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METHODOLOGY IN JOHANN LUDWIG
SCHEDIUS'PRINCIPIA PHILOCALIAE1828)

Gergely FORIZS

Abstract: Johann Ludwig Schedius (1768-1847) became prafedsaesthetics
at the University of Pest (Hungary) in 1792. Hegtauaesthetics and ancient
Greek until his retirement in 1843. In 1828, aseatablished academic, he had
published a Latin monograph entitl@dincipia philocaliaeseu doctrinae pulchri
(Principles of Philocalia or the Science of Begutyhich was used as a university
coursebook.

My thesis is that in his book Schedius adoptedettiectic method of compilation
and production of knowledge widespread among Cktreopean scholars during
the 18" and even in the early &entury. The two basic pillars of philosophical
eclecticism are the rejection of elitist, authofigsed knowledge, and the support
of scholarly co-operation instead. In this papesjll show how Schedius forged
his philocalia out of the age-old history of theitnce of beauty”, while | will
also discuss his eclectic treatment of Immanueltisadritique of the Power of
Judgment

Keywords: eclecticism, science of beauty, philocalia, uniitgraaesthetics,
Immanuel Kant, Habsburg Empire, Kingdom of Hungary.

The Principia philocaliaein the literature

orn in the Hungarian city of Gy, Johann Ludwig Schedius (1768—

1847)! came from a German speaking Lutheran family. Hesaive
professor of aesthetics at the University of Pesi792, following his
studies in Goéttingen between 1788 and 1791. Hehtaagsthetics and
ancient Greek until his retirement in 1843. Schedias traditionally
regarded as a second-rank aesthete, as a “medifatéerman culture”
(Doromby 1933) with no original insights. His 18&&gnum opus, the
Principia philocaliaeseu doctrinae pulchr{Principles of Philocalia or
the Science of Beaytywritten in Latin and also used as a university
coursebook in its time, has been deemed by thertigtaphy to be an

1 For a detailed account on Schedius’ scholarlgeaiKonig (2003).
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“eclectic” work. This term, until very recently, fibeen used pejoratively,
referring to unoriginal syncretism. Max Schasldristory of aesthetics,
for instance, categorised Schedius’s work as ampbaof early 19th-
century aesthetic theories that were “eclecticheirtmaterial” — inspired
by, but not closely linked to Schelling’s identjthilosophy? This verdict
was largely upheld in the 20th-century Hungariahotarship as well
(Janosi 1916; Nagy 1983, pp. 273-318).

This consensual approach was challenged only bgskir Balogh
(2007) in her monographBalogh rejects the dominant narrative in the
histories of aesthetics built on canonical figusesl the principle of
progress, according to which the backbone of theatiee is constituted
by the succession of distinct systems, producethbygreat figures’ of
aesthetics. Meanwhile, the ‘smaller names’ and ré@esentatives of
methodological eclecticism in particular are exgelifrom the canon, and
become supporting actors on the peripheries, nodieeners of the greats.
Balogh (2007) is neither concerned with assigninglaee to Schedius’
aesthetics in this big narrative, nor with asses#im value based on the
work’s afterlife. Instead, she aims at reconstngtithe work’s
contemporary contexts as well as its internal loffidBalogh’s view, the
main feature of thd”hilocalia is a “methodological interdisciplinarity”
(Balogh 2007, p. 388) that is a direct result oh&tus’ holistic view
towards the sciences bfimanitas Thus, philocalia, the science of beauty,
becomes the science of “humanitas” as well, offeran perspective
equally “relevant to every phenomenon of the humanld.” The fact
that the very same model of organism grounds Sakediocial and
aesthetic theory also follows from this view (Baia2007, p. 392). In the
following, | will try to continue this interpretivéhread by revealing the
methodological principles of this integrative amghological thinking'

The primary contexts of the motto of thePrincipia

philocaliae
The following quote from Aristotle’®olitics, used by Schedius as his
motto at the beginning of his work, will serve ag starting point:

Jhr gemeinsames Merkmal [ist] eine Art stofflicheklekticismus” Schasler (1872, s. 872).
2 Balogh (2007), Balogh (2018, pp. 142-147).
4 Balogh (2007, p. 406 f).



52 Gergely FORIZS
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“Hence we should use the results of previous disgowvhen
adeq%ate, while endeavouring to investigate mattetiserto passed
over.’

