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ABSTRACT
SECOND NATURE IN KANT’S THEORY OF ARTISTIC CREATIVIY

by
Adam Blazej

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2013
Under the Supervision of Professor William Bristow

One of the central claims of John McDowelsnd and Worldis that, in reconciling an
apparent opposition between the normative andahaal, philosophers should look to a
notion of second nature: the idea that nature degdua species of animals (namely,
human beings) who, through their socializatiomdfarm themselves into rational beings
capable of thinking about and acting in the wonldasponse to reasons. McDowell
argues that Kant lacks a notion of second natudetlzreby fails to overcome the
relevant problem of reconciliation. My aim in thuaper is to show thapéceMcDowell)
Kant does possess and employ a notion of secondenathis theory of artistic

creativity. More precisely, | try to show that Kantonception of genius as the
expression of aesthetic ideas employs a notioeadrsd nature that is similar to, albeit

importantly distinct from, the one to which McDoWwappeals.
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Wiederholen zwar kann der Verstand, was da schaeggn,
Was die Natur gebaut, bauet er wahlend ihr nach.

Uber Natur hinaus baut die Vernunft, doch nur desre —
Du nur, Genius, mehrst in der Natur die Natur.

-Friedrich SchillerDer Geniug(1797)
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1. Introduction

One of the central claims of John McDoweNsnd and Worldis that, in
reconciling an apparent opposition between the atua and the natural, philosophers
should look to a notion of second nature: the ith@é nature includes a species of
animals (namely, human beings) who, through thegradization, transform themselves
into rational beings capable of thinking about anting in the world in response to
reasons. McDowell argues that Kant lacks a noticseoond nature and thereby fails to
overcome the relevant problem of reconciliation. &y in this paper is to show that
(paceMcDowell) Kant does possess and employ a notiseobnd nature in his theory
of artistic creativity.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Setil, | clarify the dialectical
structure of McDowell'sMind and World focusing especially on his naturalism of
second nature. In Section 3, | argue that Kahesty of artistic creativity offers a
conception of human action that undermines an gggsoamthat causes McDowell to
overlook Kant’s notion of second nature. The asdionps that intentional actions are
normatively governed solely in virtue of their ceptual content. Kant's conception of
genius as the expression of aesthetic ideas, easiows how actions can be
normatively governed independently of their conaaptontent. In Section 4, then, | go
on to show how that conception of genius emplogetaon of second nature that is
similar to, albeit importantly distinct from, th@® to which McDowell appeals. In
Section 5, | conclude with some brief remarks anréflevance of this distinctive notion

of second nature for the problem of reconcilingribemative and the natural.



2. McDowell's exorcism

McDowell’s chief aim inMind and Worldis to ‘exorcise’ what he takes to be a
distinctively modern philosophical problem regaglthe possibility of normatively
governed thought and action. | begin in this sechy identifying that problem. Then, |
clarify certain key features of the notion of sedorature to which McDowell appeals in
his response to that problem. Lastly, | summario®blvell’'s claim that Kant lacks a
notion of second nature and thereby fails to ovaethe relevant philosophical problem.

2.1

According to McDowell, the philosophical ‘anxietfiat he seeks to exorcise
arises from two opposing tendencies in the modadition. On the one hand, there is a
tendency to regard thought as spontaneous, ormss@oto reasons, as “answerable to

the empiricalworld.™

On the other hand, there is a tendency to reggrdreence as
receptive, “made up of impressions, impingementthbyworld on a possessor of
sensory capacitie$. Such impingements are causal events in naturettaefore,
describable in terms of scientific laws of natlter McDowell, the idea that these mere
impingements can make thought answerable to thérieadpwvorld is nothing more than
a myth: the Myth of the Given. But the opposingaiadd coherentism, according to which
judgments are not answerable to anything indepdaradespontaneity, is dissatisfying, as
well. For, in that case, thought is no more thafritaionless spinning in a void®"Thus,

we are faced with a familiar kind of philosophigabblem: how is thought about the

world possible?

! McDowell (1996: xii).
2 Ibid., xv.
®Ibid., 11.



In order to overcome an intolerable oscillationien various versions of the
Myth of the Given and coherentism, McDowell belig¥lkat we must recognize that
experience requires the integration of spontaraity receptivity, or concepts and
intuitions. This insight is thought to be expresbgdant’s famous remark in the
Critique of Pure Reasori[T]houghts without content are empty, intuitiowghout
concepts are blind” (A51/B76)Guided by this Kantian insight, we are said toidhe
Myth of the Given, for the reason that the impdugtshe world on our senses to which
our thoughts are answerable are to be understaoasnoere impingements but as
always alreadypossessing conceptual content. We are also sanbid coherentism, for
the reason that those impacts belong to receptiaityer than a wholly independent
variety of spontaneity. That is to say, we perc@uesense experiencas appearances
that things are thus and so. Yet, McDowell doesstayy here. Rather, he goes on to ask
why this insight has been hitherto overlooked ey/rtiodern philosophical tradition.

McDowell’s ‘diagnosis’, then, of the anxiety in (gi®n points to the
‘disenchantment’ of nature following the rise of deon science in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. During that time, naturameddentified with the ‘realm of law’
and thereby wholly independent of the ‘space o$oea’, or the normative relations
constituted by conceptual thought. Given this cptioa of nature and a commitment to
naturalism — the view that nature is all there Mebowell believes that we are
confronted with the seeming impossibility of adeglyaaccounting for the possibility of
not only normatively governed thought but also@ttiFor, according to McDowell,

Kant’s crucial insight about human cognition appliiest as well to human action:

“ All references to Kant's works are given by voluarel page number of tikademieedition, except in
the case of references to Kant's figsitique, which are given by A-edition/B-edition pagination



“[llntentions without overt activity are idle, amdovements of limbs without concepts
are mere happenings, not expressions of agehtlis, in the grips of the restrictive
conception of nature due to modern science, wéaaesl, yet again, with a distinctively
philosophical problem: how could we think about actlin the world in response to
reasons, given that we are the natural beingsatbatre?

McDowell insists that we avoid two traditional s&gies taken in response to this
problem. We should avoid, on the one hand, ‘batdmaéism’, which attempts to reduce
the ‘space of reasons’ to the ‘realm of law’, foe reason that that task, according to
McDowell, is doomed to fail. The supposed problerthat this form of naturalism leaves
nature ‘disenchanted’; hence, normativity as agducible feature of human experience
is excluded from the bald naturalist’s conceptibnature. On the other hand, we should
also avoid ‘rampant platonism’, which conceivesh# ‘space of reasons’ as
ontologically transcendent and separate from natarehe reason that that position
comes at the cost of supernaturalism, making ibssfble to account for the possibility
of normatively governed thoughts and actions asrahphenomena. McDowell believes,
however, that, so long as philosophy is under ge#l f the conception of nature
inspired by modern science, bald naturalism angeanplatonism will appear to be the
only options.

2.2

Hence, McDowell claims that, in reconciling the apgnt opposition of the
normative and the natural, philosophers should toak notion of second nature: the idea
that nature includes a species of animals (narhelyan beings) who, through their

socialization, transform themselves into ratiorgihgs capable of thinking about and

®> McDowell (1996: 89).



acting in the world in response to reasons. Accgydo McDowell, Aristotle’s
conception of practical wisdom, which is the fagultisponsible for our responsiveness
to ethical reasons, exemplifies this less restectionception of nature. Here are what |
take to be the key features of that conception sodivicDowell’s naturalism of second
nature.

