
Abstract: This inquiry into the parallel - the analogy – between empathy and taste  is justified by invoking the tradition in which empathy is made the basis of aesthetics. Instead of regarding this basis as a complete confusion, the grain of truth to which this tradition points is explicated in terms of an analogy between taste (in the Kantian sense) and empathy. A full, robust definition of empathy makes use of the four moments of the judgment of aesthetic taste – disinterestedness, universality, purposiveness without purpose, and necessity. Empathy then also brings in the concept of the other. This inquiry is possible because empathy recruits the same underlying aspects of the human mental appartus as does taste – the sensus communis in both forms– though it is applied differently. 
A Justification of the Inquiry into the Analogy of Taste and Empathy

The justification of this inquiry into what Kant’s approach to aesthetics has to teach us about empathy is threefold. First, there is an entire tradition in which empathy is made the basis of aesthetics. The connection to Kant is at first indirect; yet, most of what is valid in Theodor Lipps’ approach can be traced back to Kant. For example, Lipps’ Aesthetik and the Leitfaden der Psychologie,
 which is generalized from the former, present the elaboration of an aesthetic attitude that is designed to replace taste with empathy in appreciating the animate expression of life presented by beauty. Lipps places empathy at the foundation of aesthetic pleasure:

Only in so far as this empathy exists are forms beautiful. Their beauty is this ideal freedom with which I express life [Sichausleben] in them (Lipps 1903: 247).

The “ideal freedom” mentioned suggests what Kant called the furtherance of “the feeling of life.”
 The goal of empathy for Lipps is the transference of my life into a form apart from me:

In full, positive empathy only one individual ego exists for me; namely this empathized or objectified own ego, which is projected into an external object (Lipps 1909: 194).

After reading this text, we can understand why Max Scheler writes exclusively of Lipps’ theory of “projective empathy.”
 Lipps does not hesitate to flirt with solipsism, indeed he embraces it, and says, “We must thus weave the other from the traits of our own personality” (Lipps 1903: 192). This is never an issue for Kant for whom the relationship with the other is primarily an ethical one in which self and other experience a shared humanity in respect (though if the classic issue of other minds were to arise, Kant might well deal with it as an example of dialectical illusion). Second, as will be demonstrated in this article, taste and empathy recruit much of the same underlying Kantian mental infrastructure and process. This is not to say that taste can be reduced to empathy (as Lipps mistakenly did) or vice versa. The explicit intersection of beauty as the symbol of morality in Kant and Lipps’s mechanism of projective empathy occurs at the end of §59: 

We call buildings or trees majestic and magnificent, or fields smiling and joyful, even colors are called innocent, modest, or tender, because they excite sensations that contain something analogical to the consciousness of a mental state produced by moral judgments.
 

Just as taste inspires a transition from the “free enjoyment apart from any charm of sensation” to the a consciousness of morality, so too in parallel the argument is that empathy enables a transition from physical to emotional interest apart from any cognitive, moral, or use-based relationship to the other individual (person). This text is not assigning emotional attributes – smiling and joyful – to physical objects in any real world way. The judgment is a reflective one about the formal purposiveness of nature in relation to our own theoretical and practical ends. Thus we attribute to “the song of the bird” a “joyfulness and contentment with its existence.” But this attribution is not a function of the objective design of nature. Rather Kant adds, “at least this is how we interpret nature” (Kant/Guyer 1790: §42; 181; (AA 303)). This function by which our emotions are attributed to nature only in order to be discovered and recaptured as beauty is precisely the function that Lipps calls empathy. It is tempting to say – a la Leibniz – that our human mental capacities are predetermined to displayed a certain formal purposive – even though there is no way objectively to get back behind it and demonstrate its objectivity. Do we attribute it to objects only then to discover it? The object of natural beauty invites this attribution in a kind of hermeneutic circle to which researchers have made reference (e.g., Makkreel 1990: 126-7).
 The Romantic idea of empathy is not to be found in Kant; yet Kant provides key distinctions for the rehabilitation of a non-Romantic account of empathy that recruits non-conceptual universal, necessary, disinterested communicability of affect in the context of formal purposiveness. In short, even though the “aesthetics of empathy” of Lipps is misconceived, misconstrued, and misguided, it is not insane. The point? This aesthetics of empathy points in the direction of a common source of empathy and taste, which a concise analysis of Kant will make clearer in ten pages than Lipps did in a thousand.
The substitution by Lipps of empathy for taste (and in some contexts the productive capacities of genius) is – to employ a celebrated expression from another context – a nonsequitur of numbing grossness – and such as to leave one’s head spinning with it audacity. Even worse, it obscures and covers over the way in which both taste and empathy recruit features and functions of the Kantian mental appartus that work in parallel in completely different areas of human experience, yet occasionally converge in astonishing ways. The latter in particular is exemplified in the experience that enhanced empathy results in enhanced appreciation of beauty, although a person undertook the work in one area (e.g., empathy) without the thought of the other (e.g., beauty). How this is so has remained a mystery – until now.
Rather a distinct parallelism – analogy - exists between the operation of these two distinct capacities, taste and empathy, and they sometimes converge and overlap, even as they remain separate. The result is twofold. Just as experience shows that beauty is the symbol of morality and that enculturation in morality is preparation for an unfolding of taste, likewise, the cultivation of empathy enhances the appreciation of beauty, wit, and wisdom. A logical space opens up in which our human relations with other are aesthetic-like without, however, being limited in the strict Kantian sense as disinterested (subjective) reflective judgments. This inquiry highlights an analogy, not a reduction or identification. Our grasp of the animate expression of the emotions of other individuals is initially symbolic and reflective, though we may raise it to the level of a determinate judgment by bringing in further conceptual resources, namely, the concept of the other individual human being. Much more might be said about the justification of this undertaking. But given limitations of space in this format, the ultimate justification is the inquiry itself. To that inquiry we now turn. Empathy recruits the four moments of the judgment of aesthetic taste – disinterestedness, universality, purposiveness without purpose, and necessity. 

