principles“ll. This is so, since reason, says Kant, gives
the practical rule by which even the needs of inclination are
to be aided. This suggests that even if an interes? is founded

¢n pleasure or expectation of pleasure, it cannot be equated

with such a feeling of delight.
| )

In another passage in the Criticque of Practical Reason,

Kant defines an "object" as a "determining ground of the will%,



111

And this is said to be "the conception oi an objecp and its.
relation to the subject, whereby the faculty of desire is deter-
mined to seek its realization"lz. A determining ground of the
will is a conception of an cbject which offers a reason for
efforts towards its realization, or toward its exlstence. In

" Theorem I of the second Critigque, Kant specifies the relation

to the subject which determines the will as'“pleasure in the
reality of the object", This phrase.is synonymous with the third
Critique's phrase "delight in the existence of an object“{ What
lis suggested may be put .as follows. The reasocn 'for action' toward
the realization of an object is always a pleasurc promiéed or
predicted by the classification of the object under a determinate
concept, as a consequence of its existence. Such a promise could
be founded on past exﬁerience of a given sort of dcbject as always
accompanied by a feeling of pleasure. The feeling then is taken
up into the empirical concept of that sort of object. Once this

is done, thinking of a given object as of that sort would promise

bleasure,

But there is a difficulty in the explenation of interest
given &bove. Interest has not been equated with pleasure, but
they are close}y linked togetﬁer. Such a conceptioh of interest
is unexceptionable in the cases of the agreeable, or the

mediately good, which is a means to the pleasure of agreeableness,.

Difficulties wculd arise if such a conception of interest is
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sought to bear upon the good in intself. The expectation of
pleasure in the existence of the object of action is not the
reason for acting. Moral interest is Created by the subsumption
of an object or action under the categorical imperative. The
central contention of Kant's ethics is that the will both may

and must be determined by reason alone.

It is worth noticing that in several places Kant has made
it clear that moral law -as well as pleasuge gives rise to

interest. In the Foundations he contrasts "pathological interest

.in the object of the action® with "practical interest in the
action" itself. The former is based on inclination, on the
expectation of pleasure from the object of the action. The latter
involves "only the dependence of the will on principles of reason
in themselves", The point for us is to ask : Is there any way
in which a connection between the idea of interest as a formal
incentive for action and the idea of interest as a cohceptiOn
gf an object which promises pleasure in its existence mayibe
preserved. Kant's theory of moral feeling as a subjecti&e delight
in moral action, and his concept of willing may be of help in
this regard. ‘
|

To take the concept of willing first. Willing something
is ralways willing the existence of something or state of affairs.
Any incentive to will or realize an object is an incentive to
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will its existence, even when that incentive is merely the

formal conformity of the proposed willing to the moral lawe

In-human beings moral willing is often connected with a feeling

of pleasure, if brings about a "subjective feeling of satisfaction®,
which seems to be a feeling of pleasure. This is borne out by the

first Introduction13 to the Critique of Judgment, where the

feeling which results from the "objective determination of the

will" is treated quite unequivocally as a feeling of pleasure.

But moral feeling of pleasure does not depend on the
actual existence of an object. It is a counsequence of the
correctness of one's act of Willing, and this does not depend
on success in realising the object of the will. The pleasure
that arises from morally correct willing is thus independent of
whether or not a morally motivated action succeeds in its effect,
and hence independent of the actual existence of the willed
object. Wi}ling is always willingy existe?ce. So the pleasure of
satisfaction in moral willing is linked with the representation
Of the existence of an object. It is thus connected with willing

this existence, though not causally depvendent on it.

The connections between interest, pleasure, and existence

| .
are complicated. In the Metaphysics of Morals14 Kant has suggested

something of the complexity of the reletions between pleasure,

desire, and existence subsumed under the general concept of

i
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interest. This might help us see what these connections are.
First an interest is always a concept of an object or action
whiich has a relation to the faculty of desire. It is a cognitive
representation which is an incentive f?r that faculty. second,
én interest is always EOQnected to the existence of an object,
for an incentive of the will is always an incentive to will the
existence of something. Third, interest is always'connected to
delicht. An incentive to will something is either a promise of
pleasure in its existence or the conformity of the object of tﬁe
will to the moral law, the consciousness of which produces a
feeling of or like pleasure. Delight either is promised in the
real existence of something, and thus a reason for willing, or

is a consequence of the willing.

On the explanation of interest as is found in Kant's
moral writings, it may now be seen why aesthetic response is
disinterested in origin, and differs from the pleasures in the
agreeable éud the good in being so., Interest is always a ccncept
of an object, and the beautiful is the cbject of a judgment made
apart from any concept of an object. Hence the beautiful mustwbe
the dbject of a judgment made apart from interest. An easy con-
trast may be drawn between judgments of beauty and goodness. A
judgment on thé goodness of an object depends on a particular
conception of the object, and creates an interest in it through

that conception. So judgments of goodness and of beauty are not

<



Q

115

identical., The point is that judgments of the beautiful and the
gooa are differentiated not on the connection of interest to
existence, but its connection to concepts. And this'is what Kant
has argued in Section 4 of the Third Critique. The pleasure
derived from a particular beautiful object is not associated with
any general concept under which the object may be subsumed, and
cannot be linked with the bredicates defining such a concept,
Aesthetic pleasure cannot be predicted of an object in virtue

of its having the features picked out by any empirical object,
and the representation of an object as having such features

could not serve as an incentive by promising the pleasure of
aesthetic response. While what makes something ‘a painting or

song may be determinable by concepts, what makes it beautiful

is not. If we take pleasure in something not bechuse it is a
painting or song, but because it is a beautiful one. To put the
case in Kant's terminology, no classification of an object under
a determinate empiriéal concept is involved in its production of
- the harmony of the faculties, no inference to beauty may be drawn
from any particular conceptualization of it. Hence beauty does

not produce interest.

But there might be cases where one miysht have a desire
to continue in the state of aesthetic delight. Or to put the
matter? in other words, can we not have a very definite desire

for the continued existence and experience of a sbng already



116

Jjudged to be beautiful? Kant's explanation of aesthetic pleasure
precludes an interest in the beautiful 6nly in the narrow sense
of "inéérest“. Again there may be pleasures other than that in
beauty which should be called aesthetic. For exampie, someone
might be interested in a certain form or genre, such as the
Kheyal or historical novel. The classification of an cbject ag
falling into this form might be enough to promise him a certain
pleasure in the object, even if he neither expects nor finds it to
be beautiful. Further, the belief that a museum has a large
collection of paintings by Nandalal Bose may be an incentive for
going to visit it. These are cases of interest in so far as they
are incentives to experience beautiful objects. So Kant's thesis
that beauty produces no interest need not be taken in é broader

sense.,

A further inquiry into the criterial significance of
disinterestedness may also be made. How can the Jjudgment of taste
have an oréinary empirical object or even, a rose, or a nightin-
gale's song as its object, and yet be indifferent to its existence?
In Section 2 of the third Critique Kant has contrasted "mere
rrepresentation" of an opject with its "existence". The Juﬁgment
of beauty, he says, concerns only the effect of the former,
agreeableness énd goodness involve dependence on the latter. In

cpening Section 5, Kant expands on this contrast. The agreeable

and the good involve & relation to the faculty of desire, and
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because of this relation are attended with a feeling of delight,
either pathological, or purely practical. Such delights are nét
determined "merely by the representation of the object", but
rather by the represented connection between the subject and
thé existence of the object; "it is not merely the object, but
also its existence pleases". Cpposed to judgments on these
objects, the judgment of taste is "contemplative". Kant argues
that the contemplation which produces a judgment of taste is
"indifferent with respect to the existénce of an object". How, .
then, 2oes our relation to an object in aesthetic response
differ from a relation to its actual existence, or not involve
such a relation?

Existence, we have learnt in the first Critique, is hot
a genuine predicate, since it adds no new property to the concept
cf an object of which it is asserted. If existence werc a genuine
predicate, then asserting existence of an object would ascribe
a new predicate to it, and change its identity. There is of
course, a difference between an actuallyoexisting?object and a
merely possible object, though not a difference in concept. A
real object is always a part of the network of causal connections,
a possible object is not., Kant explains aesthetic response as
a relation between an object and the subject's feeling of
pleasure. Other forms of delight, such as those in an agreeable

or good obje=t depend on connection to an'object's existence,
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A mere representation is not a concept of a possible object,
because a representation is not a concept at all. and an actual
object, as Kant says in the first Critigque ("Postulate of.
Empirical Thought") is bound up with the material conditions of
experience, that is,'sensation. Now aesthetic response need not
necessarily be free of. any sensation of.objects; Kant's examples
of aesthetic objects, flbwers and the like, arc empirical, per-
Ceptual dbjects. Beautiful objects do exist, and wure perceived

in the same way as any other objects. But the laws that explain
their perception cannct possibly explain why they dispose the
imagination and understanding to the harmcnicus state of free
play. The point is that experience of beaut, depends the perception
rather than conception of objects., But important is the fact that
the delight of contemplation is dependent on the presenﬁs of an
object just for its perception. Other dellghts depend on. more than
mere perception of the présence of their cbjects. When Kant uses
existence as a criterion of interest, hé intenés thereby to
distinggish‘disintéreSted from some interested pleasures. The
delight we take in a beautiful object is purely contemplative, it
requ1res no further relation to the object-consumption of it,
possession of it, the ability to dispose of it, and the like. <

The thesis finds an eloquent expression in a song by Tagore:

Fill ycur eyes with the colours that ripple
on beauty's stream,

Vain is your struggle to clutch them....

Enjoy it in freedomls,
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Indifference to real existence is a condition for the judgment
of veauty. For purposes of this Jjudgment, whether an object is
natural or artificial (a nightingale or é Grecian Ufn in Keats?®
odes) and intemtional (the Meghdut in Tagore's poem) is indeed
irrelevant. In Kant's usage "aesthetic" is not synonymous with
"artistic", but connotes only the subjec%ive pleaéure we take in
objects. Judgments of beauty concern the mere representation of
an object rather than any aspect of its causal history. Kant's

thesis is only about the specifically aesthetic merit of beauty.

The criterion of disinterestedness has its application in
the justification of a Jjudgment of taste. Hence we may now ask
the following question : How does one become conscious that a

“

.given pleasure is disinteréested?

Kant appears to argue from disinterestedn!ss to inter-

- subjectivity. Its criterial role in claiming intersubjective
validity is stressed in Section 6 of the third Critigue. He
writes as if consciousness of disinterestedness were a necessary
and sufficient conditions for aesthetic Juuyment, But what is
of'momentous significance 1is the form of this consciousness,

Is the disinterestedness of a feeling of pleasure something which

is felt? '

Supposing that there is a special feeling of disinterested-

ness, ﬁant suggests, in Section 6, that since there are no private
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reasons for a given delight, a subject may attribute it to
others. The judging subject, says Kant, "feels himself fully
free in fespect of the delight®, According to Kant, pleasure
cannot be a part of the concept of an object. Just as the freedom
of imégination means the absence of any conceptual constraint on
it, similarly, the freedom of pleasure is but its independence

of any interest. Section 5 has advanced the idea that pleasure

in the beautiful alone is the disinterested and free delighty and
"favour the only free delicht". It seems then that freedOm.and
disinterestedness are different names for one fact. And freedom,
in this context, is the absence of any connection between pleasure
and interest. If the foregoing consideration are in order, then
disinterestedness cannot be manifested by a special and charac-
teristic feeling. The freedom pleasure is not a unique feeiing

which can be used as evidence for its disinterestedness.

Consciousness of disinterestedness is no an awareness

of any phenomenologically unique feeling. Before we can say that

a given feeling is disinterested, consciousness of the bresence

or absence other states of mind will have to obtain. They may be
indicated as follows. What we have already noted concerning the
concept of interest, consciousness of.interestedness of a pleasure
consists in the consciousness of a pleasure in' an objectJ Intérest
is a concept of an cbject which offers an incentive for willing
its existence. The concept of an object répresents its existence
the type of which is desirable. Besides the consciousness of the

object, there has to be a judgment that the conceptualization

i
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of the object is either the cause or effect of one's pleasure .

in it. It shculd now be possible to say that the disinterestedness
of a pleasure would consist in an awareness of it without an
.accompanying awareness of any such concept, or without ground

for any such judgment as. to the cause or effect of the pléasufe.

A judgment of disinterestedness is an indirect Jjudgment
linking a felt pleasure to the harmony of the faculties in
virtue of the absence:of evidence for certain other judgments
about the cause or effect of that pleasure. This is so because,
as '‘Kant says, there is no consciousness of the harmony except
for the pleasure itself, or no consciousness of the cause except
through its effect. Where pleasure is caused by the subsumption
of an object under a concept, we are conscicus of the concept
as well as the pleasure, and have the evidence for a causal 1link
betweerf the two. Where interest is the effect of pleasure, one is
conscious of the interest as well as of the pleasure itself,
There is a lack of a separate consciousness of the ground of
aesthetic response, and that is why aesthetic judgment is thqa

product of reflection.

Since the criterion of disinterestedness cannot be stated
simply, exceptlas requiring the absence of an interest, it
establishes an indirect method by which reflection can proceed.
Again, the distinction between the representation and the existence

©f an cbject may be said to possess criterial poteitial., If one
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is taking pleasure in a reproduction of a work rather than in the
physical presence of the work itself, may we not say that one's
pleasure is disinterested. Yes, but not conclusively, because

it would be possible to suggest that one's pleasure in the
reproduction is also interested. Moreover, the criterion of
connection to a concept cannot always be easily applied. For

any object of which one is conscious, one sure to be aware of
some ELEEiQEi concept under which it falls, for instance subs-
tance. Even in kant's own example, "This rose is beautiful",
'rose' is an empirical concept, Can one sa& that one would take
pleasure in an object even if one Gid not know what is was? If -
cne thinks cne would be pleased by the object without khowing
it to be a rose that would be reason to believe.that the classi-
fication was not the griund of pleasure. The péint is that
aestietic judgment is not likely to be grounded ‘n a simple
absence of concepts from the context of one's pleasure. Attri-
buting the pleasure te the harmony of the faculties would then

be a reasonable alternative,

In the Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals Kant has

written : "“who cén prove by experience the non existence of a

" cause when experience shows us only that do not perceive the
ca.use?"l6 If this insight of Kant's moral epistemology is taken

as a clue, we might say that uncertainty of aesthetic Judgments
founoed on the criterion of dlslntercstedness is f'ndamental,

That a pleasure is disinterested cannot be estab%ished by incorri-
gible introspection. It requires hypothesis and éonjectures about
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causal connections in cne's mental history. Now causal judgments
are corrigible empirical judgments. A claim of disinterestedness
reqéires the absence of interest. Can we prove beyond doubt that
no interest has caused a given pleasure. If the search for an
interest is a search in the network of one's own thoughts and
associations, it is always possible that ¢ne has not looked long
encugh or in the right directicn. Any pleasure may be caused by q
an interest which one has failed to notice. Interests are incen-
tives, or motives. In his moral epistemology Kant has suggested
that one can never be fully certain of what motives stand benind
¢ne's action, that in a search for motives, "éven tne strictest
examination can never lead us entirelyobehind tbe secret incen-
17

tivesh Oﬁ course Kant does not mention this thesis in the

Critique of Judgment, yet it is possible to SuppoOse that does

apply to the claim of disinterestedness of aesthetic judgment as
it does for action. The problem of disinterestedness may also be
said to be due at .least in part to the general problem of
empirical self-knowledge. we need not open the issue in the
present context. But it will suffice to have noted the point,

In short, disinterqstedness functicns as a criterion for Jjudgments
of taste by restricting the relation between' subject and. object
to one of several that micht cause pleasure or'by lihiting the
subjective grounds of pleasure in such judgments, The absence of
interest is the evidence c¢ne can have for the hypothesis that

a given pleasure is due to the harmeny of imagination and under-

standing,
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CHAPTER VIII

The Object of Aesthetic Response

We have thus interpreted the moment of disinterestedness
functioning as a constraint on the subjective grounds for ascrip-
tions of beauty to objects. The "quality" of the delight in
Jjudgments of taste requires that only pleasures that criginate
independently of any interest in the existence of their objects
are inter-subjectively valid, or inputéble to everyone else,

For Kent the absence of interest is the evidence for the
hypothesis that a given pleasure is due to the harmony of

imagination and understanding.

In the first moment of aesthetic Jjudgment functions as a
criterion for judgments of taste by restricting the relation
bétween subject and object by limiting the subjective grounds
for in sucﬁ Judgments, then the third moment considers "the
relation of ends which are brought into consideration" in judgments
of taste. There is a sense in which the third moment continues
the argument of the first, and places re;trictions on our sub-
jective grounds for the approval of the "proper object for the

pure judgment of taste", It also seeks to specify certain proper-

ties or even kinds of objects which license Jjudgments of taste.
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Kant, at the end of the third moment, offers the following
definition of the beautiful : “Beauty is the form of the burposive-

ness of an object, so far as this is perceived in it without any

representation of a purpose". A note on the terminology may be

added at the beginning. The Bernard translation of the third
critique has the word "purposiveness" for "finality", which occurs
in the Meredith translation., Bernard has "purpose" whare Meredith
ases "end" . Peter Gay also prefers "finality" .or Kant's'

Zweckmassigheit. We shall use "finality" as well as "purposive~

ness" interchangeably, "end" and "purpose" as equivalent express-

ions.

It appears that Kant intends to argue that aesthetic
judgments must be based on pleasure occasioned by the perceptual
form o? objects. And he suggests further that aesthetic response
must be occasioned by a specific range of perceptual forms, those
wliich have the appearance of design. In short, the objects of
pure judgmeﬁts Oof taste are to be regarded as having the mere
"form of finality". In the third moment Kant may be taken as
arguing the following theses : (a) that the judgment of taste is
a response to the "form of finality" in an object; and (b) that
there is a connection between the form of finality and appearance
of design on the one hand, and between the beauty of an obJect

to its ferm.
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In the published Introduction Kant has asserted that iE
is the form of objects which disposes the imagination and under- °
standing to their harmonioﬁs cooperationl. Kant begins his argument
in the third moment by intimating a concept of subjective or
formal finality as'that in virtue of which cbjects are beautiful.
To appreciate the point of the argument, let us consider Kant's
concept of "end" or “purpose" (2weck). The basic sense of

° L

"finality" is derived from his definition of end.