One is that practical wisdom becomes second n&uwrs as the result of a wholly
natural process, namely, socialization into a huo@anmunity. According to
McDowell’s Aristotle, we are alerted to ethical demds “by acquiring appropriate
conceptual capacities. When a decent upbringirigies us into the relevant way of
thinking, our eyes are opened to the very existefideis tract of the space of reasofis.”
Put another way, we learn to respond appropriatelyhat is noble through, in part, the
modeling of correct behavior by our parents, re&sj peers, etc. For McDowell, this
point applies to our responsiveness to reasonsnergl and not just those concerning
ethics’ So, for example, a child learns to respond apjatay to the color red through a
process of instruction that includes, perhaps,gu@sg her with examples of red objects
and saying the word ‘red’, adding ripe strawberteber breakfast, helping her in
assorting her toys by color, etc. Hence, for McDibveir responsiveness to reasons in
general becomes second nature to us through thk oésocialization.

A second key feature of McDowell's notion of secaradure is that it involves
subjecting of nature to a ‘partial re-enchantmantvhich the realm of law is understood
as a part of a larger nature that also includas generiform of spontaneity.So, even

though the process through which our capacity teebponsive to reasons becomes

% bid., 82.
"bid., 84.
8 Ibid., 88.



second nature to us is wholly natural, “the strreetnf the space of reasons is alien to the
layout of nature conceived of as the realm of I&What is to say, although the

conceptual capacities that constitute our respensiss to reasons are natural in the sense
that they arise from our socialization into a huroammunity, those capacities cannot be
made intelligible in terms of the elements of nattirat are independent of the generis
spontaneous character of those capacities thenssdllese capacities that are second
nature to us are thus differentiated from thoseciies that belong to us as mere

animals, i.e., our ‘first nature’.

Two more key features of McDowell's notion of sedamature are revealed by
his response to a potential worry facing his rete@ristotelian naturalism: how does
that naturalism avoid the threat the rampant Platongiven that it subjects nature to a
partial re-enchantment? Here is McDowell’s response

[lln Aristotle’s conception, the rational demandsethics are not alien to

the contingencies of our life as human beings...[€hdemands] are

autonomous; we are not to feel compelled to vatidaem from outside an

already ethical way of thinking. But this autononhyes not distance the

demands from anything specifically human, as inpgamt platonismThey

are essentially within reach of human beings...Seamtdre could not

float free of potentialities that belong to a nodn@man organismThis

gives human reason enough of a foothold in thenedillaw to satisfy any

proper respect for modern natural scietfce.

The first point to draw from this passage is tlatect ethical judgment, for McDowell's
Aristotle, is constrained by the contingencies wilan life, specifically, our needs and
concerns. For instance, if our bodies had develapedch a way that we were altogether

incapable of staying afloat in the water, thenatd be reckless, rather than courageous,

to dive into a deep pool of water to save a drogrminild. But, as Crispin Wright points

% |bid., 84.
bid., 83-4, emphasis added.



out, a rampant platonist need not deny this cldimdeed, the dependency of the process
of becoming second nature on first nature is applgreaptured by Kant’s distinction
between perfect and imperfect duties. Althoughpmirfect duties (e.g., one must never
commit suicide from self-love) admit of “no exceptiin the interest of inclination”, our
imperfect duties (e.g., one must sometimes cortibuthe well-being of others when
doing so does not come at a great cost) do admsii@f exceptions (4:421n12). Yet,
Kant’s moral theory can arguably be regarded asrsian of rampant Platonism, since,
according to that theory, human freedom is intgdlegonly in reference to a causality

that is independent of the sensible wdAd.

Of course, McDowell finds Kant’s version of ramp&tatonism problematic,
and, later on, | hope to make explicit what thattem is. For the moment, however,
what is important to see is that, in order to dtiish his position from rampant
platonism, McDowell must endorse a less pedestl&@m about second nature than the
passage above suggests at first glance. Rathejustgparticular virtues, the general
moral principles to which we are alerted are thdweseconditioned by our human
contingencies. In that case, none of our dutieslavbe perfect in Kant’'s sense, since all
of our duties would be determined, in part at lelagtour sensible natures. And, again,
this point would, for McDowell, generalize beyortfiieal principles to rational demands
in general, including principles of logic, presuryal? Simply put, a third key feature of

McDowell’'s naturalism is that the development of c&sponsiveness to reasons as

2 Wright (1996).

12 g5ee, e.g., Section I of hidroundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals

13 Wright (1996) voices some doubts about McDoweldpplication this point to logical demands,
suggesting that McDowell should limit his discussto only ethical demands.



second nature to us is constrained by aspectsreélves as mere animals, i.e., our first
nature.

The second point to draw from the above passati@i<orrect ethical judgment,
according to McDowell, is ‘essentially within reachhuman beings’ who have been
properly initiated into the ‘space of reasons’.wiith the previous point, however, a
rampant platonist need not deny this claim, foespmably, the Plato of thliepublic
held that only philosophers had access to the Fardstherefore, correct ethical
judgment. Both views face the worry that they drgaiintolerable sort of elitism. And it
is not clear that restricting virtuous behaviothose who have been given a proper
upbringing is any better than restricting such erao philosophers. In an attempt to
assuage this charge of elitism, McDowell claimg tha tradition in which one is brought
up must itself include a responsiveness to reftectcrutiny** And, again, McDowell’s
takes this point to apply to rational demands beytve domain of ethics. So, a fourth
key feature of McDowell’s naturalism is that thepensiveness to reasons as second
nature is accessible to all human beings who hadealdecent upbringing that has been
subjected to reflective criticism according to deshainternal to that very upbringing.

A fifth, and final, key feature of McDowell's notoof second nature is revealed
by its role in his exorcism of the relevant philpeacal anxiety. Recall that, for
McDowell, we can overcome that anxiety only if veeagnize, with Kant, that
experience requires the integration of conceptsi@dions, and that this insight is
preserved only through an appeal to the notiorecbssd nature. Hence, for McDowell,
the exercise of the faculties that are second edtuus must be cognitive; that is, their

exercise must engender empirical knowledge thrdliglsubsumption of intuitions under

14 McDowell (1996: 98-9).



concepts. So, a child comes to know e.g. that sajext is red through an ordinary
process of instruction, such as the one describdée Responding appropriately to the
color red (e.qg., perceiving an apjplered) becomes second nature for the child.
Similarly, a child comes to know that keeping on@’smises is virtuous by means of the
modeling of correct behavior by her parents, re¢stj peers, etc. In both of these cases,
for McDowell, the reasons to which one is respoasike experienced directly within the
framework of our everyday experiences.

Since my aim in this paper is limited to addresd#apowell’s claim that Kant
lacks a notion of second nature, | will not consitthe various objections that can be, and
have been, raised against his naturalism. Foraimeseason, the preceding is not meant
to provide an exhaustive analysis of the notiosemfond nature that McDowell borrows
from Aristotle. | only point out these featuresénsp that, later on, | can show that the
notion of aesthetic ideas that Kant develops irtlesry of artistic creativity can be
identified with a notion of second nature thatimikar to (albeit importantly different
from) the one to which McDowell appeals. Beforentag to that theory, however, | will
briefly explain McDowell’s criticism of Kant.

2.3

The essence of McDowell’s criticism is that Kardctrine of transcendental
idealism makes the notion of second nature incatteBriefly stated, on the
interpretation that McDowell endorsasthat doctrine states that there is an ontological
distinction between appearances and the superseresial that the former are the result

of a non-empirical interaction between the latteat aur sensible faculties. McDowell

15 McDowell (1996: viii) expresses his debt to P.Fa@son’s influential interpretation of Kant's
theoretical philosophy.
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believes that this interaction shows Kant’'s purgdrtiaim that we can have objectively
valid cognition through experience to be insincéi@, “the radical mind-independence
of the supersensible comes to seem exemplary af artyagenuine mind-independence
would be”, but Kant’'s doctrine states that we cdrrave knowledge of the
supersensibl& Moreover, Kant's distinction between appearancesthe supersensible,
along with his view of nature as governed by medtencauses, accommodates the idea
of nature represented by the scientific revolutibe,idea that “nature is the realm of law
and therefore devoid of meaniny.But that idea, for McDowell, is precisely what has
obscured the notion of second nature from philosopfor so long.

