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“And the latter satisfaction is quite different in kind from the
ormer, for this [the beautiful ] directly brings with it a feeling
. of'the furtherance of life, and thus is compatible with charms
and with the play of the imagination. But the other [the
eeling of the sublime is a pleasure that arises only indirectly;
iz. it is produced by the feeling of & momentary checking of the
~vital powers and a consequent stronger outflow of them, so
W . that it seems to be regarded as emotion—not play, but earnest
in the exercise of the imagination. Hence it is incompatible with
[physical] charm; and as the mind is not merely attracted by
he object but is ever being alternately repelled, the satisfaction
n the sublime does not so much involve a positive pleasure as
~admiration or respect, which rather deserves to be called
egative pleasure.
1 But the inner and most important distinction between the
‘sublime and beautiful is, certainly, as follows. (Here, as we
are entitled to do, we only bring under consideration in the
first instance the sublime in natural objects, for the sublime of
rt is always limited by the. conditions of agreement with
pature.) Natural beauty (which is independent) brings with it
urposiveness in its form by which the object seems to be, as
were, preadapted to our judgment, and thus constitutes in
teelf an object of satisfaction. On the other hand, that which
excites in us, without any reasoning about it, but in the mere
‘apprehension of it, the feeling of the sublime may appear, as
egards its form, to violate purpose in respect of the judgment,
0 be unsuited to our presentative faculty, and as it were to do
“violence to the imagination; and yet it is judged to be only the
ore sublime, :
‘Now we may see from this that, in general, we express our-
ves incorrectly if we call any object of nature sublime, although
e can quite correctly call many objects of nature beautiful.
how can that be marked by an expression of approval which
apprehended in itself as being a violation of purpose? All
t we can say is that the object is fit for the presentation of a
blimity which can be found in the mind, for no seusible form
[Second edition.] 2 [Second edition.]

SECOND BOOK
ANALYTIC OF THE SUBLIME

§ 23. TRANSITION FROM THE FACULFY WHICH JUDGES OF THE
BEAUTIFUL TO THAT WHICH JUDGES OF THE SUBLIME

The beautiful and the sublime agree in this that both please in,
themselves. TFurther, neither presupposes a judgment of sense
nor & judgment logically determined, but a judgment of reflec-.
tion. Consequently the satisfaction [belonging to them]] does
not depend on a sensation, as in the case of the pleasant, nor
on a definite concept, as in the case of the good; but it is never-
theless referred to concepts, although indeterminate ones. And:
s0 the satisfaction is connected with the mere presentation [
the object] or with the faculty of presentation, so that in th
case of a given intuition this faculty or the imagination is con-.
sidered as in agreement with the faculty of concepts of unde
standing or reason, regarded as promoting these latter. Henge
both kinds of judgments are singular, and yet announce them-
selves as universally valid for every subject; although they lay
claim merely to the feeling of pleasure, and ot to any cogniti
of the object.

But there are also remarkable differences between the tw
The beautiful in nature is connected with the form of the objec
which consists in‘having [definite ] boundaries. The sublime, on:
the other hand, is to be found in a formless object, so far asin
or by occasion of it boundlessness is represented, and yet i
totality is also present to thought. Thus the beautiful seen
to be regarded as the presentation of an indefinite concept- of
understanding, the sublime as that of a like concept of reaso
Therefore the satisfaction in the one case is bound up with the =
representation of gquality, in the other with that of gquantit
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84 CRITIQUE OF THE AESTHETICAL JUDGMENT  [§ 23]

can contain the sublime properly so-called. This concerns only
ideas of the reason which, although no adequate presentation is
possible for them, by this inadequateness that admits of sensible
presentation are aroused and summoned into the mind. Thus
the wide ocean, disturbed by the storm, cannot be called sub-
lime, Its aspect is horrible; and the mind must be already filled
with manifold ideas if it is to be determined by such an intuition
to & feeling itself sublime, as it is incited to abandon sensibility
and to busy itself with ideas that involve higher purposiveness.

Independent natural beauty discovers to us a technique of

nature which represents it a8 a system in accordance with laws,
the principle of which we do not find in the whole of our faculty
of understanding. That principle is the prineiple of purposive-
ness, in respect of the use of our judgment in regard to phenom-
ena, [which requires’ that these must not be judged as merely
belonging to nature in its purposeless mechanism, but also as
belonging to something analogous to art. It therefore actually
extends, not indeed our cognition of natural objects, but .our
concept of nature, [ which is now not regarded’] as mere mechan-
ism but as art. This leads to profound investigations as to the

possibility of such a form. But in what we are accustomed:to.
call sublime there is nothing at all that leads to particular

objective principles and forms of nature corresponding to them:

g0 far from it that, for the most part, nature excites the ideas
of the sublime in its chaos or in its wildest and most irregular
disorder and desolation, provided size and might are perceived.
Hence, we see that the concept of the sublime is not nearly so
important, or rich in consequences ag the concept of the beauti--
ful; and that, in general, it displays nothing purposive in nature
itself, but only in that possible use of our intuitions of it by
which there is produced in us a feeling of a purposiveness quite
independent of nature. We must seek a ground external to
ourselves for the beautiful of nature, but seek it for the sublime

merely in ourselves and in our attitude of thought, which intr
duces sublimity inte the representation of nature. This is
very needful preliminary remark, which quite separates th

ideas of the sublime from that of a purposiveness of nature and
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. makes the theory of the sublime a mere appendix to the aestheti-
~ cal judging of that purposiveness, because by means of it no
- particular form is represented in nature, but there is only
- developed & purposive use which the imagination makes of its
 Tepresentation.

§ 24. OF THE DIVISIONS OF AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE
FEELING OF THE SUBLIME

Ag regards the division of the moments of the aesthetical
judging of objects in reference to the feeling of the sublime, the
Analytic can proceed according to the same principle as was
adopted in the analysis of judgments of taste. For as an act of
the aesthetical reflective judgment, the satisfaction in the sub-
lime must be represented just as in the case of the beautiful—
according to quantity as universally valid, according to quality
as devoid of interest, according to relation as subjective pur-
posiveness, and according to modalily as necessary. And so
the method here will not diverge from that of the preceding
~section, unless indeed we count it a difference that in the case
where the aesthetical judgment is concerned with the form of
the object we began with the investigation of its quality, but
‘here, in view of the formlessness which may belong to what we
call sublime, we will begin with quantity, as the first moment of
the aesthetical judgment as to the sublime. The reason for this
may. be seen from the preceding paragraph.

But the analysis of the sublime involves a divizion nof needed
in'the case of the beautiful, viz. a division into the smathemat-
* ically and the dynamically sublime.

- For the feeling of the sublime brings with it as its characteris-
¢ feature a movement of the mind bound up with the judging of
e object, while in the case of the beautiful taste presupposes
nd maintaing the mind in resfful contemplation. Now this
- movement ought to be judged as subjectively purposive {be-
se the sublime pleases us), and thus it is referred through the
gination either to the facully of cognition or of desire. In
ther reference the purposiveness of the given representation
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ought to be judged only in respect of this faculty (without
purpose or interest), but in the first case it is ascribed to the
object as a mathematicel determination of the imagination, in
the second as dynamical. And hence we have this twofold way
of representing the sublime.

A. OF THE MATHEMATICALLY SUBLIME

§ 25. EXPLANATION OF THE TERM SUBLIME

We call that sublime which is absolutely great. But to be great
and to be a great something are quite different concepts {(magni-
tudo and quantitas). In like manner to say simply (stmpliciter)
that anything is greaf is quite different from saying that it is
ahsolulely great (absolute, non comparative magnwm). The latter
is what is great beyond all comparison. What now is meant by

the expression that anything is great or small or of medium-
size? It is not a pure concept of understanding that is thus .

signified; still less is it an intuition of sense; and just as little
is it a concept of reason, because it brings with it no prineiple of
cognition. It must therefore be a concept of judgment or de-
rived from one, and a subjective purposiveness of the representa-
tion in reference to the judgment must lie at its basis. That
anything is a magnitude (guantum) may be cognized from the

thing itself, without any comparison of it with other things, viz.
if there is a multiplicity of the homogeneous constituting one

thing. But to cognize how great it is always requires some othe:
magnitude as 2 measure. But because the judging of magnitude
depends, not merely on multiplicity (number), but also on the

magnitude of the unit (the measure), and since, to judge of the
magnitude of this latter again requires another as measure with
which it may be compared, we see that the determination of the
magnitude of phenomena can supply no absolute concept

whatever of magnitude, but only a comparative one.
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If now I say simply that anything is great, it appears that I
have no compariszon in view, at least none with an objective
meagsure, because it is thus not determined at all how great the
object is. But although the standard of comparison is merely
subjective, yet the judgment nonetheless elaims universal
assent; ‘‘this man is beautiful” and “he is tall”” are judgments,
not limited merely to the judging subject, but, like theoretical
judgments, demanding the assent of everyone.

In a judgment by which anything i{s designated simply as
great, it is not merely meant that the object has a magnitude,
but that this magnitude is superior to that of many other objects
of the same kind, without, however, any exact determination of
this superiority. Thus there is always at the basis of our judg-
ment a standard which we assume as the same for everyone;
this, however, is not available for any logical (mathematically
definite) judging of magnitude, but only for aesthetical judging
of the same, because it is a merely subjective standard lying at
the basis of the reflective judgment upon magnitude. It may be

- empirical, as, e.g., the average size of the men known $o us, of
. animals of a certain kind, trees, houses, mountains, etc. Or it
. may be a standard given a priori which, through the defects of
~  the judging subject, is limited by the subjective conditions of
. presentation in concrelo, as, e.g., in the practical sphere, the

greatness of a certain virtue or of the public liberty and justice
in a country, or, in the theoretical sphere, the greatness of the
accuracy or the inaceuracy of an observation or measurement

that bas been made, ete.

Here it is remarkable that, although we have no interest what-

“ever in an object—i.e. its existence is indifferent to us—yet its
- mere size, even if it is considered as formless, may bring a satis-

action with it that is universally communicable and that con-

- sequently involves the consciousness of a subjective purposive-
“ness in the use of our cognitive faculty. This is not indeed a

Jé‘atisfaction in the object (because it may be formless), as in the
ase of the-beautiful, in which the reflective judgment finds

itself purposively determined in reference to cognition in general,
- but [a satisfaction] in the extension of the imagination by itself.
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If (under the above limitation) we say simply of an object
“it is great,” this is no mathematically definite judgment, but
a mere judgment of reflection upon the representation of if,
which is subjectively purposive for a certain use of our cognitive
powers in the estimation of magnitude; and we always then
bind up with the representation a kind of respect, as also a kind
of contempt, for what we simply call “small.” Further, the
judging of things as great or small extends to everything, even
to all their characteristics; thus we describe beauty as great or
small. The reason of this is to be sought in the fact that what-
ever we present in intuition according to the precept of the
judgment (and thus represent aesthetically) is always a phenom-
enon, and thus a quantum.

But if we call anything, not only great, but absolutely great
in every point of view (great beyond all comparison), i.e. sub-
lime, we soon see that it is not permissible to seek for an adeguate
standard of this outside itself, but merely in itself. Itisa magni-
tude which is like itself alone. It follows hence that the sublime is
not to be sought in the things of nature, but only in our ideas; but
in which of them it lies must be reserved for the “Deduction.’”

The foregoing explanation can be thus expressed: the sublime
3 that in comparison with which everything else ts small. Here we
easily see that nothing can be given in nature, however great
it is judged by us to be, which could not, if considered in another
relation, be reduced to the infinitely small; and conversely there
is nothing so small which does not admit of extension by our
Imagination to the greafness of a world if compared with still
smaller standards. Telescopes have furnished us with abundant
material for making the first remark, microscopes for the second.
Nothing, therefore, which can be an object of the senses is,
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considered on this basis, to be called sublime. But because there

is in our irnagination a striving toward infinite progress and in
our reason & claim for absolute totality, regarded as a real idea, =
therefore this very inadequateness for that idea in our faculty
for estimating the magnitude of things of sense excites in us the
feeling of a supersensible faculty. And it is not the object of -
sense, but the use which the judgment naturally makes of certain

(§ 267

- objects on behalf of this latter feeling that is absolutely great,
and in comparison every other use is small. Consequently it is
the state of mind produced by a certain representation with

- which the reflective judgment is occupied, and not the object,
that is to be ealled sublime.

We can therefore append to the preceding formulas explaining
the sublime this other: the sublime is that, the mere ability to
think which shows a facully of the mind surpassing every standard
of sense,
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§ 26. OF THAT ESTIMATION OF THE MAGNITUDE OF NATURAL
THINGS WHICH I8 REQUISITE FOR THE
C IDPEA OF THE SUBLIME

The estimation of magnitude by means of concepts of number

(or their signs in algebra) is mathematical, but that [performed]
by mere intuition (by the measurement of the eye) is aesthetical.
Now we can come by definite concepts of how great a thing is
. [only]® by numbers, of which the unit is the measure (at all
~ events by series of numbers progressing to infinity), and so far
all logical estimation of magnitude is mathematical. But since
. the magnitude of the measure must then be assumed known,
§  and this again is only to be estimated mathematically by means
. of numbers—the unit of which must be another [smaller]
measure —we can never have a first or fundamental measure,
and therefore can never have a definite concept of a given
magnitude. So the estimation of the magnitude of the funda-
‘mental measure must consist in this, that we can immediately
_apprehend it in intuition and use it by the imagination for the
presentation of concepts of number. That is, all estimation of
the magnitude of the objects of mature is in the end aesthetical
(.e. subjectively and not objectively determined).
Now for the mathematical estimation of magnitude there is,
] deed, no maximum (for the power of numbers extends to
infinity); but for its aesthetical estimation there is always a
- maximum, and of this I say that, if it is judged as the absolute
3 [Becond edition.]

—
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measure than which no greater is possible subjectively (for the
judging subject), it brings with it the idea of the sublime and
produces that emotion which no mathemagtical estimation of its
magnitude by means of numbers can bring about (except so far
as that aesthetical fundamental measure remains vividly in the
imagination). For the former only presents relative magnitude
by means of comparison with others of the same kind, but the
latter presents magnitude absolutely, so far as the mind can
grasp it in an intuition.

In receiving & quantum into the imagination by intuition, in
order to be able to use it for & measure or as a unit for the estima-
tion of magnitude by means of numbers, there are two operations
of the imagination involved: apprehension (apprehensio) and
comprehension (comprehensio aesthetica). As to apprehension
there is no difficulty, for it can go on ad infinitum, but compre-
hension becomes harder the further apprehension advances, and
soon atteins to its maximum, viz. the greatest possible aestheti-
cal fundamental measure for the estimation of magnitude. For
when apprehension has gone so far that the partial representa-
tions of sensuous intuition at first apprehended begin to vanish
in the imagination, while this ever proceeds to the apprehension
of others, then it loses as much on the one side as it gains on the
other; and in comprehension there is 3 maximum beyond which
it cannot go. \

Hence can be explained what Savary+ remarks, in his account
of Egypt, viz. that we must keep from going very near the
Pyramids just as much as we keep from going too far from them,
in order to get the full emotional effect from their size. For if-
we are too far away, the parts to be apprehended (the stones
lying one over the other) are only obscurely represented, and
the representatior of them produces no effect upon the aestheti-
cal judgment of the subject. But if we are very near, the eye
requires some time to complete the apprehension of the tiers

from the bottom up to the apex, and then the first tiers are

always partly forgotten before the Imagination has taken in
the last, and so the comprehension of them is never complete.
1[M. Savary, Lettres sur VEgypte (Amsterdam, 1787).]
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The same thing may sufficiently explain the bewilderment or,
as it were, perplexity which it is said seizes the spectator on his
first entrance into St. Peter's at Rome. For there is here a
feeling of the inadequacy of his imagination for presenting the
ideas of a whole, wherein the imagination reaches its maximunm,
and, in striving to surpass it, sinks back into itself, by which,
however, a kind of emotional satisfaction is produced.

I do not wish to speak as yet of the ground of this satisfaction, -
which is bound up with a representation from which we should
least of all expect it, viz. a representation which malkes us remark
its inadequacy and consequently its subjective want of purpo-
siveness for the judgment in the estimation of magnitude. I only
remark that if the aesthetical judgment is pure (i.e. méngled
with no teleological judgment or judgment of reason) and is to
be given as a completely suitable example of the eritique of the
aesthetical judgment, we must not exhibit the sublime in pro-
ducts of art (e.g. buildings, pillars, etc.) where human purpose
determines the form as well as the size, nor yet in things of
nature ithe concepts of which bring with them a definite purpose
(e.g. animals with & known natural destination), but in rude
nature (and in this only in so far as it does not bring with it any
charm or emotion produced by actual danger) merely as con-
taining magnitude. For in this kind of representation nature
contains nothing monstrous {either magnificent or horrible); the
magnitude that is apprehended may be increased as much as
'you wish, provided it can be comprehended in a whole by the
imagination. An object is monstrous if, by its size, it destroys
the purpose which constitutes the concept of it. But the mere
presentation of » concept is called colossal, which is almost too

. great for any presentation (bordering on the relatively mon-
- strous), because the purpose of the presentation of a concept ia

‘made hard [to carry out] by the intuition of the object being
‘almost too great for our faculty of apprehension. A pure judg-

- ment upon the sublime must, however, have no purpose of the
. ‘object as its determining ground if it is to be aesthetical

and pot mixed up with any judgment of understanding or
reason.
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Because everything which iz to give disinterested pleasure to
the merely reflective judgment must bring with the representa-
tion of it, subjective and, as subjective, unmiversally valid pur-
posiveness—although no purposiveness of the form of the object
lies {ag in the case of the beautiful) at the ground of the judg-
ment—the question arises, What is this subjective purposive-
ness? And how does it come to be prescribed as the norm by
which a ground for universally valid satisfaction is supplied in
the mere estimation of magnitude, even in that which is forced
up to the point where our faculty of imagination is inadequate
for the presentation of the concept of magnitude?

