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confession alters the situation profoundly from 
the straight literary case. For it's what God 
said, not what the hluman writer said, that is 
the interpreter's primary object of interest. And 
almost all would concede that God is not con- 
fined to saying what the writer said. 

In short, Stern's repudiation of truth as rele- 
vant to the assessment of interpretation is un- 
warranted. Nonetheless there is an ilmnportant 
point to which he is here alluding. Some- 
timnes we have to choose between truth and 
significance. Truth does not disappear in the 
face of significance. But it does sometimes con- 
flict with it. Sometimes what an author says by 
way of a certain text, on a correct interpreta- 
tion of that text, is of little significance for us. 
Nonetheless, the text mav be such that it could 
have been used to say something quite clifferent 
from what it was in fact used to say; and that 
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other thing may be of great significance to us. 
In some such cases, the best thing to do is just 
to set the author off to the side and work with 
this hypothetical alternative. There will still be 
a correct interpretation. But something else 
about the text will be of more worth to us 
than that. In fact the medieval philosophers 
quite regularly handled the ancient philosoph- 
ical texts in this fashion. The words of the 
text suggested to them interesting lines for 
speculation, and that was what they cared 
about. Whether they had correctly interpreted 
the text was of no great moment for them. In 
such a case, subtilitas applicandi is no longer 
grounded in subtilitas intelligendi. 
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It is still arguable whether, in the Critique 
of Judgment, Kant successfully demonstrated 
the possibility of working out a "transcendental" 
aesthetic theory which was not empirically 
based; or, perhaps put in more limited way, 
whether he succeeded in demonstrating that 
there is anything a priori in judgments of taste 
to which philosophers (as he saw them) should 
address themselves. It appears important to 
pursue this because Kant's distinction between 
transcendental (now more often termed logical) 
alld psychological (empirical) inquiry is still 
with us. This distinction, which I think Kant 
was the first to draw, has perhaps more exten- 
sive and crucial consequences for aesthetics 
than for any other branch of philosoplhy. Many 
still accept it, and it still appears to be a source 
of division between those who, sometimes as 
though they are separating the gods fromn the 
clods, clearly distinguish their "logical" philo- 
sophical aesthetics from art criticism, art history, 
or even in extreme cases, from psychology of art. 
How much mischief hath Kant wrought? 

In JAAC, XXXVlII, Winter, 1979, both 
Harold Osborne ("Some Theories of Aesthetic 
Ju(lgment," p. 137) and Eva Schaper (review of 
Guyer's Kant and the Claims of Taste, p. 199) 
mention Kant's search for the a priori in judg- 
ment of taste. Osborne (uotes once more the 
footnote (A21) in the first edition of CPK, 
which indicated that Kant then thought a 
transcetndental aesthetic theory was not pos- 
sib le. Osborne sets the date at which Kant 
changed his mind about this at 1787. This is 
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consistent with the letter to Reinhold of De- 
cember 28, 1787, and to some extent with Kant's 
revision of the CPR footnote (B36) in its 1787 
second edition. But the important point to note 
is not simply tlhat Kant changed his mind. Of 
gi-eater concern is whether he succeeded in his 
demonstration of an aesthetic a priori, thus 
enalbling the inclusion of the study of what is 
now consistently termed aesthetics in the camp 
of transcendental philosophy. Both Osborne 
and Schaper apparently agree that Kant found 
an a priori principle of judgment of taste, and 
that he found it in "intersubjective validity." 

Kant scholars typically have concentrated on 
one Critique at a time. I believe, however, that 
a cdemonstration of Kant's success in tis matter 
requires a methodological comparison between 
thle first and third Critiques of the sort these 
autlhors do not clearly indicate they have made. 
Scliaper indicates that, in her opinion, and also 
in the opinion of Paul Guyer whose new book 
she reviews, correlations of the third Critique 
with questions of metaphysics and morality may 
l)e dispensable (p. 200). Yet she speaks of 
Kant's "daring epistemology" in analyzing judg- 
ment of taste as though perhaps methodological 
correlations are here to be found with Kant's 
earlier Critiques, with whatever differences, and 
that such may indeed account for the daring. 
But I want to ask specifically how we tell 
whether a priori has the same meaning in the 
first and third Critiques. In Kant's Aesthetic 
Theory, Donald Crawford finds that "in the 
context of his critical philosophy, Kant's inquiry 
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is obviously 'transcendental'" (p. 27). But 
Crawford does not raise at this point the ques- 
tion of sameness of meaning of a priori, and 
where he does raise it (pp. 25, 26), he dodges 
the issue. It would appear that if the meaning 
is not the same, then Kant only apparently suc- 
ceeded in framing a "transcendental" aesthetic 
theory. Perhaps by a methodological sleight of 
hand, Kant made his third Critique seem to fit 
his expectations for philosophy. Perhaps, as he 
himself noted about judgment of taste-that it 
is not cognitive but is like cognition-his own 
meaning of a priori is like that of CPR, but not 
the same. Perlhaps on this count, too, the third 
Critique may finally stand for study independ- 
ently of the first two works. But perhaps, too, 
we may fail to find here theoretical justification 
for a clear division, beginning with Kant, be- 
tween philosophical and psychological aes- 
thetics. 

