CHAPTER I

For Beauty is nothing

but the beginning of terror, which we are still just able to endure, 
      and we are awed by it because it serenely disdains 
      to annihilate us.

Rilke, from Duino Elegies (transl. by Tanner, Intro, to Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy, pp. Xxvii-Xxix). 
What follows are quotes from Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy:

   The Greeks knew and felt the fears and horrors of existence: in order to live at all they had to interpose the radiant dream-birth of the Olympians between themselves and those horrors. (22)
   The more aware I became of those omnipotent art impulses in nature, and find in them an ardent longing for illusion and for redemption by illusion, the sore I feel compelled to make the metaphysical assumption that the truly existent, the primal Oneness, eternally suffering and contradictory, also needs the delightful vision, the pleasurable illusion for its constant redemption: an illusion that we, utterly caught up in it and consisting of it - as a continuous beginning in time, space and causality, in other words - are required to see as empirical reality. (25)
   [T]he whole comedy of art is not at all performed for us, for our improvement or edification [….] but we can indeed assume for our own part that we are images and artistic projections for the true creator of that world, and that our highest dignity lies in the meaning of works of art - It is only as an aesthetic phenomenon that existence and the world are eternally justified - while of course our awareness of our meaning differs hardly at all from the awareness that warriors painted on canvas have of the battle portrayed. Thus all of our knowledge of art is utterly illusory, because we, as knowing subjects, are not identical with that being which, as sole creator and spectator of that comedy of art, prepares an eternal enjoyment for itself. Only in so far as the genius is fused with the primal artist of the world in the act of artistic creation does he know anything of the eternal essence of art; for in that state he is wonderfully similar to the weird fairy-tale image of the creature that can turn its eyes round and look at itself; now he is at once subject and object, at once poet, actor and audience. (32)
   Music and tragic myth are to an equal extent expressions of the Dionysiac capacity of a people, and they are inseparable. Both appear in the sphere of art beyond the Apolline. [T]hey both play with the sting of displeasure, trusting to their extremely powerful magical arts; both use this play to justify the existence even of the ‘worst world’. Here the Dionysiac, as against the Apolline, proves to be the eternal and original artistic force, calling the whole phenomenal world into existence: in the midst of it a new transfiguring illusion is required if the animated world of individuation is to be kept alive. If we could imagine dissonance becoming man - and what else is man? - then in order to stay alive that dissonance would need a wonderful illusion, covering its own being with a veil of beauty. That is the real artistic intention of Apollo, in whose name we bring together all those innumerable illusions of the beauty of appearance, which at each moment make life worth living and urge us to experience the next moment... (117)
Those who shun the ‘bad taste’ of things will fall flat on the ice.

Pablo Neruda, from “Toward an Impure Poetry” 
Because it was working so silently the machine simply escaped one’s attention.

F. Kafka, from “In the Penal Colony” 
I-A Preface
As we have seen in my Introduction, although Kant believes that “all of our knowledge begins with experience” (CPR, B1) (i.e., ways of “perceiving” the external “phenomenal world” - in time and space) there is a “deeper” level involved which leads to this experience. In his Critique of Pure Reason Kant had related this deeper level to the ‘a priori’ categories of understanding (i.e., “understanding has rules which I must presuppose as being in me prior to objects being given to me” (CPR, Bxvii, my emphasis)) which give “form” to all possible perceptions, i.e., “while the matter of all appearance is given to us ‘a posteriori’ only, its form must lie ready for the sensations ‘a priori’ in the mind, and so must be considered apart from all sensation” (CPR, B34). We have access to these categories through judgment, i.e., through the schema “actively” provided by the productive imagination.

However, all that these categories would seem to provide us with is objective, scientific knowledge (i.e., numerical manipulations in mathematics and access to physical laws of the universe), and also, they give credence to the necessary, logical, analytic judgments - which, in general, pertain to the language (i.e., predicates already given to “things”) used by scientists and “philosophers” (i.e., those philosophers who cannot see beyond rational “necessity,” i.e., judgments already determined for them).

All such “judgments,” it would seem, can “theoretically” take “place” purely in time - “in which alone the intuition of inner states is possible” (CPR, A23, B37). That is to say, it would seem theoretically possible that logical judgments may exist purely in the mind without the need of space - “the form of all appearances of outer sense” (CPR, B42). However, in “actuality,” i.e., “practically,” the human subject is in need of “outer intuition” (i.e., nature) in order, not only to be conscious of “oneself,” but also, in order to consciously (re)act in time. In other words, objects perceived in space (nature) provide the necessary material to which the human subject may provide the form, i.e., nature provides the affect, to which we supply the underlying notion of “purposiveness,” and is ultimately connected to the freedom which allows man to think and act beyond the stagnant realm of analytic, logical necessity.

We shall enter into this more fully when I discuss the Critique of Judgment. But for now we should note that the majority of men are not thinking “scientifically” most of the time. There must be some way of accounting for our everyday “surface” perceptions of the “world,” i.e., the “place” in which we selectively, and subjectively, perceive particular things within the “whole.” Thus Kant must account for aesthetic understanding - of “my” perceived body, “other’s” bodies, and the external (phenomenal) world of appearances, as a whole, i.e., in Nature — the realm in which subjective “determinations” of identity and difference take place. Kant is never clear about this, and it would seem that he relates all determinations of identity and difference to the categories, but I will seek the source of such subjective “determinations” within his theory of art.

The “subjective source of knowledge,” within Kant’s philosophy, has been discussed briefly in my Introduction [see fn27] where Young has pointed out to us that the imagination -
(the subjective moment of the “temporal synthesis” which, together with its objective moment, leads to understanding, perception and apperception) - is, in itself, “the ability to bring sensible affection under a rule, to construe it as the awareness of something manifesting certain general features.”
 I shall relate the “rule” involved in this portion of the synthesis (i.e., the “rule” which allows us to synthesize the manifold into the “intuition” of a particular “object” - not itself present, i.e., not empirically present (CPR, B151)) to judgments of taste, and to the “law of freedom” (to be discussed shortly). But first, let us look at some ambiguities pertaining to Kant’s theory of the “subjective source of knowledge.”

Lyotard will relate the “advent” of these subjective rules (or aesthetic “determinations” of identity and difference), within Kant’s philosophy, to “the law” which is given to the subject. I quote:


“To be, aesthetically (in the sense of Kant’s First critique), is to be-there, here and now, exposed in space-time, and to the space-time of something that touches before any concept or even any representation. This before is not known, obviously, because it is there before we are. It is something like birth and infancy (Latin, ‘in-fans’) - there before we are. The there in question is called the body. It is not “I” who am born, who is given birth to. “I” will be born afterwards, with language, precisely upon leaving infancy. My affairs will have been handled and decided before I can answer for them - and once and for all: this infancy, this body, this unconscious remaining there my entire life. When the law comes to me, with the ego and language, it is too late. Things will have already taken a turn. And the turn of the law will not manage to efface the first turn, this first touch. Aesthetics has to do with this first touch: the one that touched me when I was not there. [….] The touch is necessarily a fault with regard to the law.

But where does this “law,” that Lyotard is talking about, come from? ...That is, is the “touch” necessarily a fault with regard to the “law” within? the “law” of culture? Or does it (the “law”) come from “Beyond”? According to Lyotard, the law is “inscribed” upon man within a “historical” framework - beginning with the acquisition of written language. This “law,” also marks the incorporation into “civilization” - i.e., into the “white Western European” - i.e. “Egypto-Greco-Judeo-Christian” tradition.
 Lyotard illustrates this within a context of Kafka’s “In the Penal Colony.”

“In the Penal Colony” revolves around a “death machine” that torturously “inscribes” the law upon the body of the innocent savage,” i.e., the “savage, or “child,” whose only crime is “being-there” when “the law” is given to him. The body, Lyotard says, “will be sanctified only by this prescribed inscription of the prescription. This inscription must suppress the body as an outlawed savagery. [....] As for the law, this innocence of the flesh is criminal.” 

Thus we see what Lyotard refers to as: the “necessary cruelty” - required in order to bring the “other” (i.e., the “savage”) to consciousness or awareness - filling his “with the “right ideas.”
 Once the savage “grows up” politics enters, and the “new Commandant” apparently does away with the “death machine.” “Politics abhors the machine and cruelty,” Lyotard claims.
 The “new Commandant” brings freedom and Enlightenment, trial by ‘disputatio’, and Reason to the “Other.”

But is not Lyotard missing something here? No matter how hard he tries to cover it over, he has just given a defense to every violent act that went into the “inscription” of “European Law” upon her “colonies of savages.” By transferring his allegiance to a “new Commandant” - i.e., when the “savage” reaches his “adulthood” (i.e., “independence”) - the now former savage is ideally on the same level as the “European” who provided him with her “gifts. But I wonder if this is “actually” the case. Is there something else involved here besides “helping” the savage to “see the light”? Is not “the machine” still functioning “quietly,” but quite well, today?

Whatever is the case, Lyotard has lead us to an extreme ambiguity in Kantian thought. Is it necessary for the European to bring “the savage” the Good, i.e., the Law, in the first place? What, or should we say, “whose,” purpose is the Good serving here? It seems clear that Kant associates the Good with rationality, but he also associates it with aesthetic judgments which can only take place in time. As such, the rational realm enters “aesthetically,” - i.e., from “the depths of the soul” (even in the case of the scientist-mathematician) -- within (one could say simultaneously with) an always already functioning cultural identity, or framework - i.e., the subjective moment of synthesis is simultaneous with the objective moment, i.e., the “ego and language” are always already there.

Now, the question is: Why should written (i.e., “European”) language be the sign of the Good (or rationality) any more than these “Other” (i.e., “savage”) languages? - languages which, without utilizing “writing” (i.e., the “Greek alphabet”), still allow for “cultural” harmony - a perfectly adequate means of communication, law and economic exchange? And why should the Good be given to the savage from without, i.e., from outside of his already functioning identity structure?

This “necessity” of “the law” entering from the outside would seem to go against the grain of Kantian thought, for, according to Kant, the moral law comes from within. There is no way to justify a “law” coming from the outside. In fact, Kant will say that a law which comes from the outside is tyranny and must be overcome. We shall discuss Kant’s ideas on “rebellion” a little later, but for now, let us just say that such “determinations” (of identity and difference), which Lyotard associates with the “law,” are, for Kant, at least partly, based upon “reflective judgments” - which are, by no means, certain and absolute. Kant believed in revolution and change from within - not just for “savages” but - for all of mankind to advance, in time, towards an “end” of freedom in the world. As such, it would seem possible that “the European” may learn something from the “savage,” if merely spiritually
; just as a “savage” may learn from “the European - “legally” and technologically.

Again, I ask: Did not Jesus say to “be as little children”
? In tribute to his mentor Rousseau, and in reply to those elite, “authentic” intellectuals of society, Kant states:


By inclination I am an inquirer. I feel a consuming thirst for knowledge, the unrest which goes with the desire to progress in it, and satisfaction at every advance in it. There was a time when I believed this constituted the honor of humanity, and I despised the people who know nothing. Rousseau corrected me in this. This blinding prejudice disappeared. I learned to honor man, and I would find myself more useless than the common laborer if I did not believe that this attitude of mine [as an investigator I can give worth to all others in establishing the rights of mankind.

Although Kant believes that all men, as rational beings, are ends in themselves, and that all men have in common a moral law within, i.e., a good will, he realized how twisted and mangled it becomes in “reality,”
i.e. in one’s social environment. He tries to solve this problem by discounting all sensual pleasures - besides drinking Claret, having pleasant dinner conversations with friends, taking regular walks, playing billiards and listening to German marching music; he even had a piece of art (if one could call it art) - a picture of Rousseau (i.e., a man “who would rebuke the vanity of the great who spend the people’s sweat on such superfluous things” (CJ, §2, 205)) hanging on his wall.
 Kant was human, after all. But, nevertheless, he tried to find something universal underlying all empirical phenomena, pleasures, and actions. What follows is Kant’s view (i.e., definition) of “life”:

‘Life’ is the faculty of a being by which it acts according to the laws of the faculty of desire [i.e., practical reason]. The ‘faculty of desire’ is the faculty such a being has of causing, through its ideas, the reality of the objects of those ideas. ‘Pleasure’ is the idea of the agreement of an object or an action with the ‘subjective’ conditions of life, i.e. with the faculty through which an idea causes the reality of its object (or the directions of energies of a subject to such an action as will produce the object) (CPrR, V9, 124).

This definition makes “life” sound almost magical - though I do not think Kant would ever have admitted it. Now, where do these ideas, of the ‘faculty of desire’ come from? Kant will say that they come from the human subject - but this is always rather in-directly as we shall see. For now, let us return to aesthetic judgments, shall we? How does one cause particular “objects” (i.e., determinations of identity and difference) to “appear,” within the manifold of the universe, in the first place?

What I will demonstrate with my analysis of the Critique of Judgment, and Kant’s historical theses, is the necessity for an ongoing search for identity and meaning - which involves the continued need for transformation, within the instituted identity structure of a “culture.” Such evolution involves re-newing, and re-finding, one’s “self” through communication with the “other” - i.e., losing oneself in the rain of words and re-finding one’s “self” in the reign of words...losing oneself in the beauty of the world and finding one’s “self” in one’s duty to the world. It involves participation in the communication of ideas through utilizing reflective judgments of taste; and, for some naturally gifted individuals, it involves providing culture with the ideas which they reflect upon, and which, in a sense, “determine” culture’s perceptions of identity and difference. The scientist and the artist, then, participate in the productive imagination of Being - (i.e., it is the scientist who “provides the schema” for a natural law - laying the basis for how we understand the world; but it is the artist (genius) who “creates the rule” for art that leads mankind to freedom). And both of these “artists” receive their gifts from an art concealed in the depths of the human soul” (CPR, B181, CJ, 253 fnl7 & 287 fn8).

Before we begin the analysis of The Critique of Judgment, however, perhaps it is necessary to discover Kant’s ideas on the moral law within - in order to clarify where Kant stands on the issue of giving the “law” to others. Following this, we shall seek the essence of the Critique of Judgment looking briefly at the Kantian sublime and his historical theses; and then we shall see how Kant’s ideas on love fit into his ideas on the practical desire for freedom” - on the topic of which, we shall view a comparison of Kantian “practical reason” (and its inter-relation with the faculty of desire) to Ebreo’s “extraordinary reason.”

I-B On the Moral Law Within

Two things fill the mind with ever new and increasing admiration and awe, the oftener and more steadily they are reflected upon: the starry heavens above me and the moral law within me. I do not merely conjecture them and seek them as though obscure in darkness or in the transcendent region beyond my horizon: I see them before me, and I associate them directly with the consciousness of my own existence. (CPrR, V, 161, 258)
Some things we just have to “feel” to be right, because we have nothing to relate such things to besides the judgments (aesthetic or rational) that we make when we are subjected to them; take, for instance, something we write, a piece of art, music, a nice lady, a good action, a bad action, a cruel action, a foolish action, purposiveness, etc. Kant would say that we can feel correct in our judgments only when we subjugate them to objective laws, or standards, of reason. Such judgments are ‘value” judgments - which only a rational being may have. These judgments are, in the end, based upon practical reason (the faculty of desire) - by which, I will assert, they are all related to the “active” (i.e., free) nature of man, which comes about through his/her participation in the “productive imagination” - which is always in correspondence with the “reproductive imagination” and “understanding” (of the “self” and “others”). We feel “pleasure” when the subjective faculty (imagination) is in harmony with the objective faculty (understanding).

Kant claims that: “Judgment in general is the ability to think the particular as contained under the universal” (CJ, 179). He distinguishes between determinative and reflective judgments.

Determinative judgments are transcendental, i.e., the universal law, i.e., imperative (hypothetical or categorical) is given (i.e., it comes from within) and judgment subsumes the particular (subjective intuition) under it. Still, however, judgment “must formulate by means of universal but sufficient marks the conditions under which objects can be given in harmony with these concepts” (CPR, B175). Such universal but sufficient marks are provided, in “understanding” (i.e., in hypothetical imperatives) by the “[transcendental] schema” (which will be discussed in more detail in I-C and which have been touched upon in my Intro., fn27); but also, one’s actions are determined good (i.e., free) or bad, “practically,” depending on whether the “maxims” one chooses conform to the “categorical imperative” - whose “universal but sufficient marks” are given by the “typus” (to be discussed shortly).

Reflective judgments note the particular and seek a universal concept or principle. The principle behind this judgment, is beyond all experience, and, acts as a law only to the power of judgment itself, not to nature (CJ, 180). These include not only aesthetic judgments of taste (i.e., of beauty), and of the sublime, but also of teleological judgments of purposiveness. I will discuss reflective judgments in I-C - where I shall also assert that the “maxims” one chooses to “determine” one’s judgment, though binding, are closely related to judgments of taste. As such, judgments of taste are often in conflict with the “determinative judgments” spoken of above. This “conflict” allows for the influence of both “new” scientific “discoveries” (though Kant is not clear about this),
 and for the “aesthetic ideas” of genius to enter in - i.e., for the transformation of thoughts and ideas and, thus, for the advancement of freedom from within one’s identity structure. But for now we shall discuss “determinative judgments.”

In his Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant states, “Everything in nature works in accordance with laws” (76). By this he suggests that man, as an object of nature, is subjected to the laws of necessity imposed by nature. But for Kant, man has the ability to break from such determinism by the use of rational thought, or by the pure practical reason, exemplified in one’s actions. As he says, “Only a rational being has the power to act in accordance with his idea of laws [or principles] - and only so has he a will” (Ibid.). The will (or desire) is equated, by Kant, with practical reason, for he says, reason is required by man before he will act upon laws. Such an idea is reflective of Aristotle’s belief that practical reason has governance over the passions and is definitive of the active nature of man.
 Philosophers, such as Hume, will argue that “there is no innate power of reason to determine action objectively.”
 For Hume, “Reason is, and ought only to be, the slave of the passions.”

Kant’s task is to refute such skepticism by demonstrating, through practical reason, an objective motive, or basis, for our moral actions, i.e., which allows us to “freely” determine our actions within the natural realm. Since the will (desire) is determined by reason, Kant says the will “is then a power to choose only that which reason independently of inclination recognizes to be [objectively] good” (GMM, 77). Kant realizes, however, that subjective impulses still contribute to our decisions, often overriding the objective input of reason. Such actions, which are not decided by pure reason, Kant refers to as subjectively contingent. The determining of a will in accordance with objective laws is “necessitation” (Ibid.). This “necessitation,” which the will may choose to follow or not, is an objective principle commanded by reason in the form of, what Kant refers to as, an “imperative,” which we have a moral duty to obey (however, when one does not follow hypothetical imperatives well, Kant is more likely to account this to stupidity (CPR, B173fn)).