In the process of combination requisite for the estimation of
magnitude, the imagination proceeds of itself to infinity without
anything hindering it; but the understanding guides it by means
of concepts of number, for which it must furnish the schema.
And ip this procedure, as belonging to the logical estimation of
magnitude, there is indeed something objectively purposive—in
accordance with the concept of a purpose (as all measurement
ig)—but nothing purposive and pleasing for the aesthetical
tudgment. There is also in this designed purposiveness nothing
which would force us to push the magnitude of the measure, and
consequently the comprehension of the manifold in an intuition,
to the bounds of the faculty of imagination, or as far as ever
this can reach in its presentations. For in the estimation of
magnitude by the understanding (arithmetic) we only go to a
certain point, whether we push the comprehension of the units
up to the number 10 (as in the decimal scale) or only up to 4
{as in the quaternary scale); the further production of magni-
tude proceeds by combination or, if the quantum is given in
intuition, by apprehension, but merely by way of progression
(not of comprehension) in accordance with an agssumed principle
of progression. In this mathematical estimation of magnitude
the understanding is equally, served and contented, whether the
imagination chooses for unit a magnitude that we can take in
in & glance, e.g. a foot or rod, or a German mile or even the

earth’s diameter—of which the apprehension is indeed possible,
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but not the comprehension in an intuition of the imagination
(not possible by comprehensio aesthetica, although quite possible
by comprehensio logica in a-concept of number). In both cases
the logical estimation of magnitude goes on without hindrance
to infinity.

But now the mind listens to the voice of reason which, for
every given magnitude—even for those that can never be en-
tirely apprehended, although (in sensible representation) they
are judged as entirely given—requires totality: Reason conse-
quently desires comprehension in ene intuition, and so the
Lioint] presentation of all these members of a progressively
increasing series. It does not even exempt the infinite (space
and past time) from this requirement; it rather renders it
unavoidable to think the infinite (in the judgment of common
reason) as endirely given (according to its totality).

But the infinite is absolutely (not merely comparatively)
great. Compared with it everything else (of the same kind of
magnitudes) is small. And what is most important is that to be
able only tosthink it as ¢ whole indicates a faculty of mind which
surpasses every standard of sense. For [[to represent it sensibly ]
would require a comprehension having for unit a standard
bearing a definite relation, expressible in numbers, to the infinite,
which is impossible, Nevertheless, the bare capability of thinking
this infinite without contradiction requires in the human mind
a faculty itself supersensible. For it is only by means of this
faculty and its idea of a noumenon—which admits of no intui-
tion, but which yet serves as the substrate for the intuition of
the world, as a mere phenomenon—that the infinite of the
world of sense, in the pure intellectual estimation of magnitude,
can be completely comprehended under one concept, although in
the mathematical estimation of magnitude by means of concepts
of number it can_never be completely thought. The faculty of
being able to think the infinite of supersensible intuition as
given (in its intelligible substrate) surpasses every standard of
sensibility and is great beyond all comparison even with the
faculty of mathematical estimation, not, of course, in a theo-
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retical point of view and on behalf of the cognitive faculty, but
ag an extension of the mind which feels itself able in another
{practical) point of view to go beyond the limits of sensibility.

Nature is therefore sublime in those of its phenomena whose
intuition brings with it the idea of its infinity. This last can
only come by the inadequacy of the greatest effort of our imag-
ination to estimate the magnitude of an object. But now, in
mathematical estimation of magnitude, the imagination is equal
to providing a sufficient measure for every object, because the
numerical concepts of the understanding, by means of progres-
gion, can make any measure adequate to any given magnitude.
Therefore it taust be the aesthetical estimation of magnitude
in which the effort toward comprebension surpasses the power
of the imagination. Here it is felt that we can comaprehend in a
whole of intuition the progressive apprehension, and at the
same time we perceive the inadequacy of this faculty, unbounded
in ifs progress, for grasping and using any fundamental measure
available for the estimation of magnitude with the easiest appli-
cation of the understanding. Now the proper unchangeable
fundamental measure of nature is its absolute whole, which,
regarding nature as a phenomenon, would be infinity compre-
hended. But since this fundamental measure is a self-contra-
dictory concept (on account of the impossibility of the absolute
totality of an endless progress), that magnitude of a natural
object on which the imagination fruitlessly spends its whole
faculty of comprehension must earry our concept of nature to a
supersensible substrate (which lies at its basis and also atb the
bagis of our faculty of thought). As this, however, is great
beyond all standards of sense, it makes us judge as sublime, not
so much the object, as our own state of mind in the estimation
of it.

Therefore, just as the assthetical judgment in judging the

beautiful refers the imagination in its free play to the under-:

standing, in order to harmonize it with the concepts of the latter
in' general {without any determination of them), so does the
same faculty, when judging a thing as sublime, refer itself to the
reason, in order that it may subjectively be in accordance with
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its 7deas (no matter what they are)—i.e. that it may produce a
state of mind conformable to them and compatible with that
brought about by the influence of definite (practical) ideas
upon feeling.

We hence see also that true sublimity must be sought only
in the mind of the [subjeet] judging, not in the natural object
the judgment upon which cceasions this state. Who would calt
sublime, e.g., shapeless mountain masses piled in wild disorder
upon one another with their pyramids of ice, or the gloomy,
raging sea? Buf the mind feels itself raised in its own judgment
if, while contemplating them without any reference to their
form, and abandoning itself to the imagination and to the
reason—which, although placed in combination with the imag-
ination without any definite purpose, merely extends it—it vet
finds the whole power of the imagination inadequate to its ideaas.

Examples of the mathematically sublime of nature in mere
intuition are all the cases in which we are given, not so much a
larger numerical concept, as a large unit for the measure of the
mmagination, (for shortening the numerical series). A tree, [the
height of ] which we estimate with reference to the height of a
man, at all events gives a standard for a mountain; and if this
were a mile high, it would serve as unit for the number expres-
give of the earth’s diameter, so that the latter might be made
mtuitible. The earth’s diameter [would supply a unit] for the
known planetary system; this again for the Milky Way; and the
immegsurable number of Milky Way systems called nebulag,
which presumably constitute a system of the same kind among
thernselyves, lets us expect no bounds here. Now the sublime in
the aesthetical judging of an immeasurable whole like this lies,
not so much in the greatness of the number [of units], as in the
fact that in our progress we ever arrive at yet greater units. To
this the gystematic division of the universe contributes, which
represents every magnitude in nature as small in its turn, and
represents our imagination with its entire freedom from bounds,
and with it nature, as a mere nothing in comparison with the
ideas of reason if it is sought to furnish a presentation which
shall be edequate to them.
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§ 27. OF THE QUALITY OF THE SATISFACTION IN OUR
JUDGMENTS UPON THE SUBLIME

The feeling of our incapacity to attain to an idea whick is a
law for us is respect. Now the idea of the comprehension of every
phenomenon that can be given us in the intuition of a whole is an
idea prescribed tous by a law of reason, which recognizes no
other measure, definite, valid for everyone, and invariable,
than the ahsolute whole. But our imagination, even in its
greatest efforts, in respect of that comprehension which we
expect from it of a given object in a whole of intuition (and thus
with reference to the presentation of the idea of reason) exhibits
its own limits and inadequacy, although at the same time it
shows that its destination is to make itself adequate to this idea
regarded as a law. Therefore the feeling of the sublime in nature
is respect for our own destination, which, by a certain subrep-
tion, we attribute to an object of nature (conversion of respect
for the idea of humanity in our own subject into respect for the

object). This makes intuitively evident the superiority of the

rafional determination of our cognitive faculties to the greatest
faculty of our sensibility.
The feeling of the sublime is therefore a feeling of pain

arising from the want of accordance between the aesthetical B

estimation of magnitude formed by the imagination and the
estimation of the same formed by reason. There is at the same
time a pleasure thus excited, arising from. the correspondence
with rational ideas of this very judgment of the inadequacy of
our greatest faculty of sense, in so far as it is & law for us to
strive after these ideas. In fact it is for us a law (of reason) and
belongs to -our destination to estimate as small, in comparison
with ideas of reason, everything which nature, regarded as an
object of sense, contains that is great for us; and that which
arouses in us the feeling of this supersensible destination agrees
with that law. Now the greatest effort of the imagination in the
presentation of the unit for the estimation of magnitude indicates
a reference to something absolutely great, and consequently a
reference to the law of reason, which bids us take this alone as
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our highest measure of magnitude.  Therefore the inner percep-
tion of the iradequacy of all sensible standards for rational
estimation of magnitude indicates a correspondence with rational
laws; it involves a pain, which arouses in us the feeling of our
supersensible destination, according to which it is purposive and
therefore pleasurable to find every standard of sensibility inade-
quate to the ideas of understanding.

The mind feels itself moved in the representation of the sublime
in nature, while in aesthetical judgments about the beautiful it
is in restful contermplation. This movement may (especially in
its beginnings) be compared to a vibration, i.e. to a quickly
alternating attraction toward, and repulsion from, the same
object. The transcendent (toward which the imagination is
impelled in its apprehension of intuition) is for the imagination
like an abyss in which it fears to lose itself; but for the rational
idea of the supersenstble it is not transcendent, but in conformity
with law to bring about such an effort of the imagination, and
consequently here there is the same amount of attraction as
there was of repulsion for the mere sensibility. But the judgment
itself always remains in this case only aesthetical, because,
without having any determinate concept of the object at its
basis, it merely represents the subjective play of the mental
powers (imagination and reason) as harmonious through their
very contrast. For just ag imagination and understanding, in
judging of the beautiful, generate a subjective purposiveness of
the mental powers by means of their harmony, so [in this case]s
imagination and reason do 8o by means of their conflict. That
is, they bring about a fecling that we pessess pure self-subsistent
reason, or a faculty for the estimation of magnitude, whose
guperiority can be made intuitively evident only by the inade-

quacy of that faculty [imagination] which is itself unbounded

in the presentation of magnitudes {(of sensible objects).

.The measurement of a space (regarded as apprehension) is
at the same time a description of it, and thus an objective
movement in the act of imagination and a progress. On the
other hand, the comprehension of the manifold in the unity—

¥ [Second edition.]
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not of thought but of intuition—and consequently the compre-
hension of the successively apprehended [elements] in one
glance is a regress which annihilates the condition of time in
this progress of the imagination and makes coezistence intuitible.®
It is therefore (since the time series is a condition of the internal
senge and of an intuition) a subjective movement of the imagi-
nation, by which it does violence to the internal sense; this must
be the more noticeable, the greater the quantum is which the
imagination comprehends in one intuition. The effort, therefore,
to receive in one single intuition a measure for magnitude that
requires a considerable time to apprehend is a kind of repre-
sentation which, subjectively considered, is contrary to purpose;
but objectively, as requisite for the estimation of magnitude, it
is purposive. Thus that very violence whichk is done to the
subject through the imagination is judged as purposive in
reference lo the whole determination of the mind.

The quality of the feeling of the sublime is that it is a feeling
of pain in reference to the faculty by which we judge aestheti-
cally of an objest, which pain, however, is represented at the
same time as purposive. This is possible through the fact that
the very incapacity in question discovers the consciousness of
an unlimited faculty of the same subject, and that the mind can
only judge of the latter aesthetically by means of the former.

In the logical estimation of magnitude, the impossibility of
ever arriving at absolute totality, by means of the progress of
the measurement of things of the sensible world in time and
gpace, was cognized as objective, i.e. as an impossibility of
thinking the infinite as entirely given, and not as merely sub-
jective or that there was only an incapacity to grasp it. For
there we have not to do with the degree of comprehension in an
mtuition, regarded as a measure, but everything depends on 2
concept of number. But in aesthetical estimation of magnitude,
the concept of numper must disappear or be changed, and the
comprehension of the imagination in reference to the unit of

* [With this should be compared the similar discussion in the Critigue of

Pure Reason, “Dialectic,” Bk, II, Ch. 2, § 1, “On the System of Cosmological
Ideas.” ]
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measure (thus avoiding the concepts of a law of the successive
production of concepts of magnitude) is alone purposive for it.
If now a magnitude almost reaches the limit of our faculty of
comprebension in an intuition, and yet the imagination is
invited by means of numerical magnitudes (in respect of which
we are conscious that our faculty is unbounded)} to aesthetical
comprehension in a greater unit, then we mentally feel ourselves
confined aesthetically within bounds. But revertheless the
pain in regard to the necessary extension of the imagination for
accordance with that which is unbounded in our faculty of
reason, viz. the idea of the absolute whole, and consequently
the very unpurposiveness of the faculty of imagination for
rational ideas and the arousing of them, are represented as
purposive. Thus it is that the aesthetical judgment itself is
subjectively purposive for the reason as the source of ideas,
i.e. as the source of an intellectual eomprehension for which all
aesthetical comprehension is small, and there accompanies the
reception of an object as sublime a pleasure, which is only
possiblelthrough the medium of a pain.

B. OF THE DYNAMICALLY SUBLIME IN NATURE

§ 28. OF NATURE REGARDED AS MIGHT

Might is that which is superior to great hindrances. It is
called dominion if it is superior to the resistance of that which
itself possesses might. Nature, comsidered in an saesthetical
judgment as might that has no dominion over us, is dynamically
sublime.

If nature is to be judged by us as dynamically sublime, it
must be represented as exciting fear (although it is not true
conversely that every objeet which excites fear is regarded in
our- aesthetical judgment as sublime). For in aesthetical judg-
ments (without the aid of concepts) superiority to hindrances



100 CRITIQUE OF THE AESTHETICAL JUDGMENT  [§ 28]

can only be judged according to the greatness of the resistance.
Now that which we are driven to resist is an evil and, if we do
not find our faculties a mateh for it, is an object of fear.
Hence nature can be regarded by the aesthetical judgment as
might, and consequently ag dynamically sublime, only so far as
it is considered an object of fear.

But we can regard an object as fearful without being afraid of
it, viz. if we judge of it in such a way that we merely think a
case in which we would wish to resist it and yet in which all
resistance would be altogether vain. Thus the virtuous man
fears God without being afraid of Him, because to wish to
resist Him and His commandments he thinks is a case that he
need not apprehend. But in every such case that he thinks as not
impossible, he cognizes Him as fearful.

He who fears can form no judgment about the sublime in
nature, just as he who is seduced by inclination and appetite
can form no judgment about the beautiful. The former flies
from the sight of an object which inspires him with awe, and it
is impossible to find satisfaction in a terror that is seriously felt.
Hence the pleasurableness arising from the cessation of an
uneasiness is a stafe of joy. But this, on account of the deliver-
ance from danger [which is involved], is a state of joy when
conjoined with the resolve that we shall no more be exposed
to the danger; we cannot willingly look back upon our sensa-
tions [of danger], much less seek the occasion for them
again.

Bold, overhanging, and-as it were threatening rocks: elouds
piled up in the sky, moving with lightning flashes and thunder
peals; volcanoes in all their violence of destruction; hurricanes
with their track of devastation; the boundless ocean in a state
of tumult; the lofty waterfall of a mighty river, and such like—
these exhibit our faculty of resistance as insignificantly small in
comparison with their might. But the sight of them is the more
attractive, the more fearful it is, provided only that we are in

security; and we willingly call these objects sublime, because

they raise the energies of the soul above their accustomed
height and discover in us a faculty of resistance of a quite
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different kind, which gives us courage to measure ourselves
against the apparent almightiness of nature.

Now, in the immensity of nature and in the insufficiency of
our faculties to take in a standard proportionate to the aestheti-
cal estimation of the maguitude of its realm, we find our own
limitation, although at the same time in our rational faculty we
find a different, nonsensuous standard, which has that infinity
itself under it as a unity, in comparison with which everything
in nature is small, and thus in our mind we find a superiority
to nature even in its immensity. And so also the irresistibility
of its might, while making us recognize our own [physical]’
impotence, considered as beings of nature, discloses to us a
faculty of judging independently of and a superiority over
nature, on which is based a kind of self-preservation entirely
different from that which can be attacked and brought into
danger by external nature. Thus humanity in our person re-
mains unhumiliated, though the individual might have to sub-
mit t0 this dominion. In this way nature is not judged to be
sublime in our aesthetical judgments in so far as it excites fear,
but because it calls up that power in us (which is not nature) of
regarding as small the things about which we are solicitous
(goods, health, and life), and of regarding its might (t¢ which
we are no doubt subjected in respect of these things) as never-
theless without any dominion over us and our personality to
which we must how where our highest fundamental propositions,
and their assertion or abandonment, are concerned. Therefore
nature is here called sublime merely because it elevates the
imagination to a presentation of those cases in which the mind
can make felt the proper sublimity of its destination, in com-
parison with nature itself.

This estimation of ourselves loses nothing through the fact
that we raust regard ourselves as safe in order to feel this in-
spiriting satisfaction and that hence, a8 there is no seriousness
in the-danger, there might be also (as might seern to be the case)
just as little seriousness in the sublimity of our spiritual faculty.
For the satisfaction here concerns only the destination of our

7 [Becond edition.]



102 CRITIQUE OF THE AESTHETICAL JUDGMENT

[§ 28]

faculty which discloses itself in such a case, so far as the tend-
ency %o this destination lies in our nature, while its development
and exercise remain incumbent and obligatory. And in this
there is truth [and reality], however conscious the man may be
of his present actual powerlessness, when he turns his reflection
to it.

No. doubt this principle seems to be too farfetched and too
subtly reasoned, and consequently seems to go beyond [the
scope of] an aesthetical judgment; but observation of men
proves the opposite and shows that it may lie at the root of the
most ordinary judgments, although we are not always con-
scious of it. For what is that which is, even to the savage, an
object of the greatest admiration? It is & man who shrinks from
nothing, who fears nothing, and therefore does not yield to
danger, bub rather goes to face it vigorously with the most
complete deliberation. Even in the most highly civilized state
this peculiar veneration for the soldier remains, though only
under the condition that he exhibit all the virtues of peace,
gentleness, compassion, and even a becoming care for his own
person; because even by these it is recognized that his mind is
unsubdued by danger. Hence whatever disputes there may be
about the superiority of the respect which is to be accorded

them, in the comparison of a statesman and a general, the =

aesthefical judgment decides for the latter. War itself, if it is
carried on with order and with a sacred respect for the rights of
citizens, has something sublime in it, and makes the disposition
of the people who carry it on thus only the more sublime, the
more numerous are the dangers to which they are exposed and
in respect of which they behave with courage.
hand, a long peace generally brings ahout a predominant com-
mercial spirit and, along with it, low selfishness, cowardice, and
effeminacy, and debases the disposition of the people.®

It appears to conflict with this solution of the concept of the

sublime, so far as sublimity is ascribed to might, that we are
accustomed to represent God as presenting Himself in His:

*[Cf. § 83.]

