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If we take a look at the past, the present (and even the future) of aesthetics – we see humans. We see artists and philosophers building up the foundation stones of beauty, then that same artists breaking them to ruins and rebuilding them or carving them with perfection. Kant said that all our knowledge starts with sensual experience (empirical facts) – and if we take this hypothesis as true, then it says one word –humans.
First of all, let us consider the two most important views of beauty in the modern philosophy - Kant’s formalistic (sensual) view of beauty and Schelling’s intellectual (contextual) view of beauty.
Kant puts the empirical barrier between us and the noumenal world, and merges beauty with the feeling of non-interest enjoyment, a feeling characteristical only for a human being.  Therefore, beauty is the creation of humans. Although Kant was too rigorous when he put the idea of beauty only between the borders of sensual and formal – his critics are not right saying his theory makes it possible for animals to also perceive beauty thanks to sensual powers, but cannot express it due to lack of complex emotions or a proper language. Why? Because without the idea of beauty and without the powers of consciousness, you cannot find, enjoy or create beauty. Ideas are creations of a mind, animals do not have mind. Conclusion: animals cannot perceive beauty.
On the other hand, Schelling says beauty is revealed through content, through intellectual activities. For example – a book is not beautiful thanks to our senses, but thanks to our intellectual powers. Yes, we do perceive letters, but we reveal the idea that hides behind them by using our mind, ideas that shape the content of the meaning the book holds. Joyce’s ‘Portrait of the artist as a young man’ is not beautiful because of the form in which it is written ( a form of a more-or-less ordinary novel), but because of the ideas that hide behind the words.  And who is also in the possession of the mind, besides humans? Nobody (Except maybe God - ? We will get back to this). Therefore beauty is the creation of man.
But both Kant and Schelling thought of aestethics considering only human beings. Humans created the beauty, humans value the beauty. But nature (or God –we will get back to it soon) created humans. So - is nature beautiful, because it created the Creator of beauty, thus creating the beauty – and everything that nature creates is a part of her (example – nature created elephants, they are part of the nature – nature created beauty on its own or through humans, beauty is part of the nature)? No, nature is not beautiful. Why? Simply because it is the kingdom of necessity. Crocodile has teeth in order to live – not because of their beauty level. Maybe toothless crocodile is beautiful, but that is irrelevant – because even if the toothless crocodile could be brought to existence this moment, he would not be a part of the nature – but a freak of nature, a one in a million case that would die of starvation very quickly, cease to exist in these conditions of nature. Also, the crocodile with giant teeth could be considered a work of an art genius – but he would share his fate with the toothless one. Nature by itself cannot be considered beautiful, but as a projection of human senses, mind, soul etc. it can be. Beauty requires consciousness, the idea of itself (self-awareness) before the act of creation, you need to be aware of beauty in order to create it. Nature is not conscious or self-aware in its totality, only through its part – through us, we are the conscious part of the nature – and that is not enough. We say the leaves on that tree is beautiful, and you can say that nature is aware of that (because we are also the part of the nature, and through our observations nature observes itself) – yet it leaves that poor tree bare naked every winter. Beauty is created on purpose, not by accident or some natural law.
And what if the Creator of everything is not nature, but an all-powerful, self aware, conscious being – God? Let us get back to Kant for a few sentences. Kant said humans created the idea of beauty.  But, Kant was never an atheist. So if the idea of God is considered by using the power of logic (although Kant said we know nothing of God, he never claimed  that the laws of logic are questionable):
God exists.
God is perfect.
Conclusion I: God is beautiful, (because the ugly God is imperfect ) 
Then beauty exists without being perceived by a man, because we cannot perceive God.
Conclusion II: God created beauty (because he could not be perfect if anything existed before Him, or because he created humans which perceive beauty and are less perfect than He is or etc... there are many arguments that support this theory)
But God cannot be considered a fact, and that is where this argument fails. Kant said that the noumenal world perceived by humans is full of absurd paradoxes, all with the same truth value.  So let us consider God. Maybe God is not perfect, just unimaginable for our intellectual and sensual powers– there are lot of arguments that support this strange theory, for example just one - the presence of evil in the world. And if God can be imperfect, then he can also be totally unaware of the existence of beauty, or he can be very ugly – so the perception of beauty again comes back within the borders of human existence.
In spite of all the arguments, let us consider God a perfect being, a creator of beauty. But that means that beauty is a contingent phenomenon, it means that beauty does not exist on its own, or manifest itself on its own – but through the creation of God. Beauty does not manifest itself,  it is manifested thanks to the creation powers of God. Another logical deduction that supports Zongyuan’s words.
One more question, a radical-materialistic one that fights against the thought of the ‘idea’ of beauty (subjective or objective) – Does beauty even exist in the material world? If beauty is the creation, the revelation of man, where is the evidence of its existence. Dragons are also the creation of man, yet they do not  exist in the material world (or we highly claim so). There is an answer to this, from psychological point of view which says that the label  ‘beautiful’ is the state of mind or senses towards an object which is changing our emotional or intellectual state of being, in a positive way of course. In nature there exists a strange mixture of electrical transmissions  that evokes in us that pleasant feeling, for which we thank the transmitter by calling it beautiful. So from this point of view beauty is not the creation of man, but the creation of the outer world, more specifically – beauty is the process consisted of electrical impulses in brain evoked by an outer object. Although that is an arguable view, it supports our thesis because it takes the human brain as the creator of beauty, not the mind. Brain is a part of our body, our existence – therefore man created the term of beauty.
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