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Abstract

This thesis examines Schiller’s Letters on the Aesthetic Education of Man, and
revisits his concept of alienation, a key to understanding his controversial rhetoric. I argue
that his terminology - in which words have many meanings - may be understood in light
of his dualistic view of humanity and his historical view of human progress. In his view of
dualism and dialectic progress, Schiller sees either a fragmented or united human
condition, and changes the meaning of his words depending on which era or state he is
discussing. He holds that the aesthetic (holistic) education of man is vital in overcoming
alienation, and contends we should use what he calls the play drive, a mental state
equidistant from sense and reason, in all aspects of life, just as artists do when realizing
the combination of mind and matter. For Schiller, ultimate social reform must start from
the foundation of such a synthesized psyche, since this is the only way to build the bridge
between the ideal and real, to realize humanity’s dreams of freedom.
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The nature of the language (precis¢ - its tendency to the universal) must be fully
submerged in the form given to it, the body must lose itself in the idea, the sign in the
indicated, the reality in the appearance. Free and victorious must that to be presented
stride forth from the presenting, and. despite all fetters of language, stand there in its
entire truth, liveliness and personality before the imaginative power. With one word:
The beauty of poetical presentation is “free self-uction of nature in the fetters of
language.” (Kallias 526)
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Introduction

Researchers have often considered Schiller’s terminology in his aesthetical essays,
such as the Letters on the Aesthetic Education of Man, to be confusing and incomplete.
Criticism concerning Schiller’s terminology started early and continues to the present day.
For example, Lesley Sharpe observes that in 1795, just after the Letters was published,
“Johann Kaspar Friedrich Manso, a rationalist critic, and Friedrich August Mackensen, a
Kantian, ... criticize Schiller’s allegedly obscure language and resent his adaption of
Kantian terminology to suit his argument. They were the first of a series of critics who
dismissed Schiller’s philosophizing as vitiated by poetic language and as making incorrect
use of Kantinian categories” (Sharpe 8). Sharp goes on to note that reviewers rarely
address the arguments of the Letters. This kind of critique became widespread, she adds,
and in 1819, “Friedrich Bouterwek, the anti-Romantic professor ... admires the brilliant
intellectual content of the essays and the ‘magic of their style’ but claims that the truth is
often lost amid the dazzling use of language™ (Sharpe 9). Schiller’s friends also added
their voices: “... Herder called them [Letters] ‘Kantian sins.” Klopstock, more severely,
dismissed them as ‘non sens’ and found their ‘pretensions dreadful.” The Danish prince,
for whom the letters were originally meant, wrote to his sister: ‘Schiller is really not a
philosopher at all. He needs a translator’” (Regin 147).

In the late nineteenth century, E. Kithnemann held that “the names given by
Schiller to his concepts are often ill-fitting and conceal, rather than clarify, the underlying

thoughts” (Ives 8). In 1927, W. Bohm saw Schiller “as having insurmountable difficulties



in devising a comprehensive systematic approach to his subject matter ...” (Sharpe 46). In
1928, H. Lutz analyzed Schiller’s use of the term nature and concluded that Schiller
“constantly changed the names of his concepts and made no attempt to work them into a
coherent system” (Ives 8). In 1957, H. S. Reiss claimed the Letters “are a masterpiece
fraught with difficulties,” and “Schiller failed to elaborate his political theory” (Reiss 35).
Others conclude that “Schiller’s essays are hardly systematic™ (Kooy 14). Hermann Meyer
(1953) claims that “Schiller did not wish to use the rational language and method adopted
by Kant - a language which certainly tries to be as precise as possible and which is
directed towards the intellect or ‘common sense” of the reader,” since Schiller “hoped not
to construct a philosophical system” (Ives 8). but to appeal to people’s imaginations in
order to motivate them. Schiller seems to anticipate that his writings would be
misunderstood; Regin comments that ... the readers of the Horen [the magazine which
Schiller edited, and which published the Letters in three installments in 1795] were on the
whole disappointed too. and complained about the obscurity of the letters. To this Schiller
replied in a letter to the publisher Cotta that he was not surprised and suggested
proceeding with their publication. ‘Then we will see if the readers are forcing us. or we
the readers’” (Regin 147).

On the other hand. although there are negative judgements. the Letters has had
many admirer too: “... Schiller could boast of firm support from some of the most
outstanding figures of the time. Goethe, as we have noted, was delighted with the letters

and Kant wrote to Schiller on March 30, 1795 a polite letter in which he expressed his
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admiration for the work, calling it ‘vortrefflich’” (Regin 147-148).

It may seem as though Schiller does not systematically define each word, and in
fact he gives the same words various meanings, and at times changes those meanings in
subsequent sentences or even in the same sentence, such as: ... people caught up in the
process of civilization ... must fall away from nature by the abuse of reason before they
can return to her by the use of reason” (L6 31). In Schiller’s writings, civilization, as
opposed to nature, is sometimes used in the sense of nature itself. Similarly, realistic, as
opposed to idealistic, is used in the sense of idealistic itself. and rational, as opposed to
sensitive, 1s used in the sense of sensitive itself.

Many critics claim Schiller’s lack of clarity is the result of undeveloped thought.
but this criticism comes from not recognizing Schiller’s unique terminology, which was
already well-developed in the history of Schiller’s philosophical reflection. His views of
alienation or fragmentation in the Letters were not sudden exhibitions of philosophical
meditation, but the product of his lifework since his early twenties. In his medical
dissertations The Philosophy of Physiology (1779) and On the connection between the
Animal and Spiritual Nature of Man (1780), he explores the differences between body
and mind, and searches for how the two are connected. These writings foreshadow his
later aesthetical essays, in which he examines the dualism between reason and sense or
mind and body, which he sees as deeply separating the human psyche and causing
alienation both in the mind and the whole society.

The approach I take to Schiller’s rhetoric is not a common one, as Kontje



observes. He writes that for the critic “who is interested only in Schiller’s philosophical
ideas, not the matter of their presentation, rhetoric is clearly something to be avoided”
(Kontje 5). By contrast, Wilkinson and Willoughby, in their English translation of the
Letters, correctly point out that Schiller’s unique writings are the result of his concept of
duality and dialectic approach. However, though I admire Wilkinson and Willoughby’s
analysis accompanying their translation of the Letters, I contend that they do not include
enough attention to detail to show how each word changes meaning, and in what context
such changes occur. It is true that Wilkinson examines the “interchangeability” of
Schiller’s terminology to show “the dynamic interplay between the two fundamental
aspects of human nature: sense and spirit, nature and freedom, finite and infinite, or
however you like to call them” (Reflections 59); they also show the dialectic approach in
the Lerters (Letters Appendix III 348-350), which I will examine in Chapter 4, but they do
not demonstrate clear connections between the dialectic method and the eleven definitions
they cite for the important term Nature.

Wilkinson and Willoughby emphasize that Schiller’s aesthetics originated from
both his psychological observations and his personal psychology - his conflict as a poet
and philosopher, and they refer to Jung and Freud while discussing Schiller. This is likely
due to Wilkinson and Willoughby’s view of aesthetics itself: “From the start, ... aesthetics
was rooted in psychology” (Letters xxii). They continue “... Schiller’s subsequent
treatment of this ‘birth’ [of his concept of the play drive] is not mystical at all. It is

informed by the empirical psychology of his day ...” (Letters xcvi). Concerning Wilkinson



and Willoughby’s approach to Schiller as a “psychologist,” and their interpretation that
Schiller’s three kinds of drives come from psychological observations, Pugh observes:

Elsewhere they speak of “the general psychological orientation of his moral

philosophy” (Letters Glossary 331) ... Wilkinson and Willoughby offer no support,

moreover, for the alleged dependence of the “Spieltriebe™ on the psychology of the
eighteenth century, and there is no awareness of how the concept of form and
matter, which underlie the “Formtrieb” and ““Stofftrieb,” emerge from Greek
metaphysics. Metaphysics is in fact a blind spot in Wilkinson and Willoughby’s

interpretation.... (Pugh 291-292)

In this thesis, I intend to explain the connection between the many levels of
Schiller’s rhetoric and his definition of human development based on his concept of
alienation or fragmentation, where we find the basis of the entire picture, and where we
find the small but essential key to the puzzle of his terminology. Schiller’s writings are
not rough or incomplete. Far from it, he is exhaustive, definitive. and complete. Schiller
clearly knows what he means in his sentences, since his aesthetical writing intends to
show the work of art as a battle between matter (language) and mind (his thought).
Ironically, his efforts gave his writings, a lifelong effort, a negative reputation.
Remembering Schiller almost 20 years after his death. Goethe. Schiller’s closest friend,
told Eckermann that Schiller’s philosophical speculation disturbed his poetry. “‘It was
sad’, said Goethe, ‘to see how so-highly gifted a man tormented himself with
philosophical disquisitions which could in no way profit him” (Eckermann 38).

The extensive use of dual definitions for his terms made his writing look

contradictory; however, those words or concepts must be contradictory since this is the

core of Schiller’s concept of fragmentation. The concept of fragmentation may be clearly



seen in Letter 6, where he contrasts the Moderns and the Greeks. He writes, “How
different with us moderns! With us too the image of the human species is projected in
magnified form into separate individuals - but as fragments [Bruchstiicken], not in
different combinations, with the result that one has to go the rounds from one individual
to another in order to be able to piece together a complete image of the species” (L6 33).
However, Schiller’s concept of alienation is closely interwoven with his use of terms
throughout the entire Letters, not only in Letter 6, and so thus I intend to revisit his
concept of alienation.

It is well known that Schiller was very arbitrary in using terms from Kant, and
Schaper sees “a whole series of misunderstanding of Kant™ in Schiller (Schaper 99).
However it may be more accurate to say that Schiller reads Kant through the lens of his
own preoccupation with dualism, attempting to fit fragments into a pattern to construct a
whole.

There are two key points to understanding Schiller. One is to recognize his
historical distinctions: from a pre-historic era, called the state of nature; to ancient Greece,
which is between the prehistoric era and modern civilization; the natural state, which
includes the modern era, where we have to struggle to regain freedom; and finally, an
ideal era after political reform called the aesthetic state. 1 maintain that those four stages
are indications of his thought regarding fragmentation.

Another key to understanding Schiller is to notice that because of his view of

fragmentation, his terms have dual or various meanings. I ciaim that Schiller’s discourses



are not incoherent and unsystematic, but come from his view of alienation - everything
loses its nature when it is fragmented - and of holism - everything will be united after
being healed of fragmentation. Schiller defines terms in his unique way depending on the
context. His concept of alienation in the Letters is not merely part of the history of
political theory which influenced later thinkers such as Hegel and Marx, but the key to
understanding Schiller’s use of language, and also the key to understanding the core of his
aesthetics - holism. Converting value and meaning in each term is the main theme in
Schiller’s aesthetics. The paradoxes in his terms reflect his logic and holism. Schiller’s
terms relate and correspond to each other so closely that it is impossible to define one
without taking account of its opposite. Words such as nature and civilization, or ideal and
real, change their meanings when they are either fragmented from or integrated with their
opposites. For example, nature will be defined as human sensuousness, and also as a
united human psyche - a synthesis of sense and reason. For Schiller, nature and
civilization, which oppose each other, will be united under the same definition when they
overcome their one-sidedness. Therefore, nature, which is the opposite of civilization, is a
synonym for civilization in a different paragraph. Schiller’s hope that we will reach an
ideal state in the future does not contradict his disappointment that we will not reach that
ideal state in a fragmented era. It is impossible to realize social reform with our
fragmented or one-sided nature, civilization, reason, and sense, but it is possible to realize
social reform with a united or synthesized nature, civilization, reason, and sense.

Works of philosophy are comparable to works of art for Schiller, in that they both



are about freedom, nature, goodness, and beauty - that is to say, about humanity. Creating
such works of art means engaging in the war to save this fragmented world, to reconcile
the reason-sense conflict, and, for Schiller who was a playwright. novelist, poet, historian,
and philosopher, language is the most important tool in creating works of art.

For Schiller, fragmentation, historical distinctions, and various uses of such terms
need to be connected in order to be understood. Schiller’s dialectical approach will be
seen in each element of his conception of the eras of human development and his
terminology. In general, the dialectical method of exposition employs the triadic
relationship of a one-sided thesis, a one-sided anti-thesis which negates the thesis, and a
synthesis which neither abolishes nor simply unites the two. but which includes and
preserves the two as correlative principles. I claim that Schiller reconciles binary
opposites and achieves wholeness in the third or higher stage of such a dialectical process.

The Letters, the expression of his ideas for political reform, is, in part, Schiller’s
response to the French Revolution. In 1792, just before he started Letters on the Aesthetic
Education of Man, the French National Assembly awarded him an honorary French
citizenship, and invited him to run for office in the National Assembly. He was well
known for a series of plays considered to be sympathetic to the Revolution. However,
Schiller would not participate in the Revolution itself, with which he was in disagreement.
The Revolution had declared universal human rights to be above country and race. This
was a universal truth not previously recognized in European politics - not by England’s

Glorious Revolution of 1688, which was mainly for the bourgeoisie and aristocracy, nor



even by the American Revolution of 1776, which still maintained black slavery. Peace is
the premise for the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of Citizens; yet. although the
French Revolution intended the realization of human rights, it led to the Terror, civil war,
and international wars. France declared war on numerous countries, including Austria,
Prussia, Britain, and Holland, to preserve her new government. Over the twenty-three
years from 1792 to 1815, she experienced only a few years of peace, and was responsible
for the deaths of an estimated two million people. In 1793, the year of the Terror, Schiller
wrote that if the revolutionaries were performing acts of reason and true freedom then he
would abandon literature and “devote all [his] activities to the most glorious of all works
of art. to the monarchy of reason” (qtd. in Berghahn 107). Instead, because acts of reason
and freedom were rare, he doubted that ‘“‘political regeneration” had begun, and despaired
of such a reformation occurring “for centuries™ (ibid).

