BERNARD BOLZANO: ON THE CONCEPT OF THE BEAUTIFUL:
A PHILOSOPHICAL ESSAY

PREFACE

The fact that | have decided to fill so many pages with the analysis of a single
concept may for some seem to demand explanation. | can only reply that this
.concept seems to me to be of particularimportance; and further, that the analysis
of concepts is a matter that always demands expansive inquiries if one is to go
beyond merely saying that the concept is reducible to its parts and actually
convince the reader, thus also taking care to demonstrate that the attempts at
explicating the concept that have been made thus far are lacking in one way or
another. After | have completed this essay on the fundamental concept of
aesthetics, | will not deem it necessary to proceed with such thoroughness in
the essays that follow.

I

In this essay | will seek to explicate or define a concept known and used by us all
- namely, the concept that we denote with the word ‘beautiful; so long as we
understand this word in its proper sense, the sense used in various treatises on
aesthetics. By ‘explicating’ or ‘defining’l understand nothing other than establishing
: i ~ whether the concept of the beautiful is simple or complex, and, if it happens to

be complex, determining the other concepts it is composed of and their specific
. relations to one another. Thus, I hardly aim to forge some new concept wholly
unknown to my readers. Rather, | simply aim to elucidate the constituents
E&E:Q@.\& of a concept that they, in their own minds, have already formed,
even though they may not have a clear idea of how they formed it or may have
simply forgotten. We can find numerous examples of the fact that we are
sometimes unable to clearly explicate each and every part of a concept' that we
ourselves have developed. How else are we to explain the fact that we are so often
Stumped when someone asks us to explain what we mean when we use a certain
oncept, even one we make use of every day? And how to explain the fact that
We are so seldom able to agree on the definition of such concepts? Is it even
Necessary for me to say that the concept of the beautiful belongs to those

[The following translation is based on the original 1843 text, Bernard Bolzano,
Abhandlungen zur Asthetik: Erste Lieferung; Uber den Begriff des Schénen. Eine
philosophische Abhandlung (Prague: Borrosch et André, 1843). Onily the first half of
the essay (§§ 1-25) is translated. The footnotes in square brackets are the translator's.]
[Begriffis translated throughout as ‘concept’ even in those places where it seems that
‘term' miaht he mare fittina 1




concepts the meaning of which is contested, and the clarification of which has
been attempted so many times? Or that it is generally seen as one of the most
difficult concepts? Of course, in the following essay | will view it as my duty to
refer to the most important among these attempts and to show why | have not
been able to remain satisfied with any of them.?

But before beginning my analysis of the concept of the beautiful, it seems
necessary for me to make my readers aware of some presuppositions that will
inform my entire investigation, because if they are unable to agree with me on
these points, then it is hardly to be expected that they will agree with me on

anything that follows. :

1.When meditating on some object, or when thinking in general, we often alter.

our thoughts, going from one thought to the next or from one judgement to its
opposite. Such alterations might be called shifts in our thoughts, shifts which in
a certain sense are not harmful, and are even unavoidable if we want to increase
or improve our knowledge. However, it is impossible to speak of such shifts or
alterations when discussing what | call propositions and truths in themselves or
objective truths and propositions, or, mm3m_mq_<..<<:m: discussing what | call concepts
and representations in themselves or objective concepts and representations.’
it is a very simple matter to draw a distinction between propositions and
representations in themselves (or objective propositions and representations)
and subjective or thought propositions and representations (judgements and
so forth), which are simply the forms in which the former appear in the minds
of thinking beings. The simplicity of making this distinction is evidenced by
the fact that everyone has some understanding of it. For example, everyone
understands me when | say, ‘In philosophy, there is only one concept in itself
designated by the word God, even though there are an infinite number of
different concepts and ideas, some clearer than others, some false, which
individual human beings associate with this word: In the first part of the sentence,
| spoke of the concept of God in its objective meaning, in the latter in its
subjective meaning. Even though this distinction makes itself known to us in
various ways, it has yet to be elucidated. Most importantly, the distinguishing
features of objective propositions and ideas remain to be subjected to rigorous
philosophical analysis. That there is such a lack has been made particularly clear
by the fact that the attempts | have made to address myself to these problems
in the first two volumes of my Theory of Science remain the only attempts to

?  [Bolzano's detailed engagement with the literature takes up the entire second half of
his essay on beauty (§§ 26~57). It is not included in this translation.]

3 [See Bernard Bolzano, The Theory of Science, vol. 1, trans. Paul Rusnock and Rolf George
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 58-114.]

do 5024 If this distinction is understood and admitted, one will, it is hoped, grant
that, although thought propositions and ideas can be altered and change into
their opposite (because they are thought by particular thinking beings at
particular points in time), propositions in themselves and their constituents,
the concepts and ideas in themselves, are not subject to change, because they do
not have the attributes of being, existence, or actuality. Thus, so long as we seek
to discuss concepts and ideas in their objective sense, we may never speak of
a transition of one concept to another, of a concept turning into its opposite, or
of a dialectical progression of such concepts and ideas. As our current aim is to
define the concept of the beautiful, we must shift our focus away from
the subjective, alterable concept that we have associated with this word in
the various phases of our lives, as children, adolescents, and so forth, and turn
our attention towards the one unchangeable concept that is and should be
denoted by the word's use in textbooks on aesthetics. As such, we are dealing
with nothing other than the determination of a concept in the objective sense,
although if we are to be able to make judgements about this concept at all,
it must certainly appear to us in our minds, that is, as a subjective concept.
The concept to be defined in this essay - that is, the concept that is to be broken
up into its constituents (if it is, indeed, a complex concept) - is a concept in itself.
As such, we have no reason to speak of the concept’s movement, of its gradual
transition into another concept, of its sudden shift into its opposite, or of anything
of the sort.

2. If we want to safeguard our thinking from error and keep ourselves from
being responsible for others misunderstanding us, confusing them more than
teaching them anything, then we must avoid using one and the same word to
denote one thing one minute and another thing the next; that is, we must avoid
using the same word to denote first one concept, then another. Thus, we may
only develop a single elucidation or definition of each one of our words, or, more
precisely, we may only develop a single definition of the concepts denoted by
them. It is a miserable state of affairs when philosophers (particularly those of
recent times, such as |. H. Fichtes when defining the concept of the absolute)
give us multiple definitions of one and the same word or concept, believing that

4 And nonetheless, | believe this attempt clearly shows that the proton pseudos of recent
philosophy has been occasioned by the lack of a clear notion of the concept in itself,
the latter having been at once confused with thoughts, then with the things that are its
object.

5 [The original text has ). H. Fichte’ here. | follow the Athendum edition in opting for
I. H. Fichte, but it seems that J. G. Fichte is also plausible, since Bolzano criticizes
the latter for his inability to become ‘distinctly conscious’ of his own thoughts in § XLV
(not included in this partial translation). See Bernard Bolzano, Untersuchungen zur
Grundlegung der Asthetik, ed. Dietfried Gerhardus (Frankfurt: Athendum, 1972), 7.]



a second definition is richer in content than the one that preceded it or that
the one definition follows from One perspective, the other from another perspective
Contrary to what they claim, it is not one and the same concept. Rather, itis n_mm._“
that these philosophers want to denote multipie concepts with a single word
ina <\<m< that must result in nothing but confusion. Similarly, it is clear that
the definitions they give do not diverge from one another simply in the purel
contingent expressions they are couched in or in their varying degrees of _‘Eocw
as if the one definition contained merely the most readily apparent parts o.“
the concept, the other elaborating on its finer points. Even if the divergent
definitions were definitions of those concepts that | call equivalent or
interchangeable concepts,® that is, concepts that encompass the same objects
they would still be different concepts. Thus, it is an error to confuse them with osm
m,:oﬂ:ma viewing them as one rather than considering their intrinsic, often very
significant differences. To draw a comparison with a science that for millennia has
been seen as an unattained, even unattainable ideal for all the others, it has never
been permitted in mathematics to treat mutually inclusive concepts as definitions
of one and the same concept, which would be like saying that the concept of
a n:ma:_.mﬁma_ with sides of equal length and the concept of a quadrilateral with
parallel sides are both definitions of one and the same concept - namely, that
of the parallelogram, Rather, mathematics takes up one of these no:nmvﬂw asa
definition and then demonstrates that the other concept has the same extension.
Let us work with the same precision when attempting to define the concept o_m
the beautiful: And when we have reached the point where we believe we have
found a definition that corresponds with our understanding of this concept, let
us not follow the same path as those who amend their definitions with a me,u:Q
and a third, claiming that it is also possible to come up with the same concept by
combining certain other attributes which differ from those that the definition
originally contained.,

3. That concepts (or fepresentations in general) can be divided into
the simple and the complex, the latter being a specific way of relating the former
to one another, is not a sign of barbarity (as Hegel liked to say). Rather, it is
a doctrine wholly in line with truth, a doctrine confirmed by our innermost
consciousness and by the most pregnant examples. Does not our own mind tell
us that some concepts can only be got ma.g combining various other concepts
with one another? For instance, you see a clay jar the colour or fragility of which
reminds you of various items you recently saw that were made out of India rubber.
You are certain, however, that these two ideas taken together result in the idea