Now, the first question is what motivated Schedinsassign such
a prominent place to a seemingly trivial methodaalconsideration. To
answer this, we must examine the primary contektth® quoted part.
Aristotle’s original sentence appears as a mettoggicdl conclusion at
the end of a passage about the origins of polititgtitutions, where he
argues that the “necessary” institutions were patly meant to respond
to eternal human needs. Thus, Aristotle writed, ddler political devices
also have been discovered repeatedly, or rathenfarite number of
times over, in the lapse of agésTransplanting this part to the beginning
of an aesthetic treatise suggests an interdiseigliview, according to
which the institutions of art and society are btite manifestations of
human creative force and bfimanitad In the part that introduces the
history of the science of philocalia, Schedius 82 179; 2005, p. 375)
explicitly asserts that investigating the causesefuty — both on an
individual and a social level — is one of the uns& human needs, like an
unreflected “force of nature”. The fact that theyweame Aristotelian
motto appears at the beginning of SchediDs’ Nationality’ a treatise
elaborating his organic notion of state, also méiéhe unity of the politic
and the aesthetic in his thoudfit.

The second important context of the motto is thelition of eclectic
philosophy. This context is suggested by the faet the quote from
Aristotle expresses a similar idea than that ohSRaul that came to be
seen as the dictum stating the principles of eclghilosophy. These
principles are the assessment of the entirety ehthtorical tradition (of
philosophy), and the sorting of this tradition framparticular point of

5 Schedius (1828 [without pagination]); see alse iungarian translation: Schedius (2005,
p. 253).

5 Aristotle: Politics, 1329b.35 (VII, 10.) Transl. H. Rackham.

" Aristotle:Politics, 1329b.35 (VII, 10.) Transl. H. Rackham.

8 This context of Schedius’s motto has already hmsinted out in Balogh (2007, p. 311).

® Schedius (1817, p. 57).

10 For a detailed analysis Balogh (2004, p. 1232Jogh (2017, p. 311).
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view: “Prove all things; hold fast that which is aggb” (Paul I.
Thessalonians 5: 21.)

This saying and the Horatian adage, expressingdésd of original,
anti-dogmatic thinking (“Nullius addictus iurare werba magistri” —
“I'am not bound over to swear allegiance to anyteragpistles 1. 1.
14), became the formulas that express the esseneelexticism for
centuries. As Martin Gierl (1999, p. 69 f.) sumgpt “These instructions
[...] elucidate the two essential aspects of eclextigerfectly well. First,
it was opposed to elitist, minority-held and auttyslinked knowledge
[...]. Second, there was support for new forms ofotathy co-operation,
exemplified by courteous dealings between schodnd by a new
treatment of knowledge.”

It is also noteworthy, however, that compared talBanstruction,
Schedius’ Aristotle-motto includes a third aspefter having selected the
“adequate” results of previous inquiries, contribgtto the tradition by
examining “matters hitherto passed over”, thus,regld new step to the
method. However, such an extended, three-phaseodatyy is hardly a
novelty in the eclectic tradition. For example, &dius’ predecessor as
Professor of Aesthetics, Gyorgy Alajos Szerdahekpounded the same
model of scientific inquiry in hisAesthetica when he laid down,
following Cicero, his eclectic methodological piiples: the collection
and selection of previous authors’ ideas must ievied by an original
contribution; one must add something to the comremacy*’ In the
eclectic tradition, this scientific attitude is ezpsed by the bee, a
metaphor that can be traced back to Séfemad was given its full-
fledged form by Francis Bacon: as opposed to thesistedly empirical
ant-scientist, concerned only with “heaping up“fistand the dogmatic
spider-scientist, developing a web relying entiretyhimself, one should
strive for, just like a bee, “fashioning” the “eatted matter” by one’s
own efforts’® The fact that Schedius chose Aristotle to supost

1 Szerdahely, Georgius: Prooemium. In: SzerdahERfg), Part 1 [without pagination]. His
quotations from Cicero are: ,In locus coactis donipus, quod quisque commodissime
praecipere videbatur, excerpsimus”; ,et ex nostmogye nonnihil in commune contulimus”.
Marcus Tullius CicerobDe inventionell, 4 and Il, 8. Cf. Forizs (2013, p. 198).

12 Albrecht (1994, p. 52-56, 166).

3 Bacon, FrancisThe New OrganofiNovum Organuip 95 (Bacon 1999, p. 128). With the
words of the monographer of eclectic philosophyepDThema der Eklektik scheint am ehesten
Bacons Fassung des Bienenvergleichs nahezukomi@diorecht 1994, p. 166, footnote 5).
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eclectic methodological stance should not come sigprise either, since
one of the other oft-cited eclectic slogans cantreeed back to him:
“Amicus Platon, amicus Aristoteles, sed magis amiedtas’* (‘We
must prefer truth before every friend'.)