Kant defines an "end" or "purpose" as "the object of a
concept sc far this concept is regarded as the cause of the
object (the real ground of its possibility)"z. Since the defini-
tion is proposed according to transcendental requirements, it
presupposes reference to fothing empirical. That is, in calling
something an end nothing iﬁ said aboug its particular relation
%o motivation or desire. What is said is that & thing whicu is
an end is the product of causality through a concept.. Now finality
is a prOpefty of thé kind of object which can lead to the produc-
tion of an end, or "the causality of a concept in respect of its
object". Thus to attribute finality to an object is to attribute
to it a certain kind of causal history. an object which is final
is.an object of a kind which can be produced cnly by a prior

[
representation of itself, or one which has actually be so produced.

It should now be clear that no judgment about the finality

of an object can ground a judgment of taste. Judgments of finality

., .
!

1
i
i
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are judgments about the causal history of objects. such Jjudgments
employ determinate concepts. The doctrine of disinterestedness
excludes such judgments from the basis of aesthetic response,

If the objects of taste enjoy any finality, it must be somewhat
different.

TwO sorts of ends are referred to in Section II of the
third Moment : objective end and subjective end. an objective
end refers to an object represented as possible only on the
basis of a certain kind of causal history. Since aesthetic jﬁgg-
ment is not determined by causal considerations, the representa-
tion of an object as an objective end cannot determine the issue
of its beauty. A subjective end is not an object with a certain
kind of history, but rather, a certain aim, purpose, or interest
that a person may have. Kant denies that the Jjudgment of taste
rests on a subjective end., To say that the judgmeni of taste
rests on a subjective end is to say the judgment depends on
seeing an object as fulfilling an interest of the person taking
pleasure in it. This would be sayinyg something about the causal
efficacy or causal future of the object. It is to call it an

end because it can satisfy an interest.

Now by denying that objects are judged to be beautiful
"because of their status asyeither subjective or objectivq endﬁ,
Kant intends to make a broader claim. But before we go on to

'state what the claim is, we may note a point of interest. Kant's
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idea is that aesthetic judgment must disregard not only the
effect of the actual existgnce of an quect on its perceiver

br audience, but its éaugal history in general,. including-i;s‘
causal connections to its creator, One's pleasurg in a beautifui
ocbject cannot be dependent on the perception of it as having been
created in the intentional fulfilment of a concept. The role qf
a concept in its creation is not to be considered in aesthetic
judgment of an object. An object of taste does not please as an
object fulfilling a certain intention. If Kant's discussion of
finality criticizes the assumption that a work's success in
fulfilling its maker's intentions for it is itself a ground'for
aesthetic appreciation, then we have from Kant a criticism of
6ne form of intentionalist fallacy3.

What was the broader claim that Kant intenued to make by
denying that aesthetic judgment could be based on either subjec-
tive or objective ends? This consists in establishing a sense of
"finality" implyving no connection with the two kinds of ends.v
If a judgment of beauty can be determined'neither by the agree-
ableness of an object as a'subjective end nor by its perfection
as an objective end, then “the delight, which we estimate as
universally communicable without a concept, and which constitutes
the determinindg ground of the judgment of taste, can be consti-
tuted by nothing other than the subjective finality in the
representation of an object without any end (whether objective

or subjective), consequently the mere form of fianlity in the
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representation through which an object is given to us"4

The passage just cited is the source of the famous

phrase (in Bernard's translation) "purposiveness without purpose".
What is the "form of finality"? The expression "subjective
finality" suggests that an object has the form of finaiity when
it stands in a certain relation to a subject who perceives and
enjoys it. The concept of subjective finality is established
in the first Introduction5 as well as in -the publiched Introduc-
tion6. In both the texts, the subjective or formal finality of
an object consists in its standing in a certain relation to a
subject, namely, that of being able to dispose the imagination
and understanding of the subject to their state of free play.
The form of purposiveness of an object consists in its tendency
to produce the harmony of the faculties. Such a tendency is
purposive because the harmony of the faculties itself pleases
-as an unusual accomplishment of our general cogﬁitive purpose.

l ; .
This means that a beautiful object does not please as a "subjec-
tive end" in reference to some specific desire of interest in
the subject perceiving it. It pleases in feference to a more
general aim on the part of subjects - the aim of cognition itSelf.
It is on such aim Kant's entire theory of aesthetic response

depends,

The enterprise of the Analytic of the Beautiful is

inspired by the disanalogy emphasized between aesthetic judgment
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and the empirical ones. Aesthetic delight does not stand in an
ordinary connection to its object. It is, says Kant, linked to

an "internal" and an "intrinsic"7 causality. OUr consciousness

of pleasure in the béautiful is our sole direct consci:.usness

Oof the ground of this pleasure. Kant asserts that as in the case
of moral judgment the conscicusness of the determination of

the will and the feeling of pleasure are,identical, similarly,

in the case of aesthetic judgment, the consciousness of the free
play of the faculties just is the consciousness of pleasure. In
the case of aesthetic Judgment, the recognition of the finality

of an object does not require a causal Judgment about the relation
between pleasure and an end. It is given by the feeling of pleasure
itself. Since the harmony of the faculties is the ground of the
pleasure in the beautiful, the causality is "internal". Formal

or subjective finality of the representation of an obJect disposes
the faculties of imagination and understandlng to the state of
free play, and is thus internally causal in prodvcing feeling

of pleasure. From the Critique of Pure Reason we have learnt that

the unification of our manifolds is the géneral subjective aim
in cognition. This ma§ be thouyht of as a "formal" end, the
form of knowledge without its usual matter wr content, specific
empirical judgpents. In the first Critique form is whatever is
responsible for the unity of a manifold of perceptionss. Space
and time are the a priori forms of intuition, and spatial and
temporal structure the E.EE&QEE and formal aspects of objects

of experience. The form of appearance 1s what allows intuitions
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to_be ordered in cognitive relations. Space and time are such
forms. In the case of aesthetic judgment, formal finality is the
power of an object, or its representation - to satisfy a formal
end or purpose, The formal finality of an object is a sort of
causality - the power of an object to satisfy the general aim of
cognition apart from any determinate judgment, or to occasion

a free play between imagination and understanding.

we méy indicate the notion of "intrinsic" causality.
Iﬁtrinsic causality is the efficacy of the feeling of pleasure
itself to produce a tendency toward its own continuation. In
Section 12 of the third Critigque Kant says that our pleasure in
the beautiful resembles pleasure in the agreeable or gogd in

involving "an intrinsic causality, namely, that of preserving

the condition of representation itself and the occupation of the
cognitive faculties without ulterior aim%. This explains why

"we dwell on the contemplation of the beautiful"g.

The ways of Kant's thought are interesting enough, First
he defines the notion of end in terms of causality. Objective
ends are instances of causality through concepts. Subjective
ends are instances of causality of interests. Tﬁen there is
Kant's denial jof causal considerations in aesthetic judgment.
.Lastly, he proposes the notions of internal and intrinsic causa-

' .

lity. Of these two only internal causality is hnique to aesthetic
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response. Intrinsic causality is simply a general effect of any

feeling of pleasure.

The fundamental idea of purposiveness witﬁout any concept
of a purpose may be appreciated in the following manner. If we
look at a flower, say a rose, we may have the feeling that it:is,
as we say, just right: We may have the feeliny that it embodies
or fulfils a purpose. At the same time we dc not represent to
ourselves any purpocse which is achieved in the rose. we do not
conceive any purpose at all. And yet in some sense we feel,
without concepts, that a purpose is embodied in the flower.
There is a sense of meaning, but there is no conceptual repre-
sentation of what is meant. There is awareness or consciousness
of finality, but there is no concept of an end which is achieved.
The matter is éxpressed admirably by Richard Eberhart's phrase,

the beautiful disrelation of the spiritual"lo.

Several further points may be made abcut aesthetic reé—
ponse in respect of its proper object. There is Kant's famcus
distincticn between "free" and "dependent" beauty. The distinction
is a consequence of his thesis that aesthetic judgment is not
determined by the subsumption of its cbject under a concept,

He asserts that "the judgment of taste, which an object is
declared beautiful under the conditiocn of a determinate concept,
is not pure", Free beauty presupposes no concept of what the

object should be. Dependent beauty does presuppose a concept
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and the: perfection of the object according to it. “Those of the
first kind are called (self-subsisting) beauties of this or that
object. The others, as dependent on a concept (conditioned beauty)
are attributed to objects that are subsumed under the concept»

of a particular purpose"ll.

The general drift of Kant's meaning
is clear enough. Some cbjects please apart from any concept,
whether of a classification they instantiste or a purpose they
fulfil, These are the objects which occasion aesthetic response
and aesthetic judgment, which is pure “only if the person judging
either has no concept of éfan object's;7 purpose, or abstracts

12. Cther judgmeﬁts of appioval are

from it in his judgnent“
Judgments of object's compliance with particular concepts. These
cannot be pure aesthetic judgments. Kant allows them to be called
judgments of dependent beauty. Kant's examples are well-known.

All music without words are free beauties. The Sun temple of

Konarak would instantiate dependent or adherent beauty.

Dependent beauties may be either naturalv(e.g., "the
beauty of a horse") or man‘made. In either case they serve a
purpocse and are judged éccording to a concept of what a-thing
should be in order to serve that purpose. These ﬁdght please
because they are judged to have perfections answering to the
concepts of such pur;.ses. Free beauties do not mean or repreéent
anything. They do not stand in semantic or symbolic relationships

to things outside of themselves. They do not depict or portrary

5
!
|
1
|
|
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any content. But is it obvious that to depict or mean something
is the same as to serve a purpose? Nor does it follow that if"
objects which serve purposes (such as Keats' Grecean Urn, the
"Silent form" which teased the poet “out of'thought") must be
excluded from the proper objects of pure Jjudgments of taste. Can
works of art with content be never the objects of disinterested
aesthetic response? It is one thing to use concepts to interpret
the cuntent or meaning of a work, while it is another thing to
use concepts for the evaluation of objects subsumed under them.
If it is the latter use of concepts that Kant demands to be
excluded.from aesthetic judgment, then there is hardly any reason

to assume that representational art must be the ocbject of less

)

than pure sesthetic judgment.

Again, it seems to possible to argue that Kant equivocates
the concept of representations. It is possible to distinguish two
concepts of it 3 (a) to represent an end is to serve that end
or instantiate the concept of it. Representation in this case
weule not be a semantical relation. (b) But to represent "an -
object under a determinate concept “"may have nothing to do with
purposes. It might be a case of portraying, depicting or referring
to something, ?s may be done by music with words. Devotional
iconolography might both illustrate and serve the purpose of

worship. But the matter of representing an end in both functioq

and content is surely contingent, since the two kinds of
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representétions are distinct. Judging that something illustrates,
by its content, some end is quite different from judging it as

an object'which serves that end. It is only the latter that needs
be excluded from our response to beauty. aAnd if our argument has
been in the right direction, then we should say that a restriction

of pure aesthetic judgment to non representaticnal art does not

follow from Kant's theoury of aesthetic judgment.

Further, later on in the third QEEEigueIB Kant says that

"a natural beauty is ' a beautiful thing, an artistic beauty is a

beautiful representation of a thing". This amcunts to attributing
to fine art an exclusively representational functicn. In the
theory of aesthetic ideas Kant supposes "beauty... in general

may be termed the expression of aesthetic ideas. Here is revealed

an assumption that the representation of concepts or themes is

the characteristic purpose of art. The point is that Kant links
beauvty and representation very closely indeed, in spilite of the
examples of abstract art which he himself provides in Section 16,
OUne may even suppose that representation in art is mimesis, yet
to find something beautiful is quite different from f£inding it
accurate, illustrative or informative. Heuristic art is fre&uentig
aesthetically, indifferent. It also shows that successful repre-
sentation is hardly a sufficient condition of any kind of beauty.
Beauty and representation may be compatible but distinct features

of a work of art.



137

A close reading of Secticn 16 of the third Critigue might
suggest that judgments of dependent beauty are not aesthe;ic
Judgments at all., Cne could ask if Kant's distinction was inten-
ded to be ocne between two kinds of beauty or between two kinds of
Judgments. This is a hard question, and no answer would be easy
encugh. Even H.W. Cassirer did not discuss Section 16 in his

Commentary to Kant's Critique of Judgment. Whatever be the case

it appears that Kant's distinction does not prepare us for this
enlargement of his concept of beauty. Supposing that judgments of
dependent beauty are indeed aesthetic judgments, then they are
by no means pure ones, because they involve concepts, and these
concepts do not determine our approval of their objects. Cur
delight in the Sun Temple at Konarak is connected with its in
the past. But the concept of the purpose does not provide any
rules by which the beauty of the building can be mechanically
determined. The concept of its purpose may and does impose'somé
constrdint on the freedom of the imagination with respect to the
appearance of a temple. Yet the imagination is not altogether
crippled by this constraint, and pleasure may be produced by

its free harmony with the understanding's demand for unity. Kant

himself talks about the freedom of the imagination being

"restricted"13

. Now to be "restricted" is not bo be "determined",
And if that be'so, then our approval of dependent beauties is
not fully determined by a concept., It is simply constrained or

limited by concepts, or set within boundaries. Though not pure,
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judgments of dependent beauties might no less be aesthetic

Jjudgments.

Kant has maintained that the freedom of the imagination
is the necessary condition of aesthetic response. According to
his explanation, aesthetic response is a synthesis of a manifold
achieved without the use of any concept. Pleasure in the beautiful
is then a response to the manifold presented by an object or its
form. Thus it is a response ‘to something which is independent of
the imagination. Kant himself has said that "in the apprehension
of a given cbject of sense / the imagination_ 7 is found to a
determinate form of this object"™, If the object is to be found
beautiful, its form is to be felt as ene of the'imagination

could have designed itself14

. The issue of the freedom of the
imagination hence be stated be as follows. The f.cedom of the
imagination lies in its freedom from constraint by concepts,
The harmony of the faculties is to be produced by a manirold
which is given to the\imagination. It cannot be produced by any

concept which is forced on the understandin, in connection with

the manifold,

Is the freedom of the imagination a negative condition?
Or, what is thé nature of circumstances under which the freedom

of the imagination can actually obtain? Kant menticns abstraction
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as a power of the mind by which it can free itself from the

constraints of both sensation and concepts. But the mind is not
glways free to abstract, at least from the conceépts which apply
to objects. The knowledge that an object is a témplé, or é work

of art produced according to some intention (Dante: for example,

says that he wrote the Divine Comedy to lead his readers to the
state of blessedness) appears to be such that if simply cannot
be abstracted from for the sake of a pure judgment of taste. It

15 suggests, that the distinction between

may be true, as Crawford
free and dependent beauty depends upon the notion of abstraction.
But it is not certainly true that Kant's position is we can
abstract from any concept of é purpose determining the form of

what we are considering. Rather there is an ambivalence in

Kant's position.

It is an open question whether the judgment‘of art must
always be a judgment of depencent beauty. Kant's references to
abstraction are so few as to provide an adequate basis for an
answer. But we can counjecture one. It is not just concepts of
purposes which can constréin the imagination. In fact, any
empirical concept can do that. Again, we are rarely given anything
approximating pure design or composition. We are generally  pre-
sented with forms embodied in such material qualities as colours
and tones. The nature of sensation and empirical knowledge would

<

preclude our finding many objects beautiful, since these might
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constrain the imagination. If Kant does not mean to imply such

a conclusion, then he would have to accord extensive power to
abstréction to avoid the difficulty. and.if the pover Of abstrac-
tion is broad enough, then it would allow free judgments on the
beauty of works of art, and even of representational art. One
reason fof Kant'é ignoring such a vital issue is that he addressed

himself to constructing a transcendental rather than empirical

aesthetic theory. The question whether we can always abstract
from certain sorts of concepts is not a transcendental question,
but an empirical one. Kant would say that exposition of taste

in terms of how things are judged cannot commana how they:should
be judged17. However, it remains unexceptionaltto say that Kant's
transcendental theory of taste is hardly sufficiuut to produce
substantive constraints on the proper objects of aesthetic
judgment., without a fuller theory about abstraction from concepts
no criteérial distinction between objects which must be regarded
as free beauties and those which must be sec¢n as depehdent
beéuties can never be hoped for, Kant's search for Jjustificatory
criteria oriented toward the abjects rather than subjects of
taste is less satisfying than his attempt to derive concrete

criteria for aesthetic judgment as in the case of his discussion

of disinterestedness.
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PART IX

CHAPTER IX

The Indian Concept of Disinterestedness

While tracing the historical background of Kant's.
aesthetics (in Part I,kChabter I) we had occasion to notice
that the concept of disinterestedness was intended to be uséd
with a moral concern. The conceptual passage to disinterestedness
was marked by a transformation of private interest into public
interest. It was at knt's hands that the concept underwent a‘
metamorphosis and acquired the aesthetic dimension. Whether a

similar phenomenon can be noticed in the Indian tradition remains

to be ascertained.

It is not easy to find a notion in Sanskrit equivalent
to Kant's "disinterestedness". Whatever terms are there, they
are piiwmarily ontological, i.e., are descriptive of an ethical

achievement on the part of the human self. Terms like anasakti,

nirmamatva, etc., indicate states of the self, or itg attainment
of a poise. These terms imply a non-ecgoistical mode of being.
According to the tradition, a non~cgoistic mode of being is_ai
once moral and aesthetic. It is moral because by attaining to such
a mode of being the self transcends its privations and becomes

capable of participating in the affairs of the world spontaneously.
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It is aesthetic since in such a poise the self enjoys a freedom
which is blissful. The good and the beautiful, Subha and Sobhana
are complicative notions. There is some truth in the relationship.
In Kant the good and the beautiful stand in a symbolic relationship,
the beautiful is the symbol of the goodl. we shall cite two
instances to indicate the closer connection betwecn the asesthetic

and the moral in the Indian tradition. The Samyutta Nikaya

narrates that cnce Ahanda had remarked that only the half the
holy life had to do with lovely. The Buddha said, "Say not so,
Ananda, it is the whole, not the half of the holy life“z. In

the present century Rabindranath Tagore has written persuasively
enough : "Beauty is good in its fullness as fullness of Beauty
is Good incarnate"B. It may be mentioned that the Greeks had a
univocal term Kalos for both the good-and the beautiful?,

In the Indian tradition disinterestedness.is a property
of a self, which is creative either morally or aesthetically,
and a quality of a class of judgment. when Kant says that the .
Jjudgments of taste are aesthetic, that is, they relate to the
subject, and if disinterestedness is a quality of such Jjudgments,
then it becomes possible to say that the judging subject enjoys
itself in its disinterestedness. Lven though there is great
insight in Kan%'s ideas, yet it sheuld be borne in mind that
"subject" is an epistemological notion, while “the self", which

dominates all Indian discussions of the matter, ancient or modern,
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if frankly ontological. It is arguable that if the self abides
in a disinterested moée of being it can freely enter into a
relation of empathy with its other, and hence universalizability
in the moral and communication in the aesthetic domains become

possible. A bodhisattva's is a disinterested awarc:.iess, he can

feel the joys and sorrows of others as if they were his own,
And interestingly enough, the grades of his\ consciousness, such

as vimala, prabhakari or arcismati, etc. are aesthetic paradigms.

