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Abstract
The problem of beauty emerges as a relative and individual sensual experience under a general and universal concept. As to what that general/universal property of beauty
is and under which conditions it can be satisfied in view of its subjective and sensual
origins will be the problem to be dealt with here. In that vein, we will be contrasting two
different approaches, namely Kantian and Platonic and consequently restrict ourselves
to their thoughts on this issue which seem to come up with totally contradictory results.
Thus, contrasting of the two may seem in a way as a spanning of the history of thinking
on the problem of beauty in its two basic antithetical positions. Accordingly, Kant will
be discussed critically in his analysis of beauty in Critique of the Power of Judgment
together with his crucial definition of “symbol” at the end of the first part of the book.
In contrast, Plato will be discussed as to his notion of philosophy itself being dependent
upon the experience of beauty, only to discover that according to his thought, aesthetics is
philosophy as the ontological experience per se. Conclusively, the difference between two
views on that matter will be discussed taking up symbol as a necessary criterion and a
guide for understanding the problem of beauty itself.
Keywords: Plato, Kant, Problem of Beauty, Kalos/Eros, Universal/Individual,
Symbol.

* Doç. Dr., İstanbul Teknik Üniversitesi Mimarlık Fakültesi Mimarlık Bölümü, haslakoglu@
itu.edu.tr.

63

864
ve Madalya (1319-1320),
10 Hanedân-ı
Osmâni
Nişân veÜzerine
İmtiyâz Madalyası (1311Kant ve Platon’
da Güzellik
Sorunsalı
1334), 17 Teba-yı Şâhâne Mecîdî Esâmî (1321-1332), 30 Altın İmtiyâz Madalyası
(1309-1320),
40 Madalya Esâmî (1899-1902) Defterleri.
Özet

İngilizGüzellik
Ulusal Arşivi:
FOtemelde
195/1720;
FO
FO 195/1477;
FO 195/1368;
FOesaslı
195/
sorunsalı
genel
ve195/1883;
tümel kavram
altında göreceli
ve bireysel
1932;
FO
195/1976;
FO
195/1305,
FO
195/1369;
FO
195/
1448;
FO
195/1306;
duyusal tecrübe olarak ortaya çıkar. Güzelliğin genel/evrensel özelliğinin ne olduğu ve
195/ 1545.
öznelFO
ve duyusal
kökenleri itibariyle hangi koşullar altında sağlanabileceği burada ele

Amerikan
Misyoner
640,Platoncu
641, 642,ve643,644,
646, 647, onların
648, 651,bu
652,
653, 654,
alınan sorundur.
Bu Arşivi:
anlamda,
Kantçı 645,
yaklaşımları
konuyla
il655, düşünceleriyle
660, 661, 66 2,sınırlamak
663. Reeller.kaydıyla kıyasladığımızda tümüyle çelişik sonuçlar
gili temel

sunduklarınıSalname-i
görürüz. Vilâyet-i
Böylece de
iki düşünceyi
güzellik esasında karşılaştırdığımızda
Sâlnameler:
Haleb:
1320.