Given the immediate context of the motto from Bwitics, covering
new, “hitherto passed over’ matters becomes passiold necessary,
because, according to the Aristotelian account, mwost consider two
stages of the development of mankind: in the fitage, the immediate
necessities are decisive, and it is the immutglolithese basic needs that
gives birth, again and again, to the same institgti After having these
needs satisfied, however, the accessories of “hiogntributing to
refinement and luxury” emerge in a novel stage mfgpess- At this
point, there is some space for new approachésitmnitasghat have not
been probed hitherto. In his preface, Schediusatebat one of the goals
of his work is to prove that Hungary is alreadythiis second stage of
progress, which means that beside dealing withtiped@ffairs (such as
the “Turkish problem”), we should also be able teate scientific works
that treat “the laws of the sublime and the bealitiin an abstract
manner'®

The third context of the motto is the wdpkilocalia itself. This leads
us to investigate the practice through which thediphase process —
shown as an exemplar of the scientific proceshémtotto — is embodied
in the work. The basic units of Schedius’ treaise the paragraphs
devoted to specific problems (264 altogether), Wrace then organized
into subchapters and chapters. Most paragraphsastructed to be
polyphonic: Schedius’ own theoretical views on thgbject and his
suggestions, written in normal-sized letters, carrdad at the beginning
of the paragraph, usually followed by brief comnaeies and
bibliographical information, written in small-sizekbtters, that give
context to his theses. From the point of view dieeiic methodology,

4 Albrecht (1994, p. 37) and Weidemann (1998, |8)26

5 We may almost take it therefore that all othelitical devices also have been discovered
repeatedly, or rather an infinite number of timesroin the lapse of ages; for the discoveries of a
necessary kind are probably taught by need itsetf, when the necessaries have been provided it
is reasonable that things contributing to refinetraerd luxury should find their development; so
that we must assume that this is the way with ipalitinstitutions also.” (AristotlePolitics,
7.1329b).

6 Schedius, Ludovicus: Praefatio (Schedius 182&hit pagination]; 2005, p. 255).
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dividing the paragraphs in such a way has a péaticignificance: the
small-sized parts are responsible for collectingd amssorting the
knowledge about a certain subject as it was pratlacel reserved by
tradition, while the parts set in normal-sizeddettcomprise the author’s
own claims. It is the latter parts that reflect hesw, peculiar contribution
to the tradition. At this point, we arrive at th&em-recurring question
concerning eclectic methodology: how is it possilide obey Paul's
instruction and “prove all things” or to follow Astiotle in surveying all
the “results of previous discovery”? A usual™i@ntury answer would be
the utilization ofhistoria literaria, i.e. to organize the historical material
according to synchronic and diachronic coordinatdsch can give the
reader some guidelines to find her own way throtimghmaterial without
becoming a devout follower of one particular masteSchedius’
commentaries aim to fulfil this function: they amet meant to survey
nullified antecedents, neither to enumerate auiberto support his own
agenda. Instead, they consider alternative appesaichthe topic that are
distinct from his position. For example, the comiaen in 8§21 — a
paragraph about the definition of “absolute beauty'is filled with
references to ancient and modern authors who bgetétm in a different
sense: the list goes from Schedius’ contemporéikedVNilhelm Traugott
Krug and Auguste Hilarion de Kératy to Plotinuse #incient Stoics, and
Plato (Schedius 1828, p. 12 f.; 2005, p. 267 £heSius does not go into
details about the various views he mentions, makinge task of the
inquiring reader to look them up.

In the Preface, Schedius reflects on his own metlogg: “I have
tried from the beginning to discuss these issuggddly and coherently,
and without mentioning or rebutting the differingpimions of others
unless they are serious impediments to the doctréreby explicated.”
(Schedius 1828; 2005, p. 256). The context mappeieein this paper
suggests that this statement does not excludeptising views from the
inquiry; it only indicates that it will not discugisem in detail except from
some instances that we will see later on. By cehti&chedius continues,
“The views of those learned gentlemen [...] whosgharity might
increase the weight and credibility of my argumeni be cited more
frequently, so that | can proceed on the path elehosen more firmly.”