A bodhisattva is disinterested in the sense of a mukta, a

departicularized consciousness which Can freely relate itself
with everything as though the barriers between itself and its
others had fallen away. Such a mode of being, according to the
tradition in India, is the prerequisite of both morality and
art. Keats wrote in one of his letters : M"If a sperrow came
before my window, I take part in its existence‘and pick about
the gravel", In a disiﬁterested or mukta mode of consciousness
there is a deliberate suspension of individuality, an utter
submission to the real, a complete absorption in the object as

it is, so as to breathe its life and enjoy its form.

The theony of perception enployed in the Critique of

Pure Reason cistlnguiqhes form and matter. In the Qpening para-

graphs of the flrst Critigue's Transcendental Austhetlc Kant

breaks up appearance into formal and material corstituents.
Pure representations contain nothing belonging to sensation,

The appearance which corresponds to sensation is matter, and
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form is whatever is responsible for the unity‘of a manifold of
perceptions. The matter of appearance is given by sénsatién, its
form lies ready for the sensations a priori in the mind; This
leads to a doctrine of abstraction according to which the formal
aspects of the representation of objects can be separated from
the matter of sensatién. The above theory of perception is pre-
supposed in Kant's aesthetic theory. His ncltion of the “"form of
finality" is the aesthetic analogue of the epistemological motion
of the form of appearance. We have already dwelt on Kant's
thesis that counsciocusness of disinterestedness is indifferent
to existence as well as concepts. A development of this thesis
is to be found in Croce's notion of intﬁition as preconceptual.
The non-conceptual nature of disinterested consciousness
is an interestiny affair. The Buddhist theory of perception
emphasizes a mode of awareness which is non-conceptual, and
hence non-judgmental., It is an apprehension of the real, as

it is (yathabhuta), without involving concepts, and therefore

does not haZard an inference. Buddhists argue that to classify
or to subsume the given real under concepts is to get involved
in an inferential process. It implies that one goes heyond the
the primary datum of experience. Technically it is called

nirvikalpaka pratyaksa. The point now is that if disinterested

consciousness is an awareness only of the formal aspects of
objects such that delight could be taken in them, then there

may be a conceptual link between Kant's notion of disinterestedness
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in aesthetics and the Buddhist theory of pratyaksa as

Kalpanépodham5 Kalpana is the activity of thought by which a
©

name is given to the object. The real with which we come into

contaCt 1is inexpressible, and what we express has concepts for
its province. The given is the unique, the known is the typical.

The object of perception is like itself, Svalaksana, It may be

thought that in the disinterested niode of consciousness the
real is not twisted out of its shape to make it into an object

vf knowledge. Kant appears'to deny thé’possibility of nirvikalpaka

pratyaksa, since he says that perceptions without concepts are

blind, and concepts without perceptions are empty. But the

Prolegomena6 -distinguishes judgments of perception and judgments

of experience. The third Critique's notion of disinterestedness,

indifferent as it is to concepts, may plausibly be looked upon

L] L]
D ]

as intended to establish the aesthetic svalaksana as its proper
object7. Our contention is not altogether unwarranted, Carritt's
perceptive remark is worth citing in this context. "Kant conti-

nually seems be striving, but from which he always recoils, the

aesthetic activity is the intuition of an individual as it is in
itself, transcending or escapiny the concepts both of science

and of historical existence, and further this individual is in

the last resort a state of our own mind"s.
|

The problem of aesthetics in India has mostly been
conceilved of as a problem of meaning. There has been a search

for meanings beyond individual words and beyond grammatical

!
|
i
i
l
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forms, meanings that are miraculously revealed in great litera-
ture. It is argued that disinterested consciousness, bhagna

varana cit, reveals fleshes of insight beyond meanings already

stabilized in etymology and grammar. Cne of thé chief offices
of poetry is to be engaged in finding linguistic ‘exXpressions for
meaninys as yet unexpressed. Interestingly enough, Kant has a
view of poetry which is akin to the concept of poetry mentioned

above. In Section 53 of the Critigue of Judgment Kant writes that

poetry "expends the mind by setting the imacination at liberty"
and offers "a wealth and thought to which no verbal expression

is completely adequate", and thereby it rises "aesthetically

to ideas", Poetry, for Kant, is "a sort of schema for the
supersensible", it considers and judges nature "as a phenomenon

in accordance with aspects which it dbes not present in experience
either for sense or uncerstanding", This idea of poetry is based
on Kant's theory of aesthetical idea. An idea, according to Kant,
is a representation referred to an object., These are principles

of such reference. But no object is ever adequate to the idea.

If an icea is referred to an intuition according to the prihciple q
of the harnony of £he cognitive powers, the idea is aesthetical,
since the principle is subjective. As Kant says, "An sesthetical
idea cannot become a cognition because it is an intuition (of

the imagination) for which an adequate concept can never be
found"g. Such ideas are "inexpenible representaticon of the

imagination", that is they cannot be reduced to concepts,
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We may now turn the concept of poetry as,Vyangya or!
dhvani, which we have said to have a striking resenblance to
Kant's idea of poetry. Meaning in poetry is said £o be two-fold,
direct and obligue. It is said that the two meanings gre though
often interrelated, yet the direct meaning is subordinated to |
the oblique. The former suggests and reinforces the latter. The
oblicue meaning is the soul of poetry, it informs the worcs and

sentences that constitutes its body.

Let us see how this position is established. Anandavardhana
says that words have a fixed meaning attached to them. It is this
meaning which is employed in the transactions of history, gcience
and philosophy, in the daily life as well, The sciintist og the
historian of the philosopher or the man in the street wants to
express or prove something. But beycna this his words do not
express any personal connotation. The artist who always expreéses o
a personal view of things has to impact his own nmeanings irto
words. To do this he must take note of the convention. The
grecatest poet is the greatest servant of the languaye, saic

T.S5. Eliot., He merely transforms the given reality, linguistic,

factual or historical. Shakespeare's antony and Cleopatra is

based on history, but it is original by virtue of Lne new neaning
read into the common materials. the imeve of the flame is invoked
by writers of Sanskrit poetics. It will help to elucidate the

3

relation that poetry has to life. If a lamp is lighted in 8 dark
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room it not only discovers itself but helps us td see everything
else that is inside the room. Similarly the oligque meaning which

is the soul of poetry. If we read Antony and Cleopatra, we appre—

ciate the Antony and Cleopatra in the drama. This appreciation
also knits us to life, because we get a portraiture of the

emotional and moral problems that assail us.

How is it that we are affected by the emotions and %oral
problems of the antony and the Cleopatra in Shakespeare's Arama?
Surely something is projected beyond them, something which was
in shuﬁbspeare and our appreciatiocn. All these combine to 2voke
a meaning that is much beyond the individual charécters. It is
this total meaning in which all may have shzre which is th:

scurce of beauty or rasa.

It is of course eaéier to say what rasa is not. It is not
like anything in real life, it is in this sense un-earthly,
alaukika. Aesthetic emotions are not subject to change, itzis
said, they are stable. The Rama of the Ramayana is indifferent
to existence, has nothing to do with the Rama of real'lifei The
emotions they evoke are different. The nightingalé Keats has
celebrated in his Ode was 'mmortal’, “was not born for death".

That is the rehson why rasa is said tu be enjoyed, relishecd or

tasted than produced or created. To aesthetic emotion nothing in
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real life can be likened. The only ground for accepting it is
that it is experienced. And so, art Goes not lead to any action.
Art is pure enjoyment or contemplation. As Krishnachandra
Bhattacharyya has put the matter, a tragedy may be heart—fending,
but it does not break our hearts. We do not weep cver rather .
commemorate a tragic incident. According to the Indian tredition,
the impersonality of art is the central thingy in it. The first
act of Kalidasa's Sakuntala describes a deer flying for life.
The beauty of description is, indeed, derived from the representa~
tion of fear, but whose fear? One might ask. If it is only the
alarm of the deer, we should have nothing to do with it. If the
fear is ours, of the poet and his readers, we should run avay
like the deer or at least feel perplexed and should expericnce
an incipient impulse tc £light, But we have no'such'tremoﬁr-tﬁe
feeling of fear depicted in the scene is impersci,nl fear. We are
with the deer and yet away from it. This is the miracle of

emotions in art.

However, to say that aesthetic emotions are sui generis

is ' not to méan that it is unrelated to life, They are the same
emoticns that we feel in real life and that is one of the links
binding art to life, only they suffer a change as they pass
through the transforming process of art. Works of art may be
said td schematize, as it.were, aesthetic feelings, which inheres

in such works and is independent of them.
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The connection between rasa and oblique meaning may now

be indicated. The sMah@bharata narrates many mighty incidents,

but its total meaning is vairagya or renunciation. So says

Abhinavagupta10

o But what does this mean? It means that.if such
be the meaning of poetry, then whatever goes to constitute the
body of poetry such as plot or characger or technique, etc,,
"can have no finaiity éf‘their own. They are si.nificant i SO
far as they serve to realize the intended rasa. wWhen the rasa

is realized, it is enjoyed equally by the poet and the reesder,
that is to say, it is partly independent of the former. then:
the intended meaning ‘is different from the meaning conveyed. The
emotion embodied in ‘poetry is not the poet's personal emotion.
The poet may feel the emotion or idea deeply enough, but he needs
a detachment to compose poetry. Poetry is not letting loose of
emotion, but as Eliot has suggyested, it is an escape from perso-
nality. It is only an emotion which transcends the limitatiocns
of a personal !'affect' so that it can be enjoyed as an aesthetic
state. That is why the oblique meaning of a bassage can have an
existence independent of the cne intended by the speaker. The

poet half discovers and half creates his meanings.

ﬁow arelthe direct and¢ the obliqﬁe meanings related?
This issue, inla way, touches on Kant's distinction between free
(or pure) and adherent beauty. Are they related as the effect on
the cause, or as ends on means? Does direct meaning have a

regulating effect on the poem? If so, then rasa ¢an not be as
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giggﬁikg as it is cleimed to be. It may be noted that Anandavar-
dhana lays greater emphasis on the link with the direct meaning
and Abhinavagupta on the alienness of oblfquity. In this respect
Kant's notion of free beauty resembles Abhinavagupta's accent

on the alaukikatva of rasa.

One may even ask whether the distinction between pure and
adherent beauty exists at all. In Section 48 of the third'f
Critigue, Kant says that in calliny a woman beasutiful we simply
mean that nature represents in her form the purposes of a
woman's form. We do nét kndw the purp&ées of nqture,in humian
form, If, as Kant appears to think, female beauty were to be
classed rather with animals and churches, yet we cannot say that
in any of these beauty is proportionate to the fulfilment of
purposes, unless amoung those purposes we include beauty. Are we
not to distinguish between the ‘'beauty' of mother figurines such

as the Venus of Laussel11

and that of Botticelli's Venus? We
are-to, and we do. why? Because beauty and perfection is so
intimate at times that the value of the une may depend in part

on the value of the other. One need not always be asking wﬁat

the picture is 'of!', or what the poem is 'sbout', and gett.ing

in reply words which expresé concepts. Such a notion of expression
in art would bg lamentably prosaic. In point of fuct, every work

of art creates the concept or standard by whiéh, if by any, it

mast be judged.
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"The poet's eye, in a fine frenzy rolling,

Doth glance f£rom heaven to earth, from earth to heaven
And imagination bodies forth

The forms of things unknown, the poet's pen

Turns them to shapes, and gives to airy nothing
12
a4 .

A local habitation and a nam
Morris Weitzl3 has argued that theories in matters of art are
doomed to failure. Aestheties teaches us what to look for and
how to look at it in art. Likewise, witn regard to the relation-
ship of direct meaning to the obligue, we may say that the one
is separable from the other, neither is directly meaning com-
pletely submerged in what it projects, ie nay conﬁinue to be
apprecisted along with the obligue meaning. Their relation may
be appropriately likened to the grace or loveliness proceeding
from woman's beautiful features. The nameless yrace 1s not

disembodied, it is not only to be relished but also to be valued.

It will have been noticed that disinterestedness and

impersonality are bouund together by a conceptual link., Indeed,

° 3
¢

ethey are modes of the spirit in man, its autoqwmy and independence.
And that is why rasa has time and again, been described in such

terms of spiritual release as Svaprakasanandacinmaya or

bhagnavarana ?ideva rasah. The concept of meaning as Vacya

cemarcates the domains of theory and practice, but meaning as

pratiyamana or vyanga is boundless, niravadhirvyanga artheh.
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Correspondingly, the self in its poise of disinterestedness or.
impersonality is in a state of release from the cocnfine and |
deirands of objective knowledge and utility, It is not for nothing
that Tagore held that literature is a continual commentary on the

Upanisadic text, rasovaisah13.
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CHAPTER X

The Concept of Disinterestedness in

Recent Indian Thought I

In the foregone Chapter we tried to look for a concept
of disinterestedness witihin the Indian tradition. we found that
disintg;estedness has been understood or conceived of in terms
of impersonality, non-attachment or non-egoity. These are all
poises of the self, achievements of spiritual nature, and
essentially liweratiny states of experience. It is also not.iced,
in endorsement of Hiriyanna's observation, that philOSOphiCal:
thinking has moulded the theory, if not the practice, of art in
India, But it must not be surmised that aesthetics has been a
hand-maiden of philosophy, it has worked independently. what
is interesting is that both aesthetics and philosophy (by which
we mean darsana proper) had a shared vision of the human enter-
prise : to attain detachment from the lure of the @uhsuous, to
rise over gratification as well as nausea or boredom. A serene
and disinterested countemplation of the facts of life has been
held to be the end of art experience, Poetry, said Robert Frost,
is 'momentary stay against confusion'. The idea has been familiar
one in India. A part of the meaning of 'disinterestedness! in
Kant is indifference to existence. Lhatta-Tauta makes it clear
that there is ﬁo real existence of senue dbjects at all in art;

o
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Visayabhavato natra ragasyabhyasagadata ! Prajnakaragupta,

commenting on a passage in Dharmakirti's Pramanavartika asks

the connoiseur to be an onlooker instead of an involved parti-

&ipant; tatasthatvena vedyate tatvenavedanam Bhavet?.

We had occasion to observe that in Kant's _case
disinterestedness was used as referring to judgment, while in
India, the aesthetic -;:xperience3 has been held, since
Abhinavagupta, to be something immediate, not indirect4. It is
produced by art, and it is detached, pure, not involved, does
not arouse our everyday concerns but takes us away frbm thems.
It is universal or completely cbjective, marked by universali-

zation or transcendence of particularity.

In the present Chapter I shall be concerned with the
ideas éf aesthetics and art in recent Indian Thouaht, The story
of recent Indian thought is a fascinating one., It is a narrative
of cultural adjustment and assimilation in a creative way. Our
thinkers have moved back and forth between antiquity and modernitye.

This movement is valuable for our cultural identity, and hence

deserves a closer study.

|
Rabindranath Tagore is & renaissance figure in recent
Indian thought. His phenomenal creativity needs'no nntion, His

thoughts on art and aesthetics as well as his philosophical

i

i
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ideas are no less interesting for their fertility and modérni-
sation of the tradition. sri Aurobiﬁdo has been acclaimed as an
original thinker, and his views on language derive their viability
%rom his general position concerning the evolut.on of human
consciousness. Art and more specifically the language of poetry,
for sSri Aurcbindo, are on the ontological ladder, and hence
occupy a position of immense significance for man's spiritual .
destiny. Krishnachandra Bhattacharyya's essay "The Concept of
Rasa" is at once a continuation and modification of the thesis
of -poetry as dhvani. And the position held in the essay pre-
supposes Bhattacharyya's concept of subjectivity. He may be

taken to havg argued for marking the aesthetic experience off

on the basis of the notion of spiritual subjectivity. Aesthetic
experience is freedom through feeling distanced away from its
object. In point of fact, Bhattacharyya's “The concept of Rasa"
is a valued contribution to the body of scholafship on the
literature rasa. We propose, in this and the following Chapters
to see how Tagore, Sri Aurobindo and Krishnachandra Bhattacharyya
have formulated the notion of disinterestedness, and how fari
their ideas serve to bridge up the philosophical cultures of the

East and the west.

r
Rabindranath Tagore

Speaking from the point of view of  the hiépory of aesthetic

thought in India, there converge in Tagore two distinct notions
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of art experience. The position of abhinavagupta s well knowne
He stressed the point of universalizaticn or transcendence of
particularity. The inaividual, in cocurse of aesthetic experience,
forgets himself and thereby attains the highest happiness. The
essence of rasa is that it is tasted, Goes not yo beyond tasting.
This line of thinking is there in Tagore, but with a difference,
the polarity of I and Thou perhaps never gets lost, as it seems
to be the case with abhinavagupta. After him, the theory of

Bhoj is the most important contribution to aesthetics proyiding
an experimential basis to the discipline. Instead of universali-
zation, Bhoj maintains that the highest aesthetic experience

is a supreme form of self-assertion, ahamk%raS. This might

be described as self-realization, the fullest development of the
individual instead of his absorption into the universal. The
opposition between Bhoj's and Abhinavagupta's theories depends
on a metaphysical question of the nature of the self'in relation
to which the aesthetic experience, assertion or transcendence
would take place. It may now be remarked that a dialetic of

transcendence and ascertion, the surplus in man and perscnality

keep alternating in Tagore's theory of art. His gohcept of fthe
surplus in man's characterized by transcendence, while the idea
of ‘personality’ is marked by assertion of the creative self,
Borrowing Taéore's own phrase, we cuuld say that a tcreative
unity' of the two notions characterizes his phiIOSOphicai

thinking. In support of the cuntention we may provide a defini-

tive statement : Personhood (aham) is man's most valued dimension
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of his being. The fact that man is a unigue centre of conscious-
ness, irreducibly apart frbm everything that he is conscious of;
'is what constitutes man's ontological freedom in a negative
manner. Creativity transforms the alienation into a harmony
(Samanjasya) with the Universe. The transcencdence, which for

Tagore is the essence of the spiritual (adhyatmika), does not

nullify the uniqueness of the self, rather enriches it by a

greater comprehensive awareness. Tagore calls it Visvabodha,

which is at once ethical and aesthetic. In numerous passages

of the Santiniketan series of essays Tagore has expounded the

dialectics of transcencence and assertion. "The I am in me
realizes its own extension, its own infinity whenever 1t'truly
realizes something else .... That fact that we exist has its

truth in the fact that everything else does exist, and the *I

<
B

am in me crosses its finitude whenever it deeply realizes
itself in the “"Thou art", This crossing of the limit pProduces

joy, the joy that we have in beauty, in love, in greatness“s.
what is of value in a work of art is the 'realizing'. This is

true of art as of life, where and when it is truly creative,

The harmony of the within and the withoué is creativity,
and this is possible only if the self assumes or achieves a
disinterested stance. How this takes place may be understood
when we consider Tagore's concept of men as an *angel of surplus‘.
The surplus in man can be interpreted as a distinct plane of

human existence. It is free from the pressure of biological
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impulses, and the propensity to aspply moral categories. In
contrast to such planes as the biological and the moral, ﬁhich
are strictly speaking planes of action, the surplus in meﬂ is
primarily contemplative orbvisionary.th other levels of.éons-'
Eiousness man is highiy’pragmatical, and governed by'the §rinc1—
ples of expediency and utility. Tagore believes that by'aéﬁively
modulating his relationships with the world man éan advance from
quantity to quality, from fact, to truth, from necessity to
choice, from utility to self expression. All human creativity'

has its source in the surplus.