In this thesis, beside the Letters, I refer to Schiller’s other aesthetic essays, such as
On the Art of Tragedy (1790), Kallias (1793), On the Pathetic (1793), On Naive and
Sentimental Poetry (1795), On Grace and Dignity (1793), From the Aesthetical Lectures
(1792-1793), and Concerning the Sublime (likely written 1794-96 and published 1801).
Those writings, written at various times, are closely interwoven and without
contradictions, as they were written under the concept of fragmentation and wholeness;
therefore they are very beneficial to understanding the Letters. I claim that Schiller, while
writing the Letters, is not suddenly attempting to develop the theme of aesthetics, to

define terms in isolation, or to suddenly present a coherent view of humanity based on his



theory of alienation. I therefore disagree with Lutz, who claims that Schiller lacks
consistency, and concludes that the Lerters are “not a public utterance at all, but rather a
private document testifying to their author’s philosophical progress” (Letters xliv
Introduction).

First of all, in Chapter 1, I examine the historical importance of Schiller’s concept
of alienation or fragmentation, a concept which influenced Hegel and Marx. I also explain
his view of antagonism - the reason and sense conflict. In Chapter 2, I consider his
concept of the stages of human development, in which each stage reflects either a
fragmented or united condition in the human psyche and political state. In Chapter 3, I
examine Schiller’s terminology and his use of such words as reason, nature, and
civilization. In Chapter 4, I explain how Schiller’s dualism and dialectic attitude are
closely interwoven. I also deal with his concept of ideality and reality which, while
opposites, become synonyms under the concept of wholeness. Schiller’s concept of
alienation underlies his lifework through his aesthetic writings, and is the key to
understand his theory and rhetoric, which have hitherto been negatively judged. In
Chapter 5, I discuss Schiller concept of play, and its role in social reform. Throughout this
thesis, I argue that Schiller’s terminology is a systematic pattern of definitions based on
his concept of alienation and his unbroken belief in the future - the belief that someday

our fragmented condition will be healed when we unite in wholeness.
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Chapter 1 The Definition of The Fragmented World

1.1 Holism

Schiller uses the term aesthetic in reference to life, politics, and morality, and not
in the restricted sense of a theory of art. In the Letters on the Aesthetic Education of Man,
his readers are not expected to learn artistic skills, such as painting or playing instruments;
he never directly connected fine arts and social and individual reform in the Letters. He
writes that “most perfect of all the works to be achieved by the art of man” is “the
construction of true political freedom” (L2 7), and to realize this, first of all, his readers
are expected to grasp the concept of wholeness, integrating the dualisms of reason and
feeling, of mind and matter, and of nature and civilization. Schiller uses aesthetic in the
sense of sublating these opposed elements, as in artists who compound material and
imagination. His aesthetic is a synonym of holism, in the sense of a theory “that in one
way or another affirm[s] the equal or greater reality or the explanatory necessity of the
whole of some system in relation to its parts” (Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy,
Holism). His aesthetic means overcoming our dual character and gaining harmony.

Because of this view of wholeness, Schiller does not define words in the Letters in
a conventional way. Instead, he defines his words in his own way. In this thesis, I discuss
fragmentation and wholeness, basic concepts in Schiller’s holism and teleology. Taking
account of fragmentation and wholeness leads us to a correct understanding and
interpretation of his theory of social reform; it is the key to clarifying the definitions of his

words, and the key to judging his theory’s consistency.

11



Schiller suggests grasping the world in wholeness to reconcile fragmentation.
Fragmentation will be overcome by achieving both our physical possibilities and our
moral possibilities. We have to recognize and achieve wholeness in order to act as a
single integrated power.

One-sidedness in the exercise of [a man’s] powers must, it is true, inevitably lead

the individual into error; but the species as a whole to truth. Only by concentrating

the whole energy of our mind into a single focal point, contracting our whole
being into a single power, do we, as it were, lend wings to this individual power
and lead it, by artificial means, far beyond the limits that nature seems to have

assigned to it. (L6 41)

In Schiller, individuals have to develop themselves to work in harmony. The conflict of
reason and sense makes it impossible to solve political and psychological problems. In
order to reach the condition of wholeness we have to achieve a condition called the
aesthetic state, both in the sense of the psyche and in the sense of political government.

For Schiller, the ultimate definition of humanity comes from grasping and acting
on the concept of each individual’s wholeness. He writes, “Wholeness of character must ...
be present in any people capable, and worthy, of exchanging a state of compulsion for a
state of freedom™ (L4 23). Man’s total character is the perfect concord of reason and
sense. “What he is meant to be, however, is neither [an animal with or without reason]; he
is meant to be a human being. Nature is not meant to rule him exclusively, nor reason to
rule him conditionally. Both these systems of rule are meant to co-exist, in perfect

independence of each other. and yet in perfect concord™ (L24 181). In Schiller, all actions

are aimed at overcoming fragmentation, because freedom results from man’s wholeness.

12



1.2 Fragmentation

Schiller’s concept of fragments can also be called alienation, a term used by Hegel
and Marx, understood as our separation from ourselves or our true character as the
integration of reason and sense, and our separation from a society which regards its
citizens as foreigners. Both Marx and Hegel use the word alienation (Entdusserung or
Entfremdung), while Schiller uses stranger (Fremdling) and fragment (Bruchstiick). It is
Hegel who first uses alienation (Entdusserung or Entfremdung), by which he means “the
idea that something which is in fact part of ourselves seems to us foreign and hostile. In
both the spiritual and material world (such as the world of work), this stage of alienation
provides the motive force for dialectic change” (Magee 161).

According to Wallimann (4 -5), Entdusserung is usually translated as alienation
and Entfremdung as estrangement. However much depends on the English translators,
since the terms are impossible to translate into English in a precise way.

There can hardly be said to be any very common practice among English

translators. Thus, M. Milligan (Economics and Philosophycal MSS of 1844; cit.)

translates Entfremdung as “estrangement” and Entdusserung as “alienation” (or

“externalisation”); T. Bottomore (Kar! Marx: Early Writings) claims that Marx

does not distinguish between the two terms and translates both as “alienation” (or

“estrangement”). D. McLellan (Kar! Marx: Early Texts) and L. D. Easton and K.

H. Guddat (Writings of the Young Marx) translate Entfremdung as “alienation”

and Entdusserung as “externalisation.” (Chiodi 124 translator’s note)

Although I use alienation and fragmentation synonymously in this thesis, I prefer

using the word fragment when discussing Schiller’s concept, because Schiller’s word,

fragment (Bruchstiick), is at the core of his concept of holism. It suggests its own solution,
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wholeness (Ganze or Totalitdt), as neither Entfremdung nor Entdusserung does. Schiller
often describes the contrast between fragment and whole as in the following passage:

...everlastingly chained to a single little fragment [Bruchstiick] of the whole

[Ganze], man himself develops into nothing but a fragment; everlastingly in his

ear the monotonous sound of the wheel that he turns, he never develops the

harmony of his being, and instead of putting the stamp of humanity upon his own
nature, he becomes nothing more than the imprint of his occupation or of his
specialized knowledge. But even that meager, fragmentary [Fragmentarische]
participation, by which individual members of the state are still linked to the
whole [Ganze], does not depend upon forms that they spontaneously prescribe for
themselves (for how could one entrust to their freedom of action a mechanism so
intricate and so fearful of light and enlightenment?); it is dictated to them with
meticulous exactitude by means of a formulary that inhibits all freedom of
thought. The dead letter takes the place of living understanding, and a good

memory is a safer guide than imagination and feeling. (L6 35)

For all three philosophers, alienation is caused by specialization, which divides
and separates human abilities, and which isolates people from their own nature and
isolates individuals from society and the state. making them feel they are fragments which
do not have connections with society, with others, or even with themselves. Thus humans
feel they are outside of their society; they feel they are outside their own personalities.

Like Schiller, Hegel and Marx regard the ancient Greeks as living in a pre-
alienated condition, in an ideal harmonious relationship between the individual and
society, because for the Greeks reason and sense, subjectivity and objectivity, intellect and
feeling, ego and the external world were not yet separated clearly. However, with the
subsequent development of civilization, wholeness and harmony have been lost.

Although the three writers agree that human rationality is the origin of alienation,

they disagree regarding the details. For Schiller, the origin of alienation is the
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development of reason; for Hegel, it is self-consciousness which wants to achieve
actuality; for Marx, it is the greed of capitalism in industrial society under the name of
utility. Marx’s focus is capitalism, which he maintains causes alienation — understood as
the negative condition where workers are distanced from their products since they cannot
possess them, are distanced from their work activity since it is for the sake of others, and
are outsiders to others, since workers are in competition as slaves of capitalism.

The three men agree with regard to self-alienation. The origin of fragmentation is
actually not society, nor civilization, nor money, but is our rationality, which wants to
expand its ability into our lives. In Schiller as in Hegel and Marx, alienated people are not
only laboring workers, but also politicians. authorities, reformers, revolutionaries,
scientists, and philosophers who do not know that they too are alienated from themselves,
thus having difficulty realizing what they intend. Their language and their intention, their
will and their actions, often do not directly correspond. Schiller’s concept of self-
alienation - “we have given ourselves a master within™ (L6 33), by which he describes the
psychological abuse brought about by civilization - influenced Hegel’s concept of the
master and the slave. Marx writes of the oppressed worker class and the oppressing
bourgeois class, and claims that even the oppressing class is alienated since the bourgeois
are enslaved by capitalism’s forces of production.

All three of them regard alienation as necessary for the material and psychological
development of humanity, and they claim that we are slowly moving toward the time

when we will abolish alienation at the end of history, in Hegel and Marx, and as the
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leads to the individual alienating himself, since this relationship causes alienation by
going against the wholeness and harmony of the state. Hegel holds that alienation and its
overcoming are a process whereby people lose and then regain themselves. Thus
alienation for Hegel is an essential phase or stimulant for the unfolding of the absolute
mind (Geyer 26), a condition “when the Geist comes to know itself as the ultimate reality,
and realizes that everything that it had hitherto regarded as alien to itself is in fact part of
itself, not in conflict with itself” (Magee 161).

For Marx, the solution to alienation involves. first of all, a stage of “raw
communism,” which does not solve greed, as private property becomes common property.
The second stage, “ultimate communism,™ will realize the overcoming of greed and
private property, and labour will be replaced by “free, joyous, productive activity” (Lavine
283). To reform society, he suggests there is only one “practical movement” - revolution.
“A revolution is necessary, therefore, not only because the ruling class cannot be
overthrown in any other way but also because the class overthrowing it can succeed only
by revolution in getting rid of all the traditional muck and become capable of establishing
society anew” (Marx 431).

1.3 The Division of Labor

Schiller attacks civilization and the current state. and here we clearly see the
influence of Rousseau, who claimed that humans are isolated and separated from their
true character, and have been suppressed by the state. authority, and laws. Schiller claims

that civilization enables us to live and survive with others. but encourages only limited
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abilities. The division of labor causes an imbalance between the employment of the
intellect and the use of mechanical skills, and this imbalance causes lack of harmony in
the human psyche.
When the community makes his office the measure of the man; when in one of its
citizens it prizes nothing but memory, in another a mere tabularizing intelligence,
in a third only mechanical skill; when, in the one case, indifferent to character, it
insists exclusively on knowledge, yet is, in another, ready to condone any amount
of obscurantist thinking as long as it is accompanied by a spirit of order and law-
abiding behavior; when, moreover, it insists on special skills being developed with
a degree of intensity that is only commensurate with its readiness to absolve the
individual citizen from developing himself in extensity - can we wonder that the
remaining aptitudes of the psyche are neglected in order to give undivided
attention to the one that will bring honor and profit? (L6 35-37)
Schiller uses a machine metaphor when he describes modern society as “an
ingenious clockwork, in which, out of the piecing together of innumerable but lifeless
parts, a mechanical kind of collective life ensued. State and church, laws and customs,
[are] now torn asunder” (L6 35). An individual is reduced to having become “a single
little fragment of the whole,™ and cannot develop except as a fragment, and therefore “we
see not only merely individuals, but whole classes of men, developing but one part of
their potentialities, while of the rest, as in stunted growths. only vestigial traces remain”
(L6 33). Schiller allows that exceptional individuals may accomplish more than what is
expected of them, but holds that “a mediocre man will consume in the office assigned him
the whole meager sum of his powers” (L6 37). Such men do not have time for leisure.

1.4 Micro Levels of Fragmentation

Thus, in Schiller, there are two levels of fragmentation; the micro and macro
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he works and the goal toward which he strives. In this case the end turns back upon itself
and becomes identical with the medium; and it is only inasmuch as the whole serves the
parts that the parts are in any way bound to submit to the whole” (L4 19-21).

Originally, a state has to be “an organization formed by itself and for itself, it can
only become a reality inasmuch as its parts have been turned up to the idea of the whole”
(L4 21). A state exists for its own sake, which means it is for the sake of those individuals
who compose the whole. Each member of a state has to agree with “the idea of the
whole,” since “the state serves to represent that ideal and objective humanity that exists in
the heart of each of its citizens” (L4 21).

Schiller goes on to describe the modern condition, where “enjoyment [is] divorced
from labor, the means from the end, the effort from the reward” (L6 37). There is no
harmony because of specialized knowledge and activity. Humans do not have joy in labor
which forces them to work for the sake of the state, not for themselves. According to
Schiller, this is the situation in most European countries of his era. Political and social
conflicts such as the French Revolution, with all their terrible consequences, occur
because of such psychological (or micro) and political (or macro) fragmentation.
However, he contends that they are inevitable. Schiller asks

With this twofold pressure upon it, from within and from without, could humanity

well have taken any other course than the one it actually took? In this striving after

inalienable possessions in the realm of ideas, the spirit of speculation could do no
other than become a stranger to the world of sense, and lose sight of matter for the
sake of form. The practical spirit, by contrast, enclosed within a monotonous

sphere of material objects, and within this uniformity still further confined by
formulas, was bound to find the idea of an unconditioned whole receding from
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For Schiller, life itself has tragic aspects because we have been divided and
comedic aspects because we can regain freedom. Tragedy is the battle between mind and
body, or between form and matter, while comedy is the peace following the battle; the
victory is represented by form in the sense of living form.

4.10 Two Kinds of Form

For Schiller, form is an ideal concept directed towards the absolute, truth, and the
permanent and unchangeable; it originates from the “I” which is the “absolute existence
of man” (L2 81). This most human-like element is, ironically, the origin of
fragmentation. According to Pugh, form is “a concept of central importance in Schiller’s
mature aesthetics,” and Schiller could well have been influenced by Aristotle and
Plotinus, who inherited Plato’s concept of form and focused on “the never ending struggle
of form against matter” (Pugh 88).

