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ABSTRACT

THE PURE POSSIBILITY OF IMMANUEL KANT’' S AESTHETICS

Tugba Ayas
M. F. A in Graphic Design

Principal Advisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Mahmut Mutman

July, 2006

This study aims at evaluating the aesthetic views of Immanuel Kant. The experienc
of the beautiful and that of the sublime are discussed. The experience of the beautiful
Is analysed with respect to the faculties of imagination and understanding and the
notion offree play.The experience of sublime is defined as the moment of facing the

transcendental | as the original condition of all possible human experience.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This study aims to understand the position of @tique of Judgemehtin
ImmanuelKant’'s philosophy with respect to the experiences of the beautifuhand
sublime. What takes place in the experience of the beautiful? \Wh#ieafunctions
of the faculties of imagination and understanding in this experiencéf?eBe CJ the
faculties transcend their functions that are given in the fitsjee, Critique of Pure
Reasofiwhen they are transferred to, or employed in the context of CJ? Veéhiear
implications of the experience of sublime with respect to Kantialtoggphy? Is
sublime actually an aesthetic experience? How does it have atsudhjeniversal

character?

These questions prove to have complex answers within Kantian philosophy. It is very
important to state that this study is just an attempt of understangantian
aesthetics. It starts with the fundamental issues of the whatgiaQ philosophy,
since any attempt to deal with this philosophy necessarily dedls hwith the
metaphysical and the moral aspects of the whole Kantian system.vétowiais
study concerns the third critique and the first critique, since | try terddatmoment
of sublime to facing the transcendental | as the very condition cfuljectivity.
Thus, the moral subject and the sublime moment is ignored for védiat the
moral destination of the subject which appears in the moment ofreullould be
the topic of another study. Therefore, | will not go into the detdithke modality of

sublime which relates the subject to the moral feeling. Instetddsof will focus on

! Here after CJ.



the functions of the facultiesmagination, understanding and reason both in the
experience of the beautiful and that of sublime. Therefore, firstl Igiwve a brief
outline of the Kantian system and then will discuss Kantian aesthet will
particularly focus on Kant’'s views concerning the experience of thetibd and the
sublime, especially the logical implications of both the experiendbeobeautiful

and the moment of the sublime.

| intend to examine the iy examining several notions of Kantian philosophy. In
the first chapter | will mention the notions of thing-in-itselbface and timeg priori
and lastly that of universality and necessity. This chapter isde ¢ understand my

claims on aesthetics and consists of the key terms of Kant’ s first critigie, C

In the second chapter the general bearings of Kantian aesthiitios imtroduced. |

will examine the experience of beautiful and the charactevisfithe judgement of
taste which is a judgement about the object beautiful. | will focush@motion of

free playin which the faculties of imagination and understanding is brought into an
accord. | will examine especially the position of imagination, theonatf the form

of the object of the experience of the beautiful and the notion cdb@dance of

the faculties, imagination and understanding. Then, | will further my anahysithe
experience of sublime. | will give a brief summary of the accadirthe Kantian

sublime.

In the third chapter by a simple assumption that for a judgemenstefua need at

least a subject and an object of experience, | will write omdiien of the “I” and

2 Here after CPR.



on that of object, then on the feeling of pleasure and displeasuré weeds a
detailed analysis of the notion of finality and the final end. Then,llexdmine the
concept of subjective universality with respect to three diffecmturrences in
Kant’'s philosophy. The last part of the thesis will be the possiipéications of the
sublime moment. | will try to justify that the moment of sublirbg,the failure of
Imagination’s giving the representation of the greatness it iexpes, leads the
subject to feel desperate and overwhelmed but then also to feelvened with the
awareness of his own power as the producer of his own knowledge or elien of
own world in the Kantian sense. | claim that the Kantian in s@bkaxperience
subject faces the original condition of all his possible experigrigeh is named
“transcendental self” in Kantian philosophy. Relying on this, | alilim that the
“experience” of sublime is both subjective (in the sense of beirgppal) and also
universal, since the subject faces the very possibility of aleXperience. In other
words, | will claim that the moment of the sublime is the mointd the subject’s
facing his own power to cognize (in the sense of being the self toiexpe the
nature) or even to act free (in the sense of being a morabgeificing the original

condition of all the possible experience, the transcendental self.

1. 1. Copernican Revolution

Immanuel Kant, one of the important names of 18th century, claimed torzalea
Copernican revolution in philosophy. Before Copernic, people believechthattth

did not move. Copernic suggested that the earth is also moving likephdinets.

Kant contends that the older philosophy was like the pre-Copernicamasty. It

regarded our minds as mere mirrors that passively reflechitigstexisting outside.

Kant claimed that the objects of our knowledge are not things as theytahey are



manufactured products in the making of which our minds play a part. Invetings,
human mind is just like &abric that operates on the raw sense data that is given by
our senses and which is- according to Kant- a chaotic mass though nir@nka

regarded it as the “one”.

This claim implied a sharp distinction between knower and knowledgéedrd a
dualism of subject and objéctNow for Kant what we know is just whappearsto

us. In other words, human knowledge is limited to its capacity and thecsudj
never able to know the things as they are, by Kantian terminologyhitigsin-
themselvesWe only know to the extent that our capacity lets us. This notion yields
to the distinction ohoumenorandphenomenanNoumenon is thinga-itself, that is

what we are unable to know as it is and phenomenon &pipearanceof the thing

as it appear to us, in other words how thing appearsto us. By stating this Kant
made an important shift in the spirit of the philosophy in the sé$dné is no more
concerned about ontology which is a branch of philosophy dealing with being, but
instead he directed philosophy to epistemology which means philosophy of
knowledge or theory of knowledge. Now we are confronted with a new philosbphica
understanding, which takes the subject as the center by contendirgctiregtructs

the knowledge. This was a breakpoint in philosophy because this fundameatal ide
not only altered the way of philosophy but ended the traditional thinking; Kant
claimed to give up ontology by starting a critique in epistemology, whednithat

his philosophy is not concerned with whether thiagsbut it is a search for giving

% This dualism is felt in the works of late mediephilosophers and finally evolves in Descartes’ s
system in full. The philosopher separates bodyraimdl so sharply that are defined as two distinct
substances they had to be reconciled only by Gualiger. By Kant this dualism is brought to an end.
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the conditions of all possible experieficee wrote: “ontology ...must...give place
to the modest title of a mere Analytic of Pure Understanding” (EEPRA247). He
claims that this is possible, since we, as human beings, shasanigestructure of

mind.

Kant defines his philosophy as a transcendental philosophy. He warns iissthat
transcendent but transcendental. The very reason of this contentiomtie@pt to

give the conditions of human experience. The concept transcendent is used to
indicate some entity or existence or condition that is beyond knowtedgleich can

be grasped only by some power such as intellectual intuition. Kasitafter an
inquiry of pure reason; thus such kind of investigation required the reasbrts
powers. This was not an examination of a thing, which is beyond us but wérthe
structure of mind. As a result, we have three great works invesgghae conditions

of nature and its laws, the conditions of free will and that of juégeérof taste or

aesthetics.

According to Kant all knowledge starts with experience but it doesnss from
experience Rrolegomena4l). Thus, there are two sources of human knowledge,
namely sensibility and understanding. These are the fundamental faofilliaman
mind. As a subject, human mind operates on raw sense data giv@&mnsstion
which is responsible of perceiving and supplying a manifold to the faacidlty

understanding. This is the faculty of intuitions; sensory states amtifications.

* Obviously, the underlying assumption was that iveteare the same structure of mind.



Then, we have a higher faculty which is the other source namelgrstandinghe
faculty of concepfts Kant writes:

Understanding is the origin of the universal order of nature,

in that it comprehends all appearances under its own laws and

thereby produces, in anpriori manner, experience (as to its

form), by means of which whatever is to be known only by

experience is necessarily subjected to its laws (Ibid. 69).
This faculty of understanding is where tin@nifoldthat is received by sensation is
subsumed under some pure concepts, which are called categoriesré& haylsaof
understanding in synthesizihthe manifold given by sensation into a meaningful
whole such as a concept of an object. There are twelve categehieh govern the
raw material coming from the sensibility. For instance, in phiaciple that “a
straight line is the shortest distance between two pointstppesed that “line” falls
under a concept of magnitude, which has its place only in understanding amdst se
to “determine the intuition (of the line) with regard to their qignthat is, plurality.
Kant writes about categories that they are “mere logical fumgtican represent a
thing in general but not give by themselves alone a determinatept@i@nything”
(ibid. 80). Here we see that understanding’s principles and concapés their
confirmation in experience. But every experience is unique and the sénse
wholeness cannot be a single intuition received by sensation buaihés beyond
the possible experience. At this point we are introduced to thees$t faculty;
Reasonlt is responsible for higher topics of human mind and it has its ideas

like the idea of God, the idea of world and any of this kind which expands the

> This notion of two faculties indicates- for phibgy at least- that Kant is somewhere between
empiricists and idealists. Since experience idb#gnning of the process of knowledge but not the
only source.

® By synthesis Kant means the “act of putting déferrepresentations together, or grasping what is
manifold in them in one [act of] knowledge” (CPR11R103).
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sensible knowledge. They aim at completeness of principles and thetheare
collective unity of all possible experience and so they are tradenePrologemena

76). They do not have their object in any given experience.

Kant clearly states that his critical philosophy is a transcendgmtasophy which is
“the system of all principles of pure reason” (ibid. 60). Philosofiizidais position

IS quite separate from mainstream flow of thought. In other wordg, iKarot after
validating or proving the existence of things. Ontology is abandoned to
epistemology. Kant does not ask about the natural philosophy but is concémed w
the understanding. His inquiry is somehow internal in the senseetiakés nature

as the object of all possible experience. This leads to the ribi@briheobjective
validity is nothing else thanecessary universalityn other words, the conditions of
our experience are at the same time the universal and neclesgagf nature that
can be knowra priori. This is the solution of the question “how is the pure science
of nature is possible?” For Kant is not concerned about “whdiuis“how it is
possible”, one is not supposed to know “how the external thing is” buttbeimow
“how its experience is possible” or “what are the necessangitions that make it
possible?” All in all, according to Kant we must not seek the univiensa of nature

in nature by means of experience, but conversely must seek natargsasniversal
conformity to law, in the conditions of the possibility of experience, whés in our
sensibility and in our understandingrflegomend6). It is because for Kant nature
iIs the “existent of things”, “not a thing-in-itself but something bkefitally
constructed” (ibid. 44)Similarly, Kant attempted to verify that the basic principles
of modern science correspond to the fundamental principles of ourptoakce

scheme, which is responsible for determining any possibility of experiém other



words, he featured the physical world as being made necessary lay pheri

principles of our understanding.

The second critiqueCritique of Practical Reasdndeals with the laws of freedom,
in other words ethical behavior of man. Kant holds that the detetimifasvs of
physics can be brought into harmony with the unconditional commands of gnoralit
He contends that “the practical concept of freedom is based dnatiseendental
idea of freedom” (CPR 465 A533/B561). “The denial of transcendentaldnee
must... involve the elimination of all practical freedom” (CPR 465 A538. This
means that the human subject acts freely and his moral act@nstatetermined by
a cause or the agent’s events that he initiates are not®ubje a chain of cause.
Even when we have the principle that “every event must have a’¢hase is the
independence of wilbr power of self-determinatioWhat Kant means is that our
actions are subjected to the causal chain or thewnfégetedby sensuous impulses
since our action, which is the result of our will, is empiricatl adetermined.

However, from the transcendental viewpoint of agent it is a free action.

1. 2. The Notion of theThing-in itself

For Kant any attempt of traditional metaphysics trying to understanthihg-in-
itself is useless, since without the structure of understanding, naghimganingful

to a subject. Now if we are to enter the world of noumena with uadelisg, then

we have phenomehar appearances. If we go without the aim of understanding,

than nothing is meaningful. Thus, any kind of inquiry should be done within the

" Here after CPrR.
® Phenomena are called the appearances that aghtramithe objects with respect to the unity of the
categories (CPR 265 A249).



awareness of the limit of the knowing subject. In other words, any apphaoof the
concepts of the understanding beyond its field is ridiculous. One canadhels
concepts of understanding in order to understand or know the world of therthing-
itself because understanding works with predicates when it delghei thing-in-

itself and it is a failure to think the predicate as the thing itself.

The claim that the thing-in-itself causes phenomenon is not equivtaléhe claim
that noumenon causes phenomenon in time. This kind of causal relation cannot be
spatial or temporal, since causality can be noticed merely amorgpfearances.
Thus, the phrase “non-effective in time” is meaningless. This cagutbm another
way: There is no possibility of non-existence of the thing-in-itsefor it not to be.
The notion “possibility” of experience is in human mind. The possibility chmts

belong to the world of the thing-in-itseP{ologemen&?2).

The ‘thing’ at issue with the thing-in-itself” is a concept

without an object, a mere shell of an object without content,
without reality, indeed without as such being genuinely
possible (CPR 12).

By the expression “without reality”, one should understand that Kant isftert
giving an ontological postulation of thing-in-itself. It is neither pdssibince being
possible involves being contingent- nor real since reality impliedegxie or in
Kantian words “reality is that determination which can be thought ¢mbugh an

affirmative judgement” (CPR 264 A246).

The concept of a noumenon is necessary to prevent sensible
intuition from being extended to things-in-themselves, and



thus to limit the objective validity of sensible knowledge

(CPR 271 A253).
Kant seems to use the concept of noumenon as a convenience. This coptept i
the active power of the faculty of understanding or it emphasizeslistiaction
between the knower and its object. Kant also writes:

The concept of a noumenon is thus a merely limiting concept,

the function of which is to curb the pretensions of sensibility;

and it is therefore only of negative employment (CPR 272

B311).
In my opinion, thing-in-itself does not have to be a “border”, becauseotiept of
border reminds the notion of “beyond”, thus when Hegel reads the conceptgaf th
in-itself as the one side of the border, he meant two realmsasegdy a border.
However, Kant does not postulate two worlds or realms. He obviously does not
presuppose a world that is unreachable by subject. This kind of contamnjposss
an existence beyond both subject and thing-in-itself. This kind of viquires an

intelligible intuition; something like God’s vision. Kant writes:

If by ‘noumenon’ we mean a thing so far as ih@t an object

of our sensible intuitionand so abstract from our mode of
intuiting it, this is a noumenon in theegativesense of the
term. But if we understand by it an object oh@n-sensible
intuition, we thereby presuppose a special mode of intuition,
namely, the intellectual, which is not that we possess, and of
which we cannot comprehend even the possibility. This
would be ‘noumenon’ in the positive sense of the term (CPR
268 B307).