6

[See Bolzano, Theory of Science, § 96b, 320]

of a jar made of India rubber instead of clay. Thus, combining the concepts of
India rubber and jar you get the concept of an elastic jar. Of course, we do not
always have a lucid idea of the constituents of complex concepts. This is
particularly the case with concepts we developed in early childhood, concepts
that we gradually acquired rather than having learned in a single stroke, or
words the meaning of which we only deciphered after hearing them used many
times. But we cannot seriously doubt the fact that all these concepts must either
be simple or composed of other concepts (to which some sensory impressions
might be added). This is true because if we are unable to view a representation
as simple, then what else could it consist of but other representations? We
certainly cannot permit ourselves to be coaxed into the conviction still held by
many logicians that every attribute [Merkmal] of the object of a concept must
also be a constituent of the concept itself. Although it is certainly true that a large
part of the constituents of a concept represent certain general attributes of
the object, it cannot be true that every concept containing a representation
of the qualities [Beschaffenheiten] of certain objects is itself a constituent of
the concept of these objects. That cannot be true simply because if it were, then
the content of every concept would be endless, because the set of qualities of
every single object, and even every species of objects, is endless. For instance,
the concept of a’human body’ is simply the concept of the body of human beings,
that s, of sensible, rational creatures who inhabit the earth. We certainly have a
concept of this body’s qualities when we consider the fact that it has such and
such limbs and organs, and these qualities are certainly part of the object
understood by the concept of a human body. But these qualities are in no way
referred to in the content of this concept. Thus, if we take it upon ourselves to
define a concept, then we must first determine whether this concept is simple or
complex. If it is complex, we must then enumerate the sum of its constituents, but
in no way the sum of the qualities shared by its objects. We only need to list those
qualities actually contained in the concept itself. Our definition of the concept
of the beautiful will proceed in the same way. We must determine whether
the concept is simple or complex, but it is in no way our duty to elucidate
the entirety of the quialities of the beautiful. Itis wholly sufficient if those qualities
not taken up by our definition can be deduced from it
4. From what has been said thus far it should be readily apparent that defining
a concept in itself, such as the concept of the beautiful, is no easy task, nor is
convincing others of the correctness of such a definition. If we claim that
the concept in question is simple, then we can only defend this claim by
demonstrating that any attempt to produce this concept by means of combining
other concepts with one another is destined to fail. And we can only do this in



two ways: either by showing that such attempts are ultimately circular, that they
contain the unanalysed concept in the definition of the concept itself, or by
showing that they end up defining a concept wholly different from the concept
in question. On the other hand, if we claim that the concept in question is
complex, explicating its constituents and the ways they stand in relation to one
another, then we are obliged to demonstrate that the extension of the concept
resulting from the combination of these parts is neither lesser nor greater than
the concept we set out to elucidate. We can only prove this by showing that
the concept we have analysed can be applied to each and every object contained
by the concept in question, no more and no less. This we can only do by showing:
(1) that every property attributed to the objects of the concept in question can

also be deduced from our concept, and, conversely, (2) that every quality that can

be deduced from our concept can be found in the objects of the concept in
question. And even if we accomplish all of this, we still have not demonstrated
that our concept really correlates with the concept in question, because they
could be mere equivalent concepts. The only means we have to free ourselves of
this last bit of doubt and convince ourselves is to inquire as to whether our
understanding finds the concept adequate. And the only way we can convince
our reader is to ask him to do the same. The only way to make such an inquiry is
to undertake such rigorous introspection that we become aware of the thought
processes activated in us by the concept in question. This makes it possible for
us to ask whether these thoughts correspond with or diverge from our concept.
We can assume with greater probability that we have come across the right
definition the more we engage in such introspection and the more convinced we
become that our concept corresponds exclusively with the thoughts activated
by the concept in question. But such introspection is not for everyone, and is
a capacity that can only be acquired if we have practised it from our youth on,
and even then only if we have never permitted ourselves to deliberately conceal
our innermost thoughts from ourselves. The man who has never undertaken such
intense introspection or who has never had the good intention of doing so will
always contradict what we say. And in a certain sense, he will be right in claiming
that his mind has no notion of that which we have developed in our explication.
This is the sort of predicament we are faced with when the last bastion of proof
lies in our consciousness alone. But we can at least find some solace in the fact
that, when developing concepts in a scholarly context, it is of little consequence
if the concept we develop in our explication does not wholly correspond with
the concept that we have always denoted with the same word. What is most
important is that the concept has a pragmatic function and that it deserves to
serve as a foundation for the disciplines concerned with its object. This matter is

wholly separate from our undertaking here, and, fortunately, we are usually
capable of making a judgement about it in a very transparent way that will dispel

any reservations the reader might still have.

I

Now that these preliminary considerations are over with | would like to begin my
analysis of the concept of the beautiful with some negative propositions, simply
in order to get some things that are not contained in this concept out of the way.
The concept of the beautiful has nothing to do with the concept of the good,
nor with that of the agreeable [Angenehmen], nor with that of the charming
[Reizenden], and this to such a degree that none of these concepts has the same
extension as that of the beautiful. This is to say that none of them are equivalent
concepts of the beautiful, not to speak of the impossibility of them having the
same constituents (the same content).”

1. Concerning the good: | wish neithér to affirm nor to contest the fact that all
truly good or ethical things possess some sort of beauty. | would also like to make
clear that | am of the conviction that nothing evil can be called vmmc%:_. simply
by virtue of the fact that it is evil. Nevertheless, the difference between the sphere
of the beautiful and that of the good is so great that we must not lose sight of it.
And from this it follows, of course, that the constituents of these concepts must
also differ from one another. It is undeniable that we find many objects beautiful
without associating them with the laws of morality in any way whatsoever. Who
would claim that our wonder when contemplating the beauty of some sight, of
a building, a flower, or the harmony of music compels us to find some sign of
the laws of morality in these same objects, or that we only find these objects
beautiful because of their moral content? It might be true that the most perfect
beauty may only be attributed to beings who, like human beings and other higher
spirits, are not only capable of attaining moral perfection, but also actually attain
it. And we should be praised when we are able to keep ourselves from being
bedazzled by the beauty of people who nevertheless lack moral sensibility. But
we should not believe that our virtues are diminished if we admit that non-moral
beings can also be recognized as having some degree of beauty and that
the sphere of the beautiful thus extends to all sorts of objects that do not fall
into the sphere of the good.

2.The difference between the concepts of the beautiful and the agreeable s no
less apparent. If we do not take the concept of the agreeable in the same way as
Kant, who goes against the word's everyday use by limiting it to ‘that which

7 [In§ 119 of the Theory of Science, Bolzano develops a distinction between the ‘content’
and the ‘matter’ of a concept. See Bolzano, Theory of Science, 403-9.]



pleases the senses in sensation’® (which we could call sensory agreeableness), then
the concept extends to every object that gratifies or pleases us for any reason
whatsoever, that is, every object that causes pleasure in us. We no doubt presume
thateverything beautiful is capable of bringing us gratification or pleasure under
certain circumstances — namely, when we direct our attention towards it and
contemplate it. And we certainly do not feel compelled to call things beautiful
that are wholly incapable of bringing us any sort of pleasure. The beautiful is
thus indisputably an object that could be agreeable, even if it is not in fact
agreeable. But the reverse ~ namely, that everything that can be agreeable
deserves to be called beautiful - does not hold. Those familiar with the authentic
sense of the word in no way consider beautiful those things that are merely
agreeable to our senses, things that do not demand any higher capacities than
those we attribute to animals, fascinating us by the impressions they make on
our senses. They thus deem it false when somebody claims, for instance, that
the taste of an apple is beautiful merely because it is agreeable to the senses.
Thus, the concept of the agreeable, or even the concept of that which can be
agréeable, has the same relation to the concept of the beautiful as a higher
concept does to a lower one.

3. Despite what Kant says, | have no reservations about claiming that all, or at
least most, beautiful objects are charming to a certain degree, and that they thus
evoke a certain desire in us. What is more natural than to desire the repetition of
a pleasure afforded to us by an object we have deemed beautiful? if the presence

of the beautiful object is necessary for us to obtain an adequate representation

of it, this desire will bring about the further desire to have that object in our reach.
Thus, if we call everything that leaves us with a certain desire charming, then we
will have a hard time disputing the fact that beautiful objects are also attractive
objects; ‘the charm of beauty’ is indeed a most common expression. But
the reverse does not hold; that not every charmful object is beautiful need not
be expounded upon. The number of objects that charm our senses and that
nobody who understands the concept of beauty would call beautiful is no doubt
endless!

H
But if it is true that everything beautiful can be a source of gratification for us,
and that it can be agreeable under certain circumstances, then we must ask in
what way or for what reasons can a beautiful object bring us enjoyment if it
indeed deserves to be called a beautiful object, and what conditions must be

& [tmmanuel Kant, Critique of the Power of Judgment, trans. Paul Guyer and Eric Matthews
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), § 3, 91 (AA 5:205).]

met so that we may rightfully call it beautiful. | believe it is correct to say that this
enjoyment can be brought about in no other way than the mere contemplation
of the object. If we want to mem a judgement regarding the pure beauty of
an object then we must leave aside many things: all the sensations the object
can cause in us when we allow it to affect us to a degree beyond that necessary
to obtain a mere representation of it; all the sensations that arise in us when
we permit the object to affect us in a way Um<o.sg that necessary for
the object’s mere contemplation; and, finally, the possibility of altering
the object in some arbitrary way, relating it to ourselves, and so forth. We must
dedicate ourselves to the question as to whether the mere representation of
the object that arises out of our contemplation of it is sufficient to gratify us.
If it is not capable of doing so, then we may call the object many things, but

not beautiful.

v
Should not this attribute of the beautiful be considered a constituent of
the concept of the beautiful? Further, does it not make up the entirety of
the concept itself? In that case, every object capable of gratifying us by its mere
contemplation would have to be called beautiful. Is this true? | do not think so.
| think there are countless things the mere contemplation of which gratifies us
without us being able to attribute even the slightest bit of beauty to them: all
things agreeable to our senses; all things which promise us some benefit. We view
these things with a more or less pleasurable feeling, but do we call these things
beautiful for that reason? It was certainly with the greatest joy that Campe’s
Robinson viewed the jagged stone with an oblong hole bored into it that he
found on his island? He might have called this find precious, grand, even
incomparable, but he would certainly not have called this object beautiful, at least
ot in the sense of the word used in aesthetics. Thus it is clear that the concept
that results from this single attribute of the beautiful is much too broad, and that
we must therefore limit our concept in some way by adding more attributes. We
can find more attributes in two ways: either by closely examining the characteristics
of the contemplation occasioned by beautiful objects or by trying to give a more
precise account of the type of pleasure that we experience when contemplating
a beautiful object, in that we attempt, for instance, to identify the specific reason
why we experience this pleasure. Possibly, however, our investigation will have

to take up both lines of inquiry.

" [Bolzano refers here to Joachim Heinrich Campe’s Robinson der Jingere (1779/80),
an adaptation for children of Defoe’s novel.]