Like Taste, Empathy is Disinterested.

In being receptive to the animate expressions of feeling, emotion, and affect of the other individual as complexes of behavior and affectivity, empathy does not agree or disagree, judge or evaluate, approve or disapprove of the feeling. Empathy just grants presence to the animate appearance of the other dinvidiaul as it is and as it is not. The other is not a means to an end with use value nor is she or he the target of moral approbation or disapproval. To be sure, the other’s moral worth as an end in her- or himself is in the background in the sense that the other is treated with respect and not treated with disrespect; however, morality is not the issue and any moral interest follows later. 
In comparing empathy and taste, the two are not determinatively linked, yet they are not unrelated. This recalls Kant’s later juxtaposition of beauty as the symbol of morality with a downstream moral interest being inspired, indirectly by beauty and as a preparation for a wholesome appreciation of beauty. This is not to suggest that empathy plays any role in the juxtaposition of beauty as the symbol of morality. The analogy lies elsewhere. Just as the application of taste is rescued from being lost in the vain charms of social decoration by the cultivation of morality, resulting in a healthy deployment of taste in leading the human being through beauty of morality; so too the application of empathy navigates the labyrinth of expressions of animate life in which the other shows up in one’s experience, enabling the other to be present in her or his humanness, which is not so much a moral version of humanity as one of possibility. Arguably the expressions of animate life of the other are merely symbolized by the concept of the other and so do not yet have the potential to yield a cognition without through further downstream processing. However, for the moment  the engagement is at the symbolic level (in the Kantian sense of ‘symbolic’). The focus here is on the disinterestedness with which empathy engages the other in parallel with the disinterestedness of taste towards the candidate beautiful display in nature. 
Initially taste is judgment, not by means of a concept, but by feeling. This changes almost beyond recognition the meaning of “judgment.” But workability is restored by enlarging the use of “judgment” to distinguish not only applying predicates to the determination of objects in the cognitive sphere, but also predicates to the reflective, free play of the understanding and imagination in the aesthetic sphere. Empathy further extends the predicates, whether accurately or not, to the other in the universal communicability of affect (to which we now turn).  

Like Taste, Empathy Requires the Universal Communicability of Affect

Like the judgment of the beautiful in taste, empathy is that which apart from a concept is universally communicable. But with one difference. The faculty of taste is not an organic sense; whereas empathy includes the communication of sensations. This means that empathy reaches down into the empirical and psychological (obviously) and extends beyond a disinterested pleasure to trace representations of the emotions – vicarious feelings – as a disinterested trace element of fear, happiness, even disgust. Thus Kant:
That being able to communicate one’s state of mind, even if only with regard to the faculties of cognition [as in the free play of the understanding and imagination], carries a pleasure with it, could easily be established (empirically and psychologically) from the  natural tendency of human beings to sociability. But that is not enough for our purposes (Kant/Guyer 1790/93: §9;103; (AA 218))
 
The “not enough” is of course the requirement that the sensation of pleasure in the aesthetic judgment of taste follows from the free play of the understanding and imagination and is not the source (cause) of it. By highlighting such a restriction – since the other’s sensation is literally the cause of one’s own through empathy – empathy is “pushed down” to the level of anthropology, dealing with social life, etc. Yet empathy does not remain there – and there is significant overlap of the universal communicability of affect, which today we would attribute to empathy, which Kant, in this passage, attributes to taste:

. . . [T]he suitability and the tendency toward it [society], i.e., sociability, are admitted to be necessary for human beings as creatures destined for society, and thus as a property belonging to humanity, then it cannot fail that taste should also be regarded as a faculty for judging everything by means of which one can communicate even his feeling to everyone else…

This is an astonishing passage, which must give pause to all those who take it at its word; for what we would today call ‘empathy’ – that capacity by which we can communicate our feeling to all other men – is attributed to taste. Against such a Lippsian interpretation and merger of taste and empathy, I argue that the two capacities are not to be confused; but that empathy makes use of the same underlying capacity that taste exploits, though, strictly speaking, we have not yet encountered it in this argument.  
Like Taste, Empathy Exploits the Form of Purposiveness

Taste is the capacity of judging purposiveness without finality [finality without an end (Meredith)] – also called “formal purposiveness”; likewise, empathy grasps and articulates the formal purposiveness of the expression of human emotions in the display in the human face and body. The space of animate life encompasses the visible display of bodily manifestation of our humanity in a sensuous representation, estimating man’s inner dynamics through the outward formal purposiveness. This tests the limits of the parallel between taste and empathy by requiring a transition from the aesthetic judgment to the teleological judgment. So we get purposefulness without a utilitarian or moral purpose; but a new kind of purpose a natural purpose is disclosed. For example, in the case of taste we are contemplating an object such as a rose, whose beauty is properly speaking the attribution of the pleasure caused by the free play of the faculties to the rose as well as to other’s taste; whereas in the case of empathy we are contemplating an object such as a human face, whose laughter, sorrow, or other expression of feeling is an organic whole (manifold) whose parts reciprocally determinate one another, arousing the free play of our faculties to reflect the feeling being expressed in one’s own feelings. The other’s feeling is indeed contingently the cause of one’s own qualitatively similar feeling; yet one’s own feeling is produced, not contingently, but universally and necessarily similar to an aesthetic feeling by the resonance of the faculties. To be sure, Kant is mainly interested in the reproductive capacities of organisms – e.g., a tree generates itself generically through its seed, a part of the tree can be grafted onto another tree and will grow, the tree can heal itself if a limb is broken. 
The way in which the understanding and imagination are set into free play by the form of purposiveness without purpose of the beautiful appearance anticipates the analysis of empathy in the observers of beautiful form and the aesthetic experiences aroused in them in Lipps, Groos, and Susan Langer.
 While introspection was banished from the realm of science, it has continued to be developed in limited form as a disciplined method in aesthetics. With the discovery of mirror neurons,
 this most famous—one might say infamous—proponent of inner imitation as the basis for beauty (via empathy), Lipps, is enjoying a certain degree of ex post facto validation. The interest in Lipps is not so much in the details of his philosophy of beauty as that he is personally a witness to the intersection of empathy, aesthetics, and introspection. Slender phenomenal traces of inner imitation are identified and reidentified with training such that they can become the basis for a fine distinctions of empathy, where “fine distinctions” refers to the ability to make fine-grained discriminations of vicarious feelings and affects rather like the perception of fine-grained musical tones or ambiguous musical chromatics. Those who says that Lipps meant something totally different by “empathy” in aesthetics than what we mean by it today in an interpersonal (e.g., psychotherapy) context miss Lipps’ contribution. In spite of most of the details of his analysis being inaccurate, Lipps was acutely aware that both empathy and taste rely on the same underlying mechanisms. Lipps saw them as psychological (or “empirical anthropological” as Kant might say), but such an interpretation gives way to a transcendental inquiry when we bring in the Third Critique. 
There is a logical space, not reducible to contingent examples from anthropology (which are indeed engaging and important), for an analysis of the universal and necessary communicability of affect in both taste and empathy. It is to the “necessary” moment that we now turn as indicated the common root of empathy and taste. 
Taste and Empathy Recruit the Same Underlying Mental Capability
Like taste, empathy goes back to a sensus communis that allows us to invoke necessity in the individual’s judgment of taste in aesthetic approval and in empathic capture of the other’s experience in a vicarious feeling in the empathic disclosure of the other. In other words, the necessity is that anyone who experiences the expression of life of the other – laughing, crying, trembling in fear – will experience a trace of the other’s experience – and necessarily so - under the assumption that their mental faculties of sensation are the same – that there is a common sense, grounding taste (as Kant argues) as well as empathy (as in this article that extends and amplifies Kant’s position). 