At this point what Kant states is that the conceph@imenondoes not represent
anything or it does not affirm any positive thing beyond the subject taatdties.

The noumenonis just a title, since it indicates the impossibility gipbing
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categories to something beyond the field of sensibility. We cannot hasyatimetic

a priori principle outside the field of experience.

If we intuited things as they were this would mean that understandiogd be
nothing more than “principles which enable us to expose the appear@atejories
would be useless, then we would be supposed to reflect the thingsyaaréh
However, Kant writes that the sensibility is limited by understamdio it does not
concern with things-in-themselves but only with how they appear (CPR 251)
Although he writes “noumena ...the title of an unknown something” he insests th

he does not attribute any positive existence to noumenon.

Kant was aware that sensible intuition might not be the onlylgessiuition but he
stated that at least it is so for us. Thus, he never neglectpdsbmility of any kind
of intuition that can know the things-in-themselves. He seemed to bagptad an
agnostic position in this sense, so admitted that the possibilitpaimenon’s being

“not a mere form of the concept” is still an open question.

In my opinion Kant is not after speculating a relation between thHigelf and
appearance because he does not start with the external world @nzouie tries to
give the conditions of all possible experience. Thus, the world of thmgs-i
themselves is not postulated either ontologically or epistemolbgicehis idea
evolves from the basic assumption that every appearance should fy@earaace of
something that does appear. In other words, if appearances aremegiress then

there must be a represented. In this sense the absence girds=méd is not the

11



issue, since such would be an ontological kind of claim with which ksamiot

concerned.

According to Kant the thought of noumena arises from the understanding’s@pera
by the given in sensibility. This is because of the fact that urchelisig limits the
sensibility in such a way that sensibility does not deal with thimgsemselves but
only with the mode of their appearance. Moreover, the concept of appearanc
corresponds to something since it does not subsist on its own, oltstaceot be
anything outside of our mode of representation. Thus, we see that appearan
indicates a relation to something “immediate than sensible and te alguld thus

be a noumenon in the positive sense” (CPR 269 B308).

The existence of geometry and maths quite clearly refutes the tontémat we
merely reflect things. At least up to this point Kant is rightltam the existence of
some faculties for human mind. This contention of faculties whatpvality they
have leads us to the claim that if we as thinking beings do nettefle external
world, then we may not be able to know things as they are. This isatiteaK view
that claims that because our faculty of understanding limits ¢hsilslity to the
appearances, we do not know things-in-themselves. It is obvious thaéshiction

is necessary if we consider thprioristic account of the notion of time and space in

Kantian philosophy.

In my opinion, what causes the distinction of noumena and phenomena is the notion
of space and time by their beiagpriori and subjective (meaning their residing in

subject). Therefore, the criticism of Kantian philosophy over the pastulat an

12



unknown entity such as the thing-in-itself is invalid, since the separatithe two is
immediately caused by placing space and time in the subject asdbsaasibility
or in other words filters of experience. They govern all possible ey
therefore, the a priori intuitions; space and time frame stibj@tuition. This notion
culminates in the distinction of things as they are and their sqopess as the only

objects of experience. The domain of noumena is empty for us. Kant writes:

...[w]e have an understanding which problematically extends
further, but we have no intuition, indeed not even the concept
of a possible intuition, through which objects outside the field
of sensibility can be given, and through which the
understanding can be employed assertorically beyond that
field (CPR 272 A255).

1. 3. The Notion ofA priori

With respect to the conditions of human experience Kant uses tha femiori. His
philosophy deals with the priori conditions of human knowledge. This term is used
as an adjective of many terms such as concept, intuition, propositjopdgemerit

in Kant’'s works.A priori is used to indicate that something is not derived from
experience, in other words, not empirical, but it is applied to experidn Kantian
philosophy empirical has its source in experience or in Kantian woedpasteriori.

However,a priori is absolutely free from the experience.

As to thea priori knowledge, Kant writes that it is entitled as “pure” when it does
not carry anything empirical. Pueepriori concepts do not entail anything empirical

but they serve as the conditions of possible experience. This, ycarables them

® According to Kant judgement isumion of representations in one consciousness

13



to have objective reality. The pure concepts of understanding are casegpmvhich
alone we can think of any object. They are fimens of our thought ana priori
conditions of an empirical object (CPR 129 A96). They are the elsmant
understanding and raw sense data is subsumed under them so as to hgfuheani

They are grouped into four titles: quantity, quality, relation and modality.

Kant also defines them as logical functions which uaifgiori the manifold given
in intuition (CPR 266 B306). This presupposes that each represantatinot
absolutely different to others. In other words, knowledge arises bgothearison
and connection of various representations. Thus, it is defined as a whahe
ground of which there is a synthesis. This synthesis of a threefalce rainsists of
apprehensiorof representations as alterations of our mind in intuitieproduction
of them in imagination andecognitionof them in a concept (CPR 129 A97-8). In
the end of this process the manifold given in intuition is synthesimddunited in

one consciousness, then we have a concept of an object.

As for propositions,a priori means that propositions which aae priori have
application on sensation or better on the material given by sensatiatarlg, for

the apriori concepts, “cause” may be a good example. “Every event must have a
cause” is ara priori principle of Kantian philosophy. Kant states that “whenever an
event is observed, it is always referred to some antecedent, whicHows
according to a universal rule” (ibid. 44). Here it is importanidbce that the term is
epistemological, which means that it can be applied to knowledge sf fattnot to
facts. The terma priori is used for judgements also. Charlie Broad makes this point

more clear:

14



...(T)he ordinary use o priori as applied to judgements is
this. One ofp is a priori if and only if one can see thptis
necessary. One may come to recognize pha&t necessary
eitherdirectly through inspecting its terms and reflecting on
them orindirectly by showing thap follows in accordance

with the principles of formal logic, from other propositions
each which one can see by direct inspection to be necessary

(3).
We also know that if a judgement is not derived from experience anhthas no
exception as alternative, then this judgemerd @riori and has strict universality
(Prologemenal4). From this point necessity and universality are assigned by Kant as

the certain criteria foa priori knowledge.

As to a priori judgements, we see synthetic and analytic judgements, the notion of
which Kant makes distinct. A famous instance of analytical judgenserifll
bachelors are unmarried.” To be unmarried is a charactenmgtioecessity for being

a bachelor meaning that the concept of bachelor contains to be wtnérwould

be contradictory to think a married bachelor. All these suggest tiaytiaal

judgements in the form of “all A’s are B’s “ are necesgaal priori. They are
explicative they add nothing to the content of knowledge and depend upon the law
of contradiction. Since in analytic judgements merely the concepulgéat is

analysed, they am priori even the concepts are empirical.

Synthetic judgements arexpansive In other words, they increase the given
knowledge. Judgements of experience and that of mathematics are twookinds
synthetic judgements. Kant gives an instance from arithmetic: dicgpto Kant the

addition 7+5=12 is synthetia priori because the concept of twelve does not

necessarily follow from the addition of 7+5. Thus, we have lotriori and an

15



expansive judgement in this addition. It expands our knowledge but it is not
depended apply to experience. This notionsyfithetic a prioriis accepted as a
threshold in philosophy. It entailed the kind of judgement that construoteghain
problematic of Kantian philosophy. Mathematical judgements are theckasple

of synthetic a priori judgements in the sense that they are notedefrom

experience but they are certainly applicable to experience.

1. 4. Space and Time

The aprioristic account of space and time by which Kant rejected réhativist
account of Leibniz and thabsolutistaccount of Newton has a great importance in
his system. InTranscendental Aesthetiof the Critique of Pure Reasorthe
philosopher gives the metaphysical and transcendental expositions ohsgacae.

They are mentioned as,

1. Forms of appearances
2. Forms of sensibility and,

3. Pure intuitions

To begin with, space and time are forms of appearances sincev@ratgvento us
is given under these conditions. As being the conditions of the pogsibilit
appearances, space and time are presupposed, in experience. Anythirtg givés
given in spatial and temporal order. Thus, space and time are midgasgeosed on

appearances by human mind.
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Secondly, they are the forms of sensibility whose matter is sensdthus, space
and time govern what appears. As being forms of sensibility, they hawectbub]
reality and they have their ground in the subject. They make all thBons

especially particular relations possible.

Lastly, space and time are pure intuitions since they canragrbed from relations

of things. They are noa priori concepts because such concepts are general and
involve a plurality of empirical instances e.g. the concepts of tbgomor the
alteration whereas space and time do not carry any empirical kn@nddxbyt the
objects but they ara priori intuitions and are themselves the content of pure
intuition and can only be known ky priori intuition. As being pure intuitions they
help us to construct mathematics, geometry that takes space saarmhsirithmetic

which needs time to construct its judgements.

In themetaphysical expositioof space Kant writes:

Space is not an empirical concept which has been derived
from outer experience. For in order that certain sensations be
referred to something...in another region of space from that
in which | find myself... the representation of space must be
presupposed...(It must also be presupposed) in order that |
may be able to represent (certain sensations) as being not
only different but as indifferent places. Therefore, the
representation of space cannot be empirically obtained from
the relations of outer appearances. On the contrary, this outer
experience is itself possible at all only through the
representation (CPR 68 B38/A23).

For the transcendental exposition of space Kant writes that itrdbespresent any

property ofthings-in-themselvesior does it represent them in their relation to one
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another. Moreover, space is a necessapyiori form of intuition, which underlies
all outer intuitions. It is the form of all appearances of outer sense

(CPR 71 A26/ B42).

As for the feature of space Kant states that it is natoanpositiumbut atotum”,
which means that its parts can be conceived through the whole.eDtffepaces

cannot be successive but only simultaneous, since there is one space.

Space is given by Kant as the basis of geometry whose propositiossnéretic a
priori*® and has apodictic certainty. Both geometry, whose propositiorsyaifeetic
a priori, and sensibility takes space as basis; so according to Kantptbpeositions

should coincide with the external object of our world of sense.

As for time and its metaphysical exposition Kant writes th& ot derived from
experience, so is not an empirical concept. According to Kant, sinte i8
presupposed as underlined in our perception, lso#xistenceand successions
possible. Only due to the presupposition of time a lot of things areseped as
“existing at one and the same time (simultaneously) or at elffetimes
(successively)” (CPR 74 B46/A31). Thus, time has three main aspedtsare
duration, succession and simultaneity (co-existence). These thrperé&moncepts
have their application in physical world in the sense that durationeapisd

substance, succession to causation and simultaneity to reciprocal ioteract

1% The proposition “ Two straight lines cannot esel@ space and with them alone no figure is
possible” is synthetia priori because this proposition can be derived neitloen the concept of two
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Moreover, it has only one dimension; different times are not sinmedizs but
successive. It is “not discursive, but a pure form of sensibletioriiiand the

“original representatiortime must... be given as unlimited” (CPR 75 B47/A32).

As for the question of why we represent things in a temporal ordeobut several
sequences, Kant's answer would be that we conceive of all easnitsvolving
objects and those objects last through the change. Therefore, a sieglenady be
involved in many events, and this is the reason we conceive of these asegt

belonging to a single sequence: the history of that object.

About theempirical reality andtranscendental idealitpf these two concepts, Kant
asserts that space and time have tblejective validitywith respect to appearances,
which we take as objects of our senses. As a result, theyngigaally real, if we
consider the world of appearances, as being the conditions of spadmartthte
absolute reality, that is they do not belong to the things absolutely, giece
properties ofthings-in-themselvesan never be given to us through senses. This is
transcendental idealitpf space and time. If we think of those abstracted from the
subjective conditions of sensible intuition, they are nothing but i€&R(80 B56/
B58). Moreover, they are the sourcesgdriori synthetic knowledge. When they are
together, they are the pure forms of all sensible intuition and syakbetica priori

propositions possible.

straight lines nor from that of two, so requiresagpriori intuition. Otherwise, it is not possible to
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1. 5. The Transcendental Philosophy
The term transcendental refers one of the major notions of philosophyr Kéme

claimed to have a transcendental philosophy he meant:

[tlhe idea of a science for which the critique of pure reason

has to lay down the complete architectonic plan. That is to

say, it has no guarantee, as following from principles, the

completeness and certainty of the structure in all its parts. It

is the system of all principles of pure reason (CPR 60 B27).
Kant continues the paragraph by claiming that CPR cannot be calfestendental
philosophy by itself. Whole of tha priori knowledge is needed. The completeness
of all human knowledge is possible by giving the functions of a priori ctscayl
exhibiting them as the “principles of synthesis” and by examining the ptsnoé
morality which has no place in transcendental philosophy becausernbepts of
morality “ must necessarily be brought into the concept of duty...(CPR &28).B
Kant concludes that transcendental philosophy is a philosophy of pure and
speculative kind of reason. Practical realm consists of emipieieants. Thus,

although morality’s primary concepts and highest principlesagrgori, it does not

concern transcendental philosophy.

Therefore, a transcendental kind of philosophy deals with the principdesoacepts
a priori of the human knowledge. It traces back the pure concepts to their firs
occurrence and their taking place in the understanding. They are digtedyfliem

all sensibility.

produce universally valid propositions.
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Kant also claims that transcendental philosophy proceeds accdadiagsingle
principle. As to this principle, pure concepts are placed in therstageling and

constitute a systematic whole.

A privilege is given to the transcendental philosophy as its conaeptsecessarily
related to objecta priori and the “objective validity of which cannot therefore be
demonstrateda posteriori (CPR 179 B175). This fact supplies transcendental

philosophy an advantage over sciences such as mathematics.
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2. KANTIAN AESTHETICS

2. 1. General Bearings ofCritique of Judgement

The termAestheticss known to be used first by Baumgarten. Thus Kant began his
inquiry first by differentiating his position from Baumgarten. Hes seesthetics as a
kind of truth that is different from the one that is taught by sciencesthatics was a
truth because it belongs to the world we live, to tlie-world’ in as Bowie's words

(a term borrowed from Husserl) According to Bowie:

Baumgarten sees empirical perception in tife-world’ as

an inherent part of the truth of our relationship to the world,
hence his insistence upon including aesthetics as a
constitutive part of philosophy. The problem of the meaning
of this world does not arise, because our aesthetic pleasure in
it suffices to fill played by metaphysics, even when the
principle of the aesthetic, the particular, points to problems t
come. What happens -for Baumgarten this is evidently
unthinkable- if there is no centre from which to organise the
endless multiplicity, if this particular pleasurable moment has
no connection with any other? (Bowie 5).