McDowell extends this criticism through a discussid Kant's account of the
self. According to McDowell, in order to avoid ar@sian conception of the self, Kant
concludes that the idea of a subjective unity efsoiousness must be merely forrifal.
But this conclusion depends, McDowell thinks, oa thistaken assumption that “when
we provide for the content of this idea of persisegs we must confine ourselves within
the flow of ‘consciousness™® The disastrous result of this assumption is thgitciaim
to objectively valid cognition of the subjectiveitynof consciousness need not have
anything to do with an embodied being. Hence, McBlbwoncludes that, “[i]n the
absence of a serious notion of second nature”,t Bamot make sense of the idea of an
embodied, rational beirf).Granting this inference, | nonetheless believé tihere is
reason for doubting McDowell’s claim that Kant lack ‘serious’ notion of second

nature. For the details of the argument in supgiottiat claim rest largely on matters

18 |bid., 96.
7 Ibid., 97.
18 pid., 101.
9 |bid.

2 1pid., 103.
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concerning th€ritique of Pure Reasoft But Kant's firstCritique is simply the wrong
place to look for a notion of second nature. A maypropriate place to look is, rather,

the aesthetic theory that he presents irCnisque of Judgmento which | now turn.

3. Kant's theory of artistic creativity

In the previous section, | outlined McDowell’s ot of second nature, which he
claims preserves the crucial Kantian insight thxgtegience must be conceived
conceptual. | also mentioned that, for McDowelgttimsight, which Kant expresses in
the context of human cognition, applies just ad teehuman action. Just as ‘intuitions
without concepts are blind,” McDowell says that,dwements of limbs without concepts
are mere happenings, not expressions of agefidydughly stated, the Kantian insight as
it applies to agency is that intentional actiores mormatively governed in virtue of their
conceptual content, which can be identified wittedainate rules for acting.

My reason for making this more explicit is thatelieve that McDowell's
application of Kant's remark about human cognitomer the domain of human action is
mistaken, at least by Kant’'s own lights. Moreovdrelieve that this mistaken
generalization is, in part at least, what prevémt®owell from recognizing Kant’'s
distinctive notion of second nature. My aim in thestion, then, is to show that, for Kant,
some intentional actions are expressionsarf-conceptual agengcye., normatively

governed independently of any concept, or detertminde. Thus free from McDowell’s

L Some philosophers have criticized the interpretatif Kant's doctrine of transcendental idealism
endorsed by McDowell. See Michael Friedman (19@aham Bird (1996), and Henry Allison (1997).
For the purposes of this paper, | assume that Melllswnterpretation is accurate, though | take my
eventual criticisms to be in the spirit of his atdetractors.

2 McDowell (1996: 89).
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restrictive conception of action, | will be abledcidate Kant’'s notion of second nature
in the next section.
3.1

Turning to Kant in search of a defense of the iy of intentional actions that
are normatively governed independently of conceptdeterminate rules, might seem
unpromising. Throughout his writings, he emphasthescrucial role of concepts in
establishing the normativity of human experiencec@rse, there is the oft-cited dictum
of his Critique of Pure Reasothat “intuitions without concepts are blind”, whics often
understood as saying that intuitions must be ‘bnbwgder’ concepts in order for those
representations to have meaningful content (A51)BYBut there is also Kant's
assertion in th&roundwork of the Metaphysics of Moraéihat a rational being “act[&}
accordance with the representatiohlaws, that is, in accordance with principles”
(4:412). Even in the published Introduction of @wtique of the Power of Judgment
where Kant presents his aesthetic theory, judgmsetefined as “the faculty for thinking
of the particular as contained under the universaliich seems to limit judgment to
thoughts like ‘All men are mortal’ and ‘This swawhite,” which bring particulars
under “universals”, or concepts, “which can be camrto several things” (5:179;
A320/B377).

But Kant has a broader conception of judgment. éddene of the central ideas in
the thirdCritique is that a judgment can be made without applyincepts at all. Hence,
a ‘reflective judgment’ is one in which “only thagicular is given, for which the

universal is to be found” (5:179). For Kant, aesithegildgment — ‘X is beautiful’ — is an

% For an alternative, non-conceptualist readindnisf dictum, see Robert Hanna (2005).
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instance of reflective judgmefitUnlike ordinary cognitive judgments, aesthetic
judgments use “as a predicate something that isvert cognition at all, namely the
feeling of pleasure” (5:288). Strictly speakinggith aesthetic judgments do not apply any
predicate. Rather, they involve “a satisfactiort tiaompanies the representation of the
object and serves it insteafla predicate” (5:288). Moreover, Kant takes thental state
underlying aesthetic judgments to involve the ‘fpdgy’ of our imagination, in which

that faculty synthesizes a particular represematia pleasing way without being
governed by concepts of the understanding. Sddnt, aesthetic judgments are
essentially non-conceptual in a certain sense; @neyas he repeatedly insists in his
official “definition[s] of the beautiful,” “withouta concept” (5:219; 5:2465.

Though aesthetic judgments are non-conceptual eperl upon a subjective
feeling of pleasure, those judgments are more linate feelings, according to Kant.
Crucially, aesthetic judgments involve a claim toversal validity, or normativity. An
aesthetic judgment, Kant tells us, “ascribes agseeweryone, and whoever declares
something to be beautiful wishes that everysimeuld approve of the object in question
and similarly declare it to be beautiful” (5:23%)p, in judging e.g. a sunset to be
beautiful, | am claiming that everyone etagghtto judge the same way that | dtet,
this claim to normativity does not depend on myggution of the sunset as falling under

any concept of the understandfidzor Kant, then, aesthetic judgments occupy a raiddl

24 pnother is the activity of empirical concept fortioa (5:179-80).

% To be clear, | only mean for the activity of aesithjudgment to be non-conceptual in the sengsittha
takes place independently of the subsumption ofesgiven empirical object under an empirical concept
That is, | want to remain agnostic with regardgh possibility that aesthetic judgments dependiupe
categories, or the pure concepts of the undersignéior a sophisticated reading on which the catego
do not function as concepts but only as logicatfioms in merely reflective judgment, see Béatrice
Longuenesse (1998), especially chapter 9.

% How such a judgment can legitimately make a claimniversality without being based on any
determinate concept is a problem to which Kant tesa large portion of his aesthetic theory. Thstie is
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ground between ordinary cognition, which derivesibrmativity from concepts, and
brute feeling, which is non-conceptual but lackenmativity.

However, any such interpretation of Kant's accaefraesthetic judgment faces
the following challenge. In th&eneral Remarkollowing his explication of aesthetic
judgments, Kant describes the ‘free play’ of thagmation as a “free lawfulness,” or
“lawfulness without a law” (5:240-1). In agreemexnth the account that has thus far
been outlined, these ostensibly paradoxical loagtgeem to imply that the imagination
can be normatively governed without the concepth®understanding. But Kant goes
on to qualify this implication: “Yet for themagination to befree and yetiawful by
itself, i.e., that it carry autonomy with it, is a comliction. The understanding alone
gives the law” (5:241). So, the imagination itsethnot be a source of normativity; the
understanding is needed for legislation. Probleralyi, then, this qualification suggests
that aesthetic judgments are, in fact, conceptaathe reason that the normativity of
those judgments — indeed, all judgments — dependBeounderstanding, which Kant
labels “the faculty of concepts” (A126).

