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1.

What are the prospects for quasi-realism in aesthetics? Quasi-realism is the
attempt to develop expressivism, concerning a given area, so that it accommo-
dates features of that discourse traditionally thought to favour realism. Its main
advocate, at least under that name, is Simon Blackburn.1 There has been much
discussion of the approach as applied to other areas, and to moral discourse in
particular; but almost none of aesthetics. Yet this might seem an area to which the
approach is especially suited. For it is very plausible that there is some significant
connection between having the right to make an aesthetic judgement and having
responded in the appropriate way to the thing the judgement concerns. It is not
easy to say precisely what this connection is. But whatever exactly it amounts to,
expressivism, and hence quasi-realism, should be well placed to accommodate it.
For if an aesthetic judgement just is an expression of aesthetic response, prima facie
it can be appropriately made only by someone who has so responded to the object
judged.

I want to examine quasi-realism about aesthetics in the light of this prospective
benefit. To do so, I need to perform two preliminary tasks. The first is to devise
an aesthetic quasi-realism, since at the moment there is no well-developed such
position in the literature.2 The second is to provide a sharper statement of the
phenomenon the view is supposed to explain. For help with both these tasks, I
turn to the Third Critique.3 Blackburn himself, in a throwaway remark, suggests
that Kant’s aesthetic theory can be read as a form of quasi-realism.4 I will show in
some detail how that can be done. The resulting position, by applying the quasi-
realist approach to what is arguably the most powerful aesthetic theory of all,
promises a fair test for the former. As for the second task, Kant describes a
phenomenon which, while it forms at best part of the general link between judge-
ment and response, is at least sufficiently focussed and plausible to permit
adequate discussion of why it might hold. And this phenomenon turns out to be
one that a Kantian theory, once given a quasi-realist twist, seems well-placed to
explain. However, I argue that, for all its interest, the quasi-realist view does not,
in the end, do enough. Its explanations, though promising, do not ultimately
succeed; and that failure confronts aesthetic quasi-realism with an objection inter-
estingly distinct from those usually advanced against quasi-realist accounts.

It may help to clarify my attitude to Kant. This is not primarily an exercise in
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Kant exegesis. I am interested in his views as providing the materials for a potent
quasi-realist view, and for the explanatory problem such a view might hope to
solve. Nonetheless, I think that what I say does illuminate Kant’s position. Below
I outline different ways of reading his basic theory, yielding positions which are
(§5) or are not (§4) expressivist in spirit. In my view, Kant’s text is open to either
interpretation, and to yet others again. This leaves room for interpreting Kant so
as to yield the most plausible theory. The paper can be seen as contributing to the
study of Kant by exploring a particular position, one he may have glimpsed, and,
by exposing that position’s strengths and weaknesses, pointing the direction in
which a more robust Kantian view would need to be developed.

The argument proceeds as follows. In the next section I draw on Kant to
describe a specific phenomenon, what I call the autonomy of aesthetic judgement,
which the quasi-realist might hope to explain. §3 outlines Kant’s basic aesthetic
theory, and §4 argues that, as it stands, it can’t explain autonomy. §5 shows how
to gloss that theory in expressivist terms, thereby yielding a form of quasi-realism
about aesthetic judgement, and in the process delivering a credible explanation of
its autonomy. §6 then presents the case against that explanation, and in §7 I
consider what wider conclusions should be drawn.

2.

Kant concentrates on one sort of aesthetic judgement, the ‘judgment of taste’, i.e.
a judgement that some particular thing is beautiful. For simplicity’s sake, I
follow him in this. Kant says that such judgements are ‘autonomous’ (CJ §32).
Although he may mean several things by this, the following reveals at least part
of his point:

If anyone does not think a building, view, or poem beautiful, then . . . he
refuses, so far as his inmost conviction goes, to allow approval to be
wrung from him by a hundred voices all lauding it to the skies . . . [H]e
clearly perceives that the approval of others affords no valid proof, avail-
able for the estimate of beauty. He recognizes that others, perchance, may
see and observe for him, and that, what many have seen in one and the
same way may, for the purpose of a theoretical . . . judgement, serve as an
adequate ground of proof for him, albeit he believes he saw otherwise,
but that what has pleased others can never serve him as the ground of an
aesthetic judgement. (CJ §33)

For ‘theoretical’, by which Kant means no more than ordinary empirical, judge-
ment, the views of others can suffice to justify me in changing my mind. Not so
for a judgement of taste. There, others’ views can influence my own, but only by
leading me to respond to the disputed object differently. So these aesthetic judge-
ments are autonomous in a way in which ordinary empirical judgements are not:
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in the former case, unlike the latter, the fact that others disagree cannot justify a
change of mind.

To be plausible, Kant’s view needs qualifying. First, he is concerned with the
epistemic force of the fact that others disagree with one, not the force of any argu-
ments they offer for their view. Second, he is not saying that in the non-aesthetic
case a change of mind is always justified. If you see a distant object as a town, I
as a forest, there is no epistemic need for either of us to back down, for how are
we to know who’s wrong? The pressure comes when one is pitched against
many. Kant’s point is that, in the aesthetic case, one is not justified in adopting
one’s opponents’ view, however numerous they are (hence his “hundred
voices”). Third, Kant does not say if it matters whether one’s opponents are in
general more expert than oneself in the sort of aesthetic issue in hand. I suspect it
does not, but it will simplify the discussion below to set aside this theme. I
consider conflict, in either the aesthetic or non-aesthetic realm, only between
people equally competent, in general, in the sort of issue under discussion.
Fourth, what if the opposing parties use different methods to judge the matter in
hand? This renders it less obvious, even in the non-aesthetic case, that one should
ever defer simply because others disagree. Perhaps it is the superiority of their
chosen method which justifies changing one’s mind. It is harder to make sense of
different methods for settling an aesthetic question, but best anyway to set this
complication aside. We will consider only disagreements in which both sides
have used the same method to reach their view. Fifth, even when in a non-
aesthetic example many concur in a view different from mine, I need not agree
with them if I have independent reason to believe them in collusion, or deceived.
The point, here and throughout, is that what is sometimes justified in the non-
aesthetic case is never so in aesthetic matters.

Sixth, and finally, Kant does not think that aesthetic disagreement should be
met with complacency. He accepts that others’ disagreement should make some
difference to me, even if it cannot by itself justify a change of mind. For one thing,
it should make me less confident in my view:

The judgement [of taste] of others, where unfavourable to ours, may, no
doubt, rightly make us suspicious in respect of our own . . . (CJ §33)

For another, it should encourage me to test the issue afresh. I should take a second
look at the disputed item, checking to see if my opponent’s view isn’t right after
all. (On this, see Kant’s approval of the young poet trying to see his work as do
those who dislike it—CJ §32.)

So qualified, Kant’s claims are very plausible. In many non-aesthetic matters
the disagreement of others alone can indeed justify a change of mind. If on look-
ing at something I judge it red, but everyone else I ask to look at it judges it
brown, this can be reason enough for me to think my view wrong, and to adopt
that of my informants. In an aesthetic case, in contrast, I am never justified in
going that far. Suppose I think a new film beautiful, but all my cinema-going
friends find it very ordinary. This should give me pause for thought. I should
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check that my impression wasn’t superficial, or based on my idiosyncracies. But
I can’t reasonably adopt their view, not simply on the basis of noting their
disagreement and reflecting on what it might mean. A justifiable change of mind
requires me to respond to the film differently, either by watching it again, or by
seeing for myself its defects as I reflect on it in memory.