Unlike Baumgarten, Kant is known to handle aesthetics as a sepaa#ite than
metaphysics. He treats aesthetics independently from theoretichl practical
(ethical) realms. However, the position of aesthetics is duathitt stands —at least
Kant wants it to stand- as a bridge between the two realms, ynamaé¢rstanding
and reason. In the faculty of aesthetic realm, judgement makesatfstion
possible. Heinz Heimsoeth writes that Kant is the first to naaggstematic aesthetic

of idealismand he does not present it by bringing the question of beauty in nature or

in works of art but instead he investigates the feeling of pleasdalispleasure in
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the experience of the beautiful and he examines the structure oéxjmesience

(Heimsoeth 166).

Treating aesthetics as belonging to an independent realm, Kaat staréery critical
debate which is developed in the ‘project of modernity’ (Bowie 8). ds whe
principle of subjectivity Kant had to face in the third critiq@eifique of Judgemept
when he was examining the mechanism of the feeling of pleasure @hehdise.
His notion that we all share the same structure of mind broughttabgvithe
question of multiplicity of taste in the third critique. The subgcthe first critique
(Critique of Pure Reason) was responsible from the construction ajbjeet of
human knowledges priori conditions of which were given in the universal structure

of human mind.

With respect to the difficulty of theorizing subjectivity it isvall-known fact that in
philosophy, before the ‘project of modernity’, there are many ways suggested,
Bowie argues, which focused on the reason’s grounding itself in subjectivit
According to him subjectivity is treated as an issue of philosophyg fong time.
Subjectivity is thought to be the truth that can be found in self-caunsoess of the
single ego. Subjectification of being resulted in “an aestheticdbas subjectivity”
which “has no way of articulating the truth in works of art that gog®rxe their
reception at a particular time” (9). According to Habermatedcirom Bowie), by
the end of ‘project of modernity’ subjectivity led to the intersotye
communication in post-modernity. Kant, however, argued the intersubjeealidgy

of the aesthetic pleasure relying on the idea that aesthetgupmearises from the

free play of the cognitive faculties (Bowie 9).
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In the second critique (CPrR) Kant opened a spacdréer will and thus moral
actions of his subject by contending that as a rational being mahissmsn reason

as legislator and applies it to his own moral principle. Thisnsi¢kat moral law is

not givento him but it comes from the very structure of the human mind. Thus,
subject of moral realm iautonomouslin other words, the moral obligations come
from insiderather tharoutsideor nature. If moral actions are empirical however, this

does not mean that the moral actions are not exposed to the causal chain.

Indeed, this is a very important point because the notion of our maiaiahs being

free from this causal chain, yet arising from the so mentioned uai\sracture of

our minds, needs serious explanation. Kant asserts that we andl thindsabf our
actions are subjected to the principlecatise However, our moral decisions are free
or autonomoudpefore they are performed. They are subjected to the laws of nature a
to their conclusions or actions. Hence, the existence of the supeos to the
autonomousworld of ethics as free from the sensible world. This is tleeiiable

truth of being subjects or thinking beings.

The principle of subjectivity emerges again in the third critique thrgltime the
concept of the multiplicity of taste dependent of subjectivity bescemerucial point
to be clarified in Kantian system because Kant seems insufficient @rexp) better
to say, to expossubjectivity.The difficulty lies in that we each experience the same
object whose sensation is exposed to the same process of the faadtsidility,
however, one may find it beautiful while others may not. The very notion of
universal structure becomes a problem here again in explaining thiy wdriaste.

The feeling of pleasure and displeasure which is central tondlien of beauty
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seems not to be subjected to the laws of nature but instead agheeimggult of a

free playof the two faculties, namely imagination and understanging

2. 1. 1. The Position of th€ritique of Judgement

When we come to the third critique, tkitique of Judgementyve see that Kant
attempts to reconcile the laws of freedom and that of the ndtous, Chbperates as

a bridge between the first and the second critiques. In CJ windttites to do is to
combine all the interests of human mind under a notion he calls ciredle
judgement”. By this notion he is after a kind of experience or datavithahow that
“nature; theoretical reason and intelligible world; practiceahson coincide”
(Heimsoeth 153). We are reminded here of Kant's assumption about human
cognition: it is composed only of three broad realms-understanding, judgemdent a
reason; and the three faculties that correspond to them, the thinkiriy,féaculty

of the feeling of pleasure and displeasure, and the faculty of desire.

According to Kant, beautiful and sublime belong to a new realm dcélbe
“Aesthetik”. The pleasure of evaluating a work of art is no doubn ipractical
reason. Now in this new world we have feelings that cause justeradian thought

of in practical realm. We are confronted with the judgement o tasthe feeling of
pleasure and displeasure. Judgement of taste is synthetic, accor#iangt since it
surpasses the concept as well as the intuition of the objectdtdesl &0 that intuition

as a predicate. It is alsopriori, for it concerns the agreement of everyone. Thus,

Kant claims that if the judgement of taste is synthatpriori, then the CJ has the

1 This notion of co-operation of reason and undeditay indicates an attempt of reconciling the
autonomandheterononunderstanding not as fused but as co-existed.
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same problem of transcendental philosophy that asks the possibisignibfetica

priori judgements (CJ 288-9).

Therefore the third critiqudries to define beauty and analyze the aesthetic
judgement. It analyses aesthetic judgement because it is not a judgefme
understanding, but a judgement which is out of the scope of both theosgtttal
practical reason and which is a judgement about “beautiful”’, fand€ant beautiful
and sublime carry a formal principle that activates the harmony .iesthetic
judgement, thus, is in the realm of aesthetics and not a deterrhutaatreflective
judgement. It is not determinant because of its undefinable natthve sense that it

is being subjective and contingent. This nature makes us think only fortheof

reflective judgement.

Kant has his right to claim a subjective universality of adisti@gdgements. This is
because of two important reasons. First of all, even in CPR he opsecea for
freedom, which will appear in CPrR and will construct the fundarteentanorality

by stating that the human mind have some Ideas which would deceiventess
examined carefully, and also by stating that human mind has a tendencgpdahgra
world in totality. Now when we turn to CJ we see that it is positioned somewhere
between the two critiques. The universality of the aesthetim adames from the
relation to CPR whereas the subjectivity of it comes from CPrR. Honaseve will
examine the idea of subjective universality we will notice thigtmot unproblematic

as viewed by Kant.
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2. 2. Characteristics of Judgement of Taste
In the third critique we meet with a new faculty: Judgement. &sstthe
understanding’s concepts and reason’s ideas, judgement has its owiplgyrinc

finality.

Thus, according to Kant, the finalibf natureis called a “subjective principle”, since
it is “neither a concept of nature nor a concept of freedom” whenght in
transcendental sense (CJ 184). This principle is responsilileefaccordance of the
“representation of the object in Reflection” with the conditionyvensally valid. He

writes that:

When the form of the object (as opposed to the matter of its
representation, as sensation) is, in the mere act of reflecting
upon it, without regard to any concept to be obtained from it,
estimated as the ground of a pleasure in the representation of
such an Object, then this pleasure is also judged to be
combined necessarily with the representation of it, and so not
merely for the Subject apprehending this form, but for all in
general who pass judgement. The object is then called
beautiful; and the faculty of judging by means of such a
pleasure (and also with universal validity) is called taste (CJ
190).

Moreover, Kant claims the subjective universality of the feelinglefsure and

displeasure.

... [0]ne who feels pleasure in simple reflection on the form
of an object, without having any concept in mind, rightly lays
claim to the agreement of every one, although this judgement
is empirical and a singular judgement. For the ground of this
pleasure is found in the universal, though subjective,
condition of reflexive judgements, namely the final harmony
of an object (be it a product of nature or of art) with the
mutual relation of the faculties of cognition, (imagination and
understanding,) which are requisite for every empirical
cognition. (CJ 191).
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The above mentioned mutual and compulsory relation (in the sense of cogmying
object) turns out to have a possibility of not developing when we contbeto
experience of the beautiful. In the realm of knowledge, we had no chanua of
having one of the two sides, so we feel that the experience of bealaésl not
belong to the realm of cognition. Thus, the feeling of pleasure and dispedoes

not arise from sensation or representation of the object but froregghesentation of

the object in reflection which accords with the universally valigriori conditions

or the faculties of the subject. However, this accordance is n@&ssmy but
contingent. The notion of contingency seems to explain the reason why anigbject
found beautiful by some while not by othéfsHowever, the unity of imagination
and understanding does not seem to be contingent in the sense thastat lea
understanding is regulated according to samériori principles which means
whether imagination exposes a random behavior, we know that understandieg) carri
a definite representation of the object which is supplied by théhesist of the

manifold or the multiple experiences of the object.

In CPR Kant writes that imagination is one of the three stibgesources of the
knowledge of thing$. It represents appearances in association (and reproduction). It
hasproductiveandreproductivesynthesis. The former & priori whereas the latter
rests on empirical grounds. The former, “the principle of the nagessity of pure
(productive) synthesis of imagination” is both prior to apperception aihe iground

of the possibility of all knowledge (CPR 143 A118). Kant continues byngritihat

2 However, the same object’s being found beautifein@e but not at another time by the same
subject does not seem to have a proper explanation.

3 The other two are sense and apperception. Imaginadnnects the given by sense with the inner
sense.
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imagination gains a transcendental character when it is dir¢otehe a priori

association of the manifold.

The manifold ofpurely spatialelements and that giurely temporaklements which
are given by sensation, are synthesized in an intuition which ibeddo a faculty
calledimagination.Synthesis is “the mere result of the power of imagination, a blind
but indispensable function of the soul, without which we should have no kn@wvledg

whatsoever, but of which we are scarcely ever conscious” (CPR 112 A78).

Now imagination is probably the faculty which rides freely among the
representations supplied by understanding. Moreover, during this ride it @soduc
some new representations based on the ready made representations of t
understanding. When a representation produced by the power of imaginabafsacc
with that which is given by understanding, the feeling of pleasuresatisen the

object is claimed to be beautiful.

At this point | think the event diree play,that is Kant’'s contention of its taking
place between the two faculties, is a result of some unknown and undidésr
functions of the two faculties. It is because Kant gives the wsinleture of the

faculty of understanding as determinant. As for that of imagination, he writes:

Imagination...is able...to recall the signs for concepts, but also
to reproduce the image and the shape of an object out of
countless number of others of a different, or even of the very
same kind (CJ 234).
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Relying on these, | think, the notion &fee play in the sense of being free,
correspond merely to the faculty of imagination, since it has itgyatal play with

the representations given by understanding. The judgement of understanding is
determinant thus necessary and definite whereas imagination findgitsgléction.

As a result, the notion of accordance is not the accordance dtiidhaculties, but

that of their representations. What is contingent is this oelaif accordance which

IS simply an estimate prior to any concept. When this estimapeoised in the

concept then we have the feeling of pleasure.

2. 2. 1. The Analysis of the Beautiful

According to Kant, beauty is not a perceived feature of objediseirworld, taste
colour and shape are. So experiencing something as beautiful does nadt ioonsis
perceiving a quality of the object. Rather it is a matter of youividgr a
disinterestedpleasure from the perceivéorm of the object- the form considered in
abstraction from the nature of the object that manifests it, fnerkihd of object you
are perceiving or the concept under which you perceive it (and so fromtheha

function of the object is or what the object is intended to be).

First of all, it follows from aisinterestedleasure taken from the perceiviedm of

the object. Bydisinterestedwhat Kant means is that when we call something
beautiful, we are not interested in its function, its nature whidkemthe object that
object or concept under which we perceive the object. Our callingethomg
beautiful is not a judgement of knowledge but that of taste. In other vemwis,ding

to Kant beauty is not a perceived feature of objects in the wamldplour and shape
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are, so our experiencing something as beautiful does not consist in ceivipgr a

quality of the object.

The second principle of aesthetic judgement is that the feelineature which
determines the judgement of taste is free from any purpose. Karifinaésvithout

an end” or “purposive without purpose”. They mean that the feeling ofpkeds a
kind of pleasure that we feel without any purpose or without thinking igy#bout

the object that we call beautiful.

Kant warns us that aesthetic pleasure is different from goodubecgood is
something that we feel pleasure by the concept and understandingeléttés! to a
concept. In other words, when we call something good, we know that thing or we
have a concept about that thing. However, we feel pleasure outnale$sr lines
those are drawn randomly. Thus, beautiful is the object of a feeling of pledsate

we do not hope any use or do not follow any purpose.

The third and the fourth features are universality and necessity sthetie
judgements. Why do we insist that what we call beautiful should beasdazautiful
by others? According to Kant,
The beautifulis what pleases in the mere estimate formed of
it (consequently not by intervention of any feeling of sense in
accordance with a concept of understanding). From this it
follows at once that it must please apart from all intel@3t (
91).
Thus, when we feel pleasure before a beautiful thing this causeliofyfef pleasure

results from thdree playof imagination and understanding. The judgement about the
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beautiful is a judgement of taste but not a judgement of reasorhen words we
have no chance of misunderstanding, thus this purposeless feeling should be

universal and necessary for everyone.

2. 3. Sublime

The notion of sublime is another fundamental issue of the Critiqueiddement
Kant defines sublime as absolutely great. The experience of sublats® defined
as pleasing just like that of the beautiful. However, the beaatifdlthe sublime are

quite different in many ways.

Firstly, the beautiful has the delight which is of quality, whereasstiblime has that
of which is coupled with quantity. Secondly, the beautiful is a “presentaf an
indeterminate concept of understanding” while the sublime as thagnof

“indeterminate concept of reason” (CJ 91).