As has been mentioned, the will is not always in accord with pure reason, being bombarded with sensual inclinations and passionate desires. Therefore, all imperatives are expressed as an “ought.” All they can do is indicate to us, through reason, what would be the practically good thing to do, that is - what is objectively good “on grounds valid for every rational being as such” (Ibid.). Imperatives thus, only express “the relation of the objective laws of willing to the subjective imperfection of the will” (Ibid. 78).

Kant divides his imperatives into two classes: hypothetical and categorical. This division corresponds to the division of practical reason (or the power of desire) into the lower power and the higher power. Hypothetical imperatives (pertaining to the lower power of desire - the elective will) are purely objective, i.e., being determined by an ‘a posteriori’ material object or end, and are conditional, being deduced by analytic means (deriving their truth from concepts alone). “It is only practical in so far as the faculty of desire is determined by the sensation of agreeableness which the subject expects from the actual existence of the object” (CPrR, V, 22, 133). Such imperatives “declare a possible action to be practically necessary as a means to the attainment of something one [may] will” (Ibid.). Since they are practical precepts, influencing the will through reason, they are always, in some sense, “good” - that is, good for achieving what one wills. They tell us what action is good for some purpose or another, either “possible” (i.e., problematic) or “actual” (i.e., assertoric).

A “problematic” hypothetical imperative indicates everything possible for a rational being to achieve, that can be conceived of as a possible purpose of the will. This includes all sciences and imperatives of skill. Here there is no question about the rationality or goodness of the end, but only what must be done to attain it. All scientific problems which suppose some end may be solved by following such imperatives. Kant indicates that the methods used by a doctor to heal are equivalent to those used by a murderer to kill, in that each serves its purpose effectively. Kant shows concern here that parents should educate their children, not only in the acquisition of skill - in the use of means to achieve arbitrary ends, but they should correct and try to influence their judgment in selecting worthy ends.

The “assertoric” hypothetical imperative applies to the natural necessity which Kant says all humans have in common - the pursuit of happiness. Achieving one’s end in this imperative is governed by “prudence.” [I have already covered this imperative in my Letter fn24b pp. 33-5]. I will just note here that prudence has to do with the ability to manipulate others to achieve one’s ends, i.e., “worldly wisdom;” and the skill in combining these ends to one’s lasting advantage he calls “personal wisdom.”

The final imperative is a synthetic ‘a priori’ command of reason, which “concerns knowledge in so far as it can itself become the ground of the existence of objects, and in so far as reason, by virtue of this same knowledge, has causality in a rational being” (CPrR, V, 46-7, 156-7). It is apodeictic, or practically necessary, in the sense that it is an absolute and unconditional imperative of morality. However, we are aware that we can do otherwise. This “categorical imperative” (the higher power of desire) expresses how one “ought” to act in accordance with objective laws of (rational) willing, disregarding one’s imperfect (elective) will, and sets this forth as an intrinsic, universal law to be fulfilled by one’s sense of duty (or feeling of respect) for the moral law within. 
The categorical imperative in its first and most all-encompassing form states, “I ought never to act except in such a way that I can also will that my maxim (a subjective principle devised by one’s self to determine the elective will) should become a universal law.” It is a fact of reason “of which we are a priori conscious, even if it be granted that no example could be found in which it has been followed exactly” (CPrR, V, 47, 157, my emphasis). But, it has objective reality, as we can discover in our own “free” acts, manifested in experience. In other words, the will can, through universally influenced choice (what Kant relates to “an inner but intellectual compulsion” (CPrR, V, 33, 144)), act spontaneously, initiating (creating) a new series of efficient causes in nature.
Thus, the moral law “is, in fact, a law of causality through freedom and thus a law of the possibility of a supersensuous nature, just as the metaphysical law of events in the world of sense was a law of the causality of sensuous nature” (CPrR, V, 47, 157, my emphasis). It is aesthetic reflective judgments that will allow Kant to “in-directly” unify these two “laws” (i.e., the “law of freedom” and the “law of understanding”) through this postulated “supersensible nature,” in his Critique of Judgment - which I shall discuss next (in Section I-C). But first, we should discuss how the purely formal moral law is “known” to us.

Since the moral law is a synthetic ‘a priori’ and unconditional “rational idea” it cannot be determined in connection with empirical ends, and thus, it cannot be known in conjunction with schema. In other words, whereas the schema is a universal procedure provided by the imagination which presents “‘a priori’ to the senses a pure concept of the understanding which is provided by the law,” “the law” in-itself can only be “known” - that is, cognized theoretically - only when stated analogously to, i.e., symbolically as, a natural law. The “typic” of pure practical reason, then, is the categorical imperative regarded as if it were a law of nature, i.e., “Act only as if the maxim which you propose should become a universal law of nature.” Since “the law” of freedom can only be “felt” within and cognized “symbolically,” we shall see the need for the artist to re—present it in the world, as we now move to The Critique of Judgment.
I-C On Aesthetic Judgments, Imagination and Freedom

“If man studied himself, he would see how incapable he is of going further.”


Pascal, Pensees, §199

“We know the truth not only through our reason but also through our heart. It is through the latter that we know first principles, and reason, which has nothing to do with it, tries in vain to refute them.”


Pascal, Pensees, §110

Kant states in a reflection
 that “imagination must be disciplined in order to be “productive” - otherwise one risks losing track of the actual by crediting the unreal. This remark, originating in the late 1770s, is in reply to the fanaticism, which Kant sensed, surrounding the rise of the ‘Sturm und Drang’ movement - led by his former student, Johann Herder, and Herder’s companion, the young Goethe.
 Zammito points out that, “Herder and the ‘Sturm und Drang’ were the main targets of Kant’s theory of art and genius.”

One of the major tenets of this movement is the adherence to the proto—Romantic “cult of the genius” - the genius being “exempt from the customary rules and judgments of society [....] and once it was coupled with that sentimental, melancholy sensitivity which was known as ‘Empfindsamkeit’ it produced an intellectual and emotional mood in which everyone (as Goethe put it in Dichtung und Wahrheit) felt he could be the Prince of Denmark.”
 The emergent German culture was quick to back such ideas of the ‘Sturm und Drang’ as: ethnic and linguistic uniqueness and creativity, along with a pride in religious tradition “and a staunch aversion to Western rationalism and its Latin classicist aesthetic,”
 (i.e., they advocated “Greek,” instead of “Roman,” rational origins [See fn5 of my Letter]).

These ideas, coupled with the “new ‘dogmatic metaphysics’ of hylozoism”
 and pantheism connected with the philosophy of Spinoza, especially as it was being propagated by Herder in the late 1780s, posed a threat, not only to Kant’s commitments to moral freedom, cosmopolitanism, and rational theism, but also to the Aufklarung movement in Germany as a whole. The Aufklarung, which had its roots in intellectual and political freedom within the cultural milieu of Germany, was also being jeopardized by the increased censorship, imposed upon rational theologians, by the conservative reactionary Protestant orthodoxy.

Kant saw that, in order to deal with these fanatical “ethnic purists” and dogmatic religious zealots, and in order to save intellectual “freedom,” he would have to somehow mediate between the two extremes (i.e., between the particular ideas of ethnic “uniqueness” and the universal ideas of freedom and cosmopolitanism”). To do this he would have to turn to aesthetic judgments of taste.


Early in his philosophical career Kant did not believe that subjective judgments could have a valid and universal ground. He states in the Critique of Pure Reason (A27):

The Germans are the only people who make use of the word ‘aesthetic’ in order to signify what others call the critique of taste. This usage originated in the abortive attempt made by Baumgarten [i.e., Aesthetica (1750)], that admirable analytic thinker, to bring the critical treatment of the beautiful under rational principles, and so to raise its rules to the rank of a science. But such endeavors are fruitless. The said rules or criteria are, as regards their sources merely critical, and subsequently can never serve as a priori laws by which our judgment of taste must be directed.

Zammito relates this to the problem of singular “intuition.”
 This can be exemplified by the problem of, what Kant has referred to in the Prolegomena as - “common sense’ knowledge. Common sense is, for Kant, demonstrated in the manner of our actions which we perform daily; “by the thoughtfulness and reasonableness of what one thinks and says.”
 It is not, he strongly pronounces, something that can be appealed to “as an oracle when one has nothing intelligent to adduce to justify oneself.”

But he fails, at this period, to make the link (through the subject) between objective “perceptions” and the subjective source of “truth.” He states in a paper which he hands to the Berlin Academy in 1763, “[T]he faculty of perceiving truth is intellection, while that of sensing the good is feeling, and [....] they must not be interchanged.”

In the 1760s Kant states that, “Knowledge of beauty is only criticism [....] its proof is a posteriori.”
 However, in the late 1770s Kant’s thought begins to turn, while still denying that one can have intellectual intuitions, he says, “[T]here are only two sources of valid insights: rational science and critical clarity.”

Now, how is “critical clarity” possible? Perhaps Kant now realizes that he must also defend his “critiques,” and that critical clarity must have to do with “knowledge of beauty” - or at least with aesthetic judgments. Earlier, in 1755-6, he reflects that “the beautiful sciences are those which make ready to hand the rules for the inferior capacities of knowledge, that is confused knowledge.”
 Now, how are these “rules made ready to hand”? And what are these rules? To answer this it seems that Kant must provide “confused knowledge” with some form of credibility.

In the late 1770s, Kant concedes to the existence of genius while still allowing no place for the genius in science.
 He warns against its excessive “uncontrolled” influence, saying that “true genius” seeks universality of access and meaning, while those who insist upon mystification, refusing to be examined in the clear light of reason, are not participating in genius but illusion.

With the rising influence of the ‘Sturm und Drang’ upon the German people Kant stresses the need for “self-control”:

Charms and emotions move one against one’s will; they are always impudent because they rob others of their peace. (To storm [‘sturmen’] against my sensibilities is rude. I may want to have my emotions stirred, but only in a way in which I keep those under control. When that line is crossed over, then others playing with me rather than letting me into their game).

In another reflection, Kant contrasts the ‘Schwarmerei’ (“emotional fervor”) raised by the ‘Sturm und Drang’ version of genius with the “dryness and laboriousness and cold-bloodedness of judgment."
 However, he concedes that ‘schwarmerisch’ authors could be of value, but only if they present before the public matters of importance, i.e., entertainment (fine art), invention (technology), or understanding (scholarship).

In other words, it looks as though Kant is seeking credibility for subjective knowledge through the particular "productions" of genius - who, at least, seeks universally valid forms for the judgment, entertainment and contemplation of society. Kant will indicate that the “productions” of “true genius,” not only give expression to spirit and freedom (i.e., the “law” underlying these productions [which shall be discussed shortly]), but also they serve to reveal an “empirical concept,” i.e., “aesthetic idea,” that is “original.” Does the genius, then, provide us, in-directly, with our particular perceptions and interpretations of nature? Does he give us access to, or at least greatly influence, our subjective “determinations” of identity and difference? In the Critique of Judgment (§49, 317) Kant indicates that:

[G]enius [....] consists in the happy relation - one no science can teach and that cannot be learned by any diligence - allowing us, first, to discover [aesthetic] ideas for a given concept, and second, to hit upon a way of expressing these ideas that enable us to communicate to others, as accompanying a concept, the mental attunement that those ideas produce. The second talent is [....] spirit. For in order to express what is ineffable in the mental state accompanying a certain presentation and to make it universally communicable - whether the expression consists in language or painting or plastic art - we need an ability [viz., spirit] to apprehend the imagination’s rapidly passing play and to unite it in a concept that can be communicated without the constraint of rules [a(n) empirical, i.e., sensible, i.e., aesthetic] concept that on that very account is original, while at the same time it reveals a new rule that could not have been inferred from any earlier principles or examples).
A good example to exemplify this notion (of a “new rule” that could not have been inferred from any previous principles or examples) is made by Schopenhauer in The Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason where he speaks of “Cheselden’s blind man.”
 Apparently, those who obtain the use of their eyes late in life have ‘‘no objective perception of things;” they have “only a general impression of a totality” and see what they take to be “a smooth surface of different colors;” they rely upon “the sense of touch to which things are already familiar [....to] make them acquainted with the sense of vision;” they have “absolutely no capacity for judging distances, but grasp at everything.” We can interpret this, as Schopenhauer does, by saying “their understanding must first learn to apply its causal law to the data that are new to it, and to the changes thereof;” or, we could perhaps conclude along with Kant that objects must be apprehended, and given order and “general form” (Gestalt) to, by the imagination apart from being applied to categories of understanding, i.e., apart from applying “understanding’s causal law” the subject must learn to distinguish “objects” as they have been expressed for him by ‘‘someone” - ultimately the scientist and genius (i.e., the spirit as it is manifested purposively within one’s culture, and “other” cultures s within the world, at a specific moment in time).

Kant says (CJ, §49, 316), that the “aesthetic idea” produced by the genius:

is a presentation of the imagination which is conjoined with a given Ii empirical] concept and is connected, when we use imagination in its freedom, with such a multiplicity of partial presentations that no expression that stands for a determinate concept can be found for it. Hence it is a presentation that makes us add to a concept the thoughts of much that is ineffable, but the feeling of which quickens our cognitive powers and connects language, which otherwise would be mere letters, with spirit.

It would seem then, that it is the genius which presents us with the “ideal,” “model,” or “archetype of taste” (CJ, §17, 232)
 - which is necessary” apart from “knowing” anything through formal categories; and that allows us to connect words (i.e, concepts) with subjective “thoughts,” i.e., the archetype, (re)presented by the genius (through the productive imagination), allows us to speak “about” things - to identify objects with words and empirical concepts - without having to “know” what it (i.e., the thing-in-itself) is that we are talking about. That is to say, although our words are always referring to the experiences of particular “objects” which we distinguish in the world, i.e., in time and space, these experiences are only of “identities” that we make, subjectively (“unconscious consciously”
), in time (i.e., in “inner sense - apart from space “outer sense”
). 
The symbolic archetypes, which allow us to make “determinations of identity and difference - in the world” - are always already there a priori. They are always already (re)presented (symbolically) for us - in-directly - by the productive imagination of the genius, at a particular moment in time, in culture, in history. However, with every new presentation of the genius we are confronted with an image for which “no determinate concept can be adequate, so that no language can express it completely and allow us to grasp it. [The aesthetic idea] arouse[s in us] more thought than can be expressed in a concept determined by words” (CJ, §49, 314-5).

Kant foreshadows “post-modern linguistics”
 when he divides language into a relatively determined or “dead,” grammatical version and a “living” version which allows for artistic expression and change (CJ, §17, 232, fn49):

Models of taste in the arts of speech must be composed in a language both dead and scholarly; dead so that it will not have to undergo the changes that inevitably affect living ones, whereby noble expressions become flat, familiar ones archaic, and newly created ones enter into circulation for only a short while; scholarly, so that it will have a grammar that is not subject to the whims of fashion but has its own unalterable rule.

This is all very well “said,” but still - What is the “object” in the world apart from language? “What” is referred to with language and art - in space, in nature? What is our own “body”? To answer these questions we will first turn to Kant’s view of an empirical concept (CPR, A727-8/B755-6):

[A]n ‘empirical’ concept cannot be defined at all, but only ‘made explicit’. For since we find in it only a few characteristics of a certain species of sensible object, it is never certain that we are not using the word, in denoting one and the same object, sometimes to stand for more, and sometimes so as to stand for fewer characteristics. [....] The word, with the few characteristics which attach to it, is more properly to be regarded as merely a ‘designation’ than as a ‘concept’ of the thing. 
In other words, all we can ever do is “designate” and “speak about,” i.e., ‘explicate,’ objects. And what does Kant say about an “object”?

Everything, every representation even, in so far as we are conscious of it, may be entitled object. But it is a question for deeper enquiry what the word object ought to signify in respect of appearances when these are viewed not in so far as they are (as representations) objects, but only in so far as they stand for an object. The appearances, in so far as they are objects of consciousness simply in virtue of being representations, are not in any way distinct from their apprehension, that is, from their reception in the synthesis of imagination (CPR, A189-90, B234-5, my emphases).

That is, the form (Gestalt) of an object apprehended in subjective intuition, i.e., its imaginative representation, is given simultaneously with the form of understanding that corresponds to “it.” In order for the object to be given in empirical, i.e., subjective intuition, it must “stand under a rule which distinguishes it from every other apprehension and necessitates some one mode of connection of the manifold. The object is that in the appearance which contains the conditions of the necessary rule of apprehension” (CPR, A191, B236). 
Is this necessary rule, then, given with the (“dead”) rules and syntax of language that we learn? And is the perception of the “object” then made possible by the ‘explication,’ i.e., exhibition, of it by the genius and the scientist in the “live” version of language, i.e., the version that allows for transformation and change within one’s identity structure? I will go into this further in a moment, but what should be noted here is that: What matters to Kant is not what the object is in-itself, in nature, but what the object ought to signify, i.e., the meaning and value which is given to it by man. In

other words, the only way nature can ever have meaning for man is if it is given some meaning and value by man. This is why he relates subjective judgments, or intuitions, more to a “feeling” within, received from nature, than to some “dead” analytic linguistic knowledge imposed upon nature. And this also leaves open the active free role of the imagination “to go further” with the object.

Kant says that “the power of exhibition is imagination” (Ibid.). “To exhibit” (‘darstellen’) is defined (CJ, 192) as “to place beside [a] concept an intuition corresponding to it.” In The Critique of Pure Reason (A713/B741) Kant had related this “exhibition” to the “construction of a concept.” That is, to construct a concept is ‘”to exhibit a priori the intuition corresponding to it [i.e. the concept].” There are two classes of men that may exhibit an a priori concept - the scientist and the artist.

Everything that man does, as distinguished from nature, is considered art (skill) for Kant; while everything man knows is considered science (CJ, §43, 303). In I-B I have demonstrated that Kant places everything that we can know (science) and do (skill) under determinative judgments governed by the “problematic” hypothetical imperative. What separates works of man from works of nature is the thought that goes into them. However, the “thought” is pretty much related to the state of the subject - who produces the object with the expectation of pleasure which he will receive by the existence of the object. The end or purpose for the object to be produced is provided by the hypothetical imperative.
What separates art from science is that art is practical ability while science is theoretical ability - although Kant allows them to be intertwined in some cases, particularly in fine art (CJ, §44, 305).
Under the heading of “art” Kant distinguishes between “mercenary art” and “free art.” Mercenary art, or craft, refers to common labor, “i.e., as an occupation that on its own account is disagreeable (burdensome) and that attracts us only through its effect (e.g., pay), so that people can be coerced to it” (CJ, §43, 304). Free art is an art which can only achieve its end, i.e., succeed, if it is play, and only strives for agreeableness on its own account. However, free art requires rules, or a “mechanism” (such as “correctness,” richness of language, as well as prosody and meter in poetry).