Hannah Ginsborg presents a helpful way of meehiggahallenge. On her
interpretation, though the lawfulness of the imagjon requires the understanding, we
need not take that faculty to be governed by amgradenate concept. Rather, we need
only take the imagination as standing in a fremdeterminate relationship to the
understanding. She points out that, for Kant, thiationship serves as a condition for
judgment in general. In the unpublished Introduttd theCritique of Judgmentant

writes, “in a merely reflecting judgment imaginatiand understanding are considered in

most explicitly taken up in his ‘Deduction of puaesthetic judgments’ (§830-38). For the purposehisf
paper, | will set aside issues concerning the bedaid plausibility of that argument.
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the relation to each other in which they must starttie power of judgment in general”
(20:220). Ginsborg states that condition as folloWse possibility of judgment in
general requires that | be able to take my imagjieatctivity as exemplifying how it
ought to be with respect to the object given to"fléf we grant that pure aesthetic
judgment&® can make a legitimate claim to normati¢fythen we can take those
judgments to satisfy this condition for judgmengemeral without being based on any
determinate concept. For, in that case, we grantthie activity of the imagination can
operate as it ought to without presupposing angepts, or rules that determine how it
ought to synthesize a manifold of intuitions. Tisatio say, we can take aesthetic
judgments to involve what Ginsborg calls ‘primitimermativity’: “normativity which
does not depend on conformity to an antecedentlygreized rule ¥

In addition to showing how the normativity of aestb judgments can involve the
understanding without being based on any determic@tcept, Ginsborg applies the
notion of primitive normativity to a wide range issues: meaning, rule-following, and
the formation of empirical concepts. With that sandorder to address McDowell’s
claim that the sole source of the normativity démtional actions is concepts, or
determinate rules, we must consider the implicatiiat primitive normativity has for
our understanding of agency. However, it is not edrately clear that there are any such
implications, given Ginsborg’s construal of priméinormativity as an awareness of

appropriateness that does not carry with it tha mfebeing guided by that awareness or

%" Ginsborg (1997b: 73).
% Kant distinguishes between pure and impure aéstfuelgments (§§13-16). The former are not based on
any determinate concept or interest, whereas ttex lre based on some concept or interest. An jgleam
of an impure aesthetic judgment might be to judgariicular flower to beautiful based on what aviéw is
supposed to be. For the purposes of my discusisiooys specifically on pure aesthetic judgments.
29
See fn. 26.
% Ginsborg (2011a: 232).
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any mental stat&. For Ginsborg, that distinctive form of awarenesa imere
accompanimenof, say, some meaningful expression. Yet, evércdn rightly be said
that the meaningful use of some expression is moatéer of being guided in that usage,
the same cannot be said of acting intentionally, &olike mere happenings, intentional
actions are normativelyoverned- there must be something that guides those action
So, an awareness of primitive normativity, whenarstbod as nothing more than an
accompaniment of behavior, is insufficient for oigtuishing mere happenings from
intentional actions. If that is the case, howetle, notion of primitive normativity cannot
address McDowell's claim about intentional action.

To illustrate this point, take some involuntary aeior: say, the grunts made by a
weightlifter3* Let's assume that the grunts made by a weightli&enold, assist him in
his activity, regardless of whether or not he takese sounds to be doing so. That is to
say, Arnold’s grunts are not guided or in any wigaed by his awareness of their
appropriatenesy if, indeed, he is so aware. Suppose, then, thaold is aware of the
appropriateness of his grunts. As he goes througiplhases of the clean and jerk with a
record lift on the line, producing a booming grufatnold is aware of the felicitousness
of his grunting. This case provides a parallel tosBorg’s construal of primitive

normativity: an automatic response that involves\aareness of the appropriateness of

31 This commitment is evidenced by her endorsemeBiofy Stroud’s defense of the slogan that ‘meaning
is use’: “[Stroud] shows, to my mind convincingthe error in a particular, but very widespread sia@r of

the “disastrous assumption,” namely that meaningnaierstanding something by an expression is eematt
of being instructed, guided, or justified in theeud that expression,” (2011b: 148).

32 Ginsborg notes this as one example among othereahingless noises. The others are humming in jazz
piano improvisation and shouting in martial arts.these cases,” she says, “making, and perhaps als
hearing, certain sounds facilitates certain bodliwements, but in a way which is independent ofthdre

or not they mean anything to the person whose behavinfluenced by them,” (2011b: 167n15).

33 All that is meant by appropriateness here is mabld’s grunting is felicitous towards achievinig lend

in weightlifting. Moreover, this sense of appropeigess is ‘thin,” which is to say that it does catry with

it any notion of responsibility.
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that response, where that awareness is a mere paoamnent to the response. Surely,
however, Arnold’s grunting is nothing more thanrate behavior, not an expression of
agency. This illustration shows, then, that an awess of primitive normativity, as
described by Ginsborg, is not enough for estalrighiny recognizable sense of agency,
for the reason that that awareness fails to distgigmere brute behavior, like Arnold’s
grunting, from intentional action.

If the notion of primitive normativity is going testablish gaceMcDowell) the
possibility of non-conceptual agency, then thatimisive sort of normativity must be
understood in a way that allows for it to be capaiflgoverning action. This would mean
that, in Arnold’s case, he would produce his grirgsauseof his awareness of their
appropriateness, where that awareness is indepieoidére application of any concept. |
think that Kant’s theory of artistic creativity prides the resources for explaining how
aesthetic judgment can govern action independentiyy concept, or determinate rule.
That theory, in turn, is a suitable place to finanKs notion of second nature, or so |
hope to show in the fourth section of this paper.

3.2

A large part of Kant’'s theory of artistic creatiwvitoncerns an apparent tension in
the notion of ‘fine art’. We have already seen tfat Kant, pure aesthetic judgments
cannot be based on concepts, or determinate ke, fine, or beautift, art must
seem to us as if its production were not basechgmae, according to Kant. As he puts
it, “beautiful art must beegarded as nature,” where that means fine art pleases us

“without showing any sign that the rule has hovedretbre the eyes of the artist and

3 Throughout his discussion of art, Kant uses thectitte ‘schén,” which can be translated into Eslglas
either ‘fine’ or ‘beautiful.’ | use the two translans interchangeably in this paper.
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fettered his mental powers” (5:307). At the sameetihowever, judged as the products
of human intention and skill, Kant thinks that wasntake fine art to involve a rule
(5:306-7). So, fine art must be regarded as bdtiralkand artificial — as something
spontaneous and as the product of rule-governadtgcKant’'s problem, then, is this:
how is fine art possiblé?

The solution, for Kant, lies in the notion of ‘gasj’ which he first introduces in
846 of hisCritique of JudgmentBeautiful art is the art of genius’. There, h@paars to
give two definitions of genius: first, “Genius Isettalent (natural gift) that gives the rule
to art”; and second, “Genius is the inborn predssjoan of the mindifgeniun) through
which nature gives the rule to art” (ibid.). Thesdinitions already suggest how it is that
genius is thought capable of reconciling the twensiagly contradictory characteristics
of fine art, since each definition emphasizessroivn way that the rule of art must be
given by nature through the faculties of a geniimss is made more explicit by the
conclusion of the argument that Kant goes on toangkhe] nature in the subject (and
by means of the disposition of its faculties) mise the rule to art” (5:307f | will now
go on to show how it is, for Kant, that we can ma&ase of judging art to be fine, i.e., to

regard it as both natural and artificial, throughgarding it is as the product of genius.

% This is a problem for any theory of artistic cieiy. The difference, however, is that, in Kanfeory,
this problem is bound up with the central tensibaeasthetic judgment in general: how can an adsthet
judgment be both normative and non-conceptualXaot, the problem concerning the possibility offin
art is looking at that same tension, though froemghactical perspective of artistic creativity heat than
the perspective of aesthetic appreciation. Thighig it may seem promising to look at Kant’s theofy
artistic creativity to find resources for developi@an account of non-conceptual agency: agencynesjui
normativity, and yet, if it is artistic creativitit,cannot be rule-governed in the normal way.Jeha
Professor Bristow to thank for clarifying this pbimith me.