Therefore, just as the aesthetic judgement in its estimate of
the beautiful refers the imagination in its free play to the
understandingfo bring out its agreement with tleencepts

of the latter in general (apart from their determination): so in
its estimate of a thing as sublime it refers that facuity t
reasonto bring out its subjective accord witleasof reason
(indeterminately indicated), i.e. to induce a temper of mind
conformable to that which the influence of definite (practical)
ideas would produce upon feeling, and in common accord
with it (CJ 256).

Another important distinction which follows from the relations of tlogrdtive
faculties, the imagination and the understanding is that the beautibdb® a
positive pleasure as the result of the accordance of theséiida whereas the

sublime causes a negative pleasure as the result of the cofiftiog faculties in
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question. The latter is defined as an emotion “ dead earnest mffties of the

imagination” (CJ 245).

The beautiful represents a joyful and charming imagination while thengykan
unpleasant shock. According to Kant aesthetic judgement upon sublime depends
merely on the subjective play of mental powers (imagination and feason
harmonious by virtue of their contrast. Thus, in the experience of tnetifod
imagination and understanding generate subjective finality of mentdiiégc but in

that of sublime, imagination and reason do so by their conflict.

Kant also writes that unlike the beautiful which results framimmediate, pre-
conceptual relation to the form of the object, the sublime does nospon@ to any
sensuous form. Kant writes that the sublime is the "dispositiameasdul evoked by
a particular representation engaging the attention of the refl¢gtigement, and not
the object” (CJ 97). It is a concern of the ideas of reason. Althdweyhcannot be
represented properly, the sublime “may be excited and called intoitfieby that

very inadequacy itself which does admit of sensuous presentation” (CJ 245).

Sublime has double mode as mathematical and dynamical. Pillow wréeshis
division is caused by the dual power of reason. Because reason has/ecgrd
practical aspects, imagination’s inability causes two distudggments of sublimity
(71). The former is evoked when in comparison anything else is smasthém
words, in the case of mathematical sublime everything in naturdingely small
when compared to the greatness experienced. We know that Kantiasophito

claims that reason is after absolute totality. In such kincdubliree experience we
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have also imagination which is compelled to processadtmfinitum.However, the
inability of imagination to attain an estimation of the magnituddéefting in order
to accomplish this idea of totality that reason looks for, a fe@fngupersensible
faculty is evoked in us. Then we have mathematical sublime asé&he capacity of
Critigue of Judgement thinking which evidences a faculty of mind tradsug

every standard of sense” (CJ 250).

Mathematical sublime involves an estimation of magnitude by numbers eredea
intuition. Numbers are the mathematical side and the mere amuitientioned is
aesthetic. In this sense the magnitude of the measure is matdaéniat its
estimation is aesthetic since "all estimation of magnitude ottsbgd nature is in the
last resort aesthetic” (CJ 251). Thus, the reflection of matlheahatblime conveys
the idea of sublime, not in the mathematical estimation of magnjtsthe® in the
former magnitude presented absolutely but in the aesthetic estinsaice it is a
relative kind of magnitude which is compared with a similar kindoitsists of two
operations of the faculty of imagination: apprehensiapp(ehensip and
comprehensioncomprehensio aestheticéfJ251). Kant writes that the former can
process int@d infinitum

[bJut with the advance of apprehension comprehension

becomes more difficult at every step and soon attains its

maximum, and this is the aesthetically greatest fundamental

measure for the estimation of magnitude. For if the

apprehension has reached a point beyond which the

representations of sensuous intuition in the case of the parts

first apprehended begin to disappear form the imagination as

this advances to the apprehension of yet others, as much,

then, is lost at one end as is gained at the other, and for

comprehension we get a maximum which the imagination
cannot exceed (CJ 252).
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Kant writes that we should not expect to find sublime in works dfwrin things of
nature or in rude nature because a pure judgement upon sublime does netanvol
end which belongs to the object as its determining ground, then ittieetesand
cannot be grasped neither by judgements of understanding nor by thosewof(&hs

253).

As we see mathematical sublime is evoked by a piece of nahioh cannot be
measured properly or in other words by which imagination fails to septan a
totality. It is inadequate to measure and represent the greatndss experience
since it is compelled to process infinity. The capacity of imaginasi@hallenged by
the piece of nature. For Kant when a magnitude compel our imaginatiisriitoit,

then for an aesthetic comprehension of that magnitude, a feeling of bstrigted
arises. Such a comprehension feels all aesthetic comprehensidr{isatEquate)
that the object is grasped as sublime with such a feeling ofupéeéthirough) by

means of a displeasure (CJ 108).

As for dynamical sublime Kant introduces a term “might” which ifingel as a
power superior to great hindrances and he continues that if in thetaegidgement
nature is represented as a might which does not possess dominion olien wget
are confronted with dynamical sublime (CJ 260). The estimation of enatsir
dynamical sublime is a source of fear.
Bold, overhanging, and, as it were, threatening rocks,
thunder-clouds piled up the vault of heaven, borne along wit
flashes and peals, volcanoes in all their violence of
destruction, hurricanes leaving desolation in their track, the
boundless ocean rising with rebellious force, the high

waterfall of some of trifing moment in comparison with their
might (CJ 261).
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In dynamical sublime the subject resists to the nature but thémesethat it is

useless to resist it. Then the might of it becomes attracinilaé subject though it is
at the same time fearful. Kant claims that, the objectedcaublime trigger a power
of resistance which supplies us with courage to compare ourselvetheby

omnipotence of nature.

It is also important to note that Kant defines the sublime as:

[Aln object (of nature) the representation of which

determines the mind to regard the elevation of nature beyond

our reach as equivalent to a presentation of ideas (CJ 119).
This equation of the sublime with the ideas means that it is imayoin the object
but in the idea of a supersensible faculty whose existenceeialeel by the inability
of imagination in aesthetic estimate of the object which evokedeiling of the
sublime. Kant writes about the occurrence of this supersensible faculty:

But precisely because there is a striving in our imagination

towards progressad infinitum, while reason demands

absolute totality, as a real idea, that same inability on the part

of or faculty for the estimation of the magnitude of things of

the world of sense to attain to this idea, is the awakening of a

feeling of a supersensible faculty within us; and it is the use

to which judgement naturally puts particular objects on

behalf of this latter feeling, and not the object of sense, that is

absolutely great, and every other contrasted employment is

small (CJ 97).
With respect to the modality of sublime, Kant writes that “withinet development
of moral ideas, that which, thanks to preparatory culture, wesoalime merely
strikes the untutored man as terrifying" (CJ 265). In this seoserding to Kant

what we call sublime is a power of mind which enables it to ovezdundrances of

sensibility by means of moral principles (CJ 124).
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Coleman writes that the finality of sublime lies in “our awassnaf belonging to the
realm of moral ends, or as being of intrinsic worth” (106). This mfwmaling is
defined as a native capacity by Kant. Thus, moral ideas assure tleesahiy of
sublime in the sense that Kant refers to a hypothetical man wreneommaffected

of sublime:

[w]e say of man who remains unaffected in the presence of
what we consider sublime, that he has no feeling” (CJ 265).
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3. THE POSSIBILITY OF KANTIAN BEAUTY

3. 1. On the Notion of the “I”

Any attempt to investigate aesthetic taste needs a notion of trectsuhj Kantian
understanding of aesthetics there seems to be problems aboutdbetaxf feeling
of pleasure and displeasure which is regarded as the basis okagpryibeautiful
and sublime. The question is how Kantian system can give the explanatioa of
individual taste. Since according to Kant, the universal and negessaditions of
all our experience are at the same time the laws of nateréawe no other chance
than experiencing the same things as phenomena. Therefore, one expectsopeople
find the same thing as beautiful. Obviously, Kant is aware of thtsafad gives his
account around the notion slubjectiveuniversality In my opinion this notion
should be traced back to the first critique (CPR); to the notiohedelf as well as
the idea of freedom which is one of the ideas of Rea8oA detailed analysis of
these two concepts may lead to a better understanding of Kantetaesiew or

may conclude in a complete refutation of it.

To begin with, the idea of self in Kant is highly complicated. Theogbpher writes

about self and self-consciousness in CPRiranscendentaDeductionB:

Just as for knowledge of abject distinct from mérequire,
beside the thought of an object in general [viz. The category
of thinghood], an intuition by which | can determine that
general concept, so fémowledge of myselfrequire beside
the thought of myself an intuition of the manifold in me, by

“Reason is the highest faculty of human mind akdaght and it has some concepts that are called
Ideasresponsible of some thoughts such as the firgtecauthe completion of all the experience.
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which | determine this thought... | exist as an intelligence

which is conscious solely of ifgower of combiningBut, in

respect of the manifold which it has to combine, | am

subjected to a limiting condition...viz. that this combination

can be made intuitable to me only according to relations of

time.. Such an intelligence therefore can know itself only as

it appears to itself in respect of an intuition... which cannot be

supplied by the understanding itself (169 B158-9).
According to the passage | have no single intuition corresponding to thefidea
“me”, so the understanding is not able to give me the thought of “inis’bkecause
this kind of thought of oneself needs the many intuitions that are receiddtenent
times. In other words, a manifold of intuitions related to me is requb have an

idea of “me™®

According to Kant by a faculty callddner senseor empirical apperceptionve are
provided raw data or a manifold of one’s states. Various registeane’s individual
activities are supplied by this faculty but these stay as sutth ttanscendental
apperceptionsynthesize§ them. Then we have the knowledge of one’s own states.
This division of apperception into two is needed in order to indicate, on the one hand,
the existence of one’s states as changing by the time and beingrdifimm each
other, in other words “consciousness of self according to the deteonsat our

state in inner perception”, and on the other hand, the “original ngehale
consciousness” which is calledranscendental apperceptionThis kind of
apperception is given as responsible from even the unity of spadenanas thea

priori conditions of all our experience. Kant writes:

! Obviously, this notion of intuitions of oneselfdifferent periods indicates the function of memory
that is rarely mentioned in Kantian philosophy.
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The original and necessary consciousness of the identity of
the self is thus at the same time a consciousness of an equally
necessary unity of the synthesis of all appearances according
to concepts... Transcendental DeductioB, 8143 136-7
A108).
This point deserves more attention when we review the wholedftapltilosophy in
the sense that up to this point we had space and time as the gevefnmuir

experience but now we see that they have their own transcendentaiocowtiich

is transcendental apperceptiomhis claim leads us to the following conclusions:

(1) The idea of self is obtained bysgnthesisof the variety of a subject’'s various
actions. According to this claim, the actions related to the ctbjewn states
occurring respectively the time t2, t2 and t3 belong toetmpirical self This means
that in the mentioned times we have three different states & oma which are
successively received and then kept in memory. In each of these expenertagse
only a subject but as to the awareness of their belonging tortteessdject, and this
means the action of uniting apperception transcendentally is somethingbyone
transcendental apperceptioand this kind of self is thiganscendental selff one’s
own. Now what is done blyanscendental setb the manifold of our states related to
our selvesis similar to the construction of the concept of an object. Skenst
claims that the concept of an object is constructed when the aldhraf the
representations belonging to that object are gathered or syetthesiz in other
words the concept of object is the “formal unity of consciousness isytithesis of
the manifold of representationsTranscendental DeductioB, 8143 135 A105). The

idea of self is thus constructed bgnscendental self the same way a concept of

16 By synthesikKant means “act of putting different representaitogether, and of grasping what is
manifold in them in one [act of] knowledge.
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object is. Indeed, each of our representations of the object is aacuechpa

necessarily by an “I”. Now, is this “I” both aempirical selfin the sense that | can
also, in inner sense, have the awareness of an “I” experiencingpjkat at the time

t and also théranscendental selin the sense that, as quoted above, it enables space
and time to be the conditions of all our experience? Actuallyoméddend to think
thattranscendental self just like the ideas of reason and it seeks a completion of

several representations of empirical self, but Kant does naitione about

transcendental self as belonging to the faculty of Reason.

(2) Transcendental sel§, again, the transcendental conditioragdriori intuitions,
namely space and time. Since space and time are the very conditiafisour
experience in the sense that without them things would appear as such,
transcendental seis an ultimate transcendental condition of a priori conditions of

experience.

(3) Keeping the above remark in mind we should try to think on the very tfasis
subjective universality which is a crucial point irCritique of JudgementThis
principle is given as the ground of one’s own taste being both personal ancainive
Now, sincetranscendental selseems to be given as the ultimate transcendental
condition of all possible experience it is also pre-assumed irxireflgudgement

which is the judgement of the feeling of pleasure and displeasure.

This indicates actually both the impossibility and the possibility ohtida
aesthetics in the sense that there can be no room for individual ifasis the

ultimate ground, we all haveteanscendental selfand if Kant thinks this self as a
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unity, we would be determined by a higher kind of self in us. On the other ihand,
Kant thinks that this self is a kind of pure principle which suppbesne more than
being the transcendental condition and the synthesis of one’s empeleak in a
consciousness, then this would give us a hope of giving an account of pexstesal t
in the sense that it would be responsible for the free play ted pdace between the
faculties of imagination and understanding and which culminates in dnetes
judgement. Since,transcendental selfunites all empirical selves in one
consciousness, it would be possible for a Kantian to claim that, because aifi¢tye

of experiences of a person, the united selves may be unique by contending that w
are all experiencing different times and places and so on. Thus,isvibaited
possibly differs from other united selves. Then we would have a swejegtbund

for the feeling of pleasure and displeasure. Or from another aspetan read this
as follows: Transcendental apperception’s being the ground of spadenandnd
enabling them to operate can mean that even iCtiigue of Pure Reasowe have
the ultimate subjective condition. Indeed one may contend that ittes mpimal to
have a subjective ground since in Kantian philosophy the subject congtracts
knowledge, but it should be reminded that Kant in CPR tries to deterthe
universal and necessary conditions of all human experience atHeagtver, the
notion oftranscendental apperceptiaontends that it is the very ground of all even
thea priori intuitions, space and time. But again we should notice that all | claam ar
reflections since Kant does not give a detailed accoutman$cendental selnd its
relation to aesthetic pleasure. In the CR& only deals with the universal and
necessary conditions of human cognition which according to him does not involve

any aspect related to aesthetics.
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3. 2. The Notion of Object

The faculty of understanding with its principles and concepisori operate in an
empirical and in a transcendental manner. A transcendental engsibpima concept
indicates its application to things generalwhereas its empirical employment of it

is its application solely tappearancesKant claims that this latter use requires a
logical form of the concept and also an object that would supply the content of the
concept. A concept without an object corresponding to it would be just pty em
logical function. Thus, in order for understanding to operate in an em@enae we
need empirical objects, or appearances as objects of exper@EPReA239). Thus,

we confront two senses of the concept of the object in K&nsgque of Pure

Reason

1) as appearances

2) as transcendental object= X.