7 See Gierl (1997, p. 514 ff.).
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(Schedius 1828; 2005, p. 256). It is not to sayydwer, that he wants to
be seen as a follower of esteemed masters. Instehedius argues that
he will pay more attention to the acclaimed thaoattantecedents that
inspired his own views. Thus, authorigugtoritag here is not a master to
be devoutly followed and who has the last word, d&ytredecessor who
started something worthy to be continued. The rseritence is also
important, because it clarifies that — insteadiwing a final answer to the
problems under scrutiny — Schedius wishes to submitresults of his
inquiry to the learned public before continuing timg it: “Upon this
groundwork thus laid down [...] | will not hesitaie erect the systems of
the particular fine artsas soon as it earns the approval of more
experienced authors as wel({Schedius 1828; 2005, p. 256). [My italics,
G.F]

The chapter about the history of philocalia

According to the classical philologist Olof GigatRg5), philosophers
belonging to the eclectic tradition “consciouslyilbuon the results of
their predecessors and conceive their own systentiseaculminations of
the evolution of the problem”. This approach, hogrgvas Michael
Albrecht (1994, p. 36) points out, does not contime tradition into the
historical past; instead, it implies the idea dddition as a timeless
inventory, since for the eclectics, “there are iphdspects of truth to be
found in every thinker”. That is to say, it is mogtaphysics but historical
facts from various time periods and places thastitmted the foundation
of eclectic system¥ According to this view, scientific development
should be understood not as an accumulative pralassinfolds through
gradual corrections but with reference to the widdléhe scientific field,
the older as well as the more recent developménsus, a particular
eclectic system develops from its own history, fmitas the final result of
a lineal process: instead, it is the conclusiowdrérom a vast array of
historical resource®©n the history of philocaliasSchedius’ last chapter, is
an excellent example of the application of thisipiple.

8 schmidt-Biggemann (1988, s. 32).

19 Albrecht (1994, s. 165 f.). A formulation of thigea can be found in Francis Bactisvum
Organum ,truth is to be sought for not in the felicity ahy age, which is an unstable thing, but
in the light of nature and experience, which isrrea®. Bacon, FrancisThe New Organon
[Novum Organuin 56 (Bacon 1999, p. 101).
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In the first paragraph, Schedius offers a concépgtamework: he
differentiates between the external and the intdris¢éory of science. The
former refers to the review of scientific works (f&éherkunde”), while the
latter delineates “the beginnings, progress, anuois relations of
science, and the efforts made for the bettermethtadfirmation of these
relations”. The goal of internal history is to hels understand the
“present internal state of science” (Schedius 1828,77; Schedius 2005,
p. 374). Through this differentiation, Schediusvadsaon the twofold
tradition of historia literaria, mentioning next to the bibliographic history
another variant, which can be traced back to FsaBacon. Instead of the
knowledge of books, the emphasis here is put onatiedysis of the
progress of scienc®.However, Schedius adds that the two methods are
“to be applied together”, and he immediately makegffort to do so.

First, Schedius lists the scholarship of the s@ent beauty, the
science he calls philocalia, but — probably becaigbe lack of space —
he does not mention aesthetic theories proper filytemcyclopaedic and
comprehensive works from previous decades (thebkisg a work from
1827) (Schedius 1828, p. 177; Schedius 2005, p). 37 then turns to
the “internal history” of the discipline. Followindristotle’s twofold
institutional history mentioned above, Schediusstfidifferentiates
between two historical phases: the initial treatimeh the beautiful
responds to basic human drives but lacks any wdticeflection, unlike
later scientific analyses. He quotes Cicerd's oratoreto describe the
first phase, when people, driven by a “force olungt, make a judgment
of “what is right and wrong in art and reasoniniggit “without any art or
reasoning” (“sine ulla arte aut rationé*)According to Schedius, the dual
approach to beauty (disembodied and embodied)dsiremerged during
this phase, and remained relevant throughout th@&eehistory of
“philocalia”. This twofold approach to beauty rasdl, on the one hand,
in mythical stories about the miraculous force @&lity, and, on the other,
in the canon of Greek sculpture, founded upon #mesgl distinction

20 ILiterary history is] a just story of learningontaining the antiquities and originals of
knowledges and their sects, their inventions, thaiditions, their diverse administrations and
managings, their flourishings, their oppositionscalys, depressions, oblivions, removes, with the
causes and occasions of them [...], throughout tles afithe world.” Bacon (1858, p. 69), Gierl
(1997, p. 519).