Vv
Let us first direct our attention towards the particular characteristics of
the contemplation of beautiful objects; that s, let us ask what the content of this
contemplation is. What aspects of an object do our thoughts engage with such
that we experience the beauty of that object? The mere fact that the answer to
this question is not universally _SoE: and that we can thus raise it as a legitimate
question reveals a peculiarity of the sort of no:.ﬂma_u._m:o: in question. It
demonstrates that the thoughts involved in our contemplation of the beautiful
must be formed with such swiftness and ease that we, in most cases, are not
distinctly conscious of them [dass sie uns in den gewbhnlichen Fiillen gar nicht zu
einem deutlichen Bewusstsein gelangt]. Consider what it would be like if we were
capable of once again bringing to consciousness the representations, judgements,
and inferences involved in contemplating a beautiful object, saying to ourselves
that we have these thoughts. Would not everybody then be able to say precisely
what aspects of an object our thoughts engage with when we find that object
beautiful? Or would we at least be able to recall Just those thoughts common to
all our contemplations of beautiful objects? So this too must be an attribute of
the beautiful: we derive gratification from the contemplation of beautiful objects,
acontemplation formed with such ease and swiftness that we need not be distinctly
conscious of the thoughts involved in it. In expressing myself in this way ! also
wish to state that | do not believe that a beautiful object stops gratifying us if we
consciously articulate all the thoughts involved in its contemplation. This is
certainly not true, even if many have expressed themselves this way and a few
have really thought itto be true. I simply wish to make the claim that an essential
aspect of the beautiful is that the thoughts evoked by the beautiful object
develop with such ease that we are capable of thinking these thoughts to their
end without having to be conscious of every single one for itself. In other words,
we must be able to think these thoughts to their end without having to make
a judgement about each one for itself or even having to make each thought
the object of an intuition. | think that this is a necessary aspect of that specific
sort of pleasure derived from contemplating beautiful objects, which we call
pleasure in the beautiful. If, on the contrary, the thoughts occasioned by an object
are very cumbersome and difficult, if we have to be clearly conscious of all the
judgements and inferences involved, then we hardly think of pleasure, or at least
not of the pleasure in the beautiful. If one is willing to grant me this point, then
one admits that the attribute of beauty discussed here is a universally valid
attribute. However, determining whether this attribute is a constituent of
the concept of the beautiful is contingent upon the consideration of two factors:
we must ask ourselves whether the concept that results from this attribute’s

combination with the constituents we have already named is not redundant.
Or, if the concept’s extension is too broad, we must ask ourselves whether
the attributes that remain to be determined are merely going to end up being
burdensome additions that contribute nothing substantial to the concept itself.
The concept that results from this combination can be defined as follows: we
may call that object beautiful which pleases us by its mere contemplation,
a contemplation which we carry out with such ease that we need not be distinctly
conscious of all the individual thoughts involved in it. One can hardly claim that this
definition contains superfluous parts (beyond the words themselves, where it is
in a certain sense impossible to avoid superfluity if one does not wish to break all
the rules of grammar and usage). It is also clear, however, that the concept’s
extension is too broad, because it is certainly not true that every object that
pleases us by its mere contemplation should be called beautiful (even if we carry
out this contemplation swiftly and with ease). Our friend Robinson did not need
to arduously mull over all the important things that stone could do for him. He
will have certainly derived pleasure from viewing the stone without, as we said,

calling it beautiful.

1Y
Thus, we must seek out more attributes in order to properly define the concept
of the beautiful. Locking back at the way we discovered the attribute of
the beautiful explicated in the previous section, it is clear that we did not attempt
to answer the question that we tasked ourselves with at the beginning of that
section, but simply asked how posing such a question was possible in the first
place. We asked: what is the content of the contemplation that the enjoyment
of the beautiful occasions us to engage in? The very fact that we were able to
pose this question led us to the following conclusion: it must be the case that we
do not have a distinct consciousness of the thought processes involved in such
contemplation. But this feature of the beautiful only touches upon the form of
our contemplation, saying nothing about its content. Nevertheless, we should
welcome this insight, because it reveals an important attribute of the beautiful.
As it is clear that we have not explicated all the attributes of the concept in
question, it seems reasonable that we make a serious attempt to see if we are not
able to answer the question we posed to ourselves, because every correct answer
we are able to give will reveal another attribute of the beautiful. So, if in
contemplating a beautiful object we merely contemplate its beauty and nothing
else, what exactly are our thoughts occupied with in this contemplation? The first
answer | would like to give to this question is merely a negative determination:
when enjoying the beautiful, our thoughts are not simply occupied with a relation



that the object has to us as individuals. Thus, itis clear that whenever we call an
object beautiful, we do not do so simply on the basis of a refation that it has to
us alone as individuals. Rather, we always believe ourselves justified in
maintaining the expectation that others who stand in a wholly different relation
to the object can and should find the object beautiful too. As Kant has shown, all
aestheticians presume (and their entire academic discipline rests on this
presumption) that our judgements about beauty make a certain claim to universaj
validity, but, | emphasize, only a certain claim to universal validity. It is clear that
determining the nature of this universal validity will greatly aid us in finding
the true concept of the beautiful. But no aesthetician has ever made the claim
that every object we human beings find beautiful must also be felt to be beautiful
by all other sensory beings without exception. it has always been almost
c:_<,mam=< agreed upon that beings on a lower level than human beings, namely
animals, have no sense for the feeling of the beautiful. Most also agree that there
are many significant differences in the mccﬂ,_ms\ and correctness of tastes from one
person to the next. Moreover, most also agree that the capacity to make
judgements about the beautiful, and thus the capacity to derive enjoyment from
the contemplation of the same, can only be gradually acquired and thus naturally
demands that we educate our cognitive faculties and that we train our capacity

to judge. Finally, as regards higher spiritual beings, one has never risked claiming .

that they have no knowledge of the beautiful, and are therefore incapable of
making judgements about it and distinguishing it from its opposite. But most
have doubted whether the contemplation of the beautiful would bring them any
pleasure. Some have gone even further, not simply doubting this fact, but
decisively denying it." Only in the following sections will we be able to determine
whether we should integrate some or even alf of the hitherto outlined attributes
into our concept of the beautiful, thus granting them the status of constituents.
But one thing is clear: the remarks made so far have certainly provided us with
useful insights into the essence of the beautiful. In this regard, we may sum up
the two types of considerations we have ventured to make: the first has to do
with the content of the contemplation occasioned by a beautiful object, whereas
the second has to do with the source of the pleasure we experience when

" Who wouldn't think of the words of that man who was ane of the most discerning
judges of the beautiful but was also one of the great masters of producing it?
Your knowledge you do share with spirit minds far vaster, / 'Tis Art, O Man, you
have alone!' [Bolzano's emphasis, Friedrich Schiller, ‘The Artists' (1789), translated
by Marianna Wertz, The Schiller Institute, :zun\\<<<<<<.mn:_.__mzsmn:c”m.o@\ﬂa:m_\
trans_schil_1 poems.html#fthe_artist,] By Arf one must understand only that art which
has to do with feeling. Only the pleasure that accompanies the contemplation of
the beautiful is an exclusive characteristic of our species.

contemplating the beautiful. Concerning the content of this contemplation, we
assume that man must first develop his cognitive faculties in order to be able to
enjoy the contemplation of the beautiful and to make judgements about ,:.
Concerning the source of this gratification, we assume that cognitive faculties
much higher than those of man might not weaken the capacity to make
Jjudgements about the beautiful, but most certainly diminish or even nullify the
capacity to derive gratification from it. If we admit both of these assumptions and
attempt to discover their cause, then we will certainly be able to make important
inferences concerning the content of our contemplation of beautiful objects and
the source of the pleasure derived from it. Let us attempt both.

Vil
We again raise the question: what exactly are our thoughts occupied with when
we contemplate the beautiful? But let us now consider the question in light of
the fact that we first obtain the capacity to judge and enjoy the beautiful only
after we have educated our minds and trained our faculties. First of all, let us ask:
what do we do when contemplating an object that does not serve us as
a means of mmzm??@ our immediate needs? What do we do when engaging
in contemplation that we intend to be nothing other than mere contemplation?
In such situations we set ourselves the task of determining what exactly the thing
we have before us is. But asking what a thing is means nothing more than looking
for a concept (or, what is ultimately the same, for a representation or rule) from
which the features of the thing can be deduced. Thus, should not the task we set
for ourselves when contemplating a beautiful object be exactly the same? Should
we (whether or not we are fully aware of it) not attempt to come up with a concept
that contains the entirety of the object’s features, either directly or in such a way
that they can be readily inferred from it? When contemplating a beautiful object,
we may certainly form such a concept or representation. But we must be more
precise and ask whether the representation is simple or complex. I it is simple, we
must ask whether this representation is one that exclusively represents the object
being considered and nothing else, that is, whether a mere intuition of the object
is sufficient. And if it is complex, we must ask whether this complex representation
is a composite or a pure concept. This matter clarifies itself when we take into
account the fact we are dealing with here. This shows us clearly that mere
intuitions are insufficient for conceptualizing beautiful objects, because children
and even animals can have mere intuitions. If our contemplation of the beautiful
and our ability to distinguish it from its opposite were based on nothing but mere
intuitions, we would be forced to admit that children and even animals have an
eye for the beautiful. However, there is only one conclusion to be drawn from



the assumption that the contemplation of the beautiful presupposes that our
faculties of cognition be developed and educated — namely, that such
contemplation sets all of our faculties of knowledge in motion, our faculty of
intuition together with our memory, our power ofimagination, our ::&maR:&.:m..

our power of judgement, and even our faculty of reason." In order to recognize

a beautiful object as such, we must begin with the intuitions related to it (ifindeed
itis an object that can be perceived with the senses). But we must also subsume
these intuitions under concepts of the understanding, showing that Em:.oEmnm
has such and such qualities. We must therefore not allow ourselves to be satisfied
with an explication of the perceived qualities. We must also use our power of
imagination to represent certain other qualities, such that by combining the latter
with the former, we obtain a concept (pure or composite) from which the rest of
the object’s qualities can be deduced, including those revealed to us by focused
observation. But when forming a concept we must not allow ourselves to be
guided by mere chance. Rather, we must use our faculties of judgement and reason
in order to carefully select the most adequate features from those that our
imagination presents us with. And all of that must be carried out so swiftly and
with such ease that we need not be distinctly conscious of the entire process,
saying to ourselves that we are doing it. We learned in § V how correct this is.
But in truth, only after having explained alt of this does it become clear why
we only gradually obtain the capacity to appreciate the beautiful and
experience it with pleasure, why the development of this capacity requires
both the development of our powers {especially our cognitive faculties) and

training. Because only an imagination capable of imagining a plethora of various

features will be able to develop an adequate image of the object in question. Only
well-developed faculties of judgement and reason will be able to know which

of the imagined qualities the object really has. Only a mind that has practice

engaging in such contemplation will be able to conceptualize the object with

such swiftness and ease that it need not be distinctly conscious of all

the individual representations, judgements, and inferences involved.