The former occurrence of the object indicates that appearances are the ecty ab)j
our experience, since we do not know things as they are. Objects Befisie are

immediately given and each corresponds to representations. Kant writes:

When a judgement agrees with an object, all judgements
concerning the same object must likewise agree among
themselves. And when we have a judgement having
universal validity, it refers also to a characteristic of object
(Prolegemena6).

This means that the judgement of perception which requires only theallogi

connection of perception in a thinking subject and the judgement of expetlatc
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requires pure concepts in order to provide the objective validityglseang among
themselves. Thus, the connection of the representations of obpetersnined by

this relation and the judgement upon the object is objective.

A subject’s primary characteristic is its being a thinking beilrmgis, the notion of a
thinking being directly relates to the notion of object. Subject isoraething which

merely perceives. This fundamental claim leads to the construction of object.

Kant reminds us that since our representations are madeedtebed to some object
by understanding, we have a transcendental object X which serve fonitieof
manifold in sensible intuition. This unity enables understanding to conthae
manifold into the concept of an object (CPR A250). It is important te tiatt this
transcendental object in question is not independent of sensibility beratisat
case we would not be able to think it. However, we see that Kkamns
transcendental object, not being empirical, has thus not been intdibeeover, it
cannot change and is always one. It is “what can alone confer upmn ainpirical
concepts in general relation to an object, that is objectivetyedCPR A109).
Therefore, by saying that it is not independent of sensibility Karg doemean that
it entails a certain intuition. It is the concept of an obpebich represents the
appearancem general It does not correspond to a single appearance but is thought
through the manifold of the appearances (CPR A251). This notion of trapstaind
object is determined by the categories of understanding and it abjéet to which
appearance in general is related by subject, thus, it is thepletaly indeterminate

thought ofsomethingn general (CPR A253).
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The notion of object is a requisite for us in order to analyze themof the free
play of the faculties; understanding and imagination, since it iflextten on the
form of the object. We see that in CPR the object occurs as appearor objects of
experience and as the transcendental object standing for theergpten of not a

single appearance but of appearances in general.

3. 3. The Notion of Finality

In Kantian philosophy the faculty of reason and its concept of freedantépted to
have an influence on nature. The action, a result of the subjeat’swite and
determination, occurs as a phenomenon, since in the end it appeasesbée,
empirical event. However, the realm of nature and the faculty of stadeling does
not have an effect on free will. Kant clearly states that atyprocal relation
between the two realms is rejecté&ince, Kant claims that reason is absolutely free
from any determination of understanding, he places judgement as a Wwhdde
enables the transition from understanding to reason. This new facultgstsigy
spontaneous anilee playwhich bodies a link between the mentioned two realms.
By faculty of judgement Kant is able to claim that our desireoimected with the
concept of nature only in an intelligible way which means our matares are not
determined but are still related to the nature. Besides theéhia our actions which
are the results of our desire are in the end subjected taviseof nature when they
occur as phenomena, our faculty of reason has some harmony of a spontaneous and

contingent kind that takes place in our faculty of judgement.

7 Kant's rejection of any kind of reciprocal relatioomes from the idea that nature may effect
subject’s free will, in other words, nature mayettatine one’s desire. This may culminate in
determination of subject’s freedom, which in thel emeans that one has no free will.
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Finality as being the concept of judgement plays a crucial rokhis contingent
harmony. It falls under the natural concepts when it is considere¢deasetical
finality and regulates the cognition of an object’s various reprdasamgagiven by
sensation whereas it becomes a constitutive principle whenenanbyr interested in
the form of the object and the feeling of pleasure and displeasure ansimgthis
(merelyform based) kind of experience of an object. Thus, we see that this dwofol
character of finality enables judgement to link the two facufi@sby a theorizable

but a spontaneous and contingent kind of mediation.

Kant makes a distinction between principles and by claiming tees tre two types
of principles namely transcendental and metaphysical. According touhuhey the
transcendentalprinciple we represent the universal condition of all possible
experience such as “every event must have a cause” whereghysatal principle

is defined as somehow referring to externalcause, thus it contains the principle

“every event must have axternalcause”.

This distinction gains importance when we come to the princigierofal finality of
nature which occurs in the third critique. This principle is of a trandeatal kind
and it is defined as the knowledge of nature which is determined by Kanta
manifold of particular laws” (CJ 182n each of our cognition we tend to think some
empirical laws for the sake of understanding but we know that thdsedual laws
are the manifold and they are contingent. Kant calls this cognitigheotinity of

laws adinality of nature
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In order to get a closely connected whole out of experience we need the
transcendentalconceptof finality of nature This concept supplies us with the
convenience in reflection and supports a systematic unity among thecairpivs

that arouse from our various experiences. Kant indicates thatrtiysis not of a

kind whose existence is possible. In other words, since the finalitatafe makes
reflection operate effectively, it is subjective and contingent, ithdses not have an

existence of a provable kind.

In order to operate effectively understanding has to set a meaningtiiked
experience of given perceptions, thus we have to evaluate endlessepstsits
with multiple empirical laws. The multiplicity of empiricaiMa result from the very
structure of understanding in the sense that for each possible expélatiscsay the
experiences in time t, t2, and t3), we apply phee categoriesof understanding
where we confront with causality or “every event must have a taasea
transcendental principle or the concept of substance in order to nes@ngful
pieces of our experience. Thus, this means that we have attHesestpossible
empirical laws, or threaexuscorresponding to our experiences that took place in t?,
t2, and t3. This means we possess a manifold of empirical lawkeesrom the
operation of understanding by subsuming what is given by sensation under some
pure concepts. In this sense, finality of nature represents thisofdawii contingent
empirical laws. Moreover, it ia priori and has its place in understanding. In this
sense it indicates a tendency of subject’s co-existence of mamemdint sets of

experiences.
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At this point Kant also writes about thew of specification of naturevhich is ana
priori principle for the possibility of nature. It is a subjective prireigttributed to
subject and prescribes a law to itself which he dalButonomyust for the sake of
reflection that divides nature’s products into species and sugpliesplanation, so
an interpretation. Thus, thigrinciple of law of specificationrmakes judgement to
reflect a natural order which is not cognizadriori in nature but makes nature

cognized by understanding in a meaningful order.

Back to the principle of finality, it is of reflective judgememdaonly by this
principle we may investigate empirical laws which are contingpetiteir nature and
which are different from the nature’s universal laws. Thus, ong cem this
principle makes the variety of empirical laws possible and suppligsty or better a
whole of them, so understanding is able to grasp the knowledge to operatéson. T
principle is the ground of variety of empirical laws which supply paldr states and
finally fall under some universal laws of nature but also of those which, on their own,
do not have an objective reality in the way that universal laws tafendhave. The
latter according to Kant arises frompontaneityand any kind of origin is
presupposed as their origin. It is understandable that in order {o gngskind of
empirical nexus we have to form a temporary (system of) whole. The, the

principle of finality of nature gives us is a system of empirical laws.

Now let us look at the connection of the notion of finality with the feeling osplea
in order to understand the roots of the theory of beautiful. In order thislahe
feeling of pleasure needs to be traced back to the nature. Sinsanfoan aesthetic

judgement has its universality besides its subjective charactgivégean account of
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universal subjectivity of the aesthetic judgement. However, it ia point that | will

focus on now. The point of this argument is to indicate the relatidmedtiea the of
beautiful to nature but it is important to remind that Kant doescootend that
beauty is a quality of external object. Here what | want to exarsitiee position of
the feeling of pleasure in nature. For Kant constructs his thiidusias the bridge

between the two realms; the nature and the realm of freedom.

Kant claims that every aim which is accomplished causes mdeef pleasure.
Therefore, the feeling of pleasure hasaitgriori ground and it becomes valid for all
men. However, Kant notes that this kind of pleasure should not be confusieel by
pleasure of the faculty of desire. In other words, with the pedatiorld. Moreover,
one may ask whether we have the feeling of pleasure when our pamsepte
subsumed under the universal concepts of nature (the categories) toKahith
answer would be negative in the sense that subsuming the manifold given by
sensation under the pure concepts (again the categories) isriegeiind necessary
aim of understanding which means that it is not counted as an ams the natural
attitude of understanding. This means that the raw material'sndly sensation)
falling under the categories cannot be separated from understanding as litsthisn
case the feeling of pleasure is so fused by simple cognition, aegdodKant, that it
no longer attracts attention. However, when it comes to the accorobep®irical
laws of nature with the universal laws of nature, a feeling @fspie is admitted to
emerge just because it means that the manifold of various empirical laassassed
and some are in accordance with the universal laws of nature. Gelyyethe
cognizance of the possibility of uniting the particular empiriaald with universal

empirical laws would be a displeasing feeling for the subjenteSihis would mean
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that a subjective specification of particular laws would not entideparticular
empirical laws in question to go beyond subjectivity or to gain vetidican the

name of universality.

Kant goes further by contending that the pleasure or displeasoomngcted with

the subjective side of representation of any object. Here spagwes as the
subjective condition of the sense perception of external things. Onlel samember
that space as thferm of outer intuitions has both subjective and objective character
since besides having its ground in the subject it enables phenomeppearas
such It is important to note that because it is @heriori form of all our experience,
space is not an element of sensation of external things but B&# its place in the

employment of cognizing the external objects.

By stating that although both space and sensation are counted as subjdesvef
perception of external things, they are both necessary conditions pbssible
human cognition, Kant opens a place for pleasure or displeasubeirsg the
subjective side of a representation. He claims that they carr meo®me an

“element of cognition” (CJ 189).

As for the finality of a thing Kant writes that finality is pritr any cognition related
to object and thus it has a subjective quality. Here the claisnmgere complicated

since Kant writes:

Hence we only apply the term ‘final’ to the object on account of
its pleasure: and this representation itself is an aestheti
representation of the finality-The only question is whether such
a representation of finality exists at all.(CJ 189)
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From the quotation above, it is inferred that any representation of ant otith

which a feeling of pleasure arises immediately is prior to aittogrof the object

and this kind of representation does not take part among those which would be united
and would thus give us the concept of the object. Therefore, the yfimmdlian
aesthetic kind belongs to the subjective representation of the ohjéoe paragraph
which follows the quotation above, Kant continues his word by stating hieat t
pleasure, which arises before any cognition of the object, results finem
“conformity of the object to the cognitive faculties brought into plathereflective

judgement” (189). This is expressed as the subjective formal finality of thet.Bbje

The ground of pleasure lies in the form of the object which is thetobjeeflection
in general, or in other words, the pleasure does not arise from asgtisa of the
object. The representation of the object in this general refleatoards with the
faculties of subject but this accordance is of a contingent kindt ether states

that:

....It gives rise to a representation of finality on the part of the

object in respect of the cognitive faculties of the subject (CJ

190).
Kant in the eighth part of th€ritigue of Judgementontinues by stating that we
confront two types of finality in an object. THieality of the form of the objectan
represent the harmony of the form of the obje@gprehensioror it may represent a

harmony between the form of the object and a concept which inchelgsaund of

this form. The former kind results in the feeling of pleasure vasetiee latter refers

'8 The conceptormal indicates the formal character of the experienggning that this subjective
kind of formal finality of the object is related &m immediate relation only to the form of the ahje
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to a determinate cognition of the object under a given concept. Thus Iattdr
kind of finality understanding operates and an intuition corresponding to theptonc

is checked out.

Now relying on this, Kant makes the distinction betwesaologicalandaesthetic
judgements. The first one is théatulty of estimating the real finalityand the
second is thefaculty of estimating formal finality For the former, we need some
particular experiences and they should be united under the concept ognéaiarm
which corresponds to the form of the object. In this kind of finalityweek with
concepts and we deal with a harmony with the concepts, whereas letiaest
judgement feeling is the criteria. By Kant's words, aesthetic jmege is a “special

faculty of estimating according to a rule, but not according to concepts” (CJ 194).

The notion of the “principle of nature’s formal finality for our cogretifaculties in
its particular (empirical) laws -a principle without whidinderstanding could not
feel itself at home in nature” (CJ 193) is understandable wheapmegtical aspect

(of Kantian philosophy) is concerned but Kant writes:

...the transcendental principle by which finality of nature,
in its subjective reference to our cognitive faculties, is
represented in the form of a thing as a principle of its
estimation...(194)

When the content of transcendental is concerned for the Kantianqgigsit is

important to note that Kant writes the above mentioned transcendeinteible

This is just theapprehensiorof the form.
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leaves a space for aesthetic judgement to decide by feeling abdairtheny of the

form of the object with our subjective faculty.

With respect to the relation of the three broad realms, understandiiggnment and
reason Kant writes that:

Understanding, by the possibility of its supply@griori laws

for nature, furnishes a proof of the fact that nature is cognized

by us only as phenomenon, and in so doing points to its having

a supersensible substrate; but this substrate it leavgpstes

undetermined Judgement by thea priori principle of

estimation of nature according to its possible particular laws

provides this supersensible substrate (within as well as without

us) with determinabilitythrough the intellectual facultyBut

reason gives determination to the sa@iori by its practical

law (CJ 196).
3. 3. 1. Finality in General
Kant defines ‘an end’ as “the object of a concept so far asdhisept is regarded as
the cause of the object” (CJ 220). In other words, when we cannot thamkaifject
itself or its cognition without a concept of it, then we see antere t And Kant also
defines finality as “the causality ofa@nceptin respect of itbject Thus, we have
the concept as the source (cause) of the representation of dut¢ @ffect). This
indicates the faculty of desire which operates merely through conédtds point
Kant warns us that we can have a concept and its effect, i.ebjint as an end. In
other words, we may have a representation of the object. However,yasodave
another concept which is without an end, meaning that which rests artioefland
does not have a conformity to its object necessarily in cognition bnaflaction.
This is called finality i.e. finality can exist without an end. sThkistence of finality

is called by Kant as the only foundation of the judgement of tastdidrkind of

finality we see a very subjective character and according to iKentree from any
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subjective or objective end. It is a mere form of finality, free feoty concept. Thus,
a concept is not presupposed as in the end. This finality whichateddhe form of

the object enables the subject to get a delight from the object it confronts.