% A premise of the argument for this conclusionestahat, in producing fine art, a genius cannajuided
by any rule. However, one might worry that Kanh@t justified in this claim, for the reason thaisit
possible that an artist might simply be skilledisguising the rule constraining their activity.rifg
Allison responds to this worry in his (2001: 280-1)
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In 846, Kant elucidates the essential charactesistf genius as it was just
defined. One essential feature of genius, indeetbrimary characteristic”, isriginality,
which means that a genius must produce somethatgsimot imitative and for which no
determinate rule can be given (5:308). For instadeat tells us that “no Homer or
Wieland can indicate how his ideas, which are fstidand yet at the same time rich in
thought, arise and come together, because he Hidoed not know it and thus cannot
teach it to anyone else” (5:309). In this respkefit thinks that artistic creation is
different from scientific or mathematic discoveilyid.). To preclude, however, the
possibility that genius can give rise to originahsense, like the sounds produced by a
cat walking over the keys of a piano, Kant adds @aimather essential characteristic of
genius is that its products mustdemplarythat is, the products of genius must be able
to serve as models, or rules for judging for otiméists. This allows a genius to give rise
to a school of art, as in the case of the old masted their followers. So, rather than
following any antecedent, determinate rule in padg fine art, a geniusreatesan
indeterminate rule for other artists (includingrtigelves) to follow.

But what, precisely, is that rule, and in what geisst indeterminate? Moreover,
if the activity of genius is to serve as an exangfleon-conceptual agency, then that
indeterminate rule must normatively govern thaivétgt But how can that be the case,
given that such a rule is the product of that \astjvity?>” To address these questions,

and thus establish the possibility of non-concdmygancy, we must turn to Kant's

%" To be clear, | am not assuming that Kant needsanunt of non-rule-governed agency. However, that
assumption might be inferred from Kant’'s suggestamarks about the possibility of purposiveness
without a purpose, or normativity without any detérate concept: “An object or a state of mordeven

an action however, even if its possibility does not necelspresuppose the representation of an end, is
called purposive merely because its possibility @aly be explained and conceived by us insofareas w
assume as its ground a causality in accordanceenilb, i.e., a will that has arranged it so in edance

with the representation of a certain will” (5:22nphasis added).
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notion of ‘aesthetic ideas’, for, as will be showmyse ideas are to be identified with the
indeterminate rule that normatively governs, antthésresult of, the activity of genius.

Kant defines an aesthetic idea in 849, ‘On thelfeeuof the mind that constitute
genius’, as “that representation of the imaginati@at occasions much thinking without
it being possible for any determinate thought, cencept to be adequate to it” (5:314).
This definition tells us that aesthetic ideas akend of ‘intuition’, in Kant’s technical
usage of that term: they are singular represemmtormally given through sensory
experience. Unlike concepts, aesthetic ideas doaro¢spond to any type, which an
indefinite number of possible objects can instdaata exemplify (A320/B377). Works
of art cannot be examples of aesthetic ideas;thaynly express them. For that reason,
Kant only writes of thexpressiorof aesthetic ideas, and never of anything, woflato
or otherwise, as being subsumed under them.

This first definitiorf® in §49 also identifies a positive and a negatisfgeat of
aesthetic ideas, the positive aspect being thattldeas are intuitions that ‘occasion
much thinking,” and the negative one being thatleterminate concept is adequate to
such representations. To be clear, the negativecagpnot that this unique sort of
intuition cannot be subsumed under any concept.téaall them aesthetic ideas is to
already bring them under a concept, namely, theauirof ‘aesthetic ideas.’ A better
way of understanding the negative aspect of Katgfgition is to see aesthetic ideas as
inexhaustible: it is not that we cannot sanythingabout aesthetic ideas, or the works of

art that express them, but that, in principle, werot sayeverythingabout them. It is

% Kant gives a second definition later in §49: “lward, the aesthetic idea is a representationef th
imagination, associated with a given concept, wisatombined with such a manifold of partial
representations in the free use of the imagindtiahno expression designating a determinate commeep
be found for it, which therefore allows the additip a concept of much that is unnameable, thénfgef
which animates the cognitive faculties and combapast with the mere letter of language” (5:316).
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important that aesthetic ideas be inexhaustibfgimciple, since, presumably, other
singular representations are inexhaustible in taresense, as well. For instance, it
seems as though | can make an infinite numberdgiments about the book in front of
me, e.g., ‘itis in front of me’, ‘it is in this oom’, ‘it is in this city’, etc. Each of these
judgments, however, would involve the subsumptibimtitions under concepts, but the
expression of aesthetic ideas, or aesthetic expzxjes not like that, according to Kant.
There is always more to say e.g. about the cedfrthe Sistine Chapah that viewing it
as a work of fine art stimulates our mental faedglin a way that does not come to any
end in a determinate statement about what that wioakt means or expresses.

Genius manifests itself in the expression of a¢stideas, according to Kant.
For, corresponding to the originality of that atttivaesthetic ideas are said to be
inexhaustible; and, corresponding to its exemplaaésthetic ideas make an artist’s
intent communicable to other artists (includingniselves) by way of the unity or
coherence of those sensible representations, vdmstinguishes them from ‘original
nonsense® Hence, in ‘The Dialectic of Aesthetic Judgmentar says that, “one can
also explairgeniusin terms of the faculty adesthetic idea%and, “beautiful
art...acquires its rule througtesthetic idea%(5:344; 5:350-1). Furthermore, Kant
identifies the expression of aesthetic ideas wattlzetic judgment, or the ‘free play’ of

the imagination underlying that activity: “Beautyarcin general be called the

39 For more on this point about the unity or coheeenitaesthetic ideas, see Henry Allison (2001: 288-
According to Allison, an aesthetic idea is a umifyartial representations, which Kant calls ‘aesth
attributes’. At one point, Allison writes, “it isrecisely this coherence that distinguishes the glam
product of genius from “original nonsense,” anis iby bringing this unity to the products of the
imagination that the genius both brings the latter harmony with his or her own understanding and
makes it communicable to others.”
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expression of aesthetic ideas” (5:320Put another way, the expression of aesthetic
ideas involves an awareness of primitive normativito, we can make begin to sense of
how such awareness, or aesthetic judgment, cam guiehtional actions, and therefore
establish the possibility of non-conceptual agebgyiguring out how an aesthetic idea
guides a genius in producing fine art.

Consider, then, that, even though aesthetic ideamuuitions, Kant calls them
‘ideas’ “because they at least strive toward somgtlying beyond the bounds of
experience, and thus seek to approximate a preémentd concepts of reason (of
intellectual ideas), which gives them the appeaari@n objective reality” (5:314). That
is to say, through aesthetic ideas, an artist eamnlolerstood as seeking to create
something that gives sensible representation idemnof reason, which refers to
something beyond sensible experience, e.g., freeGau, or immortality (ibid.}* For
Kant, the unity or coherence of an aesthetic idesstablished through its connection
with some idea of reasdfFor instance, what makes Michelangelo’s frescthen
ceiling of the Sistine Chapel exemplary, and treeetapable of serving as a rule for
himself and other artists, is that it is capablgiging expression to aesthetic ideas that

give sensible representation to ideas of divinatera, sin, and salvation amongst others.