On the other

[§ 28]

wrath and yet in His sublimity, in the tempest, the storm, the
earthquake, etc.; and that it would be foolish and criminal to
imagine a superiority of our minds over these works of His and,
a8 it seems, even over the designs of such might. Hence it would
appear that no feeling of the sublimity of our own nature, but
rather subjection, abasement, and a feeling of complete power-
lessness, is a fitting state of mind in the presence of such an
object; and this is generally bound up with the idea of it during
natural phenomena of this kind. In religion in general, prostra-
tion, adoration with bent head, with contrite, anxious demeanor
and voice, seems to be the only fitting behavior in presence of
the Godhead, and hence most peoples have adopted and still
observe it. But this state of mind is far from being necessarily
bound up with the idea of the sublimiiy of a religion and its
_object. The man who is actually afraid, because he finds reasons
for fear in himself, while conscious by his culpable disposition of
offending against a might whose will is irresistible and at the
same time just, is not in the frame of mind for admiring the
divine greatmess. For this a mood of calm contemplation and
a quite free judgment are needed. Only if he is conscious of an
- upright disposition pleasing to God do those operations of
‘might serve to awaken in him the idea of the sublimity of this
Being, for then he recognizes in himself a sublimity of disposi-
“tion conformable to His will; and thus he is raised above the fear
of such operations of nature, which he no longer regards as
outbursts of His wrath. Even humility, in the shape of a stern
‘judgment upon his own faults—which otherwise, with a con-
sciousness of good intentions, could be easily palliated from the
Arailty of human nature—is & sublime state of mind, consisting
in a voluntary subjection of himself to the pain of remorse, in
order that the causes of this may be gradually removed. In
-this way religion is essentially distinguished from superstition.
The Iatter establishes in the mind, not reverence for the sublime,
“but fear and apprehension of the all-powerful Being to whose
-will the terrified man sees himself subject, without according
Him any high esteem. From this nothing can arise but a seeking
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of favor and flattery, instead of a religion which consists in a
good life.?

Sublimity, therefore, does not reside in anything of nature,
but only in our mind, in so far as we can become conscious that
we are superior to nature within, and therefore also to nature
without us (so far as it influences us). Everything that excites
this feeling in us, e.g. the might of nature which calls forth our
forces, is called then (although improperly) sublime. Only by
supposing this idea in ourselves and in reference to it are we
capable of attaining to the idea of the sublimity of that Being
whick produces respect in us, not merely by the might that it
displays in nature, but rather by means of the faculty which
resides in us of judging it fearlessly and of regarding our destina-
tion as sublime in respect of it.

OF THE MODALITY OF THE JUDGMENT UPON THE
SUBLIME IN NATURE

§ 29.

There are numberless beautiful things in nature about which
we can assume and even expect, without being widely mistaken,
the harmony of everyone's judgment with our own. But in
respect of our judgment upon the sublime in nature, we cannot
promise ourselves so easily the accordance of others. For a far
greater culture, as well of the aesthetical judgment as of the
cognitive faculties which lie at its basis, seems requisite in
order 1o be able to pass judgment on this peculiarity of natural
objects.

That the mind be attuned to feel the sublime postulates a
susceptibility of the mind for ideas. For in the very inadequacy
of nature to these latter, and thus only by presupposing them
and by straining the imagination to use nature as a schema for
them, is to be found that which is terrible to sensibility and

% [In the Philosophical Theory of Religion, Pt. I {Abbott’s trans., p. 360),
Kant, as here, divides “all religions into two classes — favor-seeking religion
(mere worship) and moral religion, that is, the religion of a good kfe’; and
he concludes that ‘‘amongst all the public religions that have ever existed
the Christian alone is moral.’]

i Wi

yet is attractive. [Tt is attractive] because reason exerts a
- dominion over sensibility in order to extend it in conformity
. with its proper realm (the practical) and to make it look out
. into the infinite, which is for it an abyss. Im fact, without
development of moral ideas, that which we, prepared by culture,
§  call sublime presents 1tse1f to the u.neducated man merely as
§  termble. In the indications of the dominion of nature in destrue-
tion, and in the great scale of its might, in comparison with
which his own is a vanishing quantity, he will only see the
misery, danger, and distress which surround the man who is
exposed to it. So the good, and indeed intelligent, Savoyard
peasant (as Herr von Saussure!® relates) unhesitatingly called
all lovers of snow-mountains fools. And who knows whether he
would have been so completely wrong if Saussure had under-
- taken the danger to which he exposed himself merely, as most
travelers do, from amateur curiosity, or that he might be able
to give a pathetm account of them? But his design was the
instruction of men, and this excellent man gave the readers of
- his travels soul—'stirring sensations such as he himself had, into
the bargain,

But although the judgment upon the sublime in nature needs
culture (more than the judgment upon the beautiful), it is not
therefore primarily produced by culture and introduced in a
merely conventional way into society. Rather has it its root in
human nature, even in that which, alike with common under-
standing, we can impute to and expect of everyone, viz. in the
tendency to the feeling for (practical) ideas, i.e. to what is moral.

Hereon is based the necessity of that agreement of the judg-
ment of others about the sublime with our own which we include
' in the latter. For just as we charge with want of faste the man
-.who is indifferent when passing judgment upon an object of
‘nature that we regard as beautiful, so we say of him who remains
‘unmoved in the presence of that which we judge to be sublime:
He has no feeling. But we claim both from every man, and
we-presuppose them in him if he has any culture at all—only

WTH. B. de Saussure, Voyages dans les Alpes. Vol. 1 was published at
Neuchatel, in 1779; Vol. IT at Geneva, in 1786.]
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with the difference that we expect the former directly of every-
one because in it the judgment refers the imagination merely to
the understanding, the faculty of concepts; but the latter be-
cause in it the imagination is related to the reason, the faculty
of ideas, only under a subjective presupposition (which, how-
ever, we believe we are authorized in imputing to everyone),
viz. the presupposition of the moral feeling [in man].!* Thus it
iz that we ascribe necessity to this aesthetical judgment also.
In this modality of aesthetical judgments, viz. in the necessity
claimed for them, lies an important moment of the eritique of
judgment. For it enables us to recognize in them an @ priord
principle, and raises them out of empirical psychelogy, in
which otherwige they wotild remain buried among the feelings
of gratification and grief {(only with the unmeaning addition of
being called finer feelings). Thus it enables us too to place the
judgment among those faculties that have a prior: principles at
their basis, and go to bring it into transcendental philosophy.

GENERAL REMARK UPON THE EXPOSITION OF THE

ABESTHETICAL REFLECTIVE JUDGMENT

In reference to the feeling of pleasure an object is to be classi-
fied as either pleasant, or beautiful, or sublime, or good (abso-

lutely) (Fjucundum, pulchrum, sublime, honestum).

The pleasant, as motive of desire, is always of one and the
same kind, no matter whence it comes and however specifically
different the representation {of sense, and sensation objectively
considered} may be. Hence, in judging its influence on the
mind, account is taken only of the number of its charms (simul-

taneous and successive), and so only of the mass, as it were, o

the pleasant sensation; and this can be made intelligible only
by quantity. It has no reference to culture, but belongs to mere

11 [Becond edition.]
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enjoyment. On the other hand, the beautiful requires the repre-
- sentation of a certain guality of the object, that can be made
intelligible and reduced to concepts (although it is not so reduced
in an gesthetical judgment); and it cultivates us, in that it
teaches us to attend to the purposiveness in the feeling of
pleasure. The sublime consists merely in the relation by which
the sensible in the representation of nature is judged available
for a possible supersensible use. The absolutely good, subjectively
judged according to the feeling that it inspires (the object of the
moral feeling), as capable of determining the powers of the
subject through the representation of an absolutely compelling
law, is specially distinguished by the modality of a necessity

B that rests a priori upon concepts. This necessity involves, not
| merely a claim, but a command for the assent of everyone and

belongs in itself to the pure intellectual rather than to the
aesthetical judgment, and is by a determinant and not a mere
reflective judgment ascribed, not to nature, but to freedom.,
‘But, the determinability of the subject by means of this idea, and
especially of a subject that can feel hindrances in sensibility
and at the same time itssuperiority to them by theirsub jugation—
mvolving a modification of its stale—i.e. the moral feeling, is
yet so far cognate to the aesthetical judgment and its formal
conditions that it can serve to represent the conformity to law
- of action from duty as aesthetical, i.e. as sublime or even as
autiful, without losing purity. This would not be so if we
were to put it in natural combination with the feeling of the
pleasant,

If we take the result of the foregoing exposition of the two
kinds of aesthetical judgments, there arise therefrom the
following short explanations:

The begufiful is what pleases in the mere judgment (and
erefore not by the medium of sensation in accordance with a
concept of the understanding), It follows at once from this
that it must please apart from all interest.

© The sublime is what pleases immediately through its opposi-
tion to the interest of sense. _

Both, as explanations of aesthetical universally valid judging,
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are referred to subjective grounds—in the one case to grounds
of sensibility, in favor of the contemplative understanding; in
the other case in opposttion lo sensibility, but on behalf of the
purposes of practical reason. Both, however, united in the same
subject, are purposive in reference to the moral feeling. The
beautiful prepares us to love disinterestedly something, even
nature itself; the sublime prepares us to esteem something
highly even in opposition to our own (sensible) interest.

We may describe the sublime thus: it is an object (of nature)
the representalion of which defermines the mind fo think the unat-
tainability of nature regarded as a presentation of ideas.

Literally taken and logically considered, idess cannot be

presented. But if we extend our empirical representative faculty |

(mathematically or dynamically) to the intuition of nature,

reason infallibly intervenes, as the faculty expressing the inde- =
pendence of absolute totality,'* and generates the unsuccessful &
effort of the mind to make the representation of the senses ade-
quate to these [ideas]. This effort—and the feeling of the unat- &
tainability of the idea by means of the imagination—is itself a
presentation of the subjective purposiveness of our mind in the
employment of the imagination for its supersensible destination '
and forces ug, subjectively, to think nature itself in its totality =
as a presentation of something supersensible, without being

able ohjectively to arrive at this presentation.

For we soon see that nature in space and time entirely lacks

the unconditioned and, consequently, that absolute magnitud
which yet is desired by the most ordinary reason, It is by thi

that we are reminded that we only have to do with nature as

phenomenon and that it must be regarded as the mere presenta
tion of & nature in itself (of which reason has the idea). But thi

idea of the supersensible, which we can no further determine—

30 that we cannot krow but only think nature as its presentatior
—is awakened in us by means of an object whose aesthetic
appreciation strains the imagination to its utmost bounds
whether of extension (mathematical) or of its might over th

18[“Als Vermdgen der Independenz der absoluten Toelalitdt,” a curio
phrase.]
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mind (dynamical). And this judgment is based upon a feeling
of the mind’s destination, which entirely surpasses the realm of
the former (i.e. upon the moral feeling), in respect of which the
representation of the object is judged as subjectively purposive,

In fact, a feeling for the sublime in nature cannot well be
thought without combining therewith a mental disposition which
is akin to the moral. And although the immediate pleasure in
the beautiful of nature likewise presupposes and cultivates a
wcertain ltberality in our mental attitude, i.e. a satisfaction inde-
pendent of mere sensible enjoyment, yet freedom is thus repre-
sented as in play rather than in that law-directed occupation

* which is the genuine characteristic of human morality, in which
‘Teason must exercise dominion over sensibility. But in aestheti-

cal judgments upon the sublime this dominion is represented
as exercised by the imagination, regarded as an instrument . of
Teason.

-+ The satisfaction in the sublime of nature is then only negative
(while that in the beautiful is,positive), viz. a feeling that the
imagination is depriving itself of its freedom, while it is pur-
posively determined according to a different law from that of
its empirical employment. Tt thus acquires an extension and a
might greater than it sacrifices—the ground of which, however,
is concealed from itself—while yet it feels the sacrifice or the
deprivation and, at the same time, the cause to which it is sub-
jected. Astoni'shfnent that borders upon terror, the dread and

the holy awe which seizes the observer at the sight of mountain
peaks rearing themaselves to heaven, deep chasms and streams

raging therein, deep-shadowed solitudes that dispose ome ‘to

melancholy meditations—this, in the safety in which we know
ourselves to be, is not actual fear but only an attempt to feel
fear by the aid of the imagination, that we may feel the might
of this faculty in combining with the mind’s repose the mental
movement thereby excited, and being thus superior to internal
nature—and therefore to external—so far as this can have any
influence on our feeling of well-being. For the imagination by

the laws of association makes our state of contentment depend-

‘ent on physical [causes:l but it also, by the principles of the
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schematism of the judgment (being so far, therefore, ranked
under freedom), is the instrument of reason and its ideas, and
as such has might to mainfain our independence of natural
influences, to regard as small what in reference to them is great,
and so to place the absolutely great only in the proper destina-
tion of the subject. The raising of this reflection of the aestheti-
cal judgment so as to be adequate to reason (though without 4
definite coneept of reason) represents the object as subjectively
purposive, even by the objective want of accordance between
the imagination in its greatest extension and the reason (as the
faculty of ideas).

We must bere, generally, attend to what has been already

noted, that in the transcendental aesthetic of judgment we

must gpeak solely of pure aesthetical judgments; consequently
our examples are not to be taken from such beautiful or sublime
objects of nature as presuppose the conecept of & purpose. For,
if 50, the purposiveness would be either teleological or would be
based on mere sensations of an object (gratification or grief),

and thus would be in the former case not aesthetical, in the

latter not merely formal, If, then, we call the sight of the

starry heaven sublime, we must not place at the basis of our
judgment concepts of worlds inhabited by rational beings and

regard the bright points, with which we see the space above us
filled, as their suns moving in circles purposively fixed with
reference to them; but we must regard it, just as we see it, as a
distant, all-embracing, vault. Only under such a representation
can we range that sublimity which a pure aesthetical judgment
ascribes to this object. And in the same way, if we are to call
the sight of the ocean sublime, we must not think of it as we
[ordinarily’] do, as implying all kinds of knowledge (that are

not contained in immediate intuition). For example, we some-

times think of the ocean as a vast kingdom of aquatic creatures,

or as the great source of those vapors that fill the air with

clouds for the benefit of the land, or again as an element which,

though dividing continents from each other, yet promotes the
greatest comrmunication between them; but these furnish merely =
teleological judgments. To call the ocean sublime we must
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. regard it as poets do, merely by what strikes the eye—if it is at
. rest, as a clear mirror of water only bounded by the heaven;
- if it is restless, as an abyss threatening to overwhelm everything,

~ The like is to be said of the sublime and beautiful in the human

figure. We must not regard as the determining grounds of our

- judgment the concepts of the purposes which all our limbs serve,

and we must not allow this coincidence to influence our aestheti-
‘cal judgment, (for then it would no longer be pure), although it
is certainly a necessary condition of aesthetical satisfaction that

~ there should be no conflict between them. Aesthetical purposive-
*  ness is the conformity to law of the judgment in its freedom.

- The satisfaction in the object depends on the relation in which
~ we wish to place the imagination, always provided that it by

itself entertains the mind in free cccupation. If, on the other

hand, the judgment be determined by anything else—whether
 sensation or concept—although it may be conformable to law,
. it cannot be the act of a free judgment.

If, then, we speak of intellectual beauty or sublimity, these

. expressions are, firs, not quite accurate, because beauty and

sublimity are aesthetical modes of representation which would

- not be found in us at all f we were pure intelligences (or even
~ regarded ourselves as.such in thought). Secondily, although
_ both, as objects of an intellectual {moral) satisfaction, are so
- far compatible with aesthetical satisfaction that they rest upon

no interest, yet they are difficult to unite with it because they
are meant to produce an interest. This, if its presentation is to
harmonize with the satisfaction in the aesthetical judgment,
could only arise by means of a sensible interest that we combine
with-it in the presentation; and thus damage would be done to
he intellectual purposiveness, and it would lose its purity.

. The object of a pure and unconditioned intellectual satisfac-
tion is the moral law in that might which it exercises in us over
all mental motives that precede 1¢. This might only makes itself
thetically known to us through sacrifices (which causing a
feeling of deprivation, though on behalf of internal freedom, in
return discloses in us an unfathomable. depth of this super-
sensible faculty, with consequences extending beyond our ken);
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thus the satisfaction on the aesthetical side (in relation to sensi-
bility) is negative, i.e. against this interest, but regarded from
the intellectual side it is positive and combined with an interest.
Hence it follows that the intellectual, in itself purposive, (moral)
good, aesthetically judged, must be represented as sublime
rather than beautiful, so that it rather awakens the feeling of
respect (which disdaing charm) than that of love and familiar
inclination; for human nature does not attach itself to this good
spontaneously, but only by the authority which reason exercises
over sensibility. Conversely also, that which we call sublime in
nature, whether external or infernal (e.g. certain affections),
is only represented as a might in the mind to overcome [cer-
tain]'® hindrances of the sensibility by means of moral funda-
mental propositions, and only thus does it interest,

I will dwell & moment on this latter point. The idea of the

good conjoined with [strong| affection is called enthusiasm.
This state of mind seems to be sublime, to the extent that we

commonly assert that nothing great could be done without it.

Now every affection’? is blind, either in the choice of its purpose 4

or, if this be supplied by reason, in its accomplishment; for it

is a mental movement which makes it impossible to exercise:a
free deliberation about fundamental propositions so as to deter-
mine ourselves thereby. It can therefore in no way deserve

the approval of the reason. Nevertheless, aesthetically, enthu-
siasm is sublime, because it is a tension of forces produced by
ideas, which give an impulse to the mind that operates far

13 [Second edition.]

1 Affections are specifically different from passions. The former are

related merely to feeling; the latter belong to the faculty of desire and are
inclinations which render difficult or impossible all determination of the
[elective] will by principles. The former are stormy and unpremeditated,

the latter are steady and deliberate; thus indignation in the form of wrath
is an affection, but in the form of hatred (revenge) is a passion. The latter
can never and in no reference be called sublime, because while in an affection

the freedom of the mind is kindered, in a passion it is abolished. [Cf. Preface

to the Metaphysical Elements of Bthics, § 16, where this distinction is
more fully drawn out. Affection is described as hasty, and passion is daﬁned ;

a8 the sensible appelite grown into a permanent inclination,]
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more powerfully and lastingly than the impulse arising from
sensible representations. But (which seems strange) the absence
of affection {apatheia, phlegma in significatu bono) in a mind that
vigorously follows its unalterable principles is sublime, and in a
far preferable way, because it has also on its side the satisfaction
of pure reason.!® A mental state of this kind is alone called
noble; and this expression is subsequently applied to things,
e.g. a building, a garment, literary style, bodily presence, ete.,
when these do not so much arouse astonishment (the affection
produced by the representation of novelty exceeding our expec-
tations) as admiration (astonishment that does not cease when

' the novelty disappears); and this is the case when ideas agree

in their presentation undesignedly and artlessly with the
aesthetical satisfaction.