Let me summarize the phenomenon Kant draws to our attention. When one
party finds herself disagreeing with several others who share a view, then (a) for
ordinary empirical matters this is sometimes reason enough for her to adopt their
view, but is never so in the case of beauty. Instead, in the latter case (b) she should
place less confidence in her view; and (c) she should, if possible, test the issue by
re-examining the disputed item. The question thus raised is why this contrast
holds. Why are judgements of taste autonomous, as other judgements are not?
We are primarily interested in the contrast captured by (a), and that is what I have
called the autonomy of aesthetic judgement. But a satisfying explanation should
also explain why (b) and (c) hold in the aesthetic case.

3.

I begin the search for an explanation by presenting the basics of Kant’s aesthetic
theory. Kant says that the ‘ground’ of the judgement of taste is pleasure in the
object judged. We find out which things are beautiful by responding to them with
pleasure or displeasure. These responses are not cognitive, for Kant, as other
responses involving our sensual nature are. Other sensory responses can be
combined with concepts to yield representations of how things, either objects in
the external world or we ourselves, are. This is true, for example, of our colour
sensations, or bodily sensations such as hunger. But pleasure and displeasure are
not like this. They alone cannot combine with concepts to yield representations.
They are, as Kant puts it, the only ‘subjective’ sensations.5

Despite being ‘grounded’ in a non-cognitive response to the world, the judge-
ment of taste has one feature, according to Kant, in common with cognitive judge-
ments. This is that it legitimately demands the agreement of everyone. This,
indeed, is the most important difference between judgements of beauty and what
Kant calls judgements of the agreeable, judgements to the effect that something is
pleasant, or nasty. In the case of the latter, Kant says, my claim, eg that a given
taste is pleasant, can readily tolerate your disagreeing. What I find pleasant, you
need not, and there is no pressure for us to reconcile our differences. In the case
of judgements of taste (i.e. of beauty), in contrast, my judgement demands your
agreement. If I say that Poussin’s Death of Germanicus is beautiful, and you
disagree, there is something to settle between us – just as there would be if we
disagreed about its authorship, or any other ‘theoretical’ matter. (CJ §§6–8)

How can a judgement grounded in a non-cognitive affective response demand
the agreement of all? This is the central problem addressed by Kant’s aesthetic
theory. To see how problematic it is for him, let’s develop the contrast with cogni-
tive matters. Here the legitimacy of the demand for agreement is precisely
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provided by the involvement of concepts, and the fact that the point of applying
them is to represent how things are. Concepts, for Kant, are rules for ordering
possible sensory manifolds, for sorting sensory inputs into those to which the
concept does apply and those to which it does not. If two observers are to
disagree on a cognitive matter, they must be deploying the same concept. But
then their disagreement makes sense only if one of two possibilities obtains.
Either one is misapplying the rule which constitutes the concept; or one is apply-
ing that rule to a sensory input which itself is inappropriately related to how the
world is, which fails to correspond to how things are in the way appropriate to
combining with the concept to yield an accurate representation.6

In the case of the judgement of taste, nothing like this story can be told. Kant
explicitly denies that any concept need be applied in order to ground the judge-
ment of taste (e.g. CJ §§5, 6, 15–6). And what is involved, pleasure or displeasure,
is non-cognitive, or as Kant says, ‘subjective’, precisely in the sense that it cannot,
in combination with something else, yield a representation of how things are. So
there are present none of the above resources for accounting for the demand for
the agreement of all. How, then, can pleasure, a mere feeling, be the source of
such a demand? How can it be legitimate to demand that others feel as I do?

Kant’s answer to this question constitutes his ‘Deduction’ of taste.7 The argu-
ment of this Deduction is both complex and obscure. We will restrict ourselves to
tracing its shape. The pleasure which grounds the judgement of taste has a partic-
ular source. It does not depend on concepts being applied, but it does involve the
faculty of concept-application, what Kant calls the understanding. The sensory
manifold presenting the object in which pleasure is taken is not conceptualized,
or at least its being so is not the source of that pleasure. But it is felt as suitable for
conceptualization. Kant calls the faculty responsible for the production of sensory
manifolds the imagination. His preferred way to describe the felt suitability, of the
sensory manifold produced by the imagination for processing by the under-
standing, is to say that the two faculties are in harmony. It is this distinctive,
harmonious relation between the imagination and the understanding which is
the source of pleasure in beauty. (CJ §9)

Now the arguments of the first Critique seek to establish that all experiential
representation of the world requires both a sensory manifold and concepts
applied to it. If so, any creature capable of cognition must possess the faculties
responsible for these two elements, the imagination and the understanding.
Given this, and the claim that a relation between these two faculties is the source
of our pleasure in the beautiful, Kant is entitled to conclude that any cognizer is
capable of that pleasure.8 But, more than this, in the third Critique he offers argu-
ments purporting to show that all cognizers will respond with that pleasure to the
very same things.

I will not attempt to review these arguments here. There is controversy about
even the broadest contours of Kant’s line of thought. On some views, he
attempts to prove the claim about common response solely by appeal to the
possibility of ordinary cognition, and the role therein of the faculties of imagi-
nation and understanding. On others, the Deduction relies in part on Kant’s

170 Robert Hopkins

 Blackwell Publishers Ltd. 2001



thinking about morality, and some connection between responding to beauty and
moral demands. Given Kant’s well-developed and distinctive views about moral-
ity, such a strategy is at least open to him. From our point of view, it is liable to
complicate matters intolerably. For it is hard to see how to pursue it without
becoming embroiled in questions about the metaphsyical status and normative
force of moral claims. Those questions are at least as involved, and for many of
the same reasons, as those about aesthetic matters addressed by the quasi-realism
we are going to try and develop from Kant’s views on beauty. So there is ample
motivation for bracketting the whole theme of the relations between aesthetics
and morality, and whether Kant sought to exploit them in support of his account
of the former. But even the alternative route to the Deduction, the one concen-
trating on Kant’s account of cognition, is exegetically intricate. To investigate it in
any depth would require a longer digression than the ambitions of this paper
allow.9

Thus I will have simply to assume the success of some argument of Kant’s, for
our all responding with pleasure, under ideal conditions, to the same objects.
After all, making this assumption can only strengthen the Kantian position, and
thus the quasi-realism to be developed from it. What matters for our purposes is
the import of these arguments. They guarantee, under ideal conditions, confor-
mity in that pleasure response which grounds the judgement of taste. And that
conformity is not just across all observers of a certain temperament, sensitivity or
affective nature, but across all observers capable of experiencing the world at all
(or, on the second strategy, all those capable of this and subject to moral
demands). This is Kant’s explanation of how agreement with a particular judge-
ment of taste is legitimately demanded of all. It is so because uniformity of
response is appropriate in all cognizers (or cognizing moral subjects), in virtue of
their being such.10

These arguments of Kant’s are entirely a priori. They are thus able to explain
how in making judgements of taste we legitimately demand the agreement of
everyone prior to any discovery about conformity in what people in fact find
aesthetically pleasing (CJ §§37, 58). However, the agreement of all may be
demanded, and is perhaps even to be expected, under ideal conditions, but it is
not a feature of everyday aesthetic life. People do, in fact, disagree over the
beauty of things. What does Kant have to say about this?