Tagore conceives of art as an encounter of the self with
its other. Art is a bridge across the chasm which alienates the
individual from the world around. Ndw if art is a process of
delineation, then the intentionality of human consciousness maps
onto a non-solipsistic world. The world as revealed to the
aestheﬁic consciousness in man's true world, Tagore distinguishes
between experience as such and oné's own consciounsess of
experience. The consciocusness of experience is a reflectivz order
of awareness whiéh may integrate the emotions that are often at
variance with each other. what Kant called 'a maﬁy coloured and
diverse a self'7 is no self at all, Selfhood is “a self-conscious

principle of transcendental unity“8

. Selfhood is an achievement,
a8 creative unity, and this is what makes man a person. The act of
integrating the emotions occurs at a higher level bf-consdiousness.

one might almost say that Tagore is talking about a suspension
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of the natural standpoint in order to arrive at selfhood or
personality. And we may add that Tagore's notion of disinterested~
ness arises from the possible experience of suspending the natural

standpoint with regard to dur ofdinary’emotions;

'

For Tagore, emotions are the principle means of ﬁan's
unification and harmonization with the world, They have a
referential or semantic function. They may unite us with«ﬁhe
world, they may also élienéte us from it or from one or more
of its objects. That is, there are positive as well as negative
emotions., Through the positive one, Tagore ﬁells us, the world
becomes a part of our personality, If this world were taken
-away, he continues,'our personality would lose all its content.

It is notable that all emotions, positive as well as negative

enjoy a similar status, because the reflective level of awareness
is disinterested. It may be the case that Tagore sets a higher
value on the unificatory function of the emotimms than on their
alienating function. Yet the point is, that the emotions, éositive
and negative, are just 'entertained' at lthe reflective level,

and this could make us realize.the world as more fully and richly °

real than normal'experiencé.

There is a good deal in the account above that should
recall rasavada of Abhinashgupta. There is of course a difference.
The case of tasting one's state of'consciousness-chérged with

delight is not denied by Tagore, but thid delight is delight in
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self-expression, and expression for Tagore is always communicative,
A clarification of self-consciousness is simultaneous with a
deépening of world-consciousness, Hence the so-called indi:ference
to existence as one comes across in Kant's notion of disinterested-
ness is not much there in Tagore. 'The consciousness of the real
within me seeks for its own corrcboration the touch of the Real
ocutside me. When it falls the self in mé is depressed'g. This is
somethihg like insisting on outer criteria for inner processes.

Wwe may support our interpretation by referring to a remarkable
passa.ge10 where Tagore raises the issue concerning the mode of
existence of a work of art. He asks on what does raga or aesthetic
experience depend in order to attain its perfection. He mentions

a three-fold locus of a w§rk of art, say a poem. First, there

is the body of the poem made up of the laws of prosody_and_words.
Secondly, there is the cognitive dimension of a pcem. Great
literature has something in it which satisfies our thinking

and awareness of the way facts stand to ?ne anothgr. No distortion
of truth can give us a deeper and permanent satisfaction.» Lastly,
there is the locus of emotions or feelings (bhava). Our encounter
with departicularized feelinés gives us delight. A worthy work

of art satisfies our intellect our hearts and our entire human
nature. Anything short of this distorts the experience by making
it a matter of the surface alone., Tagore says that the aésphetic
experience, just as our moral life; shpuld be, regulatively

11

guided by the three values™ ™ of hrl (modesty), -hl (intellection)

and sri (beautitude) corresponding to the thres levels on which
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w work of art of permanent significance survives. The three.values
are of ancient coinage. Hrl is menticned in Buddhist ethics as.
hiri in Pali; dhi is Vedic in its association with Savitd,' the
principle of intellectual and spiritual illumination; whilg
Sri connotes not only beauty but also goodness. What Tagore speaks
of as the perfection of the aesthetic experience in terms of the
three Strata existence of a work of art has a good deal in' common
with Kant's notion of the satisfaction12 of the powers of the
mind - the cognitive faculty, the feeling of pleasure and disg-
pleasure, and the faculty of desire. It is quite clear that
Tagore's demands are exacting ones, since for him the perféction o
‘of the @esthetic experience cannot remain impervious to theoretical
and practical dimensions of human_awareness. It is no less impor-
tant to note that Tagore, even though he is a protagonist of the
autonomy of art, glides into the view, which another Kantian,
Friedrich Schiller had called, art for life's sake.

The import of Tagore's idea of perfection of the aesthetic
experience is disinterestedness. In its absence, the aesthetic
experience would degenerate into sentimentalism, a diétortion
of rasa. Tagore does not look upon the aesthetic experience as
.anything other than the spiritual, or deepening of the cdngcious-
ness, and he images the artist as an ascet1c13, who“1is not .
uninterested with anything around him, but disinterested, that is

"in harmony with his within and without. ‘Harmony' is Tagore's.
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word for freedom. It is freedom from a habitual mode of reaction
or sentimentalism. Beauty, he says, brings our instinctive

urges under control, and thereby liberates us. It is, for Tagore,
is revelatofy in nature.ksignificantly enough Tagore states his
definition of beauty in connection with relating his feiidious

14. It is marked by an “expansion of conédiousness"

experience
when the "screen of the commonplace® is lifted from the face of
things, and thus their "ultimaté significance" is intensély

realized. To discover beauty is to receive %a direct message of

spiritual reality"“, : : -

As Tagore wants us to understand, disinteresteanéss is not
impersonality,-for it is the *perscnal man' who is the artist,
because he is capable of disinterestedness. Science is the domain
where impersonality is the king. Science deals in abstractions,
and emotions, 'the elements of personality' are carefully removed
from its world. Facts, clarity and truth-value govern this area
of human enterprise. To know about a rose, is different from
what one feels about it. when a rose is touched by our emotions,
it is not only itself, “but ourselves also"ls. By "“feeling it,
we feel ourselves", It is the "taste-value®l® of a rose that
matters in art. Kant's point about the indifference to conCepté
is there in Tagore as well. He says, “We know a thing because it
belongs to itselfY, The function of art, then, 1s to find §ut
the uni .ue in.terms of human imagery, to evoke in our mind the

deep sense of reality. 'Reality’ in Tagére's usage 1s what Kant

o
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woﬁld call 'aesthetic' i.e. related to the subject, Henc?‘ -
Tagore's distinction between facts and reality is significant.
Facts are impersonal, while "Reality is human“17. A thanist;s
rose is not that through which one might express one's iove.'It
needs to be "touched® as Tagore has put.it, by one's emotions

to become a realityls.

Now it is in respect of our emotional life that dis- -
interestedness is invoked by Tagore. The role of;disinterestedness
in our moral life is widely spoken. We may take the Buddhist
notion of upekkha as an example. Upekkha or equaminity is said
to be a blessed disposition. In the ccntext of Buddhism, it is
never understood as a state of total insensitivity to values
and persons. It is taken as connoting a balance of.m;nd marked
by a beyondness with regard to uncertainties and sﬁruggleS'of
ordinary life,Upekkhi is a sort of analysis of the self by the
self. As freedom from self-confinement, upekkha results in
clarity, translucency and universality. It overcomes .all sense
of separateness and in closedness, and results in the quality
of interconnectedness and the ability to join with others by
overcoming all sense of separateness either in time or space.
Tagore's idea of good life incorporates much of the Buddhist

notion of upekkha, and it may be noted that his own interpreta-

19

"tion~” of the messageLOf the Buddha emphasizes the positive

teachings such as the notion of metta or loving-kindness.
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What does disinterestedness have to do with the aesthetic
attidue? For Tagore the domains of the aesthetic and the moral
are not sharply distinguished, and in either case an overviewing
of our natural feelings and will are required in order to achieve
creative unity or hafmony. Union or harmony is a value of Reality,
and is the principle of creativity. An overview of our natural
feelings and will is possible only, if we are capable of taking
a 'distant view* of things, as Humezo called it. A 'distant!
view is a disinterestgd view.‘As Tagore has suggested we toucﬁ
Reality by actively or creatively modulating our relationship with
the world, and thus we undergo a 'second birth'21 into *'the
extra-natural world'zz. Tagore’s point is that a disinterested
state of mind along is capable of bringing our freedom of will
in harmony with the freedom of other wills, ‘*the rhythm of wills'.
Now the case with the aesthetic attitude is different, the
spiritual process undergone in our moral and aesthetic lives is
the same, a self-exceeding, transitively reaching onto the other.
The problem of art, as Tagore argues, is not creation of beauty,

23

but self—ekpression SO as to touch other selves. Art is essen-

tially communicative. An illumination of our feelings, an expan-
sion of consciousness mark as well the twin domains of the spirit,

that of goodness and beauty.

-3
“ f
! .
b

The overviewing of our emotions is disinterestedness, and

in this imagination comes to our aid. This point ‘may be appreciated -
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if we bear in our mind that there is a-centrality of emotions

and the imagination in Tagore's philosophical ideas. The role of
imagination in Tagore's thought is as important and crucial as

it is in Kant. For Kant, inspite of his reason oriented apparatus
such as the understanding or the law, g_ggigﬁ; principles, etc., .
imagination has remained inescapable all through his Critiques.

In the first Critique, the imagination is said to be a mysterious
power of nature at work with the understanding. without it

schematism cannot take place. In the second ggig;ﬁgg the notion of
the Kingdom of ends is the gift of the imagination. In the third
it is the free play of the imagination and the understanding =

the harmony of the two.cognitive faculties is the delight we take
in the beautiful, what is significant is that Kant, in the third
Critique, refers to the imagination as one of the cognitive facule
ties, the other being the understanding.

There is a respectable tradition'in Philosophy which does
not shy away in according place of importance to imagination.
Plato'é such dialogues as the Ion, the Apology, and the Meno
hint at a faculty in men which cannot be reduced to rule and
measure, something that could be calied ingpiration, imagination

or even aspiration. Even A,N. Whitehead in his Process and

Reality, has spoken of 'imaginative generalization'.

i

Tagore looks upon the imagination as belonging to the core

of human awareness. It appears to be almost identical with what
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Tagore has elsewhere called the surplus in man. Its import is
oﬁtological, or, as Professor B.K, Matilal has remarked, imagina-
tion or surplxis is the ontology of human hopes and values. Imagina-‘
tion is a projective functions of the mind, and is the source of

the 'might be's and 'might have been's, 'ought'é and ®'should

be's. It is the zone of freedom over and above the logical
understanding. It should be understood that, for Tagore,‘the
imagination is not fancy, rather it is a state of consciéusness
ag Sartrez4 has argued : an imaginative consciousness is a
consciousness of an object as an image and not consciousness of
an image. A non-imagining consciousness the understanding,
‘engulfed in the existent', while imaginative consciousness
entertains the possibies. Hence Tagore reminds us that in order
to understand man as a creative being, we "must realize not only

the reasoning mind, but also the creative imagination"zs.

We may now suggest that but for the imagination dis-
interestedness is possible, What Hume had called the 'distant
view of things' can have its source in our passional life, but
modulated by the imagination. As a principle of synthesis, as
in Kant, the imagination relates the data of the senses to the
possible, Whatever cannot be Schematized, be it an idea of
Reason or an idea of the imagination, "has to be.'symbolically'
apprehended. The symbolic, says Kant, is-a form of intuit;ngzs.
Such imaginative apperception can only be ‘disinterested, since
it is free from the exigencies of the biological, the mereiy

practical, and the 'tyranny of facts',
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Even if we take Kant's notion of disinterestedness as
indifference to concepts and existence, it follows that disinteres-
tedness is an imaginative mode of considering possibilities. There
is a conceptual link between being interested and being determined
by, what Sartre has called, 'existents'. So the surplus or the
imaginative mode of being is freedom, Negatively, it is freedom
from habit, frém taking facts for truth, from expediency and
the naturalistic ways of thinking. Postively, or rather creatively
speaking, freedom, in terms of imagination, is “the atmosphefe of -~
the infinite", which "emancipates our consciousness from the bond

of separateness of self", The religion of Man is no less the

religion of an artist.

Now Tagore's is a process anthropology. It spells out

gradual unfolding of consciousness, level after level, anke anke

27

caitanyer prakasher pal3d “’/, Through a disinterested imaginative

mode of awareness man engages himself in an adventure of dise-
covering his "own far-off ineffable image". So 'man' is a horizon
concept just as 'the infinite' is. Art, simultaneously with
religion and morality, is a matter.of aspiration, an intense
emotional drive towards the ideal of perfection. The spifitual_
unity of life and aspiration, the dialectic of the finite and
"the infinite, according to Tagore, is what charécterizés:man'g
civilization. There is a sense in which the coﬁcept of man is
subsumed under the concept of man in the context’ of Tagore's
philosophical ideas, In another sense, there is ﬁo philosophy

of art at all in Tagore except an account of man's Creative,
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spiritual ontologyze. Therefore what man does elsewhere is no
less creative than what he does in art. And everywhere dis-
interestedness, for Tagore, is a necessary condition for creati-

vity. Disinterested is "freedom of consciousness®s-_"



NOTES AND REFERENCES

1, stygprakgsa, ed., S,P. Bhattacharya, Calcutta, 1959, p. 9.
2, Cp. cite., p. 330,
3. A fairly precise equivalent for rasa is 'aesthetic

‘experience', See R. Gnoli, The aAesthetic Experience

According to abhinavagupta, Rcome, 1956, -

4, Warder, A.K.,, The Science of Criticism in India,

The Adyar Library and Research Centre, Madras, 1978.

5, Raghavan, V., Bhoja's SrﬁggraprakEsa, Madras, 1963.

6. Tagore, R., Cn Art & Aesthetics, ed. p. Neogy, Orient

Longmans, New Delhi, 1961, p. 47.

7. CPR, B 134
8. Tagore R., The.Religion of Man, Unwin Bobks, London, 1970,

i
3y

p. 75. (henceéforth RM).

9. Ibid., p. 82, L

10, These values are incorporated in the Candi. Hrl occurs as

vijamantra, and mentioned as lajja, dhl as buddhi, and

Sxrl has an equivalent in Kanti.

11, First Introduction, XI.

12, RM, Chapter VI, p. 58.

13, Tagore, iR., Perscnality, Macmillan, London, 1965, p. 16.°

(henceforth p).
14, Ibido‘ Po 20,

15,  RM, p. 84,



le.
17.
18,
19,
20,
21,
22,

23.

175

P, p. 16.

A Treatise of Human Nature, Oxford, BK III, p. 583,

B, p. 81, -
Ibid., p. 19,
RM, p. 15,

CJ, Section 59,
Punascha, No. 5,

It may sound startling, but in nonetheless true.



CHAPTER XI °

The Concept of Disinterestedness In Recent

Indian Thought II

In the present and the following Chapters we shall
continue our inquiry into the concept of disinterestedness in
recent Indian thought. we shall consider two thinkers, Sri
.Aurcbindo and Krishnachandra Bhattachdryya. In this cahpter we

take up Sri aAurcbindo.

sri aurcbindo

Sri Aurcbindo is a personality of diverse dimensions, a
propoundeX. of an original integral metaphysics, an 1nn0vat6r of
a new genre of poetry, a literary critic of unexcelled insights.
and as is well known, a yogi. But Sri Aurcbindo, inspite of
everything, always considered himself as a poet. Commenting on
sri Aurcbindo's political career, Tilak had said that his was
"the politics of yoga". We may adapt Tilak's adage, and say

that sri Aurcbindo's aesthetics 1s the aesthetics of yoga.

Yoga, for Sri Aurobindo, 1is ascension of consciousness
to higher and more integral levels. In the evolutionary adventure
of consciousne;s, to be more evolved is to be more consciousness.
Sri aurobindo’s has been a metaphysics of’consciousness in ascént.

And he places art on the ontological ladder.
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Sri Aurcbindo's contribution to philosophy of art consists

in the following directions : (a) an interpretation of Aristotle's

notion of Katharsis in terms of the concept of Cittasuddhi;

(b) reinstating the Vedic concept of the poet as a seer; (c)
formulating the concept of the poet as a seer:; (a) formulatingf
the concept of poetry as mantra; and fipally, indicating that

the high office of art consists in purifying the natural emotions
by beauty. We shall begin by considering Sri Aurobindo's inter-

pretation of the notion of Katharsis as Cittasuddhi.