In Schiller, form (Form or Gestalt) has a dual meaning. One is a true or higher
form, as wholeness or living form which is defined as the objects or actions which keep
equilibrium with sense and reason or matter and form. Form in this sense is truly an ideal
concept in Schiller, one which we are able to realize in the material world. The second
form is a false or lower form, as a fragment which is based on only the formal side, but
not the material side.

According to Schiller, even excellent works of art, which almost combine matter
and form, are still not able to reach ideal beauty in the sense of a beauty beyond

phenomena, which cannot be seen in this world. However, we are able to reach ideal
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Empiricism, on the other hand, views unity as subjective, i.e. there is no unity
inherent in things-in-themselves. Things are present to human consciousness as
atomistic contents, as sense perceptions. Unity is introduced into the manifold by
the mind (=subjectivity). The mind synthetically combines or holds the many
together. This unity resides in the “determination” of the mind to view sense
perceptions togther. Such a synthesizing act, insofar as it transcends mere spatial
and temporal conjoining, is habit (= inclination). The synthetic activity itself is a
function of a deeper principle of unity, namely that of life. In other words, the
determination of the mind to connect things is structured by the dual principle of
pursuing pleasure and avoiding pain, that is of life. (Wessell 124)

As the way to unite the manifold, Schiller suggests we become living form, which means

the combination of the subjective experience of beauty and universal validity - form.

According to Wessell, Schiller uses form or Gestalt as “a code name” for “aestheticians
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who tried to explain beauty in terms of ‘Vollkommenheit.”” Wessell writes that
Vollkommenbheit is “simply the oneness of being (= that which constitutes being) insofar
as this unum ‘forms’ the many into connexial whole [sic],” and the Gestalt “constitutes
the perfection of aesthetic awareness and hence the reality of beauty” (Wessell 58).
Schiller’s intention is to build a bridge between the world of phenomena which we
experience through our senses and a theoretical or ideal world which we cannot
experience as phenomena. It may seem impossible to build such a bridge, but Schiller
holds that it can be done. The proof is “the infinite being realized in the finite” in
experiencing beauty “...since in the enjoyment of beauty, or aesthetic unity, an actual
union and interchange between matter and form, passivity and activity, momentarily takes

place, the compatibility of our two natures, the practicality of the infinite being realized in

the finite ... is thereby actually proven” (L25 189). According to Hinderer and Dahlstrom,



Schiller’s ideal beauty is “not a mere form (a spatial and/or temporal Gestalt of Spiel), as
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it was for Kant, but rather ‘the living form’” (Essays xx).

Whereas Kant construed beauty as a pleasure derived merely from the free play of
mental faculties, Schiller’s conception of beauty as the living form satisfies the
ideal “play-drive” in human beings that optimally integrates two radically
opposing drives; a sensuous or material drive for change (becoming) and a formal
drive for permanence (being), which results in a conception of beauty as a
dynamic, exuberant unity of opposites. (Essays xX)
To be living form, we ave to resolve the conflict between matter and form, and to
illustrate this concept, Schiller uses the metaphor of war, as I explain in the following
section.
4.11 The Metaphor ¢ War
Not only in the Letters, but in various other writings, Schiller uses war as an
allegory of our resista :e to dualism. For example, Athena, the Greek goddess of wisdom,
is fully armed, and this has symbolic meaning for Schiller (L8 51). Athena’s battle dress
symbolizes the battle etween reason and sense, or the formal and sensuous drives, with
the goal of “true enli; tenment” (ibid.). If we want to gain harmony in mind and society,
that is to say, freedo1  we have to battle “against error” (ibid.) to reach a synthesis of
opposite elements, a1 this is very hard fighting indeed. Therefore, according to Schiller,
many people refuse t think about the problem or to act; they do not use reason to be
wise, but rely on poli :ians or higher authorities such as the church or state.

In the poem | A4 YOUNG FRIEND As He Dedicates Himself to Philosophy,

Schiller reveals some key points in his aesthetics.
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Feelest thou power enough, to fight the most difficult battles,
When thy reason and heart, senses and thoughts disunite?

Courage enough, to wrestle with doubt, the immortal Hydra.

And to manly attack, th> enemy inside thyself?

With an eye that is healthy, a heart of innocence holy,

To unmask the deceit, tempting thee as if the truth?

Flee, if thou art not secure with the leadership in thine own bosom,
Flee, the enticing abyss, ere be consumed in the maw!

Several went for the light and only in deep night have fallen;
There in the twilight’s glow childhood wanders secure.
(Poet of Freedom vol 11 32)
This poem describes an aesthetic battle, where aesthetic means showing the victory of the
war between matter and form, or restriction and freedom, civilization and nature, or
reason and sense. For Schiller, beauty is a rare victory by form over matter.
The nature of the medium or of the matter must therefore appear completely
defeated [besiegen] by the nature of the imitated. Now it is, however, merely the
Jform of the imitated, which can be conferred upon the imitating; therefore, it is the
form, which must have conquered the matter in the artistic presentation. With a
work of art, therefore, the matter (the nature of the imitating) must be lost
[verlieren] in the form (of the imitated).... The body in the idea.... The reality in
the appearance. (Kallias 521)
Here, Schiller employs an allegory of war between matter and form. “Free, therefore, were
the presentation, if the nature of the medium appears fully destroyed [vertilgen] through
the nature of the imitated, if the imitated asserts its pure personality also in its
representative, if the representing seems to have been completely interchanged through
complete rejection or rather renunciation of its nature with the represented - briefly - if
nothing is through the matter, rather all is through the form” (Kallias 522).

If an artist’s idea is expressed well by the material in the work of art, form

(idea) overcomes the material to realize itself in the phenomenal world. “Removed alike
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from uniformity and from confusion, there abides the triumph of form™ (L4 23). Schiller
writes:

In a truly successful work of art the contents should effect nothing, the form

everything; for only through the form is the whole man affected, through the

subject-matter, by contrast, only one or other of his functions. Subject-matter,
then, however sublime and all-embracing it may be, always has a limiting effect
upon the spirit, and it is only from form that true aesthetic freedom can be looked
for. Herein, then, resides the real secret of the master in any art: that he can make
his form consume [vertilgen] his material; and the more pretentious, the more
seductive this material is in itself, the more it seeks to impose itself upon us, the
more high-handedly it thrusts itself forward with effects of its own, or the more the
beholder is inclined to get directly involved with it, then the more triumphant the
art which forces it back and asserts its own kind of dominion over him.
(L22 155-157)
Schiller here describes the war between form and matter and the victory of each
individual person -‘“the aesthetic mode of the psyche” (L22 151), that is to say, the third
character of the human condition synthesized as the play drive, which I discuss later.

In the passage quoted above, Wilkinson and Willoughby choose the English word
consume as the translation of German vertilgen, although this word generally means
abolish, annihilate, or destroy. They claim that here Schiller is indicating an organic
metaphor, a concept which spread among 18th century philosophers to compare
individuals or society to a living organism which grows, like a plant or animal, and cannot
be separated into parts, as can a machine. They claim consume is a suitable translation
since Schiller is talking about “artistic metamorphosis” (Letters Glossary 319) or “organic

transformation” (Letrers commentary 267), in which he does not mean completely

destroying matter, but is implying taking matter into form to be a living organism.
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Indeed, Schiller uses this metaphor in the Letters. Ancient Greece had “organic
form™ (L6 35): a living organism in which individuals are treated as parts united with the
whole, but civilization and the state formed humans into a collection of parts, as
fragments merely collected by gravi- However, Wilkinson and Willoughby appear to
ignore Schiller’s allegorical treatment of war in the paragraph quoted above from Letter
22. In Letter 23 he explains’ what he means by the analogy of art in Letter 22 and refers to
the “war against matter” (L23 169) volving the play drive. Moreover, we see the theme
of war not only in the Letrers but throughout his writings. As a representative sample, the
following will help to demonstrate at consume is unlikely to be a suitable translation in
Letter 22, as Schiller is not dealing with organic concepts, but with the war between
matter and form:

Shall ... a poetical presentat 1 be free, then the poet must ‘overcome the tendency

of language to the universa wough the greatness of his art and triumph over

[besiegen] the matter (words and their laws of inflection and construction)

through the form (namely t  application of the same).” The nature of the language

(precisely its tendency to the universal) must be fully submerged [untergehen] in

the form given to it, the boc must lose [verlieren] itself in the idea, the sign in the

indicated, the reality in the pearance. (Kallias 526)

It would not be wrong to say thata r form conquers matter it is consumed. However,
Schiller’s vertilgen indicates his id of beauty - the condition in which matter appears to

be completely eliminated and cons ed inside form. For Schiller, matter is not abolished

or annihilated, but is sublated into  : wholeness of the new element, as if it was

the beginning of 23, S¢  ler states that in L22 he is using the analogy of “the
practice of art and the judg nt of its works™ (L23 161) to illustrate his inquiry
into how humans gain free 1 in mind and politics.
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abolished. The observer is only aware of pure form. This appearance is called aesthetic
semblance, the victory of beauty in the material world. Concerning this matter, I therefore
agree with Pugh’s observation that we should choose “annihilate” instead of “consume”
(Pugh 292).

Pugh also points out Wilkinson and Willoughby’s inconsistent attitude; they use
destroy as a translation of vertilgen in a different part of Letter 11 (which also deals with
the metaphor of war) without any note. There, regarding two “absolute fundamental laws
of [man’s] sensuo-rational nature,” Schiller writes, “The first insists upon absolute reality:
he is to turn everything which is mere form into world, and make all his potentialities
fully manifest. The second insists upon absolute formality: he is to destroy [vertilgen]
everything in himself which is mere world, and bring harmony into all his changes™ (L//
77). Note that here vertilgen is used in the same context as in the passage from Letter 22:
“he can make his form consume [vertilgen] his material...” (L22 155-157). Pugh
therefore claims that “Wilkinson and Willoughby’s organic view of artistic creation, a
cherished conviction among many British scholars, is clearly their own idea and not
Schiller’s” (Pugh 293).

Wilkinson and Willoughby admit that, strictly speaking, Schiller rarely uses the
metaphor of a living organism, but nevertheless they claim that he frequently
“accommodates” this metaphor in his asymmetrical syntheses:

The metaphors of organic growth are few, and not calculated either by their nature

or by position to carry the weight of a concept which is notoriously recalcitrant to
theoretical treatment. It is accommodated instead by a system of asymmetrical
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syntheses which, though assimilated into the verbal texture and never made
explicit as a schema, is none the less ‘there’ and abstractable by means of
linguistic analysis. (Letters cxxviii)
As I note in the beginning of this chapter, Wilkinson and Willoughby hold that Schiller’s
rhetoric is “often ... asymmetrical ai binary, one of the antitheses reappearing, raised to
a higher level, as the synthesis; fina. 7 in order to insist that this is not then broken down
into two new antitheses, but itself er rs as one of the antitheses into the process
immediately above” (Whole Man 203). They use the following triangles to indicate this

kind of three term relationship:

Table 4.8 Wilkinson and Willoughby’s Three Term Relationship (Letters Appendix III p350)

a b c d
FREIHEIT NATU NATUR VERNUNFT
Natur Freiheit Fretheit Natur Natur Vernunft Vernunft Natur

They claim that those asymmetrical syntheses can be the expression of the living
organism metaphor: “the analogy [ :h as “he can make his form consume [vertilgen] his
material” (L22 157)] is clearly with 1e assimilative processes of living organisms, and
implies the concept of a hierarchy « forms in which the lower are constantly being
assimilated into the higher” (Letters Glossary 319). However, if they use consume to
describe the interaction between th higher (form) and lower (matter) elements, their
illustration cannot use triangles as  >wn in Table 4.8; it has to indicate a one-way

relationship between the top and b om, such as in the following schema:
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Table 4.9 Revision of Wilkinson and Willoughby’s Living Organism Schema
LIVING ORGANISM
Form Reason  Ideality
! l !

matter sense reality
Using this table, the phrase “he can make his form consume [vertilgen] his material”’
(L22 157) becomes understandable. Wilkinson and Willoughby write, “As in organic
transformation, the raw material is broken down during the process and subordinated to a
different principles of organization, serving a different end” (Letters commentary 267).

Wilkinson and Willoughby connect this organic hierarchy with Schiller’s

asymmetrical, triangular synthesis, but if they do so their triangular schema represents
conflict between higher concepts such as the true or ideal form (living form) and lower
concepts such as matter. Indeed, when they say the lower is assimilated by the higher, a
contradiction results. Following Wilkinson and Willoughby’s schema of Table 4.8, I
construct a similar diagram, Table 4.10, to illustrate that lower concepts (such as matter)
are consumed by higher cc cepts (such as form) throughout Schiller’s rhetoric in the

Letters.

Table 4.10 The Schema of Table 4.8 Applied to the Matter and Form Relation

a b c
FORM REASON IDEALITY
s vert  _en? ~ ?  ?
Form —  Matter Reason — Sense Ideality — Reality
vertilgen vertilgen vertilgen

In this table, if we follow the interpretation that Schiller’s rhetoric is based on the
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concept of a living organism in which higher elements consume lower elements, we have
to put vertilgen between the top and bottom elements as the bold arrows indicate. In this
context, we cannot illustrate Schiller’s sense of the battle between the two drives or two
characters, which he repeatedly explains throughout the Letfers. In addition, for example
in a, there is no clear role or function of (lower) Form if we put vertilgen between (higher)
FORM and (lower) Matter. In fact, the act of consuming or annihilating lower Matter does
not come from higher FORM (Living Form), but it comes from (lower) Form which is in
the process (not the result) of conquering the opposite side, Matter. Higher FORM
includes Matter, but it does not consume or annihilate Matter, because FORM as a
synthesis does not trigger the motion of vertilgen since it is the result of vertilgen. FORM
does not exist w . vertilgen occurs between the lower elements. And likewise for b and ¢
in Table 4.10, REASON and IDEALITY are the result of vertilgen after Reason or
Ideality conquer Sense or Reality.