0| take Kant to be making this identification earlon at 5:314 and 5:316. Many commentators haenta
the apparently expressionist approach that Kamstak his discussion of fine art to be in confliéth the
formalist approach to beauty that he takes in ti@ pections of hi€ritique of Judgmentspecifically the
‘Analytic of the Beautiful.” | do not take up thissue in this paper, though | am sympathetic willls@n’s
(2001: 288-9) attempt to reconcile these approaches

“1 Among these sorts of ideas, Kant includes “iddaswsible beings, the realm of the blessed, #mim

of hell, eternity, creation...death, envy, and al diher vices, as well as love, fame, and so 01314).
These examples suggest that, for Kant, ideas ebreean be either moral (e.g., virtues and vicespo-
moral (e.g., invisible beings, eternity, and creali

2 At 5:326, Kant makes the stronger claim that finemust be connected with moral ideas. Howevés, it
not entirely clear how e.g. a poem that expressesmopolitan attitude is supposed to be conndotady
moral idea, or even why that must that connectiostrbe made. | take it that Kant tries to explaiwlthis
connection is possible in 859, where he defendslaim that “the beautiful is the symbol of the ity
good” (5:353). | do not take up the issues surringthis symbolic relation in this paper.
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Thus, in spite of the originality of his work — ths, in spite of the presumed fact that
Michelangelo could not state exactly what he wamtegekpress in his painting — his
actions are nonetheless intelligible to othersl@iding himself) in retrospect in virtue of
the aesthetic ideas expressed by his paintinghler avords, it is only through looking
back on his activity with the indeterminate rule, i aesthetic idea, it expresses in mind,
that we can regard Michelangelo’s product as fibei.@., regard his actions as
normatively governed independently any determicateept.

Setting aside some difficult passages that | vddrass in the next section, the
above analysis of Kant's theory of artistic credgighows how artistic production serves
as an example of non-conceptual agelidyor Kant, the activity of genius makes fine art
seem both spontaneous and rule-guided becausacthaty itself is both spontaneous
and rule-guided. However, the rule that is relevare is neither an antecedent nor a
determinate representation. Rather, the rule thigeg the activity of a genius is one that
the genius creates through that very activity, thiad rule is indeterminate in the sense
that it is inexhaustible, or incapable of beindyf@rticulated in terms of concepts. That
rule is a non-conceptual sensible representatien,an aesthetic idea, the expression of
which involves an awareness of primitive normagivdr aesthetic judgment. So, in
giving expression to an aesthetic idea, Michelamgah, in retrospect be understood as
being aware of the appropriateness of his chowghksre that awareness made no explicit
reference to any concept, or any determinate rfwghat a work of fine art ought to look

like. That distinctive sort of awareness guideddltemaster in his daily routine, for,

3 This is not to say that genius involves no corsegtatsoever; the production of fine art certainly
requires the application of some technical rulesosrcepts (e.g., colors, brushes, composition, €t
point in calling this activity non-conceptual isrgly that those concepts do not normatively govbat
activity.
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looking back, we can see that he moved his hand/#lyehe did over the ceiling of the
Sistine Chapédbecausef the ideas of reason that are given sensibiesentation by the
aesthetic ideas expressed through his work.

So, just as ‘thoughts without content’ found a eietithin Kant's system through
his necessary postulates of practical redseo do ‘intuitions without concepts’ through
his notion of aesthetic ideas. More precisely, Ksatiiteory of artistic creativity shows
how, for him at least, an artist’s activity candigded by an aesthetic idea, an
indeterminate rule created by that very activitgn@€ary to McDowell’s claim about
human action, then, movements of one’s limbs witlv@mcepts are not necessarily mere
happenings. Rather, such movements can be expressia distinctive kind of agency,
at least in the case of artistic productfdithus free from McDowell’s restrictive
conception of intentional action, | think that wenamore effectively appreciate Kant's

distinctive notion of second nature.

4. Kant's notion of second nature
My aim in this section is to use the materialshaf preceding analysis to explicate
Kant’s distinctive notion of second nature. More@sely, | discuss each of the key
features of McDowell’s notion of second nature, athi briefly outlined in section 2.2,
in the context of Kant’s theory of artistic credttyy which | look at in section 3.2. In

doing so, | hope to show how Kant's conceptioneriigs as the expression of aesthetic

*4 For Kant, thoughts about the reality of freeddme, éxistence of God, and the immortality of thel $ieu
beyond the bounds of sensible experience. Henesethre to be regarded as ‘thoughts without cahtent
Nonetheless, in th€ritique of Practical Reasqrhe claims that these ideas of reason are negessar
postulates of reason, thereby finding a placeHent in his practical philosophy (5:122f).

% In the next section, | hope to suggest how | thirt this account of non-conceptual agency can be
broadened beyond the scope of artistic achievement.
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ideas offers a notion of second nature that islamw, albeit importantly distinct from,
the one to which McDowell himself appeals.
4.1

Recall that one key feature of McDowell's notidrsecond nature is that our
responsiveness to reasons in general becomes seatund to us through the result of
socialization into a human community. How, if df dbes Kant’'s conception of genius
as the expression of aesthetic ideas capturedhtare as it applies to human action?

Consider Kant's two definitions of genius: (1) genis a ‘natural gift’
(Naturegabe), a “talent...that itself belongs to neltuand (2) genius is an “inborn
predisposition of the mindngeniun) through which nature gives the rule to art” (580
As earlier stated, it is crucial, for Kant, thahges be understood as natural in some
sense, since its product must be regarded as héatwithout showing any sign that the
rule has hovered before the eyes of the artistettered his mental powers” (5:307).
However, it is not as though works of art are pastlby some natural mechanism that is
external to the artist. Rather, on Kant’s conceptfaaturein the subjec{and by means
of the disposition of its faculties) must give tide to art” (5:307, emphasis added). In
this respect, then, Kant's theory of artistic cragt is opposed to the theory prevalent in
ancient Greece, according to which artists workedieu the influence of Muses, or
goddesses of inspiration. For Kant, fine art, @t thhich gives expression to aesthetic
ideas, is essentially the result of a natural gsce

Additionally, just as McDowell sees practical wisd@as resulting from an
educative process, so too Kant recognizes the itapoe of academic training in the

cultivation of genius. Hence, he writes: “Genius caly provide richmaterial for



26

products of art; its elaboration afam require a talent that has been academically
trained, in order to make a use of it that candtgmto the power of judgment” (5:310).
In other words, in order to produce a work that th@ssort of unity or coherence required
for the expression of aesthetic ideas, as oppaseddinal nonsense, an artist must take
the time to acquire and practice the skills ofdmr This process will more than likely
involve some combination of instruction from a teac close studies of other works of
art or forms in nature, scrutinizing over the miallerto be used, and countless hours
spent by the artist in trying e.g. to find the agprate word for her poem or to capture
the right lighting in her painting. Indeed, perh&yigsause fine art is possible only under
such exceptional, though natural, conditions, Ksays “the genius ia favorite of
nature the likes of which one has to regard as @bgare phenomenon” (5:318,
emphasis added).
4.2

However, calling the genius a ‘favorite of natuaed a ‘rare phenomenon’ seems
to conflict with another feature of McDowell’s noti of second nature, namely that the
capacity to think and act in response to reasoasdsssible tall human beings who
have had a decent upbringing. How could geniusoheething that is both rare and
essentially within reach of everyone with the propaucation?

To address this question, | must unpack an amlyigaoitkant’'s conception of
genius that is made explicit by Henry Allison. Ore tone hand, Kant offers a ‘thick’
conception of genius, which is “characterized as‘eemplary originality’ and that

includes understanding and, indeed, judgment, begetith an inventive imagination as
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essential component§® That is to say, in the ‘thick’ conception, geniwers to an
extraordinary natural talent to give expressioaésthetic ideas thatready includeghe
faculty of taste and, so, an awareness of primiienativity. This is the conception of
genius that Kant apparently has in mind when he,d9ay846, that genius is sufficient for
the production of fine art and that the productg@hius couldhot be original nonsense.
However, in the following passage from 850, Kanttcasts genius with taste and claims
that geniuss capable of producing nonsense:

Now since it is in regard to [genius] that an aeserves to be called

inspired, but only in regard to [taste] it deserves to béechhbeautiful

art...For all the richness of the [imagination] prods, in its lawless

freedom, nothing but nonsense...Taste, like the pavfeudgment in

general, is the discipline (or corrective) of gemialipping its wings and

making it well behaved or polished. (5:319)
To resolve this apparent textual conflict, we sHadcognize that Kant has another, less
demanding sense of genius. Following Allison, tthé’ conception of genius “seems to
be limited merely to an imaginative capacity, aheéréfore does not itself involve
understanding, judgment, or tasfé Genius in this less demanding sense is not arrinbo
predisposition to create works of fine art. Ratheproduces fine art only when it is
properly cultivated by taste. Thus, whereas théckthconception of genius already
includes the faculty of taste, in the ‘thin’ contiep taste is something to l@eldedor
forced upon that talent. Disambiguating these temses of genius removes the tension
between these portions of the text. The ‘thick’, ren@lemanding sense of genius

corresponds to its usage in 846, and the ‘thirgs ldemanding sense corresponds to its

usage in 850.