The objective finality of an object is the one "by means of whiokference of the
manifold brought to a definite end, and hence only through a concept" (CJ 227).
Thus, we see that the finality in which a concept is presupposedtiaadized in the
experience of the object is the objective finality. Kant wrikex this kind of finality

I.e. objective finality is not something external and internal acegridi the object. It
means that it is not external to the object, so being not defatés utility it is not
internal to the object, either. So it is not aboutpgkeectionof the object (CJ 227).
However, still Kant warns us that in order to get closer to thectbg finality we

call a concept of an end and here such finality is an internal kind.

About the formal finality Coleman writes that:

Kant links the pleasure of aesthetic judgement to the great
underlying theme of theCritique of Judgement the
purposiveness of the Nature. Aesthetic judgement ‘alone
contains a principle introduced by judgement complegely
priori as the basis of its reflection upon nature. This is the
principle of nature’s formal finality for our cognitive
faculties in its particular (empirical) laws-a principle
without which understanding could not feel at home in
nature.’® The pleasure of aesthetic judgement arises from
estimating or reflecting upon the forms of objects, either of
Nature or of art (7).

Another reflection orfinality can be raised by relying on the formal (subjective)

finality. | would like to present it as follows:
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phenomenon.

2. A phenomenon is at least passed fromatipeiori intuitions, space and time, since
they govern all our experience.

3. Formal finality, as the result of a mere reflection on the fofnthe object,
indicates that no concept is attributed to this thinking activity.

4. This leads to the claim that the judgement of taste whichvendby the help of
feeling of pleasure and displeasure is contingent in the Seatsi is related just
one of the representations, which are a manifold and named by forniigy fiola
the object in reflection. In other words the judgement of tastesisgne of the
subjective and multiple representations with respect to the nature of the objec

5. Thus, can we claim that this feeling of pleasure and disple&sosdebration of
the thing-in-itself's entering our world, the world of phenomena it gtep we
deal merely with the form of the object, we feel that ittrcly claimed to be
subjective. Because neither imagination nor understanding is at woek tfas
stage.

6. This brings us to the conclusion that we -at least at leval @fori intuitions
have a reference -of subjective kind- to the cognitive faculkest does not
refuse but on the contrary admits that kind of subjective refetmridee does not

give the details of this reference which is necessarily needed.

Back to the point of theorizing this kind of claim, one may assatthé avoids this
exposition against the difficulty in question. However, his attempt d@ingrthe

Critique of Judgemenneeds an application o priori forms of all possible

19 Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, introduction. YAk193; Meredith, p.35
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experience, namely space and time at least when he writes fumrthef the object.

Since he tries to give the subjective and universal conditions of judgement of taste.

3. 4. Subjective Universality

In Kantian philosophy we can differentiate four different meanings aigba
subject. The first and second meanings appear in the first critiie & the
transcendental subject and empirical subject. The third is thd sulmjact appearing
in the second critique CPrR. The last one is the universal sulijedf the third
critigue CJ. As to the subjectivity we know that it has two meaningsantian
philosophy. The first one implies that since we can &nlywthe things appearing to
us, our world has its own objectivity arising from the conditions whiahdstath as
universal and necessary. Because of the very fundamental contentiore tkabww
only the things as they appear to us, the objectivity is also grounded ortisiipjec
Thus, the subjectiv conditions of experience are at the same time the universal and

necessary conditions of all possible human experience.

With respect to the ordinary meaning of the term subjective asinggpersonal,it
occurs inCritique of Judgemerds the adjective of the judgement of taste and refers
to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure. However, the judgemeadtefig also
announced to have a universal character; therefore, it is clammte/¢ a subjective
universal communicability which is the mental state present infréee play of
imagination and understanding and which exists apart from the presupposaion of

concept (CJ 217). Kant continues by saying that this relation which mctivbjand

2 Kant mentions the issue of subjectivity while teald with the ideas of faculty of reason. Ideas of
reason, since they are not dependent on experieac@pt be confirmed by experience; thus, the
investigation of pure reason has to stay as subge@@rologemenal?2).
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appropriate for a general cognition must be valid for everyone and thussahi(@J

218). He writes:

[f[ree play of the cognitive faculties attending a
representation by which an object is given must admit of
universal communication: because cognition, as a definition
of the Object with which given representations (in any
Subject whatever) are to accord, is the one and only
representation which is valid for everyone (CJ 217).
Thus, estimation of the objects or the representation of th@moisto the pleasure
and it is the basis of this pleasure. Then, the “universality of the subjeotigdions
of estimating objects forms the sole foundation of this universal subjeeiidgy of

the delight which we connect with the representation of the olijj@attwe call

beautiful” (CJ 218).

It is important to note that Kant also gives two kindgimdlity one of which is the
“turn on subjective” and “rests on the pleasure immediatelyrfettere reflection on
the form of the object” (CJ 192). The other is an objective kindhvhas a concept
“antecedently”. This enables Kant to argue for Hubjective universalityof the
feeling of pleasure and displeasure in the sense that an immedisitereg the form

of the object without using any concept represents the possibility of diverse tastes.

To sum up, the universality of the judgement of taste comes frometiieonditions
of all human experience in the sense that the faculties whidcheasdes of thé&ree
play are brought into accord in reflective judgement but althougHréesplaydoes

not deal with any concept (i.e. relates to the very conditions of iexpe), the
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judgement of taste carries a universality. Moreover, this purelgciiNg estimation
of aesthetic judgement sustains its subjective character raiyirige experience of

the beautiful.

Kant writes that for every empirical cognition “the mutual iietatof the faculty of
cognition (imagination and understanding)” is required (CJ 192). Now this Imutua
and compulsory relation (in the sense of cognizing any object) turn® tatve a
possibility of not evolving when we come to the experience of beautiftihel realm

of knowledge, we had no chance of not having one of the two sides, so one’s more
we see that experience of beautiful does not belong to the realm ofi@moghhus,

the feeling of pleasure and displeasure does not arise from tisatise or
representation of the object, but from the representation of thet abjeeflection
which accords with the universally valal priori conditions or the faculties of the
subject. However, this accordance is not necessary but contingemtnditon of
contingency seems to explain the reason why an object is found beautfamay
while not by others (However, the same object’s being found beautitricat but

not at another time by the subject does not seem to have a proper explanation).

As for the subjective universal character of the sublime wetlsseit does not
depend on common sense. The universality of sublime comes from a ndiplg fee
than the common sense. Since the sublime is related to the ynatabetly, its
universality comes from the subject’'s being a moral being and Kaintscthat the
man who claims not to feel the sublime is actually has no feelings. My sioggbe

transcendental | as the very condition of all the subjectivity wiadlaced in the
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moment of sublime seems to have its universal ground apodictidaltg without

this condition nothing would be possible in the case of a subject.

3. 5. On the Experience of the Beautiful

In this section | want to examine the experience of the beautifdétail so as to
indicate the problems of the Kantian notion of beauty. Then | wilidoen the
sublime by using the conclusions drawn from the above-mentioned analysiss Kant
so hard to follow that | want to proceed by the help of many quoted seitiorger

to keep a systematic form in my exposition. My selection will be friwe
introduction of theCritique of Judgemergince it has an overview and will enable

me some convenience.

Since there are many concepts and notions irCtiiteque of Judgemenfor us to
examine, it is better to begin with the fundamental notion of thiejweit aesthetic
judgement. A judgement of this kind is on the finality of the oBjeshich is not
dependent on any concept and which does not produce one of itself. As talibe fin
of the object, Kant writes that the term “final” is used tbe object when its
representation is immediately goes along with a feeling of pleashig feeling of
pleasure arises from the accordance of the faculty of the integinthe faculty of
intuitions a priori, with understanding (faculty of concepts) by means of a given
representation. This accordance is not of an intentional kind andeialized by the
reflective judgement which is essential for imagination to aieeials fundamental

function, that is apprehensfdnof forms (CJ 190). We should remember that

2L All this section belongs to the 30th and 31st pagfdntroduction of CJ. The reference is not given
since | rearrange it for the sake of my aim.
22 Apprehension is imagination’s immediate directigron perceptions (CPR A120).
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reflective judgements (which are the judgements of the facultyddgeiment) are

opposed to determinant judgements which are precise and factual like laws of nature.

Now when the form of an object (in the sense of sensation opposednatiiee of
the representation of the object) is reflected upon, without aintilogptaining any
concept from it, it constitutes the ground of the pleasure in firegentation of the
object. The pleasure in question is necessarily regarded as belawgitige
representation of the object, thus the pleasure is not only for trecsubjeflection
but it is for all. This object is called ‘beautiful’ and the dbg which judges by
means of the pleasure and with universal validity is callede’tathe ground of
pleasure is with the conformity to law in the empirical employneénadgement in
general which is the unity of imagination. By this conformity to the the
representation of the Object in reflection accords with the wsallgrvalida priori
conditions. This accordance is contingent and leads to a “represertatinality on

the part of the object in respect of the cognitive faculty of the Subject” (CJ 190).

At this point | suggest that we need to examine the key terchstai. Let me begin
with the “form” of an object. What is the form of an object, as &, opposing to
the matter of the representation of an object? If we supposéd¢hipresentation of
an object carries form and matter, the former is given as sanggt Kant and the

latter is left to be the concept of the object.

When we are talking about the form of the representation of thetotigewe mean
at the same time the form of an object? (Since we are cwtenerely with the

appearance of the object but not the thing-in-itself) The answaobably positive.
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Now if we think any representation of an object consisting of form aattem then

we have form. But this form by itself cannot lead us to the knowledgeeadbject.

In fact what it entails is most probably the raw materitdred by space and time as

a priori intuitions: appearance. Our acceptance of this notion makes theqgboi
“reflecting upon the form of the representation of the object regesdbf any
concept” clear in the sense that when we are performing tiom @bove we do not
relate anything that would lead us to the knowledge of the object whiochgseto

the faculty of cognition. However, Kant writes that the reflectjudgement, in
which imagination is brought into accord with understanding, compares the form
that are apprehended by imagination and in this act the accord takesgbw we
know that as sensation, the form of the object, according t&titigue of Pure
Reasoninvolves the manifold of appearances. However, if they are combined with
consciousness we should call them perceptions. Now we know that thiy fafcu
judgement accepts merely reflective judgement as its employee.oworethe
reflective judgement is also fundamental for imagination in appresreasid since
imagination is called apprehension when it is immediately diragited perceptions,
then we can infer that by sensation and so by the form Kant meant appesar

combined in a consciousness and that are immediately directed upon.

To sum up, thdorm of the object is an important detail in discussing the Kantian
aesthetics. It emphasizes that the experience of the beautkdsaeily belongs to
the sensation since it has nothing to do with any concept of the undangtarhus,

it has an empirical character. The conclusion we derive fromséuton is that the
form of an object would mean what is passed feopmiori intuitions, space and time

as the conditions of all our experience.
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With respect to the free play we should remember again the imagiratapability

given by Kant in order to play free. Until the third critique thisulty seems to
reproduce appearances and produgeiori intuitions. However, these functions are
not defined as independent of the understanding. Even in CJ Kant claims the
imagination depends on the understanding and cannot be withblawtits better

for us to trace back the imagination to CPR.

At the beginning of all experience we are given appearances. Whenatbey
combined with consciousness, perception arises. Since every appeardiecseaca
manifold and since various perceptions occur in our minds as sepaifadgl are not
demanded to be gathered in one. Therefore, in us exists a faculty for synthésszing t
manifold. This faculty is called imagination by Kant. When immediatifgcted
upon perceptions it is called apprehension (CPR A120). This apprehensiot is
able to produce an image or to connect the impressions. These argbsited by
the reproductive faculty of imagination which forms the whole sefiggerceptions
and it is in an empirical character. However, this whole shoatioem to a rule in
order to give rise to the knowledge. This is supplied by the associafi
representations (CPR A121). As for the productive imagination we knovsitica
the imagination is a faculty & priori synthesis, it is productive. In both cases the

synthesis of imagination has its power to connect the manifold only as it appears.

Kant also mentions about the transcendental function of imagination fzure &ind
of imagination. The former indicates the relation of the faculthefsensibility and
the understanding; those which are defined by Kant as the two esirdihe

transcendental function of the imagination enables subject to turn appeEsaiato
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knowledge by connecting the two. We see this function in recognition, reproduction,
association and apprehension (CPR A125). Without this transcendentabriunic

the imagination a unitary experience made up of concepts of objects matulsk
possible. Imagination by the transcendental synthesis also conditiongeiye
possibility of all experience, since any experience requires thedwgion of
appearances (CPR A101). As for the pure imagination Kant writésttie the
condition of alla priori knowledge, thus a fundamental faculty of human soul. This
is because a pure apperception (the unchanging and enduring ‘') is iaehedi
added to it in order to relate all the representations so bs tmnscious of them

(CPR A123).

In CJ, imagination occurs as the faculty which is responsible okfiresentation of

the object beautiful, by referring to the subject and its feeling dcisple and
displeasure (CJ 203). We are also introduced with imaginationseeonformity

to law of imagination in the third critique. Kant writes that if wenthimagination as

free in judgement of taste, then this means that it is not repreeunit productive

and originates "arbitrary forms of possible intuitions” (CJ 240%. iot compelled to
conform to a law but "it is only a conformity to law without a lamda subjective
harmonizing of the imagination and understanding without an objective” (CJ 241).
Here the law mentioned is the law of understanding and we are wéraed

imagination is not absolutely free or is not left to it3&If.

Up to the section of genius, imagination is given as the faculty aflireg various

representations as the faculty of intuition and connection of the manifoitudions
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(CJ 143), thus its functions do not exceed the ones given in the CPR. Althabhgh i
latter case its freedom is mentioned as consisting in its opgmithout a concept.
In this case imagination in its freedom accords with the lattéis conformity to
law. However, as one of the faculties consisting of the geniusdefised as a
productive faculty of cognition and as so being a powerful agent for rggeati
second nature by means of the given by actual nature (CJ 314). &insedlto
remodel experience by means of both laws based on analogy and the gtimaipl
have their seat in reason. This function of the imagination is resportditour
feeling freedom from the law of association that belongs to ehwirical
employmenof the imagination. Thus, we get our material from nature in accoeda

with this law but we make it into something else that exceeds nature (C3f 314).