In the pt se, “make his form consume [vertilgen] his material” (L22 157),
Schiller uses the verb vertilgen to explain the battle between opposed elements - such as
between Form a | Matter, Reason and Sense, or Ideality and Reality - in the lower levels.
The two lower « posed elements are antagonistic; Form, Reason, or Ideality are often not
as strong as the >pposed elements - Matter, Sense, or Reality. “Beauty is only a property
of form and car 1t be presented immediately in the mass” (desthetic Lectures 465).
Often, the low¢ right side elements conquer the lower left side elements. Beauty is the

rare victory of m overcoming the danger of being defeated by matter:

130



... the forces of nature, as we know, wage perpetual war with what is particular, or

organic, and artful technology is ultimately defeated by cohesion and gravity. For

that reason, too, beauty of form, as a mere product of nature, has its particular

golden age of maturity and decay, which indeed accelerates the play, but can never

arrest it; and its customary end is, that mass gradually becomes master over form,

and the vital impulse toward form in preserved matter digs its own grave.

(Grace 358)

Here Schiller’s concept of the war between form and matter is expressed, as he contrasts
serious war and playful victory, and as he contrasts reason and sense, ideality and reality,
or nature and civilization. The metaphor of war is crucial to understanding Schiller’s
symmetrical syntheses; therefore vertilgen should be interpreted as the metaphor of war,
not of a living organism.

Schiller’s metaphor of war is related to his view that our progress in history is
based on our efforts to battle with nature - physical necessity - to regain freedom by
reason. He states that the world is “nothing but the conflict of natural forces among
themselves and with human freedom. As far as history has evolved until now, it has far
greater acts of nature (among which all human emotions must be numbered) to relate than
of self-sufficient reason” (Concerning the Sublime 81). Therefore, there are two kinds of
actions based on either being defeated by material or winning over it. According to
Schiller, if an act is motivated by sense it can be called common or vulgar; and an
architectural work, for example, is “common if it shows us nothing but physical purposes”
(Pathetic 50). On the other hand, if an act is motivated by reason, it is noble; “We call it

noble if, independent of all physical purposes, it at the same time portrays ideas” (ibid.).

If we are completely defeated and our freedom is taken without resistance, we are
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the same as animals. Schiller writes that a person in pain is “simply a tormented animal
and no longer a suffering human being, for a moral resistance to suffering is absolutely
required of a human being and only by this means is the principle of freedom within him,
intelligence, able to m :e itself known” (Pathetic 49). In Schiller, fighting to regain
freedom, such as in L¢ coon, shows “the nobler side of humanity” (Pathetic 50). This
nobleness comes from our reason; indeed, “Nothing is noble unless it springs from
reason” (Pathetic 49).

Regarding the rench Revolution, Schiller observes human nobleness in the
revolution which is the first attempt to regain freedom. He claims that man “...is
demanding restitution of his inalienable rights. But he is not just demanding this; over
there, and over here, he rising up to seize by force what, in his opinion, has been
wrongfully denied hir ' (L5 25). Schiller sees the revolutionary elements in man’s “first
crude attempts at embellishing his existence(L27 205), despite the resulting chaos, as the
beginning of human | »gress. “As soon as ever he starts preferring form to substance, and
jeopardizing reality f the sake of semblance (which he must, however, recognize as
such), a breach has bi n effected in the cycle of his animal behaviour, and he finds
himself set upon a ps  to which there is no end” (ibid..). When we resist whatever
oppresses us, and att« 1pt to regain freedom, we express our humanity and reveal beauty.
4.12 Two Kinds of 1 :al Beauty

In Schiller, there are two kinds of ideal beauty. The first is a “highest ideal beauty™

which is not realized 1 the world, so we are not able to see it.
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The highest ideal of beauty is ... to be sought in the most perfect possible union
and equilibrium of reality and form. The equilibrium, however, remains no more
than an idea, which can never be fully realized in actuality. For in actuality we
shall always be left with a preponderance of the one element over the other, and
the utmost that experience can achieve will consist of an oscillation between the
two principles, in which now reality, now form, will predominate. Beauty as idea,
therefore, can never be other than one and indivisible, since there can never be
more than one point of equilibrium: whereas beauty in experience will be eternally
twofold, because oscillation can disturb the equilibrium in twofold fashion,
inclining it now to the one side, now to the other. (L16111)

Schiller goes on to differentiate two kinds of ideal beauty - one is ideal beauty
which will never be realized, and another one is ideal beauty which “exists in fact” (L16
113), and is able to be realized. Schiller is not dealing with ideal beauty in the former
meaning, but dealing with actual beauty in the latter meaning, which we are able to see in
this world. He writes “...we descend from this region of ideas on to the stage of reality, in
order to encounter man in a definite and determinate state, that is to say, among
limitations which are not inherent in the very notion of man but derive from outward
circumstance and from the contingent use of his freedom™ (L17 117). In everyday life, we
encounter either impure beauty - in the sense of beauty which is not able to conquer
matter by form - or pure beauty as living form. Schiller calls ideal beauty (living form) in
this world “mere nature,” or “the beauty of frame (architectonic beauty)” (Grace 342).
This beauty is defined as “the sensuous expression of a concept of reason” (Grace 347),
which “unites two conditions which are diametrically opposed and can never become

one” (L18 123). The following table will simplify Schiller’s concept of beauty. Here, we

clearly see the same pattern of Schiller’s dual (fragmented or united) and dialectic
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approach in his concept of human development:

Table 4.11 Ideal Beauty

Fragments Fragments Wholeness (Aesthetic)
A B C
Only in Idea Only in Material Realization of Both
Ideal Beauty Actual Beauty True Ideal Beauty
Form Matter Living Form
Reason Sense True Reason/ Sense
Moral State Natural State Aesthetic State
Never Realized Current State Will Be Realized

The perfection of humanity comes from being in the condition of wholeness, “in the

harmonious energy of [man’s] sensuous and spiritual powers™ (L17 117-119), while

imperfection comes from being fragmented, under the domination of either the body or

mind, or sense or reason. Therefore, humans experience one of two conditions - either a

“state of tension” bec: se of lack of harmony, or a “state of relaxation” because of lack of

energy. Schiller writes,

...we are already assured in advance by pure reason that we shall find actual,
consequently 1ited, man either in a state of tension or in a state of relaxation,
according ast one-sided activ ’ of certain of his powers is disturbing the
harmony of his being, or the unity of his nature is founded upon the uniform
enfeeblement his sensuous and spiritual powers. Both these contrasting types of
limitation are, as I now propose to show, removed by beauty, which restores
harmony to hi who is over-tensed, and energy to him who is relaxed, and thus, in
accordance w . its nature, brings the limited condition back to an absolute
condition, anc 1akes of man a whole perfect in itself. (L17117-119)

Thus, there are two ¢ racteristics of beauty in experience. One Schiller calls energizing

beauty, and the other  melting beauty. 1 the modern era - one of “discipline and form,”

under the dominatior f civilization - “we find nature as often suppressed as mastered, as
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often outraged as transcended™ (L16 113). There is a lack of nature in respect of our
sensuous side (such as instinct and feeling) and this causes lack of energy, under the
suppression of reason. Energizing beauty is beneficial for people who lack energy.

On the other hand, in a pre-civilized era - one of “vigour and exuberance™ (L6
113) - there is a lack of civilization or sophistication, and people are tense because of lack
of harmony as a result of too much sense and feeling. In this era, “we find true grandeur of
conception coupled with the gigantic and the extravagant, sublimity of thought with the
most frightening explosions of passion....”(ibid.). For people who are under stress,
melting beauty is beneficial for relaxation, as Schiller holds that “the effect of melting
beauty is to relax our [physical and moral] nature™ (ibid.).

Beauty reflects the mental state of individuals. “In order to get some idea of how
beauty can become a means of putting an end to that twofold tension [between material
life and abstract form], we must endeavor to seek its origins in the human psyche” (L17
121). Energizing beauty means the tendency to unite our dualism with the formal drive to
create our personality, while melting beauty means the tendency to unite our dualism with
the sensuous drive to create our personality. Schiller claims there exists “a twofold need
in man to which that twofold beauty corresponds™ (L/6 115). When the two kinds of
beauty are sublated, ideal beauty will be realized. Schiller examines those forms of beauty
“in order finally to dissolve both these contrary modes of beauty in the unity of ideal
beauty, even as those two opposing types of human being are merged in the unity of ideal

man” (L16 115).
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the synthesis of the logical nature and sensuous nature, or form and matter. He writes,
For precisely therein beauty shows itself in its highest radiance, when it overcomes
the logical nature of its object; and how can it overcome, where there is no
resistance? How can it impart its form to the fully formless matter? I am at least
convinced, that beauty is only the form of a form and that that, which one calls its
matter, must by all means be a formed matter. Perfection is the form of a matter,
beauty, on the other hand, is the form of this perfection; which stands thus to
beauty as matter to form. (Kallias 483-484)
Perfection comes ‘om the way of expression of form and matter, and this perfection
displays beauty. * y means of beauty sensuous man is led to form and thought; by means
of beauty spiritual man is brought back to matter and restored to the world of sense. From
this it seems to fc ow that there must be a state midway between matter and form,
passivity and activity, and that it is into this middle state that beauty transports us” (L/8
123). For Schiller, beauty lies in the middle of the opposed elements; it is between one-
sided nature and civilization, or one-sided intellect and feeling - that is to say, beauty is
the sublation of e binary elements; it is true nature and true civilization, true intellect
and true feeling.
Beauty is 1e product of the accord between mind and senses; it speaks to all the
capacitie >f the human being at once. For this reason it can be felt and
apprecia | only on the supposition of a complete and free use of all the human
being’s| wers. One must bring to the work an open sensibility, an expansive
heart,a: sh and vigorous mind; one must have one’s entire nature together. This
isinno - y the case for those alienated [geteilt] within themselves by abstract
thinking :ifled by petty formulas of business, or weary from strenuous
concentr ion. (Naive 245)

Following Kant 14), Schiller calls ideal or pure beauty free beauty, and false or impure

beauty adhering eauty which is dominated by a particular purpose. He writes,
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Free beauties are those, with which we presuppose no characteristic purpose. For
example, with a rose we are conscious of no determined purpose of its form and
constitution. The adhering beauty, however, stands under the constraint of a
concept, which exclusively permits only certain kinds of beauty and presupposes a
purpose in the object. An unmixed, pure judgement of beauty is passed only in
regard to free beauty. (Aesthetical Lectures 468)
The highest beauty in experience is realized in our lives. People who do not “have [their]
entire nature together” (Naive 245) are people who cannot realize the beauty in
themselves; they cannot unite the mind and the senses.
4.13 Objectivity of Beauty
Schiller’s solution to the problem of fragmentation comes from conquering the
gap between the theories of beauty’s objectivity and subjectivity; in the objective view,
beauty comes from an external world which does not depend on our feeling, while in the
subjective view, beauty comes from our feeling, as in “beauty is in the eye of the
beholder.” Schiller claims that beauty is objective experience, not only subjective
experience. He writes, “Those who have dismissed the objective concept of beauty, hold
beauty to be entirely subjective. Those who have accepted it, attempt to explain the
concept either objectively or subjectively” (desthetical Lectures 467). Beauty is the
representation of dualsm as the synthesis of binary elements. Schiller disagrees with the
theory which sees beauty as merely sensuous experience; he comments on Burke's view:
“Burke, in his Philosophical Enquiry ... makes beauty into mere life” (L15 103 fn).

“Burke says, beauty arouses inclination. without desire for possession; a true, but only

subjective explanation.... he derives true beauty also merely from physical causes...”

138






draws these ideas from the phenomena, for reason can place ideas into them. In
both cases the phenomena will be adequate to an idea of reason, but with a
difference: in the first case, reason finds the idea objectively within, as if it only
receives the idea from the object, because the conception must be posited, in order
to explain the cc stitution, and often even the possibility of an object; whereas, in
the second case, it makes that which is independent of its conception in the
phenomenon, s| ntaneously into an expression thereof, and thus treats something
merely sensuous, as if it were more than sensuous. Thus, in the first case, the
connection of the idea with the objective is objectively necessary, whereas in the
other, this connection is supremely subjectively necessary. I need not say, that by
the former I understand perfection, by the latter beauty. (Grace 345-346)

For Schiller, then, beai y is sensuous experience; however, beauty expands its sensitivity
beyond the experiential world: the sublime and the beautiful together make “... the
aesthetic education a ¢ nplete whole and expand the human heart’s sensitivity to the
entire scope of our cal g, extending even beyond the world of senses” (Concerning the
Sublime 84). Beauty as ensuous experience has to overcome our intellect to be objective,
to realize ideal beauty  experience. Beauty is “mere effect of the world of sense”; but
since “reason makes tr scendental use of this effect of the mere world of sense,” we may
place beauty “subjecti ly into the intelligible world” (Grace 346).
Beauty is ... tc  : viewed as a citizen of two worlds, belonging to the one by birth,
to the other by  Joption; she receives her existence in sensuous nature, and attains
to the right of  izenship in the world of reason. From this it is also explained how
it happens, th:  aste, as a faculty of judgement of beauty, steps into the middle
between mind d sense, and connects these two natures, each scornful of the
other, in happ oncord: as it teaches matter respect for reason, it also teaches that
which is ratioc 1 its sympathy for sensuousness; as it ennobles perception into
ideas, it trans! ms the world of sense in a certain way into a realm of freedom.
(Grace 346)

This does not meant  the sensuous side should be stronger than the intellect. For

example, works of art 'hich are made only by passion are not fine works in Schiller’s
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aesthetical judgment. Both passion and intellect must be free from their own restrictions.
“There does indeed exist a fine art of passion; but a fine passionate art is a contradiction
in terms; for the unfailing effect of beauty is freedom from passion. No less self-
contradictory is the notion of a fine art which teaches (didactic) or improves (moral); for
nothing is more at variance with the concept of beauty than the notion of giving the
psyche any definite bias” (L22 157).