düşünce tarihinin güzellik sorunsalı ekseninde birbirine karşıt bu iki konumunda kapsayıcı anlamda içerildiğini görürüz. Dolayısıyla da Kant hem Yargıgücünün Eleştirisi’nde
Şanlıurfa, Yukarı Telfidan Köyü saha araştırması.
yaptığı güzellik çözümlemesinde hem de yine aynı kitapta söz konusu ‘sembol’ tanımıyla
Adıvar,
E. (2005).
MehmetKarşılaştırmalı
Kalpaklı G. T. (Haz..),
Mor Salkımlı
Ev.düşünce
İstanbul:tarihine
Özgür
eleştirel H.
anlamda
ele alınacak.
olarak; Platon’un
ilk kez
isminiYayınları.
verip yetkin bir biçimde tanımladığı philosophia’yı güzellik tecrübesi üzerine
inşa etmiş olduğundan
tespitle “felsefe”nin
Platon
diyaloglarında
biçimiyle
Bayraktar,
H. (2007). Tanzimattan
Cumhuriyet’
e Urfa
Elazığ: Fırattanımlandığı
Üniversitesi Ortadoğu
tecrübi
ontoloji esasında
başlı başına bir estetik olduğu ortaya konulacak. Sonuç olaraksa
Araştırmaları
Merkezi.
bu meseleS. hakkında
iki görüşMahkemelerinde
birlikte ele alınarak
güzellik
sorunsalının
anlaşılmasında
Bingöl,
(2005). Osmanlı
Reform
ve Cerîde-yi
Mehâkim’
deki Üst
“sembol”
kavramını
ölçüt
ve
rehber
alacak
kısa
bir
yaklaşım
sunulacak.
Mahkeme Kararları. Tarih Incelemeleri Dergisi, XX (19), 19-38.
Şer’îyye Sicili: 23 Recep 1293- 25 Şaban 1296 tarihli Urfa Şer’îyye Sicili

Anahtar
Kelimeler:
Kant,
Güzellik
Sorunsalı,
Çadırcı,
M. (1997).
TanzimatPlaton,
Döneminde
Anadolu
Kentleri’nin
SosyalKalos/Eros,
ve EkonomikTümel/
Yapısı.
Tikel,Ankara:
Sembol.
TTK.
Deringil, S. (2002). İktidarın Sembolleri ve İdeoloji II. Abdülhamit Dönemi ( 1876-1909) (Çev.
G. Ç. Güven). İstanbul: YKY.

If there is one favourite judgment which is practiced often on a daily basis, it
is the judgment of beauty. From the moment we get use to the notion as a child,
Foucault,
M.determining
(2006). Deliliğin
Tarihi
( Çev. M.accordingly.
A. Kılıçbay).However,
Ankara: İmge.
we’ve been
what
is beautiful
when asked, in the
manner ofC.Socrates,
whatvethat
so-called
beauty
might be,
we almost immediately
Ginzburg,
(2011). Peynir
kurtlar
(Çev. A.
Gür). İstanbul:
Metis.
resort to orM.
imply
the famous
Roman
saying that
is not toXXXIII,
be disputed
(De
Kenanoğlu,
M. (2007).
Nizâmiye
mahkemeleri.
Islâm“taste
Ansiklopedisi,
185-188.
gustibus non est disputandum).” Hence, the problem of beauty emerges as a relatively
Kodaman, B. (1987). II. Abdülhamid Devri Doğu Anadolu Politikası. Ankara: Türk Kültürünü
subjective experience under a universal concept. As to what might that universal
Araştırma Enstitüsü.
property of beauty be and under which conditions this necessary concept can be
Kürkçüoğlu,
C. (2008).the
Şanlıurfa
1850-1950.
Şanlıurfa:
satisfied concerning
necessarily
subjective
and ŞURKAV.
particular experience of beauty
Nicault,
C. crux
(2001).
1850-1948
E. S. Vali).
İletişim.
forms the
of Kudüs
the problem
here.(Çev.
Although,
theİstanbul:
name was
given by Baumgarten,
aesthetics
as a distinct
discipline
concerning
nature
and expression
Ortaylı,
İ. (1983).
Osmanlıintellectual
imparatorluğu’nun
En Uzun
Yüzyılı. the
İstanbul:
Hil.
of
beauty
is
determined
in
its
ground
and
principles
for
the
first
time
Seyitdanlıoğlu, M. (1996). Tanzimat Devri’nde Meclis-i vâlâ. Ankara: TTK. in philosophy
by Kant. According to Kant, beauty is in the “mind” –and not in the eye– of the
Tanpınar, H. (2001). XIX. Asırda Türk Edebiyatı Tarihi. İstanbul: Çağlayan Kitabevi.
beholder and as such arises as a result of the harmonious interplay of imagination
Urfa.
(1984). Yurt Ansiklopedisi,
X, 7367-7389.
and understanding.
In contrast,
Plato is the first thinker in the history of thinking
Zürcher,
(1999).
Modernleşen
Türkiye’nin
(Çev. Y. S. with
Gönen).
İstanbul:
İletişim
to nameE.
and
define
philosophy
as a fieldTarihi
of knowledge
a certain
pathos
he
Yayınları.
determines as “eros” which is directly related to “kalos (beauty)” as its raison d’être.
In that sense, the contrasting of the two may seem in a way as a spanning of the
history of thinking on the problem of beauty between two rival opinions.
Fatma Aliye Hanım. (1995). Ahmed Cevdet Paşa ve zamanı. İstanbul: Bedir.