The notion of Katharsis occurs in Aristotle's definition
of tragedy in the Poeticsl. The first point to note is that with -
the notion of Katharsis Aristotle could be taken as throwing ocut an
answer to Plato's argument that pdetry inflames the passionsz.
In the ggii&igg? Aristotle has dealt more elaborately on
Katharsis in connction with the benefit of music in working off
emotional frenzy. Katharsis has been variously interpreted, as
a Hippocratic metaphor, as a religious, and even a moral metaphor.
The metaphor, whatever intefpretation one may be inclined to
endorse, always suggests the purgation or expulsion of something
harmful. In the context of art-experience it implies the purifi-
cation or asesthetic depersonalization of our usually selfish
emotions, 5§gg§£§;g, as Butcher® has suggested, has something
to do with thé dignity of tragic experience and.its enlargemenf

of our souls.
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Now the notion of chittasudgdhi belongs to the vocabuiary

of yogic discipline, and sri Aurobindo, in discussing the uses
of arts, focusses on the purificatory power of art-experience and

assimilates Katharsis to chittasuddhi, According to sSri Aurcbindo,

Citts is the mind-stuff, it is the locus of "the primitive animal
emotions" Further, Citta is mapped higher than E___a, and above
it there is manas or mind, Beyond the manas is the buddhi, or thougt
preper, which when perfected, is independent of the desires, the
claims of the body and the interference of the emotions. Above

the buddhi- is spirituality, of which all the others are "coverings
and veils"s.

The mapping in terms of Yogic psychology is impbrtant in the
context of Sri Aurcbindo's thinking is important, since man has

to undergo the evolutionary process from citta to spirituality,
There are three uses of art, the aesthetic, the iﬁtellectual,

and the spiritual, The aesthetic use of art lies in cittasuddhi.

Sri Aurobindo writes, "aristotle assigns a high value to tragedy
because of its purifying force. He describes its effect asg
Katharsis, a sacramental word of the Greek mystries, which, in
the secret discipline of the ancient Greek Tantriks. answered

precisely to¢ our cittasuddhi, the purification of the citta or

mass of established ideas, feelings and actional habits in a
an"7. He continues, "aristotle was speaking of the purification

" of feelings, passions and emotions in the heart through imagina-

tive treatment in poetry..."8 This is, says Sri Aurcbindo, what
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constitutes the justification of the aesthetic side of art. "It
purifies by beauty", and "beauty is the appointed road by which
mankind as a race must climb to God"g. The problem then is : how
to reach to vidya through avidya ? How to attain to bliss
unalloyed by self-regarding emotions? The answer is cittasuddhi.

We may then suggest that disinterestedness is the result

of cittasuddhi, a state of the self. Sometimes Sri Aurobindo uses

the term 'impersonal' for 'disinterested' as in The Future

gggE:x. The notion of impersonality is explained by Sri.Aurobindo‘
in terms of the categories of essence and accidence. The essence
of beauty is timeless, wherxreas the personal is the "time element¥,
“The time element is the accidental, and it "liﬁits and deflects
our judgment"lo. We mayrnote that in saying this sri Aur&bindo
rings almost Kantian. Hé continues, "a crowd of accldental
influences belonging to the effect of time and the méntal
‘environment upon our mentality exercise an exaggerated domination
and distort or colour.the view of our mental eye upon 1ts\objeét".
What we should notice is that a concept of "pure" aesthetic
jﬁdgment is being impiied by sri aurobindo. To get at “the

eternal true substance® of art is to have our aestbetié response
pure, direct and hightened, beyond the-accidents brought in by
the time elemgnt or the personal. The impersonal, for Sri
Aurobino, 1s the locus of creativity as well as appreciation,
Aesthétic communication is possible only 1f the personal or the

.ego is transmuted and chastened into the spate of impersonality.
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We find in this account a metaphysical spelling ocut of the

traditional notion of Sahrdaya "the impersonal enjoyer of

creative beauty in us responding to the impersonal creator and

interpreter of beauty in the poet"12

Citta or the heart, 5ays Sri Aurobindo, may either be
directed downwards, i.e. to the satisfaction of the senses and
the vital desires, or upwards through intellect to the Spirit.
In disinterestedness or when the citta is purified, "the heart
works for itself"i3. The heart, working for itself enjoys “the
poetry of life", that is the delight of emotions. And art is a power-
ful agent toward that end. In point of fact Sri Aurcbindo is
pointing to a truth not only about art, but also of life, Shelley
in his "Defence of Poetry" has remarked that, Greek tragedy
teaches self-knowledge. Schopenhauver called it "enfranchisement

from the passions“14

- Hegel considers the theory that art
experience mitigates the.passions. The brutality of passion con-
- 8ists in its selfishness and engrossingness, in the identificép
tion of the self with a narrowly limited interest. Art makes man
aware of himself, and by putting him into a spiritual instead of
a brutal relation with his feelings it delivers him from their

tyranny.

What is significant in Sri Aurobindo's treatment of
disinterestedness is that it is not the terminal point of aesthe-
tic enterprise, rather it is only an opening to the Spirit. The

Spirit is an ontological term in Sri Aurobindo's scheme of - thought.
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It is at once the nisus and the destiny of human deve lopment.,
"The spirit is that in which all the rest of the human being
reposes, towards which it returns and the final self-revelation
of which is the goal of humanity"ls. With these words sri |
Aurobindo is looking back to the Kena and the TaittirIya texts
on rasa and ananda. It may be recalled that the twin chapters

on 'delight of existence' in The Life Divine are but metaphysical

amplifica@ion of the Upenisadic insights.

Disinterestedness, for Sri Aurobino, is freedom. It is
freedom in the sense of being the master of one's responses to
the world's contacts. Pleasure, pain and irndifference are 'obl;-
gations of habit', they are not the true values of experience.
But it is possible to take delight 'impartially* in all éxperiences.
Our oridiary responses are reversible, since the more we refuse
to be dominated by our nerves and body, the more we draw back
from implication of himself in our physical and vital parts, the
greater is our freeddn. This is elimination .of the accident and
seizing the essence or rasa. And how that is possible is descri-
bed by sri Aurobindo in the following terms : "If we could be
entirely disinterested in mind and heart and impose that detach-
ment on the nervous being..., the true essential taste of the
inalienable delight of existence in all its variations would be
within our reach. Wwe attain to something of this capacity for
variable but universal delight in the aesthetic reception of
things as represented by.Art and Poetry, -so that we enjoy there

the Rasa or taste of the sorrowful, the terrible, even the
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horrible..., and the reason is because we are detached, dis-
interested, not thinking of ourselves... but only of the thing
and its essence"ls.

But the delight disinterestedness makes possible for us
to experience is larger than the merely agsthetic, it is in
Sri Aurdbindo’'s term, "supraaesthetic", So sri Aurobindo prepares

v 17
us for another aesthetics, the aesthetics of "objectless delight",

According to sri Aurcbindo, all creation is self~manifesta~
tion, "the poeﬁ, artist or musician when he creates does really
nothing but develop some potentiality in his unmanifested self
into a form of manifestation"ls. Row this logic of creativity is
an imprecise image of ®The delight of coming into manifestatign"
at the heart of, what he calls, "the original Existence", So it
is "the delight of being", Now since consciousness is the very
nature of the original Existence, the delight of being is “the
delight of the rhythm of cousciousness"20. ;hese are'fertile A
metaphysical notions, and axiomatic to sSri Aurobindo's thinking.
The conceptual links obtaining between consclousness and delight
on the one hand, and disinterestedness on the other are important
for appreciating Sri Aurobindo's account of the creative psyche.

It is to that story we may now turn.

Sri Aurobindo brings his concept of mind to bear upon the
issue. "The intellect is not the poet, the artist, the creator

within us; creation comes by a suprarational influx of light and
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power which must work always by vision and inspirétion“ZI._Sri
Aurobindo's argument is that mind is not purely a logical power,
its operations are impaired by sub-rational forces like desires,
passions, associations, prejudices and prejudgments. These are
egoistic, and determined externally by objects. Wherever delight
mind might take in its objects would be i;terestea; i.e., not
indifferent to existence, as Kant had suggested. Further logical
mind can only construct, it can not Creative. Hence a supramental
orientation of mind will not only purify it, but will alsoc increase
its power and dimensiocn. And this is what the aesthetic conscious-
ness seeks to do. The point then is that Sri Aurobindo's éoncept
of mind takes a good account of the projective mental power called
the imagination. This fact sets him a part from the tradition

ied by Hobbes, and recén;ly given currency by Lyle. The créative
process is complex enough, and it does not consist in problem
solving or reshuffling of discrete elements of atomic contents

and experienced forms into other combinations. In "Abt Vogler"®,
Browning says that-"oﬁt of three sounds" the musician frames “not
a fourth sound, but a star". This is creativity, but is it
possible? "Thought", says Sri Aurobindo, "“is composed of two
separate sides, judgment or reascn and imégination, both of which
are necessary to perfect ideatiOn"22. Pesthetic consciousness
breaks through'the mechanical cperations of the mind by taking
holc of mental operations. Without it the self—pérfection of the

mental being that man is, would remain incomplete,



184

The mind, says Sri Aurcbindo, stands between a super-
conscience and an inconscience and receives from both these
Opposit'powers. Oving to its intermediate status on the ontologi-
cal ladder the mind can only deal with actualities, and the -
imagination is the mind's way of surmoning possibilities. The
imagination figures "the ''may be's and ‘might be's of the

23

Infinite"™ , It is not radically illusory, "“as the mind ascends

towards the truth-consciousness, this mental power becomes a
truth imagination"24.

Now given the office of the imagination as Sri aAurobindo
has suggested, it only remains to be said that Creativity is an
affair of freedom, not only from desires and passions, habituai
reactions and prejudices but also from mechanical mental opera-
tions and constructions (vikalpas), illumined by intimation of
'the rhythm of conscicusness' on delight of being. The true of
eternity has its roots in heaven sbove and its branches reach down

to earth, says the Katha Upanisad. Apropos of the masterly image

we can say that, for Sri Aurocbindo, the roots of art are  above,
A search for such roots marks Sri Aurobindo's aesthetics off

from others.

Sri Aurpbindo has written insightfully on the plastic

arts of India in The Foundations of Indian Culture. %2 seeing

in the self", he says, i1s the method of art in India. He appears

to be in line with the view that vyangya is the intention of art.
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Sri Aurocbindo's notion of vyangya is "most subtly and variably
the shades and turns and teeming significances:of the inner self
in its manifestation"zs, Contrasting the Greek and the Indian
sculpture he remarks that the Indian artist stresses something
behind, something more remote to the surface imagination, but'
nearer to the soul, and subordinates to it the physical form. A
spiritual hicher intuitive vision is what Sri Aurcbindo demands

from art. This line of thinking reaches its height in The Future

Poetry.

Of all the arts Sri Aurcbindo attaches most importance to
poetry. Reasons may not be far to seek, since consciousness is the
watch-yord of Sri Aurocbindo's thoucht, words or speech lie in a
direct relation to it. Language is the house of being, said

Heideggar. What Sri Aurobindo has achieved in the Hymns to the

Mystic Fire, and what he says in The Future Poetry may entitle

us to remark that Sri Aurcbindo's is the Vedic view of art. He
characterizes his notion of art as intuitive and interpretative.
In course of explicating the intuitive-interpretative notion bf
art Sri Aurcbindo has developed a version of dhvani based on
disinterestedness in the sense of freedom from our infrarational
propensities, and an ascent towards suprarational dimensions of
being. ' .

For Sri Aurobindo, the epistemology of art is intuitive.

And more importantly intuition is a category of 'Vedantic
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knowledge'. It is described figurativéiy as a "door in us that
swings open upon the spléndour of a truth beyond“26. Intuition
is the messenger frocm the super-conscient. In the chapter titled

"The Ascent Towards Supermind" in The Life Divine, Sri Aurcbindo

mentions the fourfold potencies of intuition : revelation,
inspiration, immediate seizing of significance, and correspondence
to truth. It is also pointed out that intuition functions by
transforming the mind, the heart, life and the sense, And it is by
the transformation that they are integrated. we may now say that,
for Sri Aurobindo, some kind of intuitive seeing is always at the
back of the imaginative visiocn of the artist or the poet. If
'intuition' is a direct spiritual perception, then it is abvious
that intuitive seeing is the method of art, and art has to be a
creative interpretation of the truths of existence. Such an
interpretation, sri Aurobindo says, gives us beauty, then a deeper
reality of things, and finally, opens new realms of being. If art
is creative interpretation of the truths of existence, them.it
would consist in looking beyond the surface and the moment,‘in
changing the life values into soul values?’. This he calls,
“essential aesthesis", the soul's pleasure in the pure and perfect

sources of feeling. Sri Aurobindo incorporates much od dhvanivada,

but it should be noted that he extends theory further till it is

reposed on the road to ontology.

What is notice worthy in Sri Aurobindo's account of art

and its method and the éreative process is that he unfailingly
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draws a£tention to transmutation, purification or Katharsis
whenever he talks about art and its significance for man. We have
noted earlier that there are Sri Aurcbindo's equivalents for.
disinterestedness. Rasa, according to him, is the essence of
spiritual emotion, and it can be tasted only if the spirit éis
disinteeested, i.e. by transcending the vital and the'sensétionel.
To be disinterested, for Sri Aurcbindo is to be in such a étate.
of being as to be able to see "another face of things and éeveal

quite another side of experience"ze. E

° . |
It is also remarkable that the notion of disinterested~
ness, in Sri Aurcdbindo, is wider enough than the aestheticﬁ
understood in the ordinary sense of the term. It is brought in

by way of his exploration of the concept of human personality.

Aurocbindo often draws our attention to the subliminalZ?®
nature. of the aesthetic inspiration., The subliminal soul in man,
he says, is open to the universal delight. Man's surface existence,
in his view, is a system of responses of which man 1s not the,
master, It is nervous and sensational, enslaved to habit, egoistic,
and marked by an inability to seize the essence. To look for the
essence of a thing, i.e., rasa, in its contact with oneself is the
mark of delighp, says Sri Aurobindo. But when, instead of seeking
the essence of a thing, one looks to one'’s nervous feSponses
like pain or pleasure or indifference, rasa, is apprehended in

its dwarfed or perverted form.
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In order to appreciate Sri Aurobindo's notibns of delight
and disinterestedness in terms of his ‘essential aesthetic!' it
should be borne in mind that he mentions two orders of delight,
‘delight of being' and 'delight of becoming'. The delight of
existence or being is objectless delight. and it is in and
through the delight of becoming that the delight of being enjoys
a formative modality. The delight of being is totally reflexiveso,
while the.delight of becoming is transitive., The latter always
has, for itself, an object, which is in a way the cause of a
delight experience. The notion of 'objecéless deliéht' is a
paradigm of disinterestedness or impersonality. This comes close
to Kant's idea of our delight in the beautiful, which is indepen-
dent with regard to the existence of an object, it is said to be
'pure' or 'free', since neither reason nor sensation forces our

assent.

The disinterestedness of aesthetic delight, explains
Sri Aurobindo, is a case of the subsuﬁption of the délight of
becoming under that of Béing. When the usual objects of delight
are transformed into "reflectors"31, cne enters the state of
experiencing 'objectless! delight, for which the other name 1s
'impersonality' or ‘disinterestedness'. Tt is solely on the basis
of a metaphysics of the self that disinterestedness‘of the

aesthetic attitude can be established. The self alone can grasp

or taste the essence of things. The Atharva Veda describes the

self that delights in the essence of things as follows;
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akamo dhiro amrta Svayambha rasana trptah32.

Accordingly it follows, for Sri Aurobindo, that disinteres-
tedpess in respect of one's Knowing,. feeling and nervous responses
are the necessary conditions for seizing the essence of things.

The chief value of poetry, or for that matter, of all the finer
arts33, lies in the fact that they constitute an aesthetic device
for developing the capacity for variable but universal delight

in the reception of things. In art and boetry, through an imposed
or eveﬁ consciously cultivated detachment from egoistic sensation
and universal attituce, it becomes possible for one part of our
self-divided nature to seize the essence of things. One could say
that the part of our self that delights in or seizes the essence

of things is deathless, just as vyanjana is the superior dimensiocn’

of meaning of poetic discourse.

The point that emerges is that aesthetic apprehension
ushers in a change in consciousness. This thesis is parasitic
upon Sri Aurobindo's concept of mind or his critique of mental
operations. As he says, human mind reacﬁes beyond itself, since
mind is 'a power of Ignorance seeking for Truth'. In order that
it may fulfil itself, the human mind, oYy its acts of self-—-exceed-

ing, links itself with higher grades of consciousness.

There are two marks of going beyind the given range or
scale of mind, impersonality and universality, to exceed the

personal ego, and non-limitation by the habitual limiting point
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of view. These two mark off aesthetic experience just as they

do any spiritual one, Spirituality of an experience coneists

in the fact that in and through it one discovers one's own self.
The self as the absolute conscious existence is free, i.e., self-
possession and delight are its essential properties. Sri Aurobindo
links creativity in the arts to the creative nature of the self.
Delight and freedom are said to be the two attrlbutes of self-
expression. The argument then is that delight of existence is,
and ought to be, our real response in all situations. This is

the demand of the new aesthetics proposed by Sri Aurobindo. If

it be possible to discover the real nature of self as the self-
delight of being, then the habitual mode of our living could be
altered. With the widening of consciousness there would occur an
expansion of aesthetic values. Since art and poetry go a long way
towards discovering man's authentic self, aesthetic culture is a
part, a very important part indeed, of spiritual experience., art

is man's lien on the Absolute.
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CHAPTER XII

The Concept of Disinterestedness in

Recent Indian Thought III

Krishnachandra Bhattacharyya

-The concept of detachment, in a sense, forms the very
basis of Krishnachandra Bhattacharyya's philosophical thouéht.
The subject, or the speaker as it 'incarnates' in the world 'I*,
discovers itself inasmuch as it detaches or frees itself from
the object. The subjective is speakable, but not a meant content
as the object. The word *this' is taken by Bhattacharyya as the
symbol of an object or 'what is meant'. The subject and the
object are, for Bhattacharyya, ontolocgical polarities. The subject
is known in itself, not as related to aobject, but as dissociated

from the objeét.

Bhattacharyya has characterized his philosophical position
as spiritual psychology. One of the tasks of this manner of
philosophizing is to éxplain the modes of freedom or subjectivity.
and the modes of subjectivity are the modes of 'freeihg oneself
from the modes of odbjectivity'. There are three modes ,of sub-
jectivity, according to Bhattacharyya. There is, first, bodily
subjectivity in which the body, as observed and felt, represents
the subject in relation to the environment. The feeling of

freedom is the feeling of 'the detachment froh the object', and
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the first given feeling is the feeling of the bogy, and sub—
jectivity is rooted in this feeling, Secondly, there is psychic
subjectivity. Bhattacharyya distinguishes"image' from *‘thought’,
The idea of an object which cannot be defined or concreted into
image is thought. It is detached from objectivity. Lastly, we}!
have spiritual objectivity. Thought, in Bhattacharyya's idiom

is 'the unobjective something about the cbject'. But feeling,

he says, is purely subjective, there is no feferene to object.