viil
We set out to determine the content of the contemplation that accompanies our
enjoyment of the beautiful - whether we are distinctly conscious of this content

' Listing so many faculties of mind is, | hope, justified by what | have said elsewhere
on the topic, particularly in my Theory of Science. The prejudice that one has
explained a particular thing by merely conceptuali ing the faculty that brings it forth
has been particularly ruinous for some academic disciplines, especially psychology.
On the other hand, it is equally true that those who want to hear nothing of faculties
in the plural, whether those of simple beings or the mind, go too far.

or not. We discovered another universally valid attribute of the beautiful. Let us
now find out whether combining it with the resuits of our inquiry up to this point
allows us to sufficiently define the concept of the beautiful. This will allow us to
continue on to our second task (§ VI), presuming that there is a demonstrated
need to do so. | will demonstrate that there is indeed such a need by showing
that even if we combine all the attributes developed thus far, the concept that
results is still too broad. If there is one single object that has the sum of these
attributes but which itself is not beautiful, then the need to continue our inquiry
will have been demonstrated. | hope that my readers will accept the claim that
every faithful depiction of a historically important person in an image is an
example of such an object, even though it may itself be in no way beautiful. If
the original was not beautiful, then there is no way we will be able to find its
image beautiful (so long as it is faithful to the original). And yet such an image
may have all of the attributes we have described thus far. Nobody will dispute
the fact that contemplating such an image pleases us in a certain way: on
the one hand, a faithful representation of the facial features of such a remarkable
person expands and confirms our physiognomic knowledge; on the other hand
it allows us to make certain inferences about that person’s character. Equally
indisputable is the fact that we need not have a distinct consciousness of all
the thoughts that fleetingly move through our minds when we contemplate
such an image; after all, we are not always capable of readily identifying
the features in which we recognize various character traits. And just as certain
is the fact that the gratification derived from contemplating such an image does
not have its roots in the particular relation that the image has to us as individuals:
the image does not please us by granting us a personal benéfit, but by satisfying
an interest that thousands could and should have. Thus, as with a beautiful object,
we may also demand that every educated person experience the existence and,
indeed, the contemplation of such an image with pleasure. My readers wil
certainly admit that a portrait is no simple object, containing as it does a whole
series of qualities that do not mutually determine one another; they will thus
also admit that formulating a concept of such an object is no easy task.
The point is made clearer if we demand that the contemplating person grasp
the singularity and significance of every facial feature, which for its part
necessitates the concentration of all our cognitive faculties and a great deal of
experience and training. This alone demonstrates that our investigation has not
yet provided us with enough attributes to form a concept that would have even
the same extension as the concept of the beautiful in question. We must therefore
continue our search. To this end the best we can do is to carry out the task we

set for ourselves.



IX
As our goal now is to investigate the sources of the gratification derived from
the beautiful, it seems appropriate first to raise the question: what in generalcan
serve as a source of pleasure and gratification for us and for all other finite &mwamww

His creations, the finite beings, even though we may think of Him as a mwm__m.ah X
being possessing supreme blessedness. We are certainly correct when we nﬂ:uﬁ?@. 0
of God's blessedness as an unchanging, self-contained blessedness ground| i

of our capacities is experienced as pleasure and that their diminution is

experienced as pain. Let us consider the fact that simply becoming conscious
of a power or ability to effect something is in itself a form of this powe

increase; this is all the more true when we are conscious of it. We experience
gratification whenever we exert our capacities in a way that is not too easy,
but also not so difficult that our other capacities are diminished. In particular,
rigorous, but not too rigorous meditation brings us pleasure, especially when
all of our cognitive faculties are set in motion, and even more so when our.
success in drawing a correct inference shows us that we have not made a false
judgement. Such meditation brings us even greater pleasure when it does not
demand that we be distinctly conscious of every single thought involved; that
is, when our thoughts proceed with such ease and swiftness that we are unable
to say how we made the right inference, even though we have clearly done so.
Given the fact that there are certain events that bring us pleasure and
gratification, it is obvious that everything that serves as a means to their
actualization, and even everything that serves as a sign of their approach, also
brings us pleasure. Finally, we can derive pleasure from every form of ethical
good brought about by ourselves or others and even from every object that
facilitates the actualization of ethical aims, but only on the condition that
the commandments of duty have become the rules guiding our actions, that
we live with the conviction that every avoidance of our duty only does us harm

and brings us no good, and that we are conscious of the universal truth that
the happiness of all increases correlatively with the sacredness of the worlid’s

ethical laws and principles.

X
But enough of these general remarks. Let us begin to apply them to our current
task. We have taken it upon ourselves to uncover the source of our liking for and
pleasure in the beautiful. A starting point for our inquiry is the fact that only
educated human beings are able to experience this gratification, animals being
wholly incapable of such gratification, higher beings transcending it. The first
thing apparent to us is the fact that our liking for the beautiful does not
originate in the thought of the possible benefits that the beautiful object might
bring us or others, however important these benefits might be. Although it is
true that the consideration of the possible benefits to be derived from an object
may cause us to like that object, this cannot hold for the specific sort of pleasure
that we experience when contemplating beautiful objects. This is proven by
the impossibility of explaining how we came to doubt that higher beings can
experience pleasure in the beautiful, because we normally think of higher
beings - at least those with good intentions - as beings that like everything
that is good and beneficent, if not for themselves, then at least for others. How,
then, could they possibly view the beautiful with indifference if it is something
beneficial to us? Would not their liking for the beautiful necessarily stand in
direct correlation to the clarity and distinctness of their perception of its
capacity to be truly beneficial to us? Such an understanding of the nature
of the beautiful and the origins of the pleasure we experience in contemplating
itis also refuted by our innermost feelings. If the representation of the object’s
utility for ourselves or for others were the cause of our liking for it, would we
not have to be in a position to rigorously meditate on the nature of this utility,
clearly articulating its purpose? But we are incapable of doing such a thing.
There are thousands of objects that we find beautiful and observe with the
greatest pleasure without being able to derive any utility from them (provided
that we have meditated on the reasons that we like them). Everybody finds
rainbows beautiful without being able to derive any use from them; everybody
finds the sight of wildflowers more beautiful than that of wheat fields, even
though the former are of no use to us, and the latter are of the greatest use; we
view the uncaged tiger with fear whereas we contemplate the beauty of the
caged tiger with the greatest pleasure. So, if the pleasure we experience in the
beautiful object does not lie in the utility it has for us, what does it lie in? If it is
not to be found in the features of the object revealed by our contemplation,



then it must be found in the activity of contemplation itself: that is, in the way
the object occasions our cognitive faculties to engage with it. If neither creatures
with lesser capacities nor spirits with greater capacities than ours are able to
experience pleasure in the beautiful, then such pleasure must clearly be
conditioned by the relation our cognitive faculties have to the object. Our
pleasure derives from the fact that the object gives our faculties the occasion
to contemplate it in a way that is neither too easy nor too difficult for them,
Such commensurability with our faculties spurs their growth. We experience
this growth of our faculties even when we are not distinctly conscious of this
growth, simply feeling it with pleasure; and this feeling of pleasure is itself
Sm liking that we experience when contemplating the beautiful. In an hour
when we are not bothered by any pressing needs, our eye (mental or physical).
is confronted with an object the very representation of which catches our
attention and invites us to further contemplation. We find before us a number
of features that cannot be readily deduced from one another. We immediately
decide to form an exhaustive concept of this object (evenr if we do not
consciously form this decision or do not explicitly state it to ourselves). This
excites our imagination in the liveliest way, and at the same moment we
imagine the features of objects similar to the contemplated object, but which
the latter itself lacks. Using our power of judgement and our faculties of reason
we choose features of the other objects that might also be shared by the object
in question. In combining them with those qualities of the object that our
perception has revealed to us we produce a concept of it. We put this concept’s
adequacy to the test by continuing to contemplate the o_o_.,mnﬁ. The correctness
of our concept is proven if it corresponds to. the object itself, that is, if our
continued observation reveals that the features we had presumed to be there
from the outset are indeed actual features of the object, or if our observation
at least reveals that the object’s actual qualities can be deduced from our
concept. At this moment, our cognitive faculties are augmented, because the
correctness of their method has been confirmed. Thus, it is no wonder that we
experience a singular gratification at the end of our contemplation. But if our
pleasure in the beautiful is not distinguished by anything more than the fact
‘that it is an activity that trains and augments our cognitive faculties, then it is
ultimately of the same nature as the gratification we experience when our
method of inquiry is proven correct by its end result, for instance, when we
complete a mathematical proof. But in all actuality, there lies a great difference
between these two forms of gratification. And although most people are
receptive to the gratification afforded by the contemplation of the beautiful,
few have mental powers that are developed enough to enable them to find

enjoyment in mathematical proofs and true speculation.’ Why? Engaging in
mathematical or speculative inquiries is entirely different from losing oneself in
the contemplation of a beautiful object. With the former, we take care to develop
all of our thoughts as distinctly as possible, clearly conscious of our movement
from one concept, proposition, or inference to the next. With the latter, however,