Kant explains away disagreement by two means. If two people differ in their
judgements of taste about an object, it is a priori, given the arguments of the
Deduction, that the pleasure of at least one has its source in something other than
the harmony of imagination and understanding. One possible source is what
Kant calls ‘interest’. There is a question over how best to understand this notion.
Kant himself introduces it as ‘the delight which we connect with the representa-
tion of the real existence of an object’ (CJ §2), but it is not obvious how this
squares either with his use of the notion in the Third Critique, or with the notion
of interest deployed in his ethical writings (see Guyer 1997 ch. 5). However, it is
at least clear what gap in Kant’s aesthetic theory the notion of an interest must fill.
In effect, an interest is any feature, responsible in part for the subject’s pleasure in
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the item, which there is no reason a priori to believe every other subject will share.
An example would be my neighbour’s pride in his child which makes him take
pleasure in her drawings. Since his pleasure is here determined by idiosyncratic
features of his makeup, that pleasure cannot reasonably be demanded of others,
and hence the resulting judgement of the object’s merit cannot legitimately
demand their agreement. (CJ §13)

The other possible source of differing pleasure responses is concept applica-
tion. As noted, the pleasure grounding the pure judgement of taste is indepen-
dent of the application of any particular concepts to the object judged. But a
related pleasure does require concepts to be applied. This is what Kant calls plea-
sure in ‘dependent’ beauty, pleasure in an object’s fittingness to fulfil its end. It is
to be contrasted with pleasure in ‘free’ beauty, that pleasure generated solely by
the harmony of understanding and imagination. The former pleasure is as inde-
pendent of interests as the latter. But there is no reason to expect that the same
things will elicit the two. Here, then, is another source of differing pleasure
responses. However, as Kant himself notes, the apparently opposing judgements
of taste made on this basis will not really conflict. For he who makes a judgement
of dependent beauty is claiming that the object has a feature, fittingness to fulfil
its end, which she who makes a pure judgement of taste is not. (CJ §16)

4.

So much for the basics of Kant’s aesthetics. The immediate point is that, as it
stands, his theory cannot explain the autonomy of the judgement of taste. Kant’s
problem is with the most important of our three explananda, (a). That contrasts
aesthetic with non-aesthetic judgement: in the case of the one, but not the other,
it is never permissible to change one’s mind simply because several others hold a
different view. Kant is unable to distinguish the two. To see this, consider the
most plausible explanation of why, in non-aesthetic matters, a change of mind is
sometimes legitimate.

That explanation is usefully presented by Crispin Wright (1992: 102–4). His
claim is that ordinary empirical talk is subject to ‘cognitive command’. Roughly,
a discourse exhibits this when it is a priori that any disagreement, if not due to
vagueness in the terms deployed, must be put down to a cognitive failing on one
side or the other (ibid. pp. 92–3, 144). I take it that a cognitive failing is something
determining what the subject believes, but in such a way that the resulting belief
lacks warrant. Given cognitive command, anyone confronted with disagreement
must conclude that either she or her disputants are at cognitive fault, and thus
that the view of at least one party is without warrant. She can then deploy some
simple considerations, which I’ll call the fault considerations, to decide which: since
her opponents outnumber her, since in general she and they are equally compe-
tent in the sort of matter in hand, and since all have tried to access the facts in the
same way (by looking, or whatever) it is more likely that she is at cognitive fault
than that they are. Hence she ought to reject her view and adopt theirs.
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Kant can readily avail himself of this explanation. His position on ordinary
perceptual judgement allows that it is a priori that, when two folk disagree on
such a matter, either one subject has defective sensory input or one subject is
misapplying the rule constituting the concept at the centre of their dispute. So it
is a priori that one subject is suffering from a cognitive failing, and the fault
considerations can then be used to decide which subject is so afflicted.

Kant’s problem is that his account of aesthetic judgement suggests a closely
parallel story. True, he denies that the pleasure grounding the judgement of taste
amounts to cognition of the object, and hence may seem to exclude talk of cognitive
failure. But even without cognition, something very close to cognitive command
can hold. Wright’s notion centres on cognitive failings, but these matter only inso-
far as they constitute failures of warrant. So we’ll have something very close to
cognitive command wherever it is a priori that, when two subjects disagree, the
judgement of at least one lacks warrant, whether or not that is due to a cognitive
failing. Cognition is not essential to this related notion of command, warrant is.

Now, none of Kant’s views expounded so far preclude him from claiming that
the judgement of taste has genuine assertoric content; and that it can be warranted,
the warrant precisely coming, at least in key part, from the subject’s pleasure
response.11 So his view leaves room for our revised notion of command. But, given
that, other things he says effectively commit him to that notion’s holding for
discourse about beauty. For consider his explanation of how the judgement of
taste legitimately demands agreement from all. Kant there appeals to the confor-
mity of all cognizers’ pleasure responses, under ideal conditions. That explanation
renders it a priori that, when disagreement actually occurs, one of only two circum-
stances obtains. Either one party is grounding his judgement in a pleasure which
is itself based in ‘interest’, or one is not making a genuine judgement of (free)
beauty, but is deploying a concept to judge the fittingness of the thing to some end.
If the latter, the subject is not judging (free) beauty at all, and the disagreement was
only apparent. If the former, although there are two judgements of taste here
which genuinely conflict, one judgement is not made on grounds which license it,
since judgements of taste demand agreement from all, and pleasure dependent on
interest is precisely too idiosyncratic to be legitimately demanded of anyone else.
So when disagreement over taste occurs it is a priori that at least one subject is not
making a genuine judgement of taste on appropriate grounds.

This is our revised version of cognitive command. Kant is committed to its
holding for beauty discourse. But the revised version, just as much as the origi-
nal, licenses appeal to the fault considerations. If it is a priori that one side to a
disagreement lacks warrant, then the question arises which side is at fault, and
the fault considerations allow us, provided the disagreement is between parties
of equal competence but unequal size, to answer that question. But if we can allo-
cate fault in the case of beauty as we did in that of ordinary perceptual judge-
ments, nothing of substance separates the aesthetic and non-aesthetic case. (a)
lacks explanation.

We might try various remedies. One would be to appeal to Kant’s insistence
that pleasure is the ground of the judgement of taste. If so, the disagreement of
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others, since it does not provide one with an opportunity to respond to the object
with pleasure, cannot provide one with the materials for making a well-grounded
judgement. The difficulty with this line is to draw a principled distinction
between the judgement of taste and other judgements plausibly grounded in
sensory or affective responses. Consider, for instance, judgements of colour. They
too are grounded in responses to the object. Yet they are not autonomous in the
sense defined: they fall the other side of the contrast in (a), as an earlier example
showed (§2). To accommodate this, the current remedy must claim that, while
colour judgements can be grounded in someone’s (colour) response to the object,
judgements of taste must be grounded in the judger’s (pleasure) response. But
why think that this difference holds? Unless this question can be answered satis-
factorily, the remedy patches up Kant’s explanation of (a) in a quite ad hoc way.12

Another cure would be to deny that anything like cognitive command holds
for aesthetic discourse. If not, disagreement does not mean that either judgement
of taste is ill-grounded, and there is no opportunity to appeal to the fault consid-
erations to find out which.13 It is not clear how far this line is consistent with
Kant’s approach. As I tried to show, Kant’s version of cognitive command has its
roots in central aspects of his account. But, more importantly, the line explains (a)
only at the cost of making it very difficult to explain (b) or (c), the need to doubt
one’s view and to test it afresh. If disagreement does not show anyone to be at
fault, why is the lone subject under any pressure to alter her position, pressure of
the sort these two explananda manifest? If there are no grounds for thinking
anything wrong with her view, whence the motivation even to question it? It is
true that, while her view may not be defective, the rival could still, for all we’ve
said, be just as good. But why should that now matter? Cognitive command effec-
tively excludes ties: if another view is different from mine, one of the two is defec-
tive. It thus provides the subject with a reason for thinking that, if her view is not
(uniquely) best, it is not acceptable. Without cognitive command, it is simply
unclear how to get from the thought that her view is not best to the thought that
she should in any way distance herself from it.