Fine art, the production of the genius, is the highest form of free art - providing us with beauty. As has been mentioned, it requires much science. Also:


[It] is a way of presenting that is purposive on its own and that furthers, even though without a purpose, the culture of our mental powers to facilitate social communication. The very concept of the universal communicability of a pleasure carries with it the requirement that this pleasure must be a pleasure of reflection rather than one of enjoyment arising from mere sensation. Hence aesthetic art that is also fine art is one whose standard is the reflective power of judgment, rather than sensation proper (CJ, §44, 306).

Here we see Kant referring to fine art as producing, beyond sentiment, a subjective reflective judgment which leads to “something more” than is contained in the concept of the object. Reflective judgments, thus allow us to break from the “dead” circular realm of logical analyticity (i.e., to escape from the fanatic conservatism and dogmatic stagnancy which surrounds a “fixed” identity structure), arousing us to approach universality in our judgments through communication with “others.” On this note, utilizing reflective judgment, I will seek the essence of Kant’s “Third Critique.
I-Cc On the essence of the Critique of Judgment 

In trying to extract the “essence”
 of Kant’s Critique of Judgment, I will conclude with section §59, “On Beauty as the Symbol of Morality,” in which Kant will analogously “connect” a judgment of taste to moral judgment in general. For he claims (CJ, §3, 206): “everything we do with our powers must in the end aim at the practical and unite in it as its goal.” But I will begin by outlining the problems which Kant has presented for himself, then, after basically demonstrating how Kant will solve these problems, I will go into a more detailed analysis in leading to my conclusion.

In his “Preface” (CJ, 168), Kant makes it clear that what he will try to establish with this “Critique” is that “judgment, which in the order of our specific cognitive powers is a mediating link between understanding and reason,”: 1) has a priori principles of its own; 2) these principles are constitutive rather than merely regulative
; and 3) “judgment gives the rule a priori to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, the mediating link between the cognitive power in general and the power of desire (just as the understanding prescribes laws a priori to the cognitive power and reason to the power of desire).”

To understand that judgment is the “mediating link” between understanding and reason we should first of all realize that judgments are involved, not only aesthetically in judgments of taste, but also in cognizing objects of experience, and in the intellectual realm — in which we “judiciously” subject our will, through maxims, to objective laws of willing. Kant goes so far as to say in the Critique of Pure Reason (B94) that: “we can reduce all acts of the understanding to judgments, the ‘understanding’ may therefore be represented as a ‘faculty of judgment.’”
The problem will then be to demonstrate how judgments (which always must take place in subjective experience, i.e., in nature, in time and space) can lead to cognition under the concepts of understanding and under the laws of reason.

Now, since we cannot rely on some a priori concept to “schematically” determine this for us, Kant says, “judgment itself must provide a concept, a concept through which we do not actually cognize anything but which only serves as a rule for the power of judgment itself” (CJ, 169). We will see then, that since we can only reflect upon what this concept (which serves as a rule for the power of judgment) “is,” we can only exhibit the concept “symbolically,” i.e., analogously. This is why Kant will focus upon aesthetic judgments of the beautiful, in nature or in art, where he says such a perplexity, as to the principle responsible for such judgments, stands out most clearly (Ibid.).

The major feature of aesthetic judgments of the beautiful is a feeling of pleasure that we receive from a presentation. Remember this because Kant will indicate, in solving the antinomy of a judgment of taste (CJ, §58, 350) that: “what counts in judging beauty is not what nature is, nor even what purpose it has for us, but how we receive it.”

This feeling of pleasure, that we receive from beautiful objects in nature or art, must be derived from some rule or principle, for though it is a feeling that not everyone may have, Kant says that we may demand, in such judgments of taste, that everyone “ought” to have it. Therefore, a concept is involved (but in-directly or “in-determinatively”
).

Since this feeling of pleasure is indeterminate, i.e., its source is not made cognizable for us, we must therefore assume that the basis of aesthetic feeling lies “beyond”
 (or “beneath,” i.e., intertwined with) the logical judging of nature, and: “when experience manifests in things a lawfulness that understanding’s concept of the sensible is no longer adequate to help us understand or explain, judgment can find within itself a principle that refers the natural thing to the unrecognizable supersensible” (CJ, 169, my emphasis). He says, “such an a priori principle can and must indeed be employed if we are to cognize the beings in the world, and it also opens up prospects advantageous to practical reason” (Ibid., my emphasis).
Thus we see Kant has delegated the a priori concepts of understanding, reason, and the “in-determinate concept” of their mediator - judgment, to the universal realm of the supersensible. Kant says that the task of judgment “is to exhibit the [supersensible] concept, i.e., to place before the concept an intuition corresponding to it” (CJ, 192). This “exhibition” may occur, either “by means of our imagination, as happens in art;” or it may come about through “the technic of nature”: nature’s power to produce things in terms of purposes (CJ, 193, fn.35), “where we attribute to nature our concept of a purpose in order to judge its product” (CJ, 193).

The task of the Critique of Judgment will then be to try to make this “supersensible” realm “sensible” (“exhibited”), and thus “available” for comprehension, through the idea (the in-determinate concept) of purposiveness - both subjectively and objectively. Purposiveness occurs subjectively in aesthetic judgments, i.e., it is the “subjective purposiveness” of the free form of the ‘‘appearance ‘‘ of an object in nature or art, for arousing our contemplation. And objectively, it is evident in teleological judgments, i.e., the idea of an “objective purposiveness” - which follows from the former “transcendental” principle of the “subjective (formal) purposiveness” of nature.

The “supersensible purposiveness” of nature for our subjective affectation, contemplation and understanding, “has already prepared the understanding to apply the concept of a purpose (at least in terms of form) to nature” (CJ, 194). This ‘‘objective purposiveness of nature (subjective purposiveness with an objective purpose in view - which Kant will call: “Providence” in his historical theses), corresponds (aesthetically) “sensibly” to the “supersensible (rational) goal” of “freedom,” and thus enhances our faith in a “final purpose” of mankind - the attainment of the ultimate good, and thus, universal happiness - to be achievable on earth in time).
Now that I have outlined, what I believe to be, the project of this “Critique,” I will begin my “analysis”:

What should be noted in the above appraisal is our need for an arousal in order for us to contemplate the supersensible in the first place. This “arousal” lies in the subjective condition of aesthetic reflective judgments as such, and thus enables us to expand upon knowledge achievable through logical judgments which are limited in their capacity to what is already determined by the concepts of the understanding (through schema and symbolic representations) upon the sensible realm of experience. Kant says in the “Introduction”: “We need something that in our judging of nature makes us pay attention to this purposiveness of nature for our understanding” (CJ, 188).

He says: “A judgment of taste differs from a logical one in that a logical judgment subsumes a presentation under concepts of the object, whereas a judgment of taste does not subsume it under any concept at all” (CJ, §35, 285). For, he adds, “a judgment of taste must rest upon a mere sensation, namely our sensation of both the imagination [the power of intuitions or exhibitions] in its freedom and the understanding [the power of concepts] with its lawfulness, as they reciprocally quicken each other [....] it must rest on a feeling that allows us to judge the object by the purposiveness that the presentation (by which the object is given) has insofar as it furthers the cognitive powers in their free play” (CJ, §35, 287). We may then “call the object purposive only because its presentation is directly connected with the feeling of pleasure or displeasure, and this presentation itself is an aesthetic presentation of purposiveness” (CJ, 189, my emphases).

The problem, for Kant, will now be to show how the “subjective purposiveness” received in a pure judgment of taste can be connected/transferred to an “objective purposiveness” through the direct interest which follows from reflection upon the subjectively purposive presentation. For Kant says if it can be shown that in the pure form of a judgment of taste: 

an interest were to reveal itself as connected with it, then taste would reveal how our ability to judge provides a transition from sense enjoyment to moral feeling [‘without taking too violent a leap’ (§59, 354)]. Moreover, not only would we then have better guidance in using taste purposively, but we would also be showing that judgment is a mediating link in the chain of man’s a priori powers, the powers upon which all our legislation must depend” (CI §41, 297-8).

Kant says, “Only in society is the beautiful of empirical interest” (CJ, §41, 297). In this sense of man, as a social being, “taste” can be regarded as a way of furthering something that everyone’s natural inclination demands. “Only in society does it occur to him to be, not merely a human being, but one who is refined in his own way (this is the beginning of civilization)” (Ibid., my emphasis). In other words, as social beings, we like to impress and please others with our appearance, creations, actions and “good taste.” Kant points out that someone who is stranded on a desert island would have no desire to adorn himself, or his hut, with insignificant luxuries and trinkets. He says we possess these things mainly for an interest of vanity, and Kant says that such views of taste, which are empirical and cater to social inclinations, are “of no importance to us here, since we must concern ourselves only with what may have reference a priori, even if only indirectly [as in fine art], to a judgment of taste” (Ibid.). Kant says that: “If a judgment of beauty is mingled with the least interest then

it is very partial, and is not a pure judgment of taste” (CJ, §2, 205).

In works of art, vanity and social mores are often entangled in a judgment of taste, and thus “corrupt” it with an empirical interest.” Even though Kant admits that fine art can lead to a pure judgment of taste, it can arouse only an indirect interest in the underlying cause, namely, [it] can interest us only by its purpose [i.e., that it either imitates nature to the point of deception, or is aimed at our liking] and never in itself” (CJ, §42, 301).

Our disinterested liking for an object must be connected with our mere judging of the form of an object, which Kant says is “nothing but our consciousness of the form’s subjective purposiveness for the power of judgment” (CJ, §38, 290). If such a condition is met (i.e., the imagination “freely” apprehends these forms and judgment compares them, even if unintentionally, to concepts of the understanding, whereby we are made “aware” of the presentations s harmony with these concepts by the feeling of pleasure in our reflective judgment (CJ, 190-2)) it follows that we may assume an a priori basis for the presentations s harmony with these conditions of the power of judgment, and that this “harmony” is valid for everyone (CJ, §11, §38). Or as Kant says: “Beauty is an object’s form of purposiveness insofar as it is perceived in the object without the presentation of a purpose” (CJ, §17, 236). The question is, where can we see this harmony most clearly manifested?

Kant stresses the purity of natural beauty over that of man-made art exquisitely:


A man who has taste enough to judge the products of fine art with the greatest correctness and refinement may still be glad to leave a roan in which he finds those beauties which minister to vanity and perhaps to social joys, and to turn instead to the beautiful in nature, in order to find there, as it were, a voluptuousness for the mind in a train of thought that he can never fully unravel. If that is how he chooses, we shall ourselves regard this choice of his with esteem and assume that he has a beautiful soul, such as no connoisseur and lover of art can claim to have because of the interest he takes in his object [of art] (CJ, §42, 300).

In other words, Kant feels that it is only in nature that we can find true beauty-in-itself, beauty beyond all interest and charm.
So, we have seen that the beauty which we experience in a pure judgment of taste is directly related to the subjective purposiveness of the form of nature for our understanding. Kant says that the aesthetic purposiveness “is the lawfulness of the power of judgment in its freedom” (CJ, §29, 270). Now, when we (alone) contemplate the beauty of nature, out of admiration and love, this is not only a “liking” of nature for its form, but is also the taking of a “direct intellectual interest” in nature s existence - even though no charm of sense is involved; and even though one does not connect that existence with any purpose whatsoever (CJ, §42, 299). And Kant says: “The object of a pure and unconditioned intellectual liking is the moral law in its might” (CJ, §29, 271). Can we now say that Kant has demonstrated the “transition, through judgment, from sense enjoyment to moral feeling,” and that judgment is indeed the “mediating link in the chain of man’s a priori powers”?

He maintains that when one does indeed “take a direct interest in the beauty of nature (not merely to have the taste to judge it) [it] is always the mark of a good soul” (CJ, §42, 298); and indicates “at least a mental attunement favorable to moral feeling.” For this direct interest is “not common, but is peculiar to those whose way of thinking is either already trained to the good or exceptionally receptive to this training” (CJ, §42, 301).

Here we see an analogy made by Kant between a pure judgment of taste - “which depends on no interest whatever and yet makes us feel a liking that it also presents a priori as proper for mankind generally,” and moral judgments - which do the same from a determinative concept (CJ, §42, 301). The only difference is that the first interest is “free,” while the second is based on “objective laws of willing.” But what should be noted here is that (as quoted above) one must be “trained to the good, or be exceptionally receptive to this training.”
This implies, not only, the “ultimate objective purposiveness” which man attributes to nature (i.e., culture) as aiding him in the infinite progress of reason toward the “final purpose - the “highest good in the world that we are to achieve through freedom” (CJ, §91, 462); but also the role of the artist “genius” who - through the innate “talent” provided “purposively” from supersensible forces of nature - produces the “aesthetic ideas” which arouse us “purposively” to contemplate the supersensible “rational ideas” (God, immortality, and freedom). Kant claims that the “aesthetic ideas,” the presentations (i.e., exhibitions) of the imagination of the genius, “do at least strive toward something that lies beyond the bounds of experience, and hence try to approach an exhibition of rational concepts (intellectual ideas), and thus these concepts are given a semblance of objective reality” (CJ, §49, 314).

Now, to return to the “rational ideas,” Kant says that “among the three pure ideas of reason, ‘God’, ‘freedom’, and ‘immortality’, that of freedom is the only concept of the supersensible which (by means of the causality that we think in it) proves in nature that it has objective reality, by the effects it can produce in it” (CJ, §91, 474). And also “freedom (the concept underlying all unconditioned practical laws) can expand reason beyond those bounds within which any concept of nature (i.e., theoretical concept) would have to remain hopelessly confined”
 (Ibid.).

Correspondingly, fine art, the product of the genius, “is a way of presenting that is purposive on its own and that furthers, even though without a purpose, the culture of our mental powers to facilitate social communication” (CJ, §44, 306).

So we see that it is the genius that promotes the universal communicability of all men through his creations. He goes so far as to say “that the aesthetic power of judgment deserves to be called a shared sense [sensus communis aestheticus] more legitimately than can sound understanding [sensus communis logicus]” (CJ, §40, 295). And it is the “spirit” within him (providing him with “inner intuitions (to which no concept can be completely adequate)” (CJ, §49, 314)), which allows the genius to produce “freely,” i.e., “through a power of choice which bases its acts on reason” (CJ, §43, 303).

Kant says it is spirit alone that animates the work of art (CJ, §43, 304); but the genius, “nature’s favorite,” still requires training. It is:

taste, like the power of judgment in general, [that] consists in disciplining or training the genius. It severely clips its wings and makes it civilized, or polished; but at the same time it gives it guidance as to how far and over what it may spread while still remaining purposive. It introduces clarity and order into a wealth of thought, and hence makes the ideas durable, fit for approval that is both lasting and universal, and hence fit for being followed by others and fit for an ever advancing culture (CI, §50, 319).

The pleasure that we take in the purposive form of fine art, Kant says, is none other than culture, “and it attunes the spirit to ideas, and so makes it receptive to more such pleasure and entertainment” (CJ, §52, 326). Kant says that “unless we connect the fine arts, closely or remotely, with moral ideas, which alone carry with them an independent liking” the aesthetic ideas created by the genius are destined to cater to mere enjoyment, “which leaves nothing behind as an idea and makes the spirit dull, the object gradually disgusting, and the mind dissatisfied with itself and moody because it is conscious that in reason’ s judgment its attunement is countrapurposive” (CJ, §52, 326).

It is thus, this “attunement to ideas,” both aesthetic and rational which enables culture to advance
 - beyond the realm of the senses and logical thought - through employing our subjective, reflective judgments of taste. After this preparation, we can now move to section §59 - “On Beauty as the Symbol of Morality” - ‘without too violent a leap’.

This section is pretty much a summary of what has just been covered. For it is here that Kant synthesizes all of his previous thoughts, preparing (easing) the transition from the subjective purposiveness of nature (as made evident in aesthetic judgments of taste) to the objective purposiveness of nature (i.e., culture) which is deeply intertwined with the final purpose of reason - the highest good to be achieved in the world, in time. As we will see, this transition can only be made analogously (i.e., symbolically).

Kant begins by comparing our ability to make determinative logical judgments (based upon pure concepts of the understanding) through the mediation of schema, with our ability to make determinative “practical” judgments (based upon the “idea” of a supersensible realm - which lies behind the possibility of experience as such) through the mediation of “aesthetic ideas” or symbols. We will start by discussing schema.

“Establishing that our concepts have reality,” Kant says, “always requires intuitions” (CJ, §59, 351). Now, if a concept is empirical (that is, a concept of sensibility
 or appearance) the intuitions are examples. In the Critique of Pure Reason (B174) Kant says: “Examples are the go-cart of judgment,” and apparently they not only serve to sharpen the judgments of “intelligent” men, but also, for those who are lacking in the natural talent for making intelligent judgments on their own (i.e., stupid, narrow-minded people), they can never dispense with them. For those fortunate enough to be “intelligent,” that is, those capable of having relatively direct
 access to the pure concepts of the understanding, such an access is made through the mediation of schematic intuitions. I will have to elaborate a bit here.

It must first be understood that “knowledge,” according to Kant, “is essentially a whole in which representations stand compared and connected” (CPR, A97). It relies upon the spontaneous synthesis of three necessary conditions: firstly, the apprehension of representations as modifications of the mind in intuitions (an act of the productive a priori imagination); secondly, they must be reproduced/associated in

the (the passive reproductive) imagination; and thirdly, they must be recognized in a concept (CPR, A97).

Since every appearance contains a manifold, a “pure transcendental synthesis” of the “active a priori imagination” (CPR, A101, A120) is required for conditioning the very possibility of experience (i.e., allowing us to apprehend appearance separately and selectively in a single experience). Kant notes that: “Since the [active] imagination has to bring the manifold of intuition into the form of an image, it must previously have taken the impressions up into its activity, that is, have apprehended them” (CPR, A120).

Comment 1: This, “‘a priori’ apprehension” I have attributed, through Kant, to the function of the genius and the scientist, i.e., they provide the access to the forms of the productive imagination through participation in the productive imagination - by “constructing,” (i.e., exhibiting) rules for language and art, and the universal communicability which follows from them, within culture.