2 Marcus Tullius CiceroDe oratore Ill, 50. Transl. J. S. Watson. Schedius (1828179;
2005, p. 375.)



58 Gergely FORIZS

between the beautiful and the ugly (Schedius 1§28180; Schedius
2005, p. 376). Later it was Plato and Aristotle,owdiave a scientific
exposition of these two ways of explaining beadtiie former wrote
about the “shining” of the eternal ideas of beautybeautiful objects,
while the latter was only concerned with beautyt tiffected the human
senses (Schedius 1828, p. 181; p. 376).

In the next step, Schedius briefly traces the histbdevelopments of
the two approaches, following the Platonic traditfoom the Academics
through Plotinus to Picco Mirandola, and the Atisiian tradition from
the Peripatetics through the Scholastics to “toslaphilosophers”.
According to Schedius, the 18th-century systemhefscience of beauty
(Du Bos, Chr. Wolff, Crousaz, Hutcheson, André, tBa, Burke,
Hogarth, Home, and Diderot are mentioned by name}lee heirs of the
latter sensualist tradition. This tradition culried in Baumgarten, who
coined the term “aesthetics” for the science ofsi#Bm cognition
(Schedius 1828, p. 182 f.; Schedius 2005, pp. 373 he last of the
aesthetic systems mentioned by Schedius is th&ant, who, in hisThird
Critique, tried to “expose the faults [of Baumgarten’s ey}, and to give
a more accurate explanation of the essence of yoeauat its impact on
human nature, while denying that there is some dsglprinciple of
beauty that can serve as the foundation for thensei of beauty”
(Schedius 1828, p. 183; Schedius 2005, p. 379).1d%tesentence of the
volume merely alludes to the aesthetic systems ¢haie after Kant,
delaying their analysis to a later time.

Examining Schedius’ historical survey was necessmgause | believe
that it can shed light on the implicit agenda &f Work, i.e. his desire to
eclectically synthesize the main tendencies intarethe history of the
discipline. The teleological design of his histafyscience is reflected in
the title of the chapter as weldn the history of philocalig‘De historia
philocaliae”). What it actually means is the “piistory of philocalia”,
which discipline — and the term itself — was crdaby Schedius himself.
Even though the termpiloxalog (‘one who examines beauty, one who
aspires to know beauty’) has its ancient antecederttich are listed in 89
(Schedius 1828, p. 4; Schedius 2005, p. 262), Sahdédrrows the term
to designate a new discipline that includes bothlléologia” and
“aesthetica”: the science of absolute beauty (resipby Plato) on the one
hand, and the doctrine of relative, sensual be@ngpired by Aristotle)
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on the other (Schedius 1828, p. 5 f.; Schedius 2@05263). Thus,
philocalia aims to synthesize the efforts made &fier generations of
scholars to understand beauty: based on the méddgydomplied,
Schedius introduces his new discipline as the mrodiua community that
was moulded into a new form by his systematizatioglping certain
potentials inherent in the tradition to their fglierealization. The
historical survey at the end of the work delinedkeese potentials, while
their culmination is to be found in the very bookroducing the concept
of philocalia. However, Schedius’ survey is alsmaarned with that part
of the tradition that seems to be — as Schedius ipuh the Preface—
“serious impediments to the doctrine hereby expida(Schedius 1828
[without pagination]; Schedius 2005, p. 256). Ttisrious impediment”
that cannot be fitted into the long history of ttactrine of beauty is none
other than Kant’s aesthetics.

An eclectic approach to theCritique of the Power

of Judgment

As we have seen above, the closing chapter of Rhacipia
philocaliae that surveys the history of the discipline of pbdba ends
with mentioning theCritique of the Power of Judgmenivhich puts
Kant's work in the position of the immediate anteet of Schedius’
opus:

“At the beginning of the last century, men studysugh subjects [i.e.
the various kinds of beauty and the fine arts] waneost simultaneously
obsessed by the same desire to organise them iptopar system [...].
Finally, it was Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten (t2y6who fully
succeeded, and gave the name aesthetics to hindoethich proved to
be such a success that since then everyone whanemed with this
discipline has been following in his footsteps. 1790, however,
Immanuel Kant in hi€ritik der Urtheilskrafttried to expose the faults of
this system, and to give a more accurate explamatfothe essence of
beauty and its impact on human nature, while denjat there is some
highest principle of beauty that can serve asdhedation for the science
of beauty. Since then, philosophers have been skédewith the new
passion of building aesthetic systems, but thdoresf will be presented
elsewhere” (Schedius 1828, p. 183f.; Schedius 200578 f.).
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In this longitudinal section, Kant is presentecadsreaker of tradition.
While Baumgarten represents and fulfils a long dnisal tradition
(running back at least to Aristotle) that encompasauthors trying to give
a scientific description of the functions of thentan mind, capable of
responding to sensual beauty, Kant is introduceghdsdividualist denier
of the earlier consensual paradigm. In partici®ahedius refers to §44 of
theThird Critique where Kant rejects the idea that there can meace
of beauty: “There is neither a science of the bG&dubnly a critique, nor
beautiful science, only beautiful art. For if therrher existed, then
it would be determined in it scientifically, i.eby means of proofs,
whether something should be held to be beautifulnot;, thus the
judgment about beauty, if it belonged to a scienseuld not be a
judgment of taste” (Kant 2000, p. 184).

Kant had already proposed this thesis in@nitique of Pure Reason
where he had explicitly connected it with the g of the Baumgartian
approach: “The Germans are the only ones who noplagnthe word
‘aesthetics’ to designate that which others cadl ¢hitique of taste. The
ground for this is a failed hope, held by the eberdlanalyst Baumgarten,
of bringing the critical estimation of the beaultifunder principles of
reason, and elevating its rules to a science. lsitefffort is futile. For the
putative rules or criteria are merely empiricalfasas their sources are
concerned and can therefore never serva gsiori rules according to
which our judgment of taste must be directed; rathe latter constitutes
the genuine touchstone of the correctness of thmeid (Kant 1998,
p. 173).

In his summary, Schedius points out the differebetveen Kant's
Third Critique and his own position that preserves its links he t
Baumgartian tradition, but this opposition is nutensified, even if their
antagonism is clear. In the Kantian dichotomougesys science and art
are separated, because while science has rulesc#mtbe given
conceptually, “beautiful art is art of genius” tfaannot itself describe or
indicate scientifically how it brings its producttd being” (Kant 2000,
p. 186 f.). In the case of such products of genioafure (that of the
subject) [...] gives the rule to art” (Kant 2000, 219). In Schedius’
philocalia, on the contrary, science and art, dbgw subject are not
separated from one another so strictly. As a rethdt subject becomes
the bearer of undivided “human nature, i.e. perfeshanity”. Instead of
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being bound to the particularity of sensible hunieings, beauty, i.e.
“inner, subjective beauty”, is humanity itself (®clius 1828, p. 2 f.;
2005, p. 259 f.), encompassing the entire worlcdhwihan intellect and
affections. Meanwhile the sciences, understooddbypdare built upon
this foundation of humanity” (Schedius 1828, pS2hedius 2005, p. 260).

Schedius elaborates this anti-Kantian view withttbkp of Aristotle in
815 of the Philocalia, in a chapter dedicated to laying down the
groundwork for the new discipline: “Beauty as anthior object stems
from a different source than beauty as a sciencecientific discipline.
As for the science of beauty, it stems from theesaource as any other
science, including philosophy, under which disciplphilocalia belongs:
the intellect. Aristotle aptly writes thatyw yap vodv dpynv émotiunoc
[intellect is the originative sourcarchd of sciencéy], Post. I. 33; and
also thatEmkowvmvodot 8¢ macat al émotijpot GAAMANLG KOTd T0 KOWE —
Kowvd & Méym oig ypdvrar g &k Tovtmv dmodeucvivieg [In virtue of the
common elements of demonstration — | mean the camem®ms which
are used as premises of demonstration, not thedshjor the attributes
demonstrated as belonging to them — all the sc&ehewe communion
with one anothéf], Post I, 11. c. We believe, that the most feriteirce
of beauty can be found in human nature.”

There is no consensus among classical-philologiste®w to interpret
Aristotle’s quoted segment8,but in Schedius’ readingous [intellect]
refers to non-demonstrative knowledge, somethirgg th common in
each science. In the Aristotelian contexdusis bound up with sensitive
cognition, since it refers to the inductive origios general concepfs.
When Schedius mentions that the source of beautst i@ “human
nature” atura humang he refers both to beauty as an object and to
beauty as a science, and as he adds in the negrpph, we can acceas
posteriorito the former, whilea priori to the latter (Schedius 1828, p. 8;
Schedius 2005, p. 264). Invoking theus doctrine in this context
probably functions as a link between the two maafdgowledge. At the

2 Quotation from: AristotlePosterior Analyticsl, 33. (Aristotele 2019).

% Quotation from: AristotlePosterior Analyticsl, 11. (Aristotele 2019).