2| purposely say true speculation, by which | mean speculation in which we strive to
maintain a clear and distinct consciousness of the contents and foundations of every
single one of the thoughts involved. This is certainly necessary in mathematical
inquiries, but is even more so in those of philosophy if we are to avoid drawing illusory
and false conclusions. In my opinion, there are two causes of error in that division
of philosophy whose doctrines are based not on experience, but on reason alone: lack
of clear and distinct concepts or (in rare cases even combined with) a passion that
obscures judgement. Even if it seems clear to me that one does not usually do anything
more to clarify his concepts than the love of truth demands, such that he not fall
into error; and even if | am of the opinion that nobody has yet clearly conceptualized
what true clarity and distinctness is and what it demands, | nevertheless claim that
the philosophy of our time, and precisely that philosophy which claims to be the only
justified philosophy, has neglected its duty to be clear and distinct in a heretofore
unheard of degree, and has even refused to acknowledge this duty. How this has come
to be, | do not know - whether it simply be caused by one’s disgust with the tasteless
and superfluous way Wolffand others used to believe they were fuffilling this duty, | do
not wish to investigate. However, the fact that it is so is, | think, obvious. Can one at all
deny that our modern philosophers use the words and expressions central to their
systems in such ambiguous, unclear, indeterminate ways that confusion about their
meaning could never be greater? To name some examples: the absolute, the identity
of difference, certainty and truth, concept and object, representation and idea,
judgement and syllogism, negation, sublation, relation, contradiction, possibility,
actuality and necessity, finite and infinite, essence, substance, personality, freedom,
eternity, and so forth. Can one deny that one blames the other for having
misunderstood him, and that, at the same time, nobody bothers to clarify what he
means by certain words, not to speak of listing the constituents of the concept that he
wants to signify with them? But most decisive is the fact that the history of philosophy
gives us an example of a man who lacked the gift of clear thought to such a degree
that he - it can be proven — could not understand the simplest mathematical proofs
although having, he admits, spent 25 years with them and, nevertheless, was able to
attain such prominence in the field of philosophy that we now all know the name of
G. W. F. Hegell Would you not believe it to be a marvel more stupendous than any Strauss
ever dealt with when you hear of men who can hardly get a grasp of their own thoughts
and who nevertheless claim to be in possession of a philosophical system which is
supposed to be‘the truth and the whole truth; even ‘the truth fully transparent to itself ?
— No, I say, the abstractions of philosophy are infinitely more difficult than those of
mathematics, and whoever is incapable of understanding the figures and symbolic
constructions of mathematics, incapable of applyirng the general formula to
the individual problem and keeping error at bay, that person should not even attempt
to hold discussions in the field of philosophy. In this academic discipline one will get
nowhere, or, to use Kant's expression, one will not be able to get on his feet unless one
is absolutely resolved to precisely define the meaning of each of his expressions; and,
moreover, one will not be able to get on his feet unless he does not shy away from
demonstrating whether the concepts signified by these expressions are simple or
complex, and, if the latter, does not shy from determining the concepts of which they
are composed. This seemingly indifferent investigation leads to the most astonishing
results and is capable of deciding disputes that would have otherwise lasted an eternity.



we are not at all concerned with becoming distinctly conscious of our thoughts,
Rather, we hurry as quickly as possible from one thought to another untif we have
come across a concept that represents the object in such a way that it contains
the sum of the qualities that our contemplation has revealed to us. Thus, in the
former case, our ability to think clearly and distinctly is trained and augmented,
whereas in the latter, our ability to think by means of obscure representations
is trained and augmented. It is therefore completely understandable that
the pleasure we experience in the first case is of a wholly different nature from
the pleasure we experience in the second. It is no wonder that we experience
pleasure when we are given the occasion to augment our ability to draw correct
inferences by means of obscure representations, or even when we have an inkling
that this ability is being augmented: because, although it is easier, it is of no less
value and is actually more useful for everyday life. This, indeed, is the pleasure we
experience when we contemplate a beautifui object, and attempt to develop
a concept of its beauty. In essence, it is a pleasure in our contemplation jtself.
Without the object, however, we would have no occasion for this contemplation.
We therefore necessarily project our liking onto the object, all the more so because
we can only feel the augmentation of our cognitive capacity: we cannot be
distinctly conscious of this augmentation, cannot represent it, and therefore
cannot make a judgement about it. If this account of our pleasure in the beautiful
is correct, then we can find an example of how man is capable of deriving
correct conclusions from obscure premises in the correctness of our claim that
the gratification afforded us by the beautiful is a gratification that cannot be
shared by higher or lower beings, even though we cannot explain whence this
liking arises in a distinct manner. But the foundations underlying these
conclusions are now clear: animals are incapable of engaging in the sort of
contemplation dealt with here, and higher spirits are incapable of augmenting
and strengthening their powers by such contemplation, and therefore cannot
experience the same pleasure as human beings do when engaging in it.

Xl
By answering the second question posed in § VI, we have become acquainted
with a second, very complex attribute of the beautiful: the beautiful must be an
object the contemplation of which causes pleasure in all people whose cognitive
faculties are sufficiently developed. This pleasure occurs because, after apprehending
some of the object’s Q:&E.mv the formation of a concept of the object is neither too
easy nor too difficult fof the thinking person, as it doesi’t necessitate the rigour of
distinct thought. Moreover, it results from the fact that the concept thus formed,
in making it possible for the person contemplating to guess at those qualities of

the object only accessible to further contemplation, affords him with at least an
obscure intuition of the proficiency of his own cognitive faculties. As the correct
apprehension of this attribute is of central importance for our concept (that is,
that the liking for the beautiful indeed atises in the way outlined here), it is not
superfluous to add a few remarks. My readers would most readily convince
themselves of the correctness of this definition if they were to engage in intense
introspection while contemplating a beautiful object, thus becoming distinctly
conscious of the fact that they do indeed experience thoughts like the ones
described here. But as it is certainly easier to form a distinct idea of our mental
processes after someone else has said something about them, | would like to give
some examples of beautiful objects, outlining the thought processes involved in
their observation and contemplation. If someone asks us if we find a fairly
precisely drawn logarithmic spiral - the curve of which moves at a 45-degree
angle - to be beautiful, we will certainly state, after a moment’s contemplation,
that we do indeed find it pleasing. What have we engaged with here, and what
affords us this gratification? Like any other object that we contemplate with
leisure, the drawing would occasion us to ask: what sort of object is this? Under
what concept can it be subsumed? And we are certainly capable of giving an
answer. We immediately perceived that the line before us has two characteristics:
one of its segments progressively approaches a certain point (namely,
the midpoint of the spiral), whereas the other progressively gets farther and
farther away from this point. We realized that, in order to form a concept of this
line, we have to understand the law that dictates that the line approaches
the rhidpoint on the one hand and moves away from it on the other. Soon
thereafter, we hit upon the idea that this law might indeed be that of congruence,
that is, that an angle’s distance from the midpoint increases at a constant rate, or,
alternatively, that this distance increases according to a set ratio. Contemplating
further, we find our conjecture confirmed: as far as the naked eye can see, the
distance from the midpoint is doubled with every curve. We perceive this without
having to undertake any sort of measurement, without having to have a distinct
consciousness of this law in our mind, and without even having to articulate this
thought in words. This pleases us and that is why we call the line beautiful. We
read a literary work for the first time in our lives, say, the fable ‘The Wolf and
the Lamb’, After reading a few lines we already have an idea of who the wolf and
the lamb are supposed to represent, and we can guess how the story is going
to turn out. Reading further, we find our conjectures confirmed. Similarly, we
find that the new conjectures we developed while reading about the wolf's
constant accusations are also confirmed. When we consider the entire story
after having read it, we find that every single word served to further the author’s



purpose — namely, to express the lesson that we had anticipated the whole time
and that was fully articulated at the end of the story. The fact that we are Capable
of anticipating the lesson while reading the story and understanding the ._mmmosu
at the story’s conclusion is essential for our enjoyment of the work. But the fact
that we are able to do so with ease and with such speed that we have no :m..m.n.m*_
being distinctly conscious of all the individual thoughts involved delights :m_uw
demonstrating the proficiency of our cognitive capacities. For this reason, Em.nm___
the story beautiful. Finally, we are given a riddle. After pondering it for some a_dm.
we should be able to find its solution. Solving the riddle should not be so mmm.w
that anyone can do it, nor should it be so difficult that it can only be ao:m_rw
chance. Rather, we should be able to find the solution by eliminating vommi_.m
choices by ratiocination. But we should also be able to do this all in a matter of
seconds, without wrapping ourselves up in strenuous thought; we should be able
to do it without being distinctly conscious of all the inferences we have to Bmxm.,
in order to eliminate the wrong choices. And after we have found the solution;
it should at once become clear to us why the riddle’s author formulated it :h
the way he did and not in any other. We will experience a liking for this riddle
because it will have demonstrated our ability to make a well thought out guess
and because our power of judgement will have profited from the exercise, <<m.
will therefore call it a beautiful riddle.

Xl
I believe that | can substantiate the claim | made in § X regarding the origins of
our liking for the beautiful with a few more arguments. Admittedly, | will not make
these arguments with clearcut conclusions; but | will nevertheless support my
arguments with reasoning that cannot be contested in the same way that
the appeals to individual feelings in the previous section might be. My first
argument is that our pleasure in the beautiful cannot be grounded in anything
other than the reasons | have given, because there are countless cases where there
is no other conceivable explanation of the origins of such gratification. To convince
ourselves of this fact, we need only take into account the examples given in
the previous section, If the undeniable gratification we experience when
contemplating a spiral or some other geometrical figure does not have its
origin in the sources I have elucidated, then | challenge anyone to give a more
sufficient explanation. This gratification cannot have its origins in the thought of
the possible utility that such geometrical figures might have or in their similarity
with some valuable object. In the end, there is really no other feasible explanation
than the one given. Will our critic have more success in explaining the liking we
experience for the fable ‘'The Wolf and the Lamb'? Is not the beauty of the fable

diminished the 303m.:n we admit that one of its parts seems to us to lack
purpose? Finally, it is clear that solving the riddle gives us occasion to demonstrate
to ourselves the proficiency of our own faculties of thinking and ratiocination and

that this is why we find the riddle beautiful.

X

The second argument | bring in to support the correctness of my definition is
the following: the degree of gratification we experience when contemplating

a beautiful object intensifies in correlation with the proficiency that we demonstrate

in our apprehension of it or with the way the object trains and makes demands of our

cognitive faculties. So, for example, even a simple chord (say a note and its octave)

played over long duration can please us. This is because even being able to hear
the chord correctly (namely, as a chord made up of a note and its octave) and

identify it demands training. Our liking is undeniably greater when we hear more
complex chords, such as triads, and it increases when we are capable of naming
the notes of the chord. Why? Clearly because distinguishing the notes of a triad
demands more training and skill. To give another example which will make this
point even more clear: we no doubt experience more pleasure when looking
at the outline of a beautiful palace or temple than we do when simply looking at
one of its parts, a gate, for instance. Similarly, nobody will question the fact that
a riddle appears all the more beautiful the more we are able to demonstrate
our wit in solving it. Our views on the pleasure derived from contemplating
the beautiful are thus certainly not wrong, because they are able to account for

its varying degrees and types.