Every affection of the strenuous kind (viz. that excites the
consciousness of our power to overcome every obstacle—animi
strenut) is cesthetically sublime, e.g. wrath, even despair (i.e. the
despair of indignation, not of faintheartedness). But affections
of the languid kind {which make the very effort of resistance an
object of pain—animum languidum) have nothing noble in them-
selves, but they may be reckoned under the sensuously beautiful.

Emotions, which may rise to the strength of affections, are very
different. We have botH’ spirited and tender emotions. The
‘latter, if they rise to [strong] affections, are worthless; the

propensity to them is called sentimentalify. A sympathetic grief
that will not admit of consolation, or one referring to imaginary

evils to which we deliberately surrender owrselves—being
- deceived by fancy—as if they were actual, indicates and pro-
- duces a tender'® though weak soul, which shows a beautiful

side and which can be called fanciful, though not enthusiastic.
Romances, lacrymose plays, shallow moral precepts which toy

- with (falsely) so-called moral dispositions, but in fact make the

18 [In the Preface to the Metaphysical Elements of Ethics, § 17, Kant

! glves the term “‘moral apathy’ to that freedom from the sway of the
~ affections, which is distinguished from indifference to them.]

‘B [Reading ‘‘weiche” with Rosenkranz; Hartenstein and Kirchmann

have “weise,” which yields no sense.]
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heart languid, insensible to the severe precept of duty, and
incapable of all respect for the worth of humanity in our own
person, and for the rights of men (a very different thing from
their happiness), and in general incapable of all steady principle;
even a religious discourse?? which recommends a cringing, abject
secking of favor and ingratiation of ourselves, which proposes
the abandonment of all confidence in our own faculties in oppo-
sition to the evil within us, instead of a sturdy resolution to
endeavor to overcome our inclinations by means of those powers
which with all our frailty yet remain to us; that false humility
which sets the only way of pleasing the Supreme Being in self-
depreciation, in whining hypocritical repentance and in a mere
passive state of mind—these are not compatible with any frame
of mind that can be counted beautiful, still less with one which
is to be counted sublime,

But even stormy movements of mind which may be connected
under the name of edification with ideas of religion or—as
merely belonging to culture—with ideas containing a social
interest, can in no way, however they strain the imagination,
lay claim to the honor of being sublime presentations unless
they leave after them a mental mood which, although only
indirectly, hag influence upon the mind’s consciousness of its
strength and its resolution in reference to that which involves

pure intellectual purposiveness (the supersensible}. For other-

wise all these emotions belong only to motion, which one would
fain enjoy for the sake of health. The pleasant exhaustion,
consequent upon such disturbance produced by the play of the
affections, is an enjoyment of our well-being arising from the
restored equilibrium of the various vital forces. This, in the
end, amounts to the same thing as that state which Fastern
voluptuaries find so delightful, when they get their bodies, as
it were, kneaded and all their muscles and joints softly pressed
and benf, only that in this case the motive prineiple is for the
most part external, in the other case it is altogether internal.
Many a man believes himself to be edified by a sermon when
indeed there is no edification at all (no system of good ma.)ums),
v CH, p. 1028.]
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or to be improved by a tragedy when he is only glad at his
ennui being happily dispelled. So the sublime must always have
reference to the disposition, i.e. t0 the maxims which furnish to
the intellectual fpart] and to the ideas of reason a superiority
over sensibility.

. We need not fear that the feeling of the sublime will lose by
80 abstract a mode of presentation—which is quite negative in
respect of what is sensible—for the imagination, although it
finds nothing beyond the sensible to which it can attach itself,
yet feels itself unbounded by this removal of its limitations;
and thus that very abstraction is a presentation of the Infinite,

- which can be nothing but a mere negative presentation, but
~  which yet expands the soul. Perhaps there is no sublimer
passage in the Jewish law than the command, “Thou shalt not
. make to thyself any graven image, nor the likeness of anything

. .which is in heaven or in the earth or under the earth,” etc.

This cornmand alone ¢an explain the enthusiasm that the Jewish

- people in their moral period felt for their religion, when they

compared themselves with other peoples, or explain the pride

‘which Mahomimedanism inspires. The same is true of the moral

law and of the tendency to morality in us. It is quite erroneous
to fear that, if we deprive this [tendency] of all that can recom-

. mend it to sense, it will only involve a cold, lifeless assent and

no moving force or emotion. It is quite the other way; for

- -where the senses see nothing more before them, and the unmis-

takable and indelible idea of morality remains, i would be

. rather necessary to moderate the impetus of an unbounded

imagination, to prevent it from rising to enthusiasm, than
through fear of the powerlessness of these ideas to seek aid for
them in images and childish ritual. Thus governments have
willingly allowed religion to be abundantly provided with the
latter accompaniments, and seeking thereby to relieve their
subjects of trouble, they have also sought to deprive them of
the faculty of extending their spiritual powers beyond the limits
that are arbitrarily assigned to them and by means of which
they can be the more easily treated as mere passive'® beings.

18 [Kirchmann has *““positir,’”’ but this is probably a mere misprint.]
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This pure, elevating, merely negative presentation of morality
brings with it, on the other hard, no danger of fanaticism, which
i8 @ belief in our capacily of seeing something beyond oll bounds
of sensibility, i.e. of dreaming in accordance with fundamental
propositions (or of going mad with reason); and this is so just
because this presentation is merely negative. For the inscru-
tableness of the idea of freedom quite cuts it off from any positive
presentation, but the moral law is in itself sufficiently and orig-
inally determinant in us, so that it does not permit us to cast a
glance at any ground of determination external to itself. If
enthusiasm is comparable to madness, fanaticism is comparable
to monomania, of which the latter is least of all compatible with
the sublime because, in its detail, it is ridiculous. Tn enthusiasm,

regarded as an affection, the imagination js without bridle; in

fanaticism, regarded as an inveterate, brooding passion, it is
without rule. The first is a transitory accident which sometimes
befalls the soundest understanding; the second is a disease
which unsettles it.

Simplicity (purposiveness without art) is, as it were, the style
of nature in the sublime, and so also of morahty, whlch i5:a
second (supersensible) nature, of which we only know the laws
without being able to reach by intuition that supersensible
faculty in ourselves which contains the ground of the legislation.

Now the satisfaction in the beautiful, like that in the sublime,
is not alone distinguishable from other aesthetical judgments by
its universal communicability, but also because it acquires an

interest through this very property in reference to society (in :

which this communication is possible). We must, however

remark that separation from all society is regarded as sublime'if -

it rests upon ideas that overlook all sensible interest. To b

sufficient for oneself, and consequently to have no need of

society, without at the same time being unsociable, i.e. withou

flying from it, is something bordering on the sublime, as is any
On the other hand, to fily from men ;
from misanthropy, because we bear ill-will to them, or from

dispensing with wants.

anthropophoby (shyness), because we fear them as foes, is
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-partly hateful, partly contemptible. There is indeed 2 mis-
_anthropy (very improperly so called), the tendency to which
frequently appears with old age in many right-thinking men,
which is philanthropic enough as far as good will to men is con-
cerned, but which, through long and, sad experience, is far
removed from satisfaction with men. Evidence of this is afforded
by the propensity to solitude, the fantastic wish for a secluded
~ country seat, or (in the case of young persons) by the dream of

. the happmess of passing one’s life with a little family upon
~ some jsland unknown to the rest of the world, a dream of which
: storytellers or writers of Robinsonades know how to make good
use. Falsehood, ingratitude, injustice, the childishness of the
- purposes regarded by ourselves as important and great, in the
- pursuit of which men inflict upon one another all imaginable
evils, are so contradictory to the idea of what men might be if
. they would, and conflict so with our lively wish to see them
 better, that, in order that we may not hate them (since we can-
. not love them) the renunciation of all social joys seems but a
small sacrifice. This sadness—not the sadness (of which sym-
. pathy is the cause) for the evils which fate brings upon others,
- but for those things which men do to one another (which depends
upon an antipathy in fundamental propositions)—is sublime,
. because it rests upon ideas, while the former can only count as
~ beautiful. The brilliant and thorough Saussure,!? in his aceount
of his Alpine travels, says of one of the Sa.voy mountains,
called Bonhomme, “There reigns there a certain mszmd
sadness.”  He therefore recognized an inferesting sadness,
which the sight, of a solitude might inspire, to which men might
wish to transport themselves, that they might neither hear nor
experience any more of the world, which, however, would not
be quite so inhospitable that it would oﬁ'er only an extremely
painful retreat. I make this remark solely with the design of
* indicating again that even depression (not dejected sadness)
. may be counted among the sturdy affections if it has its ground
in moral ideas. But if it is grounded on sympethy and, as
- [0p, at., I, 181.]
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such, is amiable, it belongs merely to the lenguid affections.

[I make this remark] to call attention to the state of mind i

which is sublime only in the first case.

We can now compare the above transcendental exposition of
aesthetical judgments with the physiological worked ouf by

Burke and by many clearheaded men among us, in order to see
whither a merely empirical exposition of the sublime and beauti-

ful leads. Burke, who deserves to be regarded as the most
important author who adopts this mode of treatment, infers

by this method ‘“‘that the feeling of the sublime rests on the

impulse toward self-preservation and on fear, i.e. on a pain,
which, not going as far as actually to derange the parts of the =
body, produces movements which, since they purify the finer =
or grosser vessels of dangerous or troublesome stoppages, are
capable of exciting pleasant sensations, not indeed pleasure, but

& kind of satisfying horror, a certain tranquillity tinged with
terror.”’2® The beautiful, which he founded on love (which h

wishes to keep quite separate from desire), he reduces to ‘‘the
relaxing, slackening, and enervating of the fibres of the body,
and a consequent weakening, languor, and exhaustion, a faint-
ing, dissolving, and melting away for enjoyment.”?t And he

“Tf the

20 [See Burke, On the Sublime and Beautiful, Pt. IV, Sect. 7.
pain and terror are so modified as not to be actually noxious; if the pain
not carried to violence, and the terror is not conversant about the prese)

destruction of the person, as these emotions clear the parts, whether fine
or gross, of a dangerous and troublesome incumbrance, they are capable. of
producing delight; not pleasure, but a sort of delightful horror, a sort 'of

tranquillity tinged with terror; which, as it belongs to self-preservation, i
one of the strongest of all the passions.” Kant quotes from the Germ
version published at Riga in 1773. This was a free translation made fro:
Burke’s fifth edition.]

21 [Thid., Pt. IV, Sect. 19. “Beauty acts by relaxzing the sotids of
whole system. There are all the appearances of such & relaxation; and 2
relaxation somewhat below the natural tone seems to me to be the cause:o

all positive pleasure. Who is a stranger to that manner of expression so

common in all times and in all countries, of being softened, relaxed, ene
vated, dissolved, melted away by pleasure?”]
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confirms this explanation, not only by cases in which the imag-
ination, in combination with the understanding, can excite in
- us the feeling of the beautiful or of the sublime, but by cases in
“which it is combiried with sensation. As psychological observa-
tions, these analyses of the phenomena of our mind are exceed-
~ ingly beautiful and afford rich material for the favorite investi-
 gations of empirical anthropology. It is also not to be denied
that all representations in us, whether, objectively viewed, they
- are merely sensible or are quite intellectual, may yet subjectively
- be united to gratification or grief, however imperceptible either
may be, because they all affect the feeling of life, and none of
them, so far as it is a modification of the subject, can be indif-
ferent. And so, as Epicurus maintained, all gratification or
- grief may ultimately be corporeal, whether it arigses from the
representations of the imagination or the understanding, because
life without a feeling of bodily organs would be merely a con-
seiousness of existence, without any feeling of well-being or
the reverse, i.e. of the furthering or the checking of the vital
powers. For the mind is by itself alone life (the principle of
life), and hindrances or furtherances must be sought outside it
and yet in the man, consequently in union with his body.
If, however, we place the satisfaction in the object altogether
in the fact that it gratifies us by charm or emotion, we must not
assume that any other man agrees with the aesthetical judgment
which we pass, for as to these each one rightly consults his own
individual sensibility. But in that case all censorship of taste
. would disappear, except indeed the example afforded by the
~ accidental agreement of others in their judgments were regarded
as commanding our assent; and this principle we should prob-
= ably resist, and should appeal to the natural right of subjecting
the judgment, which rests on the immediate feeling of our own
" well-being, to our own sense and not to that of any other man.
, then, the judgment of taste is not to be valid merely
- egoistically, but according to its inner nature—i.e. on account
of itself, and not on account of the examples that others give of
their taste—to be necessarily valid pluralistically, if we regard
it as a judgment which may exact the adhesion of everyone,
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ought to judge.

approve or blame them with any appearance of right.

Theremaining part of the Analytic of the Aesthetical J udgment 3

contains first the

DEDUCTION OF [PURE]*® AESTHETICAL JUDGMENTS

§30. THE DEDUCTION OF AESTHETICAL JUDGMENTS ON THE
OBJECTS OF NATURE MUST NOT BE DIRECTED TO WHAT WE
CALL 8UBLIME IN NATURE, BUT ONLY TO THE BEAUTIFUL

The claim of an aesthetical judgment to universal validity )

for every subject requires, as a judgment resting on some a priors
principle, a deduction (or legitimatizing of its pretensions), in
addition to its exposition, if it is concerned with satisfaction or
dissatisfaction in the form of the object. Of this kind are judg-

ments of taste about the beautiful in nature. For in that case 8

the purposiveness has its ground in the object and in its figu
although it does not indicate its reference to other objects
% [Reading “ Gebot” with Hartenstein and Rosenkranz; Kirchma
has “Gesetz.”]
13 [Second edition.]

[530]

then there must lie at its basis some a prior? principle (whether
objective or subjective) to which we can never attain by seeking
out the empirical laws of mental changes. For these only enable
us to know how we judge, but do not prescribe to us how we
They do not supply an uncondstioned com-
mend,?? such as judgments of taste presuppose, inasmuch as
they require that the satisfaction be smmediately connected with
the representation. Thus the empirical exposition of aesthetical
judgments may be a beginning of a collection of materials for a =
higher mvestigation; but a transcendental discussion of this ':’-_
faculty is also possible, and is an essential part of the “Critique
of Taste.” For if it had not ¢ prier: principles, it could not possibly =
pass sentence on the judgments of others, and it could not

[§30]

accordance with concepts (for a cognitive judgment), but
merely has to do in general with the apprehension of this form,
o far as it shows itself conformable to the faculty of concepts
and of the presentation (which is identical with the apprehen-
gion) of them in the mind. We can thus, in respect of the
beautiful in nature, suggest many questions touching the cause
of this purposiveness of their forms, e.g. to explain why nature
has scattered abroad beauty with such profusion, even in the
depth of the ocean, where the human eye (for which alone that
purposiveness exists) but seldom penetrates.

'"But the sublime in nature—if we are passing upon it a pure
aesthemcal judgment, not mixed up with any concepts of per-
fection or objective purposiveness, in which case it would be a
teleological judgment——may be regarded as quite formless or
devoid of figure, and yet as the object of a pure satisfaction; and
it may display a subjective purposiveness in the given repre-
sentation. And we ask if, for an aesthetical judgment of this
kind—over and above the exposition of what is thought-in it—
a'deduction also of its claim to any (subjective) a priori principle
‘may be demanded.

To which we may answer that the sublime in nature is im-
properly so called and that, properly speaking, the word should
- only be applied to a state of mind, or rather to its foundation in
‘human nature. The apprehension of an otherwise formless and
purposive object gives merely the occasion through which we
‘become conscious of such a state; the object is thus employed as
‘subjectively purposive, but is not judged as such ¢n tiself and
“on account of its form (it is, as it were, a species finalis accepta,
non data). Hence our exposition of judgments concerning the
sublime in nature was at the same time their deduction. For
~when we analyzed the reflection of the judgment in such acts,
‘we found in them a purposive relation of the cognitive faculties,
‘which must be ascribed ultimately to the faculty of purposes
he will), and hence is itself purposive a priori. This, then,

‘immediately involves the deduction, i.e. the justification of the
aim of such z judgment to umversal and necessary validity.
“We shall therefore only have to seek for the deduction of
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things; we shall thus treat satisfactorily the problem with which
- the whole faculty of aesthetical judgment is concerned.

§ 31.

A. deduction, i.e. the guarantee of the legitimacy of a class of
judgments, is only obligatory if the judgment lays claim to =
necessity. This it does if it demands even subjective univer-
gsality or the agreement of everyone, although it is not a judg-
ment of cognition, but only one of pleasure or pain in a given
object, i.e. it assumes a subjective purposiveness thoroughly
valid for everyone, which must not be based on any concept of &

the thing, because the judgment is one of taste.

We have before us in the latter case no cognitive judgment—

neither a theoretical one based on the concept of a nature in
general formed by the understanding, nor a (pure) practical one
based on the idea of freedom, as given a préort by reason. There-
fore we have to justify a priori the validity, neither of a judg-

ment which represents what a thing is, nor of one which pre- =

scribes that I ought to do something in order to produce it.
We have merely to prove for the judgment generally the univer-
sal validity of a singular judgment that expresses the subjective
purposiveness of an empirical representation of the form of an
object, in order to explain how it is possible that a thing can
please in the mere act of judging it (without sensation or con-
cept) and how the satisfaction of one man can be proclaimed
88 a rule for every other, just as the act of judging of an object
for the sake of a cognition in general has universal rules.