Feeling is the positive consciousness of detachment from meaning.

We have hazarded above an almost turncated account of
the contents of Bhattacharyya's rich intricate and sophisticated

ideas as may be found in The Subject as Freedoml. Our idea has

been to introduce his notion of rasa, which, he says, can oﬁly be
understood through feeling and in terms of feeling. since rasa

is a phenomenon that occurs in spiritual subgectiv1ty, it was
requlred that some idea of Bhattacharyya S analysis of the modes
Or dJrades of consciousness be prefaced to our discuqsion. In the
bresent chapter we shall focus our attention on his essay, "The
Concept of Rasa"2 in order to see how does Bhattacharyya formulate
the notion of disinterestedness in the context of aesthetic

experience.
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We may begin by méking some clarificatory remarks. First,
let us take Bhattacharyya's notion of feeling. He abstracts away
every trace of cognitivity or objectivity from the feeling mode
of consciousness. Feeling, he_says, is'the positive consciocusness
of detachment from meaning, Bhattacharyya presents a radical I
thesis. In Kaht's usage 'aesthetic' means reference to the sub-
Jject. The logic of the gggggiggi, as Kant had construed it, is'
such that it is not a predicate. Our feeling of pleasure in the
beautiful is so de-intentionalized that if attains a reflexive
character by referring to the speaker, or the speaker who makes
a singular judgment with the pseudo-predicate 'beautiful’. and
the pleasure is identified with the harmony or free play of the | °
cognitive faculties. Bhattacharyya schematizes the affair |
differently. He appears to search for an ontology of the subject,
and finds its core in feeling, which is completely free from
objectivity. Sri aurobindo's notion of 'ocbjectless delight!

comes as a parallel.

<

Secondly, Bhattacharyya agrees with Kant in holding that
the aesthetic judgment is not a logical Jjudgment. But Bhatta-
charyya has different reasons for asserting the non-logical
character of the aesthetic Judgment. His essay, "The Concept of
Value“3 presents an analysis of the relation that cbtains between
an’objeqt that is valued, and the value that is ascribed to it,
Beauty is referred to the rose, but it is not known as the

Character of the object. The rose is not felt as one with be auty,
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put beauty is indeed felt as one with the rose. Beauty, as
Bhattacharyya puts it, 1is a floating or free adjective of the
rose. Cne might recall what Shelley had said in "Hymn to
Intellectual Beauty", that beauty visits its ocbjects with
winconstant wing®. Value, for Bhattacharyya, is a reflective:
feeling. The reflective character of feeling consists in thei
fact that'value is not felt as other than the object, but the
object is felt as other than the value. Hence it follows that
aesthetic valuation is not a logical judgment. The linguistic
expression of such valuation may bear the semblance of informa-

tion, though, as feeling, it is an exclamation in disguise.

We may now turn to Bhattacharyya's notion of rasa. He

says that the word rasa means two things : essence and what is
tested or felt, and that the aesthetic conception of rasa come-
bines both the senses. When he says that Bhattacharyya deflects
poth from Anandavardhana as well as Abhinavagupta. W¢.have remarked
earlier that for Anandavardhana direct and obligque meaning are
intimately connected. Abhinavagupta argues for a detachment of

the oblique meaning, the vyangya from the vacya or the direct

meaning. Yet Bhattacharyya is a continuator of d&hvani school,

of course with a difference. abhinavagupta's accent on the
meaning of poetic discourse is not there is Bhattacharyya. His

dialectic of feeling is projected to effect a freedom f£rom meaning.
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Bhattacharyya's aesthetic philosophy is based on what may
be called a dialectic of feeling. Feeling, he says, does not mean
anything but itself. It can only have an unmeant content from
which it 4is not dlStngUlShed. That is, content and consciousness
determine each other in feeling. And hence, while defining the
concept of rasa in the aesthetic content, Bhattacharyya remarks
£hat Lasa combines both the essence and what is tested in the’
form of an indermination of content and consciouspess.‘Bhatta—
charyya considers the aesthetic consciocusness as 'the feeling par
excellence', There is freedom from meaning, since the meant or
significantly speakabie content is indistinguishably fused with
consciousness. The felt value cannot be spoken about without

-reference to the feeling.

Aesthetic feeling, according to Bhattacharyya, is a
feeling of the third-order, the first ocne beiﬁg the natural
feeling, The natural or primary feelings are characterized as
'objecErimmersed' feelings. A 'feeling of a feeiing' is a higher
order feeling, it is freer, and more so would be the feeling at
the third level. The feeling of sympathy is taken as an instance
of a 'feeling of a feeling'. Bhattacharyya describes the feeling
at the third level as 'a duplicated sympathy’. such a feeling is

described as 'dpiritual' and 'contemplative!'.

Bhattacharyya's inquiries into the working of human con-

sciousness reveals the fact that there are levels of experience,
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and also that from the point of view of each higher level the
entire content of the lower level gets reoriented, it comes to
be viewed in a new perspective altogether. The attitude at each
higher level is more subjective than the level transcended. It
should be noted that for Bhattacharyya, the word 'spiritual' is
daajectival upon the oﬁtqloéical substantive called ‘subjectivity’.
The degrees of the one corresponds to that of the other, ana
hence, regression into subjectivity parallels to’progression
into freedom. The grades of subjectivity are but a graduated
process of *‘dropping of self-consciousness'4, i.e., a process.
of being freed from the perscnal or private dimensions of
experiences. This is how the notion of disinterestedness cqmes

to be formulated in Bhattacharyya's thought.

Let us now try to understand the notion of 'duplicated
sympathy'. The contrast between an emotional reaction and an
aesthetic reaction to a play is illustrated very clearly in the

scene of a play within a play in Ksemlsvara's Naisadh3nanda,

Act VIS. Nala, incognito, is sitting with Rtuparna in the

audience seeing a play about the terrible experiences ‘of

Damayanti, his wife. Rtuparna has an aesthetic experience, but
Nala instead reacts emotionally, though gtupar?a keeps reminding
him that it is' a play and is puzzled at his strange excitement.
Perception produced by art does not arouse our everyday concerns

but takes us away from them. It is a detached perception of the
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emotion of others.

According to Bhattacharyya when an object is aesthetically
enjcyed, the subject and the object are so indistinguishable as
to" affect each other mutually, the obJect seems toc have a value,
and the subject feels attracted to it. Now to take the case of
sympathy. To sympathise with a person is to feel hiﬁ feeling;
Bhattacharyya's logic of 'sympathy' might recall Hume's notions
of 'sympathy' and 'compassion'. It is well known that Hume
explains the possibility of enjoying tragedy on the basis of the
twin_principles6. Hume's epistemological scheme that ideas can
be converted into impressions could be of some significance in

understanding Bhattacharyya's notion of sympathy.

For Hume the problem is how a passion or feeling "in the
' 7

mind of one person, and afterwards appears in the mind of another"?
The manné}, of their appearance, says Hume, 1s "first as én idgea,
then as an impressicn". Sympathy denotes the causal part of the
phenomenon, while compassion stands for the emotive awareness of
the state of the other mind. It may be said that what Hume means by

the twin principles of sympathy and compassion is encapsulated

by Bhattacharyya by the single texm 'sympathy!'.

But the qﬁestion of importance is : How does sympathy
relate itself to freedom? In order to retain its aesthetic

character sympathy has to retain freedom, or its detachment from

© |
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its object. The Buddhists argue that karun® is not emotionalized
identification with other's suffering. To "lose" onseself in
concern for another is mere sentimentality. The_ideal compassiona-
tor is like a physiciah Faﬁher than a fellow mourner, He fully
appreciates the suffering of the patient, but does not»give.way
to emotional sympathy for that patient. Instead, émotionally
self-controlled, he analyzes the diseased condition and prescribes
for it in a detached impersonal manner. There may be something'of

the Buddhist understanding of karuna in Bhattacharyya's notion

of sympathy through its ascending modes of freedom.

Feeling, to speak negatively, is uncbjective, i.e., it
does not bear any reference to objective fact. Accordingly, the
feeling of sympathy is free from the object of feeliﬁg sympathized
with. Tbe consciousness of the object of sympathy implies a
detachmént of the conscious subject. But there are further steps
to freedom, and it is possible that feeling can be emotionally
contemplated in a detached manner. This happens in the case of
duplicated sympathy, i.e. sympathy with a person's sympathy.
The feeling of sympathy in this case is felt as dissociated from
its character 'as a given felt' and is realised as self-subsisting

value.

Bhattacharyya distinguishes 'expression of an object' from
'object'. In the case of duplicated sympathy, the expression of
an object, for example, the beauty of a rose, is a self-subsisting

reality to which the cbject is a symbol. as detached from the
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object, it enjoys an eternity. Beauty of an object appears to
be seen, but it does not manifest as the quality of an dbject,
in neither of Locke's senses of the term 'quality', Beauty, says
Bhattacharyya, is a 'transcendent expression', detached from the

object. An object of art is said to be beautiful by looking
upon it as a symbol of the aesthetic value. The under-structure,

the thingness of the work of art is nothing that matters to

aesthetic consciousness.

Bhattacharyya's concept of sympathy has a further mode
‘of distancing. It is a degree higher than or further removed from
dupoicated sympathy. Bhattacharyya presents this case in terms
of the fqllowing example. A spectator contemplates a gran@ parent
"watching his grandchild pléying with a toy. There dbtains a
triadic relation. The child enjoys its toy; the grand parerit
sympathises with the child's joy. The spectator,'in his turn,
contemplates on the grand parent's sympathy. In the grand parent's
heart the child's feeling is reflected as an eternal‘emdtion.'And
the spectator's interest lies in contemplating the impersonal
emtoion. In Bhattacharyya's scheme of detachment the personal
nature of feeling is, by degrees, impersonalized, And inasﬁuch as
it is impersonalized, it becomes freer from its object. It is
noticeable that in Bhattacharyya's triadic scheme the parents
of the child are dropped from consideration since the parents, 'as
they are related to the child by care and condern, are likely to
fail in distancing themselves so as to sympathise with the child's
joy in its purity. A grand parent, on the contrary, stands in a

freer relation to the child, and can therefore duplicate the
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sympathy felt by the parents at the joy qf the child.

Ingenious as Bhattacharyya's triadic schema is, there
are interesting literary parallels to it. According to the
conventions of Bengal Vaisnavism the readers of the poems that

celetrate the Srngara pf Radh3@ and Krsna are to contemplate the .

. emotion in a detached manner as though it were EEEZE' or timeless
experience. That is, the reader would have to poise himself to
the point of the spectator of Bhattacgaryya's tridiclschema.,lt
'is not enoggh to uﬁdeégg a mental experience which detachgs one
from personal concCerns. Rather one should have in view Radha'é
feeling of love for K§§9a as reflected in the péet's mind or
presented in the poem. It is only then that an experience of
unselfish, impersonal’ and free delight would become possible.l

In a poem entitled "The Unheeded Pageant" in The Crescent Moon

Tagore has spoken of the play of a child being Joyfully witnessed
by the giother. In course of the poem the mother's experience

is gradually lifted up to cosmic dimensions. The child's prlay is
SO generalised as the Sun, the sky and the wind watch ove; the
scene. "The world keeps her seat by you / the child 7 in your
mother!s heart. He who plays his music to the stars is standing

at your window with his flute"s.

I . H
The epistemological point involved in the aesthetic

experience is a distinction between two: mental acts, those of
imagining an object as actual, and imagining it as'imaginary.
The case of the former is plain enough, an object .is imagined as

presented to an actual feeling. The latter is of: deeper aesthetic
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import. Bhattacharyya says that to imagine as object as imaginary
is to have the object imagined as what would be imagined by
another person having the éctual feeling. Aesthetic response or
enjoyment is not the feeling of the enjoyer on his own account,

but invclves a dropping of self-consciousness.

To bring home the point, Bhattacharyya employs his triadic
schema, of three levels of feeling, contemplative, symthetic
and primary. He does this with the help of an explanatory model
of three persons having three types of feelings; No‘persoﬁ with
a taste for drama would ever imagine Othells or lLear as actual
persons. In course of our enjoying these tragedies what we do,
according to Bhattacharyya, is that we imagine some one imagining
Othells or Lear as actual persons. The imagined person is a
variable locus of a feeling, a "felt-person-in-general®, or the
Heart Universal, as Bhattacharyya calls it. He remarks that the
aesthetic feeling" is contemplated as reflected in or sympathised
with by this Heart Universal and the person who contemplates the
feeling merges his personal or private heart in his ubiquity“g.
It\EprQFs that the mythic ontology of fhe Heart Unilversal is
somethihé\iife the Platonic Idea in which the particulars parti-
cipate and t:;;;£§\bggome possible bearers of the ideal predicate.
Analogically, Bhattachéfyya suggests that feelings, through the
filter of the éeart Universal, ~lose their private character and

get eternalised.
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The notion of eternalisation of feelings is ‘an important
point. Eternity is one of three features of an object aestheti-
cally apprehended, the other two being expression and detachment
from fact. One may recall that Keats said that the "silent form®
of the Grecian Urn “tease us out of thought as doth eternity“lo.
Or, as Rabindranath Tagore says of the “form" of the aesthetically
apperceived object "gathering light/Through the dark dimmess of

11

Eternity"”". what Bhattacharyya means by 'eternity' is a matter

Qf transfiguration of feelings, sort of a release from their

spatiotemporal determinations. Bhattanayaka': spéke of

SadharanIkarana or universalization of experience. A feeling,

freed from perscnal dimensions,. becomes universally shareable.
It may be the case that Bhattacharyya's point about the eternity
of the object of aesthetic experience is congruent with Bhatta-

nayaka's thesis of Sadharanikarana.

It is noticeworthy that Bhattacharyya explains the inter-
relation of the three levels of feeling in terms of his explana-
tory model of three persons. Schematically the model could be
presented as under.

<)

»*

A B C
The aesthetic The Heart Universal : The Third person
Subject :
The first persoh The second person Primary feeling
contemplative sympathetic Expression
feeling feeling

Eternity Detachment
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The point made by Bhattacharyya is significant. It is
that the mesthetic subject can live on three differént emotional
levels at the same time. The grade of contemplative feeling
comprehends both sympathetic and primary feelings, and hence it
is, says Bhattachéryya, feeling par excellence. A similar point
was made by Roger Fry, when he said that in art we not only‘

experience the feeling, but also watch it.

”

The process of gradual disentanglement from fact»méy'aiso
be noted. At the level of primary feeling there is no distinction
between feeling and the object of feeling. It is "object~immersed
feeling", Now there may obtain two alternative aﬁtitudes,
objective and subjective. Classicism in art celebrates the odbjec-
tive attitude. It recommends a lapse of self-feeling, the object
is perceived sharply out-lined, "the expression adjectival to it",
A recent protagonist of classicism, T.S. Eliot has said that
poetry is not letting loose of emotions, but an escape from

perscnalitylz.

Ehattacharyya may be taken as clearing grounds for a
Romantic theory of art, or a variety of attitude theory in which
the response of the beholder assumes momentous importance. He
speaks the subjective attitude, reminiscent of Kant and
abhinavagupta. If the subjective attitude, i.e. “the feeling.
attitude" prevails with the subject, the object, Bhattacha;yyé
says, would get indefinite. In other words; the object geté

dissolved in the subject's feeling. The world is sucked into the
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subject, as it were, is the case of cbverted empathy. Shelley,
in his "Hymn to Apollo" says, “I am the eye through which the
world béholds itself", OrAwhere Tagore sings "I feel that all
the stars shine in me"l3, we have instances of the objects
dissolving in the subject's feeling. "The feeling here becomes
subjectively real; it stands by consuming the object“l4.
Bhattacharyya's theory extends the Einfuenlung theory by render-
ing the aesthetic experience not only a protection of the self,

but equally an introjection of objects., ° '

There are, or could then be, two "directions of object-
feeling",.and accordingly, sympathy may also take two forms. -
When A sympathises with B,.the distinction between A the sym=-
pathiser and B, the person sympathised with is not lost. A may
either feel through B's heart in feeling out towards B. Ana A
feels his detachment from B, It may also be the case that A feels
B's feeling as his by ."assimilating or drawing in“)B's feeling.
Bhattacharyya calls these the projective and the aSsimilaiive‘

types of sympathy. In both the cases the sympathiser feels his

freedom.

The forms or t§pes of sympathy can have to corresponding
directions. wh?n an object is enjoyed as beautiful, the object .
is-related to the aesthetic value as its symbol. The relation
between the symbol, the object, and the aesthetic value may
obtain in a two-fold manner. The 'fact-character' may remain

in the symbol, and the value is expressed as its "transcendent
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significate". The canvas and the pigments are the facts of a
character, while the painting that is enjoyed is enjoyed isgtﬁeir
transcendent significate. This is much like G,E. Moore's thésis
that non-~natural qualities manifest through the natural onesls.
Cr, what Tagore said, a poem has its grammar and vocabulary, and
it e#ceeds all its parts and transcends all its lawsls. Bhatta-
charyya calis it to be the case of transfiguring the fact into

a value. Art of this nature is "“dynamically creative", But'thgre
remains another possibility when the facticity, as Heideggar has
put it, of the symbol gets evanescent, and the value symbolized
float, to quote Bhattacharyya, "as in a dream in the eﬁher of
the heart and nowhere in space and time"l7. Art-experience or

rasa is like that. It is contemplative in nature.