In Schiller, only the objectivity of beauty can cancel the gap between matter and
form. He writes that “...just because it is both these things [beauty’s character as form and
life] at once, beauty provides us with triumphant proof that passivity by no means
excludes activity, nor matter form, nor limitation infinity...* (L25 187). He goes on to say
that man can achieve second freedom despite depending “upon physical things,”” and
“Beauty is proof of this and, I must add, she alone can furnish such proof” (L25 187).
Since we can realize ideality in experience, that is to say, the bridge between the dualities
of the world such as the ideal and the real, this can lead us to moral freedom in the sense
of realizing our original humanity as wholeness, mentally and politically. Thus we can be
moral, which means following our nature to be free. Schiller writes,

...beauty offers us ... an instance of man not needing to flee matter in order to

manifest himself as spirit. But if he is already free while still in association with

sense, as the fact of beauty teaches, and if freedom is something absolute and
supra-sensual, as the very notion of freedom necessarily implies, then there can no
longer be any question for how he is to succeed in raising himself from the limited
to the absolute, or of how, in his thinking and willing, he is to offer resistance to

the life of sense, since this has already happened in beauty. (L25189)

The objectivity of beauty instantaneously establishes the way of being free and
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moral since it the synthesis of matter and form. Throughout the Letters, each explanation
of the relationship between opposed terms corresponds to the subjectivity and objectivity
in beauty in the sense of the perfection of humanity. Thus, I contend that Schiller spends
the entire Letters attempting to prove the objectivity of beauty. If we consider his view of
the universe, either fragmented or not, it is clear that he is applying the basic schema C is
the synthesis of A and B (wholeness is the synthesis of fragment and fragment) to beauty,
as he does to other terms:

Table 4.13 Under the Three Kinds of Beauty

A B C
Energetic Beauty Melting Beauty Ideal Beauty
Subjectivity (sense) Objectivity (reason) (True) Objectivity
Actual Ideal (True) Actual/Ideal
Nature Civilization Ideal Nature/Civilization
Sense Intellect Ideal Reason
Matter Form Living Form
State of Nature Natur: State Aesthetic State

Schiller’s ground of the objectivity of beauty lies in his theory of humanity as represented
in the table above. Therefore, we see the concept of the objectivity of beauty: True
objectivity is the synthesis of subjectiv y and objectivity; True Nature/Civilization is the
synthesis of Nature and Civilization; 1 1e Reason/Sense is the synthesis of Sense and
Reason; and Living Form (True humanity) is the synthesis of Matter and Form. As in the
above table, there are two kinds of objectivity in Schiller. One is one-sided or lower
objectivity as in one-sided ideal and o :-sided civilization which are fragmented; another
is true or higher objectivity, as in true eal or true civilization. He holds that “Every

beauty of art re 1ires, as imitation of iture, fruth, and stands therein under objective
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judgement” (desthetical Lectures 460).

While analyzing beauty, we should note what Schiller warns about the hazards of
analyzing the essence of beauty. We should recognize that “[beauty’s] whole magic
resides in its mystery, and in dissolving the essential amalgam of its elements we find we
have dissolved its very being” (L1 5). In civilization, language is a necessary tool.
However, language expands fragmentation since it makes our analytical mind more
fragmented, and moves our focus away from truth. The terms which represent humanity’s
dual character, such as objectivity and subjectivity, nature and civilization, reason and
sense, or ideal and real, are the result of our rational minds, but also the result of
fragmentation; therefore, language escalates the fragmentattion in thought. Schiller’s
intention is a harmonious unification of language (art or technology) and nature (our
original intentions or thoughts before language made them fragmented). Without
wholeness, there is no universal validity for each element in the world. There is no
exception to this universal view in Schiller, as he stresses the world of alienation
throughout his t¢ ns, as in freedom and regulation.

4.14 Freedom and Regulation

We see a attern in Sc iller’s view of first freedom (the concept of freedom) and
regulation simil: to the one we find in his concept of fragmentation and wholeness -
which [ have described as the relationship between nature and civilization, or reason and

sense. Those are opposed but will be united, as in the following schema:
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Table 4.14 Freedom and Regulation

A (Fragment) B (Fragment) C (Wholeness)

(True Humanity/ Living Form)
Real Ideal (True) Ideality
Regulation Freedom (first) (True) Freedom (second)
Nature Art (True) Nature
Matter Form (True) Beauty

Under the cooperating relation between the two sides - reason and sense, intellect and
passion, and technique and nature - freedom (second) will be born by integrating freedom
(first) and regulation. Schiller writes that the aim of man depends on his “concept of the
dignity of man, which rests upon the self-activity on his reason, upon his freedom from
sensuous impulses” (desthetical Lectures 460). Regulation in A means mass and gravity,
or restrictions from other humans, such as brute force or an oppressive state. Schiller
writes that “...no object in nature and yet far fewer in art are free of purpose and rules,
none is determined through itself, so soon as we reflect upon it. Each is there through
another, each is there for another’s sake, none has autonomy” (Kallias 493).

In the above table, freedom (first) in B means the a priori, rational, and universal
thought of freedom every human wants to realize, but does not have the power to realize
since this concept, from the formal drive, does not correlate with the sensuous drive.
Freedom (second) in C means a freedom which is visible and practical; that is, it is able to
be practiced in accordance with regulations.

When humans were the “slave[s] of nature” (L25 185) in the sense of being

merely sensuous animals without rationality, they were powerless to create beauty in
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themselves. That is to say, they did not have the ability to convert matter by form.
However, when man reaches the stage where he is able to represent the dangerous forces
of nature as form, as “object[s] of his contemplation” (L25 185), he can be free of fear and
assert his independence. Schiller writes, “To the extent that [man] imparts form to matter,
and for precisely as long as he impatrts it, he is immune to its effects; for spirit cannot be
injured by anything except that which robs it of its freedom, and man gives evidence of
his freedom precisely by giving form to that which is formless™ (L25 185).

To illustrate his concept of freedom and beauty, Schiller uses the example of a
horse pulling a wagon piled with heavy things (Kallias 505). The horse is not free to act;
its activity is the result of external influences. Schiller holds that the nature of an animal is
expressed through its movement or form, and the beauty of the animal is in inverse
proportion to its mass and t : effects of gravity. A free horse runs with a light, springy
step, and this reflects his w indered nature. He can move easily and quickly along the
same path where a carriage horse struggles “with lead-weight feet.... the ponderousness of
the movement makes the c: 1iage horse momentarily in our representation into mass, and
the characteristic nature of e horse is suppressed in the same by the universal bodily
nature” (Kallias 505). Schi. r sees beauty in the free horse because it has movement
based on its nature, not con >lled by mass. He also points out that birds symbolize
freedom and “most excite s timents of beauty” (desthetical Lectures 475) because we
see beauty where mass is 0 rcome by the forces of life. He writes, “... we observe beauty

everywhere, where the mass is fully dominated by the form and (in the animal and plant
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kingdom) by the living powers (in which I place the autonomy of the organic)” (Kallias
505).

For Schiller, freedom is the will to determine oneself (mind) through material
(body). He writes that “... because a will, which can determine itself according to mere
form, is called free, so is that form in the world of sense, which appears determined only
through itself, a presentation of freedom; for presented is an idea, which is so combined
with an intuition, that both share with one another one rule of cognition” (Kallias 492).
When we judge aesthetically, we want to know if the object has “independence of
purposes and rules to the highest advantage,” or, on the other hand, if the object “must
rather be subjected to rules” (Kallias 493). This is not a contradiction for Schiller, because
“the observed influence of a purpose and a rule is proclaimed as force and carries with it
heteronomy for the object. The beautiful product is permitted and must even be regular,
but it must appear free of regulation” (ibid.).

For Schiller, freedom (second) is not merely a concept, but is visible in this world.
Therefore, he writes, when it comes to aesthetic judgments, “we are interested, not in
morality of itself, but simply in freedom, and morality can please our imagination only
insofar as it makes that freedom visible” (Pathetic 68). Although we are not completely
free because of mass and gravity, we can be free in appearance, in the real experience of
beauty, when we achieve victory in the war with matter. Schiller writes, “Free were the
presentation, where the presented seemed itself to take action and to have fully exchanged

the matter with that to be presented” (desthetical Lectures 477). Thus, the appearance of
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beauty means the presentation of freedom. “Freedom in the appearance is therefore

nothing other than self-determination with regard to a thing, in so far at it reveals itself in

the intuition” (Kallias 492). Schiller holds that

...because this freedom is merely lent to the object by reason, since nothing can be
Jfree except the supersensible, and freedom itself can never fall as such into the

senses - briefly - since it is
actually is: so is the analog
freedom in action, rather m
appearance.

‘¢ merely a matter, that an object appear free, not
f an object with the form of practical reason not

:ly freedom in the appearance, autonomy in the
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The medium or matter, as in the marble of a statue or the actor’s “natural
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Regarding Schiller’s comr
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most trustworthy way to realize freedom and beauty.
1t “Beauty ... is nothing other than freedom in the

ates that this 1s Schiller’s “most memorable yet
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ity is indeed the sensuous manifestation of freedom,
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topic, and at most he addressed it only negatively....
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of what they are, the rest of his argument necessarily
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Indeed, Schiller is clearly not addressing the sensuous attributes of beautiful objects. The
experience of beauty, as in a horse running freely in a meadow, occurs in the mind of the
subject, the individual viewing the scene. It is a sensuous experience of the subject. In
Schiller’s view, inner autonomy has to control the body, and when we observe that this
condition exists in the object, we feel this is beauty. Schiller clearly holds that beauty does
not have any particular physical condition, such as a figure, line, or symmetry, except
freedom. “Regularity can thus not have value as the universal grounding concept of
beauty, but rather freedom, that is, the characteristic self-determined through the nature of
a thing” (A4esthetical Lectures 474-75). Thus, for Schiller, freedom is the synonym of
beauty, and “Freedom alone is the ground of the beautiful” (Kallias 510). Here, he is
indicating freedom as an attribute of that which is unregulated; if it is necessary to exhibit
a particular sensuous attribute to be free, as Norton claims, this is a lack of freedom and,
therefore, beauty. Consequently, I do not hold that Schiller’s comment “Beauty...is
nothing other than freedom in appearance” (Kallias 490) is contradictory or confused as
Norton alleges.

Individuals are in and part of the whole, but must not be sacrificed to the aims of
the whole. The aim of the state must be subordinate to the aims of the individual. “Beauty
or rather taste regards all things as se/f~aim and by no means tolerates, that one serves the
other as means or bears the yoke” (Kallias 513). Schiller writes that every citizen in the
aesthetical world is a free citizen, possessing equal rights with all others, and “may not

once be compelled for the sake of the whole, but rather must absolutely consent to
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everything” (Kallias 513). For Schiller, freedom is “the harmony of the whole” (Kallias

515) - each part following its own nature in the whole.

A landscape is beautifully composed, when all individual parts, of which it
consists, so play into one another, that each sets its own limits, and the whole is

therefore the result of the freedom of

e individual. Everything in a landscape

should be referred to the whole, and everything individual should seem
nevertheless to stand only under its own rule ... Men, animals, clouds want to
move, for the freedom of the living expresses itself only in action. The river will
accept in its course no law from the b  k, but rather follows its own; in short: each
individual desires to have its will. Where, however, remains now the harmony of
the whole, when each concerns itself only for itself? Just therefrom does it follow,
that each out of inner freedom directly prescribes itself the limitation, which the

other needs, in order to express its freedom.

(Kallias 514-515)

Without restriction, there is no conce of freedom. Being alone in a wilderness is

not freedom. Schiller claims that humans can realize themselves “as whole” only in

society, not in a solitary life. He writes that 1
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fashion (beauty of behavior) is developed from my concept of beauty. The first law of
good fashion is: Spare others’ freedom. The second: Show freedom yourself,” and the
fulfillment of these laws “alone makes the complete man of the world” (Kallias 518). For
Schiller, if we can realize freedom, which brings morality, pleasure, and love, this will be
the equal of realiz g beauty, as he writes: “Freedom in the presentation of the physical
and moral purpose of man could supply a true ideal of beauty, if, of course, all regularity
in the presentation vanishes” (desthetical Lectures 473).

In Schiller, freedom is a synonym of nature; it means being natural, and nature
means something eing itself, free from restriction although always subject to gravity and
material. To grap :ally represent the relation between freedom and nature, Schiller drew

a straight line wit sudden change in direction and a wavy line which changes direction in

smooth oscillatio

b o }‘ h

K N L
YN

/
-

Nowist entire difference between this second and the former merely this, that
the form changes its direction abruptly, however, the latter unnoticeably; the
difference of their effects upon the aesthetical feeling must therefore be grounded
in this si le observable difference of their properties. What, however. is a
suddenly Itered direction other, than one violently altered? Nature loves no jump.
If we se¢ make ¢ e, then it shows, that violence has occurred to it. On the
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contrary, only that movement appears voluntary, to which one can assign no

determined point, in which it changed its direction. And this is the case with a

wavy line, which is distinguished from the above - portrayed merely through its

Jreedom. (Kallias 517)
For Schiller, beat 7, rule, nature, and freedom coexist as necessary elements for each
other. He writes, “As far as the ideal of beauty is concerned, all necessary movements
must be beautiful, because, as necessary, they belong to its nature...” (Grace 340). He
states that “math¢ 1atical regularity” is not beautiful, and the “There are confused
representations of perfection, which yet awaken directly no feeling of beauty; also, every
Judgement of beauty is not combined with the judgement of perfection™ (desthetical
Lectures 469). Even a perfectly drawn triangle, according to this view, could be less
beautiful than an 1perfectly drawn triangle which expresses its own freedom following
its nature.
4.15 Nature and )Juty / Principle and Practice

As in the :lation of freedom and regulation, there is a corresponding relation
between nature i the sense of our desire in the sensuous drive to preserve ourselves, and
our duty in the fi nal drive to realize happiness for society. In the following table, the
formal drive is re  resented as moral principle. freedom, and the ideal, while the other

side, the side of  : sensuous drive, is represented as nature, practice, regulation, and the

actual.
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Table 4.15 Under the Three Drives

A (Fragment) B (Fragment) C (Wholeness = Ideal Beauty)
Formal drive Sensuous drive Play drive

1 Duty/Moral Nature (True) Moral

2 Principle Practice (True) Beautiful Action

3 Freedom (first) Regulation (True) Freedom (second)

4 Ideal Actual (True) Ideal

5 Action Feeling (True) Free Action

6 Form Matter Living Form

7 Reason Feeling (True) Reason

8 Moral State Natural State Aesthetic State

As in the above table, for example, duty/moral and nature in line 1 will be expressed as
not only true moral, but also as elements of other lines of wholeness, such as true free
action, true beauty, and true reason. Here, as in the definition of beauty, ‘moral’ means the
result of a combination of body and mind or the sensuous and rational. When beauty, the
equivalent of nature and freedom, is realized because of the integration of the opposite
sides, the act becomes a moral act. The circulated or interchangeable relations, such as C
(Free Action - line 5) is the synthesis of A (Principle - line 2) and B (Actual - line 4) in
the above table, show that being truly moral means being beautiful, natural, free, ideal,
and rational. If the action lac ; beauty, it also lacks the other characteristics. But if
someone assists another selflessly, he “has forgotten himself ... fully” and “fulfilled [his
duty] with an easiness, as if erely the instinct had acted from him” (Kallias 498).
Schiller writes, “Therefore v re a moral action then first a beautiful action, if it appears as
an effect of nature arising fr 1 itself,* and a free action is beautiful “when the autonomy

of the disposition and auton 1y in the appearance coincide. From this ground is the
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maximum of the character perfection of a man moral beauty, for it arises only then, when
duty has become nature to him” (Kallias 498). Reason wants to influence our senses, to
force us to act morally - to realize freedom for ourselves and others. Schiller holds that ...
[reason] declares, if [any] action is that which it wants and should be. Every moral action
is of this kind. It is a product of the pure, i.e., of the will determined through mere form
and therefore autonomously ...”” (Kallias 488).