24 Cf. Perelmuter (2010), in particular: p. 239 f.

% [Tlhe doctrine of nous should provide us [...] Wifristotle’s answer to the question: what
powers must be ascribed to the human psychesftd be capable of induction, that is, if it is to
acquire from sense experience a stable grasp aifrtiversal concepts or essences required for
science?” (Kahn 1981, p. 404).
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same time, by choosing the “common elementsdwpt tomol) or
“common axioms® of human intellect to be the foundation of science
Schedius joins the tradition of eclecticism thatirning from speculation
to topoi and to experiential knowledge — gatheexfical knowledge from
historical experience, while replaces metaphysidth veommonsense
reasoning.

A more direct reference to Kant can be found in1§ Bparagraph that
contains Schedius’ definition of genius, while gsoposing an argument
in the spirit of the commonsense tradition. Accogdio the proposed
argument, the genius “attaches the material to dlimgith intimate and
equal ties, while [...] defining and controlling, imeanwhile he is aware
of “the intrinsic relationship between intellectdamaterial.” His activity
is, however, not individualistic: “The pursuit dfe intellect to impinge on
the material [...] will necessarily be appropriegeother minds of a similar
nature that follow similar laws. Thus, whatever esnfrom the genius
can be regarded axemplaryand normative” (Schedius 1828, p. 81;
Schedius 2005, p. 308 f.). At the end of the paxalgr Schedius instructs
his reader to compare his argument with two bilshpdical sources, the
first of which is 846 of theCritique of the Power of Judgmermntitled
“Beautiful art is art of genius”. According to Kéntdefinition proposed
there: “The primary characteristics”, of genius mos “originality”, but,
“since there can also be original nonsense, itdyms must at the same
time be models, i.e. exemplary, and, while not thelses the result of
imitation, they must yet serve others in that wggént 2000, p. 186).

The Kantian view of genius as the breaker and oregft tradition is
clearly adversary to Schedius’ position according which the
exemplariness of genius is founded upon a livingrooinity between him
and his audience, a community of the like-minde@, it is not
individualistic or subjective. Instead of contradig Kant directly,
Schedius refers his reader to the second literauyce, the part starting
with 8§10 in Jean Paul'8/orschule der Asthetikwhere the German
aesthete (Jean Paul 1804, p. 54) combats Kantig @eplicated in 8§46
of the Third Critique that genius is distinctive of the arts. In
contradistinction, Jean Paul attributes to the wgerthe simultaneous
cultivation of all the powers of the mind, and aguhat genius can be

% Aristotle: Posterior Analyticsl. 11. (Aristotele 2019).
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productive both in the fields of philosophy and fppeFurthermore, Jean
Paul argues that the virtue of “thoughtfulness” d@&enheit) attributed
to the cultivated, all-rounded genius is mimeticiagure, and gives us the
cultural ideal of “the ancient world of learnings an examplé’

Thus, Schedius abstains from openly confrontingnbion of genius
with that of Kant, but nevertheless gives his realdibliographical
references that can illuminate the conflicting wewresented by
scholarship, and that can put the doctrine oftiscipia philocaliaeinto
context. One of Schedius’ remarks from a few pagaber might also be
relevant here, where he praises Kant's subtle ndistin between the
mental powers suited for the sciences and theébattadding that he failed
to give an exposition that is accurate enough (&okel828, p. 72;
Schedius 2005, p. 302).

Similarly, at other occasions of explicit criticistichedius nibbles at
the inaccuracy of Kant's exposition. For exampléew it comes to the
“disinterested satisfaction” (Wohlgefallen ohneehaisse) (Kant 2000,
p. 91.) that characterizes judgments of taste, plosopher of
Konigsberg, Schedius argues, failed to differeatigirecisely enough”
between “the appetite of the interest and the édsitake possession of
the beautiful object” (Schedius 1828, p. 123 f.h&tus 2005, p. 337).
Schedius, however, also alludes here to Herdeitisism of Kant in his
Kalligone (Herder 1800, p. 193 ff.), which might indicatattschedius’
own concerns with Kant were not confined to therieegse wording of
his disinterestedness argument. In the part reféady Schedius, Herder
argues that beauty can never be disinterestedusechow could | take
pleasure in something that does not interest meteder, Herder also
proposes a distinction between self-interest (Higé&r) and one’s “pure”
interest in the beautiful (Herder 1800, p. 195 This distinction is not
meant to amend the Kantian terminology; insteadrdele wants to
support with it the age-old doctrine — traced baxlkiomer and Plato in
the previous chapter — concerning the interrelassinof beauty and