However, together these two responses do show the way ahead. In order to
retain the prospect of explaining (b) and (c), we need to hold on to something like
cognitive command for aesthetic judgements. As we have seen, Kant’s basic
theory provides a way to do that. But in order to explain the contrast in (a), we
need to tie the judgement of taste to the judger’s response to the object of aesthetic
appreciation. We need to do so in a way which draws a principled distinction
between that judgement-response link and any holding for non-aesthetic judge-
ments, such as those of colour. We can meet these desiderata if we place expres-
sivism about judgements of taste at the core of our reading of Kant’s theory.

5.

Expressivism about a class of statements claims that, contrary to appearances,
they are not assertions at all. They make no claim about the world, and articulate
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nothing worthy of the name of belief. Rather, they serve to express non-cognitive
reactions on the part of those who make them. They stand in relation to those
reactions somewhat as an exclamation does to the surprise it expresses. If we
apply this to Kant’s claims about aesthetics, we get the view that the judgement
of taste is an expression of the pleasure response which is, in Kant’s terminology,
its ‘ground’. Rather than ascribing some property, beauty, to the object, the judge-
ment voices the pleasure that thing evokes.

This construal of expressivism may seem too strong. Why insist that the state-
ments’ sole role is to express non-cognitive reactions, rather than that it is merely
part of their linguistic function? The reason lies in the broader dialectical situa-
tion. We are interested in the phenomena (a) to (c) as ways to motivate the expres-
sivism or quasi-realism which might explain them. But in general these positions
are worthy of consideration because they offer a distinctively parsimonious meta-
physical viewpoint. They promise to enable us to make sense of a certain area of
discourse solely by appeal to a set of responses on our part, responses the
discourse serves to express. We are able to avoid seeing those parts of language
as descriptive of the world, and thus do not even have to address the question
whether there are features of the world thus described, and if so, to give an
account of their nature. These benefits are lost if expressivism merely describes
part of the linguistic role of the statements under discussion. For the question
remains what the rest of that role is, and how to give an account of it without
expanding our metaphysics. In essence, the same is true of quasi-realism. It may,
if it takes a certain form, allow that the disputed statements do have genuine
assertoric content. But it will do so only by showing how, from an purely expres-
sivist base, such content might develop. If it begins by helping itself to such
content, it too fails to show that a parsimonious metaphysics will accommodate
the linguistic facts.

So it is expressivism in its pure form which interests us, and which we need to
use to read Kant.14 There are at least ingredients in Kant to encourage this read-
ing. For one thing, there is his insistence that the pleasure sensation grounding
the judgement of taste does not amount to, or combine with a concept to form, a
cognition (above, §3). As I noted, this does not force Kant to be an expressivist,
but it does at least make such a position available to him. It provides the response
for the judgement of taste to express, a response which, qua non-cognitive, is obvi-
ously consistent with the judgement’s not asserting anything. For another, at vari-
ous points Kant denies that beauty is a property of things (CJ §§6, 32, 58). If talk
of beauty expresses pleasure responses, the term ‘beauty’ is not treated as refer-
ring, and a fortiori not as referring to a property possessed by the objects which
elicit that talk.

Was Kant an expressivist? My view is that the text leaves a range of positions
open. These include the non-expressivist view the possibility of which I floated in
§4, the pure expressivism here under consideration, and a position combining
expressivist elements with others, as gestured towards in note 14. It is hardly
surprising that Kant did not clearly opt for one of these views, given that they
differ on issues in the philosophy of language which had received almost no
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attention when the Third Critique was written.15 However, there is no space here
to make good these claims. The exegetical issues are complex, but not our princi-
pal concern. We are interested in the explanatory benefits of reading Kant in this
way.

If the judgement of taste lacks content, and serves instead as expression of plea-
sure response, we can readily explain (a). It is certainly possible to utter exclama-
tions and other expressive utterances in the absence of the feelings they express,
but there is something inappropriate in doing so. Their role is to express those feel-
ings, and it is at best misleading to utter the former in the absence of the latter. This
will apply to the judgement of taste, on the current view.16 Now consider the situ-
ation in which someone making a judgement of taste is confronted with the
disagreement of several others. Whatever else the views of our lone subject’s
opponents do, they do not allow her to take pleasure in the object, and so cannot
render appropriate her adopting their judgement on its beauty.

This explains part of (a), i.e. the autonomy of aesthetic judgement. What of its
other element, the contrast with other judgements? That too is secure. For no such
judgement is similarly bound to the judger’s actual response. Even when, as with
colour, empirical judgements have sensory or affective responses as their canon-
ical ground, they are not mere expressions of them. There is no pressure here to
require the judger herself to have responded in the appropriate way to the object
judged, and hence no parallel obstacle to changing one’s mind by appeal to cogni-
tive command and the fault considerations. Expressivism provides the principled
means needed for distinguishing judgements of taste from others closely bound
to our responses.

What, though, of the other explananda, and of cognitive command in the
aesthetic sphere? This is more problematic. Both versions of cognitive command
in §4 require a framework we have now abandoned. On Wright’s version, it is a
priori that one of two conflicting judgements depends on a cognitive failing, and
hence lacks warrant. On the version thrown up by Kant’s aesthetic theory, it is a
priori that, if two judgements of taste genuinely conflict, one view is not grounded
in an appropriate pleasure response, and hence lacks warrant. Both versions
apply only to judgements which have content, and so can genuinely conflict; and
both apply only to judgements for which there is at least the possibility that they
be warranted. The expressivism we have now embraced apparently rejects all the
key ideas here. It is not just that within that scheme there is no cognition, and
hence no room for cognitive failings. The view abandons the idea that the judge-
ment of taste has assertoric content, and with it, prima facie, the possibility of
disagreement, and the applicability of any notion of warrant or justification.

However, despite these differences, there remains room for something struc-
turally analogous to cognitive command, stemming from Kant’s demand legiti-
mately made of all. It will, though, take a little effort to spell this out.

First, notice that there is still room for this demand. The judgement of taste
expresses the judger’s pleasure in O. But in making that judgement she legiti-
mately demands that everyone else also take pleasure in O (and so be in a posi-
tion to make parallel judgements themselves). It may seem that this demand
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could be present only as part of the content of the judgement. Perhaps that
content would be imperatival, rather than assertoric, given the nature of what
supposedly provides it, a demand made on all (Johnson 1979). Even so, such
content would be inconsistent with the expressivist view. But this is not so.
Consider ordinary cognitive judgements. There too we legitimately demand
agreement from all. But it is implausible that this is part of the content of what we
claim. Rather, it lies in the background of our practice of asserting that things are
thus and so. Analogously, then, although the judgement of taste has no content,
assertoric or imperatival, the legitimate demand for agreement in feeling is
woven into our practice of making such judgements. Of course, there is a ques-
tion about how this can be, given that the practice is not one of assertion. But
we’ve already noted that Kant has the materials to answer that, in his Deduction
of the judgement of taste.