Kant namesdeasthe representations resulted from this function of imaginatiten
gives the reason for giving this name as their attempt to readctttsombeyond the
refinements of experience and thus their looking for approaching toentatsn of
rational concepts or intellectual ideas in order to attainmélasi kind of objective
reality for these concepts (CJ 314). These objective realities impliedet@a ¢pody to
those aesthetic ideas in order for them to claim existenceiproeal relation of the

subject to the other subjects.

Since the issue of the experience of the beautiful is sensatiodealewith the

empirical side of imagination that serves for sensibility in otdéhave the raw data

3 Addingly, this consisting with the free conformitylaw of the understanding is called finality epa
from end.

%4 This empirical employment of imagination impliée tfaculty of intuition and connection of the
manifold of intuitions (CJ 143). Here we have tvemses of freedom. The last one seems for freer
than the one mentioned above.
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as a manifold or as associated appearances. Its second funatanséemdental and
it enables the subject to turn these associated appearakmes$rtan sensibility into
Knowledge. Thus, it serves for the faculty of understanding. However,déastnot
seem to imply these two functions of imagination, which occur in @Jmentions
imagination only as the faculty af priori intuitions (CJ 190). In this case it seems
that we are not concerned with empirical function, or with trandental function,
since the pleasure that arises is independent of any concept. Hothevguestion is
how and which intuitiong priori imagination can relate to the form of the object.
Now we have the two faculties in reflective judgement one of wisithe faculty of
concepts while the other is the faculty of intuiti@priori. When we reflect merely
on the form of the objecs freeplay takes place between the two, and as a result, a

feeling of pleasure arises.

(1) The form (of an object) is what is passed frampriori intuitions; space and time,
(2) In reflective judgement imagination reflects upon the form,

(3) And it is accorded with understanding.

In my opinion the form is subjected to the recalled registers of imagiriatids free
act. Since these registers are not free of understanding as knowfedggcts as
belonging to the past experiences, then accordance can be explained as the
Imagination’s free play not with understanding but with past registtatshad been
given by understanding, since imagination has a power to recall resgaaflehe
time passed (CJ 234). This can also be proved by the very fact tleastanding is
determinant and is not given in CPR as even slightly free. Nohisfuiew was

acceptable then the question that would arise is whether tharCstill be regarded
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as a bridge. The answer would be positive, | think. It is becausedichnot need to
place understanding as the side of a notion of free play in order to reorivio
distinct faculties of human cognition, namely understanding and reasoncéadt
give a sign of the power of imagination to create new representatimmgyahe ones
given by understanding and registered in memory. By means of such a claim
imagination would still be dependent on understanding as Kant claimets dosing
a “powerful agent for creating” or its producing a “second natureulev be
confirmed in the CPR. Thus, most critics would not regard its “rerhiogel
experience following the principles seated in reasorddalsoc However, Kant does
not accept that the pleasure is related to the “mere apprehdémgprehensip of the
form of an object in intuition, apart from any reference it may hawe concept for
the purpose of a definite cognition” (CJ 189). It is because Kam<lkthat if it is so
then the representation refers to subject and not to the object snthig which

makes it difficult to give an account of subjective validity.

According to the section 31 of ti@itique of Judgememe see that imagination can
behave independently of the understanding’s concepts and this latteoriuotit
belongs to the realm of reason which like imagination looks beyond the enqeeri
Indeed it is not surprising to confront with imagination in the landeaton, since
with its ideas Reason should somehow uses imagination simply inigstaplthe
ideas such as the world which is a totality but not a singleiwgwbject. In the case
of the aesthetic ideas, Kant claims that they lack bodies, tlreispjective reality is
sought by ideas to give existence to these aesthetic ideasaftdmspt to give
existence to the aesthetic ideas refers to the understandioge(as the sides of the

free play which culminates in a feeling of pleasure and finallghe aesthetic
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judgement) in the sense that the notion of existence needs a suppmyhibibo in
order to have an objective reality, if this is acceptable then pbsition of
understanding as one side of the free play is affirmed: Kant wrethird critique in

order to link the two distinct realms, namely the understanding and the reason.

3. 6. On Sublime
In this section | want to examine the mode of the subject imbment of the
sublime. From the side of the imagination sublime moment can be dieimhea
shortcut caused by being overloaded. In this moment imagination is g@lteonto
go beyond the bounds of the sensibility in order for itself to present thiyinhat it
iIs paralyzed. The subject is helpless and overwhelmed by nature, #lssafe
negative pleasure. Kant defines this pleasure as "stéuigmsore like respect, and
deserves the name of “negative” pleasure (CJ 265). This respet asea result of
the feeling of being overwhelmed by nature, since the subject goes thréemtful
experience. This feeling is caused by some greatness compared taewdrygthing
else is small. The faculty of imagination finds itself inadequateepresent the
magnitude or might of this greatness since it fails to measimethe help of any
past registers or representations. It is crucial to difteate this moment (of the
sublime) from an ordinary confusion of this cognitive faculty. In these
imagination is compelled by reason to present the idea of infinityjhwhievoked by
a piece of nature. Thus, by including reason into the sublime momanit,pkaces
the sublime to a higher position than a simple cognition of the mind. Imtmsent
reason interferes with the employment of imagination. Kant writes:

The proper mental mood for a feeling of the sublime

postulates the mind’s susceptibility for ideas, since it is
precisely in the failure of nature to attain to these-and
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consequently only under presupposition of this
susceptibility and of the straining of the imagination to use
the nature as a schema for ideas-that there is something
forbidding to sensibility, but which, for all that, has an
attraction for us, arising from the fact of its being a
dominion which reason exercises over sensibility with a
view to extending it to the requirements of its own realm
(the practical) and letting it look out beyond itself into the
infinite, which for it is an abyss (CJ 115).
Thus, the aesthetic judgement upon the sublime refers to the exdroisggination
as a means of reason. Now the best thing is to analyse the nmafntemtsublime in

detail, since it promises more than a notion of a simple confusion.

To begin with, the feeling of the sublime is evoked by a piece of nahioh wannot
be represented in a proper sense because of its magnitude. Ths aalwrtcut in
the faculty of imagination which is responsible from its repriegiem. However, the
question is: What kind of an object is not representable in Kasiatem? Kant
would answer by claiming that there cannot be such an object whachadbject of
an empirical experience and cannot be represented. Kant woutd tbiai because
the possibility of such a case would mean not having a phenomenon or an
appearance of the thing thegppearswhich is out of question for Kant. However, in
the sublime moment we face such an object which evokes the iddaity with its
magnitude or might by breaking the bound of the sensibility. In this cadsothnel
of sensibility is transcended by imagination’s failure to cognizebthends of the
object in order to represent it as a totality or in other wordsrder to make it a

proper phenomenon. Kant writes that:

[[lmagination can never reach beyond the sensible
world but still this thrusting aside of the sensible
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barriers gives it a feeling of being unbounded; and that

removal is thus a presentation of the infinite (CJ 127).
Thus, reason interferes with the retarded cognition and compels iniagiteahave
an idea of the infinity which according to Kant can be thought without axiotron.
Parallel to the idea of infinity the sublime provokes a representafilimitlessness
(CJ 91). Thus, the sublime, as stated in above sections, does not depand on
sensuous form. This implies that it is not a cognitive experieocean aesthetic
estimate. The reason is that in the case of an aesthetmatesfor instance in the
experience of the beautiful, we know that therefi®a playbetween the faculties of
the imagination and the understanding upon the form of an objectfrébiplay
culminates in an aesthetic judgement which announces that the abjbetutiful.
However, in the case of the sublime when the object is announcedhe sablime,
what is meant is its evoking the feeling of the sublime in thgesulin other words,
we name objects as beautiful in its full meaning, since weeratdeast to their form,
but this is not the case with the sublime. Obviously, Kant is nahstgealling an
object as sublime but this seems for the sake of nothing but convenience.

In the case of the beautiful as a result of an aesthetic

estimate we have a presentation of an indeterminate concept

of the understanding whereas in the sublime we have that of

an indeterminate conclusion of reason (CJ 91).
In its being a conclusion of the faculty of reason which looks foregpeesentation
of totality, the sublime seems to be more than an aestheticaéstiMoreover, we
know that in the moment of the sublime imagination fails in théhats estimation
of the magnitude. The implications of this claim will be discdds¢er. For now |
want to examine the claim which suggests that the sublime objadhing in itself

or a nature in itself. This claim is refused by Kant, however he writes:
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[tlhe objects called sublime trigger a power of resistance
which supply us courage to compare ourselves by the
omnipotence of nature (CJ 124),

This makes the above claim reasonable. First of all, it sdeah&ant differentiates
nature from the subject which is usually not the case within Kasiiatem, since
nature is represented as a totality of the physical laws.méans that it is an idea
but not a thing- in-itself to which an intuition corresponds, thus itpsoduct of our
cognitive faculty but not a determined external intuition. Then what dessan to
have omnipotence for nature, since it is an idea? In this senseatime in the
sublime moment seems to be regarded as thing-in-itself eves élam is refuted
by Kant by reminding the fact that imagination cannot lay hold of thathaisic
beyond the sensible world (CJ 127). However, we should noticenthag i
sublime moment imagination fails in the aesthetic estimateeofrtagnitude of the
object appearing, so the subject is regarded to face a thing that bameptresented
in either a cognitive or an aesthetic representation. Kant agétsilibts kind of an
experience to a supersensible faculty the employment of whiciggered by the
idea of infinity the representation of which cannot be achieved by inagins&Vhat

| tried to do by analysing this claim is to go over the fundamental lplitysupon
the object called sublime. Although | do not agree with the claimthieabbject of
the sublime is a thing-in-itself, still thinking that Kant faits clear this point. His
subject’s resisting to that object or the interference of réakmts one to think that

the object confronted is a thing-in-itself.

% When its direct relation to the things-in-themsslin free will is considered, reason’s interfeen
as compelling imagination for representing the gress in the experience of sublime, leads to the
claim above.
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| do not think that the object or the piece of nature in the subtior@ent is a thing-
in-itself. Moreover, | do not think that this object has dominion over s is
able to evoke the feeling of the sublime. It is because in the case adaanwalgich is
called sublime, we sure know that it is finite (otherwiseatld be a total delusion),
thus its magnitude reminds us the idea of infinity. However, welaceaware that
we have boundaries for sensibility since our cognitive faculties thaweown limits.
This is clearly stated by Kant when he talks about the hieraretwebn the three
major faculties, respectively sensibility, understanding and reason, &kuthe
conclusion of this section I claim that what makes the momenildihge crucial is

not the greatness we face or the feeling of being overwhelmed.

Relying on this conclusion | want to analyse the negative pleastne fieé moment

of the sublime. Kant writes that the feeling of sublime is somgtimore like respect

but it is also fearful and stirring. This feeling is caused byctdlict between the
faculty of imagination and reason about the representation of thefid&anity. Its

being negative may be interpreted as referring to the failure ointagination,
however, the pleasure seems to be thrilled by the magnitude migheof the piece

of nature confronted. This notion of negative pleasure indicates that the experience of
sublime is in no way peaceful. | suggest that this negative pleasautaeak point in

the experience of sublime. It indicates a pleasure coupled vattling of failure, or

that of being transcended. However, in my opinion Kant would accept tisat thi

negative pleasure is such a feeling that it suggests somehow an aéftliction

%5 The addictive character comes from empoweringy@fsubject in the moment of sublime when he
is able to grasp that he is in safe and can hahidigreatness.
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With respect to the conflict between the imagination and reasom, agaishould be
reminded that it does not follow from a failure of imagination snrésponsibilities

but from the nature of imagination which cannot ‘lay hold beyond the sensible
world’ (CJ 124). When the magnitude of an object transcends the cgpaibili
Imagination, reason compels it to go further while imagination announses it
incapability of representing an idea of infinity since it is impassito reach an
intuition of a totality. This notion of conflict and failure of imagioa can be
interpreted as a corruption or collapse of the subject. In other wormnot be
regarded as the moment in which subject discovers a greatrersshich no subject

can rule, and may be shaking. The subject confronts something whose sensible
representation is possible and whose ideal representation cannot bedhdint

kind of experience is clearly of a soul-stirring kind. However, rpring this
moment as destructive in the sense of discovering the impogsabibeing a subject

does not seem to be the only possibility.

We know that Kant grounds the moment of sublime on failure of the magn
which is successful in the experience of the beautiful in accoedanih the
understanding. In the latter case imagination is one of the sideled play and has
its freedom to confirm to a law without a law. However, in theecaf sublime
imagination seems to be deprived of all its power and freedom, girfadsito
represent and it is paralyzed in front of the greatness or ther mowee piece of
nature. Thus, in the case of sublime the subject feels himsédinbeya the greatness
of nature. Not surprisingly, in such a case the Kantian subjectdesaigpointed by
living through a moment of inability. It seems that the imaginationesttowardsad

infinitum but is never able to grasp the absolute totality the reason isdofak. In

72



such a moment imagination is compelled to go beyond the service of kignsibt
all it is faced with is the limitation of sensibility and eefing of inadequacy. Kant

writes that;

The feeling of unattainability of the idea by means of
imagination, is itself a presentation of the subjective finality
of our mind in the employment of the imagination in the
interests of the mind’s supersensible province, and compels
us subjectively to think nature itself in its totality as a
presentation of something supersensible, without being able
to effectuate this presentation objectively

(CJ 119).