At the same time as this apprehension of the manifold, “there exists a subjective ground which leads the mind to reinstate a preceding perception alongside the subsequent perception that has passed, and so form a whole series of perceptions” (Ibid.). This is the “reproductive faculty of imagination” and is deeply intertwined with the “productive” part.

Comment 2: I have tried to demonstrate above (notably in fn27 of my Introduction), through Young and Freud, that there exists in this phase of the Kantian synthesis (i.e., in the subjective imaginary moment) an unconscious conscious’ awareness of the general form (Gestalt) of an object - in which identification and interpretations are performed relatively unconsciously. Zammito points out that, “Kant’s phenomenology of subjective consciousness clearly recognized the presence to consciousness of representations [Vorstellungen] which could not yet be considered cognitions [Erkenntnisse].”
 He quotes from a Kantian “reflection”
 that within the synthesis of the manifold of sense, a shape or figure (Gestalt) is created which involves “not only the form of the object according to the relations of space in the appearance, but also the matter, i.e., sensation (color).” And in another “reflection” Kant says, “All objects can be known sensibly or via intuition only in a given figure [Gestalt]. Other appearances cannot form an object, but are merely [subjective] changes [involving succession in time]; “but he adds that such forms are not yet sufficient to provide “determinate form [bestimmte Form].”
 Kant has related this “form” (Gestalt), or representation, to a subjective state of arousal which coincides with the end one expects from the actual existence of the object. However, the thing-in-itself always remains in excess.

The third phase of this spontaneous synthesis occurs through the recognition of a representation in a concept. For Kant it seems that: “All appearances as possible experiences, lie a priori in the understanding, and receive from it their formal possibility [i.e., their rules]” (CPR, A127).

Comment 3: I have related these “rules,” above (pp. 102-3), to the “dead” version of language which Kant says contains grammatical rules and nodes of reference (C3, §17, 232, 316). Thus, at least in “discursive” (i.e., logical) knowledge appearances are not things-in-themselves, but are merely within us - “the play of our representations” - which reduce, through judgments (in connection with “problematic” hypothetical imperatives) to “objective” determinations of the inner sense, and thus to unified conscious perceptions in time.

But in order for judgment to determine these representations according to pure concepts (which are abstract and not in space and time - again, I stress, not in the “objects” which we “perceive” in space and time) a “transcendental schema” is involved. Such a schema, which is always a product of the “productive a priori imagination” (CPR, 55, B179), (of a scientist-logician
) is “the representation of a universal procedure of imagination [to be followed by judgment] in providing an image for a concept” (CPR, B180).
For example, an intuition of cause would follow the schema: “The effect must follow the cause in time;” and for substance: “All substances have permanence in time.” Since these rules, like the categories on which they are based, apply to any experience we have, they are universal laws of nature, i.e., laws given to nature by the understanding (through logical determinative judgments).
Thus, we see schemas are one form of (the hypotyposis
 - sensible “exhibition” of concepts). Whereas, with “schematic hypotyposis,” there “is a concept that the understanding has formed, and the intuition corresponding to it is given a priori” (CJ, §59, 351), a “symbolic hypotyposis” pertains to a “rational (concept) idea” to which no sensible intuition can be adequate (Ibid.). As, I hope, it has been made clear, this rational idea is supplied with an intuition through the aesthetic idea (symbol) which is produced by the genius in fine art. By this, the rational (concept) idea is supplied with an intuition which Kant says, “judgment treats in a way merely analogous to the procedure it follows in schematizing” (Ibid.), i.e. it thinks the particular as contained under the universal. However, whereas the “content” (intuition) is given in schematic hypotyposis, with symbolic hypotyposis we can only “reflect” upon the universal form of the exhibition.

Accordingly, while schematic hypotyposes express concepts by means of a direct intuition, symbolic hypotyposes express the rational concepts by means of an analogy with one. In reflecting upon the aesthetic idea - an object of intuition created by the genius — our thoughts are transferred to a rational idea, to which no intuition can ever directly correspond. Hence, he says, “all our cognition of God is merely symbolic” (CJ, §59, 353). Anyone who tries to prove God’s existence schematically, he says, “falls into anthropomorphism” (Ibid.).

He then claims that “the beautiful is the symbol of the morally good” (Ibid.). After having shown that the pure beauty in nature brings about a subjectively purposive feeling of pleasure - in those of us who have acquired taste; and after having shown that the direct intellectual interest we take in the beauty of nature is in, none other than, “the moral law in its might,” he now says that it is our duty to refer the beautiful to the morally good. For only by doing this does our liking for the beautiful include “a claim to everyone else’s assent.” Also, the mind which feels this “pleasure” (arousal) which results from a pure judgment of beauty (i.e., with no interest in using or manipulating nature to achieve one’s ends), is then conscious of being “ennobled” (i.e., one recognizes one’s freedom within the realm of the laws of nature) as a result

of this “receptivity.” We can then judge others according to whether they have a similar maxim in their power of judgment.

And finally, it is here that Kant asserts his boldest claims that, not only is the morally good “the intelligible that taste has in view,” but also it is “the supersensible, in which the theoretical and practical power are in an unknown manner combined and joined in a unity” (Ibid.). Kant then moves into an analogy between the beautiful and the morally good. 
I think Kant could sum this all up by saying: Beauty is the aesthetic idea - (purposefully provided by a sublimely rational Good Spirit (through Its Productive Imagination) which manifests itself in nature and man] - which arouses us and urges us (through tasteful judgment) to strive for universal freedom and happiness, e.g., “the highest good in the world”...


Isn’t that just beautiful?

“Theoretically,” I can demand that you find Kant’s “judgment” beautiful. But I refuse. Why? Because I myself am a judging subject, and as such, Kant’s texts have aroused me. Indeed, it sounds very nice to say that man’s final purpose is to achieve “the highest good in the world,” i.e., universal happiness, perpetual peace, and freedom. I cannot deny that something about the “essence” of Kant’s words attract me and make me think. But, since I am a judging subject, I am a critical subject - I must try to understand why I am attracted beyond/beneath the context of my affectation. On this note, I refuse to be commanded to do anything or to feel in any certain way - unless I feel that the command comes from within myself. Likewise, I refuse to demand the same of you.

If you answered “yes” to the above question, (e.g., ‘Isn’t that [Kant’s “judgment”] just beautiful?’) then Kant has achieved his purpose. He was trying to show us the essence of beauty, i.e., he was trying to exhibit before us the formal “quantum” (CJ, §25, 250 & CPR, A162—6/B202-7) which lies behind the beauty of all things. Kant had to, in a sense, produce the a priori principle, or rule (i.e., purposiveness), which governs our judgment. As Lyotard states, this principle is “the result of art rather than reason.”
 One could say that, through his use of reflective judgment Kant “exhibits” the rule which allows him/us to have judgment(s): “Only a final purpose would instruct me how I must conceive of the supreme cause of nature in order to judge nature as a teleological system” (CJ, §85, 441); and “it is I who put it there, on a morally sufficient basis” (CJ, §91, 471, fn90).

If you answered “no” to the above question, you would perhaps admit that you were affected in some manner, otherwise, why would you have continued reading? If you were not impelled by some “outside” force to read Kant (and my interpretation of Kant), then, would you concede that there must have been a force driving you to continue? And if you were being driven by an inner force, i.e., an inner purposiveness, then, I think Kant would say you were being driven by an aesthetic purposiveness which is “the lawfulness of the power of judgment in its freedom” (CJ, §29, 299).

It may be said that Kant has, in a sense, de-sensualized man (i.e., the human subject) and all of nature in the process of his reflective “speculations.”
 Lyotard states, “aesthetic judgment reveals reflection in its most ‘autonomous’ state, naked, so to speak.”
 When “stripped of its teleological function,” i.e., without man, all of nature would be one vast wasteland with no color, texture, depth, value or “existence” (CJ, 86, 442). Or as P. Moyaert has indicated (in a different context) - nature-in-itself, without man (i.e., without reason) would appear to be one massive “undifferentiated ‘shit factory.’”
 What Kant has revealed to us, in aesthetic judgments of taste, would appear much more sublime (i.e., “contra-purposive” - lacking in “objective” purposiveness”) than beautiful; that is, unless judgments of taste can never be pure.

Kant has indicated to us that the feeling of pleasure that we experience, in a pure judgment of beauty, i.e., the feeling which accompanies our awareness of the subjective purposiveness of the “form” (Gestalt) of nature for our affectation, apprehension and comprehension (CJ, §26, 251); is also “directly” related to an intellectual interest in the form’s “existence,” that is, in the form’s “objective purposiveness” for our “logical” understanding and apperception. The two “forms” of purposiveness can not be “separated” (at least “temporally”) - they are simultaneous, i.e., the subjective synthesis (of imagination) and the objective synthesis (of understanding) occur together in time. Kant never denies that an object has “perceived” sensual qualities, he only asserts that there is a deeper (or “higher meaning” (CJ, §42, 302)) involved.

Still, there is a problem here if these two forms of purposiveness (i.e., subjective and objective) are simultaneous. And this problem is also Kant’s deliverance. For it would seem that because even in the contemplation of the particular beauties in nature, out of admiration and love, it is a liking directly entangled (i.e., “mingled”) with an “intellectual interest.” That is, because this is not only a liking of nature’s product for its form, but also of the form’s existence - even though no charm of sense is involved; and even though one does not connect that existence with any purpose whatsoever (CJ,, §42, 299) judgments of taste are always tainted. Kant had said earlier, “[if a judgment of beauty is mingled with the least interest then it is very partial and not a pure judgment of taste” (CJ, §2, 205). And, “All interest either presupposes a need or gives rise to one; and, because interest is the basis that determines approval, it makes the judgment about the object unfree” (CJ, §5, 210). Can we, then, ever judge anything without an interest or desire? Can we ever act think or judge without the influence of our imperfect, animal, sensual will? For all practical purposes, I think we would have to say: NO. Human beings are always both animal and rational together, i.e., “it is not enough that they be rational (e.g., spirits) but they must be animal as well” (Ibid.).

It seems that the only way out of this dilemma of one’s rational-animal existence, i.e., the only way that Kant can provide his “personality” with any “unquestionable” rational faith in eternal “life” (e.g., “life” without need of sensuality) is by separating the two “forms” of purposiveness --
they will never be completely separated, but will always analogously parallel and infinitely influence one another.
Kant has two “final purposes” in view: First, an empirical (i.e., objective) purpose; this purpose is the “ultimate purpose” of nature - which Kant says is man. And “only culture can be the ultimate purpose that we have cause to attribute to nature” (CJ, §83, 431). For it is only through culture that man can be the “lord of nature” through understanding and science; but culture is also that through which man can give nature value by utilizing judgments of taste. The “ultimate purpose,” then, is made possible through judgments of taste, i.e., judgments of beauty - which, not only reflect upon the “objective purposiveness” of nature for our apprehension, contemplation and understanding, but also are always mingled with an “intellectual interest” (i.e., with the second form of purposiveness) and thus, can never be pure, but which allow for the infinite progress of beautiful souls (i.e., lover’s of natural beauty) towards a goal of universal freedom in the “world” - that is, when the world and mankind are viewed as a cosmopolitan whole. Fine art cultivates our mental powers exposing us, through education, criticism and the study of “the humanities” (i.e., of the works of genius produced in all cultures) to a universal feeling of sympathy and the ability to engage universally in a very intimate communication (CJ, §60, 355). The feeling we receive from our judgment of “the beautiful prepares us for loving something” (CJ, §29, 267).

The second purpose is the final purpose - a purely rational (subjective) purpose which “indicates nothing purposive whatever in nature” but merely a purposiveness that we feel within ourselves “entirely independent of nature” CJ, §23, 246). This is the realization of a connectedness to a “higher purpose” (the immortality of the spirit and the highest good in the world that we are to achieve through the infinite progress of freedom) - which one can “know” (or perhaps more appropriately - “feel” and “hope” for [‘Glaube’]) only through our feeling of wonder and respect for the moral law within. But we require something to humble us - a realization of one’s “smallness” within the infinite vastness and magnitude of the universe. That is, one needs to be made aware of ones s impotence to do or achieve anything unless there was some form of ‘‘higher purpose’’ involved within oneself. The “sublime [prepares us] for esteeming it [i.e., “something” in the world, in the universe, in ourselves] even against our feeling of sense” (CJ, §29, 267).

We will come to see that just as “beauty is a symbol for the morally good”: Kant will analogously connect the “intellectual liking” involved in the first form of purpose (i.e., the “objective purpose”) - made possible by aesthetic judgments of taste (beauty) - to “human love,” love, being that which makes freedom possible; and respect for the moral law within will be analogously connected to the feeling acquired in aesthetic judgments of the sublime.

We shall now discuss love and beauty, showing their connectedness to respect and the feeling of the sublime. Ultimately we will realize that Kant’s philosophy is a “philosophy of love”...but an extremely cold one.

For by one Spirit are we all baptized into one body, whether we be Jews or Gentiles, whether we be bond or free; and have been all made to drink into one Spirit. 
    I Corinthians 12:13
I-D On Love and Beauty

Love, according to Kant, is perfect freedom and perfect understanding. In The Conjectural Beginnings of Human History (57) he equates love with the higher power of desire, i.e., with the moral law (pure reason) and with the spiritual [‘idealischen’] attractions that surround it. In other words, Love is the Good when viewed as the active (arousing and productive) force within man - it is the source of beauty and the sublime...the source of human love and respect. And, likewise, it is the source of understanding. Love is what gives us any semblance of a purpose in life.

In The Critique of Practical Reason Kant says that the command to, “Love God above all and thy neighbor as thyself” is the “law of laws” (CPrR, V, 83, 189-90). However, the Gospel:
presents the moral disposition in its complete perfection, and though as an ideal of holiness it is unattainable by any creature, it is yet an archetype which we should strive to approach and to imitate in an uninterrupted infinite progress (Ibid., 190).

For, since man is a creature, “and consequently is always dependent with respect to what he needs for complete satisfaction with his condition, he can never be wholly free from desires and inclinations which, because they rest on physical causes, do not of themselves agree with the moral law” (Ibid.). In other words, a “gap” will always remain between man and the “highest love, i.e., the “highest understanding”...the “highest good.” But this “gap” is what allows for our freedom. We are free when we strive to imitate “it.” That is to say, through striving to be universal in our thought and creative actions - when we strive to love and understand the “other” - we attain a kind

of purposiveness and worth.

This “universalizable” worth (or value) stands in a direct relation, and contrast, to those who would limit their “love” only to those within their “own” historical-culturally imposed identity (or tradition) - their only interest being to preserve “the law,” i.e., the identity of the “self.” ‘Jouissance,’ for them, is forbidden and must be prevented at all costs. The “Other” becomes absolutized and is seen as a threat to the well-being of one’s logical, authentic Identity. But what is this “authentic identity”?

In the fourth thesis of Kant’s Idea for a Universal History (Beck, 15), Kant speaks of an unsocial sociability” of man as being the antagonistic force, provided by nature, which impels him to act. He says man has a desire to associate with others in order to feel as a part of a larger whole, while, at the same time, he desires to isolate himself because of a selfish desire to have everything his own way. “Thus he expects opposition on all sides, he knows that he, on his own part, is inclined to oppose others” (Ibid.). There arises in man a heartless, competitive vanity, and an insatiable desire to possess and rule. He claims that it is this antagonistic drive, within man, which separates him from a bunch of complacent sheep. Is this antagonistic force within man, which entails both the desire to peacefully identify with others and the desire to dominate and oppose others, “love”? If so, we can definitely see the need for mediation.
We have seen that the moral law (i.e., the law of freedom) as an unconditional “rational idea” can only be cognized theoretically when stated symbolically, or analogous to a natural law - with the “typus”; that is: “Act only as if the maxim you choose ought to become a universal law of nature.” Kant says everyone does, in fact, follow such a typus, and this is realized in our common sense judgments, “for if common sense did not have something to use in actual experience as an example, it could make no use of the law of pure practical reason in applying it to that experience (CPrR, V,70, 178). Thus, it would seem that the determination of our actions, through maxims, according to the categorical imperative are made possible for us by the examples (i.e., “archetypes” (CJ, §17, 232)
) set before us by the genius - in civil society - which entails the evolution of a just civic constitution of human relations (CJ, §83, 431 & Idea For a Universal History, Beck, 12-6). Such a determination of our maxims will, then, have to do with judgments of taste.

It has already been pointed out that man can never act except by determinate laws - be they based upon natural inclination or rational imperatives. Likewise, judgments of taste can never be “pure” — that is, they can never be “free” of a direct intellectual interest which is related to the objective purposiveness of the “object” (i.e., its “existence” as an identity in a “discursive” representation) for the understanding. I have pointed out that this is the “problem” that, in a sense, “saves” Kant’s reasoning. Let us go further.

Kant states (CJ, §16, 230):


[I]f a liking for the manifold in a thing refers to the intrinsic purpose that determines how the thing is possible, then it is a liking based on a concept, whereas a liking for beauty is one that presupposes no concept but is directly connected with the presentation by which the object is given (not by which it is thought). Now if a judgment of taste regarding the second liking is made to depend on the first liking, it is a rational judgment, and so is no longer a free and pure judgment of taste.

We can hear Sartre coming when Kant states
:


Freedom of choice with respect to human actions as phenomenon consists in the capacity of choosing between two opposing things, the lawful and the unlawful. Herein man regards himself as phenomenon, but as noumenon he himself is theoretically and practically legislative for objects of choice. In this respect he is free, but he has no, choice.

That is, we are “condemned” to follow examples that have been “relatively determined” for us; examples that have been instituted and made valid (lawful) by those who precede us - that allow us to already have value, meaning and purpose.
However, one could say that, in respect to his striving to act universally - based upon maxims that he has himself determined (through his productive imagination...through the spirit within him) - the genius in man is “beyond good and evil.” That is, the genius transcends the identity structure and the laws prescribed for him - allowing his culture (and in the long run “all” cultures) to “advance,” or at least to adapt to changing circumstances in the world - through initiating a universally communicable “aesthetic idea.” That is to say, he presents an example - which is always connected to the traditional examples which have historically preceded him, but goes “beyond” them - enabling other “selfs,” within his identity structure, to expand the range of their maxims. Insofar as we generally follow these examples, set for us by the genius, “we are free, but we have no choice.”