Dört Öge-Yıl 4-Sayı 8-Ekim
9-Nisan 2015
2016

65

Kant and Plato on the Problem of Beauty

Beginning with Kant, we must never forget that our notion of ‘aesthetics’
today is underlined by Kantian subjectivism. However, Kant’s notion of ‘subjectivity’ depends not on a state of mind but upon the ontological conditions of man’s
inherent faculties. The subjectivism concerning his aesthetics shows no exception
although the kind of judgment concerning beauty as a judgment of taste deviates from the norm of other judgments known as empirical and logical in an essential way. Therefore, we must first get to know what Kant means by judgment.
According to his Critique of Pure Reason (Kritik der reinen Vernunf ), “judgment
(Urtheil)” is the “mediate knowledge/cognition (Erkenntniß) of an object, hence,
the representation of a representation of it” (KrV, A 68/B 93). In other words,
judgment is the reflective function of the mind. This is closely related to another
important definition that “understanding” is nothing but the faculty of judgment
(KrV, A 69/B 94).1 Does this mean that judgment of beauty must belong to understanding as a faculty? Things get complicated when it comes to the aesthetic
judgment inasmuch as the experience of pleasure or displeasure cannot be determined as cognitive. Now as long as there is judgment, understanding as the faculty
of judgment should be involved in some way. Yet, aesthetic judgments cannot be
objective as in the case of empirical judgments for they must essentially refer to
“subject” in order to be a “taste”. In a following manner, aesthetic judgments also
differ from logical ones in terms of lacking objective employment to be knowledge:
They are felt rather then known.
This short introduction brings us to the “moments” of beauty as Kant calls
them in the Critique of the Power of Judgment (Kritik der Urteilskraft). The “first
moment” of beauty is as follows: Insofar the judgment of taste is disinterested
in its subjective employment, it is a delight (or, satisfaction) for its own sake and
the object of such a delight is called beautiful (KU, 211). Here Kant seems to
provide us with a definition of taste which defies mere delight as an “agreeable”
interest. This will directly lead to the “second moment” in which the beautiful
is determined within “subjectively universal validity”. It is here that Kant brings
his favorite notion of “free play” between two faculties, namely imagination and
understanding in their mutual accordance to form aesthetic judgment (KU, 217).
However, as it is obvious from Kant’s own statement in “The Dialectic of the
Aesthetic Power of Judgment”, aesthetic idea is conjoined to a given representation by imagination. Therefore, understanding is not needed in the aesthetic judgment to provide the concept; it only serves as a ground of judgment for general
validity. For Kant, beauty is a concept not of understanding but of reason and as
such it is an “aesthetic idea” which must be differentiated from rational idea in that
the former is an intuition of imagination to which no determinate concept can be
given whereas the latter is a concept of supersensible to which no intuition can be
1