Second, against this background let us find a substitute, within the expressivist
scheme, for disagreement. In what sense can S’s judgement that O is beautiful
conflict with others’ judgement that it is not? A positive judgement of taste
expresses the judger’s pleasure in O. That judgement demands the same response
from all. Other responses to O are incompatible with the one demanded – displea-
sure, or simply neither pleasure nor displeasure. People can manifest their
incompatible responses in various ways, including denying that O is beautiful. In
this sense, then, a judgement to the effect that O is not beautiful conflicts with the
judgement that it is: the former manifests a response to O incompatible with the
response the latter both expresses and demands of others.

Together, this notion of conflict and that of the demand legitimately made of
all allow us to build something analogous to cognitive command. Any such
analogue must ensure that, when conflict occurs, at least one party is at fault. The
fault can’t be cognitive, or involve lack of warrant, but it can involve the violation
of some norms governing our expressive discourse with judgements of taste. To
find it, we need in part to retrace some of the steps taken in §4. We need to be
clear that the key components of the reasoning offered there are still available in
the expressivist framework we have now imposed.

If the demand for like response from all is woven into our practice of using
judgements of taste to express our pleasure responses, the function of those
judgements can only be to express that pleasure deriving from the harmony of the
imagination and understanding. For it is only that pleasure which can legitimately
be demanded of all.17 After all, Kant’s main problem was to explain how a plea-
sure, ‘a mere feeling’, could be so demanded. For any other pleasure, we lack an
account of how it could reasonably be required that others share it, and that is
reason enough for thinking that in the case of no other pleasures is such a demand
legitimate.

So the function of the pure judgement of taste is to express a particular plea-
sure, that deriving from the harmony of the faculties. But when two subjects offer
judgements which conflict, in the sense defined above, they cannot both be
expressing pleasures so derived. For conflicting judgements require conflicting
pleasure responses, and such conflict has only two sources for Kant: either one
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party’s pleasure is interested, or one party is really taking pleasure in dependent
beauty. In fact, although Kant overlooks this, this second possibility is actually
two.18 One person might make a judgement of dependent beauty while intending
to make a pure judgement of taste. Or it might be that, though each party is clear
about what he is doing, neither realises the other’s purpose, and so they fail to
realise that their judgements are of different kinds. We can set aside this last sort
of case. All it involves is two people talking past each other, whereas, in general,
our interest is in cases of disagreement, and the epistemic consequences of its
recognition. So we should concentrate here on the other two possibilities, both of
which involve genuine disagreement, in the expressivist’s sense. In the first possi-
bility, one party is expressing an interested pleasure. In the other, one party is
unintendedly making a judgement of dependent beauty, and that judgement, if it
expresses a pleasure at all,19 expresses one based on the application of concepts.
So on either scenario, one of the parties is not expressing that pleasure which it is
the function of the pure judgement of taste to express. This is the violation of
norms for which we were looking. Kant’s claim is that some such violation is
guaranteed, when genuinely conflicting judgements of taste are offered. Since his
arguments for this are a priori, it is a priori that, when genuinely conflicting judge-
ments of taste are made, at least one party’s judgement fails to express that plea-
sure it is the function of such judgements to express. This is our structural
analogue of cognitive command, within the expressivist scheme. For we have
derived it without appeal to the notions of assertoric content, non-expressivist
disagreement, or warrant; without, that is, retreating one step from the expres-
sivist account of judgements of beauty.

Two complications remain, both concerning dependent beauty. First, I said
two paragraphs back that the pleasure derived from the harmony of the faculties
is the only pleasure legitimately demanded of all. But it seems open to Kant to
make the same claim about pleasure in dependent beauty. For that pleasure,
stemming as it does from recognizing the object’s suitability to some end,
depends on concepts, rather than anything idiosyncratic in the subject. However,
even if so, the function of the pure judgement of taste, the judgement of free
beauty, is not to express that pleasure, but pleasure in harmony. Second, matters
are merely complicated, not transformed, if judgements of dependent beauty,
made in full awareness that that is what one is offering, use the same form of
words as pure judgements of taste, i.e. ‘O is beautiful’. In fact, that does not seem
likely. Since the judgement is of the object as suited to some end, it seems better
expressed in the form ‘O is a beautiful F’, where ‘F’ names a kind O belongs to, a
kind which has the end in question. But even if ‘O is beautiful’ is among the
acceptable ways to make a judgement of dependent beauty, all the Kantian
expressivist is forced to concede is that that phrase is, in effect, ambiguous. One
form of words can appropriately be uttered in response to two pleasures. Each
pleasure can legitimately be demanded of all, but they have different sources, and
are elicited by different objects. So that form of words exhibits an expressivist
version of ambiguity. The claims above apply to it as performing one of its two
linguistic functions, that of expressing that pleasure deriving from the harmony
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of imagination and understanding. Those claims are not impugned by the fact
that the same form of words also performs another linguistic role. And this is so
whether Kant also construes that other role in expressivist terms, or takes judge-
ments of dependent beauty as genuine assertions, as their involving concepts
perhaps requires.

Finally, then, let us use the analogue of cognitive command in explaining (b)
and (c). If a subject S judges an object O beautiful, but finds many ranged against
her, at least one party is not making a judgement which expresses that pleasure it
is the function of the judgement of taste to express. This allows S to apply the fault
considerations to decide who is in the wrong. For, given the numbers on the other
side, and given that she has no reason to think that the various parties differ in
expertise or access to the object judged, it seems, other things equal, that S herself
is likely to be the one at fault. The upshot of her so reasoning is twofold. First, she
should abandon, or at the very least doubt, her original judgement of taste. Of
course, on the expressivist scheme, this judgement does not make a claim about
how things are. But it does express a pleasure response, and its function is to
express only pleasure responses which can legitimately be demanded of all. Since
the considerations just deployed cast doubt on whether S’s judgement is fulfilling
this function, she should hesitate before continuing to endorse it. Hence our orig-
inal explanandum (b). But, second, those same considerations suggest that her
opponents, more numerous than she, are indeed expressing the pleasure
response the (pure) judgement of taste serves to express. If so, she should attempt
to meet that demand, that is to respond to O as her opponents do. Since that
requires her to experience O again, we have also explained (c). And, of course,
none of this threatens our explanation of (a). Given expressivism, she cannot do
more: she cannot simply adopt a judgement, before having the pleasure response
it properly expresses.

6.

The last section describes a view which combines expressivism about judgements
of taste with some of the main elements in Kant’s account of beauty. In effect, the
view is a form of quasi-realism about beauty. The view is quasi-realist, rather than
simply expressivist, in two respects. It describes analogues, within the basic expres-
sivist framework, for disagreement over judgements of taste, and for cognitive
command. This second is particularly striking. For, as several writers have noted,
cognitive command provides at least one strand in a realist conception of an area.20

Now, our Kantian quasi-realism only finds some analogue for cognitive command
in the realm of talk about beauty. But the analogue is close enough to suggest that
the view will be able to make moves very similar to those available to the realist.
And just this is demonstrated in the explanations of (b) and (c) offered above.

If genuine, the explanatory achievements of the view are considerable. Not
only does it explain (a) to (c), it could also readily accommodate a more general
dependence of the judgement of taste on the judger’s response, as tentatively
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discussed in §1. However, I doubt that the view really explains as much as it
seems. In particular, I will argue that its explanation of (a) is in tension with that
of (b) and (c).