If, now, this universal validity is not to be based on any
collecting of the suffrages of others or on any questioning of
them as to the kind of sensations they have, but is to rest, as it

were, on an autonomy of the judging subject in respect of the =
feeling of pleasure {in the given representation), i.e. on his own

taste, and yet is not to be derived from concepts, then a judg-
ment like this—such as the judgment of taste is, in fact—has a
twofold logical pe¢uliarity. First, there is its ¢ priori universal

(5317 &

judgments of taste, i.e. of judgments about the beauty of natural 4

OF THE METHOD OF DEDUCTION OF JUDGMENTS OF TASTZI ;!
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validity, which is not a logical universality in accordance with
concepts, but the universality of a singular judgment. Secondly,
it has a necessity (which must always rest on a priert grounds},
which however does not depend on any e priori grounds of
proof, through the representation of which the assent that
everyone eoncedes to the judgment of taste could be exacted.

. The explanation of these logical peculiarities, wherein a
judgment of taste is different from all cognitive judgments—if
_we at the outset abstract from all content, viz. from the feeling
of pleasure, and merely compare the aesthetical form with the
form. of objective judgments as logic prescribes it——is sufficient
by itself for the deduction of this singular faculty. We shall then
_represent and elucidate by examples these characteristic proper-
ties of taste.

§ 32.

The judgment of taste determines its object in respect of
satisfaction (in its beauty) with an accompanying claim for the
assent of everyone, just as if it were objective.

1 To say that “this flower is beautiful” is the same as to assert
“its proper claim to satisfy everyone. By the plessantness of its
mell it has no such claim. A smell which one man enjoys gives
nother a headache. Now what are we to presume from this
xcept that beauty is to be regarded as a property of the flower
itself, which does not accomamodate itself to any diversity of
ersonts or of their sensitive organs, but to which these must

FIRST PECULIARITY OF THE JUDGMENT OF TASTE

\ For a judgment of taste consists in
alling a thing beautiful just because of that characteristic in
spect of which it accommodates itself to our mode of appre-

“Moreover,. it is required of every judgment which is to prove
 the taste of the subject that the subject shall judge by himself,
fithout needing to grope about empirically among the judg-
nts of others, and acquaint himself previously as to their
atisfaction or dissatisfaction with the same object; thus his
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judgment should be pronounced a priori, and not be a mere .
imitation, because the thing actually gives universal pleasure.
However, we ought to think that an e priori judgment must
contain a concept of the object for the cognition of which it. 3
contains the principle, but the judgment of. taste is not based
upon concepts at all and is in general, not a cognitive, but an =
aesthetical judgment.

Thus a young poet does not permit himself to be dissuaded
out of his conviction that hig poem is beautiful, by the judgment
of the public or of his friends; and if he gives ear to them he :
does.so, not because he now judges differently, but because, ‘:;
although (in regard to him) the whole public has false taste, in 2
his desire for applause he finds reason for accommodating him-
gelf to the common error (even against his judgment). It ig 3
only at a later time, when his judgment has been sharpened by
exercise, that he voluntarily departs from his former judgments,
just as he proceeds with those of his judgments which rest upon:
reason. Taste [merely ]** claims autonomy. To make the judg
menta of others the determining grounds of his own would b
heteronomy. g

That we, and rightly, recommend the works of the ancient;
ag models and call their authors classical, thus forming amon,
writers a kind of noble class who give laws to the people by their
example, seems to indicate a posteriort sources of taste and t
contradict the autonomy of taste in every subject. But w
might just as well say that the old mathematicians—who an
regarded up to the present day as supplying models not easily.
to be dispensed with for the supreme profundity and elegance o
their synthetical methods—prove that our reason is only imit
tive and that we have not the faculty of producing from it, i
combination with intuition, rigid proofs by means of the con
struction of conecepts.?® There is no use of our powers, howeve
free, no use of reason itself (which must create all its judgmen

# [Second edition.]

= [Cf. Critique of Pure Reason, “Methodology,” Ch.I, §1. “The co
struction of a concept is the o priori presentation of the correspond.ll
intuition.”] :

@ priort from common sources) which would not give rise to
faulty attempts if every subject had always to begin anew from
e rude basis of his natural state and if others had not preceded
‘him with their attempts. Not that these make mere imitators of
i_those who come after them, but rather by their procedure they
ut others on the track of seeking in themselves principles and
80'of pursuing their own course, often a better one. Even in
religion—where certainly everyone has to derive the rule of hig
conduct from himself, because he remains responsible for it and
cannot shift the blame of his transgressions upon others, whe-
. ther his teachers or his predecessors—there is never as much
accomplished by means of universal precepts, either obtained
from priests or philosophers or gotten from oneself, as by means
f'an example of virtue or holiness which, exhibited in history,
does not dispense with the autonomy of virtue based on the
proper and original idea of morality (a priori) or change it into
mechanical imitation. Following, involving something prece-
nt, not “imitation,” is the right expression for all influence
t the products of an exemplary author may have upon others.
nd this only means that we draw from the same sources as our
predecessor did and learn from him only the way to avail our-
ves of them. But of all faculties and talents, taste, because itg
judgment, is not determinable by concepts and precepts, is just
that one which most needs examples of what has in the progress
culture received the longest approval, that it may not become
again uncivilized and return to the crudeness of its first

 § 33, BECOND PECULIARITY OF THT JUDGMENT OF TASTE

The judgment of taste is not determinahble by grounds of
oof, just as if it were merely subjective.

If a man, ¢n the first place, does not find a building, a prospect,
4 poem beautiful, a hundred voices all highly praising it will
not force his inmost agreement. He may indeed feign that it
es him, in order that he may not be regarded as devoid of
; he may even begin to doubt whether he has formed his
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taste on a knowledge of a sufficient number of objects of a
certain kind (just as one who believes that he recognizes in the

distance as a forest something which all others regard as a town! _,‘
doubts the judgment of his own sight). But he clearly sees that ™

the agreement of others gives no valid proof of the judgment

about beauty. Others might perhaps see and observe for him;-
and what many have seen in one way, although he believes that
he has seen it differently, might serve him as an adequate ground -
of proof of a theoretical and consequently logical judgment..
But that a thing has pleased others could never serve as the:
basis of an aesthetical judgment. A judgment of others which.
is unfavorable to ours may indeed rightly make us scrutinize.
our own carefully, but it can never convince us of its incorrect-:
ness. There is therefore no empirical ground of proof which:

would force a judgment of taste upon anyone,

Still less, 1n the second place, can an a priors proof determme
according to definite rules a judgment about beauty. If a mans

reads me a poem of his or brings me to a play which does no
on the whole suit my taste, he may bring forward in proof of th

beauty of his poem Batteux®® or Lessing, or still more ancient

and famous critics of taste, and all the rules laid down by them

Certain passagés which displease me may agree very well with:
rules of beauty (as they have been put forth by these writers and
are universally recognized); but I stop my ears, I will listen t

no arguments and no reasoning; and I will rather assume that

these rules of the critics are false, or at least that they do
apply to the case in question, than admit that my judgm

should be determined by grounds of proof a priori. Foritis to be.‘

8 judgment of taste, and not of understanding or reason.

It seems that this is one of the chief reasons why this aesthet:
cal faculty of judgment has been given the name of “iaste.
For though a4 man enumerate to me all the ingredients of a dis
and remark that each is separately pleasant to me, and furthe
extol with justice the wholesomeness of this particular food
yet am I deaf to all these reasons; I try the dish with my tongu

38 [Charles Batteux (1713-1780), author of Les Beguz Aris reduils & 2
méme principe.]
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and my palate, and thereafter (and not according to universal

4 principles) do I pass my judgment.

In fact, the judgment of taste always takes the form of a
singular judgment about an objeect. The understanding can

- form = universal judgment by comparing the object in point of
the satisfaction it affords with the judgment of others upon it:
e.g., “All tulips are beautiful.” But then this is not a judgment
of taste but a logical judgment, which takes the relation of an
‘object to taste as the predicate of things of a certain species.
That judgment, however, in which I find an individual given
tulip beautiful, i.e. in which I find my satisfaction in the object

tobe universally valid, is alone a judgment of taste. Its peculiar-

ity consists in the fact that, although it has merely subjective
validity, it claims the assent of all subjects, exactly as it would

o if it were an objective judgment resting on grounds of

knowledge that could be established by a proof.

34. THERE IS NO OBJECTIVE PRINCIPLE OF TASTFK POSSIBLE

“By a principle of taste I mean a principle under the condition
f which we could subsume the concept of an object and thus
nfer, by means of a syllogism, that the object is beautiful. But
hat is absolutely impossible. For I must immediately feel
leasure in the representation of the object, and of that I can
¢ persuaded by no grounds of proof whatever. Although, as
ume says,* all critics can reason more plausibly than cooks,
et the same fate awaits them. They cannot expect the deter-

‘mining ground of their judgment [to be derived] from the force

the proofs, but only from the reflection of the subject upon

¥ [Essay XVIII, “The Sceptic’’: “Critics can reason and dispute more
ausibly than cooks or perfumers. We may observe, however, that this
iformity among human kind, hinders net, but that there is a considerable
versity in the sentiments of beauty and worth, and that education, cus-
m, prejudice, caprice, and humour, frequently vary our taste of this

kmd . . . Beauty and worth are merely of & relative nature, and consist

‘an agreeable senfiment, produced by an object in s particular mind,

according to the peculiar structure and constitution of that mind.” (In

ume’'s Moral and Political Philosophy, ed. Aiken, “Hafner Library of
assics” #3, 1948, pp. 338 ff.— Ed.)]
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under any concept; because otherwise the necessary universal
agreement [in these judgments] would be capable of being
compelled by proofs. Nevertheless it is like the latter in' this
hat it claims universality and necessity, though not aceording
concepts of the object, and consequently a merely subjective
necessity. Now because the concepts in a judgment constitute
ts content (what belongs to the cognition of the object), but
¢ judgment of taste is not determinable by concepts, it is
based only on the subjective formal condition of & judgment in
general. The subjective condition of all judgments is the faculty
judgment itself. This, when used with reference to a repre-
" sentation by which an object is given, requires the accordance
of two representative powers, viz. imagination {for the intuition
and comprehension of the manifold) and understanding (for the
ncept as a representation of the unity of this comprehension).
low: because no concept of the object lies here at the basis of
* the judgment, it can only consist in the subsumption of the
imagination itself (in the case of a representation by which an
" object is given), under the conditions that the understanding
equires to pass from intuition to concepts, That is, because
e freedom of the imagination consists in the fact that it
schematizes without any concept, the judgment of taste must
est on & mere sensation of the reciprocal activity of the imagina-
1.1011 in its freedom and the understanding with its conformity
to law. It must therefore rest on a feeling, which makes us
judge the object by the purposiveness of the representation (by
ich an object is given) in respect of the furtherance of the
" cognitive faculty in its free play. Taste, then, as subjective
dgment, contains a principle of subsumption, not of intuitions
der concepts, but of the faculty of intuitions or presentations
the imagination) under the feculty of the concepts (i.e. the
understanding), so far as the former #n s freedom harmonizes
W th the latter in its conformify io low.

In order to discover this ground of legitimaey by a deduction
of'the judgments of taste, we can only take as a clue the formal
uliarities of this kind of judgments, and consequently can
only consider their logical form.

its own proper state (of pleasure or pain), all precepts and rules
being rejected.

But although critics can and ought to pursue their reasonings
so that our judgments of taste may be corrected and extended,
it is not with a view to set forth the determining ground of this
kind of aesthetical judgments in a universally applicable
formula, which is impossible; but rather to investigate the cog-
nitive faculties and their exercise in these judgments, and to
explain by examples the reciproecal subjective purposiveness,
the form of which, as has been shown above, in a given repre-
sentation, constitutes the beauty of the object. Therefore the ¢
critique of taste is only subjective as regards the representation’
through which an object is given to us, viz. it is the art or
science of reducing to rules the reciprocal relation between the
understanding and the imagination in the given representation
(without reference to any preceding sensation or concept).
That is, it is the art or science of reducing to rules their accord-
ance or discordance, and of determining the conditions of this.
It is an art, if it only shows this by examples; it is a science if:
it derives the possibility of such judgments from the nature of
these faculties, as cognitive faculties in general. We have here,
in Transcendental Critique, only to do with the latter. It should
develop and justify the subjective principle of taste, as an a
priori principle of the judgment. This critique, as an art,
merely seeks to apply, in the judging of objects, the physio-
logical (here psychological), and therefore empirical, rules
according to which taste actually proceeds (without taking any
account of their possibility); and it criticizes the produets of
beautiful art just as, regarded as a science, it criticizes the
faculty by which they are judged.

§ 35. THE PRINCIPLE OF TASTE IS THE SUBJECTIVE PRINCIPL
OF JUDGMENT IN GENERAL

The judgment of taste is distinguished from a logical judg-
ment in this that the latter subsumes & representation under
the concept of the object, while the former does not subsume
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ix;ent possible in which merely from our own feeling of pleasure
. in an object, independently of its concept, we judge that this
pleasure attaches to the representation of the same object in
every other subjecl, and that e priori without waiting for the
accordance of others?

Tt is easy to see that judgments of taste are synthetical, be-
" cause they go beyond the concept and even beyond the intuition
of the object, and add to that intuition as predicate something
that is not a cognition, viz. a feeling of pleasure (or pain).
lthough the predicate (of the personal pleasure bound up with
the representation) is empirical, nevertheless, as concerns the
required assent of everyone the judgments are a preori, or desire
be regarded as such; and this is already involved in the expres-
ons of this elaim. Thus this problem of the Critigue of Judg-
ent belongs to the general problem of transcendental phil-
.gsophy: how are synthetical a priori judgments possible?

§ 36. OF THE PROBLEM OF A DEDUCTION OF JUDGMENTS
OF TASTE

The concept of an object in general can immediately be com- =
bined with the perception of an object, containing its empirical ;
predicates, so as to form a cognitive judgment; and it is thus
that a judgment of experience is produced.?® At the basis of
this lie @ priors coneepts of the synthetical unity of the manifold
of intuition, by which the manifold is thought as the deter=
mination of an object. These concepts (the categories) requir
a deduction, which is given in the Crifique of Pure Reason; and =
by it we can get the solution of the problem: how are synthetical
a priort cognitive judgments possible? This problem concerns
then the ¢ priors principles of the pure understanding and its
theoretical judgments. :

But with a perception there can also be combined a feeling of
pleasure (or pain) and a satisfaction, that accompanies th
representation of the object and serves instead of its predicat
thus there can result an aesthetical noncognitive judgmen
At the basis of such a judgment—if it is not & mere judgment of
sensation but a formal judgment of reflection, which imputes ©
the same satisfaction necessarily to everyone—must lie som
a priort principle, which may be merely subjective (if an ob-
jective one should prove impossible for judgments of this kind
but also as such may need a deduction, that we may thereb
comprehend how an aesthetical judgment can lay claim t
necegsity. On this is founded the problem with which we a
now occupied: how are judgments of taste possible? This pro
lem, then, has to do with the a prior: principles of the pu
faculty of judgment in aesthetical judgments, i.e. judgmments
which it has not (as in theoretical ones) merely to subsum
under ohjective concepts of understanding and in which it
subject to a law, but in which it ig itself, subjectively, bot
object and law.

This problem then may be thus represented: how is a jud

% [For the distinction—an important one in Kant~—between judgmen
of experience and judgmenta of perception, see his Prolegomena, § 18.7]

'§'37. WHAT I3 PROPERLY ASSERTED A PRIORI OF AN OBJECT
e IN A JUDGMENT QF TASTE

. That the representation of an object is immediately bound
up with pleasure can only be internally perceived; and if we did
ot wish to indicate anything more than this, it would give a
merely empirical judgment. TFor I cannot combine & definite
eling (of pleasure or pain) with any representation, except
‘where there is at bottom an a priort principle in the reason
etermining the will. In that case the pleasure (in the moral
eling) is the consequence of the principle, but cannot be com-
ared with the pleasure in taste, because it requires a definite
ncept of a law; and the latter pleasure, on the contrary, must
o bound up with the mere act of judging, prior to all concepts.
ence also all judgments of taste are singular judgments,
‘because they do not combine their predicate of satisfaction with
concept, but with a given individual empirical representation.
And 50 it is not the pleasure, but the universal validity of this
leasure, perceived as mentally bound up with the mere judg-
it upon an object, which is represented a priors in a judgment
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of taste as a universal rule for the judgment and valid for every- "
one. It is an empirical judgment [to say] that I perceive and
judge an object with pleasure. But it is an ¢ prieri judgment |
[to say] that I find it beautiful, i.e. I attribute this satisfaction

necessarily to everyone, :

Remark

This deduction is thus easy, because it has no need to justify
the objective reality of any coneept, for beauty is not a concept
of the object and the judgment of taste is not cognitive. It only
maintains that we are justified in presupposing universally in
every man those subjective conditions of the judgment which
we find in ourselves; and further, that we have rightly subsumed
the given objeet under these conditions. The latter has indeed
unavoidable difficulties which do not beset the logical judgment.
There we subsume under concepts, but in the aesthetical judg-
ment under a merely sensible relation between the imagination
and understanding mutually harmonizing in the representation
of the form of the object—in which case the subsumption may
easily be deceptive. Yet the legitimacy of the claim of the
judgment in counting upon universal assent is not thus annulled;
it reduces itself merely to judging as valid for everyone the
correctness of the principle from subjective grounds. For as to
the difficulty or doubt concerning the correctness of the sub-
. sumption under that principle, it makes the legitimacy of the
“claim of an aesthetical judgment in general to such validity and
the principle of the same as little doubtful as the alike (though
neither so commonly nor readily) faulty subsumption of the
logical judgment under its principle can make the latter, an
objective principle, doubtful. But if the question were to be,
“How is it possible to assume nature @ priort 1o be a complex
of objects of taste?” this problem has reference to teleclogy,
caise it must be regarded as a purpose of nature essentially
longing to its concept to exhibit forms that are purposive for
our judgment. But the correctness of this latter assumption is
. yery doubtful, whereas the efficacy of natural beauties i is patent
to experience.

§ 38. DEDUCTION OF JUDGMENTS OF TASTE

If it be admitted that, in a pure judgment of taste, the satis-
faction in the object is combined with the mere act of judging its
form, it is nothing else than its subjective purposiveness for the
judgment which we feel to be mentally combined with the
representation of the object. The judgment, as regards th
formal rules of its action, apart from all matter (whether sensa-
tion or concept), can only be directed to the subjective condi-
tions of its employment in general (it is applied®® neither to a &
particular mode of sense nor to a particular coneept of thef 5
understanding), and consequently to that subjective [element]
which we can presuppose in all men (as requisite for possible
cognition in general). Thus the agreement of a representation
with these conditions of the judgment must be capable of being
agsumed as valid a priors for everyone. That is, we may right
impute to everyone the pleasure or the subjective purposiveness
of the representation for the relation between the cognitive
faculties in the act of judging a sensible object in general.?