The two modes of aesthetic enjoyment, creative and c%ng
templative, are subtly distinguished ?y Bhattacharyya. The ﬁoint
‘of his distinction is~that in either of the mocces there obtains
freedom through the feeling of enjoyment, but differently. Ih
one case, "there is freedom in spite of enjoying!contact“, in
another, there is "enjoyment or reality in spite of detaching

freedom“ls. The spectator, undergoing art-experience, is either

purusa-like, as in samkhya, or s3ksi - like as in Vedanta. But
are the two mo?es so sharply distinguishable? Can we not s§y that
the two modes alternate in one and the same persons's experience?
And, if they are distinguishable at all, do they not interpeneQ
trate? There appears to be'a sort of ontological hide and seek

!
E

J
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between freedom and the oﬁject aesthetically enjoyed in so far’
as Bhattacharyya's account is concerned. Does enjoyment ensﬁre
freedom? That appears to be Bhattacharyya's apprehension. and

in order to ensure freedom different grades of feelings and modes
of enjoyment are deciphered into experience. No loss of freedom
can be properly aesthetic. Art-experience is the search for
freedom through feeling. It should of course be borne in mind
that Bhgttacharyya's notion of enjoyment is much that it pre-
cludes‘ébsolute detachment of the subject from the object. The
self in its aesthetic poise is essentially an enjoying state of
being, a delight-self as Sri Aurobindo called it. Or, what
Bullough has termed as “"the psychical distance"lg,'i.e. neither
over distanced nor under~distanced from the object is that thch
Bhattacharyya has intended to bring house with his notion of
aesthetic enjoyment. Whethgr the enjoyment is creative or contem~
plative, freedom persists. But the distinction he has proposed
neéd not be taken as an exclusive disjunction. Tagore, for

2Q explains the notion

example, in his “Religion of an Artist®
of 'creation' both as a "freedom from any biographical bondége“,
and "representing a personal reality". In fact a unity of the
two processes constitutes creativity. Bhattacharyya's notion

of 'duplicated sympathy' parallels closely to Tagore's idea,
even though the distinction between creative and contemplative

enjoyment appears to dichotomize the organic wholeness of crea-

tivity and appreciation.



208

It should be observed that Tagore wfites from the point
of view of the creator, while Bhattacharyya voices the beholder's
view of art-experience. But must we suppose that the processes of
Creation and coentemplation need fall apart? Not hecessarily, even
if they are conceptually distinguishable. Tagore often invokes
the'UpanifadiC images of two birds, ongithat merely looks on,
while the other is found in the reactive attitude. And this is
done in order to drive home the ldea of the unity'of coﬁtemplation

and creation. There may also be another consideration to offer.

Indeed the distinction between the two modes of enjoymeﬁt
is difficult to make, however they might differ in terms of con-
cepts. In course of a perceptive essay, "Some Reflections on
Art"zl, Professor Kalidas Bhattacharyya has brought about a
berspicacious extension of the seminal ideas of Bhattacharyya. we
may once look to that direction hoping if we could get clear sbout
the distinction between creative and contemplative modes of enjoy-

ment.

According to Professor Bhattacharyya, even though creation
and appreciation occur in the field of free, autonomous emotions,
yet creation sublimates the primary feelings in the way of the
will, whereas appreciation does that in the way of cognition.
The appreciatorllooks at art from the point of view of the work
of art itself, he surrenders himself to its ontology, as one does

to God. But such a viewing is locking at the work of art in

retroscpect, in the way of cognition. The creator-has a 'different
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breathing', as Rilke22 remarks in one of his sonnets. He moves
concretely, brings something into being. He does not simply look
at an cbject, as the appreciator does. This of course does not
amount to saying that cognition has no room in creation. Cogni-
tion and will in creation figure as internal dimensions of an

autonomous feeling or subjectivity par extellence, ‘called rasa.

The processes of creation and appreciation are equally enlivening,
and their overlap is hardly ever denied. What binds the two into
a unity is the ubiguity of autonomous feelings in both the
creator and tﬁe appreciator.'And one may add that autonomous
feelings get embodied iﬁ terms of a work of art. And it is there
the creator and the connoisoeur meet each other, as if one speaks
and the other hears through the created object. This is a novel
explanatory model whidﬁ endapsulates the creat%ve and theiconf
templative modes of enjo‘yment in terms of speaker~hearer relation
subsisting between the creator and the appreciator highlighting
their 'essential appreciator highlighting their ‘'essential

23

humanity'”~. The identity of feeling is freedom in enjoyment.'
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PART III

CCNCLUDING REMARKS

We now propose to offer some general and critical
remarks on some of the considerations made in Parts I amd II.
Let us begin with Kant, and then we shall pass over to the
recent Indian thinkers., A.I. Kant used the term 'disinterested!
to denote the impersonal character of the aesthetic conscious-
ness, and it remains one of the best short descriptive formulas
of the aesthetic attitude. In our opening chapter we have tried
to show the British ancestory of Kant's ideas. But difficulties
present themselves in regard to Kant's acquaintance with British
writers on aesthetics. Kant alludes to Hume, Shaftesbury, Hutcheson,
and Burke, but it is never clear precisely to which of their
works he is referrring. It is not known, for example, which
of Hume's works on taste or the fine arts Kant actually read.
Yet to the student of the history of ideaS_it is tempting to
relate the concept of taste, handed down from shaftesbu;y to
Hume, with its subsequent transformation at Kant's hands. The
history of a concept is a rewarding enterprise to pursue and

this is what we intended to do in the opening chapter of pPart I.

2. Recently it has become fashionable to consider the

Part Cne of the Critigue of Judgment in the’light of 'phenomenology.

It is no doubt true thet it has been concerned with the nature of

of the aesthetic consciousness. Yet his concern has been marked
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by an epistemological stant. He appears to be no less concerned
about the possibility of a particular type of judgment, i.é.

the judément of Taste, which he says. is reflective and aesthetical.
1t is indeed arguable that what Kant does in Part One of the

third Critique is analytic aesthetics. He asks, how are judgments
of the beautiful possible? Oor, how aesthetic»evaluation in general .
is to be explained. For Kant'é neo-classic philOSOphic-tempsrament,
'beauty' is the central céncept of the aesthetic, just as the
concept of cause 1is central to his theory of Knowledge. Kant
teaches us to ask how assertions of aesthetic worth are to be
jusfified. Is it possible to give an analysis of aesthetic
sensibility such that judgments of value 4o not emerge as mere
reports of supbjective feeling, but lay claim to universal agree-
ment? Are there certain presuppositions of the aesthetic that

might support its claim to autonomy? Although Kant's kind of
analysis is of a special sort that he calls "transcendental" or
weritical", his aim has been similar to that of many tweﬁtieth—
century writers on aesthetics. AnalYSis or philoscphical clari-
ficaticn having been Kant's sole purpose, his elucidation of

-

aesthetic concepts can certainly be called analytic aesthetics.
_ , .
3, We have noticed that many of the issues raised in the
part One of the third Critique have their origin in the first as
well as Kant's writings on ethics. The distincticn of form and

matter is a case at hand. In the Foundations (or the Groundwork)
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Kant's interest is in the non-empirical or the “pure", »a “pure“
moral actlon is one committed exclusively out of the pure sense
of duty. a similar parallel holds in the case of aesthetic Judg-
ment. Many non-aesthetic or adventitious interests often overlay
or belie our perception. It has appeared to us that for Kant,
purity is evidently an ideal, 'disinterestedness' is a regulative
notion, Though there are ‘clear cases, however, rare, of action
done from a "pure" sense of duty, or of "pure" aesthetic Jjudgment,
even these should not be called indubitable. Such cases can be
Ccontrasted with mixed actions or aesthetic judgments. Kant's

explanation of errcneous aesthetic judgment is an integral part

of showing how aesthetic judgments can be veracious,

Kant may be taken to believe aesthetic judgment or belief
to be a kind of knowledge claim. we may accordingly like to asgk
whether such judgment could be errcneous. How can a "pure®
aesthetic judgment, as defined by disinterestedness, universality,
necessity, etc., be mistaken? To begin with, it is pPossible that
one does not know how to use “"beautiful" or some other word
Characteristic of aesthetic discourse. But it would be a case of
ineptness in language, and not an error in aesthetic judgment.
Another trivial way of making a mistaken aesthetic Jjudgment

would be in using the wrong name or title of a work.

°

. |
But a more serious and interesting source of error follows

frem Kant's distinction between "pure" and "dependent" beauty.
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Aesthetic judgment might err by confounding the two sorts of
beauty. The former presupposes no concept of what the object
judged actually is, or ought to be, whereas the latter depends
upon criteria of perfection. Confusion of "pure" with "dependent" .
beauty is a confusion of reference. Judgments based upon mere
sensation, emotion, utility, morality, etc., are mistaken. A
jﬁdgment of "depéndent" beauty is a disguised intellectual
Jjudgment of perfection. Essences or determinant concepts are
not to shape aesthetic judgments, because such concepts are no
more than atrophied conventions or reveal lapses of creativity

in search of new expression.

aAnother source of errcneocus aesthetic judgment follows
from Kant's distinction between "autoncmy" and 5heter0nom¥“ of
taste. Taste must be "aﬁtonomous“, for it is nét worth having
if it is not one's own. Genuine aesthetic Judgment must be based
one oﬁe's own sensibilities. when we permit someoné to take over
our moral conscience, we forfeit our dignity; and when wé permit
someone to dictate our taste, we lose part of our individuality.
Heteronomy of taste is always a report upon other persons’
seﬁsibilities, for example, those of a great critic. Most forms
of heteronomy are based upon what is accepted by someone of note

who holds swaylover the socio-aesthetic scene. Other forms o£

heteronomy draw their strength from a small elite or coterje.
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A paradox surfaces in Kant's account of exrroneous aesthetic
judgment in terms of confusions of reference and heteronomy of
taste. Kant maintains that aesthetic judgment cannot be based
upon determinate concepts. If aesthetic judgment is, say, abéut
style or genre, then such judgment would be, for Kant, not “pure",
but either technical or even theoretical judgment., In effect,
Judgment based upon definite or determinate knowledge of artistic
style or genre would involve judgment of "dependent beauty", n
the other hénd, if determinate concepts are not required in
aesthetic judgment, the danger of confusing form with subjective

mood and feeling might become greater.,

Kant would concede that aesthetic Jjudgment of "dependent
beauty" does involve @eterminate concepts. And hence “non pure" .
aesthetic judgments may be erroneous because of inadequate or
false belief, But whether aesthetic judgment of "free beauty"
might not be erroneous in some way is also a question of impo;tance.
Given that "pure" aesthetic Jjudgment must be founded solely uﬁon
disinterested pleasure and form, it might be asked whether such
pleasure be known by introspection or reflection. Introspection
is hardly an infallible avenue to self-knowledge. When Kant says
that aesthetic judgment is "reflective", ‘what does.he really
mean? He means nof."introséecting", but simply suﬁsuming a
particular representation under the feelings‘of pleasure or dis-
pleasure. An explanation of the source of error for “pure"®

aesthetic judgment may be given according to what Kant has said in
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the Foundations, namely, that the "“"strictest examination® of

our own motives can never lead to the absolute certainty that

our motive was the "pure" good will; Similarly one can never be
certain that any perception or judgment is free from all empirical
admisture. Kant himseif describes sensations, emotions, ghd
determinate concepts as hindrances to pure judgment of form. He
Opposes Epe sensuous to form as -he opposes inclination to duty,
The restriction of “pure" aesthetic judgment to form is an ideal.
It may be unexceptional to say that aesthetic form is an analogue
of moral duty. Parallels between the two are striking; both are
pure ideals and universally binding. Just ‘as introspection ofv
motives might well disclose motives other than duty, so reexamina-
tion of the aesthetic object might disclose much that is gratui-

tous and sensuous rather than formal.

4. One might feel uneasy over Kant's account of non=-
conceptual nature of aesthetic judgment. We cannot describe an
object as art unless we know it as intentional 'under é definite
concept'. We may not know how that intention was realized.. Yet
our judgment on the beauty of the work cannot be determined by
the rule or concept by which the object is construcﬁed. So either
we describe it merely as a beautiful cbject, or we must use the
concept or rule determining its production and fail to Judge its .
beauty. In the first case, the process becomes separate from aﬁd
arbitrary to the experience of beauty. In the second, we seem

unable to judge that it is a work of art that is beautiful Both
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alternatives are ungatisfactory because they preclude an under-

standing of fine art, its pProduction, or its nature. Is there

a way out?

5. Disinterestedness is the criterion "by which particular
feelings of pleasure may be decided to have the requisite status
for justifying a judgment of taste'. To decide that our's is an
aesthetic judgment, we consider whether our pleasure may not
have been caused by an object rather than being the. experience
of a judgment and its relation to cognitive faculties. If the
Judgment is disinterested i.e. if our pleasure arises from‘the
judgment alone and so is free of interest, then we may identify
it as a disinterested aesthetic pleasure. That is, our actual
aésthetic judgments are made on the basis of reflection on dis-
interestedness., It is a reflection we must carry out for ourselves
and which recommends itself to others. A subject's certainty in
his own case becomes a crucial issue, and we must acknowledge this
difficulty. Disinterestedness is not self-evident characterlstlcs

_of objects or experience. It does not appear to us in consciousness
in the way our experience of pleasure or pain does. That it is
possible to Jjustify the exercise of aesthetic judgment trans-
cendentally does not mean that we cannot be mistaken. Kant pPro=
poses that only another S experience of his own aesthetic Judgment
Can go to conform a subject's own singular Judgment. To understand
aesthetlc Judgments we must not only explain what the source of

our pleasure is, but also anticipate other's Jjudgments by seeing
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for them to be Suitably like Ourselves. In making a Judgment of
taste its}subject is also recommending 4 point of view from which

to regarg Ssubjects,

Hence Communication governs judgments, since an interest
in making aesthetic Judgments jig 8 consequence of living in
Society. Fine art, says Kant, is ng§§i9£§, the faculty_of being
able to Communicate universally one's inmost selfl. Art brings
our subjectivity into the bublic sphere, it treats subjects as

rational apg feeling engs in themselves, Beauty Promotes enlighten-

E]

beautiful, his concern with éesthetic autonomy also centres. upon
Judgments of taste, 1t may be noted that for Kant, judgments of

the sublime are not autonomous; they are foundeq upon morality,
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Q

well-known. Are there parallels between his conceptions of ethical

and aesthetic autonomy°

|
One might argue that there is a tension between form and

enjoyment in Kant's aesthetic. Insofar as aesthetic judgment iS
"pure", it is autonomous, but at the cost of empty formalism.:
Insofar as aesthetic judgment rests upon sensuous interests,:it
isAenjoyable but at the price of heteronomy. Similarly, do the
postulates of practical reason undermine the absolute autondﬁy

of the moral agent? This is another tension. But the tensions
seem resolvable, both in Kant's aesthetics and in his ethicsi
What glves a moral agent autonomy is his legislating the moral
law for himself, a law that he has his self constructed and |
imposed upon his behaviour evinces his superiority over inclina-
tions. Likewise, aesthetic judgment is autonomous because it
imposes forms of the understanding and imagination upon the
sensible manifold. The "matter" of such judgment is not hosiile
to, or incompatible with the "form" of aesthetic judgment.
Autonomous aesthetic judgment organizes and "informs" thelsensible
manifold. In a similar way, the freedom and autoncmy of the moral
agent do not reside in his power to subvert sensuous reelings

or happiness, but rather in his ability to order sensibility and

inclinations in the light of moral law. Kant in his Lectures on-

Ethics says that “to renounce happiness is to differentiate lt
from morality in a transcendental and unnatural way“z. Autondmous
aesthetic judgment must spring from one's own sensibility, just

as autonomous ethical judgment is produced from one's own will.
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No judgment of taste is determined by eithel concepts ior
precepts, and yet we find Kant differentiating autonomy and !
isolationism : "Taste .... 15 among all faculties and talents;the
very cne that stands most in need of examples of what has ingthe
course of culture maintaihed itsélf longest in esteem"B. Aeséhetic
judgment is autonomous by being familiar with the classics, éhough

not dominated by them. There is no need to cut ourselves ofﬁ!from

what critics or qualified persons might say about a work of art.
i

Kant does not argue that art should nottbe enjoyeég'H?
maintains instead that enjoyment and natural att:action cann?t
be the determining grounds of aesthetic judgment., In his etnical
theory, Kant does not oppose duty to inclination but contrasts
them. One might actually enjoy doing what one believes to be
obligatory. Yet the motive of the action, i. it is to have moral
wofth, Can only be the sense of duty, not desire for our own
pleasure or even that of other persons. In his aesthetic theory

a similar contrast is drawn between aesthetic discerﬁment of

form and enjoyment.

?7. Kant's aesthetics has a human meésége. The aesthetic

points to man's dual nature, sensucus as well.as rational,

Sensuous passivity gratifies or stimulates, whereas aesthetic
judgment bring; about the play of the mental faculties, which
results in a peculiarly humen or intellectual pleasure. Aesthetic °

Jjudgment recalls, as does the ethical, cne's superiority to
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sensibility and the phenomenal world. Just as mora} duty recalls
the individual to his citizenship as a free agent in the super-
sensible world, so contemplating aesthetic objects unites the
wérld of Nature with the world of reason. It is as if disinterested
pleasure quieted man's phenomenal will. This is how Schdpeﬁhaner
has interpreted Kant's teaching. Judging aesthetically places cne
outside the phenomenal world of cause and effect, the habitat

of ordinary perceptual judgments. Art is a vehicle of "will-

}ess" perception4.

B.l. We may now turn to ﬁhe recent Indian‘thinkers, who
share a good deal of family resemblances with Kant's idea of‘
aesthetics as the analysis of aesthetic effects, or the study of
the effects produced by the contemplation of Nature, works of
art, or even experiences of life itself. Kant is often described
as .having propounded an 'attitude theory' of art, based upon the
feature of the aesthetic impression called 'disinterestedness?’.,

It is introspective in nature. All the thinkers we have considered
in Part II of the present dissertaﬁion have shared the belief that
it is the inward world, of which the external circumstances are

but the reflection, which is essentially the world of aesthetic
culture. Anéd from this inner world, aesthetic culture is carried
over not only into material features of our existence, but also
transfused into our spiritual needs and strivings. Gur whole
psychic life is permeated with this mystefious aesthetic culture. -

There has been a long tradition in India of such a sensitiveness
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to life, A Samkaracarya considered composing of a poem as an
worshipful acts. Culture, as distiﬁct from iearning, education .

in the fullest sense, pure humanity, with what is bést and without
what is worst in human nature, rests fundamentally upon such an

education of the heart, upon such an aesthetic philosophy of life.

Edward Bullough, in his essay "The Modern Conception of
Aesthetics"6 has described Vedanta as the philoscphy ©f the
aesthetic type. C(ne is exhorted in Vedanta to bracket, as it

were, the domain of the Vyavahdrika, so that one's encounter with

one's deeper self as a state of bliss be possible. The

Vyavaharika is the domain of the natural standpoint, the empirical,

the pragmatic and the biological. Now to the aesthetic conscious-
ness the entire meaning or import of the experiences of the

Vyavsharika order of being is transmuted. Not the fruit of

experience, but experience itself becomes an end in itself. The
concept of rasa is inteded to make room for an aesthetic inter-

et

pretation of experience.