XV
Having set aside all doubt concerning the attribute of the beautiful explicated
in § X, we are now in the position of being able to see whether we can develop
a concept that, if not identical with the concept of the beautiful, is at least of
the same extension. In order to do this, we will combine the latter attribute with
those explicated in the earlier sections. We need not worry about the extension
of the concept being too narrow, because the fact that each one of the attributes
explicated up to now (in 8§ Hll, V, VI, VI, X) is general means that even if we bring
all of these attributes together we will still end up with a concept applicable to
every beautiful object. Conversely, however, such a concept could run the danger
of being redundant. If the features implied by one of the constituents are already
implied by one or more of the other constituents, then the former could be left
out without expanding the concept’s extension. This would certainly occur if
we were to add any of the attributes we explicated earlier to the one explicated



in § XI, because the latter contains all of the former, either directly as constituents
or indirectly by inference. Let us recall our definition of the beautiful object as an
object the contemplation of which causes pleasure in all people whose cognitive
faculties are sufficiently developed. This pleasure occurs becatise, after apprehending
some of the object’s qualities, the formation of a concept of the object is neither too
easy nor too difficult for the person contemplating, since it doesn’t necessitate
the rigour of distinct thought. Moreover, it results from the fact that the concept
thus formed, in making it possible for the person contemplating to guess at those
qualities of the object only accessible to further contemplation, affords him with at
least an obscure intuition of the proficiency of his own cognitive faculties. This
definition contains the first attribute, developed in § Iil - namely, that the beautiful
object is one that is capable of pleasing us by its mere contemplation. Further, this
definition contains the second attribute, developed in § V - namely, that the
contemplation by which the beautiful object is able to bring us pleasure must
proceed with such ease and swiftness that we need not be distinctly conscious of all
the thoughts involved. Finally, although this definition does not explicitly contain
what we required in our third attribute, developed in § VI, that the beautiful may
notsimply be grounded in the particular EE.:.Q: the object has to us as individuals,
this qualification is implied by it. Because the beautiful cannot have its source
in the object’s exclusive relation to us as individuals if every educated person
must be in a position of being able to form a concept of it in the way explained
in vm V. and thus if every éducated person must be able to derive the same
gratification from it. Not only that, but all the other aspects of the beautiful
developed in § VI can be found in this definition: the claim of universal validity;
the requirement that every other equally educated person have a liking for
objects that we judge to be beautiful; the fact that one denies that animals or
uneducated children could have a sense of the beautiful; and, finally, the idea that
spirits of a higher kind than ocﬂ,m_<mm certainly have knowledge of the beautiful,
but experience no enjoyment in its contemplation. Similarly, every aspect of our
meditation on the content of the contemplation of the beautiful (§ VII) is either
explicitly contained in this definition or is implied in such a way as to make m:_<
dispute about it superfluous.

The attribute of the beautiful explicated [in § XI] thus makes all the others
mc_um;_.co:m. But do we have to hold on to everything contained in this one
attribute? Can we not omit some aspects of it without expanding the concept’s
extension? It thus seems that we can do without the idea that the contemplation
of the beautiful must bring about our pleasure and we can do without the idea
that this pleasure must have its roots in the way this contemplation makes it
possible for us to have at least an obscure intuition of the proficiency of our own
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cognitive faculties, because both of these ideas can be readily deduced from
the characteristics of the contemplation outlined in the given definition. Let us
recall that our definition states that the beautiful object is such that forming
a concept of it must be neither too easy nor too difficult for the educated person.
It must thus be possible for him to guess at those qualities of the object that are
not readily apparent to his perception and can only be revealed by further
contemplation. Does it not follow from this that the object makes it possible for
him to at least have an obscure intuition of the proficiency of his own cognitive
faculties? And, further, does it not follow from the latter that the contemplation
of such an object must give pleasure to him? This is true in most cases, but not all.
For example, if we see somebody with an expression of despair running up and
down the shore of a raging river and then stopping at the deepest point, we feel
anxiety because we think that this person is contemplating suicide. When, indeed,
he throws himself into the river, do we call this sight beautiful? Even though our
correct anticipation has actually proven the proficiency of our cognitive faculties,
the event is so awful that no educated person would, at this moment, venture to
rejoice in the proficiency of their cognitive faculties ahd experience pleasure
therein. We therefore do not have an obscure intuition of, nor derive pleasure
from, the proficiency of our cognitive faculties every time they are exercised in a
way that is neither too easy nor too difficult. And only when the object of our
contemplation is capable of giving us such pleasure do we claim that it is truly

beautiful.

XV

Thus, every aspect of the definition of the beautiful recapitulated at the beginning
of the previous section is essential; none of them can be omitted without altering

the concept itself. Nevertheless, we must ask ourselves whether something must

still be added to this definition in order for it to adequately describe the concept

designated by the word 'beautiful’ (or at least a concept wholly equivalent to it).

Is not our definition of the concept of the beautiful still too broad? If this is the
case, then we must ensure that our definition has the proper extension by limiting
it in some way. But how should we go about doing this? Should we limit the type
of object capable of occasioning the sort of contemplation outlined in our
definition? Maybe we could claim that it is only one particular sort of object, those
that can be apprehended by our senses perhaps? But our everyday language
also allows us - even demands us - to call some supersensory objects beautiful:
do we not often speak of a beautiful soul? Virtue, something that certainly is not
tangible to our senses, has been called beautiful since ancient times. The same
goes for holy spirits and even godliness itself. Or should we give a more precise



determination of the type of gratification or pleasure occasioned by the beautiful
object, or maybe of its origins? But how should we limit this part of our definition?
It already excludes so many things, either in itself or by inferences that can easily
be drawn from it: it excludes everything that is merely agreeable to our senses
and, with that, everything that only gratifies us by virtue of its particular E_mzoqﬁ
to us as individuals, and, finally, everything that gratifies us simply by virtue of its
usefulness. Similarly, our definition makes clear that the beautiful only provides
us with mental gratification. Finally, it makes clear that our contemplation of
the beautiful object must neither be too easy nor too difficult, such that we need
not be distinctly conscious of every single thought involved in it. How could we
possibly limit our concept any further? Nobody could seriously demand that
we limit the number of the beautiful object’s discrete features in advance. Nor
could anybody seriously ask us to determine the intensity of the gratification
occasioned by the contemplation of a beautiful object. As our definition leaves it
undetermined, we might be led to presume that there are different degrees of
beauty. Or should we further qualify the being capable of enjoying the beautiful?
We claimed that this being must be a human being whose cognitive faculties are
sufficiently developed, from which it follows that the being’s liking for the object
is not merely a product of his personal flaws or inabilities. | do not think that one
mm: really develop this part of our definition any further. But even if our .amm:Eo:
expands the meaning of the beautiful, this would certainly not be a bad thing if
our concept had some significance of its own, which, it is hoped, will not be
denied. Is it not certain that the type of object we have defined deserves its own
name either way? Namely, that type of object that pleases every person whose
cognitive faculties are sufficiently developed, increasing his awareness of
the proficiency of his capacity to think by means of obscure representations.
Should we not use such objects to relax after a long day’s work? Or to increase
our enjoyment of life? More importantly, should we not give young people plenty
of opportunity to interact with such objects? in developing a taste for such
objects, young people would not only develop their cognitive faculties, but would
also be able to help their own communities grasp the most important truths and
convictions. And if we did not already have a name for objects of this sort, which
word could possibly be more appropriate than the word ‘beautiful’? | think that
the definition given in § XIV really captures the way this word is used and that it
is at least a concept equivalent to the one aestheticians have for centuries denoted
by the word ‘beautiful’ if not this concept itself. Why do | not say, however, that it
is the same concept? How contentious that would be! Because who is in a position
to say what other people have since their earliest years signified with the word
‘beautiful’? And who is to say what comes to people’s minds when they use

the word? _:mmmg. they might still view these associations as essential parts of
the concept’s meaning. But that the constituents of the concept given in my
definition are not wholly foreign to the concept in question, and that they are
really contained in most people’s understanding of the beautiful, is proven by
the fact that so many perceptive thinkers have come across the very same
constituents in their own attempts to define the beautiful, as 1 will show in

the next section.

XVl
Much of what can be inferred from our definition of the beautiful finds its exact
counterpart in the works of oﬁ\_‘.mﬂ aestheticians. | take this to be further
confirmation of its correctness. | will thus allow myself to list only the most
important conclusions here.

1. Our definition is able to account for the fact that we often have a difficult
time explaining why we find a certain object beautiful or not, a problem all
aastheticians attempt to account for. One used to think - and some people still
do think - that our judgements of taste are made immediately, without reference
to any concepts or rules or that they follow from premises that are inexpressible.
The reason for this is quite natural, however. It results from the fact that
the thoughts accompanying our enjoyment of the beautiful are carried out with
such ease and swiftness that we hardly become distinctly conscious of them.
We usually deem thoughts and judgements of which we have no distinct
consciousness to be inexpressible, and sometimes we are even inclined to deny
that they exist in our minds atall.

2. Our definition makes it conceivable why only two of our senses are capable
of bringing us representations of the beautiful - namely, the higher senses of sight
and hearing - a fact taught by all aestheticians. The representations given by
the lower senses of taste and smell are too simple forarule to be observed in their
sion, the discovery of which would ailow us to contemplate

composition or succes
ive capacities. What sort of

them in a way that would be gratifying for our cogn
pleasure could we derive from contemplating the laws underlying a good meal,
or the fact that sweet and savoury are combined in a certain way? Certain objects
perceived by our sense of touch, certain plastic objects, can in some cases, such
as when a trained eye looks over them, reveal to us relations varied and yet rule-
guided enough to give us pleasure. But this would almost certainly proceed too
slowly for us to be able to derive the singular sort of gratification afforded us by

the contemplation of the beautiful.
3. Our definition makes it perfectly conceivable why an object that is supposed

to afford us the pleasure of the beautiful must be wholly new to us or must at
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least have some features that are new to us. Because only then does
the contemplation of the object make us exert our cognitive faculties in
the necessary way, Complex objects with many distinct paris like paintings or
long poems can only be exha ustively comprehended by rigorous contemplation,
Thus, the gratification they afford us grows over time, whereas things whose
beauty is of a simpler nature soon lose their interest for us.

4. Our definition also makes it clear why different levels of education demand
different objects if the person no:ﬁman_mzsm the object is to enjoy it and not
simply admit that it is beautiful. Children and savages are satisfied with the
simplest forms of beauty; they are unable to grasp more complex forms. People
with developed tastes, on the other hand, do not deny that such ﬂ.B_u_m objects
certainly are beautiful, even if this beauty s of a lesser sort. But they do not derive
any pleasure from such objects. Such people only derive enjoyment from higher
forms of beauty, from more complex objects, those the organizational principles
of which are not so easily understood.