In Table 4.15, elements under column A want to be free from elements under
column B, and the converse is also true. For example, duty/moral (column A, line 1) has
to be free from practice (column B, line 2). Being completely free is not possible, but the
elements can be free in appearance. Schiller writes,

...we consider “every being in the aesthetical judgement as a self-aim” and it

disgusts us (makes us indignant), to whom freedom is the highest, that something

should be sacrificed to the other and serve as means. For that reason a moral
action can never be beautiful, if we look on the operation, whereby it is frightened
away from sensuousness. Our sensuous nature must therefore appear free in the
moral, although it is really not, and it must have the appearance, as if nature

merely carried out the instructions of our instincts, in which they bow down,

directly opposed to the instincts, beneath the dominion of the pure will.
(Kallias 499)

Schiller gives an example of a moral act in Kallias, in a parable concerning the reactions
of five individuals who encounter a man who had been beaten, robbed, and left to die.
Four of the five passers-by react with a strong sense of either duty or self interest. The
fifth, a Good Samaritan figure, acts “from the purest moral purpose,” forgets himself, and
“fulfilled [his duty] with an easiness,” without self-interest (Kallias 498).

If the object manifests beauty with morality - if it shows the object’s nature and
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freedom, then it is called ideal beauty in day-to-day experience. Schiller writes, “Although
beauty only adheres to the appearance, so is moral beauty nonetheless a concept, to which
something in experience corresponds” (Kallias 495 - 496). Schiller’s moral beauty is the
combination of reason, which means a principle to realize freedom, and sense, which
means acting to satisfy our physical desire. For him, moral beauty represents freedom in
appearance - overcoming restriction, and showing freedom through matter - which he
calls beauty. For Schiller, the moral is a synonym of the natural, free, and rational; it is the
united condition of the opposite relations. The moral does not mean merely rational or
intellectual, but both the rational and sensuous combined. Schiller holds that moral beauty
will be seen in freedom in: pearance - the overcoming of matter by form or of nature by
reason. He writes, “I can ac ince to thee no better empirical proof for the truth of my
theory of beauty, than if I show thee, that even the different use of this word [applying the
concept of beauty to moral :auty] only takes place in such cases, where freedom is
shown in e appearance” (Kallias 496).
4.16 Love as Beauty

Sc¢ iller tries to ans ' the question which has been asked since ancient Greece -
what is love? He answers t  t love is beauty; that is to say, recovering our nature,
overcom: alienation, and ‘:aching wholeness. Schiller’s efforts in the Letters can be
seen as an attempt at defin ; the interdependent relations of nature, freedom, moral, and
love undi the concept of b uty; if we know what beauty is, then we know what moral,

freedom, 1iture, and love: . Beauty comes from realizing our ultimate personality -
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which is represented as form through our actions. If we realize ourselves as works of fine
art, then we can be called beautiful and we express morality and love; thus love is a
synonym of beauty in Schiller.

Schiller also classifies love as false and true. False love is based on love of either
the material or form, and ignores the other side. True love is based on love of both, and
the realization of freedom in mind and body for ourselves and others. Thus, love is aware
of the beauty in each object. For example, someone who has an obsessive, controlling
personality, and tries to restrict his lover’s freedom does not have true love. Restricted
freedom in a cage does not make a bird beautiful. Both a horse carrying a heavy burden
and a person in prison ick freedom and beauty. Under such circumstances those animals
and humans are not loved, and not able to love themselves; they are alienated from
themselves and others. Slaves of the physical world, they are subject to gravity without
the wings to regain freedom in mind and body.

For Schiller, the timate goal of the aesthetic state is love for ourselves and others.
Freedom in appearance (beauty) unites the inclination of reason and sense - and this
condition is called love:

Freedom in the appearance awakens not merely pleasure about the object, but

rather also in« 1ation to the same; this inclination of reason, to unite with the

sensuous, is ¢ ed love. We contemplate the beautiful properly not with respect,
but rather with /ove; excepting human beauty, which however, includes expression
of morality as bject of respect in itself. - Should we at the same time love that
which is wort ' of respect, so must it be by us achieved or for us achievable. Love
is an enjoyment, respect, however, is not; here is tension, there relaxation. - The

pleasure of beauty arises, therefore, from the observed analogy with reason and is
united with love. (Aesthetical Lectures 480)

155



If we are able to appreciate the moral element in each object, then we are able to love the
object because we respect its natural status. If we see a lack of moral status in the object,
we feel we should help it to realize the moral element. Thereforg morality, represented as
nature and freedom - the unity of reason and sense, is called beauty, and produces love.
Schiller comments, “The beautiful ennobles sensuousness, and makes reason sensuous. It
teaches, to place a value upon form. With the beautiful one learns to love things without
self-interest, merely on account of their form” (desthetical Lectures 481).

Love is the compound of reason and sense; for example, the bond between the
sexes, Schiller writes, is based not merely on passion but on a “compulsion ... of a lovelier
kind” and a “communion of hearts” (L27 213).

Released from its dark bondage, the eye, less troubled now by passion, can

apprehend the form of the beloved; soul looks deep into soul, and out of a selfish

exchange of lust there grows a generous interchange of affection. Desire widens,
and is exalted into love, once humanity has dawned in its object; and a base
advantage over sense is now disdained for the sake of a nobler victory over will.

The need to please subjects the all-conquering male to the gentle tribunal of taste;

lust he can steal, but love must come as a gift. For this loftier prize he can only

contend by virtue of form, never by virtue of matter. (L27 213)
For Schiller, good means realizing love, and there is no goodness without beauty,
freedom, and nature. For him, the desire that objects be beautiful and good “can exist
together with the greatest freedom of mind” though “we can only wish for the beautiful
and the good to be present” (Concerning the Sublime 73).

The possibility of the realization of the aesthetic state comes from a refinement of

our morality and love - by overcoming our dual characters. Schiller goes on to describe
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how we will reach such a state with love, which is the realization of our humanity,
through a playful mind - a synthes : of matter and form, or body and mind, or sense and

reason - which is the subject of the next chapter.
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Chapter S Play as the Perfection of Humanity
5.1 True Play

For Schiller, e task of reason is realizing beauty, and reason demands “a bond of
union between the form-drive and the material drive; that is to say, let there be a play-
drive, since only the nion of reality with form, contingency with necessity, passivity with
freedom, makes the concept of human nature complete” (L5 101-103). Neither the
formal and sensuous rives, nor reason and sense, but only the play drive can reveal the
beauty in humanity, or “the consummation of [man’s] humanity” (L/5 103).

There are three kinds of play in Schiller. One is ideal play, which can be seen only
in a divine world; lii  the concept of ideal beauty which cannot be seen in real life, this
ideal play will not be experienced in our earthy world. He claims that Greek mythology is
symbolically indica /e of the concept of ideal play, as the figure of gods and goddess,
who do not have an restriction of matter, are able to do what we are supposed to do -
play freely.

... [the Greeks] banished from the brow of the blessed gods all the earnestness and

effort which wrrow the cheeks of mortals, no less than the empty pleasures which

preserve the smoothness of a vacuous face; freed those ever-contented beings from
the bonds in parable from every purpose, every duty, every care, and made
idleness and differency the enviable portion of divinity - merely a more human
name for th¢ reest, most sublime state of being. Both the material constraint of
natural laws and the spiritual constraint of moral laws were resolved in their
higher conc t of necessity, which embraced both worlds at once: and it was only
out of the p ect union of those two necessities that for them true freedom could

proceed. (L15109)

The second nd of play is actual play, such as in games and children’s activities.
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In the Letters, Schiller notes that he is not talking about this kind of lower play: “True, we
must not think here of the various forms of play which are in vogue in actual life, and are
usually directed to ver material objects” (L5 107).

While there is no beauty in the ordinary sense of play, we can find beauty in the
third kind of play - #71 ’ideal play which operates between matter and form, or reason
and sense, in real life. “The beauty we find in actual existence is precisely what the play
drive we find in actu: existence deserves; but with the ideal of beauty that is set up by
reason, an ideal of the lay drive, too, is enjoined upon man, which he must keep before
his eyes in all his fonn  of play” (L15 107). This third play includes fine art, but Schiller’s
assertion that “man o ' plays when he is in the fullest sense of the word a human being,
and he is only fullya man being when he plays” (L15 107), applies not only to the fine
arts, but to the “art of ving” (L/5 109) as well, which is a more difficult task than the
former. Here, the hwi n psyche can be a lighthearted medium between the material drive
and formal drive, wh 1 place demands on each other to preserve life from the condition
and to preserve digni from the ultimate ego person. “In a word: by entering into
association with idea 1ill reality loses its earnestness because it then becomes of small
account; and by coin .ing with feeling necessity divests itself of its earnestness because
it then becomes of /i,  weighr” (L15 105). This lighter feeling is called play. Under such
a condition, life has ¢ nity, duty allows for physical tendencies, and “our psyche accepts
the reality of things, material truth, with greater freedom and serenity once this latter

encounters formal tn , or the law of necessity, and no longer feels constrained by
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abstraction once this can be accompanied by the immediacy of intuition” (L5 105).

Schiller’s theory of play might be regarded as impractical for real life if we focus
on the psychological aspects of play. However, I claim - and illustrate in Table 5.1 which
follows - that his concept of play is part of his dynamic view of wholeness and of the
dialectic progress of humanity. When Schiller says only play makes humans complete, he
is not referring merely to a playful mind in real life, but to playful mind and action, a
synthesis of matter and form, body and mind. Until we act, we do not start playing, and
we are not yet able to show beauty in ourselves. The play drive in the ideal, and beauty in
the ideal, will make umans complete and realize social reform.

Interpreting Schiller’s play merely from the psychological viewpoint ignores his
earnest motive for writing the Letters and his theme - how to put principle into practice in
real life. Schiller is >t limiting the experience of joy to appreciating beautiful objects in
works of art, altho1 1 he uses fine art as an analogy to describe constructing humanity.
He is also not talki  about leading a solitary life of mediation, leaning to the side of
form:

Man, as we 10w, is neither exclusively matter nor exclusively mind. Beauty, as

the consurr  ition of his humanity, can therefore be neither exclusively life nor

exclusively rm. Not mere life, as acute observers. adhering too closely to the
testimony ¢ :xperience, have maintained. and to which the taste of our age would
fain degrade it; not mere form, as it has been adjudged by philosophers whose
speculations led them too far away from experience, or by artists who,

philosophi: g on beauty, let themselves be too exclusively guided by the needs of

their craft. s the object common to both drives, that is to say, the object of the

play drive. (L15103)

As the following t: = shows, as in the case where true ideal beauty will be realized by the
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sublation of ideal beauty and actual beauty, true play will be realized by the sublation of
ideal play and actual play. If we focus on Schiller’s concept of play as mere mental
activity, it might well lead us to define his play as the ideal play in column A of Table 5.1,
which does not have the possibility of realizing anything in actual life. Ideal play in
column A means the activity of the formal drive without the material, which is impossible
to realize in real life.

Table 5.1 Three Kinds of Play

Fragmented Humanity Whole Humanity
A: Lack of realization B: Lack of aspiration C: Fulfillment of both

Ideal Play Actual Play (True) Ideal Play
Principle Practice Beautiful Action
Ideal Real (True) Ideal
Ideal Beauty Actual Beauty (True) Ideal Beauty
Formal drive Sensuous drive Play drive
Mind Body Living Form

Interpreting Schiller’s play as actual play in column B of the table is also a
mistake. Actual play means play which involves only the material, as seen in the
enjoyment of games. Schiller anticipates an objection which would come from such a
misinterpretation; he asks whether or not beauty is “degraded by being made to consist of
mere play” and diminished by being associated with play (L5 105). He asks, “Does it not
belie the rational concept as well as the dignity of beauty - which is after all, here being
considered as an instrument of culture - if we limit it to mere play?” (ibid.). However,
Schiller is not dealing with such “mere play.”

We find Schiller’s definition of play in C in Table 5.1 - true or ideal play which

161



must be realized in real life. “It [beauty] is the object common to both drives, that is to
say, the object of the play drive. This term is fully justified by linguistic usage, which is
wont to designate as ‘play’ everything that is neither subjectively nor objectively
contingent, and yet imposes no kind of constraint either from within or from without”
(L15 103-105). True play is the combination or synthesis of principle and practice, mind
and action, or form and matter as living form. Play which operates either in the
speculative or material world is not true play.

The second category of play, actual play, will not be the solution to lead humans to
morality and goodness, as it is based on the material. True play comes from the world of
reason. Thus, in an aesthetic state, man will be subject “'to form even in his purely
physical life,” and “it is only out of the aesthetic, not out of the physical, state that the
moral can develop™ (L23 165). The play drive has the power to liberate humans from the
material world of appetites.