Let us begin by briefly reviewing some of the commitments of our Kantian
quasi-realist. He must accept that, in general, deploying the fault considerations,
in a context in which cognitive command holds, can suffice to justify someone in
adopting her opponents’ view. For this is how he explains part of (a), viz. how it
is that, in the non-aesthetic case, it can be justifiable to change one’s mind in the
face of widespread dissent. Presumably, then, he accepts the legitimacy, in the
non-aesthetic case, of an argument with something like the following form:

(1) I and my opponents disagree over whether p
(2) One of us is at fault
(3) They outnumber me, in general I and they are equally competent in

matters of this sort, and we’ve all tried to access the facts in the same
way.

So

(4) It is likely that I am at fault.

So

(5) p/¬p [i.e. whichever claim the opponents make] 

Call arguments of this form fault allocating. In essence, they simply deploy the
consequence of cognitive command’s holding, premise (2), and the fault consid-
erations, premise (3), to justify a change of mind.

Our quasi-realist must also accept that our lone subject, confronted with
disagreement over her judgement of taste, is in a situation in which the fault
considerations can form the basis of cogent reasoning. For appeal to just this lies
at the centre of his explanation of (b) and (c). In effect, then, he accepts that an
argument of the above form can justify, in the aesthetic context, someone in
moving from (1), (2) and (3) to (4), and on that basis becoming more cautious
about her own previous judgement, and willing to try the matter by experiencing
the disputed object afresh. And while this time premise (2) cannot be derived
from cognitive command, strictly construed, we have seen that the quasi-realist
can avail himself of a structural analogue of that, with the same result.

Given these two commitments, we might expect the quasi-realist to be under
pressure to accept that, in the aesthetic case too, the subject can legitimately adopt
her opponents’ view, contrary to our explanandum (a). That is, she should be able
legitimately to move all the way to (5) in the fault allocating argument. The
bulwark against this pressure in the quasi-realist account is its expressivist core:
she cannot adopt the opposing judgement of taste because the role of such a
judgement is as expression of the appropriate (dis)pleasure response, and she
lacks the appropriate response to the disputed object. I want to ask how secure
this bulwark is.

180 Robert Hopkins

 Blackwell Publishers Ltd. 2001



Why can’t an argument of the above form justify a change of mind in the
aesthetic case, just as it can in other matters? What is wrong with an argument of
the following form?

(1a) I and my opponents disagree over whether O is beautiful
(2) One of us is at fault
(3) They outnumber me, in general I and they are equally competent in

matters of this sort, and we’ve all tried to access the facts in the same
way.

So

(4) It is likely that I am at fault.

So

(5a) O is beautiful/It is not the case that O is beautiful [whichever claim
the opponents make]

The quasi-realist cannot answer simply by repeating his expressivist mantra, that
such a judgement is an expression of a pleasure response, and as such can be
uttered only by someone who has responded appropriately to the disputed
object. For it certainly seems as if claims of the form ‘O is beautiful’ can occupy
the position of conclusion as easily as any other sort of claim. There is no obvious
solecism in (1a) to (5a). Nor can the quasi-realist answer by denigrating the
cogency of the form of argument. The step from premises to conclusion here is
not indubitable, but it is precisely as solid as the corresponding step in any other
fault allocating argument, a step neither the quasi-realist nor we are in a position
to reject, if we wish to explain how deferring to others’ opinions is ever accept-
able. Finally, our quasi-realist cannot, of course, claim that in the aesthetic context
the premises are not available. So he owes us some account of what exactly goes
wrong when we try to move from (1a) – (4) to a conclusion about something’s
beauty. And there are only two things he might say. He might allow that (5a) is a
judgement of taste, while claiming that (1a) to (5a), contrary to appearances, and
in particular despite the apparent similarity with perfectly good arguments of the
fault allocating kind, do not constitute an argument at all. Or he might claim that,
although there are good fault allocating arguments with ‘O is beautiful’ as conclu-
sion, those conclusions are not, in fact, judgements of taste. Let’s consider these
two strategies in turn.

The first strategy is either too radical or ineffective. To see this, consider a
rather different problem, one confronting many expressivist positions. It arises
wherever the expressivist’s chosen claims can be fitted into apparent arguments.
Valid argument preserves truth; only propositions can be true or false; so every
element in the argument must articulate a proposition; so, whichever element
we’re interpreting in expressivist terms, that interpretation is false. Call this the
validity problem. The right expressivist response is not simply to deny any appear-
ance of argument. The disputed cases are simply too argument-like for that. The
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right response is instead to take the objection as a challenge, to find substitutes,
from within the expressivist scheme, for truth, falsity, inferential support, and
validity. We might call them q- (for quasi-) truth, q-validity, etc., together defin-
ing q-argument. After all, expressivism is not entirely without resources for this
task. It cannot allow the utterances it concerns to be true or false, but it can allow
that they may be made appropriately or otherwise. Indeed, our quasi-realist
explanation of (a) makes central use of just this idea. If appropriateness can
shadow truth, perhaps some notion of support can be described which will
shadow inferential support. The notion would be of a connection between utter-
ances, such that the appropriateness of some guarantee the appropriateness of
others.

To rise to this challenge is precisely to turn expressivism into quasi-realism,
that is into something more concerned to preserve appearances in the discourse
under discussion. Let us not become embroiled in quite how the quasi-realist
might develop substitutes for the notions of truth, validity, etc. The point now is
this. Without any such attempt to preserve some of the appearance of argument,
the expressivist position involves too gross a denial of appearances to be plausi-
ble. But with any such preservation, expressivism already concedes too much to
block the challenge currently facing our Kantian quasi-realist explanation of (a).
For even the shadow of inferential support, whatever it turns out to be, will
render appropriate, in the relevant sense (whatever that turns out to be), the
judgement supported. Returning to the area of our concern, then, fault allocating
‘arguments’ would support judgements of taste in this way. So if the quasi-real-
ist takes the first strategy on offer, he either claims too much to be plausible, or
too little to be useful.

It may be helpful at this point to relate the argument thus far to others which
confront quasi-realism. Geach famously challenged the expressivist to account for
the embedding of her favoured expressions in certain contexts. Blackburn
attempted to develop quasi-realism so that it meets this challenge, and others
have cast doubt on his success.21 How does the argument above relate to this
debate?

My argument focusses on the quasi-realist’s explanation of (a). That explana-
tion has three components: (i) judgements of taste are expressions of pleasure
responses; in consequence (ii) they can be appropriately made only by someone
who feels, or at least has felt, the relevant response to O; (iii) our subject is not
such a person. Geach’s general challenge to expressivism, and thus to quasi-real-
ism, cast doubt on (i): an expressivist reading of the relevant expressions needs
reconciling with their role in conditionals, in arguments and the like. The same
claim forms the target of what I called the validity problem.22 I, in contrast, have
questioned (ii). I have done so by appeal to three claims. First – something to
which our aesthetic quasi-realist is already committed – the fault considerations
can, in an aesthetic context, form the basis of cogent reasoning. Second, a general
principle, that whenever a claim forms the conclusion of a cogent argument, that
argument provides a justification for the claim. Or, better, since the quasi-realist
might cavil at talk of argument and justification here: whenever a claim forms the
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conclusion of cogent argument, or forms the (q-)conclusion of the quasi-realist
shadow of such argument, that argument renders it appropriate to make that
claim. Third, judgements of taste can form the conclusions of arguments, or at
least the q-conclusions of q-arguments.