3 [First edition has “limited.”]

0 In order to be justified in claiming universal assent for an sesthetical
judgment that rests merely on subjective grounds, it is sufficient to assum
(1) That the subjective conditions of the judgment, as regards the relati
of the cognitive powers thus put into activity to 2 cognition in general, are
the same in all men. This must be true, because otherwise men would not
be able to communicate their representations or even their kmowledge, =
(2) The judgment must merely have reference to this relation (consequently
to the formal condition of the judgment) and be pure, i.e. not mingled eith
with concepts of the object or with sensations, as determining grounds, If
there has been any mistake as regards this latter condition, then there
only an inaccurate application of the privilege, which a law gives us, to
particular case; but that does not destroy the privilege itself in gener

$39. OF THE COMMUNICABILITY OF A SENSATION

If sensation, as the real in perception, is related to knowledge,
is called sensation of the senses; and its specific quality may
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fore the doubtful honor of being given the name of “common *
sense’’ (sensus communis); and in such a way that, by the name =
“common’ (not merely in our language, where the word actually.
has a double signification, but in many others), we understand
“vulgar,” that which is everywhere met with, the possession o
which indicates absolutely no merit or superiority.
But under the sensus communis we must include the idea of

a sense common to all, i.e. of a faculty of judgment which, in it;
reflection, takes account (a priori) of the mode of representat
of all other men in thought, in order, as it were, to compare it
judgment with the collective reason of humanity, and thus't
escape the illusion arising from the private conditions that:
could be so easily taken for objective, which would injuriously
affect the judgment. This is done by comparing our judgment
with the possible rather than the actual judgments of others,
and by putting ourselves in the place of any other man, b
abstracting from the limitations which contingently attach it
our own judgment. 7This again is brought about by leav
aside as much as possible the matter of our representative state,
i.e. sensation, and simply having respect to the formal peculiari-
ties of our representation or representative state. Nowt
operation of reflection seems perhaps too artificial to be att:
uted to the faculty called commeon sense, but it only appears
when expressed in abstract formulae. In itself there is not
more natural than to abstract from charm or emotion if we are
seeking a judgment that is to serve as a universal rule.
The following maxims of common human understanding
not properly come in here, as parts of the Critique of Taste;
yet they may serve to elucidate its fundamental propositi
They are: (1) to think for oneself; (2) to put curselves in thou,
in the place of everyone else; (3) always to think consistently
The first is the maxim of unprejudiced thought; the secon
enlarged thought; the third of consecutive thought.® The fi
is the maxim of a never passive reason. The tendency to s
passivity, and therefore to heteronomy of the reason, is:

31 [Kant lays down these three maxims in his Introduction to
$ 7, as ‘‘general rules and conditions of the avoidance of error.”]

ejudice; and the greatest prejudice of all is to represent nature
I‘lot‘ subject to the rules that the understanding places at its
asis by means of its own essential law, i.e. is superstition.
el_lyrera,nce from superstition is called enlighlenment,® because
although this name belongs to deliverance from prejudices m'
eral, yet superstition specially (in sensu eminenti) deserves
be called a prejudice. For the blindness in which superstition
ces us, which it even imposes on us as an obligation, makes
he'need of being guided by others, and the consequent passive
B‘t‘? of our reason, peculiarly noticeable. As regards the second
axim of the mind, we are otherwise wont to call hira limited
orné, tha? opposite of enlarged) whose talents attain to no great
specially as regards intensity). But here we are not speak-
‘of the faculty of cognition, but of the mode of thought which
es a purposive use thereof. However amall may be the area
he'degree to which a man’s natural gifts reach, yet it indi-
‘cates’'a man of enlarged thought if he disregards the subjective
ate conditions of his own judgment, by which so many
1:.h_ers are confined, and reflects upon it from 2 universal stand-
int (which he can only determine by placing himself at the
andpoint of others). The third maxim , viz. that of consecutive
lought, is the most difficult to attain, and can only be attained
y the combination of both the former and after the constant
bservance of them has grown into a habit. We may S&}; that
first of these maxims is the maxim of understanding, the
nd of judgment, and the third of reason. ,
‘take up again the threads interrupted by this digression,
nd I say that taste can be called sensus communis with more

We soon see that, although enlightenment is easy in thest X
thest it is difficult and slow of agcomplishment,. Fory not to be’ pﬁiizz
m reason, but to be always self-legislative, is indeed quite easy for
man who wishes only to be in accordance with his essential purpose and
‘not desire to know what is beyond his understanding. But since we
‘ ‘hzu'dly avoid seeling this, and there are never wanting cthers who
i with much confidence that they are able to satisfy our curiosity,
- be very hard to maintain in or restore to the mind (especially the
f the public) that bare negative which properly constitutes enlight-
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ete.), which bring with them no gratification or satisfaction:
enjoyment—were important in society and were combined wi
great interest. Until at last civilization, having reached i
highest point, makes out of this almost the main business of
refined inclination, and sensations are only regarded as of wo
in so far as they can be universally communicated. Here,
though the pleasure which everyone has in such an objeet
inconsiderable and in itself without any marked interest, yet
the 1dea of its universal communicability increases its worth
an almost infinite degree.

But this interest that indirectly attaches to the beauti
through our inclination to society, and consequently is empiric
is of no iImportance for us now, because we have only to look
what may have a reference; although only indirectly, to 't
judgment of taste a priori. For if an interest should also b
detected as bound up with thig form, taste would detect for our
faculty of judging a means of passing from sense enjoyment to
moral feeling; and so not only would we be the better guid
in employing taste purposively, but there would be thus p
sented a link in the chain of the human faculties ¢ priors,.
which all legislation must depend. We can only say this much
about the empirical interest in objects of taste and in tag
itself, Since it is subservient to inclination, however refined t
latter may be, it may easily be confounded with all the inelin
tions and passions which attain their greatest variety
highest degree in society; and the interest in the beautiful, if
is grounded thereon, can only furnish a very ambiguous tran
tion from the pleasant to the good. But whether this can
cannot be furthered by taste, talken in its purity, is what
now have to investigate. '

al character. But it is not without reason that they have
n contradicted by others who rely on experience; for this
s that connoisseurs in taste not only often, but generally,
given up to idle, capricious, and mischievous passions, and
they could perhaps make less claim than others to any
eriority of attachment to moral principles. Thus it would
that the feeling for the beautiful is not only (as actually is
case) specifically different from the moral feeling, but that
terest which can be bound up with it is hardly compatible
gral interest, and certainly has no inner affinity therewith.
Yow-I admit at once that the interest in the beautiful of art
nder which I include the artificial use of natural beauties for
ent and so for vanity) furnishes no proof whatever of s
osition attached to the morally good or even inclined there-
But on the other hand, I maintain that to take an immediate
unierest in the beauty of nature (not merely to have taste in
judging it) is always a mark of a good soul; and that, when this
inferest is habitual, it at least indicates a frame of mind favor-
ple' to the moral feeling if it is voluntarily bound up with the
plation of nature. It is to be remembered, however, that
re speak strictly of the beautiful forms of nature, and I set
‘the charms that she is wont to combine so abundantly with
because, though the interest in the latter is indeed im-
e, it is only empirical.
Hewho by himself (and without any design of communicating
gobservations to others) regards the beautiful figure of a wild
‘a°bird, an insect, etc., with admiration and love; who
not willingly miss it in nature although it may bring him
; mage; who still less wants any advantage from it—he
kes an immediate and also an intellectual interest in the
ty of nature. That is, it is not merely the form of the pro-
of nature which pleases him, but its very presence pleases

§ 42. OF THE INTELLECTUAL INTEREST IN THE BEAUTIFUL :
the charms of sense having no share in this pleasure and

With the best intentions, those persons who refer all activi
to which their inner natural dispositions impel men to the
purpoge of humanity, viz. the morally good, have regarded
taking an interest in the beautiful in general as a mark of good

1is noteworthy that if we secretly deceived this lover
beautiful by planting in the ground artificial flowers
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pret nature, whether it have this design or not. But the interest
h we here take in beauty has only to do with the beauty of
re; it vanishes altogether as soon as we notice that we are
ived and that it is only art—vanishes so completely that
can no longer find the thing beautiful or sight find it
charming. What is more highly praised by poets than the
itching and beautiful note of the nightingale in a lonely
pse.on & still summer evening by the soft light of the moon?
.yet we have instances of & merry host, where no such
ter was to be found, deceiving to their great contentment
guests who were staying with him to enjoy the country air
iding in a bush a mischievous boy who knew how to produce
sound exactly like nature (by means of a reed or a tube In
mouth}. But as soon as we are aware that it i3 a cheat, no
will remain long listening to the song which before was
anted so charming. And it is just the same with the songs of
ther birds. It must be nature or be regarded as nature if
re.to take an immediate interest in the beautiful as such,
nd still more is this the case if we can require that others should
A an interest in it too. This happens as a matter of fact when
regard as coarse and ignoble the mental attitude of those
l‘sons who have no feeling for beautiful nature (for thus we
but its character in virtue of which it is qualified for such asso- scribe s susceptibility to interest in its contemplation), and
ciation, which therefore essentially belongs to it. nfine themselves to eating and drinking—to the mere
The charms in beautiful nature, which are so often found, yments of sense.
it were, fused with beautiful forms, may be referred to modifi
tions either of light (colors) or of sound (tones). For these:
the only sensations that imply, not merely a sensible feeling, buts _
also reflection upon the form of these modifications of sensej Art is distinguished from nature as doing (facere) is
and thus they involve in themselves as it were a language’ nguished from acting or working generally (agere), and as
which nature speaks to us, whick thus seems to have a higher
gense. Thus the white color of lilies seems to determine
mind to ideas of innocence; and the seven colors, in order fr
the red to the violet, seem 10 suggest the ideas of (1) sublimi
(2) intrepidity, (3) candor, (4) friendliness, (5) modesty
constancy, (7) tenderness. The song of birds proclaims
someness and contentment with existence. Af ledst so we in

itself in its beautiful produets as art, not merely by chance, bu
as it were designedly, in accordance with a regular arrangemen
and as purposiveness without purpose. This latter, as we never:
meet with it outside ourselves, we naturally seek in ourselves
and, in fact, in that which constifutes the ultimate purpose
our being, viz. our moral destination. (Of this question as to the
ground of the possibility of such natural purposiveness we shall
first speak in the teleology.)

It is easy to explain why the satisfaction in the pure aesthetic
judgment in the case of beautiful art is not combined with an:
immediate interest, as it is in the case of beautiful nature. For
the former is either such an imitation of the latter that it reach
the point of deception and then produces the same effect
natural beauty (for which it is taken), or it is an art obvious
directed designedly to our satisfaction. In the latter case the
satisfaction in the product would, it is true, be brought about™
immediately by taste, but it would be only a mediate interest
in the cause lying at its root, viz. an art that can only inter
by means of its purpose and never in itself. It will, perhaps,
gaid that this is also the case if an object of nature interests:
by its beauty only seo far as it is associated with a moral id
But it is not the object itself which immediately interests

§ 43. or ART IN GENERAL

5) from the workmg {effectus) of the latter.
rright we ought only to describe as art, production through
om, i.e, through a will that places reason at the basis of
tions. For although we like to call the product of bees
built cells of wax) a work of art, this is only by way
0gY; a8 soon as we feel that this work of theirs is based
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on no proper rational deliberation, we say that it is a product
of nature (of instinct), and as art only ascribe it to their Creator;

1f, as sometimes happens, in searching through a bogiwe
come upon & bit of shaped wood, we do not say, this is a produ
of nature, but of art. Its producing cause has conceived
purpose to which the plank owes its form. Elsewhere too we
should see art in everything which is made, so that a representa-
tion of it in its cause must have preceded its actual emstenc
(as even in the case of the bees), though without the effect
it even being capable of being thought. But if we call anythin
absolutely a work of art, in order to distinguish it from a natu.r _
effect, we always understand by that a work of man. ;

(2) Art regarded as human skill differs from science (as
from know) as a practical faculty does from a theoretical, as
technique does from theory (as mensuration from geometry)
And so what we can do, as soon as we merely know what ought
to be done and therefore are sufficiently cognizant of the desired
effect, is not called art. Ouoly that which a man, even if
knows it completely, may not therefore have the skill to acco
plish belongs to art. Camper®* describes very exactly how t
best shoes must be made, but he certainly could not make one

(3) Art also differs from handicraft; the first is called ““fre
the other may be called “mercenary.” We regard the first as
- if it eould only prove purposive as play, i.e. as occupation that
is pleasant in itself. But the second is regarded as if it could
only be compulsorily imposed upon one as work, i.e. as occupa=
tion which is unpleasant (a trouble) in itself and which is
attractive on account of its effect (e.g. the wage). Whether
not in the grade of the professions we ought to count wat
makers as artists, but smiths only as handicraftsmen, wo
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re- another point of view from which to judge than that
ch we are here taking up, viz. [we should have to consider]
‘proportion of talents which must be assumed requisite in
several occupations. Whether or not, again, under the so-
ed seven free arts, some may be included which ought to be
sed as sciences and many that are akin rather to handicraft
all not here discuss. But it is not inexpedient to recall that,
free arts, there is yet requisite something compulsory or,
3 called, mechanism, without which the spirit, which must
ree in art and which alone inspires the work, would have no
and would evaporate altogether; e.g. in postry there must
-accuracy and wealth of language, and also prosody and
neasure. [ It is not inexpedient, I say, to recall this], for many
ern educators believe that the best way to produce a free
‘to.remove it from all constraint, and thus to change it
work into mere play.

§ 4. OF BEAUTIFUL ART

here is no science of the beautiful, but only a eritique of it;
here is no such thing as beautiful science, but only beau-
rt. For as regards the first point, if it could be decided
ntifically, i.e. by proofs, whether a thing was to be regarded
autiful or not, the judgment upon beauty would belong
cience and Would not be a judgment of taste. And as far as
second.point is concerned, a science which should be beauti-
ch is a nonentity. For if in such a science we were to
igrounds and proofs, we would be put off with tasteful
s (bon-mots). The source of the common expression,
zful science, is without doubt nothing else than this, as it
enl nghtly remarked, that for beautiful art in its entire
npleteness much science is requisite, e.g. a knowledge of
clent languages, a learned familiarity with classical authors,
a knowledge of antiquities, etc. And hence these his-
al ciences, because they form the necessary preparation
s for beautiful art, and also partly because under them
uded the knowledge of the products of beautiful art

3 [Peter Campsr (1722-1789), a celebrated naturalist and compar
anatomist, for some years professor at Groningen.J

3% In my country a common man, if you propose to him such a problem
&g that of Columbus with his egg, says, “That is not art, it s only science !
That i, if we know how, we ¢an do it; and he says the same of all the pre
tended arts of jugglers. On the other hand, he will not refuse to apply the
term “art” to the performance of a rope dancer.
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(rhetoric and poetry), have come to be called beautiful secie
by & transposition of words.

If art which is adequate to the cognition of a possible object
performs the actions requisite therefor merely in order to ma
it actual, it is mechanical art; but if it has for its immedi
design the feeling of pleasure, it is called aesthetical art. This
again either pleasant or beautiful. It is the first if its purpo
that the pleasure should accompany the representations [o
object] regarded as mere sensations; it is the second if they a
regarded as modes of cognition.

Pleasant arts are those that are directed merely to enjoyme
Of this class are all those charming arts that can gratify a co
pany at table, e.g. the art of telling stories in an entertal
way, of starting the company in frank and lively conversa
of raising them by jest and laugh to a certain pitch of mer
ment;* when, as people say, there may be a great deal of gos
at the feast, but no one will be answerable for what he 'sa
because they are only concerned with momentary ente
ment, and not with any permanent material for reflection
subsequent discussion. (Among these are also to be recke
the way of arranging the table for enjoyment and, at
feasts, the management of the music. This latter is a wond
thing. It is meant to dispose to gaiety the minds of the gues
regarded solely as a pleasant noise, without anyone payin
least attention to its composition; and it favors the free
versation of each with his neighbor.) Again, to this class belo
all games which bring with them no further interest than thag
of making the time pass imperceptibly.

On the other hand, beautiful art is a mode of represent.
which is purposive for itself and which, although devo
[definite ] purpose, yet furthers the culture of the mental po
~ in reference to social communication.
The universal ¢communicability of a pleasure carries with

very concept that the pleasure is not one of enjoyment,

om mere sensalion, but must be derived from reflection; and

hus aesthetical art, as the art of beauty, bas for standard the
ctive judgment and not sensation.