In Schiller, the war between matter and form is an allegory of playful activity - a
peaceful mental condition achieved by the unity of opposed elements, intellect and
feeling. “The law of [man’s] will he must apply even to his inclinations; he must, if you
permit me the expression, play the war against matter into the very territory of matter
itself, so that he may be spared having to fight this dread foe on the sacred soil of
freedom™ (L23 167-169). hrough play, we easily overcome the binary elements, and in
this moment realize our t1 : nature. Schiller admits that his claim “man only plays when

he is ... a human being, and he is only fully a human being when he plays” may appear
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paradoxical, but it will “take on both weight and depth of meaning once we have got as
far as applying it to the two-fold earnestness of duty and of destiny™ (L5 107). Schiller
claims that we should push the natural character (sensuous drive) further from matter, and
make the moral character (formal drive) closer to matter (L3 15). He writes, “The most
frivolous theme must be so treated that it leaves us ready to proceed directly from it to
some matter of the utmost import; the most serious material must be so treated that we
remain capable of exchanging it forthwith for the lightest play” (L22 157). Devoting
ourselves either to form or matter has not produced desirable results for humanity. To
regain true unity with ourselves, to heal our fragmented condition, to start political
reform, we must play. Schiller holds that “Once man is inwardly at one with himself, he
will be able to preserve his individuality ... and the state will be merely the interpreter of
his own finest instinct, a clearer formation of his own sense of what is right” (L4 21).

When the third character, the play drive, predominates in a people, they are ready
to reform their state with moral principles (L4 17). Only the play drive can start and
continue the transformation, and create an aesthetic state, which is neither a natural nor
moral state. Schiller claims that “‘the aesthetically tempered man will achieve universally
valid judgements and universally valid actions, as soon as he has the will to do so” (L23
163). An aesthetic state is also called a state of aesthetic semblance because this state will
be made in the same way artists create their works of art, by their “art of semblance” (L26
197) - playing with beauty to unite both drives. Beauty is integral to this process of

change; Schiller writes, “With beauty man shall only play, and it is with beauty only that

163



he shall play” (L15 107). It is aesthetic people who finally establish an aesthetic political
state. Schiller adds, *“... we have to look around for ... people who combine in themselves
all the realities of life with the fewest possible limitations, and are carried along by the
stream of events without becoming its victims,” and he asserts that only such people “can
preserve the beauty of human nature as a whole” (Naive 248).
5.2 Contemplation
Man in the first physical state is at one with the world, Schiller claims, and thus
“there exists for him as yet no world” (L25 183). An escape from “the material world and
a transition to the world of spirit” (L25 185) happens when a man starts observing the
world with awareness of himself. In this stage, man “contemplates” the world; “his
personality differentiate itself from it, and a world becomes manifest to him because he
has ceased to be one with it” (L25 183). Reason in this context expands by moving into
the area of feeling. “Through the aesthetic modulation of the psyche, then, the autonomy
of reason is already opened up within the domain of sense itself, the dominion of
sensation already broken within its own frontiers...” (L23 163). At this point the spiritual
man, Schiller states, can begin ) develop from the physical man “according to the laws of
freedom” (ibid.). Schiller calls this awareness of self and the world contemplation.
Contemplation (or reflection) is the first liberal relation which man establishes
with the universe arow  him. If desire seizes directly upon its object,
contemplation removes its object to a distance, and makes it into a true and
inalienable possession by putting it beyond the reach of passion. The necessity of
nature, which in the stage of mere sensation ruled him with undivided authority,

begins at the stage of reflection to relax its hold upon him. In his senses there
results a momentary peace; time itself, the eternally moving, stands still; and, as
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the divergent rays of consciousness converge, there is reflected against a
background of transcience an image of the infinite, namely form. (L25 183)

Schiller holds that contemplation brings a great change in man’s inner world which may
be compared to “a revolution in the outer [world]” (L25 185).

We have three ways of relating to “nature (as appearance)” (Kallias 485),
according to Schiller. They are “Passively: if we merely perceive its effects; actively, if we
determine its effects; both simultaneously if we represent it” (ibid.) Humans, in a
prehistoric condition before they started using their rational ability, received objects
passively; then they started observing actively with rationality, and finally both passively
and actively simultaneously in contemplation. Schiller writes. “With contemplation of
appearance we conduct ourselves passively, in that we receive its impressions: actively, in
that we subordinate these impressions to our forms of reason’(ibid.). By contemplation he
means “we are invited by the things themselves to their representation (ibid.). The
important element of contemplation is enjoying both sides, form and matter, and this
experience Schiller calls beauty.

Beauty, then, is indeed an object for us, because reflection is the condition of our

having any sensation of it; but it is at the same time a state of the perceiving

subject, because feeling is a condition of our having any perception of it. Thus
beauty is indeed form, because we contemplate it; but it is at the same time life,
because we feel it. In a word: it is at once a stage of our being and an activity we

perform. (L25 187)

He admits that beauty is “the work of free contemplation’ which leads us to “the world of

ideas,” without “leaving behind the world of sense, as is the case when we proceed to

knowledge of truth” (L25 185-187). Schiller holds that to get to the true ideal of human
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ennoblement, man “must take leave of the actual world, for he can fashion it, like any
ideal, only from inner and moral sources™ (Naive 247). Man does not find it in his
environment or busy life, “but only in his heart, and he finds his heart solely in the
stillness of solitary reflection™ (Naive 248). This holds the promise of change, for
knowing such a state means acting to change the world.

However, when Schiller advocates “solitary reflection,” he does not mean living a
solitary life. Both overly-isolated and overly-social people will be in danger of not
realizing “the aesthetic mode of the psyche” (L26 191).

Not where man hides himself, a troglodyte, in a cave, eternally an isolated unit,

never finding humanity outside himself ; nor yet there where, a nomad, he roams

in vast hordes over the face of e earth, eternally but one of a number, never
finding humanity within hims. - but only there, where, in his own hut, he
discourses silently with himse¢ and, from the moment he steps out of it, with all

the rest of his kind, only there will the tender blossom of beauty unfold. (L26 191)
Truth in Schiller comes from a dynamr : synthesis of the passive and active conditions. A
sensuous person lacks activeness in his intellect, while an intellectual person lacks the
passiveness to feel. To be both, “he v | have to become aesthetic” (123 163).

For Schiller, beauty transform matter into form, and thus we feel joy in beauty
which expands our material limitation. This pleasure is disinterested pleasure without

purpose. When we see an object and  perience its beauty, we do not distinguish the

object from its appearance of beauty. his experience itself is called semblance®, which

As a state reflects the charact of its individual citizens. Schiller also calls the
ideal political state a state of . sthetic semblance, created in the same way artists
create works of art, by the “art of semblance™ (L26 197). Aesthetic semblance is
the experience of beauty by t| play drive in every human activity.
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can please us by the object’s beauty without purpose - that is to say, it is a disinterested
pleasure. According to Schiller, we are not able to establish an ideal political state yet
since “we have not yet attained to the level of pure semblance at all, that we have not
sufficiently distinguished existence from appearance, and thereby made the frontiers of
each secure for ever” (L26 201-203). By play, false semblance will be converted by true
semblance. False semblance does not change our morality. True semblance means a kind
of illusion which changes our morality by the conversion of the psyche.

Schiller writes, “We shall deserve ... reproach as long as we cannot enjoy the
beauty of living nature without coveting it, or admire the beauty of imitative art without
inquiring after its purpose....” (L26 203). Play, as an activity in the experience of beauty,
is meaningful because it is free from purpose. Regarding this disinterested pleasure,
Schiller claims it does not contribute to man’s character or knowledge:

In the aesthetic state, then, man is nought, if we are thinking of any particular

result rather than of the totality of his powers, and considering that absence in him

of any specific determination. Hence we must allow that those people are entirely
right who declare beauty, and the mood it induces in us, to be completely
indifferent and unfruitful as regards either knowledge or character. They are
entirely right; for beauty produces no particular result whatsoever, neither for the
understanding not for the will. It accomplishes no particular purpose, neither
intellectual nor moral; it discovers no individual truth, helps us to perform no
individual duty and is, in short, as unfitted to provide a firm basis for character as

to enlighten the understanding. (L21 145-147)
This “meaninglessness” indicates meaning for humanity - transcending the ordinary

definitions of real and ideal. “But how can we speak of mere play, when we know that it

is precisely play and play alone, which of all man’s states and conditions is the one which
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makes him whole and unfolds both sides of his nature at once? ... the agreeable, the good,
the perfect, with these man is merely earnest; but with beauty he plays” (L5 105-107).
Leaving the material or formal states, either of which forces us to live seriously, for the
aesthetic world, a middle ground between the material and formal states, allows us to
realize ideality in real life.
5.3 Shaftesbury

Schiller’s ideas of play, in the sense of disinterested pleasure with harmony,
probably was influenced by at least three forerunners - Shaftesbury, Moritz, and Kant. The
Third Earl of Shaftesbury (1671-1713), who first introduced the concept of disinterested
pleasure in the experience of beauty, was commonly known in Germany at that time. Ives
writes, “Shaftesbury’s own writings were translated into German in 1745 by the
theologian and popular philosopher Spalding, and those of his disciples Hutcheson and
Ferguson by Lessing (1756) and Grave (1772) respectively. Grave’s translation of
Ferguson’s Principles of Moral Philosophy is one of the few works known for certain to
have been read by Schiller in his youth” (Ives 16-17). After moving to Weimar in 1787,
Schiller was directly influenced by his friend C. M. Wieland, an eager supporter of
Shaftesbury’s views, as Norton comments, “In 1788 ... [Schiller] mentioned in a letter
from the end of November to Caroline von Beulwitz that he planned to read Shaftesbury
during the following summer ...”” (Norton 228).

Shaftesbury, in his Characteristics, discusses disinterestedness and ethics. As

Odin notes, “Shaftesbury’s principle of disinterestedness originally emerged as a polemic
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against egoism in ethics and instrumentalism in religions “(Odin 29). Odin holds that
Shaftesbury contrasted the attitude of disinterest with the attitude “of ‘enlightened self-
interest’ defended by Thomas Hobbes” (ibid.). According to Shaftesbury, when we look at
beautiful objects, our pleasure comes from a disinterested mind - in the sense of
contemplation without self-interest or self-love, as follows:

If you are already ... such a proficient [sic] in this new love [of beauty] that you are

sure never to admire the representative beauty except for the sake of the original ...

you may then be confident.... Imagine then ... if being taken with the beauty of the
ocean, which you see yonder at a distance, it should come into your head to seek
how to command it and, like some mighty admiral, ride master of the sea. Would
not the fancy be a little absurd? ... Let who will call it theirs ... you will own the
enjoyment of this kind to be very different from that which should naturally follow

from the contemplation of the ocean’s beauty. (Shaftesbury 318-319)
Thus, if we act as “disinterestedly or generously as [we] please™ (56), we are not
concerned with possessing the object or gaining self-interest at all in the enjoyment of
beauty. “What is new in the passage is that Shaftesbury opposes disinterestedness to the
desire to possess or use the object” (Stolnitz 134).

According to Shaftesbury, as in Schiller’s concept of sensuous and formal drives,
there are two kinds of impulses - one is the impulse to self-preservation and the other is
an impulse to participate in society. The general good for society is the “good of the
whole” (Shaftesbury 21), and ' is social impulse does not contradict the impulse to do
private good. Since all things are connected and interdependent, loving oneself, being

“rightly selfish” (56) or having ideal “self-love” (56), is the same as loving mankind.

According to Shaftesb y, contemplation of beauty leads us to be moral - it creates
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a harmonious relation between those two impulses. Ives claims that Shaftesbury attempts
to show that the impulses overlap, and that his intent is to demonstrate “that one’s true
self-good lies in the preservation and development of an ordered society..... Grudzinski’
considers that here the source of all later eighteenth century atterhpts to formulate
schemes for the aesthetic education of Man may be seen, and he also believes that
Shaftesbury was the first to use the word ‘harmony’ with reference to the inner life of the
personality” (Ives 16).

According to Ives, “Shaftesbury’s ideas can undoubtedly be traced back to Greek
sources” (Ives 13), especially Pythagoras, who viewed the universe as a whole with
harmonious relations between each part, and Plato, who saw a harmonious personality in
the unity of reason, desire, and passion (Ives 14-15). In turn, Shaftesbury seems to have
influenced Schiller concerning his concept of wholeness in relation to morality. In
Characteristics, Shaftesbury has one of his characters, Theocles, address the omniscient
“guardian deity”: “Thy influence is universal, and in all things thou art inmost. From thee
depend their secret springs of action. Thou movest them with an irresistible unwearied
force, by sacred and inviolable laws, framed for the good of each particular being, as best
may suit with perfection, life and vigour of the whole” (Shaftesbury 307). Shaftesbury
claims that there is a universal order - a wholeness. He writes “All things [including

humans] in this world are united” (ibid. 274), and when each part exists following its

7 Polish literary critic and scholar Gustaw Herling-Grudzinski (1919-2000).
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nature in a cooperative relation, there is harmony. For example, each animal and object
has “mutual dependency,” and has its functions and purposes in cooperation with others.
“Thus, in contemplating all on earth, we must of necessity view all in one, as holding to
one common stock™ as “the works of nature” (ibid. 275). However, we often cannot see
those relations as a whole, for “a mind which sees not infinitely, can see nothing fully
and, since each particular has relation to all in general, it can know no perfect or true
relation of anything in a world not perfectly and fully known” (ibid. 275). If we can
integrate our private desire to get the necessities and the public desire to improve society,
then individuals will gain harmony in themselves as virtuous persons, and be able to
realize virtue in society.
5.4 Moritz

Shaftesbury does not make clear the connection between aesthetics and his
concept of disinterested pleasure. However, Schiller’s friend Karl Philipp Moritz (1756-
1793), a pioneer of German aesthetics, transformed Shaftesbury’s ethical notion of
disinterestedness into an aesthetical »tion, which deeply influenced Schiller and
probably influenced Kant. Schiller ¢ efully read Moritz, and frequently mentions this
writer, as in Aesthetical Lectures (4" ). Moritz, in Toward a Unification of All the Fine
Arts and Letters under the Concept  Self-Sufficiency (1785) - published five years before
Kant’s Critique of Judgement - com ents, “In contemplating a beautiful object ... I roll
the purpose back into the object itse I regard it as something that finds completion not

in me but in itself and thus constitutes a whole in itself and gives me pleasure for its own
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sake.... Thus the beautiful object yields a higher and more disinterested pleasure than the
merely useful object” (qtd. by Woodmansee 12). Woodmansee writes that Moritz