“% Allison (2001: 300).
7 Ibid.
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Disambiguating the two conceptions of geffiusiso allows us to see how the
activity of genius can be made accessible to beyboske individuals with extraordinary
talent. The ‘thin’ conception of genius shows that does not need to have the same
talent as Michelangelo or any other of the old m@stor one’s movements to be guided
by an indeterminate rule, along with an awarenesspranitive normativity. An
apprentice of Michelangelo can give expression éstleetic ideas, so long as their
imagination is disciplined by taste in accordand whe indeterminate rule expressed by
the work of the old master: “[a genius’s] exampbe dther good minds gives rise to a
school...andfor these [lesser artists] beautiful art is to thextent imitationto which
nature gave the rule through a genius” (5:318, exsighadded). Hence, it is only under
the ‘thick’ conception that “genius is entirely @ged to thespirit of imitation ” (5:308).
Fine art can be imitative, so long as ‘nature gheerule through a geniu&’.And, so, the
possibility of second nature is not limited to jtesfavorite of nature’, like Michelangelo.
Rather, artists in general can act intentionallthaut any guidance from a determinate
concept, and hence those individuals are also tapélacquiring a second nature.

Before moving on to the third feature given abadvehould address a possible
worry. One might object that | am mistaken to relgdre followers of great artists as
geniuses in the ‘thin’ sense. For, in that senggeraus was said to be highly original but
apt to produce nonsense, but ‘lesser’ artistsem@grding to common sense, precisely the

opposite — they lack originality, but are skillful applying rules. However, for Kant,

“*8 Though Kant himself never explicitly distinguisHestween these two conceptions of genius, we can
easily make sense of how it is implicitly at workhis discussion of artistic creativity. In pariey we can
see his analysis in 846 as addressing the evenglye of ‘genius’ and in 850 as referring to hitecal
usage of that notion. In any case, the distindsdmelpful for making sense how Kant can claimttoanone
hand, that genius is a necessary and sufficierthiopossibility of fine art in some places, whie, the
other hand, rejecting that claim.

9 For more on Kant's systematic classification afimas kinds of copying and imitation, see Martin
Gammon (1997).
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lesser artistare properly understood as geniuses in the ‘thin’ eefite lesser artists, he
says, will abstract a rule from the work of a gradist, “letting it serve them as a model
not for copying but forimitation” (5:309). From there, the aesthetic idea expressed
the work will “arouse similar ideas in [the] apptiee if nature has equipped him with a
similar proportion of mental powers” (ibid.). Sbetapprentice does not simply copy the
works of their master. Rather, assuming the imdiginaand taste of the apprentice are
adequately developed, the master’s work will irsspirem to create their own variation of
it in another work of art. And, though these wouadl be imitative, they will still be
original, since the apprentice is using the aesthdea expressed by the old master’s
work, which, given its inexhaustibility, cannot hely articulated in terms of concepts.
This imitation infringes on originality only if ibecomes what Kant calls ‘aping,” of
which one sort is copying “the studentopieseverything, even down to that which the
genius had to leave in, as a deformity...” (5:318).

In short, lesser artists can create original worfkart that are exemplary once
they have adequately developed their talents. \&m though many artists are governed
by a rule given through the work of some greasgrthe work of those artists still counts
as an exercise of intentional activity that is governed by any determinate concept in
virtue of the inexhaustibility of the awarenessappropriateness of that rule. In this way,
the activity of genius, and therefore second naigrmade accessible to all artists who

posses a similar, thought not as great, propodfaonental powers to those of rare

%0 Another sort of aping, according to Kant, is maisme: “Mannerism is another sort of aping, namely
that of merandividuality (originality) in general, in order to distance oskéss far as possible from
imitators, yet without having the talent therebyogexemplary at the same time” (5:318). Whereas
copying suffers from a deficiency of originalityammerism suffers from an excess of originality.ikinl
imitation, both sorts of aping suffer from a ladkaent to produce exemplary works of art.
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geniuses, or nature’s favorites. Of course, prepkeication may not be enough for all
individuals to become artists capable of produsesdrt and such activity.

This ‘thin’ sense of genius can also be used, pexh@ broaden the scope of
genius beyond the domain of artistic creation st ithbe applicable to craft, as well.
Consider similarities and difference between thalpction of a wristwatch and a fresco
depicting a Biblical scene. One difference willthat a watchmaker must be trying to
make an example of a particular concept — the quraféwristwatch, or perhaps some
particular type of wristwatch. Moreover, it may tagional for the watchmaker to adhere
to this concept in the interest of, say, functidgallo a certain extent, then, that concept
normatively governs the activity of the watchmal&ut the general concept of
‘wristwatch’ does not determine the particular dstaf what the wristwatch must be
like, such as whether it should have Geneva stapeswhich material to use for its face.
In choosing those details, the watchmaker is noésgarily governed by an antecedent
rule. Rather, that activity may be governed bywaraness of the primitive normativity
associated with the rule that the watchmaker csaateugh that very activity. Unlike an
aesthetic judgment, however, which does not gse t@ any cognition but merely the
quickening of our faculties, the watchmaker’s atgiwill produce a determinate rule, or
a concept to be used for the purposes of cogni8ah, perhaps the watchmaker’s
activity can count as an instance of non-conceptgahcy, for the reason that that
activity is normatively governed by a rule, or cept; that does not precede its
completion.

| think that it is doubtful that Kant would be wilh to expand the unique sort of

agency involved in artistic creativity to craft, éor that matter, any activity outside of
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the aesthetic domam.Still, even broadening the scope of genius taudelthe talents of
lesser artists shows that that sort of agencydsssible to more than just those with
extraordinary talents. Furthermore, even McDowalposes limitations on the
accessibility of second nature in his usage of tiotibn by stating that only those people
with propertraining will acquire second nature.
4.3

A third feature of McDowell's notion of second negurecall, is that the
development of our responsiveness to reasons asdeature is constrained by aspects
of ourselves as mere animals, i.e., our first matlthink that the way in which Kant’s
conception of genius embraces this feature is rstwagghtforward than the previous one.
First of all, Kant would presumably agree that et judgments are conditioned by the
constitution of our sensible faculties, given ttiaise judgments make claims to
universality based on a feeling of pleasure. Secooisider the Kant’s following
characterization of the process underlying the @sgion of aesthetic ideas: “The
imagination (as a productive cognitive faculty)namely, very powerful in creating, as it
were, another natureyt of the material which the real one givég%:314, emphasis
added). So, for example, in painting the ceilingha&f Sistine Chapel, Michelangelo was
constrained by the chemical composition of the @gtrhe applied to the plaster as well
as the wetness of the plaster itself. Had he uggdgnt from another location or waited
several hours more before applying the pigmentégolaster, his work would have come
out differently, if at all. More generally, we caay that, for Kant, the organization of

some natural material in an aesthetically pleasiay, i.e., the transformation of that

*1 Kant distinguishes art from nature, skill, andfcia §43 of theCritique of Judgment
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material into second nature, is at least part@diiermined by the contingencies of that
material itself.
4.4

To see how Kant's conception of genius, like McDbwenotion of second
nature, involves a ‘partial re-enchantment’ of m@tuconsider this passage, which
provides a fuller context for the quote mentionbdwee from 5:314:

We entertain ourselves with it when experience se@m mundane to us;

we transform the latter, no doubt always in accocdawith analogous

laws, but alsan accordance with principles that lie higher inason (and

which are every bit as natural to us as those iooagdance with which the

understanding apprehends empirical nature)this we feel our freedom

from the law of association (which applies to thepeical use of that

faculty), in accordance with which material cantaily be lent to us by

nature, but the latter can heansformed by us into something entirely

different, namely into that which steps beyond mat(ibid., emphasis

added)
In other words, the expression of aesthetic idedike second nature in that it requires
that the imagination take the material provided twy first nature, e.g., perceptual
experience, and infuse it with normativity, or miegn Aesthetic ideas are nonetheless
natural for Kant, since their expression is in adaoce with principles of reason ‘which
are every bit as natural to us as those in accoedaith which the understanding
apprehends empirical nature’. That the expressi@@sthetic ideas involves, for Kant,
the infusion of normativity is made clear by notyothis statement about the principles
underlying the expression of aesthetic ideas amigeig to reason but also what was said
earlier about the relationship between those idedsaesthetic judgments. Beauty, for
Kant, just is the expression of aesthetic ideasiclgthe latter carries with it precisely

same sort of normativity involved in the formemtigh Kant’s notion of aesthetic ideas

makes it more apparent how that normativity is sigeg to integrated with nature.
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4.5

Lastly, according to McDowell's notion of secondura, our capacity to think
about and act in the world in response to reasoosgnitive; that is, the exercise of that
capacity engenders empirical knowledge througtstisumption of intuitions under
concepts. | take his feature of second nature twri&al for McDowell, since he takes it
to guarantee that a notion of second nature wificuto preserve the Kantian insight
that empirical knowledge requires the integratibnancepts and intuitions. That is to
say, if the notion of second nature, for whateeason, failed to make empirical
knowledge possible, then, for McDowell, it would eless with respect to exorcising
the philosophical anxiety concerning the possipibt normatively governed thought and
action for natural beings such as ourselves. Howewen if, as | have been suggesting,
Kant does employ a notion of second nature intfesity of artistic creativity, it seems as
though that notion plays no role in making empirla@owledge possible. For Kant
insists that an essential feature of aestheticmetds is that they do not give rise to
cognition — that, although aesthetic judgments Iveralaims to universality, those
claims have merely subjective validi§Perhaps for this reason, then, we should accept
McDowell’s claim that Kant lacks a ‘serious’ notiohsecond nature. Consequently,
though Kant'’s theory of artistic creativity contaimany of the relevant features of
McDowell’s notion of second nature, that theoryradans the one that is the most
essential.

But | think that Kant did regard his aesthetic ttyes@s closely related to his
insight about the nature of objectively valid cdagm. Recall that, on Ginsborg’s

interpretation, though aesthetic judgment, or tgession of aesthetic ideas, does not

%2 See, in particular, §33 of ti@ritique of Judgment
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involve the subsumption of intuitions under conegfitat sort of judgment does require
that the imagination stand in a certain relatiopsbithe understanding. That relationship,
for Kant, is one that “[those faculties] must stamthe power of judgment in general”
(20:220). That is to say, aesthetic judgment, amtth the expression of aesthetic ideas,
exemplifies a relationship that serves as a pratondor the possibility of objectively
valid cognition®® In this way, although the exercise of second ratiurough aesthetic
judgment does not result in empirical knowledge Kant, it is nonetheless indispensable
for the possibility of that sort of knowledge orgeation in general.

In addition, Kant thinks that works of arts serveognitive function with respect
to ideas of reason. Such ideas containantept(of the supersensible) for which no
suitable intuition can ever be given” (5:342). Tteas of freedom, God, immortality,
heaven, hell, and infinity amongst others can neaerording to Kant, be given direct
sensible expression. Since these ideas can neagldgeiately given sensible expression
via intuitions, and intuitions are necessary fogration, we can never cognize these
ideas. However, through their works of art, andefere the expression of aesthetic
ideas, Kant thinks that artists strive to give ggrsexpression to ideas of reason (5:314).
Moreover, in defense of his famous claim that bgayimbolizes the morally good, Kant
points out various similarities between aestheatit moral judgments (5:353-4). In virtue
of these similarities, he thinks that the distimetpleasure derived from beautiful objects
“makes possible the transition from sensible ch@rtime habitual moral interest without

too violent a leap” (5:354). Although these remaaksut the relationship between art

>3 Another crucial passage on this point about thaiomship between the mental state underlyinghaist
judgments and cognition comes in 89, where Kanttifles the free, harmonious play of the faculties
underlying aesthetic judgments with that “statenirfid that is encountered in the relation of the gmof
representation to each other insofar as they redategiven representation ¢cognition in general
(5:217).
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and ideas of reason, beauty and morality, requirgec attention, they make it clear that
Kant regards beauty, or the expression of aestlitas, as serving an important role in
the bringing ideas of reason closer to cognitionulgh the feeling of pleasure involved

in aesthetic judgment.

5. Conclusion

For a couple of reasons, | do not take the pregesiations to conclusively show
that Kant does in fact possess and employ a nofisecond nature that would satisfy
McDowell. The first reason concerns his carefubuidh unexplained, qualification that
Kant lacks lacks a pregnant or serious notion obsd nature. Even if the similarities
between Kant's theory of artistic creativity and Muwell’'s naturalism are real, it is not
clear that those similarities would suffice forriditing a notion of second nature to
Kant. Without a clearer understanding of what isdesl for a serious notion of second
nature, it remains open to McDowell or someone &lsesist that Kant lacks the
necessary resources. Then again, absent a moreitesgaltement of what constitutes
second nature, | also think that the similaritiess ftrong enough to provide some reason
for doubting McDowell’s criticism against Kant. Tthaiticism relies on assumptions that
neglect the broader resources and aims of Kansthegc theory, assumptions that |
hope to have shown to be mistaken in light of thaory.

However, a second obstacle in the way of legitalyaattributing a notion of
second nature to Kant concerns not the contenialf a notion but its role, particularly
in McDowell’s project. In highlighting the strikingimilarities between Kant’s theory of

artistic creativity and McDowell’s naturalism, IVealso tried to spell out the differences
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between the two. One of those differences is fbatant, aesthetic judgments do not
give rise to cognition, but, for McDowell, the egrse of second nature must engender
empirical knowledge. Another difference, which dl diot make explicit, is that
McDowell holds that second nature alerts us t@nati demands in general, whereas
Kant holds that second nature, assuming he emplogfs a notion, makes us responsive
to specifically aesthetic demands. These are yustiays in which Kant’'s notion of
second nature may, by McDowell’s lights at leaail, tb be of any use.

Related to this obstacle is that, from McDowellssgpective, a notion of second
nature is useful only if that notion is wholly nedlized. However, nothing | have said
here has shown that Kant has abandoned the supeiistic view suggested by his
doctrine of transcendental idealism. So, even ffitklbes possess a notion of second
nature, his transcendental framework will spoikthation, at least in the eyes of
McDowell. Of course, this assumes that what McDoweits from a notion of second
nature is achievable, or even something worth hgsitt may turn out that a notion of
second nature can be useful in respects othertfigaones sought after by McDowell.
Perhaps, for instance, Kant’s distinctive notios@tond nature can serve to lessen the
aversion that McDowell and others have towards erhplatonism by showing how,
even within such a supernaturalistic view, natune loe understood as more than merely
mechanical, particularly within the domain of articreativity. Or, in addition maybe,
Kant’s notion of second nature shows that we cgrasoMcDowell tries to do, eliminate
the apparent opposition between the normative laaaatural. Rather, that notion can, at
best, perhaps allows us to throw “throw a bridgenflone domain to the other”, merely

making the seeming gap between the normative anddtural less troublesome (5:195).
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