Since man is always within the world his actions can never be “purely” rational, and thus, the imperatives which determine us, along with the maxims by which we follow them, should not, and indeed, ultimately cannot become “fixed.” By connecting judgments of taste to rationality, along with, and yet “above” predetermined judgments of
the “dead” realm of logical understanding
, Kant (or perhaps we could say “providence”) thus allows for inter-communication with “others,” and for the advancement of freedom in the world. He says (CJ, §16, 230)
:

Taste gains nothing by this combination of aesthetical with intellectual satisfaction in as much as it becomes fixed; yet, though it is not universal, in respect to certain purposively determined objects, it becomes possible to prescribe rules for it. These, however, are not rules of taste, but merely rules for the unification of taste with reason, i.e., of the beautiful with the good, by which the former becomes available as an instrument of design of the latter, so that the mental attunement that sustains itself and has subjective universal validity may serve as a basis for that other way of thinking that can be maintained only by [painful] laborious resolve but is of objective universal validity.
This is one of the most subtly “pregnant” quotes in Kant’s philosophy. One could say his entire philosophical system is compacted within it. But to comprehend the whole of it, we must analyze it in parts.

Let us begin by emphasizing the “yet,” i.e., taste gains nothing (when combined with intellectual satisfaction) insofar as it becomes fixed (i.e., absolutely determinative), yet, judgments of taste, by their connection to the objective purposiveness of nature (i.e., providence) for our judgment - reflective and determinative - provide us with the examples, which affect us, and which provide us with the initial “content” through which we determine our maxims (i.e., the “rules for the unification of taste with reason, i.e., of the beautiful with the good”). But these “examples” are always only “in general.” That is, they provide us with the “ideal” or the “aesthetic ‘standard idea’” (CJ, §17, 233). And as we have seen, the “aesthetic ideas” are always merely a symbol for the supersensible “rational idea” - “behind” and “beyond” them, i.e., which the aesthetic ideas actively express through their universal communicability.

Now, what is this “Rental attunement” that Kant spoke of above, and how does it allow us to have subjective universal validity? How does this subjective “determination” take place? And, does the pleasure that we feel in such judgments precede the judging of the object, or does the judging precede the pleasure? Kant says that the answer to this last question will be “the key to the critique of taste” (CJ, §9, 216), but I shall assert here that it is also the key to the sublime involved with “that other way of thinking” (also mentioned above). We shall begin with a judgment of taste. 
The answer hinges on the universal communicability (‘sensus communis aestheticus’ (CJ, §40, 295)) involved in the subjective presentation. There must be some form of “awareness of something” which everyone may acquire in order to have such presentations. That is, before we can experience the “feeling” of pleasure, the aesthetic judgment of the presentation must have already taken place (CJ, §9, 218). And, since this “awareness” is purely subjective, it cannot be in relation to a determinate concept of the understanding. In other words the imagination must connect the “general form” (Gestalt) of the object which affects us (e.g., will affect us) to a cognition in general - without a determinate concept which restricts them to a particular rule of cognition (CJ, §9, 217-9, see also fn27 of my Intro.). The imagination and understanding must be in free play.

We have already seen that this “general cognition” takes place with the imaginary synthesis where one can “unconscious consciously” discern identity and difference in the apprehension of “forms” (Gestalt) in space, and we can interpret and associate them in a temporal series - apart from apperception. The problem is - the imagination cannot “bring forth a sense representation that was never before given to sense”
 We have seen that this was the task of the genius, who (through his participation in the productive imagination) provides us with the “archetypes” by which we are made aware of representations, and which connect words to thoughts (in-directly through spirit and a learning-training process in culture).

Kant refers to the feeling of pleasure that arises from a judgment of the beautiful as ‘Lebensgefuhl’ (“the feeling of life”) - whereby “the mind becomes conscious of its own state” (CJ, §1, 204). The feeling of pleasure (or displeasure) that arises in a “reflective judgment” is what makes us “conscious” of the “general cognition’s” harmony with the categories of the understanding. However, it is an awareness of “something more” than was present in the categories of understanding, i.e., beyond logical apperception. The categories allow us to affirm the “existence” of the “object,” but the pleasure we feel is related to the value that has been given to the “object” above determinative hypothetical categories and sensual inclinations.

This would seem to indicate that in judgments of taste the sensual element is never completely divested. That is to say, even in one’s disinterested “liking” (love) for nature (which one could assume includes “other” humans - which are always “creatures,” i.e., works of Art) one is still interested (even if intellectually) in the existence” of the loved one [which leaves open the possibility of the darkest thoughts and actions which may follow from such an interest; it would also indicate that the sexual element is always involved with a judgment of “beauty” - though Kant definitely tries to down-play this aspect].

Whatever is the case, our initial reception of the loved one, is marked by an arousal (i.e., the feeling of pleasure (CJ, 190)). As we have seen, Kant claims that this arousal is secondary, in tasteful judgments, to our “freely” apprehending, comparing and associating the “form” (‘Gestalt’) of the “object,” through the imagination, to pre-established “lawful” concepts of the understanding, (Ibid.), whereby the powers reciprocally quicken each other and the presentation thus furthers the powers in their free play. However, I will speculate a bit here, that the “lawful concept” which furthers the powers here is none other than the “aesthetic idea” created by the genius which has been established as the “ideal” or “archetype,” within one’ s society.
The state of mind, then, is enhanced by the aesthetic ideas whereby we elevate the “object” perceived, which gives us pleasure, to a “higher purpose” (or “higher interest”). That is, we are then in a position to take an interest in the “object” above a mere” desire to obtain sensual pleasure (from sex, or what have you). That is to say, the loved one is given value above what can be analytically achieved through hypothetical imperatives - which view the object as a mere means to pleasure through the possible achievement of an end (CPrR, V, 22, 133).

The key “force” behind this “higher value judgment” is the imagination which “moves us inwardly” in our thoughts and in our dreams (CJ, §67, 380). When we judge beauty in nature, Kant say, we may imagine (or regard) “nature as having held us in favor when it distributed not only useful things but a wealth of beauty and charms as well; and we may love it for this, just as its immensity may lead us to contemplate it with respect and to feel that we ourselves are ennobled in this contemplation - just as if nature had erected and decorated its splendid stage quite expressly with that aim” (Ibid.).

The major difference in these two “feelings” is that the beautiful “is what we like when we merely judge it (and hence not through any sensation by means of sense in accordance with some concept of the understanding)” (CJ, §29, 267). This “some” concept of the understanding is related to “another kind of knowledge” which I have related to the “common sense knowledge” (‘sensus communis aestheticus’) - in which we “unconscious consciously” become aware of “relatively fixed” aesthetic ideals that provide society with the mental attunement to judge nature in general, through ‘Lebensgefuhl.’ The other feeling whereby we are “ennobled” is moral feeling (‘Geistesgefuhl’). It has to do with “that other way of thinking” mentioned above, i.e., “the sublime way of thinking.” The sublime “is what, by its resistance to the interest of the senses, we like directly” (Ibid.) - as opposed to the beautiful which is liked “in-directly.” The “beautiful prepares us for loving something, even nature, without interest; the sublime, for esteeming it even against our feeling of sense [i.e., ‘Lebensgefuhl’]” (Ibid.).

Now, beauty and sublimity are both “aesthetic ways of presenting things” to ourselves (CJ, §29, 271). In both cases it is the imagination which “must on its own sustain the mind in a free activity” (CJ, §29, 270); and “the presentation has a merely subjective determining basis” (CJ, §9, 217). But whereas in judgments of the beautiful we are always intellectually interested in the existence of the form of an object; the sublime is interested in the incomprehensibility, i.e., the “formlessness” of _______________.
I-E On Love and the Sublime

The eternal silence of these infinite spaces fills me with dread.


Pascal, Pensees, §201


In the dark places that do not need light, where light would be a lie, overstating what is better understood invisibly, it is possible to resist Time’s pull. The body ages, dies, but the mind is free. If the body is personal, the mind is transpersonal; its range is not limited by action or desire. Its range is not limited by identity.


I need the dark places to get outside of common sense. ‘To go beyond the smug ring of electric light that pretends to illuminate the world.


‘Nothing exists beyond this,’ sings the world, glaring at me from its yellow sockets, ‘nothing exists beyond now.’


I challenge the stale yellow light to a duel.


‘Sappho’ in Jeanette Winterson’s Art & Lies

[I]t seems wonderful to all who have not yet seen the reason, that there
 is a thing which cannot be measured even by the smallest unit.


Aristotle, Metaphysics, 983a

There is nothing so consistent with reason as this denial of reason.


Pascal, Pensees, §182


Het was een mus. Een mus aan het uiteinde van een draad. Qpgehangen. Met naar opzij gevallen kopj e en opengesperd snaveltj e. Hij hing aan een dun stukje draad dat vastgemakt was aan een tak.


Vreemd. Een opgehangen vogel. Een opgehangen mus. Deze excentriciteit schreeuwde het uit en wees op een menselijke hand die in het struikgewas was doorgedrongen - mear wie? Wie had hier opgehangen, waaroaii, wat kon het motief zijn...


Witold Ganbrowicz, Kosmos

Whether the treatment of such knowledge as lies within the province of reason does or does not follow the secure path of a science, is easily to be determined from the outcome. For if after elaborate preparations, frequently renewed, it is brought to a stop immediately it nears its goal; if often it is compelled to retrace its steps and strike into some new line of approach; or again, if the various participants are unable to agree on any plan of procedure, then we may rest assured that it is very far from having entered upon the secure path of a science, and is indeed a merely random groping [….] It is remarkable that to the present day [….] logic has been unable to advance a single step, and is thus to all appearance a closed and completed body of doctrine. (CPR, Bvii-Bviii, emphasis added)
Thus, begins the “Preface to Second Edition” of the Critique of Pure Reason. Due to the incapacity for logical-analytic “knowledge” to advance - being trapped in a continuous circle of logical definitions - Kant goes on to state, “I have....found it necessary to deny ‘knowledge,’ in order to make room for ‘faith’ [Glaube]” (CPR, Bxxx). In other words, he must make room for freedom, beyond the “dead” language games, dogmatic “truths” and natural laws of science. He does this by separating objective ‘knowledge’ from subjective ‘thought’:


To know an object I must be able to prove its possibility, either from its actuality as attested by experience, or a priori by means of reason. But I can think whatever I please, provided only that I do not contradict myself, that is, provided my concept is a possible thought. This suffices for the possibility of the concept, even though I may be able to answer for there being, in the sum of all possibilities, an object corresponding to it. But something more is required before I can ascribe to such a concept objective validity, that is, real possibility; the former possibility is merely logical. This something more need not, however, be sought in the theoretical sources of knowledge; it may lie in those that are practical (CPR, Bxxvi, fn(a), emphasis added).

As we have seen, in order to get in touch with this “something more,” Kant has had to provide subjective ‘‘common sense knowledge’’ (what has earlier been referred to as ‘‘confused knowledge”
) with some kind of credibility, or form. He has tried to achieve this through postulating the supersensible concept of purposiveness as underlying all of our subjective reflective judgments, i.e., orderly thoughts which - when the free play of imagination is in harmony with the free play of the understanding - “do not contradict themselves,” and which apprehend, associate, and comprehend the general form of an object (this form being made already available for the subject by the aesthetic idea of the artist-genius (in judgments of taste)).

Reflective judgments, in judgments of taste, arise when we are aroused by something” and a subject (through the free play of imagination) seeks a universal concept upon which to base this arousal. This supersensible “universal concept” is cognized symbolically by the “aesthetic idea” provided by spirit - either in nature, or in the “depths of the soul” of the genius who expresses/exhibits it. However, as we have seen, this “archetype” is only an indirect way of cognizing the “rational idea.” An “intellectual interest” is always involved pertaining to the existence of the “object” (empirical concept) which aroused us. Although this liking of nature’s product is above any charm of sense and even though one does not connect the existence of the “object” with any purpose whatsoever, this aesthetic judgment remains connected (“unintentionally” (CJ, 190)) to the objective purposiveness of the form, which aroused us, for our “logical” understanding.

Now, without evacuating the supersensible concept of purposiveness which lies behind our aesthetic judgment, Kant must find a way to attach the arousal that we receive from “nature” directly to the thinking-imagining-feeling subject - without regard to objective “predetermined” logical knowledge, i.e., the subject must determine him/herself directly in accordance with the “rational concept” through “feeling” (or rational faith (Glaube)) alone. Kant does this by symbolically equating moral feeling (‘Geistesgefuhl’), or “respect” (Achtung), for the moral law within to the feelings of awe, esteem, and wonder that we experience when confronted with the sublime (CJ, §27, 257). As he says in The Critique of Practical Reason (CPrR, V, 117, 221):


It is a very sublime thing in human nature to be determined to actions directly by a pure law of reason, and even the illusion wherein the subjective element of this intellectual determinability of the will is held to be sensuous and an effect of a particular sensuous feeling (an “intellectual feeling” being self-contradictory) partakes of this sublimity.

Here we see the “intellectual feeling” (‘Geistesgefuhl’ (CJ, 1st Intro., 251’ & §54, 335 fn76)), involved in a pure judgment of the sublime, as being the contradictory of ‘Lebensgefuhl’ which informs us of the existence of “something” which gives us pleasure (or pain). As we have seen, even in judgments of beauty, Kant asserts that the feeling of pleasure is determined by the reflective judgment of the subject and not by the object. The intellectual interest in something/someone’s existence, in “pure” judgments of taste, gives rise to the illusion that the pleasure arose from the loved entity.

However, despite this “illusion,” it was “intellectual interest” (in the existence of the beautiful entity) which brought about this transition to moral feeling. For, Kant had attributed the primary concern of the “fine artist,” and those with acquired taste, to be distinctly moral. In other words, “taste is basically an ability to judge the way in which [sublime] moral ideas are made sensible” (CJ, §60, 356). And ‘Geistesgefuhl’ is the “ability to present a sublimity in objects” (Ibid, 251’). Could we say, then, that the artist is “representing the sublimity in objects” (Ibid.),
 i.e., by exhibiting “aesthetic ideas” with a “tasteful appearance,” the artist arouses us and provides an in-direct social access to the sublime “rational ideas” which lie beneath them?

If so, it would appear, then, that the artist must have experienced ‘Geistesgefuhl’ before he can create a universalizable representation of “it” (the supersensible). Kant says that when we judge something to be supersensible, this judging “strains the imagination to its limit [....] because it is based on a feeling that the mind has a moral vocation that wholly transcends the domain of nature (namely moral feeling), and it is in regard to this feeling that we judge the presentation of the object subjectively purposive” (CJ, §29, 265). Now, what exactly occurs in an experience of the sublime? And how does the “transition” take place to “moral “rational concepts as ends of practical reason (i.e., with the mere ideas of “infinite progress” and “totality”), we carry the limits of the sensible world beyond the comprehension of imagination, and we can thus be said to understand them “rationally.”

In judgments of the sublime we are faced with “something” of which the imagination cannot comprehend (i.e., something “boundless,” “formless,” and “unpurposive” (at least for the objectively purposive synthesis of understanding)). However, the apprehension of its sensual incomprehensibility must lie already in us through our subjective, “unconscious conscious” awareness of “rational concepts.” Therefore, when we are presented with “something” beyond the bounds of our sensual conception, (i.e., when we are “as it were [faced with] an abyss in which the imagination is afraid to lose its “self” (CJ, §27, 258)), “it” (the imagination) arouses us to connect the presentation to the supersensible concepts within us, whereby, we receive a liking (or love) of the presentation. 
This liking that we “feel” is based upon “a negative pleasure,” that is, a pleasure, not so much connected to beauty and love, as to admiration and respect for our own moral vocation (CJ, §27, 257). That is to say, it is ‘Geistesgefuhl.’ However, such judgments of the sublime are marked by “a certain subreption” (Ibid.). And this is how Kant distinguishes, however refinedly, between the feeling of respect and the feeling of the sublime.

Subreption occurs when, in judgments of the sublime, the subject “mistakenly” attributes one’s respectful affectation to have arisen from the “sublime presentation” (i.e., nature), rather than from the “idea of humanity within oneself” (Ibid.). In other words, respect can only be connected with the moral law within (oneself and other humans), but those who respect nature as the cause of the sublime feeling have not yet read Kant’s Critique of Judgment, and thus, are not aware of their error.
....Since nature has seen fit to limit my time here, i.e., since I have approached my “dead”-line, it is only fitting that I should reach a sublime conclusion. Therefore, with this interest in mind I shall begin my conclusion with “The End of All Things”.....
Semi - Conclusion
 “The End of All Things”
“The End of All Things” is a kind of anti-Revelations, satirical essay by Kant, against the dictatorial powers of political clericism that were gaining influence in Germany at the time. One of their major tenets was the use of “Doomsday” threats to coerce their “brethren.” Kant asks, “Why do people expect an end of the world at all?” (End, 73)

Guilt and a sense of justice are the major source of such a doctrine, he says. And it is man himself who created it.
He notes that in the progress of the human race, through art and taste, enjoyment and self-fulfillment naturally precedes the advent of morality, and “needs increase much more vigorously than the means to satisfy them” (Ibid, 75). But he asserts that the moral disposition of mankind will surely overtake these desires eventually.

The major problem with this doctrine (i.e., that ‘the world is going to end’) is that it is incompatible with the postulates of pure reason, and with the ultimate purpose, which we must infinitely progress toward in the world in time. Infinity in-itself is beyond our empirical understanding and we can only formulate a negative concept of it (i.e., where there is no time, no end is possible). For the ultimate purpose entails a path of perpetual changes. If reason attempts to conceptualize “it” positively by employing such principles as “rest” and “immutability” as the condition of the world’s creatures “it would not only be just as unsatisfactory with regard to its theoretical use but, rather, would end in total thoughtlessness” (Ibid., 77). He says that contentment with oneself is a misconception within the chain of infinite progression. Camus formulates this message quite clearly when he says:
We suffocate among people who think they are absolutely right whether in their machines or in their ideas. And for all who can live only in an atmosphere of human dia1ogue and sociability, this silence is the end of the world.

Mysticism results, Kant says, when one turns to “the beyond” for an explanation “when his reason does not understand itself and what it wants” (Ibid., 79). He puts down Eastern thought and Spinozaism saying they desire a destruction of personality in order to reside within the Godhead. What they really want he says is a final resting place where ‘‘understanding disintegrates and all thinking comes to an end” (Ibid.).