In a revision to the common person’s way of speaking, Kant proposes distinguishing an aesthetic common sense from a logical one: “One could designate taste as sensus communis aestheticus, common human understanding as sensus communis logicus” (Kant/Guyer 1790/93: §40; 175ftnt.; (AA 295ftnt.)). Kant continues in his revision to the way people actually use the term “common sense” and elaborates on what is really the name of a problem in the philosophical tradition, common sense as the place where all five of the standard senses are integrated.
 Kant proposes making taste function out of that part of our common sense “that which makes our feeling in a given representation universally communicable without the mediation of a concept” (Kant/Guyer 1790/93: §40; 178; (AA 295)).
 A rich philosophical history is in play here with the sensus communis as the sensorium where all the five senses are integrated. Kant perhaps alludes to this in an earlier discussion (§39) “On the Communicability of a Sensation” where he notes:

If sensation, as the real in perception, is related to cognition, it is called sensory sensation, and its specific quality can be represented as completely communicable in the same way only if one assumes that everyone has a sense that is the same as our own . . .  (Kant/Guyer 1790/93: §39; 171.; (AA 291)).
 

Kant does indeed doubt whether our senses are as alike as the common person believes, what with diversity in the sense of smell, sight, etc. He says they are not. However, this is precisely the kind of thing where training, practice, and science make a difference. One may reasonably take issue with Kant on this point as a matter of degree rather than an absolute distinction of sensibility and not be thought uncharitable or insane, arguing that our senses are built and operate similarly. In the better part of this essay, the argument is drawing a parallel and amplifying Kant says. In this one point only, the essay disagrees with Kant – our senses, even our empirical ones, are for the most part alike. A blind person or a near-sighted person does not disprove the rule. This is enough to disentangle taste from the communicability of feeling and leave a logical space within which to insert an empathic kind of experience. 

The communicability of feeling to be found in common sense is implemented in two ways. On the one hand, it is implemented as reflective capability resulting in the disinterested, (un)purposive, universal, and necessary feelings known as judgments of taste. However, there is something left over in the communicability of feeling which Kant discards as charm and emotion, but which can be used to integrate the one person’s vicarious experience of the other’s feeling into empathy. On the other hand, the communicability of feeling is implemented as a capability resulting in empathic experiences that become the basis of assertions about the mental state of other persons. In short, the sensus communis aestheticus provides textual warrant for the communicability of a feeling but without the addition of any specific concept. Granted that the pleasure in the reflective (aesthetic) judgment arises from the free play of the understanding and imagination (not vice versa), to make progress in knowing others in the full sense it is necessary to bring a concept back and subsume the experience under a concept—the other—not merely the harmonious and sensible relation of the imagination and understanding. Here the distinction sensus communis logicus lends support to the assertion that other are available as both intuition and concept, knowledge in the full sense. In particular, the sensus communis logicus adds back the concept of the other. Kant explicitly points out that among other functions this kind of common sense enable us “to think in the position of everyone else” (Kant/Guyer 1790/93: §40; 174; (AA 294)).

Thus, even if a Kantian approach to the other individual in empathy starts out being receptive to the other with an aesthetic-like attitude that is nonconceptual, we ultimately bring in the concept of the other in order to limit the free play of the imagination and understanding and determine the experience as a source of practical knowledge of the other. If our goal is to know the other, then a judgment by means of a feeling, as in a judgment of taste, is inadequate, and the requirement must be brought back in to organize the intuitions by the rigor of conceptual determination. Thus, we have a form of experience intermediate between a first-person experience that is contingently experienced only by the person having it and a third person experience that is publicly available to multiple individuals. But limiting the aesthetic approach by bringing in a concept raises the requirement from a reflective to a determinate judgment and the latter include both theoretic and practical knowledge. 

The Cultivation of the Empathy Enhances that of Taste and Vice Versa
The American psychoanalyst, Heinz Kohut,
 long observed that the development of empathy had as one of its indirect consequences an enhanced appreciation of beauty in music and art. But he never offered an explanation, just marveling at the result to his incredulous colleagues. We now have at least a start of an explanation with empathy sharing with taste the disinterested, universal, necessary communication of affect in a context of formal purposiveness. Granted that the pleasure arises from the free play of the understanding and imagination (not vice versa), to make progress in knowing others it is necessary to bring a concept back into the inquiry and subsume the experience under a concept—the other—not under the harmonious and sensible relation of the imagination and understanding. This is why the study of beauty in nature and fine art can improve our interpersonal skills and openness to the experiences of others, but by itself is insufficient. What was lacking has been beneath our noses from the start, that is, a form of experience intermediate between a first-person experience that is contingently experienced only by the person having it and a third person experience that is available to multiple individuals, vicarious experience. But limiting the aesthetic approach by bringing in a concept raises the requirement from a reflective to a determinate judgment and the latter includes both theoretic and practical knowledge. 