“(…) Verstand überhaupt als ein Vermögen zu urtheilen (…).”
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not match the concept of reason. Inasmuch as the sensible intuition is inadequate
to represent the kind of concept that reason thinks then the imagination is compelled to interpret. This interpretation according to Kant is done in an analogous
way as the birth of symbol as follows:
“All intuitions that are ascribed to concepts a priori are thus either schemata or
symbols, the first of which contain direct, the second indirect presentations of the
concept. The first do this demonstratively, the second by means of an analogy (for
which empirical intuitions are also employed), in which the power of judgment
performs a double task, first applying the concept to the object of a sensible intuition, and then, second, applying the mere rule of reflection on that intuition to an
entirely different object, of which the first is only the symbol.” (KU, 352).
It is difficult to understand Kant here unless we make explicate what he
means by the “rule of reflection (Regel der Reflexion)”. This is because, in Kant’s
view, the analogical ground of symbol is justified as a result of observing that which
is in schematism. The rule of reflection simply applies what it observes in schematism. Schema in Kant as the product of pure imagination has the crucial role of
forming the nexus of pure concepts of understanding -which goes by the name
categories after Aristotle- and the appearance in order to form the reality as we
know (KrV, B 201-202). Hence, schematism is the application of the pure concepts
of understanding to the appearance while in symbolism the concept to be applied
belongs to the reason exclusively. The question then is: How symbolism takes place
in an analogous fashion as the observation of what goes in schematism? Kant’s
example is the hand-mill for the despotic state which for him is determined by “individual absolute will”. First of all, the concept “individual absolute will” as reason
thinks is applied to the sensible intuition “hand-mill” as its “mode of operation” on
a bodily, physical level. Then merely applying this “mode of operation” as the rule
of reflection to “despotic state” but this time on a socio-political level insofar it is in
the form of reflection that the agreement with the concept is formed and not in its
content. Otherwise we will be picturing the despotic state literally as a hand-mill.
This rule of reflection or procedure which is applied to “despotic state” and “handmill” in an analogous fashion is what makes the conversion possible between these
two different objects in a symbolic way. Thus he writes as follows:
“For between a despotic state and a hand-mill there is, of course, no similarity, but there is one between the rule for reflecting on both and their causality.” (KU, 352).
But isn’t it exactly in the rules of reflection that this “function”, as Kant calls
it, should be explained? However, Kant evades the problem all too hastily:
“This business has as yet been little discussed, much as it deserves a deeper
investigation; but this is not the place to dwell on it.” (KU, 352).
Dört Öge-Yıl 4-Sayı 9-Nisan 2016
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intuition must be found. Just as a plate is homologous to circle logically (KrV, A
137/B 176), the bird in the sky is homologous to freedom imaginatively. In symbolization, the essence of this congruence depends upon the meaning of a concept
which in turn lies in its mimetic value as a lived experience. If we are to take Kant’s
own example, it is easy to see why it fails to be a symbol because the meaning of
despotic state does not lie in its ‘mode of operation’ as an “individual absolute will”
which is only an analytical determination of its formal structure. Rather, it lies in
its content as a mimetic value which is nothing but a lived experience and in that
specific sense despotic state can only mean; to be under the rule of a dictatorship.
Hence its symbol should be thought from within this passive if not oppressive state
of mind this kind of state creates in the minds of its citizens under one man’s rule.
More to the point, in that empathetic ability to find homologous expressions lies
the mimetic essence of imagination true to its etymology as einbildungskraft: The
formative power.
As we see, it is purely by the power of imagination that a general, universal
concept like peace can appear in a particular, individual dove as its symbol, but
then there are others. For an example, justice appears as a blindfolded female figure
holding a scale in balance and a sword in each hand. What if we ask the same for
beauty? Are we justified in asking for a symbol of beauty? Inasmuch as beauty as
an ‘aesthetic idea’ comes to be determined as an object of sensible intuition called
beautiful, the answer should be affirmative. Does this mean there is some kind of a