The quasi-realist’s two strategies are intended to engage with this third
premise. The problem I have presented for the first strategy is that, while it may
enable him to deny the first disjunct of that premise, it does not enable him plau-
sibly to deny both disjuncts. Arguing for this has taken us very close to certain
aspects of Geach’s challenge. In particular, we have drawn on resources helpful
to the quasi-realist in meeting that challenge: the notion of the shadow of argu-
ment, q-argument, and its cognates. But we have considered those resources as
ways to meet a distinct problem, a problem for which they fail to provide a solu-
tion. So, while there can be no aesthetic quasi-realism unless Geach’s challenge is
met, even if it can be, my worries about the quasi-realist explanation of (a)
remain. In effect, I have argued that, on any way to meet Geach’s challenge, the
key element in that explanation, (ii), is undermined.

This perspective on the dialectical situation allows us, before leaving the first
strategy, to see that it would not help to build more into the quasi-realist view.
Thus far I have assumed that the quasi-realist will not attempt to earn the right to
notions that do more than shadow those traditionally thought most clearly the
realist’s preserve, i.e. proposition, belief and truth. But, for quasi-realism in
general, this assumption is false – Blackburn considers the possibility of more or
less ambitious quasi-realisms, the former precisely seeking to establish a right to
these archetypal realist notions in their full-bodied form.23 However, it should
now be clear that, confronted with the problem above, this sort of quasi-realism
will fare as badly as its more modest sibling. If judgements of taste count, within
a quasi-realist framework, as articulations of propositions, expressions of belief in
those propositions, and admitting of truth and falsity in as substantial a sense as
any judgement does, then it is harder than ever to see why they should not also
provide the conclusion of fault allocating arguments. Ambition seems to be the
enemy of our Kantian quasi-realism, at least if it seeks to develop the first strat-
egy above. That strategy fails, whatever form quasi-realism takes.

Let us turn, then, to the other strategy. This is to accept that there are genuine
fault allocating arguments with statements of the form ‘O is beautiful’ as conclu-
sion, but to deny that those conclusions are judgements of taste. Such a move
should come very naturally to the quasi-realist. Given his expressivism about
judgements of taste, how can anything the utterance of which is justified by an
argument count as such? Arguments don’t convince us by getting us to take plea-
sure in things, and without such pleasure, there can hardly be a judgement of
taste expressing it. The problem, of course, is to make these seem like sensible
things to say, rather than mere recitation of the view’s commitments. The centre-
piece of the proposal is a suggestion, or stipulation, about how to use the phrase
‘judgement of taste’. We need not dispute it. I will argue that it preserves the
quasi-realist explanation of (a) only at the cost of incompleteness: some of what
needs explaining is left out.
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To see this, first consider what does form the conclusion of a fault allocating
argument, if not a judgement of taste. Since aesthetic quasi-realism, as we have
developed it, concerns only judgements of taste, the quasi-realist could allow that
the conclusion is a bona fide proposition. Moreover, this is what he ought to say.
For the point of the second strategy is to preserve the appearance of argument in
(1a) to (5a), without losing the ability to explain (a). The strategy’s appeal is that,
by denying that (5a) is a judgement of taste, it can allow the argument to be
precisely as strong as that available in the non-aesthetic case, in this respect
preserving appearances perfectly. So the strategy loses its point unless it allows
that the aesthetic fault allocating argument is, like the non-aesthetic variant, valid
and sound. If so, its conclusion must be a proposition. And, since the form of that
proposition is ‘O is beautiful’, it presumably concerns the beauty of whatever
stands in for ‘O’ here.24

So (1a) to (5a) constitute a valid, sound argument, with a proposition concern-
ing O’s beauty as conclusion. Given this, we might expect that argument to justify
the assertion of that conclusion. However, I think it clear that this is not, in fact,
possible. Consider again my thinking very beautiful a film all my friends find
ordinary (§2). What constraint am I subject to if there is a proposition, concerning
the film’s (lack of) beauty, which I can legitimately adopt simply on the basis that
so many others express a judgement of taste at odds with my own? That propo-
sition is, on the current proposal, not a judgement of taste, but it is the next best
thing. It is a proposition concerning the film’s beauty. To suppose that such a
thing is available to me is in effect to reject our original claim that I cannot on this
basis legitimately change my mind.

Why can’t fault allocating arguments support propositions about beauty? Our
current quasi-realist accepts that there are such arguments and propositions, and
so must face this question. But the problem the question poses is not new, it is
simply an aspect of our original puzzle, about how to explain (a). The quasi-real-
ist has distinguished propositions about beauty, and the speech acts of asserting
them, from judgements of taste, but it seems our explanandum really concerns
both. For if propositions concerning beauty cannot in fact be supported in this
way, surely this is for the same reason for which judgements of taste cannot be.
But the quasi-realist is powerless to extend his explanation to cover these propo-
sitions. His only explanatory resource is to appeal to the close tie he postulates
between pleasure and its expression. And, while this fits judgements of taste very
well, propositions about beauty were introduced precisely so as to be free of this
expressive role, and thus to be able to provide the conclusions of fault allocating
arguments. If we adopt the second strategy, then, we still lack an explanation for
an aspect of (a).

Is there some way to save the second strategy from the charge that it renders
the explanation incomplete? The obvious move, and I think the only one, is to
deny that what quasi-realism leaves unexplained is an aspect of our original
explanandum (a). After all, I have not argued that there is no explanation for the
failure of fault allocating arguments to support propositions about beauty, nor
that such explanations would be inconsistent with quasi-realism. I have argued
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only that that explanation cannot be the same as the one the quasi-realist offers
for judgements of taste, for why they can’t be adopted by deferring to the opin-
ion of one’s opponents. Moreover, our second strategy for defending quasi-real-
ism already claims that judgements of taste must differ semantically from
homonymous conclusions of arguments. If very different semantics can underpin
utterances of the form ‘O is beautiful’, why assume that there must be just one
account explaining when every utterance of that form is, and is not, appropriate?
The parallel phenomenon may hold for both underlying semantic types, but there
is no reason to think, given their deep differences, that it requires explaining in
the same terms.

Unfortunately, this amounts to an attempt by quasi-realism to pull itself up by
its own bootstraps. For what grounds do we have for thinking that claims of the
form ‘O is beautiful’ in fact divide into two very different semantic types?25 The
only grounds lie in the expressivism which forms the core of our quasi-realist
view. And the only reason explored above for accepting that expressivism is that
it promises to explain certain phenomena about when it is and is not appropriate
to make an utterance of the form ‘O is beautiful’. So the only way here on offer to
motivate expressivism is to tinker with the phenomena it promises to explain,
dividing them into two groups, one of which the expressivist account covers, the
other not. Pretheoretically, there is no reason to make this division. It is made to
preserve the explanatory adequacy of a view which itself is made attractive solely
by its ability to explain the phenomena. If this is not viciously circular, nothing is.

7.

What conclusions should we draw? There are four. The first is that quasi-realism
about beauty cannot be independently motivated by its promising to explain (a)
to (c). For the explanations cover only some of the phenomena, and only appeal
to the view itself can justify claiming that those covered constitute a distinct realm
of inquiry. Unless there is independent reason to hold the view, its explanations
fail. Moreover, to the extent that we consider these explananda genuine, and
explaining them important, there would be that much reason to reject the quasi-
realist view.