5. BEAUTIFUL ART IS AN ART IN SO FAR AS IT SEEMS
LIEE NATURE

-a product of beautiful art, we must becorme conseious that
‘art-and not nature; but vet the purposiveness in its form
t seem to be as free from all constraint of arbitrary rules as
Were: a product of mere nature. On this feeling of freedom
he play of our cognitive faculties, which must at the same
e purposive, rests that pleasure Which alone is universally
unicable, without being based on concepts. Nature is
ful because it looks like art, and art can only be callied
1'if we are conscious of it as art while yet it looks like

_ ere act of judging (not in the sensation of it or by means
( ) Now art has always a definite design of producing
But if this something were bare sensation (some-
erely subjective), which is to be accompanied with
, the product would please in the act of judgment only
ation of sensible feeling, And again, if the design were
‘toward the production of a definite object, then, if
e attained by art, the object would only please by means
pts. But in both cases the art would not please in the
of judging, i.e. 1t would not please ag beautiful but as
cal. -

nce'the purposiveness in the product of beautiful art,
it is designed, must not seem to be designed, i.e.
i ul art must look like nature, although we are conscious
rt. But a product of art appears like nature when,
its agreement with the rules, acecording to which alone
roduct can become what it ought to be, is punctiliously

¥ [ Kant was aceustomed to say that the talk at a dinner tab
always pass through these three stages: narrative, discussion, and Jestii
punctilious in thig, as in all else, he is 8aid to have directed the convers
at his own table accordingly (Wallace’s Keni, p. 39).] :
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\Ithough mechanical and beautiful art are very different,
first being a mere art of industry and learning and the
econd of genius, yet there is no beautiful art in which there is
echanical element that can be comprehended by rules
ollowed accordingly, and in which therefore there must be
omething scholastic as an essential condition, For [in every art ]
purpose must be conceived; otherwise we could not ascribe
‘product to art at all; it would be a mere product of chance.
in order to accomplish & purpose, definite rules from which
,aannot dispense ourselves are requisite. - Now since the
igimality of the talent constitutes an essential (though not the
ement in the character of genius, shallow heads believe
ey cannof better show themselves to be full-blown
than by throwing off the constraint of all rules; they
in effect, that one could make a braver show on the
of a wild horse than on the back of a trained animal.
ius; can only furnish rich material for products of beautiful
iIt; its execution and its form require talent cultivated in the
chools; in order to make such a use of this material as will stand
tion by the judgment. But it is quite ridiculous for a
0 speak and decide like a genius in things which require
ost:careful investigation by reason. One does not know
to laugh more at the impostor who spreads such a mist
und him that we cannot clearly use our judgment, and so use
Ir imagination the more, or at the public which naively
s that his inability to cognize clearly and to comprehend
terpiece before him arises from new truths crowding in
in such abundance that details (duly weighed definitions

coveries, intuitively plain and definite as regards consequenc
not only to himself but to everyone else. But a Homer or
Wieland cannot show how his ideas, so rich in fancy and yet'so
full of thought, come together in hxs head, simply because he
does not know and therefore cannot teach others. In sclenqg
then, the greatest discoverer only differs in degree from
laborious imitator and pupil, but he differs specifically fro
him whom nature has gifted for beautiful art. And in this the
is no depreciation of those great men to whom the human ra
owes so much gratitude, as compared with nature’s favorit :
respect of the talent for beautiful art. For in the fact that the
former talent is directed to the ever advancing greater perfection
of knowledge and every advantage depending on it, and at the
same time to the imparting this same knowledge to others
this it has a great superiority over [the talent of ] those who
deserve the honor of being called geniuses. For art stands still
ata certam point; a boundary ig set to it beyond which it ca.mm
be extended further. Again, artistic skill cannot be comm
cated; it is imparted to every artist immediately by the hand:
of nature; and so it dies with him, until nature endows another
in the same way, so that he only needs an example in order to pug
in operation in a similar fashion the talent of which heis conscious
If now it is a natural gift which must preseribe its rule toarg
(as beautiful art), of what kind is this rule? It cannet be reduc
to a formula and serve as a precept, for then the judgment upon
the beautiful would be determinable according to conceptsy
but the rule must be abstracted from the fact, i.e. from.
product, on which others may try their own talent by using c
as a model, not to be copied but to be imitated. How this! jut clumsy work.
possible is hard to explain, The ideas of the artist excite li ' :
ideas in his pupils if nature has endowed them with a like
portion of their mental powers. Hence models of beautiful
are the only means of handing down these ideas to posteri _ :
This cannot be done by mere descriptions, especially not in iifor beautiful art, i.e. for the production of such objects,
cage of the arts of speech; and in this latter classical models
only fto:bethad im:théiold: dead lanpuages,:now preserved ‘ohly
“the learned languages.”

liiwe consider genius as the;talent fqr,beautiful art. (which
spgclal meaning of the word implies) and in this point of
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beautiful things which may be in nature ugly or displeasing.?®
e Furies, diseases, the devastations of war, etc., may [even
ed as calamitous®® be described as very beautiful, as
e represented in a picture. There is only one kind of
s which cannot be represented in accordance with nature
thout destroying all aesthetical satisfaction, and consequently
ificial beauty, viz. that which excites disgust. For in this
arsensation, which rests on mere imagination, the object
esented. as it were obtruding itself for our enjoyment,
we strive against jt with all our might. And the artistic
ntation of the object is no longer distinguished from the
re of the object itself in our sensation, and thus it is im-
ble that it can be regarded as beautiful. The art of sculp-
again, because in its products art is almost interchangeable
‘nature, excludes from its creations the immediate repre-
tion of ugly objects; e.g. it represents death by a beautiful
,.the warlike spirit by Mars, and permits [all such things]
representted only by an allegory or attribute that has a
effect, and thus only indirectly by the aid of the inter-
on:of reason, and not for the mere aesthetical judgment.
uch for the beautiful representation of an object, which
erly only the form of the presentation of a concept, by
f which this latter is communicated universally. But
this form to the product of beautiful art, mere taste is
te. By taste the artist estimates his work after he has
d and corrected it by manifold examples from art or
e, and after many, often toilsome, attempts to content
self he finds that form which satisfies him. Hence this form

‘Aristotle Poetics iv. 1448b: 8 ydo aird ‘Auvmnedc bodusy,
ag ekdvag vhg pdhuwota fugboubvac yolponsy fewgofivres
olmov T2 poepds vEv drpovdrov xal vexgiv. Cf. also Rhetoric i
; and Burke on the Sublime and Beautiful, Pt. I, § 16, Boileau
ique, chant 3 makes a similar observation:

“Il n'est, point de serpent, ni de monstre odieux

Qui, par V'art imité, ne puisse plaire sux ysux.

D’un pincesu délicat 'artifice agréable

Dy plus affreux objet fait un objet aimable.’]

Second edition.] #© [Cf. p. 158.]

view analyze it into the faculties which must coneur to constmu
such a talent, it is necessary in the first instance to determin;
exactly the difference between natural beauty, the judgin
which requires only taste, and artificial beauty, the possib
of which (to which reference must be made in judging suc
object) requires genius.

A natural beauty is a beautiful thing; artificial beauty
beautiful representation of a thing.

In order to judge of a natural beauty as such, I need not ha
beforehand a concept of what sort of thing the object is to
i.e. I need not know its material purposiveness (the purpose);
but its mere form pleases by itself in the act of judging it wi
any knowledge of the purpose. But if the object is given a;
product of art and as such is to.be declared beautiful,
beeause art always supposes a purpose in the cause (an
causality), there must be at bottom in the first instance a
cept of what the thing is to be. And as the agreement o
manifold in a thing with its inner destination, its purpo
constitutes the perfection of the thing, it follows that in judg
of artificial beauty the perfection of the thing must be ta
into account; but in judging of natural beauty (as suck) ther
no question at all about this. It is true that in judging of ob
of nature, especially objects endowed with life, e.g. 2 man oné
horse, their objective purposiveness also is commonly ta
into consideration in judging of their beauty; but the
judgment is no longer purely aesthetical, i.e. & mere jud
of taste. Nature is no longer judged inasmuch as it appe
like art, but in so far as it 7s actual (although superhuman):
and the teleological judgment serves as the basis and condit
of the aesthetical, as & condition to which the latter must h
respect. In such a case, e.g. if it is said “That is a bea
woman,” we think nothing else than this: nature represe
her figure the purposes in view in the shape of a woman’s fi
For we must look beyond the mere form to a concept,
objeet i3 to be thought in such a way by means of a 10g1
conditioned aesthetical judgment.

Beautiful art shows its superiority in this , that!it desc
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ig not, as it were, a thing of inspiration or the result of a fm
swing of the mental powers, but of a slow and even pa
process of improvement, by which he seeks to render it adeq
to hi= thought, without detriment to the freedom of the pla.

rit, in an aesthetical sense, is the name given to the ani-
ng principle of the mind. But that by means of which
principle -animates the soul, the material which it applies
[purpose]], is what puts the mental powers purposively
swing, i.e, into such a play as maintains itself and strength-
lens the mental powers in their exercise.

‘Now I'maintain that this principle is no other than the faculty
And by an aesthetical idea I
and that representation of the -imagination which
10ns much thought, without however any definite thought,
ny concept, being capable of being adequate to it; it conse-
t],y cannot be completely compassed and made mtelhglble

la.ngua.ge We easily see that it is the counterpart (pendant)
o rational idea, which conversely is a concept to which no
tion (or representation of the imagination) can be adequate.
agination (as a productive faculty of cognition) is
owerful in creating another nature, as it were, out.of the
risl that actual nature gives it.
when experience becomes t00 commonplace, and by it
mold experience, always indeed in accordance with ana-
cal laws, but yet also in accordance with principles which
py a higher place in reasor (laws, too, which are just as

to'us -as those by which understanding comprehends
: Thus we feel our freedom from the law of
ciation (which attaches to the empirical employment of
ation), so that the material supplied to us by nature in
accordance with this law can be worked up into something
ferent which surpasses nature.
epresentations of the imagination we may call ideas,
because they at least strive after something which lies
‘the bounds of experience and so seek to approximate to
ntation of concepts of reason (intellectual ideas), thus
o the latter the appearance of objective reality, but
lly because no concept can be fully adequate to them as
il intuitions. The poet ventures to realize to sense,
ideas of invisible beings, the kingdom of the blessed,
ernity, creation, etc.; or even if .-he deals with things of

But taste is merely a judging and not a productive fac
and what is appropriate to it is therefore not a work of beauti
art. It can only be a product belonging to useful and mecha
att or even to science, produced according to definite rules’
can be learned and must be exactly followed. But the plea
form that is given to it is only the vehicle of communication as
a mode, ag it were, of presenting it, in respect of which s
remain free to a certain extent, although it is combined
8 definite purpose. - Thus we desire that table appointmen
moral treatise, even a sermon, should have in themselves
form of beautiful art, without it seeming to be sought; but.
not therefore call these things works of beautiful art. T
the latter class are reckoned a poem, a piece of music, a pie
and in gome works of this-kind asserted
works of bea.utlful art we find genius without taste, whil i
others we find faste without genius.

resenting aesthetical ideas.

We entertain ourselves
gallery, etc.;

should at least in part appear as beautiful art, they are wit
spirit,*! although we find nothing to blame in them on th
A poem may be very neat and elegant, but wi
spirit. A history may be exact and well arranged, but wi
A festal discourse may be solid and st the same: i
elaborate, but without spirit. Conversation is often not de
of entertainment, but it is without spirit; even of a woma
say that she is pretty, an agreeable talker, and courteous,
without spirit. What then do we mean by spirit?

4 [In English we would rather say “without soul,” but I prefer to ¢
late ‘'Geist” consistently by “apirit,” to avoid the confusion of it
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of a genius (as regards what is to be ascribed to genius an
to possible learning or schooling) is an example, not to
imitated (for then that which in it is genius and constitutes
spirit of the work would be lost), but to be followed by anot
genius, whom it awakens to a feeling of his own originalit;
whom it stirs 80 to exercise his art in freedom from the
straint of rules, that thereby a new rule is gained for art
thus his talent shows itself to be exemplary. But because a
genius is a favorite of nature and must be regarded by u
rare phenomenon, his example produces for other good hea
school, i.e. & methodical system of teaching according to rule
so far as these can be derived from the peculiarities of the pios
ducts of his spirit. For such persons beautiful art is so
imitation, to which nature through the medium of a ge

supplied the rule. since in respect of the first an art is rather aaid to be full
But this imitation becomes a mere aping if the scholar co pirit, but only deserves to be called a beawtiful art on account
everything down to the deformities, which the genius fthe second, -this latter is at least, as its indispensable condi-
have let pass only because he could not well remove them gion (conditio sine gua non), the most important thing to which
out weakening his idea. This mental characteristic is merit as to look in the judging of art as beautiful art. Abun-
only in the case of a genius. A certain audacity in expressi “and - originality of ideas are less necessary to beauty than
and in general many a departure from common rules—beco fie accordance of the imagination in its freedom with the
him well, but it is in no way worthy of imitation; it alw mity to law of the understanding. For all the abundance
remains a fault in itself which we must seek to remove, tho e former produces in lawless freedom nothing but nonsense;
the genius is, as it were, privileged to commit it, becau other hand, the judgment is the faculty by which it is
inimitable rush of his spirit would suffer from overanxious ted to‘the understanding,.
fulness. Mannerism is another kind of aping, viz. of like the judgment in general, is the discipline (or

peculiarity (originality) in general, by which a man sep ng) of genius; it clips its wings, it makes it cultured and
himself as far as possible from imitators, without -howe 3

d' but, at the same time, it gives guidance as to where
possessing the talent to be at the same time ezemplary. far it may extend itself if it is to remain purposive.

are indeed in general two ways (mods) in which such a man ma i while it brjngs cleamess and order into the multitude of
put together his notions of expressing himself; the one is '

a manner {modus aestheticus), the other a meihod {(modus log
They differ in this that the former has no other standard
the feeling of unity in the presentment, but the latter f
definite principles; hence the former alone avails for bea
art. But an artistic product is said to show mannerism on
when the exposition of the artist’s idea is founded on it
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arity ‘and is not made appropriate to the idea itself. The
stentatious (précieus), contorted, and affected [manner
d] to differentiate oneself from ordinary persons (though
d of spirit) is Like the behavior of a man of whom we say
hears himself talk, or who stands and moves about as if
‘were on a stage in order to be stared at; this always betrays

_OF THE COMBINATION OF TASTE WITH GENIUS IN THE
' PRODUCTS OF BEAUTIFUL ART

I'o ask whether it is more important for the things of beautiful
t that genius or taste should be displayed is the same as to
hether in it more depends on imagination or on judgment.

: ‘able of bemg followed by others and of an ever progres—
ture. If, then, in the conflict of these two properties in a
omething must be sacrificed, it should be rather on

iful art gives its decision from its own proper principles,
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will rather sacrifice the freedom and wealth of the imaginatior
than permit anything prejudicial to the understanding.

For beautiful art, therefore, imagination, understand*t
spiret, and faste are requisite.48

ions (as external senmsible impressions). We may also
ge a division by dichotomy: thus beautiful art may be
d into the art of expression of thoughts and of intuitions,
se further subdivided in accordance with their form or
atter (semsation). DBut this would appear to be too
act, and not so accordant with ordinary concepts.
he arts of speech are rhetoric and poetry. Rhetoric is the
_ arrying on a serious business of the understanding as if
e afree play of the imagination; poetry, the art of conduct-
ree play of the imagination as if it were a serious business
understanding.
orator, then, promises a serious business, and in order to
n his audience conducts it as if it were a mere play with
3 he poet merely promises an entertaining play with ideas,
et it has the same effect upon the understanding as if he
nly intended to carry on its business. The combination and
ny of both cognitive faculties, sensibility and under-
g, which cannot dispense with each other but which yet
well be united without constraint and mutual prejudice,
pear fo be undesigned and so to be brought about by
elves; otherwise it is not beawtiful art. Hence, all that is
:and anxious must be aveided in it, for beautiful art
be free art in a double sense. It is not a work like a mer-
employment, the greatness of which can be judged
ding to a definite standard, which can be attained or paid
1d again, though the mind is here occupied, it feels itself

§ 51. OF THE DIVISION OF THE BEAUTIFUL ARTS

We may describe beauty in general (whether natural
artificial) as the expression of aesthetical ideas; only that
beautiful art this idea must be occasioned by a coneept of.
object, while in beautiful nature the mere reflection upon a gi
intuition, without any concept of what the object is to be
sufficient for the awakening and communicating of the ide
which that object is regarded as the expression.

If, then, we wish to make a division of the beautiful arts,
cannot choose & more convenient principle, at least tentatively
than the analogy of art with the mode of expression of Whl
men avail themselves in speech, in order to communicate to- '
another as perfectly as possible not merely their concepts by
also their sensations.*” This is done by word, deportment, ang
tone (articulation, gesticulation, and modulation). It is only’
the combination of these three kinds of expression that ¢
munication between the speaker [and his hearers] can
complete. For thus thought, intuition, and sensation are tra
mitted to others simultaneously and conjointly. ;

There are, therefore, only three kinds of beautiful arts
arts of speech, the formative arts, and.the art of the play

18 The three former faculties are united in the first instance by me n
the fourth. Hume gives us to understand in his History of England:
although the English are inferior in their productions to ne people
world as regards the evidences they display of the three former prope
separalely considered, yet they must be put after sheir neighbors the
as regards that which unites these properties. [In his Observations g

Beautiful and Sublime, § 4, sub init., Kant remarks that the Englis
the keener sense of the sublime, the French of the beautiful.]