symbol for beauty like we have for justice? Yet, how beauty can be represented apart
from anything beautiful? This brings us to an inevitable conclusion that whenever
something is beautiful, that particular, sensible object with its form becomes the
symbol of beauty as its direct homologous expression. In that sense, just as schema
forms the nexus of pure concepts of understanding and appearance to form the
experience of reality, symbol conjoins aesthetic idea to a congruent sensible model
image to form the experience of beauty. Consequently, symbolization forms the
modus operandi of beauty in its representation in any individual exemplary presentation as beautiful. This presentation as an individual existence of ‘aesthetic idea’ in
concreto is neither analogical nor the result of a “harmonious free play” of faculties
but an original product of pure imagination. As such, it is the free employment of
schematism: A ‘creative’ synthesis of intelligible and sensible.
Such a notion of the experience of beauty founded on symbolization as a free
schematism inevitably questions the very existence of aesthetic judgment. If in any case
judgment is defined as a reflected capacity of the mind in the form of a representation,
the experience of beauty in its authentic sense cannot be determined as a judgment at
all. This is because it resides in the pre-reflective level as a direct expression. How then
we will differentiate the pre-reflective modes of beauty from the reflective ones which
come out as the most general experience of beauty under the name taste?
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are looking for; reflective and pre-reflective modes of beauty. We shall be dwelling
on a few lines taken from this prolific text but it will be enough to show the irreconcilable gap between Platonic and Kantian views on beauty.
In that particular passage, Socrates is telling that beauty born of a heavenly
origin descends to the world through the clearest aperture of sense, shining in clearness for sight being the keenest. However, this is true only if the descent of beauty
as a shining forth is not seen via phronesis otherwise the lover is overwhelmed by
the feelings of awe (Phaidros, 250d). Now the word for awe in the original Greek
text is “deinous” which simply means “dread” as well as “overpowering” in the sense
of being wondrous and marvelous. So we must get to know why a word like deinos is used in the context of beauty which is supposed to be rather pleasant. This
“pleasance” as the definition of beauty here in this world together with “clearance” is expressed in the text as “ekphanestatôn kai erasmiotatôn”; the most radiant
and the most pleasant (Phaidros, 250d-e). Note that being most pleasant literally
means the loveliest because love as eros lies at the root of every pleasance. As for
ekphanestatôn it is not that simple since beauty according to this phrase is not an
added aspect to the phenomena from without but an emergence from within. Now
insofar any sensible phenomenon for Plato is deemed to me on and not a genuine
being as ontos on then beauty as a shining forth is a flicker of true and unchanging being shone through the transient and ever changing phenomena. This is in
agreement with Plato’s view that beauty is an eidos or idea abiding in itself as a
determination of being. That’s why, our sight when catches this flicker of beauty in
a sensible object is filled with lasting impressions of pleasance and clearance. In a
way, it is a scarce view of the real being. However, when phronesis is involved, this
mere viewing becomes a vis-à-vis experience with beauty in its full glory. It is this
overpowering presence of beauty which is expressed by the word deinos as “awe”.
In that sense, we are brought to the presence of beauty in itself rather than merely
viewing its sensible substitute. Known as a practical wisdom in general, phronesis
in this particular context means; to experience the abiding beauty in its full majesty
as a lover. As such beauty here is at once the most sublime: Pleasance and awe are
just two sides of the same coin. Compared to this, Kantian sublime as the hopeless
elevation of imagination to an unreachable height of rational idea by means of the
“speculative” interest of reason and thereupon falling down inevitably due to the
impossibility of the task like Icarus is a theater piece resulted in the abandoning of
the original sense of beauty. Kant avoided the fact that in its original sense beauty
and sublime is one and the same thing.
However, Plato cannot provide us with the remedy as well. Despite the fact
that Plato is very keen on beauty (Phaidon, 100d) even to the point of defining
philosophia on the basis and inseparability of eros and kalos, his famous hypostatization (rather than merely proposing difference or even distinction) of beauty
Dört Öge-Yıl 4-Sayı 9-Nisan 2016
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