27 [Dler Mensch achtet [...] nur das, was nicht matkeh nachzuahmen ist; die Besonnenheit

aber scheint eben immer nachzuahmen und mit Willikiacr Heucheln géttliche Eingebung und
Empfindung nachzuspielen und folglich — aufzuhebend hier braucht man die Beispiele
ruchloser Geistesgegenwart nicht aus dem Denkenganfdern die alte gelehrte Welt reicht uns
besonders aus der rhetorischen und humanistischpr Exempeln.” (Jean Paul 1804, p. 60 f.)
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morality that was set aside by Kant's notion ofirdierested judgment of
taste.

At other occasions, Schedius agrees with Kant. iRstance, he
welcomes Kant's idea of “coupling the graceful estlely with relative
beauty” (Schedius 1828, p. 97; Schedius 2005, p@l),3@r that of
regarding beauty as the symbol of morality (Schedi828, p. 97;
Schedius 2005, p. 324). This latter idea playsmportant part in the
Kantian agenda of utilizing the power of aesth@iidgment to connect
the empirical and the intelligible world®.Since Schedius did not
presuppose such a discrepancy, for him, human enaaisr an object of
“absolute beauty”, i.e. beautiful as well as goadibxéayadog), has a
different systematic status, than in KantXitique. This difference,
however, is not emphasised by Schedius, which tedhe task of
recognizing it, again, to the inquiring reader.

Concusion
| have demonstrated in this paper that Schediusiders hidPrincipia

philocaliae as the synthesis of two historical traditionstod tloctrine of
beauty, uniting the tradition that focuses on aligo{ideal) beauty (i. e.
calleologig with the one that focuses on relative (sensuaduby (i. e.
aesthetica Schedius believes that the groundwork of histrssgising
science of beauty is human nature in its twofoldlilyoand spiritual
nature. | defined the methodology of the work agedaic, that is to say
that Schedius seeks to find or create a consengte historical tradition
of aesthetics. Schedius follows two different patha the one hand, he
gives an extensive survey and compiles the elemehtthe various
systems of aesthetics compatible with his notiorplaifocalia. On the
other hand, he delineates greater tendencies ihiskarical development
of science that resulted in the prerequisitestierdynthesising project of
philocalia. Besides, Schedius also reflects onradté/e approaches to the
beautiful that cannot be fitted into the pre-higtof philocalia, such as
Kant's transcendental aesthetics. But even indés®, he tries to integrate
to a certain extent the system worked out in@néque of the Power of
Judgmento his discourse of philocalia. He does this byoaging certain
parts from the Kantian system and fitting them ihts own argument

% gee Kant (2000, s. 225 f.), Felten (2004, s.fip3
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(e.g. the argument concerning beauty as the sywiboiorality), or by
abstaining from direct and open confrontations vwdmtian principles
that would break the desired consensus, and meuahting them out
instead (e.g. the doctrine of disinterestedneshjlevalso referring his
readers to the neohumanist critiques of Kant (degder, Jean Paul). As a
result, Kantian teachings, incompatible with theilqaalia-project in
themselves, are also drawn into the scientific alisse, sometimes
through the strong criticism levelled against th@ihis methodology, at
the same time, neither forces Schedius on the sigemor does it compel
him to proclaim dissensus. Finally, Kant's famouswy; according to
which “There isn’'t a science of the beautiful”,imsplicitly countered by
the very existence of therincipia philocaliag and how theCritique of
the Power of Judgmeit fitted into its pre-history.

Thus, Schedius’ philocalia is an example of a systeat grew out of
historical traditions, creating their synthesigslan eclectic system, since
it compiles from every part of these traditionsiveln by the desire for
consensus, it considers all previous efforts toeustdnd the subject under
scrutiny, without rejecting any doctrine on prirleipThe other sign of
eclecticism is that just as he rejects the ided #my of his learned
predecessors’ works gave some sort of a concluSohedius does not
think that his own synthesising achievement has fihal say either.
Rather, he presents his work as a contributiotnéocommon endeavour
of a scientific community, whose goal is to undamst human nature as
fully as possible through a dynamic process thainctbe brought to
a close.

Translated by Botond Csuka
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