41 The reader is not to judge this schems for a possible division
beautiful arts as a deliberate theory. It is only onme of various atte
which we may and ought to devise,

ndently of reward).
orator therefore gives something which he does not

ch iz worth. occupying ourselves W1th because he provides
 play food for the understanding and, by the aid of
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imagination, gives life to his concepts. [Thus the orator ont
whole gives less, the poet more, than he promises. ¢
(2) The formative arts, or those by which expression is fous
for ideas in sensible intuition (not by representations of
imagination that are aroused by words), are either arts
sensible truth or of sensible dllusion. The former is called plast
the latter painting. Both express ideas by figures in space
former makes figures cognizable by two senses, sight and tou
(although not by the latter as far as beauty is concerned)
latter only by one, the first of these. The aesthetical idea (i
archetype or omgmal image) is fundamental for both in
imagination, but the figure which expresses this (the ectype
copy) is either given in its bodily extension (as the object its
exists) or as it paints itself on the eye (aceording to its ap
ance when projected on a flat surface). In the first case
condition given to reflection may be either the reference &
actual purpose or only the semblance of it.
To plastic, the first kind of beautiful formative art, be
sculpture and architecture. The first presents corporeally
cepts of things, as they might have existed in nature (thou
beautiful art it has regard to aesthetical purposiveness}.
second is the art of presenting concepts of things that are pos
only through art and whose form has for its determining groun
‘not nature, but an arbitrary purpose, with the view of p
genting them with aesthetical purposiveness. In the latte
chief point is a certain use of the artistic object, by which
dition the aesthetical ideas are limited. In the former the m
design is the mere expression of aesthetical ideas. Thus st:
of men, gods, animals, ete., are of the first kind; but tem;
splendid buildings for public assemblies, even dwelling ho tt like plastic, and since it also has no concept of the object and
triumphal arches, eolumns, mauscleums, and the like, er (a8 in architecture) conditioning its arrangements, but involves
in honorable remenbrance, belong to architecture. Indeedall he ﬁ-“’i play of the imagination in contemplation, it so far agrees
house furniture (upholsterer’s work a.n_d such like things w ':E.t::i ?::ttlrp;:n ;mgowﬁfmﬁn&dgﬂtz;ﬁ Dc?fe l(i:ﬁG:nT:&g;:
are for use) may be reckoned under this art, because the s 1 general the reader is only to judge of this as an attempt bo com.
bility of a product for a certain use is the essential thing in -

utiful arts under one principle, viz. that of the expression of
architectural work. On the other hand, a mere piece of sculpi.‘ deas, (according to the analogy of speech), and not to regard it
# [Second edition. ]

\n.na.l,ysnaofthem o

is simply made for show and which is to please in itself,
orporeal presentation a mere imitation of nature, though
eference to aesthetical ideas; in it senstble éruth is not to
rried so far that the product ceases to look like art and
like a product of the elective will.

nting, as the second kind of formative art, which presents
sible dllusion artificially combined with ideas, I would
to the art of the beautiful depicting of nature and that
eautiful arrangement of its products. The first is painting
the second is the art of landscape gardening. The first
“only the illusory appearance of corporeal extension; the
d gives this in accordance with truth, but only the appear-
of utility and availableness for other purposes than the
lay of the imagination in the contemplation of its forms.*
i latter is nothing else than the ormamentation of the soil
a variety of those things (grasses, flowers, shrubs, trecs,
ponds, hillocks, and dells) which nature presents to an
T, only a,rra.nged differently and in conformity with
ideas. But, again, the beautiful arrangement of cor-
I things is only apparent to the eye, like painting: the
of touch cannot supply any intuitive presentation of such
Under painting in the wide sense I would reckon the
ion-of rooms by the aid of tapestry, bric-a-brac, and all
tiful- furniture which is merely available to be looked at;
and he same may be said of the art of tasteful dressing (vmh

la.ndscape gardening may be regarded as a species of the art of
although it presents its forms corporeally, seems strange. But
actually takes its forms from nature (trees, shrubs, grasses, and
from’ forest and field—at least in the first instance) and so far is
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beautiful play of sensations, and as such bring with them in
etical judgment a satmfactmn in the form [of the object].
eithink of the velocity of the vibrations of kight or in the
ase of the air, which probably far surpasses all our
¥ of judging immediately in pereeption the time interval
them, we must believe that it is only the effect of these
long upon the elastic parts of our body that is felt, but
the time interval between them is not remarked or brought
udgment; and thus that only pleasantness, and not beauty
mposition, is bound up with colors and tones. But on the
and, first, we think of the mathematical [element] which
to pronounce on the proportion between these oscilla-
musie and thus to judge of them; and by analogy with
-easily may judge of the distinctions between colors.
Y, we recall instances (although they are rare) of men
ith:the best sight in the world, cannot distinguish colors
th the sharpest hearing, cannot distinguish tones; while
who can do this the perception of an altered quality
rely of the degree of sensation) in the different intensities
cale of colors and tones is definite; and further, the very
f'these is fixed by intelligible dxﬁ'erences Thus we may
pelled to see that both kinds of sensations are to be
d, not as mere sensible impressions, but as the effects of
ent passed upon the form in the play of divers sensa-
% ‘The difference in our definition, according as we adopt
he other opinion in judging of the grounds of musie,
¢ just this: either, as we have done, we must explain 1t
eautiful play of sensations (of hearmg), or else a3 a play
&ant sensations. According to the former mode of ex-
‘o ; Music is represented altogether as a beautiful art;
g to the latter, as a pleasant art (at least in part).

rings, snuffboxes, etc.). For a bed of various flowers, a ro
filled with various ornaments (including under this head. even
ladies’ finery), make at a féte a kind of picture which, li
pictures properly so called (that are not intended to éeach eit
history or natural science), bas in view merely the entertainme
of the imagination in free play with ideas and the occupation
the aesthetical judgment without any definite purpose.
detailed work in all this decoration may be quite distinet in
different cases and may require very different artists, but:
judgment of taste upon whatever is beautiful in these varig
arts is always determined in the same way, viz. it only judge
the forms (without any reference to a purpose) as they prese nf
themselves to the eye, either singly or in combination, according
to the effect they produce upon the imagination. But t
formative art may be compared (by analogy) with deport
in speech is justified by the fact that the spirit of the ar
supplies by these figures a bodily expression to his thought
its mode, and makes the thing itself, as it were, speak in n
language. This is a very common play of our faney, w.
attributes to lifeless things a spirit suitable to their form.
which they speak to us.

(3) The art of the beautiful play of sensations (exte
produced), which admits at the same time of universal co
munication, can be concerned with nothing else than the pro
portion of the different degrees of the disposition (tension)
the sense to which the sensation belongs, i.e. with its tone
In this far-reaching signification of the word it may be divided
into the artistic play of the sensations of hearing and sight,.
into music and the art of color. It is noteworthy that these &
senses, beside their susceptibility for impressions so far as
these are needed to gain concepts of external objects, are a
capable of a peculiar sensation bound up therewith of whi
cannot strictly decide whether it is based on sense or reflect
This susceptibility may sometimes be wanting, a.lthough
other respects the sense, as regards its use for the cogmtmn
objects, is not at all deficient but is peculiarly fine. Tha is,
cannot say with certainty whether coloré or tomes ’ (sounds
merely pleasant sensations or whether they form in thems

OF‘T]IE COMBINATION OF BEAUTIFUL ARTS IN ONE '
"AND THE SAME PRODUCT :

e,.may be, combmed with a pictorial presentation of
sctsiand objects:in a. theatrical piece; poetry: may.be
with music in 2 song, and this again with pictorial
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pt, amid the unbounded variety of possible forms accord-
Utherewith, that which unites the presentment of this concept
a wealth of thought to which no verbal expression is com-
adequate, and so rising aesthetically to ideas. It strength-
he mind by making it feel its faculty—free, spontaneous,
ndependent of natural determination—of considering and
ging nature as a phenomenon in accordance with aspects
h.it does not present in expertence either for sense or under-
ding, and therefore of using it on behalf of, and as a sort of
for, the supersensible. It plays with illusion, which it
es at pleasure, but without deceiving by it; for it declares
ercise to be mere play, which however can be purposively
by the understanding. Rhetorie, in so far as this means
of persuasion, i.e. of deceiving by a beautiful show (ars
), and not mere elegance of speech (eloquence and style},
dialectic which borrows from poetry only so much as is
‘to win minds to the side of the orator before they have
ed a judgment and to deprive them of their freedom; it
itherefore be recommended either for the law courts or
e pulpit. For if we are dealing with civil law, with the
hts of individual persons, or with lasting instruction and
ation of people’s minds to an accurate knowledge and
ientious observance of their duty, it is unworthy of so
rtant a business to allow a trace of any lwxuriance of wit
d imagination to appear, and still less any trace of the art of
people over and of captivating them for the advantage
chance person. For although this art may sometimes be
ted to legitimate and praiseworthy designs, it becomes
tionable' when in this way maxims and dispositions are
d in a subjective point of view, though the action may
ly be lawful. It is not enough to do what is right; we
practice it solely on the ground that it is right. Again,
nere concept of this species of matters of human concern,
ear and combined With a lively presentation of it in
ples, without any offense against the rules of euphony of
or propriety of expression, has by itself for ideas of
hich eollectively constitute eloquence) sufficient in-

(theatrical) presentation in an opera; the play of sensatio
music may be combined with the play of figures in the d
and so on. Even the presentation of the sublime, so far- asiif
belongs to beautiful art, may combine with beauty in a trage
in verse, in a didactic poem, in an oratorio; and in these combi
tions beautiful art is yet more artistic. Whether it is also moe
beautiful may in some of these cases be doubted (since so ma
different kinds of satisfaction cross one another). Yet i
beautiful art the essential thing is the form, which is purp
as regards our observation and judgment, where the pleas
at the same time cultivation and disposes the spirit to ide
and consequently makes it susceptible of still more of
pleasure and entertainment. The essential element is no
matter of sensation (charm or emotion), which has only ‘to
with enjoyment; this leaves behind nothing in the idea, an:
makes the spirit dull, the object gradually distasteful, and
mind, on account of its consciousness of a disposition that
flicts with purpose in the judgment of reason, discontented
itself and peevish.

If the beautiful arts are not brought into more or less'e
combination with moral ideas, which alone bring with ¢
self-sufficing satisfaction, this latter fate must ul’mma.tel
theirs. They then serve only as a distraction, of which we
the more in need the more we avail ourselves of them to dispes
the discontent of the mind with itself, so that we thus rend
ourselves ever more useless and ever more discontented
beauties of nature are generally of most benefit in this poi
view, if we are early accustomed to observe, appreciate
admire them.

§ 53. COMPARISON OF THE RESPECTIVE AESTHRTICAL
OF THE BEAUTIFUL ARTS

Of all the arts poetry (which owes its origin almost ¢
to genius and will least be guided by precept or example)
tains the first rank. It expands the mind by setting th
‘ination at'liberty and by offering, within the limits of
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If, on the other hand, we estimate the worth of the beau
arts by the culture they supply to the mind and take
standard the expansion of the faculties which must concu
the judgment for cognition, music will have the lowest
among them {as it has perhaps the highest among those
which are valued for their pleasantness), hecause it Do
plays with sensations. The formative arts are far before 1
this point of view, for in putting the imagination in a free.
which is also accordant with the understanding, they a
game time carry on a serious business. This they do by
ducing a product that serves for concepts as a permanent s¢
commendatory vehicle for promoting their union with sensibi
and thus, as it were, the urbanity of the higher cognitive po
These two species of art take quite different courses; th
proceeds from sensations to indeterminate ideas, the see
from determinat- ideas to sensations. The latter prod
permanent, the former only transitory impressions. The imag
tion can recall the one and entertain itself pleasantly therewd
but the other either vanish entirely, or, if they are reca
involuntarily by the imagination, they are rather wearis
than pleasant.® Besides, there attaches to music a certain’w
of urbanity from the fact that, chiefly from the characte
its instruments, it extends its influence further than is d
(in the meighborhood), and so as it were obtrudes itself
does violence to the freedom of others'who are not of the mus
company. The arts which appeal to the eyes do not d
for we need only turn our eyes away if we wish to avoid
impressed. The case of music is almost like that of the de 5
derived from a smell that diffuses itself widely. The man | g Tharetors 1 goneral pharissionl) devotions, for they fores the
pulls his perfumed handkerchief out of his pocket a‘ttmct’s. A ither to sing with them or to abandon their meditations. [Kant
attention of all around him, even against their will, andd

elf from such annoyances, which may account for the asperity
forces them, if they are to breathe at all, to enjoy the s At one period he was disturbed by the devotional exercises of
hence this habit has gone out of fashion.®

in the adjoining jail. In a letter to the burgomaster "‘he
d t advantage of closing the windows during these hymn-singings,
&t [From this to the end of the paragraph, and the next note,
added in the second edition.] E

at the warders of the prison might probably be directed to
onorous and neighbor-annoying chants as evidence of the

81 Thoge who recommend the singing of spiritual songs at fa.mil.y pr
do not consider that they inflict a great hardship upon the publie by

ong the formative arts I would give the palm to painting,
ecause as the art of delineation it les at the root of all
her formative arts, and partly because it can penetrate
further into the region of ideas and can extend the field of
on in conformity with them further than the others can.

[§ 54.]%* REMARE

e have often shown, there is an essential difference
hat.satisfies simply in the act of judging it and that
tifies (pleases in sensation). We cannot ascribe the
[kind of satisfaction] to everyone, as-we can the former,
fication (the causes of which may even be situate in ideas)
lways to consist in & feeling of the furtherance of the
e of the man, and consequently also of his bodily well-
. his health, so that Epicurus, who gave out that all
tion was at bottom bodily sensation, may perhaps not
been wrong, but only misunderstood himself, when he
d intellectual and even practical satisfaction under grati-
If we have this distinction in view, we can explain how
cation may dissatisfy the man who sensibly feels it {e.g.
of.a needy but well-meaning man at becoming the heir
ectionate but penurious father); or how a deep grief
safisfy the person experiencing it {the sorrow of a widow
death of her excellent husband); or how a gratification
addition satisfy (as in the sciences that we pursue); or
ief (e.g. hatred, envy, revenge) can moreover dissatisfy.
faction or dissatisfaction here depends on reason and

: irit, of their captives'’ (Wallace's Kant, p. 42).]
“Added by von Hartenstein.— Ed.]
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could a delusive expectation gratify?), but simply through i
a mere play of representations bringing about an equilibri
of the vital powers in the body.

Suppose this story to be told: An Indian at the table of an
Englishman in Surat, when he saw a bottle of ale opened and:
all the beer turned into froth and overflowing, testified his greag
astonishment with many exclamations. When the Englishman
asked him, ““What is there in this to astonish you so much?#
he answered, “I am not at all astonished that it should flow ouf;
but I do wonder how you ever got it in.” At this story we
laugh, and it gives us hearty pleasure, not because we d
ourselves cleverer than this ignorant man or because of -
thing in it that we note as satisfactory to the understandi
but because our expectation was strained [for a time] and £
was suddenly dissipated into nothing. Again; The heir of a1
relative wished to arrange for an imposing funeral, but
lamented that he could not properly succeed, “for {sai
the more money I give my mourners to look sad, the mo
cheerful they look!” When we hear this story we laugh lo
and the reagon is that an expectation is suddenly transfor
into nothing. We must note well that it does not transf
itself into the positive opposite of an expected object—for
there would still be something, which might even be a caus
grief—but it must be transformed into nothing. For if a n
arouses great expectations in us when telling a story, and af;
end we see its falsehood immediately, it displeases us, e.g.
gtory of the people whose hair in consequence of great
turned gray in one night. But if a wag, to repair the eff
this story, describes very circumstantially the grief of the i reasonable men were only as easily attainable and the
chant returning from India to Europe with all his weal j
merchandise who was forced to throw it overboard in a he
storm, and who grieved thereat so much that his wig
gray the same night, we laugh and it gives us gratific
For we treat our own mistake in the case of an object oth
indifferent to us, or rather the idea which we are followin,
as we treat a ball which we knock to and fro for a time, t
our only serious intention is to seize it and hold it fast,

10t the-mere dismissal of a liar or a simpleton that arouses our
gratification; for the latter story told with assumed seriousness
' d ‘set a whole company in a roar of laughter, while the
rmer would ordinarily not be regarded as worth attending to.
It js remarkable that, in all such cases, the jest must contain
ething that is capable of deceiving for a moment. Hence,
aen: the illusion is dissipated, the mind turns back to try it
ce again, and thus through a rapidly alternating tension and
ation it is jerked back and put into a state of oscillation.
1is, because the strain on the cord as it were is suddenly (and
gradually) relaxed, must oceasion a mental moverent, and
er bodily movement harmonizing therewith, which con-
involuntarily and fatigues, even while cheering us (the
‘of a motion conducive to health),
rif we admit that with all our thoughts is harmonically
bined a movement in the organs of the body, we will easily
prehend how to this sudden transposition of the mind,
0 one, now to another standpoint in order to contemplate
bject, may correspond an alternating tension and relaxation
e elastic portions of our intestines, which communicates
0 the diaphragm (like that which ticklish people feel).
connection with this the lungs expel the air at rapidly suc-
ding intervals, and thus bring about a movement beneficial
th, which alone, and not what precedes it in the mind, is

‘Dieu’qui nous créa la clémence infinje:
ur adoucir les maux de cette courte vie,
acé parmi nous deux étres bienfaisants,
e la terre 4 jamais aimables habitants,
outiens dans les travaux, trésors dans indigence:
o est le-doux sommeil ‘6t 'autre eat Pespérance.”]: - « 1110
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as mystie dreamers do, or which break one's neck, as your geniug -
does, or which break one’s heart, as sentimental romance writers
(and even moralists of the same kidney) do.
We may therefore, as it seems to me, readily concede t_i
Epicurus that all gratification, even that which is occasioned”
through concepts excited by aesthetical ideas, is animal, i.e.”
bodily sensation, without the least prejudice to the sperdtugl
feeling of respect for moral ideas, which is not gratification at
all but an esteem for self (for humanity in us), that raises
above the need of gratification, and even without the slightes
prejudice to the less noble {satisfactions] of taste.
We find a combination of these two last in neiveté, which is:
the breaking out of the sincerity originally natural to humanit
in opposition to that art of dissimulation which has become a
second nature. We laugh at the simplicity that does not under
stand how to dissemble, and yet we are delighted with the sim.
plicity of the nature which thwarts that art. We look for the |
commonplace manner of artificial utterance devised with fore~
gight to make a fair show, and behold! it is the unspoiled inn
cent nature which we do not expect to find and which he wh
. displays it did not think of disclosing. That the fair but fals
show which generally hag so much influence upon our judgmen
is here suddenly transformed into nothing, so that, as it were
the rogue in us is laid bare, produces a movement of the mind =
in two opposite directions, which gives a wholesome shock t
the body. But the fact that something infinitely better than a
assumed manner, viz. purity of disposition (or at least th
tendency thereto), is not quite extinguished yet in huma
nature, blends seriousness and high esteem with this play of th
judgment. But because it is only a transitory phenomenon and
the veil of dissimulation is soon drawn over it again, there ig
mingled therewith a compassion which is an emotion of tender- !
ness; this, as play, readily admits of combination with a good-
hearted laugh and ordinarily is actually so combined, and
withal is wont to compensate him who supplies the material =
therefor for the embarrassment which results from not yet
being wise after the manner of men.. An art, that is to.be naive
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thus a contradiction, but the representation of naiveté in a
tltlous personage i3 quite possible and is a beautiful though a
art. Naiveté must not be confounded with openhearted
plicity, which does not artificially spoil nature aolely because
es not understand the art of social intercourse.
The humorous manner again may be classified as that which,
: aexhﬂa.ratmg us, is near akin to the gratification that proceeds
om laughter, and belongs to the originality of spirit but not to
e talent of beautiful art. Humor, in the good sense, means
e talent of being able voluntarily to put oneself into a certain
ental disposition, in which everything is judged quite differ-
tly from the ordinary method (reversed, in fact), and yet
ccordance with certain rational principles in such a frame
of mind. He who is involuntarily subject to such mutations is
alled 2 man of humors [launisch]; but he who can assume them
luntarily and purposively (on behalf of s lively presentment
rought about by the aid of a contrast that excites a laugh),
he and his exposition are called humorous [launig]. This man-
ner however, belongs rather to pleasant than to beautiful art,
because the object of the latter oush always show proper Worth
in itself, and hence requires a certain seriousness in the pre-
tation, as taste does in the act of judging.