...gave the first unequivocal and systematic expression to what I have called our
modern conception of the arts. Works of art, he argued in this [Toward a
Unification...] and in his subsequent writings, are ‘self-sufficient totalities’
produced simply to be contemplated ‘for their own sake’ - that is,
‘disinterestedly,’- purely for the enjoyment of their internal attributes and
relationships, independently of any external relationships or effects they might
have. (Woodmansee 11)

Moritz contrasts the utilitarian and the beautiful by referring to common, everyday objects
in his home:
I only look at the clock and the knife with pleasure insofar as I can employ them,
and do not employ them for the sake of looking at them. In the case of the
beautiful, the opposite holds. The beautiful does not have its purpose outside
itself, and does not exist for the perfection of itself, but rather for its own intrinsic
perfection. One does not look at it because one wants to employ it, but only
employs it because one wants to look at it. (Moritz 247)
As in Shaftesbury, Moritz uses disinterestedness as an antonym of selfishness. “Like the
moral philosophers in Germany during this period, Moritz uses the terms “unselfish”
(uneigenniitzig) and “disinterested” (unineressiert) interchangeably to denote the absence
of any selfish ulterior motives or interests, denoted by the English term “disinterested”
(Odin 32).
Moritz claims that contemplation without ulterior motives or interests leads us to
realize total humanity as wholeness. He claims,
We do not need the beautiful object in order to be entertained as much as the
beautiful object needs us to be recognized. We can easily exist without

contemplating beautiful works of art, but they cannot exist as such without our
contemplation. The more, we can do without them, therefore the more we
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contemplate them for their own sake so as to impart to them through our very
contemplation, as it were, their true, complete existence.
(qtd. by Woodmansee 32)

Woodmansee comments, “The artist’s sole end or purpose in Moritz’s model of art
consists in the creation of a perfectly ‘coherent harmonious whole’ [iibereinstimmendes
harmonisches Ganze]” (18). In Moritz, as in Schiller, we see the concept of wholeness as
the total realization of humanity. Indeed, Schiller mentions Moritz when discussing the
concept of wholeness: “The beautiful is recognized in the useful as superfluous. The
useful receives its worth through its contribution to perfection of a whole. A whole is,
what is completed in itself. Only the whole, which strikes the senses or can be embraced
with imaginative power, is beautiful. - Up to here one can regard Moritz as right”
(Adesthetical Lectures 470).
5.5 Kant

After Shaftesbury and Moritz, Kant systematized the concept of beauty and
disinterestedness under the name of play. He defines beauty as the experience of pleasure
which comes from disinterestedness. In Critique of the Aesthetic Power of Judgment, he
writes, “Taste is the faculty for judging an object or a kind of representation through a
satisfaction or dissatisfaction without any interest” (Kant 96), and goes on to describe the
object of satisfaction as beautiful. The beautiful, he holds, is “that which, without
concepts, is represented as the object of a universal satisfaction” (ibid.). Disinterestedness
means we are interested in the object, but we do not have self-interest, concerning desire

or utility, toward the object. Kant holds that only “the taste for the beautiful is a
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disinterested and free satisfaction; for no interest, neither that of the senses nor that of
reason, extorts approval” (ibid. 95), and the object of such a satisfaction is called beautiful
(96). According to Kant, when understanding and imagination play without restricting
each other so that “the facilitated play of both powers of the mind (imagination and
understanding), [is] enlivened through mutual agreement” (104), we have the “feeling of
free play” (102). He claims “In the judging of a free beauty (according to mere form) the
judgement of taste is pure. No concept of any end for which the manifold should serve the
given object and thus which the latter should represent is presupposed, by which the
imagination, which is as it were at play in the observation of the shape, would merely be
restricted” (114).

Kant’s intention is to establish the universal validity of claims to beauty. “Life is
not merely an empirical awareness [in Kant’s philosophy], even of the pleasure of moral
acts, rather it is a universal forming power that seeks self-awareness. It is this deeper
notion of life that Kant integrates into his aesthetic theory as its transcendental grounding”
(Wessell 132). Beauty is a subjective experience, yet, many individuals have common
Judgements regarding taste. Kant comments, “This state of a free play of the faculties of
cognition with a representation through which an object is given must be able to be
universally communicated, because cognition. as a determination of the object with which
given representations (in whatever subject it may be) should agree, is the only kind of
representation that is valid for everyone” (Kant 102-103). Wessell notes that “aesthetic

theory cannot generate any universality or necessity, as Kant clearly saw.... Kant also
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located the aesthetic in subjectivity. However, Kant showed that subjectivity itself evinces
a rational structure. This structure generates universality in judgments of taste” (Wessell
136). Thus, “The judgement of taste rests on a priori grounds” (Kant 106) and a universal
condition to determine what is beautiful. -

The play drive for Kant is a key to explain the subjectivity of beauty with its
universal validity. Wessell observes that for Kant, as for Schiller, unity in multiplicity is
rational and objective:

Any universe for Kant must be a function of necessary, a priori and universal

principles. And feeling in its empirical content is always contingent and particular.

Only form can constitute a manifold as a universe. The form (or objectivity

constant) of an aesthetic universe cannot lie in Gefiihl as the content (manifold) of

aesthetic awareness, rather only in the reflective act whereby the percipient subject

determines itself to its affective contents. (Wessell 131-132)
Wessell also points out that Kant and Schiller have similar attitudes toward wholeness as
a synthetic unity of parts: “Schiller’s concept of human nature has much in common with
Kant’s. For Kant (and for Schiller) experience involves a manifold held together in a
synthetic unity. In all experience there is a plurality of determinations that are woven
together to form a synthetic whole” (Wessell 138).

To the concept of the play drive which he inherited from Kant, Schiller added his
own teleological view of wholeness: the fragmented condition which will be healed in the
dialectical process of becoming whole in the progress of the individual and of history.

5.6 Conclusion - Is Play Realistic?

Throughout the Letters, we see connections between each concept and word, and
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when we look at them all as one, it is evident that Schiller’s intention is to construct
systematic wholeness as a universally valid principle by a dialectical transformation in
every aspect of life. In the order of the universe, everything has its own nature and
purpose. For Schiller, the quest for wholeness is indeed the quest for humanity. -
Because of his intention to construct a systematic wholeness, Schiller attempts,
like Kant, to reconcile rationalism and empiricism. For Schiller, objectivity and
subjectivity, ideal and real, truth and fact, reason and sense, form and matter, mind and
body must be a oneness, a unity, as they are “two sides of the same coin.” In Schiller,
aesthetic means the manifestation of perfection - in the sense of a unity of the manifold.
Thus, there are two kinds of worlds in Schiller; one is fragmented or one-sided and the
other is united or synthesized, as fc ows:
Table 5.2 Two Kinds of Reality

Fragmented reality (Clear  rder) Aesthetic reality (Dissolving the border)

Ideal - Real Ideal/Real
Mind - Body Mind/Body
Reason - Sense Reason/Sense

Because he deals with two kinds of reality, Schiller uses each term in one or the other of
the two contexts. This complexity s understandably confused many of his readers.

In Schiller, individual reform is necessary prior to social reform, as he claims:
“...we must continue to regard ever attempt at political reform as untimely, and every
hope based upon it as chimerical, as long as the split within man is not healed, and his

nature so restored to wholeness th: it can itself become the artificer of the state, and
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guarantee the reality of this political creation of reason” (L7 45).

Here, we should note what Schiller means by social reform. Social reform for
Schiller is not a rebuilding of a natural state where the sensuous drive governs, and
controls its citizens by power, nor an attempt to build a moral state where the formal drive
governs, and controls its citizens by laws regulating morality. Social reform for Schiller
means building the aesthetic state, which frees man “from the shackles of circumstances,”
and releases him from “all that might be called constraint, alike in the physical and moral
sphere” (L27 215). In this ideal state, all individuals are respected as free citizens; “In the
aesthetical world, which is entirely different than the most perfect Platonic republic, even
the coat, which I carry on my body, demands respect from me for its freedom, and desires
from me, like an ashamed servant, that I let no one notice, that it serves me” (Kallias
513).

At the end of the Lerters, he addresses the question of whether the aesthetic state
exists at all and, if so, where it might be found:

As a need, [a state of aesthetic semblance] exists in every finely attuned soul; as a

realized fact, we are likely to find it, like the pure church and the pure republic,

only in some few chosen circles, where conduct is governed, not by some soulless
imitation of the manner and morals of others, but by the aesthetic nature we have
made our own; where men make their way, with undismayed simplicity and
tranquil innocence, through even the most involved and complex situations, free
alike of the compulsion to infringe the freedom of others in order to assert their

own, as of the necessity to shed their dignity in order to manifest grace. (L27 219)

When Schiller states that the need for the aesthetic state “exists in every finely attuned

soul,” he means we need individual reform first of all, as he stresses throughout the
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Letters. On this basis, the possibility of a political aesthetic state exists. The citizens of
such a state do not act to deprive each other of freedom; indeed, “none may appear to the
other except as form, or confront him except as an object of free play” (L27 215). Here we
clearly see Schiller’s revolution is ideal revolution (reform to achieve morality in -
individuals and society), but not realistic revolution (reform only society with brute
force), as I discuss in Section 4.5, Two Kinds of Revolution.

However, Schiller is not saying that we have to wait to reform society, and suffer
under oppressive power, with the vague hope of realizing the majority of people’s mental
reform to attain an ideal personality. On the contrary, in his view, we must engage with
the outer world. We must resist any lack of freedom, equality, and fraternity, that is to
say, lack of morality in each era. Schiller has high regard for the human dignity displayed
in the battle to regain freedom. Hence, for Schiller, play with joy is a most strategic way
to gain victory, instead of a bloody struggle with fearful seriousness; he writes that man
“must ... play the war against matter into the very territory of matter itself, so that he may
be spared having to fight this dread foe on the sacred soil of freedom” (L23 167-169).

Only the play drive can simultaneously realize intention and action, or reason and
sense, as in children who cannot stop playing with toys as they are attracted to the objects.
Once we start to use the play drive as our guide, the battle between matter and form will
be changed instantaneously into play. Schiller claims that beauty influences us “not by
providing an aid to thought ... but merely by furnishing the thinking faculty with the

freedom to express itself according to its own laws...” (L19 131). Thus, we go back to
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nature by using the play drive in ordinary life to be beautiful and free, to awaken from the
nightmare of alienation into the real world.

In Schiller’s view, an individual who cannot control his emotions cannot control
the outer world. Anger, for example, is not an effective motivation for reform; angry
reformers will give up or lose sight of their true goals. More strategic ways to reform the
outer world arise from reforming the inner world. By putting the world outside ourselves
(L25 183), and contemplating our actions, we will begin to heal ourselves first, and then
the world. When play sublates the opposing elements, social reform begins side by side
with individual reform. The aesthetic state is a practical mode of society, as Schiller
contends “...beauty alone can confer upon [man] a social character,” and “The aesthetic
state alone can make [society] real, because it consummates the will of the whole through
the nature of the individual” (L27 215).

In Schiller, language reflects the alienated human condition and thought; ideality
is opposed to reality, nature is opposed to civilization, and freedom is opposed to duty as
language tends to present one-sided definitions as fragments. He offers a transformation
of mankind’s sense of values. Thus, an “easy” way to reform society which is “practical”
and “realistic” might be difficult, impractical, and overly idealistic in Schiller’s view. If
we follow those terms and sense of values based on the common, fragmented definitions.
since our actions accompany our language, according to Schiller, it will slow the
development of human progress, and postpone reaching the end of the natural state and

establishing the aesthetic state.
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The Letters is, I hold, Schiller’s “aesthetic mode of communication” with his
readers. He claims:

Taste alone brings harmony into society, because it fosters harmony in the
individual. All other forms of communication divide society, because they relate
exclusively either to the private receptivity or to the private proficiency of its
individual members, hence to that which distinguishes man from man; only the
aesthetic mode of communication unites society, because it relates to that which is
common to all. (L27 215)

When we dissolve the border in the definitions of terms, that is to say, synthesizing the
opposing elements as in Schiller’s definitions of ideality, reason, nature, beauty, and play,
we finally start being free from the inconsistency of our dualism - our alienation. Critics
who claim that Schiller lacks the ability to define his terms should recognize that he
defines his terms in a deliberate, aesthetic manner - through a dialectical process
involving form and matter.

Regarding the practicality of applying Schiller’s concept of the aesthetic state
through using the play drive, the reaction of many readers of the Letters is that this is not
practical or realistic since Schiller does not show any clear method of how to perform play
in real life. However, we should note that one cannot be forced to play. One cannot be
forced to do that which does not come from one’s inner life. There is no rule, method, or
short cut to play since freedom is essential for play. As I discuss in Chapter 4.15 — Nature
and Duty, the Good Samaritan figure, without a mental conflict between practice and
principle, between freedom and regulation, was playing between the duality within

himself when he helped the injured man. A beautiful soul or playful mind which makes
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action and mind instantaneously one will be found only in such a harmonious individual.

Is Schiller’s play realistic? From a one-sided or fragmented definition (A or B) of
play, it is unrealistic, since realistic means focussing on material needs. However, from a
united or true definition (C), play is realistic, and encompasses mental in additioh to
physical needs. From Schiller’s point of view, the answer to the question reflects one’s
degree of alienation - as either a fragmented or a united personality. Until we start to play,
we cannot convert the true meaning of real and ideal or false and truth. The Letters may
be regarded as a mirror for each individual to search for wholeness by overcoming
alienation. By reading the Letters, and deciding whether or not play is realistic, we are
already starting our aesthetic education - the quest for wholeness.

To realize beauty in humanity, Schiller asks what realistic and true means, and
shows that the poet’s duty is to “overcome the tendency of language to the universal
through the greatness of his art and triumph over the matter (words and their laws of
inflection and construction) through the form (namely the application of the same)”
(Kallias 526). Schiller’s approach is to gain victory through language, and through this
thesis, I claim that he won the battle to formulate the role and presence of ideal beauty in

appearance.
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