2. Indian thinkers, especially Tagore and Sri Aurobindo
do not seem to argue fro@ @ division of the human psyche into
willing, thinking and feeling. Of course there are modes of
consciousness such as the practical or the scientific. These are
attitudes of the éOnsciousness. One may say that science represents a

construction of the universe in terms of Causality, while ethics

i1s the interpretation of existence in terms of finality. The
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scientific attitude is retrospectively explanatory; the ethical
is prospective. The aesthetic attitude rests in the object it
contemplates without transcending it either forwards or backwards.
It is, we may say, neither retrospective nor prospective, but
immanent. The delight of the aesthetic consciousness is posse;sed

inwardly.

The Indian point of view is inclined to the idea that
every thought, every emotion, every act of will implies the

other two, The convergence of the yogas, as in the Bhagavad cita,

is a decisive instance. And this is true not only of Art, but of
Nature and Life when these are viewed aesthetically. The immanent
contemplativeness of the aesthetic attitude is the magical wand
which invests all things it touches with a charm and interest
which, considered as preoducts of antecenent causes, or as means
to a purpose, they cannot possibly possess. Tagore. insists that
beauty reveals itself only when the screen of the commonplazce is

lifted from the face of things.

3. Most of the objects we encounter in our daily life
"are eclipsed by the shadow of our own self"7. The aesthetic
object, in so far as it is aesthetic, is temporarily severed from
its relation to, and its bearing upon, our practical self, The
centre of gravity is, 8o to speak, shifted from the personal. ego
to the thing contemplated. Disinterestedness implies objectivity.
The personality is lost in, and spontaneously su;rendered to, the
object, only to lite with twofold vigour and intensity in its

COntemplation{ This is the meaning of aesthetic objectivity ;3 “the
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disinterested perception of the real“e, as Tagore has said.
krishnachandra Bhattacharyya would agree with the poet's insight
khat in aesthetic experience "reality is presented to us on the
pedestal of its own absolute value"”,

4, It is distinctive of recent Indian thought that the.
category of the real is invoked in connection with aesthetic |
experience. For Tagore, it is the real which is the cbject of
aesthetic experience. And since aesthetic experience is of the
nature of delight owing to its “"self-possession" as Sri Aurobindo
has suggested, it is the real, rather than truth, that can be
contemplatively enjoyed., Bhattacharyya's remark that the real

alone can be enjoyedlo bears perspicaciously upon the issue.

xwhat does it mean to say that the real can Be enjoyed?
In Tagore we find an explication of the category of the real.
The real is the absolute for aesthetic experience or attitude.
There is the Cartesian primacy of the personal experience with
which Tagore starts : "The reality of my own self is immediéte
and indubitable to me“ll. But there has to be an outer criteria
for the inner state : "whatever else affects me in a like manner
is real for myself, and it inevitably attracts and occupiés any
attention for its own sake, blends itself with my personality,

12. The péssage

making it richer and larger and causing it delight®
just'cited illustrates how and why it is possible to take delight

in the real, since it is the objective obverse of the self in
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feeling. The self and the real stand 1nt~mately related in feeling,
while in knowledye they stand apart. A feeling of difference
through, though subordinated to the feeling of identity, and as

a result, delight arises or mutatis mutandis beauty emerges.

The real, it may be said, does not exist apart from
conscicusness, and thus it is intensional. But truth, as Bhatta-
charyya has suggested, is freed from its reference to consciousness.
The feal, then, is always real to scumeone's consciousness.

"Reality, in all its manifestations, reveals itself in the emoticnal
and imaginative background of our mind. We know it, not because
we can think of it, but because we directly feel it"'3, since

truth subsists apart fr m consciousness it is not enjoyed, but

the real 1is,

The real is the individual apprehended in creative intuition.
Kant's thesis that aesthetic judgment is always singular; Croce's
icea that art is the knowledge of the individual; and Cassirer's
view that beauty consists in the sympathetic vision of things,

are all pointers to the category of the real in art-experience.

It is also notice-worthy in this-conneétion that the
category of the illusion is never used by Indian thinkers. In
the wWest art is customarily regarded as illusion. It{may have
been a sort of a hangover of the Platonic tradition. Art is said
to exist in imagination, and a lot of thingé such as images,

streams, illusions and hallucinations exist in imagination. To
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say that something exists in imagination is to talk of a ganner
or form of existence, It is an cntological question. One of the

many reasons for considering the art object as illusory may be

14

stated as the following. Clive Bell said that significant form

evokes emotions that are different from the emotions of ordinary
life. Susan Langer15 points to the detachment from actual;ty,

or the otherness as indicative of the very nature of art. They
appear to argue that the illusoriness arises partly from the
fact that the art object is cut off from the mundane world of

practical desires. Alexander16

also speaks of 'the beautiful' as
in a certain sense illusory. The features, he says, are impute
in art to the material do not belong to it, are in general foreign

to it. The marble which looks alive is itself a block of stone.

The word 'illusion' has an air of uneasiness about it.
Paul Ziff was right in pointing it out that we are deceived by
illusion but we are not deceived by a work of art. What is of
more interest to us is that the non-practical character of art
does not entail the fact that it is illusory. The word ‘lokottara
is used by the Sanskrit writers, but ncne of them ever suggests
that art is an illusion. On the contrary, the very fact that art

and 1ts experience is lokottara is taken to constitute an order

of reality higHer than the Vyavsharika or the practical. Kant's
idea that the aesthetic judgment is not logical but reflective
somehow manages to rescue art experience from the illusoriness o

traditionally ascribed to it in the west. He relates it, of course,
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within the framework of his epistemology, to a dimension of the
noumena by turning art into the symbolical moce of apprehension

of the manifold,

5. Both Tagore and Bhattacharyya are important continuators
of the theory of ginfulung. Tagore's notion of the anubhuti
a@spect of the aesthetic experience, are bointers towards the
Case. Aesthetic experience, for Tagore, is essentially an Yeduca-
tion of sympathy"l7, and the delight thét art gives us ig the
delight of Iealising ourselves Outside us. Its other name 'ig

unity, which Tagore says, is the Property of the soul,

The theory of gigfulung seeks to establish that delight
in beauty is g Jjoyous feeling of sympathy. Perception of beauty
is a kind of apperception, i.e., a real psychic feeling into the
object of experience. and Creation in art is sympathetic symbolism.
The aesthetic Ccharacter of an 6bject is not a quality of that
object but rather an. activity of our ego, Lippo18 has pointed

it out that ! aesthetische Einfulung" is not only indifferent to

the question of truth and falsehood, but further, can only be felt

in aesthetic contemplation, when we are completely released from
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The contemplative character of the aesthetic experience
lmplies that there is no, attempt to alter the cbject either
for the acquisition of knowledge, or for the atta;nment‘of some
useful purpose. It is simply enjoyed. The very absence of concern
is disinterestedness that is delight. The Sanskrit term ;ziél_

connotes it.

A theory of appearance issues from the disinterestedness
of the aesthetic experience. Disinterestedness of the artiétic
spirit transforms the world of everyday experience into a world
of appearance, The German word Schein, employed by Schiller in

his Letters on the aAesthetic Education of Man, connotes

' appearance'., It is improperly uncderstood as '*illusion'. aAn

appearance is a pure spectacle of an unigue individual. Descartes,

it may be menticned, had noticed in Discourse on Methodlg, that

in painting only the chief of all the different faces of a body
is selected to let the light fall on, ana it 1s allowed to appear
in so far as it can be seen while looking at the principal one.

A transformation of this kind is to be regarded as a conseqguence
and a coreollary of genuine aesthetic detachment. If appearance

or symbolism is to be regarded as an ultimate and irreducible
feature of our experience of beauty, then disinterestedness is

the key conscidusness. °

Tagore provides us with a theory of appearance that observes

special mention. He says, "“when you deprive truth of its appearance,
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“20. Elsewhere he had

it loses the best part of its reality
remarked that “art is ma a"21. Maya is not illusion, but truth
as it appears to us. It is the real, encountered in the aestﬁetic

experience. let us recall what the Isa gganlsad22 says, the face

of truth is covered as with a brilliant shield, as w1th a golaen
ligd. The essence and the image do not fall apart, rather ;t is
the essence which throws out the form as a symbol of itself.

M3yZ is appearance, but not illusion; it is rooted in truth.

It has the “taste-value"23 of existence. The real, as Tagore

says, is truth made humanly significant, brogght within the range
of human emotions. When we can modulate our relation with the
truth of existence, i.e., when it becomes possible for us to loock
at it disinterestedly, our'experienceJof life yields delight,,Such
has been Tagore's non-iilusionistic and aesthetic interpretetion

of the concept of maya .

6. Tagore, SrilAurobindo and Bhattacharyya have all
subscribed to attitude theory of art, An attitude theory of art
concentrates on the beholder's response. The attitude theory
was significantly farmulated by Kant, and SchoPehhauer followed,
making disinterestedness a central element of the aesthetic
experience. Later thinkers such as Croce, éullough and others

have defended versions of the aesthetic attitude theory within

the western tradition.

A highly developed aesthetic attitude theory is found 'in

the Loc@na of Abhinavagupta. For him, the essence of the aesthetic
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lies not in any feature of the aesthetic object, but in the
spectator's consciousness or mode of percgption. A special mental
state is at least a necessary, if not also sufficient, condition
for aestﬁitic experience. Tagore, Sri Aurobindo and Bhattacharyyg
have subscribed to their respective versions of the aesthetic
attitude theory. But there is a difference between the wWestern

and the Indian versions of the aesthetic attitude theories, No
Indian version of the theory distinguishes the creator's and the
beholder's experiences. The notion of Sah?daya transitively
connects the one with the other. It ap;;;;;_;;at the aesthetic
experience could not occur in a solipsistic universe. A non-
solipsistic framework has to be bresupposed only if the aesthetic
experience is universalizable. Universalizapility of, the aesthetic
experience is not an affair of judgment alone as in Kant, rather
the unity of disinterested consciousness implies that such a mode of
being is of necessarily universal import. The dropping of self-

consciousness renders the experience universal, distributively

identical with the creator's as well as the beholger's.

7. There have been challenges to the thesis of disinterested-

ness. Nietzche, for example, challengedi;t. In his Beyond Good and

gvil, Nietzehe has rediculed the idea of disinterestedness as

"mystical® and "witchery"24.
|

sericus misunderstanding. The principle of disinterestedness

But the rejection has been due to a

simply signifies that the creative or contemplative moment is not

overshadowed by organic ‘or bPractical interests such as appetite for
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food, or acquisitive desire, religious or speculative issues. NoO
one seriously maintains devotion that beauty awaﬁens in the soul,
and the spirit of sélfless service are not part and parcel of .
the truly artistic vision. Disinterestedness involves absorption
in the aesthetic experience itself, 31l alien and irrelevant

interests are excluded. It is in this sense that the aesthetic

attitude may be,described as disinterested.



NOTES AND REFERENCES °

1. &J. Section 60,

2. Lectures on Ethics, tr. Louis Infield, p., 78,

3. &J, Section 32,

4. Schopenhauer, A., The world as Idea, Section 41,

5. Saundaryalshari, Verse No. 100,

6. Aesthetics, p. 80.

7. Tagore, R., The Meaning of Art, New Delhi, 1983, p. 8.
8, Ibid., p. 9. ' |

9. Ibid., p. 9,

10, Studies in Philosophy, vol., 17, "The Concept of

Philosophy", p. 176,

11, On Art and Aesthetics, p. 73.

12, Ibid., p. 73.

13.. ibid., p. 73 n,,, reality is the definition of the
infinite which relates truth to the person.
Reality is human", Pe. 76.

14, Art, Chatto and windus, 1914, p. 4,

15, Feeling and Form, 1959, p. 46,

16, Beauty and Other Forms of value, Macmillan, 1933, jol

17. Perscnality, p. 116,

18. As referred to by Listowel in A Critical History of

Modern Aesthetics, London, 1933, p. 69,

19, FPart v,



235

20, Vercse no. 15, It should be intereéting toc look at Sri
Aurocbindo's commentary on it,

21. Fersonality, p. 20,

22, Beyond Good and Evil, pp. 48 and 163,




Kant,

Raphael, D.D., ed. British Moralists, Vols., I and II, !

Immanuel,

Critigue of Judgment, Tr. J.C. Meredith,

Oxford, 1952.

Critique of Judgment, Tr. J.H. Bernard,
New York, 1968,

Critique of Practical Reason, ir. L.W. Beck,

Indianapolis, 1956,

Critique of Pure Reason, Tre N. Kemp Smith,

London, 1958,

First Introduction to the Critique of Judgment,

Tr. J. Haden, Indianapolis, 1965,

Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysics,

Tr. P.G, Lucas, Mancheste}, 1953, :

lectures of Ethics, Tr. L. Infield and J.

Macmurray, New York, 1963.

bProlegomena to Any Future Metaphysics,

Tr. L.W. Beck, New York, 1951,

Foundations of the Metavhysic of Morals,

Tr. L.W. Beck, New York, 1959,

I1

Oxford, 1969,



237

Hume, David, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L.A. Selby-Bigge,

xford, 1964,

Essays, Mgral, Political and Literary,

Cxford, 1963,

Cassirer, H.W., A_Commentary on Kant's Critique of . Judgment,

New York, 1970,
Croce, B. Aesthetic, Tr., D. Ainslee, New York, 1922,

Eliot, T.S. Selected Essays, New York, 1950.

Fry. Roger, Transformations, New Ybrk, 1950.

¥ry, Roger, Transformations, New York, 1926,

Elton, W. ed. aesthetics and Language, New York, 1954.

Hegel, G.W.F. The Introduction of Hegel's Philosophy of Fine Art,

Tr, B, Bosanquet, London, 1905.

Hospers, J. Meaning and Truth in the Arts, Chapel :1ill, 1946,

Langer, &S. Feeling and Form, New York, 1953.

Listowel, W.A. A Critical Hjistory of Modern Aesthetic,

London, 1933,

Pater, W. The Renaissance, New York, 1959,

Rader Melvin, A Modern Book of Aesthetics, New York, 1973.

Whitehead, A.N. Adventure of Ideas, New York, 1933,

Wittgenstein, L. Philosophical Investigations, Tr. Auscombe,

, London, 1953, ?
. . . } .
Nietzsche, F. Beyond Godd and Evil, Tr. H. Zimmnern, Lendon, 1909,




238

Schopenhauer, A. The world as Idea and The world as will, -

Tr. Irewin Edman, The Modern Library, New
York, 1928,

Cohen, T, and Guyer, P. eds, Essays on Kant's Aesthetics,

Chicago, 1982,

Coleman, F.X. The Harmony of Reason, Pittsburgh, 1974.

Guyer, P. Kant and the Claims of Taste, Massachusetts, 1979,

°

Schaper, Eva. Studies in Kant's Aesthetics, Edinburgh, 1979.

III

Maill, D., "Kant's Critique of Judgment : a biased aesthetics",
BJA, 20, 1980, 135-45, |
Maitland, J., "Two Senses of necessity in Kant's aesthetics",

NJA, 16, 1976, 347-53,

Hofstader, A., "Kant's Aesthetic Revolution", Journal of

Religious Ethics, 3, 1975, 171-91.

Kuspit, D., "A Phenomenological Interpretation oi Kant's A

Priori Beauty", Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research, 34, 1974, 551-9,

wibbur, J.B., "Kant's Critique of Art and the Good wiiire,

Kant Studies, 61, 1970.

Iv

Ragore, Rabindranath, Personality, London, 1965,

The Religion of Man, London, 1970.

On Art and Aesthetics, ed. p. Neogy, New Dalhi,

“ 1961,



239

Tagore, Rabindranath, Angel of Surplus, ed. S. Ghose,

Visva Bharati, Calcutta, 1978.
Poems, Visva Bharati, Calcutta, 1943,

Collected Poems and Plays, London, 1958,

—

Aurcbindo, sri, The Life Divine, New York, The Greystone Press,
. , )

3

1949,

The Future Poetry, Pondicherry, 185.

The National Vvalue of Art, pPondicherry, 1970."

The Foundations of Indian Culture, Pondicherry,

1985,

Bhattacharyya, Krishnachandra, Studies in Piilosophy,
Progressive Publishers, Calcutta, 1958,
Vols, I and II.

Anandavarcdhana, Dhvanyaloka, Sanskrit text with Abhinavagupta'’s

Locana translated into Bengali by S.C, Sengupta,
Calcutta, 1986.

Bhattacharyya, Kalidas, “"Some Reflections on Art", visva Bharati

Quarterly, 46, 1980-81, pp. 30~72.

Bhattacharya Bishnupada, Rabindranath O Saundaryvadarjan

(in Bengali), Calcutta, .1991.

Descartes, The Method, Meditations and Selectjions,

Tr. J. Veitch, London, 1918,

Warder, A.K. The Science of Criticism in India, Adyar, Madras,

1978.



240

Gnoli, R. The Aesthetic Experience according to Abhinavagupta,

Rome, 1956,

Carritt, E.F. The Theory of Beauty, London, 1949,

Bullcugh, E. Aesthetics, ed. E.M. wilkinson, Lquon, 1957,

Coomaraswamy, A.K. The Transformation of Nature in Art, -
Cambridge, 1934.

The Dance of Shiva, Bombay.

Figures of Speech or Figures of Thought,

Luzac, London, 1914,

Banerjee, N.V. The Concept of philosophy, University of

Calcutta, 1968,

Wwilliams, Oscar, ed. Modern Verse, Pocket Books, New York, 1954,

sengupta, S.C. Towards A Theory of the Imagination,

Calcutta, 1989,

wimsatt, W.K. and Brooks, C. Literary Criticism, London, 1957.

Rodman, S. 100 Modern Poems, Mentor Book, New vork, 1956,

Mc Carty, Richard, "The Aesthetic attituae" in India and the

west", philosophy East and West, 2april, 1986,

Wolff, Richard Paul, ed. Kant, lMacmillan, London, 1970,

Matilal, B.K. "The Surplus in Man", The Statesman, July 13, 1986,

Calcutta.

Sen, S.K. The Motive of Duty and Disinterestedness, Presidential

i Address to the Indian Philosophical Congress,
Alwaye, 19%6.

Roy, P. Beauty Art & Man, IIAS, chimla, 1920,

*h*K