Kant notes that the “wise” men occasionally come up with fanatical religious schemes designed to infect entire nations, but, in the long run, they will generally aid in the advancement of practical reason in their domains. Thus, it seems best to:

leave the sages alone to make and pursue their course since they are satisfying progress with respect to the ‘idea’ to which they are attending; and to leave to Providence the outcome of the means selected toward the best ultimate purpose, since it remains always uncertain what the issue may be according to the course of nature (Ibid, 80-1).

For we must always give credence to a “concurrence of divine wisdom with the course of nature in the practical sense, if we do not wish to relinquish our ultimate purpose altogether” (Ibid.). But what is this “divine wisdom,” according to Kant? Is there not “something,” some kind of “substance,” which remains “stable” within all of this change? 

It would seem to be “the disposition” which “endures and is itself constant, a disposition which is not mutable like that progression of a phenomenon, but is rather something supersensible and is, consequently, not fluctuating in time” (Ibid., 77-8). In other words, it would appear to be one’s moral disposition, or “personality,” which endures through time. In the Critique of Pure Reason (A345/B403), Kant states:


The substance, merely as object of inner sense, gives the concept of immateriality; as simple substance, that of incorruptibility; its identity, as intellectual substance, personality; all these three together, spirituality; while the relation to objects in space gives commercium with bodies, and so leads us to represent the thinking substance as the principle of life in matter, that is, as soul (anima), and as the ground of animality. This last, in turn, as limited by spirituality, gives the concept of immortality.

This “disposition” would also seem to give us a “kind of knowledge,” or “cognition [....] although one that is possible only from a practical point of view (CJ, §91). That is to say, as opposed to “common sense knowledge,” which arises from ‘Lebensgefuhl’ achieved in judgments of taste, when one becomes aware of” the sublimity of the moral law within oneself, through Geistesgefuhl (or “respect,” Achtung) one acquires a kind of “rational faith” that one is here for a “higher purpose.” The geistige Gefuhl gives us a sense of “participation in an ideal whole.”
 It follows from this recognition that we must live, not “as if” we are here for a purpose, but “knowing” that we are - and we must act accordingly.

To return to “the End,” Kant praises Christianity, but only insofar as it promotes love, sacrifice and freedom. However, he feels that respect - “for the moral constitution that He instituted” (Ibid, 82) - is the primary thing that Christianity promotes. For without respect, he claims, there can be no genuine love. But did Kant not earlier (in the “Third Critique”) say that judgments of taste prepare us for loving something, and that they also “provide for the transition from sense enjoyment to moral feeling” (CJ, §41, 297) “without too violent a leap” (CJ, §59, 354)?

There seems to be a distinction here between “genuine love,” i.e., love for the noumenal essence of nature and of “man - as an end-in-himself and as a fellow representative of the moral law; and love which is not “pure” because of the interest (intellectual) in the loved one’s existence. He praises love as the free reception of the “other” into one’s “own” maxims, and claims that this is an indispensable complement to the imperfection of human nature. That is to say, Kant believes that “human nature must be constrained to do that which reason prescribes through law” (Ibid., 82). The love which arises in judgments of taste, involved in common sense knowledge, would seem to be the peaceful way of going about this. “For what a person does unwillingly he does so poorly. [And] it is a contradiction to command someone not just to do something but also to do it willingly” (Ibid.).

Kant praises Christianity insofar as it promotes love for the performance of duty, and insofar as the man who calls himself Christian acts in the name of humanitarian purposes. “The feeling of freedom in the choice of their ultimate purpose is what makes the legislation worthy of their love” (Ibid, 83). However, Kant still holds that, “Only a desire for such actions which arise from disinterested motives can inspire human respect toward the one who does this desiring; and without respect there can be no true love” (Ibid, 83-4).

Kant beautifully criticizes the clerics, saying that once Christianity ceases to be worthy of love (utilizing dictatorial powers, Doomsday threats and the like), then men will react against it losing all ties. And this, in turn, will enhance an early arrival of the Antichrist. 
Kant wrote this piece in 1794. Two months after its publication the Berlin ministry forbid Kant to lecture or write on religious matters.

Epilogue
As we have seen, freedom is what life is all about for Kant. Freedom, not only as morality, but as intelligence in general - a mixture of imagination, rationality, love and understanding - the only thing that separates man from cattle and sheep (as Kant has said, or perhaps we could add lions and tigers (and rabbits - if one would include man’s sexual appetite and his desire to proliferate)). It is only through the use of freedom - which Spirit has provided us with from within, in combination with culture which has been purposively provided for us to live within (which provides us with judgments of taste, logical knowledge, and identity) - that we can give value, meaning, and purpose to life. And this value always stands in relation to our being in the world in time.
Science provides us with logical knowledge through the schematic participation in the productive imagination of Spirit. And art provides us with the skills which allow us to create-construct empirical ideas within the world. The “fine artist,” with the influence of genius, combines these two abilities whereby, through his participation in the productive imagination, he institutes ‘‘aesthetic ideas’’ which symbolize the ‘‘rational

ideas” and, thus, provide for the transition, within culture, to moral freedom. And this transition comes about through aesthetic reflective judgments of taste.

Judgments in art always rely on the particular taste of an individual. But this taste is always very much influenced by the interactions with “others” within one’s life. Kant says that one’s sense of taste: “the disinterested judgment of the form of an object (in nature or a work of art)” - is acquired through a learning-training process within one’s culture. He attributes this acquirement to the purposiveness of nature; where nature, through its beautiful forms and also, through its influence upon the genius (through spirit), and aiding him to acquire taste (through culture) - promotes harmony in one’s judgments, and thus a sort of sensis communis within one’s culture.

The fine artist, through his examples, thus allows, not only for the constant input of new expansive ideas, and the ability for renewal and change within one’s culture; but also for the influx of ideas to enter from outside of his culture, or identity structure, allowing those within his culture to think on a more universal level. Through his productions, when they are affective-effective and universalizable, the artist, in a sense, then, allows one to transcend the relatively fixed identities and laws of one’s culture. Hence, it is through the productions-archetypes-exemplars of the fine artist that the “ultimate purpose,” which man attributes to nature (culture), aids man in the infinite progress of reason toward the “highest good in the world that we are to achieve through freedom” (CJ, §91, 462). And the “final purpose,” postulated as achievable through the infinite progression of the spirit of man in the world, is possible only in time. There can be no “end” (of time).

Consequently, for Kant, there is no heaven or hell. For with such ideas as these as the basis for one’s judgment there can be no true freedom - in the sense of acting in the name of duty (moral feeling or respect). Only when we act out of respect for the moral law within can we act out of “love” for the good-in-itself in “others” and in the “self.”

Love, for Kant, is a beautiful interest, and it is achievable only through, what he calls, the “highest feeling” (respect). But it is still judging by one’s interest in an other’s existence. It is the free sharing of one’s will with an other, but it still does not allow for true freedom, nor true appreciation of the essence of beauty-in-itself, nor true respect for the good-in-itself which we must always strive to realize by acting universally. But does not Kant go a bit too far here?

He has already indicated to us that although the command to “Love God and thy neighbor as thyself” is the “law of laws,” man can never reach such genuine love,” just as one can never act “perfectly” out of respect for the moral law within (which one could assume is the law mentioned above). For man “can never be free from desires and inclinations which because they rest on physical causes, do not of themselves agree with the moral law” (CPrR, V, 83, 190). He has mentioned that this law of the Gospel can only serve as an “archetype” (or we could say “parable”) to guide our actions by. Why does he insist that respect must precede love? Can they not come about together? Does not respect, in a sense, follow from our intellectual liking (love) for something’s/someone’s existence? Should we not be concerned about the existence and welfare of something/someone that we love? By relating all of our “pure” judgments as arising out of an original “disinterest” does not this contradict what I have just mentioned, i.e., that we can never be free of our sensual inclinations and desires? Such inclinations will always be involved in any judgment we make. All we can do is strive to rise above them, even Kant admits, through our “mental attunement,” or taste, acquired through culture. But even this “striving” would seem to indicate a sense of both love and respect for an “other” - which does, indeed, transcend his/her identity (and alterity) and one’s own. But why should such a love not include an interest in the loved one’s existence?

“Nature” has never been more for Kant than an imaginary product of an inconceivable Good - which we “participate” in through our judgments involving: imagination, understanding and practical reason. But somehow we become aroused by “our” imaginary exhibitions to formulate (schematize) concepts and to strive (through following “universalizable” maxims) to reach the Good (or the highest Love) - the supersensible which is at the root of theoretical and practical reason. The essence of the subject would, then, appear to be the productive imagination, whereby one formulates one’s “personality” (disposition) through acting upon the knowledge gained through schema and symbols, already provided, which give mankind and nature value.

As such, the genius will lead mankind as a whole to the highest good in the world - a world” in which a lot of “happy” peoples will be ever more remote from nature” (CJ, §60, 232). But they will live together as of “one and the same people [under] the law-governed constraint coming from highest culture with the force and rightness of a free nature that feels its own value” (Ibid.).

This would seem to be nothing less than the postulated end of absolute Identity of all men in the “world.” By postulating such an Identity is he not going against what he has said in “The End of All Things,” i.e., that perpetual change and transformation must take place in order to have infinite progress? And why should man have to be ever more remote from nature? That is, unless he destroys it all? We are approaching the sublime.
Kant states in Observations on the Sublime and the Beautiful “[T]rue virtue can be grafted only on principles which are nobler and more sublime the more universal they are. These principles are not speculative rules but the consciousness of a feeling that lives in every human breast and that extends far wider than if based on particular motives of sympathy and amiability.”
 And as soon as this affectation for humanity has risen to its proper universality it has become sublime, but also colder.”
 
Why should anyone want to strive to be a cold hormone-less “happy” soul? By turning sensuality into an illusion has Kant not sucked the life out of man? And God? Turning him/Him into some kind of rule-making mechanism, that has no need of anything “other” than Itself? And where is freedom? By postulating a “happy” absolute, “sublime” End for man, what is left to give rules and value to, besides this “dead” Self? And why should “the law” be any more, or less, “real” than the “illusion” of sensuality? Though we would have to admit that Kant’s is a philosophy of love, it seems as though he has taken the heart out. But I wonder if this is so....

We shall now take a brief glance at a comparison between Kant’s “practical reason” as it is manifested through the genius (which must include passionate philosophers) and Ebreo’s “extraordinary reason.” (See fn1 of my Intro., pp. 69-71].

As we have seen, Ebreo holds that God is Love, and as such, is the ground of all that is - including all existent beings and knowledge of them. Love of God is forever connected with a passionate desire to gain whatever knowledge we lack of God. But some are more passionate than others in this vocation and these are the men who are possessed with “extraordinary reason.

These are the men who are driven to go beyond “ordinary reason” - which is merely a “logical reason” of identity and difference, i.e., it is the reason through which one strives to preserve the “self” and the benefits associated with this identity.

“Extraordinary reason” would seem to be a cross between an extreme form of love (both passionate and intellectual - which Ebreo represents with ‘Philo’) in which one desires to consummate one’s “self” with an “other” loved one (which Ebreo represents with ‘Sophia’, “wisdom”); and a purely intellectual love of God. When under the spell of this extraordinary reason, one is faced with an “other” which is “unpossessable” but which drives him, nonetheless, to experience the most heart-wrenching torments in seeking “her.” The lover loses his “self” (or at least the pleasures and “knowledge” that coincide with this “self”) in the all-consuming aim of expanding his “knowledge” of “the loved one.” And ultimately, this love is connected with the goal of achieving a noble end in the world.

Does this sound a bit similar to Kant when he says, “By inclination I am an enquirer. I feel a consuming thirst for knowledge, the unrest which goes with the desire to progress in it, and satisfaction at every advance in it. [In the midst of this enquiry] I learned to honor man, and I would find myself....useless....if I did not believe that this attitude of mine can give a worth to all others in establishing the rights of mankind.”
 Need one say more? As much as Kant tries to deny his “passionate” inclination, in his other works, I think one would have to agree that “it” is there.

And although Kant did not emphasize the passionate aspect of his philosophy, at least he had the “guts” to stand up to the representatives of power and identity, and to say what he felt had to be said.
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17) R. Scruton, Ibid, p. 150.





18) Ibid, p. 130.


 


19) J. Zarmmito, p. 44 fn156, quotes from Kant’s Reflection 369 and 499, found in Kant’s Gesamnelte Schriften Herausgegeben von der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1902-83), usually called the Akademie-Ausgabe (A.A.), 15:144, 217.


 


20) M. Hulse, in the Introduction to his translation of J.W. Goethe’s Sorrows of Young Werther, (N.Y.: Penguin Group, 1989), p. 17, points out that Goethe’ s works reflect an awareness of the conflict between individual and society, and that this conflict remained unresolved within himself. However, one should recognize that Goethe, after all, was a Doctor of Law; and following a period of reflection after the French Revolution Goethe writes: “Only Law can give us Freedom” (Ibid.). Perhaps this reflects his reading of Kant.





21) J. Zammito, p. 10.





22) M. Hulse, p. 17.





23) J. Zammito, p. 13.





24) J. Zammito, p. 6.





25) J. Zammito, pp. 20, 343.





26) From Kant’s Prolegomena, found in C. Friedrich’s The Philosophy of Kant, (N.Y.: Random House, 1977), p. 44. This is an edited version of Kant’s moral and political writings.





27) Ibid.


 


28) Cited in L. Beck, Early German Philosophy (Cambridge: Harvard U. Pr., 1969); J. Zammito, p.30 fn74.





29) Kant, Reflection 622 (1760s), A.A. 15:268; J. Zammito, p.31, fn88.





30) Kant Reflection 897 (late 1770s), A.A. 15:392; J. Zammito, p. 43, fn148.





31) Kant, Reflection 2387, (1755-6); J. Zammito, p. 21, fn2l.





32) J. Zammito, p. 41, fn139. Zammito points out that such authorities, as P. Menzer (in Kants Asthetik in ihrer Entwicklung, Berlin: Akademie, 1952, p. 87), were mystified” by Kant’s choice to depart from the majority of the “wise” men who, though they shared his “cold-blooded view of reason,” chose not to reject the idea of genius in science. Zammito says that, “What Menzer missed was Kant’s outrage at the excesses of the ‘Sturm und Drang’ cult of genius, and hence the polemical slant behind the theory of genius Kant constructed” (Zammito, fn139, p. 358-9).





33) Kant, Reflection 899 (late 1770s), A.A. 15:393; J. Zammito, p. 43, fn150.





34) Kant, Reflection 767 (1772-3), A.A. 15:334; J. Zammito, p.37 fn119 states, “The parenthetical remark was lined out later by Kant, but it is the most revealing passage in the ‘Reflection”’ (Ibid, p. 358).





35) Kant, Reflection 771 (1774-5), A.A. 15:337; J. Zammito, p. 38, fn126.





36) Kant, Reflection 921 (late 1770s), A.A. 15:406; J. Zammito, p.44, fn152.





37) A. Schopenhauer, On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason, (trans. E.F.J. Payne, La Salle, ILL: Open Court Publ. Co., 1974) p. 105.





38) This relates to Kant’s idea of the “ultimate purpose” of spirit (‘Geist’) in nature (in the world). “Geist is the active principle; ‘soul’ is what is animated. Geist is the source of animation and can be derived from nothing prior (Kant, Reflection 934 (1776-8), A.A. 15:326; J. Zammito, p. 304, fn59). Kant states that:





    Because spirit involves the universal, it is so to speak ‘divinae particula aurae’ [a particular emanation of the divine] and it is created out of universal spirit. That is why spirit has no specific properties; rather according to the different talents and sensibilities it affects, it animates in varying ways, and, because these are so manifold, every spirit has something unique. One ought to say not that it belongs to genius. It is the unity of the World soul (‘Weltseele’) (Reflection 938 (1776—8), A.A. 15:326; J. Zammito, p. 304, fn60).








39) By this we can see the relation, of the “aesthetic idea” (or “archetype”) produced by the genius, to the Platonic idea of “Khora” which has been discussed in my Letter fn14). However, Kant does not limit this ability to formulate “archetypes” only to cultures with written language. Genius is “the guardian and guiding spirit that each person is given as his own at birth, and to whose inspiration [‘Eigebung’] those original ideas are due” (CJ, §46, 308). I shall try to show that this ability - to create archetypes - which we all possess, is related to one’s freedom in choosing one’s maxims of duty according to the universal law which we feel within, i.e., the maxim one chooses becomes an archetype for others, depending on the universality judged to be inherent in the maxim. This “judged universality” will vary according to one’s culture and will be influenced by inter-communication with other cultures.





40) See fn27 of my Introduction where I have tried to relate Kant’s notion of the active process involved in the productive imagination to Freud’s idea of an “unconscious consciousness”; and to Young’s idea of an awareness of something (‘Gestalt’), and an the ability to interpret it, which follows from the synthesis of the manifold in imagination - separately from the synthesis with the understanding and apperception. Thus, we have a form of “consciousness” in reflective judgments which is perhaps “unintentional” i.e., the purposiveness of the “form” (‘Gestalt’) for our “awareness” does not belong to the subject but only to the nature within the subject (CJ, 151 First Intro., XII, 251’). I will try to relate this to Merleau-Ponty’s notion of the “synergic body” in Chapter II.





41) This refers to the recognition of a concept in one’s mind apart from having to “see” it in the world, i.e., the productive imagination has already apprehended and associated, compared and interpreted the “image” to a wealth of other images, which allows us to freely think about “it” (the “empirical concept”) in time in imagination.





42) Saussure, like Kant, understands language as a social institution relative to one’s historical position in time - and changes accordingly. By this, I am comparing Kant’s idea of “a language both dead and scholarly” to Saussure’s notion of “la langue.” And Kant’s reference to “living language” - language which is always undergoing transformation - could be compared to Saussure’s denotation for “la parole.”


    See also Merleau-Ponty’s “Indirect Language and the Voices of Silence” where he distinguishes between “empirical language” and “creative language,” whereby, the former follows from the latter (The Merleau-Ponty Aesthetics Reader, 82). We shall discuss this further in Chapter II.





43) Although I feel that the “sublime” is indeed an essential part of this “Critique,” it does not fit into the schem(a) of this section - which will be concerned with the “objective purposiveness” of nature. Kant himself says that because the concept of the sublime “indicates nothing purposive whatever in nature” but “merely” a purposiveness that we feel within ourselves “entirely independent of nature    [this] separates our ideas of the sublime completely from the idea of a purposiveness of ‘nature,’ and turns the theory of the sublime into a mere appendix to the aesthetic judging of the purposiveness of nature” (§23, 246). However, I will just note here that, like judgments of beauty, “a judgment about the sublime in nature requires culture” and “has its foundation in human nature: in something that, along with common sense, we may require and demand from everyone” (§29, 265). The “feeling” within ourselves, that results from the sublime, Kant says, is “the predisposition to the feeling for (practical) ideas, i.e., to moral feeling,” namely, “respect” for the moral law (Ibid.).