Empathy schematizes the emotion of the other in a vicarious experience; and empathy grasps the symbolization of the expression of the emotions of the other in an interpretation that captures the meaning of the other’s behavior in a pattern with symbolic, not necessarily cognitive application (Kant/Bernard 1790/93: 359; 197f.; (AA 198)), such as a reenactment of interpersonal authority, disappointment, or conflict (e.g.). Our grasp of the animate expression of the emotions of others is initially symbolic and reflective, though we may raise it to the level of a determinate judgment by bringing in further conceptual resources, namely, the concept of the other. Even if we start out being receptive to the other with an aesthetic-like attitude that is nonconceptual, in empathy, we ultimately bring in the concept of the other in order to limit the free play of the imagination and understanding and determine the experience as a source of knowledge of the other. 
Borges, Maria (2008). Physiology and the controlling of affects in Kant’s philosophy, Kantian Review, Vol. 13-2, 2008: 46-6. Quoting Kant on her page 55:

Sympathetic joy and sadness (sympathia moralis) are sensible feelings of pleasure or displeasure (which are therefore to be called ‘aesthetic’) as another’s state of joy or pain (shared feeling, sympathetic feeling). Nature has already implanted in human eings receptivity to those feelings. But to use this as a means to promoting active and rational benevolence is still a particular, though only a conditional, duty (Doctrine of Virtue (DV) 6: 456).

Further evidence of the use of the word ‘sympathy’ in Kant:
The principle of apathy, that is, the the prudent man must at no time be in a state of affect, not even in that of sympathy with the woes of his best friend, is an entirely correct and sublime moral precept of the stoic school, because affect makes one (more or less) blind. (Anth. 7: 253)

Stuart Dalton (1999) Obligation to the other in Levinas and the experience of the sublime in Kant, Kant Review, Vol. 3 (Annual) 1999: 81-98.

Paul Guyer makes clear that it is a confusion to identify the universal communicability of a mental state must not only be the ground of the judgment of taste but also must have pleasure as its consequence (Guyer 140). There is no necessary connection between communicability and the pleasure judged in taste. However, in the case of empathy the intersubjectively valid judgment is on firmer ground. The recipient of empathy experiences a equilibrium affect – a soothing, calming, mellowing consequence of being empathized with. Of course, was not engaged by the distinction empathy – or the 18th century equivalent such as sympathy in the sense of affective communicability. However, it is dimly operating in the background as he writes of the empirical interest in the beautiful. 

The judgment of taste asserts “this is beautiful” and the judgment of empathy asserts ‘This is x’ where ’x’ is one of the affects such as sadness, happiness, anger, fear ‘read off’ of the affective-sensory-kinesthetic-affective display of the constellation of a behavior-emotional complex. But with this necessary and universal qualification – the form of every affect that is empathically transmitted is respect for the other’s anger, sadness, fear, happiness. Whre the respect is missing, the individual’s experience of the other’s affect decays from empathy to emotional contagion. 
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� “. . . was unser Gefühl an einer gegebenen Vorstellung ohne Vermittlung eines Begriffs allgemein mitteilbar macht. . .”


� “Wenn Empfindung, als das Reale der Wahrnehmung, auf Erkenntnis bezogen wird, so heisst sie Sinnenempfindung, und das Spezifisches ihrer Qualität lässt sich als durchgängig auf gleiche Art mitteilbar vorstellen, wenn man annimmt, dass jedermann einen gleichen Sinn mit dem unsrigen habe . . .”


� “…an der Stelle jedes anderen denken…” See also KU AA 05: 159f: “. . . Wenn er . . . aus einem allgemeinen Standpunkte (den er dadurch nur bestimmen kann, das er sich in den Standpunkt anderer versetz) über sein eignes Urteil reflecktiert”; and KrV: AA 353: “Es ist offenbar: dass, wenn man sich ein denkend Wesen vorstellen will, man sich selbst an seine Stelle setzen, und also dem Objekte, welches man erwägen wollte, sein eigenes Subjekt unterschieben müsse…


� Heinz Kohut. (1984). How Does Analysis Cure? eds. A. Goldberg and P. E. Stepansky. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.








Page 1 of 16   The Analogy of Empathy (Einfühlung) with Taste in Kant’s Third Critique 





anonymous id: 2030269773