According to the paragraph above we have a supersensible faculty whaisea@i
has been celebrated in other sections of the sublime. For instance, Kanthatites t
The sublime consists merely in theation exhibited by the

estimate of the serviceability of the sensible in the

representation of nature for a possible supersensible

employment (CJ 118).
This faculty enables us to think nature-in-itself, not in an objedtitesubjective
manner, as a totality. In other words, nature in its totality can lomlgresented as
supersensible. The question that arises immediately is why Kantndbedefine
nature as an idea of reason but as supersensible. All of tag adereason are
actually supersensible or transcendental like world or God. It is gbit®us that
Kant differentiates the moment of the sublime even from theamant of reason
or its ideas. He equates the feeling of failure with the presemtaf the subjective

finality of our mind. When the subjective finality is at work, a ifeglof intention in

failure should be considered seriously.
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Therefore, | suggest that we make the first reading a douldengeaf the sublime.
The first reading admits the view that the sublime momeat fetal stroke for the
subject. The failure or inadequacy of imagination is shaking for Kastiaject who

is a producer and the governor of his own world as that of appearancesvdddw
also suggest a second reading: This moment of inadequacy leadsmontiest of
awareness in which the subject is able to face his cagabitits moment is sharply
different tharknowingthe faculties of mind or their functions. This moment presents
an internal look into the subjectivity, which is not conditional, of thieject. The
look mentioned is not an intellectual vision which enables one to go beyosdlhim
or take an external reference point to vision all whatsoevernéiiser to present the
cognitive faculties as a totality like in the case of ideaea$on. It is a moment of
the subject's looking itself, its discovering the condition of the poggibif
existence of the faculties of the mind. It is facing the pure ortrdrescendental
condition of all possible experience. If one insists on defining thisromece as an
experience, then it should be known that no content could be suggested fansuch
experience. In it there cannot be any subject or object as digin€his moment is

a moment of ceasing to be a subject in the proper sense, sirstdhjbet sees no use
of the cognitive faculties which produces appearances or phenomena. Tinés is
moment in which the bounds of sensibility are broken by the failureagination

in presenting the idea of infinity. It is sure that the ideanbhity cannot be fully
responsible for this soul-stirring moment. The subject of Kastygtem should have
met the delusions or inability of the faculties of both sensibility anagination.
Thus, the failure of imagination can be expected to be shocking but hav¢oa
fatal effect for the subject. Besides, the unavoidable tendent§amtian subject

which is looking beyond the sensibility, implied from the very beginning the
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impossibility of this opportunity. Thus, even the notion of the supersensihl#yfa
as the subjective finality of the subject is nothing new and doesneispond to the

unique experience of the sublifie

Now | suggest that the moment of sublime should have carried fingh€ant who
definitely seemed to have felt the significance of the momethieobublime but at

the same time did not want to place the sublime outside @ritigue of Judgement

The second reading | mentioned above sees the moment of the sublime and the
inadequacy grounding it as an opportunity to face the condition of all possible
experience. Now we know that this condition of all possible experiesrcesponds

to the transcendental | in the Kantian philosophy. Claiming that theemtoof the
sublime supplies the subject confronting this condition, namely the transtainle

is not a result of being strictly attached to Kantian discourse eMeny| believe that
Kantian sublime is much more than being simply an aesthetic éstiiNaw |
suggest that the moment of the sublime might not be merely the moment in which the
subject is collapsed or faced the fact of impossibility of constigihimself as a
subject. The feeling of being overwhelmed by something external and ungraspable
does not necessarily make the subject fall apart. The feelinga#quacy involves a
moment of failure but this moment of failure is at the same the fundamental
condition of experiencing the condition of all experience which is thest®bpeing

a subject. In Kantian philosophy the transcendental condition of all p®ssibl
experience is named theanscendental .Now my view about the moment of
sublime and its implications can be regarded as suggesting thaarkeendental |

as this condition. | am not in an attempt of doing so for the sake of aauiped to

%" In the moment of sublime the moral subject seentmetat work. However, | suggest that it is the
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Kantian philosophy, however such an interpretation seems arguable. ltleddithe
inadequacy which evokes the feeling of the sublime is the keystone ) fia
primary condition of human experience. In the moment of the sublime the bofunds
sensibility is beaten, then the subject faces this primary conditie know that the
faculty of cognition are out of work in this moment, so when | talk abagndition
and its being experienced in the moment of sublime, it is obviousbthahis
condition nothing like space or time is meant. In the case of sratéme one can
argue about their subjective or objective existence, however, theicargliggested
here is also the conditions of space and time. Therefore, it caalled as the
original principle or the condition when compared to all the othmrditions
whatsoever. Then in this sense the notion of the transcendea@hs$ $0 entail this

sense of being the original principle of all experience.

In the moment of the sublime the failure of getting a phenomenon tihem
experience of the object that evokes the feeling of the sublime magabeas
subject’s facing his own excess, his own border-without externalmmself. In this

moment the experience does not have a proper object, since the slaggatot
externalize himself. Thus, facing his own subjectivity (in the camditof all

possibility) does not mean to view or experience all cognitiveltias and all
elements whatsoever in a totality. The content of the experiencidi sublime

moment) cannot be defined but only addressed.

Therefore, what | suggest as the “experiencing” the “transceamidéntas the

condition of all subjectivity does not claim any empirical contenttifier moment

transcendental self not the moral subject.

76



questioned. Moreover, this “experience” is not an ordinary kind. Irr @tbeds this
“experience” is not a cognitive or an aesthetic kind. This moisetite moment of
revelation of the fundamental condition of all possible experience efidner the
name transcendental | is nothing but a convenience. It does nobrafeentity or a
concept. It stands for an assumption resulted from the structure ofrkiarksystem
which separates the subject from object and postulates the sabjinet constructor

of its own object as the object of experience.

Now, it seems that what is claimed for the moment of the sabimmthe above
section is a kind of experience which does not address an objebiabr does not
have a content. This nature of the sublime suggests a glance efftimoshimself.
This look is of an internal kind. The subject passes through his owrbiibs$o
become a subject. This moment can be grasped by neither cognitionstiatiae
estimation in reflection. Both of these modes of thinking have their ovetiotg act
upon. However, in the moment of falling into his own subjective grounds, thecsubj
does not have his object as the object of this moment. This mosnemhoment in

which the subject is deprived of all means of the mind.

At this point one may ask how such a moment is not destructive 8iacsubject is
well aware that the faculties are not able to operate orthky fail to conceive or
estimate the sublime object. However, what | suggest is not acespént of this
idea with the notion of a renewal of the subject. On the contraryjieivbehat this
failure which disappoints the subject is the condition of subjéatsg his own
subjectivity. Since the failure occurred in the aesthetic etimiathe magnitude of

the sublime object, it seems that this special kind of failut@ich should be
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distinguished from any kind of ordinary confusion of the mind, is the condition of
facing the core of the subjectivity in Kant. However, when this monsergad as
facing the transcendental | as a condition, one should be aware mtiiem that
arises. In such a case we would have been understood to claim teacexisf a
condition of all conditions that is the transcendental I. For tke shthe moment it

may be useful to keep this possibility in mind.

Back to the moment of awareness of himself as the producer wbHi. This is a
feeling like being a stranger in one’s own territory. Therefore niosent produces
a negative pleasure. However, this is at the same time trem®f the awareness
of power and the capacity of being the governor of the whole world of thecsubj
The subject passes through this possibility which he is always asaéact. Living
through this fact is much more thrilling than any kind of experience. Thes,
subject is smashed by this capacity to rule. When the subject dixesnthat
moment the omnipotence of the subject has been celebrated, sirmrdraes
conscious that up to that unique moment he was the center and thraatonstf the
world of appearances which is actually the only world for him. Thus, svéme
moment of sublime the subject does not go beyond the bounds of sensibility but

extends its consciousness to the very limits.

Now such a moment cannot be caused simply and absolutely by a piedaref na
What leads the subject to his own limit is not a thing-in-itsel piece of nature but
the effect of an appearance which challenges the measures of imaginatioasince

carefully warns us that the sublime is not in the object but in our mind (CJ 114).
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The last part of my claim suggests that this moment of fabtiegéry condition of

the subject is an opportunity that implies an intention of the subject. It is anhofne
pain coupled and ended with the satisfaction of the subject by confirmiegagam

that he is the god of his world. It is an ironic mood of the subjewhioh he greets

the thing thatappearswith fear and with Kant's words when we feel safe, then we
resist to the omnipotence of nature. The intention mentioned above magrbass

the wish of the reason, which always has the tendency of going beyond all the

experience.
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4. CONCLUSION

As my last words | would like to make an overview of the issues that | deal in.the CJ
What causes the feeling of pleasure or displeasure is not ther wratontent of the

object but thdorm of the object.

Necdet Bozkurt writes that the aesthetic idea is not one asidéreason such as
“god”, “spirit”, “world” or “necessity” because it cannot be expexsss such by the
language. It is not a concept of reason but the representation of in@yinat
resembles the ideas of reason in the sense that they both haverdion or a
tendency for totality which means that they both intend to go beyond theesmqeeri
Ideas of Aesthetic do not have concepts which express them agusiidike ideas
of reason do not have a sensation or intuition that would corresponento(8anat

ve Estetik Kuramlar127).

Bozkurt continues by stating that from a critical point of view Kamtiethod in
Critique of Judgementvhich depends upoa priori givens, does not satisfy those
who want their aesthetics to be more psychological and more eahpsioce it

remains quite transcendental (CJ 130).

This critique indicates a neglected possibility of subjective usalty because the
subjective universality of an aesthetic judgement is opposed by mdst afitics
such as Charlie Broad and Paul Crowther since the question ofridy v tastes is

asked by this above mentioned followers. Kantian aesthetics should bé eouge
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pure possibility of subjective universality. This means that Kanffecdlty is not
claiming a subjective universality for aesthetic judgements ahigfdo explain it.
This difficulty arouse when one demanded him to theorizérégeplaywhich takes
place between imagination and understanding. Kant’s failure seentsarmphasize
or analyze the ideas of imagination which will enable him to explee possibility
of diversity of subjects having the same structure of mind. He should have
differentiated between sensation and understanding or perceiving andvicgnoe
order to construct a theory of aesthetics. According to Kant, thecivle means
belonging to the subject who shares the same structure with all hkiman
Moreover, something subjective can be at the same time universahtrak system
when it depends upon the sensation such as the experience of baauitiidh we
have a relation of a pre-conceptual kind with fibyen of the object. This means that

in the Kantian sense of the word we have no problem with subjective universality.

The problem arising is that Kantian system tries to explain or igeeasr
conceptualize even the land of freedom to the extent that ithy leinguage. Thus,

up to the third critique, we seem to have a smooth theory but iC€ritigue of
Judgementwe confront with a notion ofree play which takes place between
understanding and imagination. Most of the critics claim that Kamatagive an
explanation for thidree play. It is obvious that no ultimate reason or rule can be
given in order to explain the variety of tastes. Even Kant knewtthe,the notion

of free play is not aad hocexplanation. This criticism implies that Kant up to the
Critique of Judgemerdid not realize that we do not have the same delight or taste. It
does not seem reasonable. However, it seems that Kant fails noaopgace for

subject, since he writes very little, most of which remain toestrandental, on the
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notion of the subject. It seems that we do not have a ground- for thesendl
possibilities of tastes- as subject, even though Kant writes aeftbetive character

of reason. It is because Kant does not push our knowledge of subjaclinatitike

he does for any other notion such as things-in themselves or ideasai.reamy
opinion Kantian system has a space for the aesthetics in thetlsahgehas ideas of
reason and ideas of imagination both of which tend to go beyond the given
experience. With the notion of reflective judgement and the addition lefaayt of

memory Kantian subject would be able to give the account for the diversity of taste.

With respect to the sublime, | think Kant should have focused on picationsin
the subject. We know that Kant relates aesthetic judgement to @amdingt whereas
for sublime he announces a supersensible faculty which is in chardbe of
representation of the idea of infinity. It is noteworthy that this mguesible faculty
Is not the reason itself. The feeling of this faculty evoked by tree adlenfinity, in
the representation of which imagination fails. The celebratiomisfsupersensible
faculty seems insufficient for its legitimization since Kdoges not write much about

it.

Another important point is actually indicated by Paul Crowther who writes:

...Kant links sublimity and morality rather too closely. In
effect, he reduces the sublime to a kind of indirect moral
experience (Kantian Sublime 166).

Kant gives this relation of moral ideas to the sublime in the mgdaflisublime and

claims that the sublime is terrifying for the man whose modalas are not

developed. He continues by stating that only the man who has no feelirge can
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regardless of the sublime (CJ 265). Also Francis Coleman isenstholar who
writes that the finality of the sublime is grounded in our being @wéthe fact that

we belong to the world of moral ends (CJ 106).

For me, the application to the morality should be read as addressit'g Wesh to
imply the deep relation of the moment of the sublime and the mor&csubbelieve
that by attributing a great importance to the development of thel mde&s in the
moment of the sublime Kant tried to imply this non-verbal reléfidrclaimed that
the subjectivity which is faced in the moment of sublime isriduwestendental self as
the original condition of all subjectivity in Kant. He seems to givestiigect of the
sublime as the moral subject and claims the moment of sublirttes dgal end of
the subject’'s being a moral subject. However, | tried to justify thatsublime,
which arises from the conflict of imagination and reason, leadscsutijdace his
original subjectivity. | also claimed that unlike the beautifbe tsubjective
universality of sublime does not depend sensus communisThe moment is
subjective in the sense of being personal and it is universal sileeel$s one to face
the original condition of all subjectivity (transcendental ) whichnecessarily
universal. Thus, | claim that the universality of the sublime mormees not come
from its relation to the moral character of the subject a&mais moral destination

but its leading to face this original condition in question.

I am well aware the fact one can read my claim as | annadinecsubject of the

moment of sublime as the transcendental subject instead of the sulnject.

However, this would be wrong since | do not claim that the moment otibtieng is

83



the moment of one’s experiencing the transcendental |. The usatie aford
“experience” should not be taken in its ordinary meaning in Kantiangaphy. In
other words, the experience in question does not indicate a cognitive eused
that word as a convenience. Thus, anyone interested in this study shawedrbeof
the fact that the transcendental | of Kant is not a subjegiroper sense but a
condition. Now | cannot be suggesting an experience of a condition. What lfargue
the moment of the sublime is the awareness of the subject’$® passibility of
being a subject. | think facing the original condition of all the fdssexperience
cannot be represented in a cognitive or even in an aesthetic wayeXpésience”
does not have a content to be represented. It cannot be indicated/emsally
postulated but it can merely be addressed. Thus, the universal chafathe

moment of sublime comes from the very principal of being a subject.

28 Actually | do not know whether Kant was awaretaf tmplications of the sublime but the close
connection to the moral ideas seems to providgithend that | need for my own claim.
It is pure because an empirical possibility ofige subject would mean to be an empirical self.
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