44) I will try to demonstrate the relation of judgments of taste to the constitution of our maxims within culture in time. [See also, my fn39 this section]. One may also refer to Robin Scott’s “Kant and the Objectification of Aesthetic Pleasure,” Kant-Studien 80 (1989): pp. 81-92.





45) By using the hyphen in “in-determinate” I am indicating a relative indeterminacy. This has to do with what has already been mentioned, that there is an “unintentional” awareness involved in a judgment of taste which connects it to the objective purposiveness of nature for “arousing” us and making us aware of its “form” [See my fn40 above]. It also has to do with the intermediacy of the representative archetypes which give us an in-direct access to the “rational ideas,” and which aid us in determining our universal maxims.





46) By saying “beyond” I am not referring to something “beyond being” or beyond the universe. It only refers to the “beyond” which a well-said metaphor, or piece of art, leads us to - a feeling of transcendence which lies within us - which no analytic circular definition can help us realize.





47) It will be interesting to note here that Kant says: “Everything that shows stiff regularity (close to mathematical regularity) runs counter to taste because it does not allow us to be entertained for long by our contemplation of it; instead it bores us” (CJ, §22, General Comment, 242).


 


48) “Pure” understanding may also be included here, if we include the “talents” of the scientist, as “continuing to increase the perfection of our cognitions and of all the benefits that depend on these” (CI, §47, 309).





49) A concept of sensibility would refer to the relatively “unintentional” and therefore “unconscious conscious apprehension and interpretation, etc. of an empirical concept, made possible by the objective purposiveness of nature to make all human’s “conscious” - though they do not necessarily have to “think” productively or creatively on their own. As Kant points out in What Is Enlightenment? (Beck, Kant on History, 4), political and clerical guardians like to keep their “cattle dumb and placid, under their complete control. This would seem the easiest way to keep an identity and power structure in tact - without resistance. In reply to these “guardians,” Kant makes a plea for all men to strive to realize their freedom, to take responsibility upon themselves, and to take part in the advancement of ideas, i.e. to have the courage to think a little bit for themselves and to make their thoughts known. He feels that sometimes it may be necessary to overcome “personal despotism” or “tyrannical oppression” by revolution. But this can never lead to true reform or new ways of thinking. “Rather, new prejudices will serve as well as old ones to harness the great unthinking masses” (Ibid.). Kant feels that the best way to fight the system is from within, by arguing, making injustices publicized, standing up for one’ s rights and beliefs. But he says one should still obey. Kant is one of the first great thinkers to appeal for the achievement of freedom, of all, by non-violent means.


    We will see the necessity of the artist to create the examples, i.e. “archetypes” (in fine art and in the humanities) to “plant the seeds of freedom,” and thus, to provide the incentive for more people to make judgments of taste, and ultimately, more responsible decisions. Kant says that it is apparent in nature that once the seeds of freedom have been planted, and the public is allowed to think for themselves, the people gradually become capable of handling their freedom. And it is to a government’s best advantage, in the end, to treat its citizens, who are now more than mere machines, with respect and dignity.





50) I say relatively direct access to the categories because no one can be in absolute contact with the categories. The “contact” is made through the mediation of the schema, produced by the already well-disciplined imagination of the “talented” and broad-minded scientist (CI, §40, 294 & §47, 309).





51) Kant, Reflection 209, A.A. 15:80 and 681, A.A. 15:303; J. Zammito p. 51, fn26.


 


52) Kant, Reflection 638, A.A. 15:276; J. Zammito, p. 50, fn25.


 


53) Kant, Reflection 683, A.A. 15:304; J. Zammito, p. 51, fn28.





54) See my pp. 94, 102-3 & CPR, A189-90/B234-5 & CPrR, V, 22 & CJ, §17 & §49.





55) See fn50 above.


 


56) Kant distinguishes both forms of hypotyposes (intuitive presentations: schema and symbols) from “characterizations” or logical “signs,” which he says “contain nothing whatever that belongs to the intuition of the object” (CJ, §59, 352). They only function, he says, as a subjective means of reproducing concepts in accordance with the imagination’ s law of association - which occurs in the passive reproductive imagination. They “express” concepts, but they are always either mere words, or visible (algebraic or even mimetic) signs - by which I suppose he includes such things as road and direction signs (or maps?).


 


57) F. Lyotard, Lessons on the Analytic of the Sublime, (trans. E. Rottenberg, Stanford: Stanford U. Pr., 1994) p. 3.





58) As it should be clear by now, Kant can only provide an “archetype” for “knowing” the Good. We can choose to follow his example, and take it further, or not.


 


59) F. Lyotard, Lessons on the Analytic of the Sublime, p. 6.


 


60) This quote of P. Moyaert [from his “Schzophrenie et paranoia,” in A. Vergote/ P. Moyaert (eds.), Psychoanalyse: l‘homme et ses destins, Louvain/ Paris, Editions Peeters, 1993, p. 261] is used by R. Visker in “UnEuropean Desires: Toward a Provincialism without Romanticism” [See my Intro., fn15] p. 4. It is used, by Visker, in reference to the “collective body” of “the European” - who/which, supposedly, in “search” of “the absolute norm of truth” - has, in the meantime, provided the “savage” (i.e., non-European) with the benefits of “it” (i.e., “the truth”). Visker asks, “[I]s Europe not in the depths of psychosis? A gaze which distorts everything it observes; a hand which shatters everything it touches; [....] a continent which infected everything it came in contact with - is it any wonder that such a Europe has cane to hate itself, that it takes its own body to be the source of all evil, and has radically divested itself of this body which, as Paul Moyaert puts it, ‘produces nothing good any longer, having become one undifferentiated shit factory”’


    The “core of this complex [i.e., the European psychosis],” Visker informs us, “is a mistaken conception of alterity” (Ibid, 9). Apparently, “[t]he other [i.e., “the non-European”] appears, for me [i.e., “the European”], as something which withdraws in principle from my possibility of being” (Ibid, 10). For example, “I” (“me and my European body”] can not be an “Indian.” But, Visker asks, “[W]here would the Indian be if not ‘for’ my [European] consciousness?” (Ibid. 11) By which one could suppose that, if an “Indian” were to read this statement (even if s/he grew up in “Europe”), s/he would be rather “enlightened.” But one can also wonder: Where would “the European” be without “my” [whoever’s] consciousness?


    “The appearance of the other [i.e., ‘the Other’],” Visker states, “implies a necessary and non-phenomenalizable nixnent” (Ibid.). Thus, he tries to relate this problem of “the other” (non-European) to “the other” in oneself - in one s phenomenal body. That is, he relates “the other” in all men’s bodies - to an absolute alterity, i.e., to an “Other” which we cannot know, but yet, we all [Europeans and non-Europeans] have our Different ways of “Knowing” It. He mentions a “transcendental violence” by which the “known” (self-identity) arises with, and, at the same time, “covers” the “unknown” (the other) allowing “us” to have phenomenality. “I cannot let the other appear to ‘me’ without committing this violence against him” (Ibid.). This “violence” opens the relation with the other, and yet it also closes it - the absolute Otherness of the other must be preserved, if only to preserve one s own Identity, or, what Visker refers to as one’s “rootedness.” “For it is my rootedness which makes me a foreigner [from the Other] and - for example - a European” Ibid., 13) - as opposed to, for example, a German (i.e., a member of the ‘Third Reich’ -- see (a) below), or a “Freiburger,” or a “Hamburger,” one could suppose.


    Visker utilizes Heidegger’s jargon of “authenticity” (‘Eigentlichkeit’ - see (b) below) to demonstrate that we need not less but more uprootedness to fill our “lack” (of “knowledge”) for “it is in uprootedness - and only there - that we are truly at home” (Ibid, 14). In response to those who would seek a universality of truth through opening to the other, Visker quotes Verhoeven [Wonen en thuis zijn. Aantekeningen bij ‘Bouwen Wonen Denken’ van Martin Heidegger, in J, DeVisscher & R. DeSaeger (eds.), Architectuur in het denken van Martin Heidegger, Nijmegen, 1991, p. 103]: “It does not much matter where we live, but we do have to live ‘somewhere’; and this ‘somewhere’ is never the entire world [....] The evil of cosmopolitanism is that it ignores the concreteness of this ‘somewhere,’ and the evil form of provincialism makes of this ‘somewhere’ the whole world.” Accordingly, Visker feels that, “Europe, as is by now understood, is as much the name of a specific culture as it is the name of a ‘spiritual shape’ which concerns all humanity” (Ibid, 15). And, conversely, “Europe is simultaneously the name for a certain way of dealing with a lack - in humility [?] rather than superiority - and the name of a certain lack” (Ibid, emphasis and “?” added). It is a lack filled by “the absolute norm for truth” which the European sets for Himself. “Only a God could abduct Europe; only a God can save it” (Ibid.). Perhaps Visker can!


    But is not Visker, through his ideas for radical conservatism, injecting more poison into an already malignant wound? Will we soon be in need of another Thucydides - to write “the [hi]story of how the most humane of ancient states descended into an abyss of cynicism and cruelty”? [See my “Letter” p. 8].


    To return to Kant, Kant is one of those “evil” cosmopolitans - which Verhoeven mentioned. But he does not think the world (i.e., nature) is a “shit factory.” In fact this is what he was trying to overcome - such people who, through their dogmatic identities and fanatical conservatism, sought to impose their tyrannical rules upon everyone else who did not “fit in.” A world without freedom, without the possibility of universal thought and action, would probably be considered a “giant shit factory” for Kant.


    With such contemporary “European” (& “American”) policies as: stripping the earth of its beautiful and essential resources for the use and pleasure of a “significant” few (raping the resources of “Third World” countries while giving them Rationality); their conglomeration of massive stockpiles (i.e., trillions of tons) of nuclear and other hazardous/poisonous waste; their general view of the earth as one giant sewer for the indiscriminate disposal of their garbage and waste; the continued use of propaganda and commercialism to promote more such waste (in the interest of material profit and the preservation of power and identity) -- the earth being merely that “unhappy” planet, whose natural (dis)pleasures one has to bear (as comfortably as possible) while waiting for an everlasting “happy” life in some Euro-Christian Heaven.. .all of this would tend to give one distaste, if not outright disgust, for nature - and especially for anyone who must “live” within a “European body.” Is it any wonder why so many people are psychotic and want to die rather than live with the “shit” put out for them by a bunch of “petite intellectuelles” in support of a dead European Identity - at the expense of appreciation and respect for the “other” in all of us, i.e., at the expense of an expansion of knowledge and education through transformation of thoughts, ideas and “identities,” through inter-communication and inter-subjectivity, and through adaptation to the changing conditions of the world?


    It is obvious by now that Kant appreciated the beautiful in nature. He saw the necessity, however, of man giving nature meaning and value through his aesthetic judgments of beauty, and through his moral actions, to raise nature, or at least the nature in man, from the status of being a dogmatically-mechanically determined, fanatically manipulated, non-thinking “shit factory.” The ability to find and give beauty and meaning to nature is related to a learning and training process, in one’s culture, but the feeling for the beautiful and the good are always free - they come from the spirit within. It is not the identity (or alterity) that matters so much, for Kant, as that one should only respect the “other” (the spirit) - within all of nature and within all men, and to act appropriately with regard to that “other.” We shall see that love also plays an important role, along with respect and purposiveness, in elevating man and nature above the level of a “shit factory.”


    “The admiration for the beauty of nature, as well as the emotion aroused by the so diverse purposes of nature [....] have something about them similar to a ‘religious’ feeling” (CJ, §91, 482, fn105). Such feelings inspire us, from within, to a free contemplation of the essence of being “beyond/beneath” identity structures, allowing us to transcend the realm of analytic identity and understanding. “For I know that intuitions are given to the senses of man, and that his understanding brings them under a concept and hence under a rule. I know that this concept contains only the certain characteristics (and omits the particular) and hence is [never more than] discursive” (CII, §91, 484). Finally, “God is not a being outside me [i.e., God is not “above and beyond being”], but merely a thought in me. God is the morally practical reason legislating for itself. Therefore there is only one God in me, about me, above me” (Kant’s Opus postumum, ed. Erich Adickes (Berlin: Reuther & Reichard, 1920), p. 819...Quoted by L. Beck, Intro, to Kant’s CPrR, p. 48).


    The only way God can save us is if we seek him within, that is, if we “think” a little bit...(beyond the dead Language games put out by “The European” Intellectual)... i.e., through recognition of the “other” in all of us.





a) One of the tragic horrors in the history of man resulted from Hegel’s twisting of the Kantian ideas of purpose and progress - which pertained to all men in world - to defend a German, White, Pseudo-Christian Idealistic Identity while saying that Jews (and all Others that did not “fit in”) were “im Kote”:





    “The Jewish multitude was bound to wreck his [Jesus’ [?] (and one could assume Hegel’s-Heidegger’s-Hitler’s)] attempt to give the consciousness of something divine, for faith in something divine, something great, cannot make its home in feces [‘im Kote’; ‘Kot’: “filth, mire, dung, excrement”]” (G.W.F. Hegel, Theological Writings, trans. E.M. Knox (Philadelphia: U. of PA Pr., 1971)...Quoted in M. Taylor’s Altarity, Chicago: U. of Chicago Pr., 1987, p. 4).








b) See especially T.W. Adorno’s The Jargon of Authenticity (trans. by K. Tarnowski and F. Will, Evanston: Northwestern U. Pr., 1973). Adorno states:





    The jargon, which in Heidegger’ s phenomenology of small talk earned an honored position, marks the adept, in their own opinion, as untrivial and of higher sensibility; while at the same time that jargon calms the constantly festering suspicion of uprootedness (18).





And:





    In the jargon that division between the destructive and the constructive, with which fascism had cut off critical thought, comfortably hibernates. Simply to be there becomes the merit of the thing.


    [….] The jargon secularizes the German readiness to view men’s positive relation to religion as something immediately positive, even when the religion has disintegrated and been exposed as something untrue. The undiminished irrationality of rational society encourages people to elevate religion into an end in itself, without regard to content [....] One needs only to be a believer - no matter what he believes in. Such irrationality has the same function as putty. The jargon of authenticity inherits it, in the childish manner of Latin primers which praise the love of the fatherland in-itself - which praise the ‘viri patriae amantes,’ even when the fatherland in question covers up the most atrocious deeds (21).





    Are we wrong to fear that Visker and Verhoeven (Moyaert?) are following in the footsteps of “the 4 H’s” (Herder, Hegel, Heidegger and Hitler)? Is the ‘Sturm und Drang’ rising again (see my p. 97) - perhaps under the guise of minor power struggles within the “E.C.” (European Community)? C.V.P.? H.I.W.? What exactly is entailed in Visker’s and De Dijn’s theory of “tolerance”? (See Visker’s “Transcultural Vibrations,” p. 14 fn32); i.e., what is involved in “bringing” the Other to a recognition of His “lack”?


    In reply to them I enclose the following “archetype” for The Authentic Community. [I am not saying all of this to be cruel and sarcastic; I am merely requesting that these gentlemen (who I do respect and who I have learned a lot from) think - on a more universal level - about what they are trying to accomplish. My only hope is that they will use their intelligence to strive for more universal goals - beyond the limitations of their “self”-imposed identities].
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61) This is not to say that “taste can be acquired by imitating someone else’s. For taste must be an ability one has oneself; and although someone who imitates a model may manifest skill insofar as he succeeds in this, he manifests taste only insofar as he can judge that model himself. From this, however, it follows that the highest model, the archetype of taste, is a mere idea, an idea which everyone must generate within himself and by which he must judge any object of taste, any example of someone’s judging by taste, and even the taste of everyone else” (CI, §17, 232).


    This notion of “examples” providing the basis for our archetypes, and vice versa, would go along with Canetti’s idea that there is a rivalry” which occurs betwixt the works (i.e., examples) produced by individuals - that is the works which “contain the greatest measure of life” (Canetti, 278) [see my pp. 6 & 7]. This “rivalry” for truth is what allows for the spirit of man to survive into future generations. I have suggested that “this is the tradition, the ancestors, the ‘life’ that gives us, in a sense, ‘food for the spirit”’ in relation to Canetti’s remarks (Ibid.).


    One can ‘see” this life manifested, perhaps most abundantly, in the works of the “poet” (= Gr. ‘poietees’, “poetic” = Gr. ‘poietikos’). Kant states that, ‘Among all the arts ‘poetry’ holds the highest rank. […. It] fortifies the mind: for it lets the mind feel its ability - free, spontaneous, and independent of natural determination. [....] Poetry plays with illusion [....] using illusion to deceive us, for poetry tells us that its pursuit is mere play, though this play can still be used purposively by the understanding for its business” (CJ, §53, 327—8). “[In playing the poet] provides food for the understanding and gives life to its concepts by means of the imagination” (CJ, §51, 321).


    If we view this notion of the “poet” as an exemplar of the “nous poietikos in all of us, in contrast to Aristotle’s notion of “it” - as being only manifested in “deliberative-calculative knowledge - we can also see the relation to Nietzsche’s ideas of the “Apolline” force which underlies the illusion and deception which covers the sublime abyss of “Dionysiac” will. We could say that it is through the “poietik” (“Apolline”) force in all of us, that we are able to purposively “bring together all those innumerable illusions of the beauty of appearance, which at each moment make life worth living and urge us to experience the next moment” (Nietzsche, Birth of Tragedy, 117).





... .Or perhaps could we say “it” is “Love”? 





62) From Kant’s Lose Blatter, (Reicke ed.), II, pp. 139-40. Quoted by L. Beck in Intro, to CPrR, p. 30. By this I am referring to Sartre’s “existential” notion that man is “condemned to be free.”





63) I am not saying by this that “understanding” in-itself is a dead realm. I am merely indicating, along with Kant, that as long as understanding remains “trapped” in a realm of analytic logicity and fixed identity “it” is dead. That is to say, it is hoped by Kant that scientist’s will continue to “increase the perfection of our cognitions ... . .all the benefits that depend on these, as well as.... imparting that knowledge to others” (CI, §47, 309). Kant himself distinguishes between the realm of “dead and scholarly” language (which contains the rules and grammar) and “living” (used, expansive) language (Ca, §17, 231, fn49). The universe is always wide open for new “discoveries,” i.e., new “life.” 