Clues to difference in meaning of a priori 
may be found in differences in method through 
which the a priori is demonstrated in the first 
and third Critiques. If we identify "intersub- 
jective validity" as the primary a priori prin- 
ciple in CJ, Paul Guyer's observation is perti- 
nent: "It is better to regard the claim that aes- 
thetic judgment requires intersubjective valid- 
ity as a fundamental premise of Kant's theory, 
supported not by arguments within the theory, 
but by an extra-systematic appeal to what we 
all recognize to be the correct use of the linguis- 
tic form '. . . is beautiful.' Kant makes such an 
appeal ... to our intuitions . . ." ("Disin- 
terestedness and Desire," JAAC, XXXVI, Sum- 
nmer, 1978, p. 454). It appears at this primary 
step in Kant's defense of the a priori that he 
could not reach for justification of presumably 
indubitably established sciences as he could in 
CPR: Aristotelian logic, Euclidian geometry, 
Newtonian physics. It will not do to say that a 
priori principles in CPR are supported not by 
arguments within the theory, but by an extra- 
systematic appeal to what we all recognize to be 
the correct use of the linguistic form S is P. The 
a priori, which in CPR (B4) was that which is 
universal and necessary, as in logical entailment, 
now becomes that which is presupposed in a 
certain use of language, i.e., in a statement that 
is declarative in form (S is P), but imperative 
in function. "P" is now invariantly instantiated 
with the term beautiful, while "S" remains a 
place-holder. In CPR, the "necessary" and "uni- 
versal" results of logical entailment obtain when 
neither "S" nor "P" is instantiated. In the 
context of the partial instantiation of S is P, 
and dependence on understanding of an invari- 
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ant imperative function, it is far from clear that 
what is presupposed in judgment of the beauti- 
ful has no "empirical admixture" (to use one 
way Kant identifies the a priori in CPR (B3), 
which he did not at all in CPR. In this state- 
ment form ". . . is beautiful," the judge is im- 
puting, expecting, demanding, counting on and 
((36) "meaning" his judgment to '"pass for" 
a priori. Had Kant not insisted on a sharp divi- 
sion between the "logical" and the "empirical," 
lie might have recognized another possible un- 
derstanding of "psychological" inquiry from 
one which is clearly empirical. To the extent 
that Kant's analysis of judgment of taste is 
linguistic, his result is logical. But it is also 
psychological in its heavy dependence on mind- 
action verbs, and also in its freedom from log- 
ical entailment such as identifies or secures the 
a priori in CPR. (The distinction between log- 
ical entailment and linguistic presupposition 
should be maintained here. Kant's consistent 
term in CJ is vorausgesetzt). 

The question remains whether Kant's aes- 
thietic a priori has an "empirical admixture." 
Rather than resting on our intuitions, if we 
try to mirror Kant's demonstrations of space 
and time in CPR as a priori forms of intuition, 
our results make the aesthetic a priori look in- 
creasingly suspicious. Do all of us, as Guyer 
puts it, "recognize the correct use of the lin- 
guistic form '. . . is beautiful'"? Let us try a 
Gedankenexperiment. In the world of early 
childhood, the abstract use of they is not under- 
stood. They to a very young child refers only 
to specific people, i.e., the Smith Brothers, 
Justin Case, etc. "They are building a house 
over there," yields the innocent question: "Who 
are they?" Still, at this stage of linguistic under- 
standing, we may find a child judging the beau- 
tiful and balking at the suggestion that he is 
only expressing his personal pleasure because he 
cannot yet grasp the meaning of jederman. This 
mode of demonstration is rather like Kant's 
"proofs" that space and time are a priori be- 
cause we cannot "think of objects out of space 
and time. But our results make common mind, 
and the universal validity which presumably 
presupposes it, look suspiciously like empirically 
based abstractions. 

Although philosophers seldom any more speak 
of the a priori, many apparently retain Kant's 
distinction between philosophical inquiry as 
logical, and psychological inquiry as empirical. 
Logical inquiry in aesthetics may not now be so 
much restricted to strict logical entailment as 
to determination of presuppositions to be found 
in language use. However that may be, there is 
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still marked difference of opinion on what 
aesthetic inquiry should be like. Commonly 
artists and critics complain that the philosopher 
doesn't "know anything about art." And his 
response to his critics, in turn, is that they do 
not understood the nature of his enterprise. His 
ignorance of art may not be that of the vokel 
who titles two certain famous paintings "Ma- 
donna On The Rocks" and "Venus On The 
Half Shell." Yet it is still disturbing that he can 
succeed at sorting out "aesthetic" entailments 
and presuppositions while being, himself, both 
tone deaf and color blind. 

Philosophies are often judged successful in 

point of their explanatory power. One wonders 
whether "philosophical" aesthetic theories 
which have explanatory power-especially power 
to explain why art critics talk in the way they 
do-may themselves contain a generous "em- 
pirical admixture." In any event, inspite of the 
above questions on the a priori, Kant's aesthetic 
theory now appears to have much more explan- 
atory power than a great deal of more recent 
"logical" analyses. Is it this feature that still 
excites scholars to probe his tortured piece? 

JEAN G. HARRELL 

California State University, Hayward 
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