Xvil

I'am not entirely certain whether the following will be counted among Eomm.
5.:@%52 confirm the correctness of my definition of the beautiful, Umn.m:mm
| am not sure whether it will be admitted that this inference has already been
drawn by others. It follows from my definition that only some select objects are
capable of occasioning a pure liking for the beautiful free from all other feelings.
That is because, following from my definition, practically only pictures (spatial
relations) and tone sequences of varying duration (temporal relations) are
capable of causing such a liking. The gratification we experience when
contemplating other types of beautiful objects is usually augmented by some
other sort of agreeableness. Along with their beauty, they are agreeable to our
senses in some other way; or they gratify us by opening the prospect of some
other form of enjoyment; or we derive pleasure from contemplating their
integral purposiveness, their high degree of utility for us or for others; or from
contemplating their inner value, their ethical goodness and excellence, all of which
bring us pleasure of a wholly different sort from the pleasure that is derived from
contemplating them and forming an exhaustive concept of them. However much
these merits might increase our liking of such objects, we cannot allow them to
tip the scale of our judgements regarding the degree of beauty of such objects.
mm,nmcmm the only thing of relevance when considering the true beauty of an object
is the degree to which its contemplation can gratify us without requiring the effort
of distinct thought. The ways they might please us beyond this are not the object
of this essay. To give a few examples: when judging the beauty of a piece of music,

the gratification caused by the feelings and moods associated with the tone
of the instruments or the tone of the human voice should not come into
consideration (though they tend to affect us in an almost magical way). Rather,
it is only the purposeful arrangement and selection of these instruments that is
essential to the music’s beauty, because it is the aspect that a trained,
knowledgeable listener can at least roughly [dunkel] discern. Thus, every song
performed by a voice that is agreeable to us - for instance, by a soothing voice -
has a mixed beauty. This is also true of every poem that makes us enthusiastic about
something, that fills our breast with great emotion and determination, feelings
we experience with pleasure. In particular the beauty of the human form is
a very mixed kind of beauty. In addition to those things that the definition of
the beautiful developed here compels us to find beautiful, there is a whole
plethora of pleasurable representations caused by the sight of a beautiful person
which can and sometimes should be pleasurable to us. Does it not belong to
the essential characteristics of the human body that we see not only that person’s
physical but also spiritual health, that we see in that person’s face both
understanding and judgement, goodness and kindness? Can we refrain from
experiencing a feeling of pleasure at the sight of such perfections?

Xvii
We usually maintain that the ugly is the opposite of the beautiful, although it
might be more precise, though a little less conventional, to say the foul. So, if our
definition of the beautiful is correct, then we must be in a position to define
the concept of the ugly in a way that makes it clear why it is the opposite of
the beautiful. Indeed, this should pose no problem for us. Let us first recall our
definition of the beautiful as an object the contemplation of which causes
pleasure in all people whose cognitive faculties are sufficiently developed,
a pleasure that occurs because, after apprehending some of the object’s qualities,
the formation of a concept of the object is neither too easy nor too difficult for
the person contemplating, since it doesn’t necessitate the rigour of distinct
thought; finally, a pleasure that results from the fact that the concept thus formed,
in making it possible for the person contemplating to guess at those qualities
of the object only accessible to further contemplation, affords him with at least
an obscure intuition of the proficiency of his own cognitive faculties. By
contrast, the ugly is an object that vexes us, at least when we do not make the effort
to maintain the rigour of clear and distinct thought: it vexes us because every time
we apprehend the object’s qualities and attempt to develop a concept of it we always
find something that contradicts the concept that we have formed of it. A few
examples will serve to convince us that this definition is not false. in a poem that



otherwise follows a specific rhyme scheme, we find it ugly when a rhyme is
suddenly missing or out of place. Why? For the simple reason ”rmn the presence
of a rhyme scheme throughout the poem has led us to expect that this rhyme
scheme will be maintained in the rest of the poem: we are vexed the moment
this legitimate expectation is dashed. Similarly, when the structure and parts
of a building lead us to believe that it is constructed according to principles of
m<.33m2<. we are vexed when we come upon a part that deviates from n_Em
principle. Our vexation is not diminished if somebody then attempts to
demonstrate to us by precise measurements that this deviation is only
apparent, that it is indeed Um,_m:nma out by other parts of the building which
m.:m hardly perceptible to us: the notion that such measurements should be at
all necessary itself contradicts what it means to be beautiful. This not only
shows that the ugly in and of itself is capable of vexing us and is thus
the opposite of the beautiful. From this it also follows that there is a mixed
ugliness in cases where the object is also disagreeable to our senses, just as
there is @ mixed beauty in cases where the object is also agreeable to our
senses. This also makes it clear why we can perceive ugly things within a beautiful
whole with pleasure, as when an ugly person appears at the right place and
the right time in a comedy. If they are integrated into the beautiful whole in
such a way that it corresponds to a formal rule that we have deduced from

ﬂrm\ comedy’s structure, these otherwise ugly beings may be considered
beautiful in their relation to the whole.

XIX

In order to avoid giving the impression that | am keeping anything from
the reader which might be of relevance in making a judgement about
the correctness of my definition of the beautiful, | would like to consider some
objections that might be made against it. | will list what | consider the most
important objections and will attempt to counter them. But I will not consider
the case closed until | have expounded on some of the most noteworthy
definitions others have given and after | have explained why | have been unable
to remain satisfied with any of them.

. 1. First and foremost, one might object that there are objects wholly lacking
in complexity and a multitude of distinct parts, which we nevertheless .nm: find
beautiful, such as simple colours or tones. This would then show that my
description of the origins of the pleasure derived from the beautiful is incorrect.
Or are there cases where, when contemplating a simple colour and attempting
to answer the question what colour it is, our cognitive powers are activated in
such a way as to give us an intuition of their proficiency? It must be remembered

that it has yet to be decided whether objects of such simplicity may be called
begutiful in the true sense of the word or are simply agreeable to our senses. The
answer ultimately depends on a few things: it depends on whether our
contemplation of single tones and colours consists in anything more than merely
perceiving them with our senses (which animals are capable of doing too);
whether contemplating these simple objects demands the sort of proficiency of
mind developed by training and practice; and whether we exert, if not all, than
at least most of our cognitive faculties when contemplating them. Whoever
thinks that each of these should be answered in the negative will certainly also
deny that colours and tones have a beauty of their own; and in so doing, he
will prove that he makes this judgement in a way wholly in line with my
definition of the beautiful. But with time | have come to believe that all of those
things are indeed true. A colour evenly spread over a surface, a pure tone
sounded in a steady diminuendo: these too are complex objects with
a multitude of distinct parts that must be taken up in contemplation. If we are
to experience a liking for the pure tone and its duration, then we must know that
the duration of the vibrations caused in our ears by the displacement of the ether
or air has a certain magnitude, or, further, that the duration of the alterations
caused in our mind itself by these nervous vibrations has itself a certain
magnitude. Experience teaches us that making such precise observations is not
an easy task and requires some training. Furthermore, whoever has a mind
keen enough to make such observations will find it necessary to contemplate
the beauty of such tones and colours over alonger period of time; that is, he will
be compelied to lose himself in them. Finally, it is clear that such observation
requires not only the exertion of our capacities of perception, but also
the exertion of our memory, imagination, and power of judgement. For all these
reasons, it is clear that the liking we experience when contemplating such
objects is a liking for the beautiful in the precise sense defined here. Itis certainly
true that we can refine our sense of taste by practice, which is shown by
the example of the gourmet who is capable of telling us the ingredients in a dish
just by tasting it, often with more precision than a chemical analysis. But now
somebody might want to infer from what 've said here that such gourmets
experience the pleasures of their refined taste as beautiful pleasures. In my
definition of the beautiful object, however, | claim that the gratification afforded
to us by contemplating the object is not derived from those features readily

apparent to our perception. Rather, | claim that our gratification is derived from
correctly guessing the presence of certain aspects of the object wholly
independent of those features that can be inferred from those we can perceive,
but are nevertheless related to them in a way essential to the composition of



the object as a whole. Do we encounter anything of the kind when
the gourmet tells us the vintage and the origin of the wine he is drinking? O
when he lists off all the spices and other ingredients in the dish he just mﬂwu. H 1
does not make a guess as to the other m:mqma_m.:a a dish might contain o:.nrm
._ummmm of the flavours he has already tasted. Rather, he infers the vqmmm:nm of oth -
ingredients that have a necessary connection with those he has already ta wmn“
in the dish. But things are completely different when we listen to a 8:m<m<M m.ﬁ
o:,_< a single one. As soon as the tone’s first vibrations reach our ear, <<.m __mﬂ_”m_
for how high the note is; that is, we attempt to discern the _.m_mzoqh betwe :
the duration of the vibrations and some length of time that we are ﬁmB._.m:
with and that we consider to be unalterable (namely, that of a particular er“
activity, such as counting). If we devote ourselves to such exertion to
sufficient degree, and if the tone is indeed a pure tone, then the attempt nm::o”
fail. Nevertheless, we will not be distinctly conscious ow what note it is; rath
it will simply come to us. After having identified the tone, we will ﬂ_.\,m: mms
whether the next tone in the sequence is identical to it. If it E.Sm out to be Mom
thus confirming that our initial guess was correct, then every essential aspect 9“
the gratification afforded by the beautiful is given. Nevertheless, | admit that
the pleasure afforded to us by a single tone or a single colour is a very small
pleasure and that such objects must have a low degree of beauty. Only when we
mwm given a sequence of multiple tones or colours ordered in a specific wa
whose law is not all too easily (but also not too difficultly) guessed at will EM

experience a higher gratification. And the whole sequence will undoubted|
deserve to be called beautiful, ;

XX
2.0n the one hand, there are objects that can be apprehended all too easily for
them to deserve to be called beautiful. On the other hand, it will be said, there
are objects the apprehension of which demand far too much exertion on o..: art
for them to be called beautiful according to my definition. But imagine how an:.
study is demanded to properly interpret the meaning of a poem written in an
ancient language, a poem which we call beautiful even though the attem :n,v
apprehend : has made us exert our minds to the fullest, maybe even more W:m:
attempting to apprehend the most difficult of Euclid’s theorems might have!
F reply: when we call a poem - or any other object for that matter — beautiful <<m.
do not claim Emn every mode of contemplating it gratifies us, but only nQ.ES
ones. We do not wish to deny the fact that we often have to arduously examine
an o@.mnﬁ before its contemplation affords us any u_mmm:_‘m,. Such arduous
examination might entail that we make clear formulations about the object

owever, it is sufficient that our final contemplation of it is such

and its contents. H
eas and that the content of this

that it can proceed by means of obscure id
me as that explicated in my definition. By contrast, even

contemplation is the sa
e no need to form

if we repeat a mathematical demonstration such that we hav

a distinct consciousness of its individual parts to ourselves when executing it,

we still have no right to speak of beauty, because we do not make any guesses,

but merely inferences. The mathematical demonstration is not an object whose

manifold features lead us to attempt to formulate a concept of it. Rather, we draw

conclusions from it that follow with absolute necessity.