 


64) With an interest in clarity, in this quote, I have combined the translations-interpretations of both W. Pluhar and J. Meredith (Oxford: Clarendon, 1964) - as it has been quoted by J. Zammito, p.291.


 


65) Kant, Anthropology From a Pragmatic Point of View. Transl. M.J. Gregor. The Hague:	Nijhoff, 1974., §28: p.45. Quoted in J. Zammito, p. 87 fn125. 





66) See my p. 99, fn31.





67) In the sentence above, I have quoted f run the Pluhar transl. of Kant’s The Critique of Judgment, “First Introduction to the Critique of Judgment,” p.	251’; while the quote footnoted is the same quote found in J. Meridith (Oxford: Clarendon, 1964)....as utilized by J. Zammito in The Genesis of Kant’s Critique of Judgment, p. 275.





I have, thus, changed the word “present” (used in the first quote) to “represent” (in the second quote). Both words are interpretations of the German word ‘Vorstellung.’ The point to be made is that the ‘Geistesgefuhl’ “presents” to us the sublimity (of “objects”), while the artist (genius) “represents” the sublime “rational ideas” to us through “aesthetic ideas.” 





68) Albert Camus, Neither Victims Nor Executioners, as quoted by Rhonda P. La Cocq in The Radical Thinkers. India: Sri Aurobindo Ashram Pr., 1972, p.24.
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70) Kant. Observations on the Sublime and the Beautiful, as quoted by L. Beck in Kant’s CPrR, V, 117, p. 221, fn40.


 


71) Kant. Observations of the Sublime and Beautiful, as quoted by Crowther in The Kantian Sublime: From Morality to Art (Oxford: Clarendon Pr., 1989), p. 11.
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Elohim City's founder, Robert Millar (front), adheres to a  Elison (rear), former leader of a white-supremacist para-
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ELOHIM CITY, Okla. —
Robert Millar _slowed as he
reached a clearing in the dense
‘woods on the side of his mountain.

Slightly out of breath from the
quarter-mile hike, the 70-year-old
leader of Elohim City — “Elo-
him” is Hebrew for God —
stopped at the foot of a grave dec-
orated with red and white plastic
flowers.

On a white cross, held in place by
small red stones, was the name
Richard W. Snell. Snell, a white su-
premacist and murderer, was exe-

cuted by Arkansas on April 19,
1995 — the same day an ammoni-
um nitrate bomb exploded outside
the federal building in Oklahoma
City, killing 169 persons.

“The funeral home put him in a
casket and we put him in the back
of the van at midnight and we
brought him back here.” said Mil-
lar, who served as Snell’s spiritual
adviser.

Though Snell has been laid to
rest, the questions about this
white-separatist religious commu-
nity in the rugged Ozark foothills
of eastern Oklahoma have not.

W Elohim City came under

See QUESTIONS, A-14, Col. 1

Questions persist
about Oklahoma
white separatists

Continued from A-1

serutiny after it was revealed last
May that bombing suspect Timo-
thy MeVeigh had phoned there two
weeks before the blast. McVeigh
was allegedly calling for a former
licutenant in the West German
army who was living at the com-
pound.

W A few days before the bomb-
ing. McVeigh called the law office
of Kirk Lyons. who is prominent
in the right-wing extremist
ment. Lyons. of Black Mou
N.C. represents numerous ex
ist groups. including Elohim City

B Two weeks after the OKl
homa City bombing, James El
som, the former leader of the now-
defunet Covenant, the Sword and
the Arm of the Lord — a white-su-
premacist paramilitary compound
near the Missouri-Arkansas bor-
der — showed up at Elohim City.

Ellison, who served several years
in prison for weapons offenses and
racketeering, arrived May 4 and on
May 19 married Millar's 27-year-
old granddaughter.

W Elohim City surfaced again in
November when four members of
a national militia were arrested in
Oklahoma for allegedly plotting to
‘bomb several buildings.

According 10 federal documents,
the four planned to “practice” at
Elohim City.

Millar acknowledged knowing
one of the militiamen but said he
knew nothing about the alleged
plan.

The Oklahoma City bombing
oceurred not only on the same date
that Snell was executed but also on
the second anniversary of the fire
at the Branch Davidian compound
in Waco, Texas. Italso was 10 years
10 the day after a federal raid on
the Covenant. the Sword and the
Arm of the Lord.

Residents of Elohim City say the
coincidences are meaningless. They
say they are peaceful. religious
people, thrust into the spotlight by
a government and media that don't
understand them.

Others — including federal au-
thorities and those who monitor
the right-wing extremist movement

aren't so sure.

Richard W. Snell, a white supremacist and
murderer executed last year, is buried in
Elohim City. Robert Millar, the community's
leader (above), was Snell's spiritual adviser.

They wonder about the possible
tie between Elohim City and
McVeigh. They wonder what Elli-
son is doing at the compound. And
they wonder if there is more signi-
icance to the April 19 date than

_originally believed.

“I think this thing about the
dates is really weird.” said Kerry
Noble.the former second-in-comi-
mand of the Covenant

Noble served more than two
years in prison for conspiracy to
Possess unlawful weapons and now
s speaking out against right-wing
extremists.

Noble also believes that Ellison
being groomed as Millar's su
sor.

‘He could turn Elohim City into
another CSA (Covenant),” Noble
said. “Millar has complete confi-
dence in Jim. My belie is that he
will try to end up having Jim as
head of the entire right-wing

movement.”

Even Millar’s attorney is con-
cerned about Elohim City.

“I'm very. very upset about Elli-
son being there.” said Lyons, whose
other clients include Ku Klux Klan
members and numerous Waco sur-
vivors and victims’ families. “If El-
lison is out there trying to get back
into the right-wing business, he’s
going to take down a lot of inno-
cent people.”

But Ellison — in his first exten-

sive interview since he was impris-
oned in 1985 — said that neither he
nor anyone else at Elohim City is
up to anything illegal.

“I'm no threat to anybody,” Elli-
son said. “This place s no threat to
anybody. I'm here as a guest.”
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A six-mile, rutted dirt road leads
to the community 35 miles north-
west of Fort Smith, Ark. Post oak
and pine trees line the path, and
cattle roam freely.

“The 400-acre compound consists
of about 20 buildings, including a
small school and several mobile
homes, a logging business and a
dome-shaped polyurethane struc-
ture that residents use for their
daily worship.

“Things are different here.

Elohim City operates on its own
calendar and clock. Each year be-
gins with the spring equinox and
each day begins at noon. Millar
said the concept is found in the
Bible in Genesis and Deuterono-
my.

Residents adhere to a religious
doctrine called Christian Identity,
which contends that white Anglo-
Saxons, not Jews, are God's chosen
people. and that America, not Is-
rael, is the Promised Land.

According to Christian Identity,
Jews are Satan's children, and non:
whites are believed to’ be “pre-
Adamic,” a lower form of species
than white people.

Those who monitor right-wing
extremist groups say Millar is
probably the most  influential
Christian Identity leader in the
Great Plains.

“And the track record of vio-
lence_coming out of Christian
Identity is very strong,” said Mike
Reynolds, a researcher with Klan-
watch in Montgomery, Ala. “It is
the foundation for the American
jihad.

“They see themselves in a war.
It's not just a handful of people.
But even if it were, it’s not the
‘quantity that matters; its the inten-
sity. A thousand hard-core, under-
ground members bound by a reli-
gious zealotry that focuses on gov-
ernment and law enforcement as
the enemy can do extraordinary
damage for a considerable period
of time i this country.”

Millar said Christian Identity
followers aren't dangerous.

“We're about as dangerous as
Patrick Henry," he said. “In ideas
and thoughts and words. But mili-
tarily, no.”

Many Christian Identity follow-
ers, however, believe that the Unit-
ed States will come under attack,
leading to a race war that will end
with the second coming of Christ.
Only Christian Identity followers
will survive, they believe, and for
that reason, many have stockpiled
supplies.

“That way of thinking is racist,
say those who study extremist
movements

“The bottom line is that their
theology, their beliefs in who is
g00d, who is evil and who can be
redeemed, are all biologically —
‘meaning racially — determined,”
said Leonard Zeskind, a Kansas
City author who is writing a book
about extremist_groups. “That
means that they're racists in the
basic, most core meaning of the
term.”

Millar said Elohim City is not
racist. Its mission, he said, is to
‘maintain the “purity” of every race
and establish a place for Christians
to seck refuge.

“If there are race riots and inter-
national interference in America in
a military way, and a collapse of
the cconomic system, we project
that were going to be here to pro-
duce a sociological and political
and economic basis that will be vi-
able afterward.

Practicing polygamy?
Worship plays an integral part of
life at Elohim City. Each day at
noon, the community's faithful
hold & ceremony to give thanks for

the old day and invoke God's bless-
ing on the new.

In the church, a black assault
rifle was propped on a shelf along
with a US, flag, a Christian flag
and a Confederate flag. Hanging
above was a larger flag bearing the
design of a lion with a blood-
tipped sword raised in the left paw.
Millar said it represents the lion of
the tribe of Judah, an ancient He-
brew tribe from which he believes
he's descended.

When the ceremony began, a
young man in camouflage pants
picked up the assault rifle and car-
ried it to the door, where he stood
at attention.

“We usually have a young man
with a weapon at each door,” Mil-
lar explained later. “That meansit’s
a sacred time not to be interfered
with.”

AL the service, many clung to
worn Bibles, listening intently as
some went to the center of the
room to speak. Shouts of “amen”
and “hallelujah” filled the air.

“Yahuah reigns!” cried one man,
his right arm outstretched, palm
down. “Yahuah,” pronounced
“Yaw-hew-ah” here, is an Elohim
City word for God.

Millar, with a long, silver-gray
beard and thick hair, sat in the
back of the room with a micro-
phone, occasionally calling out in-

structions and requesting songs or

dances. His followers affectionately
call him “Grandpa” — he has 34
grandchildren, 25 of whom live at
Elohim,

Some men at the service were
clearly with mor than one woman.
Millar would not say whether he or
anyone at Elohim practiced
polygamy, but he did say that “we
would be open to accepting more
than one woman as a wife.”

“We teach that if a man slecps
with a woman, he should take re-
sponsibility for her the rest of her
life,” he said.

Dreams and visions

Millar’s life began in Ontario,

Canada, in 1926. He was raised in
what he called a progressive Men-
nonite faith. As a minister in his
early 20s, Millar said, he had a life-
altering experience. While on his
knees praying with two ministerial
students, he began 1o speak in
tongues.
“And when I went home, I felt
like 1 was drunk for about three
weeks. And I had dreams and vi-
sions about America, about Africa,
about India and Canada. And
many of the things I saw then have
‘come to pass.”

Millar said he moved to Okla-
homa City in 1951 after having a
vision. After preaching 10 years in
Oklahioma City, Millar went to
California for a year, then became
a pastor in Baltimore for 10 years.

“All the time I was in Baltimore,
1 felt I should come back to the
state of Oklahoma.” he said.

_ Millar moved to the isolated area
in 1973 with 17 persons. Today,
about 100 people from 15 familics
fiv there he aid. including his
four sons and most of his grand-
children. &

One son operates an over-the-
road trucking business. Another is
an independent contractor. The
others run trucking and loggi
businesses. e sene

Millar’s three daughters live clse-
where,

Millar didn't plan on naming the
community Elohim City: “I want-
ed something that didn't have a re-
ligious sound to it.”

He chose the name Counselor
Inc., after a Bible verse in Isaiah
9:6 that says, “and His name shall
be called (Wonderful,) Counselor,
(Mighty God,) Everlasting Father,
Prince of Peace” But when he
‘went to the thoma secretary of,
state’s office, he learned that a-
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computer database company had
that name.

“So I just reached in my head
and said, ‘Elohim."

Those who live at Elohim City
own their houses, Millar said, and
the church — incorporated ua
nonprofit organization — owns t
land. Over the years, the residents
have installed their own water and
sewer systems. They grow much of
their own food in organic gardens
and raise beef cattle, mil
and s

cows.

a lot more slf-suffcient.

“The more we require a cash
flow 10 exist, the less we arc inde-
pendent of the system.”

Another Waco?
Millar.and other Elohim City
idents are aware of the rumors
circulating about their community.

“The reports about us are just
ridiculous” said Millar's 27-year-
old son, David. “People have said
that we've got tanks and rocket
missiles. People have called us a
nudist colony, a religious cult, a
hate group and a love group. We've
even been called Love City.

One story going around Sallisa,
35 miles away, is that Elohim City
ordered several truckloads of ce-
ment a couple of years ago. Ac-
cording to the story, the cement
was used 10 build an underground
bunker.

“We have no need for that,” Mil-
lar said. “I sure could use the ce-
ment, but 1 wouldn't use it on
bunkers. But anyway, what threat
are bunkers to peopie? You can't
put them on wheels.

The plant manager of the Mid-
Continent Concrete Co. in Sallisaw
said his company had delivered ce-
ment to Elohim City, but “it wasn't
for anything like that.”

“They're just normal people.”
said Jesse “Kendrick. think
they're just sick and tired of the
government sticking their noses
into everybody's business. Just be-
cause they want to be leit alone
doesn't mean they're dangerous.™

Another story s that the folks at
Elohim City have arsenals.

None of it is true, Millar said.

“All of the weapons on this land
are privately owned, and they're all
legal,” he said. “Most of them are
hunting rifles 1 think they're called
‘mini-14s or something like that.”

During two lengthy visits t0 Elo-

not racist, leader says

him City by a reporter for The
Kansas City Star, no bunkers,
tanks or perimeter defenses werc
observed and only one assault rifle
‘was in plain view. News reports last
May, however, noted that weapons
Were prevalent.

“Sometimes, if we have reasons
10 believe we need to be on alert,
we carry them,” Millar said.

Though virtually all of the men
at Elohim City have guns, Millar
said, “most of the people living
around here have more guns per
capita than we have.” He added,
however, that if authorities at.
tempted to raid the compound,
“We would resist. We'd use every
legal means at our disposal.”
—Even the children know how to

“tise weapons, Millar said.

‘We have a lot of deer here.” he
said, smiling. “Most of our young
people are dead sho

that's what worries some au-
tHorities.
~*“Not only are the 20 to 30 adults
“atined out there, but you've got 50
Kids running around with guns,”
said a federal agent familiar with
“the compound who asked not to be
identified.
+*And you have to consider that
<ty g0 on survival training. Those
“hids out there are just as dangerous
“6f more dangerous than the adults
~They're not afraid of anything.”
“=Some authorities also fear that

Rﬂn City could turn into anoth-
/aco.

I anyone tried to raid the place,
“there could be the potential.” the

‘agent said. “The people who would

survive a raid on that place would
~have (0 go in with major force.”
“=Millar acknowledged that resi-
gents are well-versed in strategic
Zmaneuvers.

“We have a firing range down
that side of the mountain over
there.” he said. “When the young
people get an idea that they want
to practice, they will.”

‘King James’

Millar said he met Ellison when
he went to the Covenant com-
pound to speak in the early 1980s.

I was shocked.” he said, “being
met by a guy with a gun, a man in
camouflage. 1 thought. *What is
this? "

Before long, Millar said, he real-
ized that Ellison was “a man with
tremendous gifts and ability.” Mil-
lar later anointed Ellison as “King
James of the Ozarks” in a ceremo-
ny at the Covenant compound.

The federal raid of that com-
pound began on April 19, 1985
four months after a crackdown on
a neo-Nazi group called The
Order. Its leader, Robert Mathews,
was killed in a shootout with feder-
al agents in December 1984.

‘The Order, which had recruited
several members from the
Covenant, had funded its activities
by robbing banks and armored
cars. Several members were in-

volved in the June 1984 murder of
Alan Berg, a Jewish radio talk
show host in Denver.

During the Covenant siege. the
FBI contacted Millar and asked
him to help negotiate with Ellison.
When he got there, Millar said,
“Most of those people were ready
to die. They weren't cowed or any-
thing by 300 FBI people around
there...They were chuinped.

Ellison surrendered and received
a 20-year sentence on weapons and
racketeering charges. After a year
in prison, he agreed to become 4
witness for the prosecution in cx-
change for leniency in a 1988 Fort
Smith trial in which Snell and 13
other white supremacists had been
charged with seditiousconspiracy
and plotting to kill a federal judge
and an FBI agent.

At the trial. Ellison told authori-
ties that in 1983, Snell and other
white supremacists had hatched a
plot to bomb the federal buildings
in Oklahoma City or Dallas. but
nothing had come of the plan

Despite Ellison’s testimony. all
the defendants were acquitted

Ellison now is looked upon as a
turncoat by many of those in the
Xtremist_movement, but Millar

has stuck by him o
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Snell’s adviser

The day of the Oklahoma City
bombing, Millar went to the sta
prison to say goodbye to Snell

Snell. a former Covenant disci
ple, was on d

pawnbroker in 1983 who, accord-
ing to court documents. he mistak-
caly believed 1o be Jewish. Snell
also killed an Arkansas state
trooper in 1984 and was indicted

but luter acquitted — in the
Fort Smith case.

_Could the bombing have been in

retaliation for Al's execution?
“That’s a_ possibility,” Millar
said. “but I don't think so. There’s
a possibility, though, of it being a
response o the government con-

1 spent the last three hours of
his hfe with him, and then I was
there for the execution as a witness,
by request” Millar said. “It
could've beén hard, but Richard
Snell wasn't wringing his hands; he
wasn'terrified.”

Millar said Snell brought up the
Oklahoma City bombing when he
arrived
“He thought it was awful” Mil. _

o sly using that (April 19 )
date.

During Snell’s final hours, Millar
satd, the two talked politics and
theological issucs.

Then they had him behind a
glass and they wheeled him in on a
hospital bed and they sai
you have anything to sa

look over your shoulder. justice is
on its

Millar doesn’t believe Snell’s
comments were threatening.

“We have a saying that you'll find
among Christian Identity people,
which is *Hail His Victory.’ We be.
lieve communism isn't going to win
and one-world global cconomy is
not going 10 be dominant. We fecl
that God is going 1o be the final
winner. And that's what he meant
by that. His last words were ‘Hail
His Victory.

Singing and dancing are part of the worship. that oc-
curs daily at Elohim City, above, a white-separatist
religious community in Oklahoma. While residents
performed in the community's dome-shaped
polyurethane structure, James Elison (standing,
right) watched with Elohim City leader Robert Millar
(siting near Elison). Millar held his great-grandson.
Ellison is the baby’s father. During a moming break
from class, an Elohim City child, left, played atop a
stone wall a short distance from her one-room
schoolhouse.
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