The second conclusion is that quasi-realism about beauty will be hard to moti-
vate in any other way. I noted above (§5) that the main motivation for quasi-real-
ist views in general is metaphysical economy, and Blackburn agrees.26 They
accommodate the phenomena while incurring lower metaphysical commitments
than realist alternatives. Unfortunately, this isn’t true of the view we have devel-
oped for him. For it makes central use of Kant’s aesthetic theory, and one of the
principal attractions of Kant’s account is that it has minimal metaphysical
commitments, whether or not we read it in quasi-realist terms. Whether we take
Kant to be claiming that the judgement of taste is an expression of a pleasure
response, or as allowing that the judgement is a genuinely contentful one with
pleasure as its justifying ground (§4), the other elements in the account remain the
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same. In particular, on either reading Kant’s view accounts for the objective pull
in beauty discourse, its legitimately demanding the agreement of all, without
construing judgements of taste as reflecting anything other than our own cogni-
tive and affective operations (cf. above, §3). Of course, it may be that there are yet
other ways to motivate aesthetic quasi-realism, beyond explaining aesthetic
autonomy and offering metaphysical economy. But, if there are, we have yet to
be told what they might be.

Third, the moral of the last section is that the problems facing the quasi-realist
explanations of aesthetic autonomy will confront quasi-realisms generally.
Although the phenomena we sought to explain are specifically aesthetic, there are
surely parallels elsewhere. I agree with Wright that comedy provides one
instance (§4), and morality seems to be another. There too deferring to the opin-
ions of those who disagree with one is never permissible, although complacent
insistence on one’s own view is hardly the appropriate response. A quasi-realist
about such areas might hope to be able to explain these facts. Perhaps if his posi-
tion is already proven, he can. What he will not be able to do is to use the expla-
nations as independent sources of justification for his view. For the argument of
the last section in no way depended on points specific to the aesthetic sphere.
Avoiding the Geach problem, as any expressivist-based view must, is liable to
emasculate any expressivist explanation of autonomy, in precisely the way
spelled out for the aesthetic case. In this respect, if no other, quasi-realism is
destined to fare worse than its cruder expressivist cousins.

Fourth, and finally, aesthetic autonomy and the related phenomena (§§1–2)
currently lack satisfying explanations, since neither quasi-realism (§§5–6) nor
appeal to the failure of cognitive command (§4) has provided them.27
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NOTES

1 See Blackburn (1993a) and (1984) ch.s 5–6.Refs. For a view similar in outlook, if not
in name, see Gibbard (1990).

2 The closest I have been able to find, although it is alert to only some of the relevant
issues, is Roger Scruton’s (1974).

3 Kant (1952) §33. All references are to Part 1, ‘Critique of Aesthetic Judgement’, and
will be given in the form: CJ §n.

4 Blackburn (1993: 185 footnote 9).
5 CJ §§1 & 3. For discussion, see Eva Schaper (1979) ch. 2.
6 Cf. Kant (1929) passim.
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7 CJ §§30–8, (Second) Introduction & §21. As I note below, some think the Deduction
also draws on material from elsewhere in the work, especially §40 and following, and
§59.

8 At least if the cognizer is capable of (any) pleasure at all. It is possible that Kant
would not recognize the gap here. For he seems to think of pleasure as nothing more than a
‘quickening’ of life’s forces (CJ §§1, 3, 12, 23, 28 (General Remark) ), and thus as necessar-
ily felt by anyone with those forces in their ‘quickened’ state.

9 For discussion of both lines of argument, see Guyer (1997) ch.s 7–9, and Savile (1987)
ch.s 5–7.

10 One might wonder, at least for the version of the Deduction which does not exploit
the connection to morality, whether the argument could possibly establish a normative
demand, rather than a mere expectation that all will agree. This issue (on which see Guyer
1997 ch.4) need not concern us. For the expressivist gloss on Kant’s views in §5 will intro-
duce normativity in a more straightforward way.

11 He might, for instance, say that the judgement’s content is that the object judged is
disposed to induce a particular pleasure, that stemming from the harmony of the faculties
of understanding and imagination; and that the subject is warranted in making such a
judgement on the basis that the object induces in him a pleasure which he takes to have
that source. I do not say that this is Kant’s view, just that it is one way of reading him,
consistent with the exposition given thus far.

12 For further discussion of this and related moves, in the context of Kantian explana-
tions of a phenomenon related to, though distinct from, what I am here calling autonomy,
see Hopkins (2000).

13 This is the line Wright himself favours for the case of comedy, which he takes to
exhibit autonomy in my sense: (1992: 102–4).

14 What if we were interested in Kant and the problem of autonomy independently of
quasi-realism? Might a mixed account, part expressivist, part not, of the judgement of taste
yield an effective explanation of (a) to (c)? There is no space to discuss this question here.
Suffice to say that it needs to be shown in detail how such an account would work, and
how it would improve on the view developed below.

15 There is some temptation to read later positions back into the writings of, for
instance, the classical empiricists. For reasons not to do this, see Hacking (1975).

16 There is at least some difference between the judgement of taste and expressions of
surprise, or of pain. The latter are appropriate only while the pain or surprise persists; but
there is nothing wrong in saying that O is beautiful after one has stopped looking at, or
hearing, it. The expressivist might accommodate this by conceding that the latter case
involves a temporally more flexible relation between the judgement and the response it
expresses. Or he might claim that the pleasure response can persist after the experience
which gave rise to it has ceased, via the operation of experiential memory.

17 I will qualify this claim shortly.
18 For simplicity’s sake I ignored this complication in §4.
19 There must be a pleasure as the judgement’s ground, but nothing said above

commits Kant to an expressivist account of these judgements.
20 See Wright (1992) ch.s 3 & 4, esp. pp. 92, 147–8, & p. 175. For an example explicitly

concerned with aesthetics, see Goldman (1995).
21 See Geach (1965); Blackburn (1984) ch.6 and (1993a: 182–197); and the exchange

between Blackburn and Bob Hale: Hale (1993a) and (1993b), Blackburn (1993b).
22 Although often discussed along with Geach’s problem, this is strictly speaking

distinct. Geach’s challenge concerned, not argument per se, but embedding in unasserted
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contexts, in particular as antecedents of conditionals. Argument entered the picture only
because, as Geach observed, if the conditional can form the premise in a valid modus
ponens, there can be no equivocation between occurrences of those expressions as
antecedent of conditional and elsewhere in the argument.

23 See, for instance, Blackburn (1993b). Others worry that this form of quasi-realism
will efface all difference between it and its realist rivals. See Hale (1993a) and (1993b).

24 What is the content of this proposition? The quasi-realist might plausibly claim that
it operates at a higher order than judgements of taste, perhaps concerning the object’s suit-
ability to engender that pleasure response which it is the role of the judgement of taste to
express. (See Falk (1983) especially p. 58). Whatever he says, the argument to follow
stands.

25 Earlier (§5) we considered the possibility that the distinction between judgements of
free and dependent beauty will generate two such types. Now the question is whether the
former category alone requires dividing in this way.

26 Eg. (1984: 169); (1993: 34).
27 Thanks to Darragh Byrne, Iain Law, Jim Stuart and Chris Wraight for careful and

informed comments on a written version of this paper; to Richard Holton, Bob Sharpe,
Tim Williamson and other members of audiences at Edinburgh and Lampeter Univer-
sities; and to two anonymous referees. The paper was completed with the help of
sabbatical leave and teaching relief from the School of Humanities, University of Birm-
ingham.
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