XXi

3. Another objection might be that my definition equates the beautiful with

the regular, and that there are many things that have a certain regularity which
are nevertheless by no means beautiful. An example might be a well-made clock.
On the other hand, not everything beautiful must have regularity, as we know
one speaks of irregular beauty. According to my definition, however, not every
instance of regularity or orderliness constitutes beauty, but o:_< that regularity
which can be divined without the effort of clear and distinct thought. | only think
that the regularity of an object may be called beautiful when the contemplation
of it contributes to the growth of our cognitive powers. Thus, my definition

encompasses both: there are things with regularity that nobody finds beautiful,

such as the functioning of a machine, which can only be understood after
and there are also beautiful things which lack a certain regularity.
Even an irregularity — namely, a deviation from a rule that the genus of the object
permits us to expect from it - must not necessarily detract from the beauty of an
s otherwise regular form. Such is the case when we speak of

arduous analysis;

object or destroy it
irreqular beauty. In addition, the irregular part of such an object may indeed follow

a lawfulness of another sort; thus, it might itself be seen as being beautiful.

stuttering and awkwardness are doubtless irregular behaviours. But

Blushing,
for instance, when

in the right circumstances they can have a charming beauty,

a young woman blushes after her lover has expressed his feelings for her for

the first time.

XX
4. But one could further object that regularity is not only not an essential attribute
of the beautiful, but it also detracts from beauty itself. A work of art that we find
beautiful must appear to be the product of free activity. And a work in which we

see the force of the rules according to which it was produced is disliked by us for

precisely this reason.



To this | answer that the question of how an object was produced is not
the question we take up when we want to judge whether that object is beautiful
We do not ask whether producing the work cost the artist great exertion o_“
whether he followed artistic rules in the strictest mmm:.m:“ if the work lacks :n\u:m
of the features it should have as a work of art, then the way it was produced
cannot in any way detract from its beauty. When we look at a beautiful statue, we
might think of the fact that sculpting it required much work from the mqrmn
that he had to chisel away at the stone again and again, assisted only by Z%
compass and straightedge. But none of this lessens our praise of the statue’s
beauty. One can say that ‘one should not be able to see the artist’s labour in the
work: But if we are to avoid speaking nonsense, what should we understand by
this expression? To see the artist’s labour in the work nm: o:_<.3mm= that our
observation leads us to surmise from one of its features that its production cost
the artist great exertion. But nobody would be so irrational as to criticize the work
if it is a quality beyond reproach that leads us to suppose that it required great
exertion by the artist, say, if we think that such a high degree of perfection could
only have been obtained by arduous labour. The idea that one should not be able
to see the artist’s labour in the final product can thus only mean one thing -
namely, that the work should evidence no imperfections which, along with
indicating that the artist deviated from a rule, made a mistake, or overlooked
something, also indicate that the work’s production required his great exertion
Understood in this sense, my definition of the beautiful raises no objection 8.
the idea that one should not be able to see the artist’s labour in the final product
So, according to my definition of the beautiful, what are we to say when it mm.
readily apparent to us that an artist has insufficiently developed some wo::m_

aspect of his work or has deviated from some rule that he himself set, or has even
in consistently developing the formal properties of his work, violated some E_m”
that we hold to be more important than those he adhered to? These
shortcomings are, quite precisely, instances of the ugly (see § XVIil). A common
example might be a poem the verse and rhyme scheme of which are sacrificed
for the sake of the ideas and sentiments the poet is trying to transmit. Some
recent philosophers go even further in claiming that everything beautiful is
essentially ‘irrational’ In Weisse's System of Aesthetics it is explicitly stated:‘a truly
speculative science of aesthetics can have no greater task than to destroy at its
root the prejudice that the key to the concept of beauty is to be found in rational
proportions.’* However, in reading the author’s ‘addendum, in which he seeks to
“fulfif [this task] to his very best; | have found nothing that even resembles a proof
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[Christian Hermann Weisse, System der Asthetik (Leipzig: Hartmann, 1830), §19.]

of his claim. Thus, | believe it is reasonable to hold on to this‘prejudice; especially
_umnm:mm.: is verified by many examples: for instance, by the fact that melody and
harmony in music are dependent upon very rational, even simple proportions
between tones and the duration of tones; or by the fact that the dimensions
of spatial objects that we find beautiful also conform to certain rational
proportions, even the human body itself, all things that Weisse himself
acknowledges. One can only go so far as to say that imperceptibly minute
deviations from these rational proportions do not detract from the beauty of
the object; for instance, when one foot is slightly shorter than the other. One
would not think of treating this as proof of the thesis that such proportions
must necessarily be irrational. At the most, one can claim that a truly irrational
proportion does not detract from the beauty of an object, so long as it is so
close to being a rational proportion we do not perceive it as irrational. In the
end, determining whether something is beautiful is not a matter of how the
object is in and of itself, but rather only of how it appears to us.

XX

5. Some might object that my definition of the beautiful implies that an object
always increases in beauty the easier and faster the whole of its features can be
guessed from those readily perceivable, so, for example, that a drama whose
plot and conclusion we can guess from the very beginning deserves more
praise than a more difficult work. This, of course, is not the case. One demands
that a play hold us in suspense and keep us guessing until the very last scene.
Similarly, surprises, plot developments that we could never have foreseen, bring
us pleasure, despite the fact that, or even more precisely because, we do not
expect them.

The idea that an object’s beauty increases the easier and more definitively
we are able to guess its extant features from a few of those perceptible to us
is impossible to derive from my definition. Rather, my definition implies that
an object’s features can be guessed with too much ease and too definitively, that
is, when the contemplation of the object fails to augment our cognitive
faculties in any way. There is no way a play or a story could keep our attention
if we knew all the details of its plot from the very beginning. This is why it is
one of the rules of dramas or epic narratives that the work, to a certain extent,
keeps us in the dark about the events to come. This, indeed, contributes to
the work’s beauty. Thus, we find well-placed surprises beautiful, especially
when the type of plot has led us to suspect that such surprises might come,
even though we could never have guessed the particular nature of the surprise

itself.



XXV

6.The ugly is, as | have remarked, the opposite of the beautiful. If my definition
of the latter is correct, then my definition of the ugly (§ XVill), which is based
on this opposition, must also be correct. But, one might object, my definition
of the ugly is clearly insufficient, We call so many ﬂZ:@w ugly to which this
definition does not apply at alll There are things that offend us in ways quite
different from our Snmvmn:v\ to guess their features based on ocmm?mzo:m
o,.n those we perceive. We call ugly everything that disgusts us or causes us
some other disagreeable sensation, even if only by its association with some
disagreeable thing or event: for instance, a corpse or a gun that killed a beloved
person.

All of this is true, Nevertheless, none of this is really an objection against my
definition of the ugly or my definition of the beautiful. Rather, it merely
demonstrates that we often use the word ‘ugly’ in a sense in which it is not
the exact opposite of the beautiful, We often use it in a sense in which it merely
denotes the opposite of the agreeable in general. In other cases, we often
associate the word ‘ugly’ [hdsslich] with the word it is derived from, namely
‘hate’ [Hass], whereby we think of something that is or could be an object of our
hatred. In this sense, we might also call ﬂ:_:um ugly which are nothing less than

the opposite of the beautiful, and which, despite their ugliness, have man
beautiful parts. X

XXV
7.Finally, one might say that the concept of the beautiful is so universal among
human beings that it could not possibly be composed of so many parts woven
together in a way as artificial as my definition presents it, All peoples, even
the most primitive, have a notion of the beautiful and all distinguish _umhsmm:
the beautiful and the foul. And however much various judgements concerning
the beauty of this or that object may differ from one another, a certain
common concept of the beautiful underlies them all. So long as they encounter
many beautiful objects and many ugly objects, even children learn, at a very
young age, to distinguish beautiful objects from ugly ones, experiencing joy
at the sight of the former. And this means nothing less than that they m«m aware
of the concept of the beautiful, So, itis clear that this concept must either be
simple or, if complex, it must be composed out of a small number of parts
related to one another out of a certain inner necessity.
I do not deny that the concept of the beautiful is widespread. But this fact
does not justify the claim that the concept must be composed of very few parts
or that it must be a simple concept. Indeed, there are many concepts which are

i.m.m_w :,mmm - maybe even more so than the concept of the beautifui — and
are, nevertheless, extremely complex. Who would dispute the complexity of
the thousands of concepts we use to subsume natural objects under genera
and species? | mean the concepts: horse, dog, cat, bird, fish, tree, bush, flower,
fruit, apple, and so on. Do not even the simplest of these concepts have more
parts than the concept of the beautiful as defined above? And yet how
common they are! How quickly every child learns to use them! But there is
really no great mystery in all of this. The moment multiple objects with similar
qualities catch our attention, we attempt to develop a concept that applies to
these objects and no other, composing the concept out of the representations
we have of those common qualities. We do this in steps, taking constitutive
parts into our concept when we perceive that they are common to this type
of object, removing them from our concept when we find that they are not
universally shared by such objects. And we do all this without being distinctly
conscious of doing it - that is, we don’t say to ourselves that we are doing it,
and in many cases, would be incapable of articulating how we developed such
a concept. If we want to explain why every person (at least so long as he has
elevated himself above animal primitiveness) has some understanding of
the concept of the beautiful, then it suffices to recall the fact that it is an
essential part of our nature as human beings that, so long as our immediate
needs are met, the activity of our restless minds drives us to find an adequate
concept for every object we encounter. If we succeed in this with ease we are
even capable of guessing the object’s remaining qualities after perceiving only
some of them, although the latter may not directly follow from the former,
and we are capable of doing all this without having to formulate a clear and
distinct idea of every single quality: it is thus understandable that this causes
us a certain gratification. Thus, it seems very natural that we develop a concept
of the beautiful after having encountered many such objects, and, likewise,
that we develop a concept of the ugly after having encountered many objects
where we failed at such guessing, however much we may have tried. Thus,
the origins of these concepts are to be found in human nature itself. It is
thus no wonder that all human beings use them with varying degrees of

distinctness.

Translated by Adam Bresnahan
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